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Introduction
 Karl Marx famously wrote, “The history of all hitherto ex-
isting society is the history of class struggles.” Although that 
statement has continued to be source of much historiographical 
debate, what is not up for debate is that this issue was a history 
of editorial struggles. Through those struggles, however, came 
arguably one of the greatest issues of The Future of History. 
 With essays ranging from Imelda Lo’s work on the pre-co-
lonial Orientalism in Renaissance Europe to Alice Stanton-Ha-
gan’s exploration of the English women’s fluid gendered ex-
pressions during the First World War, we were able to publish 
student essays on some of the most understudied historical top-
ics. Along with Norman Chung’s essay on French and German 
imperialism in Africa and Eriks Bredovskis’ depiction of the 
utter complexities of Chinese society during the Cultural Rev-
olution, this issue represents the true joy and diverse nature of 
history, not to mention the talent of the University of Toronto 
student body. I hope the readers enjoy this issue as much as I 
did.
 And so, thank you Guy Taylor and Helen Picard, our two 
lovely layout and design editors, who made this issue a reality. 
When I asked you both in September if you could take on the 
role, there was no need for convincing and you were both hap-
py to produce such a fantastic journal within the span of one 
month. Thank you, thank you, and thank you. I look forward to 
working with both of you on our upcoming issues in the 2014-
2015 year. 
 Equally, I would like to thank once again our staff, financial 
supporters, and the students who provided us with a wonderful 
range of submissions. Let this issue be a reflection of what is to 
come next year with my new co-director, India Grace McAlister, 
at my side. 

      Haley O’Shaughnessy, Director
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When Englishman George Sandys traveled to Turkey in 1610, he was faced with 
the daunting task of interpreting and explaining a foreign culture to the Eng-
lish press, who were increasingly interested in the “exotic” riches of the East. 
Incorporating classical references and mythology to describe these “terrifying 
Asians,” Sandys invoked many paradoxical portrayals of Turks in his four-book 
account of the Turkish East, The Relation of a Journey begun an. Dom. 1610.1 
One description in particular involved the comparison of Paris of Homer’s Ili-
ad with the rather bellicose Janissary troops: a portrayal that, as classist Jerry 
Tomer put it, “raises all kinds of questions about the cultural identity of Paris’s 
effeminacy.”2 Specifically, by comparing these foreign troops to an effeminate 
Trojan, Sandys subtly elicited the East-versus-West dichotomy and denigrated 
the East as “backwards” by presenting it as pathetic, foppish, and weak as Paris.3 
Nevertheless, Sandys’ account also revealed an admiration for Turkish society, 
as he portrayed the Janissaries as “gallantly armed” and “[retained] perhaps 
something of Antiquity.”4 
 This paradoxical view of Turks was expressed not only in England, but 
in numerous other European countries, especially Italy, as humanists often de-
scribed Turks as “Scythian” barbarians all the while paralleling their disciplined 
armies and martial talents to mythological figures. With the spread of these 
conceptions of the Turk and the rapid spread of Turkish political power and in-
fluence, the European elite began to the Orient as the exotic “Other” and thus 
as the “eternal enemy” of the civilized West. In other words, the particular Euro-
pean reaction to rise of Turkish influence during Renaissance was foundational 
to what literary theorist Edward Said would later define as “Orientalism.” 
 In his revolutionary work, Orientalism, Said emphasizes the Western 
tendency to oversimplify and essentialize Eastern—particularly Middle East-
ern and Islamic—peoples as overtly feminine, irrational, and violent “savages” 
who lack the rational and enlightened ideals of the Western man.5 Furthermore, 
“Orientalism” has come to refer to the idea that the Orient was a wholly Euro-
pean invention, and since antiquity the Orient “has been for Western writers 
a place of romance, exotic beings, haunting memories and landscapes, and re-
markable experiences.”6 At the same time, however, the creation of the Orient 
was inherently linked to the inequality of power that existed between the East 
and the West and enforced “the position of strength of the Western nations and 
to keep the poor Easterner downtrodden.”7 Thus, Said concluded, the concept 
of the Orient “Other” was only created by the West to justify colonialism and 
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subjugation of the “savage” East.8

 Nevertheless, contrary to mainstream historiography, Said’s concept 
of “Orientalism”—in its broadest definition as Europeans’ perceptions of the 
East—can be found as early as the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. Despite 
the fact that Europe was not necessarily in a superior relationship vis-à-vis the 
Turks during the Renaissance and was often militarily inferior to them, a form 
of pre-colonial “Orientalism” still pervaded throughout its cultural landscape. 
Specifically, even though many Europeans could not help but be impressed by 
the sophistication, wealth, and power of the Ottoman Empire, there still re-
mained a cultural tendency to present the Orient as violent, irrational, emo-
tional and sexually decadent which would later parallel the later colonial and 
post-colonial contexts and theories of the region. This tendency, as anthropol-
ogist Ivan Kalmar has touched upon briefly in his work Early Orientalism, was 
pervasive throughout the early modern period and was instigated largely by the 
fall of Constantinople in 1453.9 Aware of the outrages committed against rela-
tively innocent Christians by the Turks, Europeans increasingly began to fear 
the Ottoman’s jihad, or holy war against non-Muslims, would destroy the entire 
foundation of Christendom itself.10 As such, some European religious figures, 
such as Pope Pius II, began to consciously react against this potential threat by 
demonizing Turks in fiction and speeches to rouse pro-Crusade and anti-Turkish 
sentiments. 
 Nevertheless, the Manichean Saidian view of the European rational 
“Self” against the irrational Oriental “Other” is quite complicated when applied 
to an early modern context, as European portrayals of the Turk go beyond the 
simple binary opposition between “rational” West and “irrational” East. How-
ever, a Saidian conception of “pre-colonial Orientalism” can be utilized to de-
scribe and frame European conceptions of the Turk. Through an analysis of a 
variety of primary sources—especially religious writings concerning the fall of 
Constantinople, first-hand European accounts of Sultan Mehmed II, and artistic 
portrayals of the Turk in the play The Courageous Turke, will suggest Europe-
ans’ seemingly paradoxical views of the Turks were expressions of a pre-colonial 
“Orientalism” that cast Turks as admirable, exotic foreigners yet immoral hea-
thens incapable of true European civilization.
  Because Europeans’ views of Turks only began to truly form after the 
fall of Constantinople,11 this study will firstly analyze how the fall of Constan-
tinople was interpreted by religious figures, and how medieval religious themes 
regarding Islam were utilized by religious and secular writers alike to denigrate 
the “savage” Turk. Beginning with German cleric Master Henry of Soemmern’s 
“The Fall and Sack of the City of Constantinople by the Turks in the Year [14]53,” 
his account portrays the sultan of the Turks, Mehmed II as:

 […] A persecutor of the name of Christ and a most enthusiastic follower of 
the perversity of Mohammed; his very name is Mohammed and his people call him 
“grand emir”; he is endowed with astute cleverness, which evidently served him so well 
that he laid siege to Constantinople with an enormous army; he attacked, stormed, 
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and seized all fortifications and defenses around the city; then he dismissed his army 
and returned to his home in the month of August.12

 Already beginning his account with a typical paradoxical portrayal of 
the Turk as both admirable and savage, Henry continues throughout his account 
to describe the Turk in typical medieval polemic, as a heathen embodying the 
antithesis of Christian values.13 
 As with Sandys, Henry nevertheless expresses positive sentiments re-
garding the Turks, presenting simultaneously them as sophisticated and well 
versed in technology. For example, he describes how the Turks were able to con-
tinuously bombard Constantinople for a full fifty-one days with “countless en-
gines” and “incredible machines, which hardly seem imaginable to the human 
mind.”14 These “incredible” machines included a wooden bridge over the sea, 
three hundred wooden towers that were moveable by soldiers “by means of an 
internal mechanism,” and apparatuses that moved eighty ships from the sea to 
the top of logs on top of mountains. This impressive military might enabled the 
Turks to use their ships to bypass barriers into the harbour of Constantinople 
and eventually destroy Constantinople under the proclamation of Islam as su-
preme.15 
 Despite his admiration of Turkish ingenuity, Henry eventually de-
monizes the Turks and portrays them not simply as military threats but as “sav-
age” adherents to a violent and immoral religion with an irrational hatred of the 
true religion of Christianity. As such, he discusses at length Mehmed’s cruelty 
and destruction of the Christian population and symbols, thus characterizing 
Mehmed and his followers as “heathens” despite their talents and intelligence. 
Specifically, Henry describes how the Christian nobles of Constantinople were 
cruelly executed and how women, virgins, and nuns were given the most in-
humane treatment “such as you would not use even to cattle.”16 Then, Henry 
emphasizes how the churches were not only all looted by the Turks, but some 
Christianity’s most respected symbols, such as the body of the virgin Saint Theo-
dosia, and “all other countless relics of saints, [were also] dismembered [and the 
pieces were offered] to dogs.”17 
 Furthermore, the sultan transformed the Church of Santa Sophia into 
his personal mosque by smashing the cross that topped the church and soiling 
the altars on which Christ’s miracles had been depicted. Then he declared that:
 
 He wants to overrun Hungary so that no one will stand in the way. He him-
self states publicly that in the future he will come to Rome to subjugate Italy and to ex-
terminate the Christian faith; and he is certain of this. For this project he has equipped 
three hundred galleys and twenty large ships, with countless bombards and engines 
and has amassed an army of three hundred thousand warriors. He does not think that 
the whole world can stop him. This most cruel tyrant nourishes such hatred for Chris-
tians that when he lays eyes on a Christian, he immediately washes his eyes as if this 
sight has polluted him.18
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 Thus, Henry’s depiction of the Turks as intelligent and sophisticated 
is ultimately bellied by the Turks’ savagery, immorality, and hatred of Chris-
tians. By describing in vivid detail the desecration of saints’ relics and especially, 
the violence towards virgin women and saints, Henry highlights the essential 
“Otherness” of the Turk, as a figure belonging to another civilization that holds 
contempt for symbols and morals that Christians hold dear. As such, the intelli-
gence that the Turk possesses is ultimately a threat to Christian civilization, and 
indeed, the antithesis of the “true” Christian civilization of Europe. 
 It is interesting to note that Henry’s focus on the Turks’ obsession 
with violence and destruction of Christian values has its roots in Renaissance 
European ideas regarding temporality and idolatry. Although Henry does not 
describe Turks as idolaters who worship Mohammed as medieval sources often 
erroneously did, he does contrast the supposedly immoral nature of the Islamic 
religion with the meek, moral, and righteous nature of Christianity. Specifically, 
while Christianity is presented as meek and peaceful, with serene believers who 
meekly accept their fate at the hands of the savage Turks,19 the Turks are pre-
sented as earthly, materialistic, and unrestrained. Indeed, Henry is convinced of 
Islam’s lack of spiritualism and logical theology, as he describes Islamic priests 
ascending to the altars of the sultan’s new mosque and declaring Mohammed 
himself as the greatest “prophet and destroyer of the Christian faith.”20 The as-
sumption here reflects the Medieval belief that the most venerated figure in Is-
lam was not God, but rather Mohammed, a “flesh-and-blood individual” who, 
unlike Christ, was an adulterer, robber, and murderer who broke every rule pre-
scribed by the Ten Commandments.21 
 Furthermore, the fact that the priests are said by Henry to have de-
clared Mohammed as a “destroyer of the Christian faith” reveals Henry’s Eu-
rocentric assumption that Islam was a reaction to the true faith of Christiani-
ty, that Islam was “Satanic”—that is, diametrically opposed to the good that is 
Christianity—in its desire to destroy the true faith. Especially since that priests 
are not praising God but rather, Mohammed, while at the altar where Christians 
had once praised Jesus and his Holy Mother, it is quite clear that to Henry, Is-
lam is the worship of Mohammed—and hence a form of idolatry, since Muslims 
were supposedly venerating a mortal man rather than God himself22—and that 
Islam’s primary goal is not spiritual fulfilment, but rather to exterminate Chris-
tianity and to attain earthly dominion over other religions.23 Ultimately, then, 
it is clear that Henry’s portrayal of the Turk is less than flattering, despite his 
initial admiration of their technology and intelligence. From his point of view as 
a Christian cleric, the Turks were materialistic idolaters, murderers and enemies 
of Christ; hence, their intelligence cannot redeem their savagery and instead 
makes them all the more terrifying.
 Pope Pius II’s 1453 “A Brief Treatise on the Capture of Constantinople” 
similarly portrays Turks as intelligent yet ultimately savage and immoral, albeit 
with a focus on the perceived sexual immorality of the Turks that would later 
find itself utilized to denigrate Turks in myriads of mediums in Renaissance Eu-
rope. Also known as Aeneas Silvius Piccolomini, Pope Pius II was well educated 
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in the classics and attached to the imperial court as well as the papal curia.24 Like 
his protégé Henry of Soemmern, he also possessed a deep concern about the Ot-
toman advance,25 and as such, described the Turks in his “Treatise” in as a threat 
to Christian civilization. Nevertheless, Pius too held some respect for the Turks, 
admiring their cunning, perseverance, and martial discipline.26 In his “Treatise,” 
he highly rates Mehmed’s deceptive decision to build a castle near the Bosphorus 
and pretend that his objective was not to conquer Constantinople. He also notes 
with admiration that after the castle was quickly finished and fortified, Mehmed 
and his men immediately began their invasion of Constantinople and attacked 
the city by land and see with “admirable preparations [and] terrifying spirit.”27 
Like Henry, Pius also appreciates Mehmed’s technological ingenuity, such as his 
ability to quickly construct mines, numerous underground tunnels, and towers 
taller than most of the buildings in Constantinople.28 
 Nevertheless, Pius very quickly reverts to condemning the Turks. 
However, whereas Henry focuses mostly on the religious aspects of the Turks 
when denigrating them as “savages,” Pius emphasizes their cultural impact and 
their socio-political effect on Europe alongside the theological niche occupied 
by the Turks. Specifically, he concentrates not only on the violence of the Turks 
and their influence on Christianity, but also how Turks were a threat to “the 
resurgence of classical learning.”29 Because Pius was, like Sandys, a classicist, 
he considered classical Roman and Greek culture and philosophy to be the only 
“civilized” mode of perceiving the world; as such, since he believed that Turks 
were destroying classical culture, morality, and philosophy in Constantinople by 
burning books and desecrating relics of classical culture,30 he portrayed them as 
the Eastern “Other” to the European “Self,” the Persian “savage” to the “learned” 
Greek.31 
 More to the point, Pius not only saw the Turks as utter barbarians be-
cause of their book burning and lack of veneration for Greco-Roman culture, 
but also because of their overt sexuality, lawlessness, and lack of mercy. As 
the “Treatise” reveals, the Turks were said to have killed old men, raped nu-
merous virgins of both sexes, and desecrated churches by using them as stables 
for horses and as brothels.32 In addition, Mehmed ordered the execution of the 
princes and noblemen of Constantinople, and Lord Loukas Notaras’ elder son 
was executed in front of his very eyes, while his younger son was “reserved for 
sexual purposes.”33 Whereas this association of the Turk with ribald sexuality 
along with violence and rape has long been a staple of pre-colonialist European 
conceptions of the East, at the same time, the association of Islam with violent 
sexuality, sensuality, and homosexuality was also by other heavily entrenched 
cultural perceptions of Islam. Drawing from the Aristotelian idea that the East 
was naturally a place of loose sexuality morality because “the physical heat of the 
place must necessarily result in human beings of certain sexual proclivities,”34 
many medieval writers also believed that Islam was essentially pagan and as 
well.35 Hence, in that way, Islam—especially Mohammed himself—soon became 
linked with sexual depravity and especially homosexuality.36 
 As such, it is therefore not surprising that Pius stresses the Turks’ im-
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moral sexual habits and their homosexuality, especially their rape of one of the 
Constantinople nobles’ sons and their transformation of various churches into 
brothels. The imagery is obvious: Islam is morally corrupt, sexually deviant, 
and destructive to the “goodness” of the European, classically derived Christian 
“Self.” Ultimately, Pius’ portrayal of the Turks, although initially paradoxical as 
Sandys’ and Henry’s accounts were, illustrate that Renaissance Europeans’ ten-
dency to admire the Turks was ultimately bellied by their fear and distrust of the 
Turks as threats to not only Christianity, but also European classical culture and 
morality.
 Like Said’s “Orientalism,” then, this pre-colonial “Orientalism” essen-
tially portrays the Turk as simultaneously “terrifying and enviable.”37 As such, 
many pre-colonial “Orientalist” writers and observers simultaneously admired 
Turks for their “martial excellence and strict justice, qualities which [Renais-
sance Europeans] sometimes felt were lacking in their own societies.”38 On the 
other hand, as previously discussed in passing, unlike Said’s post-colonial and 
colonial “Orientalism,” it is not immediately obvious in pre-colonial “Oriental-
ism” that Westerners were in a position of power compared to the Turks and 
that the Westerners invented a particular image of the Orient to keep the Turks 
and other Easterners in a subservient position.39 However, another closer look 
at the writings of Pope Pius II and other Renaissance Europeans reveals that, 
as with Saidian “Orientalists,” Renaissance Europeans writing about the Turks 
during and after the fall of Constantinople often were consciously manipulating 
the image of the Turk to promote crusade or other anti-Turkish, pro-Christian 
causes. 
 Pius, for example, noted that to properly combat the Turks, Europe-
ans needed to overcome their regional differences and unite as Christendom. To 
promote anti-Turkish crusade, however, Pius realized that it would be politically 
expedient to further define the concepts of East and West by denigrating Turks 
not only because they were Muslims and heathens, but because of their inherent 
“lack of civilization” and “cowardice.” In his 1461 letter to Mehmed, Pius insisted 
that Mehmed will be fighting men—not women—in Europe, and that the West 
is superior due to its state of learning and its love of liberal arts.40 The implica-
tion, then, is that Pius holds Europeans as superior and is offering Europeans a 
“bold vision of their cultural and religious superiority over Asia.”41 
 Thus, Pius was inventing the Orient as the antithesis of the West not 
only in terms of religion, but also in terms of its moral values and civilization. 
Whereas the West is “truly civilized” because of its Greco-Roman roots, the East, 
assumed to be oblivious to the teachings of the ancients, is barbaric, illiterate, 
materialistic, and primitive despite the Turk’s façade of sophistication. Because 
many other authors, as we will see, embraced this characterization of East ver-
sus West and the idea of Western superiority over the East, it is clear that, like 
colonial and post-colonial Saidian “Orientalists,” Renaissance Europeans were 
already developing a kind of pre-colonial “Orientalism” that similarly conscious-
ly fabricated and consciously denigrated the Orient—in this case, the Turk—to 
keep the image of the Turk negative and promote anti-Turkish crusade and rhet-
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oric for political as well as religious reasons.
 Pre-colonial “Orientalism” further developed and began to resemble 
Saidian “Orientalism” more as Renaissance Europeans gradually began to con-
ceive themselves as the antithesis to “Turkishness” in response to the Turks’ 
increasing foothold in the Balkans and other European areas. While Europeans 
were now more afraid of the Turks’ power than ever before, as writers began to 
interact with Turks more, they often began to develop even more paradoxical 
views of the Turks, at once admiring them not only for their military technology 
and discipline as Master Henry and Pius had, but also their philosophy, way of 
life, and administrative matters. For example, Nikolaos Sekoundinos, a Greek 
diplomat and translator who visited Mehmed II in 1453, described the young 
sultan as follows:

 He is very clever and sharp. […] Yet I suggest that if you study his ways, you 
would conclude that he does exhibit self-control and sane judgment. Day and night he 
is energetically involved with the ship of such an extensive and rich state,  avoiding 
the appearance of being eagerly addicted to pleasure, to sex, to food, to hunting, to 
fowling, to dancing, and to singing. […] He finds time for literature and philosophy: he 
is learned in Arabic. Daily, at a prescribed time, the prince devotes time to hear or read 
something worthwhile. […] He wants to learn ancient history and he particularly pays 
attention to the deeds of the Lacedaemonians, of the Athenians, of the Romans, of the 
Carthaginians, and of kings and princes. […] He is determined to challenge their fame 
and he seems to be ardently inspired by their glory and praises.42

This description of the young sultan was to make a great impression and Sekoun-
dinos’ portrait of Mehmed was to play a large role in shaping Renaissance Euro-
pean views of the Turks.43 Specifically, the idea that Mehmed was a restrained, 
stoic young man interested in the classics as opposed to a violent, unrestrained 
savage especially inspired writers. 
 Specifically, Renaissance European writers soon began to romanticize 
Mehmed and the Turks in a certain way, and especially since the Turks were 
becoming increasingly powerful in the Balkans, Europeans began to admire 
their positive qualities even more, with many writers comparing Turks to the 
ancient Romans and their leaders to great generals of antiquity.44 The fall of Con-
stantinople was greatly influential in this decision, as such an enormous feat, 
to many humanists, could only be parallel to those achieved by the heroes of 
antiquity. For example, Leonard of Chios, a Genoese Dominican with a human-
ist education, was a first-hand witness of the sack of Constantinople. As such, 
he greatly detested and feared the Turks; nevertheless, he expressed wonder at 
Mehmed’s intelligence, warfare tactics, and organization skills, describing the 
young sultan as “Scipio” and “Hannibal.” At the same time, Leonard attempted 
to deny Mehmed credit for his achievements and intelligence by comparing him 
to the “barbaric” Persian king Xerxes, who nearly destroyed Greek civilization.45 
The suggestion here is that although Europeans like Leonard admired the Turks, 
in the end, like Master Henry of Soemmern and Pope Pius II, his desire to deni-

10



grate the Turks and present them as “barbaric” threats to European civilization 
ultimately triumphs, resulting in an pre-colonial “Orientalist” conception of the 
Turk—and the East in general—as savage.
 This paradoxical view of Turks is further exemplified by Englishman 
Thomas Goffe’s play The Courageous Turke (1618).46 A dramatization of Otto-
man dynastic disputes, Goffe’s play illustrates the typically paradoxical view of 
Turks at the time. Interestingly enough, many modern critics, such as Matthew 
Dimmock, have assumed that Goffe’s plays on Turks presented “one-dimension-
al Ottoman [stereotypes].”47 However, I believe that is not the case. Although 
Goffe’s plays conventionalizes Turks as “the greatest enemies of Christians,” at 
the same time, his work portrays Turkish sultans as stoic, sophisticated, and 
well versed in the liberal arts, just as Mehmed II was reported to have been. Un-
like his medieval predecessors, Goffe lived in a time when English politicians had 
much contact with the Mediterranean and were aware of the power of Islam. Es-
pecially since English commerce was developing throughout the Mediterranean 
very rapidly in the early seventeenth century, well-read Englishmen were often 
well aware that Muslims were not the one-dimensional heathens that the me-
dieval writers had portrayed them to be.48 As such, his portrayal of Turks is less 
stereotypical than those of earlier authors. Nevertheless, like Pius, Leonard, and 
other Renaissance Europeans writing about the Turks, Goffe ultimately portrays 
the Turk as an emotional savage obsessed with sexual conquest and violence—
albeit one who attempts to suppress his “natural” heathen state by surrounding 
himself in luxury and presenting himself to be a “learned” man. 
 The Courageous Turke is essentially a tragedy, focusing on a fictional 
King of the Turks, Amurath, who falls in love with a Greek woman, Eumorphe, 
and eventually beheads his love when chastised by his tutor that war, not love, 
is his primary responsibility.49 Thus, the play appears to be essentially about a 
conflict between love and war, of rationality versus irrationality. Although Amu-
rath is often presented as possessing stoic temperance and rationality, just as 
Mehmed II was described in many first hand accounts, he is ultimately revealed 
to be a typical Turk—wanton, unrestrained, lustful and violent—who, rather 
paradoxically and unexpectedly, began to become more “civilized” through his 
love for the Greek Christian concubine, Eumorphe. After all, it is only after Amu-
rath’s violent beheading of Eumorphe that Amurath becomes truly lost to Chris-
tian reason and begins his violent and doomed attempt to conquer the world.50 
 Specifically, when Amurath is first introduced, he appears to be a stere-
otypical Turk, a passionate lover. In the beginning of Scene 1, Act 1, he appears 
with Eumorphe and says, “Jove Ile outbrave thee! melt [sic] thy selfe in Lust / 
Embrace at once all starre-made Concubines, / Ile not envie thee” (1.1.25-7). In 
Scene 1 Act 3, he continues to praise Eumorphe’s beauty, whereupon she replies, 
“Beauty (my Lord) ‘tis the worst part of woman, / a weak poore thing, assaulted 
every houre” (1.3.8-9) and that obedience, duty, love and children are the ba-
sis of relationships rather than physical beauty (1.3.21-2). Amurath promises 
to worship “that vertue in thy brest” (1.3.36) in response, thus illustrating the 
influence of Eumorphe’s moral and sexual restraint on the lustful king of the 

11



Turks. After all, it is only after Amurath has fallen in love with Eumorphe that he 
has lost interest in war and increasingly refrained from violence, as suggested by 
Amurath’s remark at the beginning of the play that his “softer ears” (1.1.1) have 
turned away from the martial deity, Mars, and towards Helena and Venus. In 
other words, the once warlike king of the Turks has lost interest in war and has 
now turned solely to love out of his desire for Eumorphe’s love and the effects of 
Eumorphe’s virtuous love on him. 
 On the other hand, Lala Schahin, Amurath’s tutor, acts as the catalyst 
enabling Amurath’s eventual tragic descent into violence and irrationality. Al-
though Schahin, who detests that Amurath has been distracted from his duties 
as king by his love for Eumorphe, may initially appear to be the model of stoic 
restraint in this particular play, it is ironically his insistent that Amurath become 
more “rational” and abandon his lust for Eumorphe that ultimately leads Amu-
rath to begin his doomed attempt to conquer Christendom. Presenting himself 
as a voice of reason to the impassioned king, Schahin states that the “best part 
of man,” Reason, should “sway and rule each Passion” (1.2.10-11). Nevertheless, 
it is only after Schahin and others manage to pressure Amurath into behead-
ing Eumorphe and resuming his position as king of the Turks that Amurath be-
comes like Mehmed II, a stereotypically bellicose Turk, the ultimate “enemy of 
the Christians.” After Eumorphe’s death, he repeatedly states his desire to drink 
Christian blood (3.2.44, 4.2.89) and when his men present the head of a dead 
Christian to him, he responds, “So am I Amurath the great king of Turkes, / O 
how it glads me thus to pash their braines, / To rend their lockes, to tear these 
Infidels!” (3.2.22-4). After defeating the Serbian Christians, Amurath further 
aligns himself with the stereotypical early modern representation of Turkish 
sultans as merciless murders of their own families by defeating his son-in-law 
Aladin and threatening to kill Aladin’s children.51

 Furthermore, after a dying Serbian Christian stabs Amurath to death, 
Schahin commands Amurath’s reluctant son Baiazet to kill Jacup, his brother 
and rival for the throne, and Jacup allows himself to be strangled to death by 
his brother. In this way, Schahin has enabled the Amurath and his family to 
become “savage” Turkish stereotypes through his promotion of “Reason.” The 
ironic figure of Schahin, then, contrasted with Eumorphe, suggests that there is 
an internal—albeit specifically Turkish—logic to the seeming “savagery” of the 
Turks that ultimately marks them out as the exotic yet dangerous “Other.” While 
Eumorphe, the Christian Greek, is presented as a good natured, peaceful, and 
loving woman who wishes to impart her values on Amurath, eventually, Amu-
rath’s and Schahin’s own form of Turkish stoicism and reason—which, although 
in a way admirable in its dedication to military expansion and discipline, appear 
to be simply brutal, irrational violence from the viewpoint of Christians—over-
whelm her and lead not only to her death, but also to the destruction of Serbia 
and much of Amurath’s family itself. The suggestion here cannot be more obvi-
ous: whereas Christianity and European culture as represented by Eumorphe 
are capable of redeeming and civilizing the base Turk, the almost Machiavellian 
cruelty of Turkish reason and culture as embodied by Schahin ultimately lead to 
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hatred of Christians, death, and interfamilial killing. 
 Thus, Thomas Goffe’s The Courageous Turke evokes many of the typ-
ical Renaissance European clichés regarding Turks and Islam, as well as what 
I have called pre-colonial “Orientalism.” The Turk, as represented by Amurath 
and especially Schahin, is essentially alien to the Christian mind, because what 
Turkish culture conceives as “reason” is nothing but savagery to Christians. Nev-
ertheless, the Turks’ cruelty and martial talents are founded on their uniquely 
Turkish reason—thus, what was once superficially admirable about the Turks is 
ultimately revealed to be base, materialistic, and hateful. Whereas the Turks are 
presented to only desire material wealth, sex, and political power, Eumorphe, 
the Christian concubine, shuns Amurath’s physicality and lust and attempts to 
Christianize and “civilize” him by encouraging him to value spiritual love over 
physical love. Even after her death, Goffe implies that her values have had last-
ing influence on Amurath, as Amurath’s adherence to Schahin’s “Turkish values” 
does not always come naturally; indeed, in Act 3, as he begins his military cam-
paign, he attempts to “rouse his fury by conceiving it as an obligation”52: “Our 
furie’s patient! now [sic] will I be a Turke” (3.2.9). 
 As Slotkin argues, Amurath is not as anxious to battle against the 
Christians as Schahin is, and he is only able to encourage himself to take part in 
battle against the Christians by invoking the stereotype of the Turk “as an ide-
alized Turkish identity to which he aspires.”53 Ultimately, however, he succumbs 
to the stereotype of his own people and dies a Turkish stereotype. Neverthe-
less, the fact that Amurath has to rouse himself to adhere to a certain cultural 
ideal further emphasizes that Eumorphe could have possibly succeeded in “civ-
ilizing” him and that the replacement of Eumorphe with Schahin as Amurath’s 
conscience was what ultimately led to Amurath’s doom and the resurgence of 
his Turkish “savagery.” It is clear, then, that Goffe placed Eumorphe as the “civ-
ilized” European “Self” in opposition to the “savage” Schahin whose love of vi-
olence eventually transforms and essentializing Amurath into what Matthew 
Dimmock called a “two-dimensional Ottoman stereotype,”54 as an impassioned 
“Other” who needs the guidance of superior Europeans in order to reach his full 
human potential.
 Thus, Thomas Goffe’s The Courageous Turk illustrates the early mod-
ern European propensity towards pre-colonial “Orientalism” and even displays 
an early form of patronizing historicism that many writers have associated 
with colonial and post-colonial contexts. Like George Sandys, Master Henry of 
Soemmern, Pope Pius II, Nikolaos Sekoundinos, and Leonard of Chios, then, 
Thomas Goffe ultimately expresses in his writing a paradoxical view of the Turk 
as admirable and intelligent yet savage being whose only means of redemption 
is perhaps through Christianity, the truly “civilized” religion. In all of these 
works, by suggesting that Turks are spiritually and culturally inferior to Chris-
tian Europeans and essentializing them as lustful, base savages with little un-
derstanding of the spiritual realm, these Renaissance European authors have 
“colonized” the Turk in much the same way colonial and post-colonial Europeans 
have been claimed to have done by Said and other post-colonialist theorists. 
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Specifically, early modern Europeans crafted a specific image of the Turk often 
with the conscious intention of denigrating the Turk as an “inferior” enemy. 
To rouse pro-Crusade and anti-Turkish sentiments, these writers also present-
ed the Turk’s admirable characteristics as superficial and above all, incapable of 
redeeming him due to the utterly depraved nature of his values, religion, and 
feelings towards the “good” and “rational” Christian Western “Self.” Ultimately, 
Renaissance Europeans did express pre-colonial “Orientalist” attitudes towards 
the Turks, and by essentializing the Turk as a uncivilized savage who cannot 
compare to European standards of morality and civilization, they established 
the foundation of European attitudes towards the East that found expression in 
the colonial and post-colonial world.
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“Just what we happen to want at the 
moment”: Female Masculinities in 

England during the First World War

By Alice Stanton-Hagan
For as though gaining courage from the terror that is war, many a one who was 

even as Stephen, had crept out of her hole and come into the daylight, come into the 
daylight and faced her country: ‘Well, here I am, will you take me or leave me?’ And 
England had taken her, asking no questions – she was strong and efficient, she could 

fill a man’s place, she could organize too, given scope for her talent. England had said: 
‘Thank you very much. You’re just what we happen to want . . . at the moment.’1  

-The Well of Loneliness, Radclyffe Hall 

At the outbreak of war in 1914, thousands of British women answered the call 
to duty and donned khaki in service of King and Country. By the time of the 
armistice in 1918, over 80,000 women had enrolled for service in the war, along 
with more than 100,000 others who had served as nurses and 117,000 who had 
worked in transport services. Hundreds of thousands more had taken up tradi-
tionally masculine jobs on the home front.2 While the decades following the war 
would see increasingly widespread awareness of lesbian identity, and in particu-
lar the trope of the “mannish lesbian” as exemplified in Radclyffe Hall’s 1928 
novel The Well of Loneliness, England’s “war girls” enjoyed the opportunity to 
explore masculine dress and occupations in homosocial environments free from 
associations with sexual inversion or immorality. Between the late Victorian era 
and the 1930s, perceptions of Britain’s masculine women were highly fluid and 
varied largely depending on a number of social and cultural factors. Thus, the 
“New Women” of the 19th and early 20th centuries, the “war girls,” the androg-
ynous women of the 1920s, and the “mannish lesbians” revealed by the Well of 
Loneliness trial were all read in drastically different ways. This paper will explore 
the specific context of female masculinity during World War One (WWI) and 
how the socio-cultural views of female masculinity and sexual inversion were 
redefined during the pre-war and post-war periods. 
 I will begin with an outline of pre-war ideas about female masculinity 
through a brief survey of pre-20th century sexological ideas about female sexual 
inversion and a discussion of the gendered and sexual implications of the “New 
Woman” in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. Beginning in 1886 with the 
publication of Krafft-Ebing’s landmark work, Psychopathia Sexualis, sexologists 
began to posit an association between female sexual inversion and gender inver-
sion through a taxonomy of female sexual inverts that categorized them based 
on the level of their masculinity and deviance.3 Havelock Ellis built on this idea 
in his 1895 Sexual Inversion in Women, but simplified the scale of inversion.4 
Both authors nonetheless wrote with the goal of identifying sexual inversion as 
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a congenital condition in order to protect inverts from moral crusades, and both 
unequivocally connected masculinity with a preference for female partners, as-
serting that the “true invert” was between categories and belonged to a “third 
sex.” Esther Newton suggests that the association was made largely because 
discourse around Victorian sexuality did not allow for female desire, so in the 
mind of Victorian doctors, women who desired other women must have been 
inherently masculine.5 While these ideas would come up for public debate in the 
1920s, prior to then only aristocratic intellectuals had access to the sexologists’ 
works. Radclyffe Hall’s The Well of Loneliness provides a fictional example of 
this access: as an aristocrat, Philip has the time and resources to read sexological 
volumes that help him understand Stephen, but the works were generally un-
known to those who did not specifically seek them out.6 
 Nonetheless, prior to the widespread connection between female mas-
culinity and sexual inversion, women who defied gender norms in various ways 
were often harshly criticized. The “New Woman” of the mid-to late Victorian pe-
riod is an interesting example of female masculinity because although she bears 
many of the same markers as women who would later be identified as sexual 
inverts – masculine dress, independence, distrust of men, desire for education, 
political activism, “spinsterism,”7 – the topic of sexual inversion is absent from 
the New Woman discourse. While to a modern eye the activities of suffragettes 
and women seeking to enter education and professions may not seem especially 
masculine, the threshold for betraying one’s sex was much lower in the late Vic-
torian period. The New Woman’s “uniform” of shirt-fronts, linen collars, vests, 
and ties overtop a skirt would be seen as charming and fashionable in the 1920s, 
but in the Victorian period it marked her as a mannish monster.8 
 Concerns about masculine women centred not around sexual inversion, 
but on eugenic imperatives for women to produce white British children and 
maintain the domestic sphere.9 Because reproduction was seen as so integral to 
the function of women, any activities that were thought to endanger her fertil-
ity threatened the very core of her sex. Potentially sterilizing activities included 
strenuous physical activity, education, intellectual exertion, political activity, 
and entering the public sphere in general.10 Women who participated in these 
activities were at the very least suspicious and immoral, and in the opinion of 
several Victorian doctors, in danger of actually undergoing a physiological sex 
reversal.11 The New Woman was also generally associated with sexual immorali-
ty, but only in a heterosexual context. A London feminist group based out of 19 
Langham Place specifically took pains to dispel stereotypes by projecting an im-
age of respectability, dressing in delicate white gowns instead of menswear-in-
spired styles, and eliminating members whose sexual scandals – heterosexual 
and otherwise – might have reflected poorly on the group.12 The fact that female 
same-sex relationships and the intensity of some in-group romantic friendships 
were also cause for concern within feminist groups indicates that associations 
between these negative stereotypes of masculine women and lesbianism had be-
gun to be made.13 Despite this pre-war context, public concerns about female 
masculinity would largely wane during WWI, and their iterations after the war 
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would look significantly different. 
 While the war eventually provided unprecedented opportunity for 
women, especially with regards to entering male-dominated occupations, in the 
early days of the war it seemed that the division of patriotic labour would be as 
strong as ever.14 Heterosexual and traditionally feminine avenues of participa-
tion were strongly advocated for women: propaganda campaigns urged women 
to ‘Send a Man to Fight’ and advocated traditional domestic contributions to the 
war effort, such as knitting and sewing. Working-class women were left out of 
this model of feminine patriotism as they had limited leisure time and so were 
unable to contribute through the socially sanctioned medium of handicraft. 
Moreover, many of them had lost their jobs in service, trades, and textile in-
dustries at the beginning of the war.15 The importance of motherhood was par-
ticularly emphasized in newspaper editorials and letters from early in the war.  
Lucy Noakes, who especially stresses this point, writes “the politics of eugenics 
and pro-natalism combined to produce a discourse urging women to consider 
their actual or potential role as mothers as of primary importance in wartime.”16 
Many women must have felt the way that Stephen in The Well did: envious of 
the men doing their proscribed duty, frustrated, and angry at their own female 
impotence in the face of war, the only evident course of action being to pray and 
sit by the bedsides of injured soldiers.17 In her article on ‘khaki fever,’ Angela 
Woollacott goes so far as to suggest that teenage girls’ lack of a patriotic outlet 
early on in the war contributed to their desire to congregate with soldiers.18 In 
any case, before long many voluntary and professional organizations of women 
sprung up, such as the London Ambulance Column, and they were providing 
essential services to the army in England even before the 1915 parliamentary 
debate about the appropriate roles for women in the war effort that led to wom-
en being included in the National Registration Act.19

 The longer the war went on the less reluctant authorities became to put 
women into masculine roles and send them abroad. In addition to the numerous 
volunteer and professional women’s organizations that had been established in 
1914 for work in England, the Women’s Auxiliary Army Corps (WAAC) was es-
tablished in December 1916 and women began to serve abroad in 1917.20 The 
Women’s Royal Naval Service was formed in November 1917 and the Women’s 
Royal air Force in April 1918.21 In The Well of Loneliness Radclyffe Hall describes 
the joy that many women must have felt at being able to take an active role in 
the war that offered them independence and masculine authority, rather than 
having to remain in passive, feminine roles and knit for soldiers.22      
 While there was some sexual panic during the war, some of which re-
volved around women acting ‘masculine’ by taking the active role in initiating 
sex, it was almost exclusively heterosexual.  Although one might think that war-
time concerns about thousands of single women might skew towards the Sap-
phic, the main panics were about ‘khaki fever’ and potential sexual immorality 
overseas.23 There were many rumours about WAAC women in France, but they 
centred on relationships with soldiers.24 Disciplinary action was commenced, 
but although many women enjoyed female same-sex relationships during the 
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war, they were rarely, if ever, the subject of this action. Female sexual inversion 
would largely fly under the radar during the war: for example, Rose Allatini’s 
novel Despised and Rejected, which focused on sexual inverts during the war, 
was banned chiefly for its pacifist and anti-war themes; the homosexuality of 
the novels’ characters was only a secondary affront.25 Female sexuality was only 
a problem if it resulted in out-of-wedlock pregnancy or venereal disease that 
could negatively impact a soldier, and female homosexuality remained largely 
unacknowledged in popular discourse.   
 One of the most visible, liberating, and contentious elements of wom-
en’s participation in masculine occupations during the war was the uniform. So-
ciety adopted a general attitude of tolerance towards women in uniform through 
the war years, which is remarkable considering that women would not wear trou-
sers in public on a large scale until after the Second World War.26 Nonetheless, 
there were several cases where women’s uniforms were seen as disrespectful 
or a threat to male power. Women’s wartime uniforms ranged from official yet 
markedly feminine, such as those of the WAAC, to relentlessly masculine, such 
as those of the First Aid Nursing Yeomanry, whose members Vogue described 
as looking “like splendid young airmen.”27 English writer Radclyffe Hall wrote 
that “[o]ne great weakness they all had, it must be admitted, and this was for 
uniforms – yet why not? The good workman is worthy of his Sam Browne belt.”28 
Pragmatically, many women, whether inverted or otherwise, greatly enjoyed the 
comfort, freedom of movement, and respect that the masculine uniforms of-
fered. While there was a proliferation of commentary and cartoons in the print 
media around the topic of women acquiring masculine looks, stances, and occu-
pations, the majority of it was positive and congratulatory.29 Muscular women 
in uniform were often described as “Amazons,” a positive characterization often 
closely linked to gender inverted or sexually inverted women.30 Some Belgian 
soldiers even used the term “Madonna” to refer to the saintly, unclassifiable fe-
male ambulance drivers who were serving there.  
 Women’s comportment often caused confusion about their genders, 
but rather than causing a moral panic similar to the reaction against New Wom-
an’s masculine dress, responses to androgynous women in uniform “ranged from 
delight to sober acceptance to gentle ridicule.”31 For example, a cartoon in the 
satirical magazine Punch from May 29, 1918 demonstrates a generally benev-
olent attitude towards even very masculine women (Figure 1).  Two uniformed 
officers watch a couple go by. The first one, admiring the woman, asks “Who’s the 
knock-kneed chap with your sister, old man?” and the second officer responds 
“My other sister.”  The cartoon pokes gentle fun at the phenomenon of gender 
confusion due to wartime uniforms, but the butt of the joke is obviously the first 
officer, who has misgendered the woman in uniform.  It is worth noting that any 
ambiguities about the object of desire are cleared up by the first officer’s “spasm 
of jealousy”: his desire is for the feminine woman, not the uniformed “chap,” and 
certainly not for the uniformed woman. Indeed, the cartoon’s lampooning of the 
masculine dress and work habits that upper-class women developed during the 
war foreshadowed the fact that they would be laughable post-war.
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 On the other hand, women in uniform were not always met with praise 
and tolerance.  Many men were unwilling to share the power and respect that 
khaki conferred with women, whom they felt were taking advantage of the war 
to gain new opportunities without making the sacrifices that soldiers were. 
Noakes’s account of women’s roles during the wartime emphasizes negative at-
titudes towards women in khaki, who were sometimes seen as encroaching on 
male industries, having “khaki-itis” (i.e. simply wanting to dress in uniform), 
and being “un-sexed.”32  For instance, the Women’s Volunteer Reserve (WVR), a 
largely upper-class organization for first aid, cooking, and nursing, caused a con-
troversy by doing regular pseudo-military drills and wearing military-style uni-
form. There was a strong feeling that khaki should be reserved for those in the 
trenches, and that the WVR was disrespecting soldiers.33 The uniforms became 
a scapegoat for the many criticisms that people had about the WVR regarding 
class and allegations of militant suffrage.  Soon, however, public outrage died 
down as more and more women joined uniformed organizations, as seen in the 
case of the Women Police Service (WPS). 
 In the early days of the war, a number of plain-clothes female police 
groups were established, among them the Women Police Volunteers (WPV), 
the Women’s Police Service (WPS) and the National Union of Women Workers 
(NUWW). They were not officially sanctioned by the police and had no powers 
of arrest, and they focused chiefly on preventing immoral sexual behaviour and 
public disturbances.34 Many of the founding members of women’s police organ-
izations were feminist suffragettes and many were looking for a way to live in-
dependently of men; for some women this goal was motivated by a desire to 
be with other women. Despite their role as enforcers of sexual morality, female 
volunteer police were often characterized as impure due to established prejudic-
es against strong masculine women, who had begun to be associated with the 
specter of lesbianism. 
            Margaret Damer Dawson and her sub-commandant and romantic part-
ner Sophia Mary Allen founded the Women’s Police Service, which expanded the 
scope of its activities throughout the war to include essential wartime tasks, 
such as supervising women in munitions factories.  Both Dawson and Allen re-
ceived Orders of the British Empire in 1918 for their service during the war.35 
Unlike the WPV and the NUWW, the WPS mandated uniforms for its members. 
Dawson designed them in 1914 and they were dark blue, plainly cut, conspicu-
ously unfeminine, and consciously evoked military styling (Figure 2).36  Allen in 
particular reveled in the freedom, authority, and masculinity the uniforms pro-
vided, and “seems never to have taken [it] off.”37 She often spoke of the respect it 
commanded and believed that it was a “weapon” of defence in her police work in 
that it commanded immediate respect and moral discipline.38 It also allowed her 
to display her masculinity and sexuality in a socially sanctioned way. 
 After the armistice and the disbanding of wartime organizations, many 
of the freedoms that women had enjoyed during the war disappeared, including 
the option of dressing in masculine uniforms. Radclyffe Hall’s short story “Miss 
Ogilvy Finds Herself” describes the disappointment that many female inverts 
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faced at returning to civilian life after the war. Miss Ogilvy thinks bitterly: “wars 
come and wars go but the world does not change: it will always forget an in-
debtedness which it thinks it expedient not to remember.”39 It was no longer 
acceptable for women to sport uniforms, although many, including Mary Allen 
and the WPS, continued to do so. In fact, Mary Allen in particular was mocked 
in the press for her continued allegiance to her uniform.40

 The London Metropolitan Police acknowledged the wartime work of the 
WPS, but they deliberately edged them out of plans for a permanent women’s 
police organization after the war, preferring the less political and un-uniformed 
NUWW. Nevil Macready, the commissioner of the London Metropolitan Police, 
strongly disliked their militant suffragist history and their goals of forming an 
independent female force with expanded powers. His case against the WPS cen-
tred on their uniform: he argued that it implied real authority by resembling the 
male uniform too closely; his ideal female force was explicitly less powerful and 
authoritative than the male force. Dawson and Allen were characterized as spin-
sters, man-haters, and strong, masculine, educated women.41 While these traits 
were not explicitly connected with lesbianism at that time, when combined with 
the discussion around the potential authority WPS’s uniform, they conveyed a 
specific image of an undesirably masculine and inappropriately powerful wom-
en’s force. While the WPS’s brand of female masculine authority might have 
been permissible, and even necessary, during the war, the Met’s case against the 
WPS made it clear that it would no longer be endorsed. 
 While masculine uniforms and trousers had become unacceptable for 
women, menswear-inspired styles were more than tolerated in many circum-
stances. Playfully boyish styles were in vogue, and fashionably unfeminine wom-
en were no longer perceived as threatening. While pre-war women in trousers 
might represent mannishness, militant feminism, and sterility, a woman dressed 
in masculine fashions in the 1920s would simply be on-trend.42 Bourgeois in-
verts such as Radclyffe Hall were dressing in a style which is unambiguously 
masculine and queer to the modern eye, but which at the time simply denoted 
their avant-garde fashion sense.43 While two high-profile debates, Maud Allan’s 
libel trial and the parliamentary debate around criminalizing “gross indecency 
between women,” brought female sexual inversion into the public conscious-
ness, neither of them further clarified the ambivalent link between masculinity 
and lesbianism.44 That link would not be made explicit in the public conscious-
ness until the Well of Loneliness trial in 1928. 
 Radclyffe Hall’s The Well of Loneliness was the first English novel to 
deal explicitly with female sexual inversion. The subject matter immediately 
drew an enormous amount of press from highbrow, lowbrow, and middlebrow 
publications.45 James Douglas of the Sunday Express  famously stated that he 
would rather “give a healthy boy or a healthy girl a phial of prussic acid than this 
novel.”46 However, Doan has convincingly argued that the successful censure of 
The Well was not due to widespread homophobic sentiments but stemmed from 
the Home Secretary and a small group of conservative men bent on censoring 
any type of “sexual immorality.”47 Regardless, the trial spurred a nation-wide 
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conversation on the topic of female homosexuality and Hall became the face of 
female sexual inversion. Whereas prior to the trial her clothing choices iden-
tified her as a fashionable aristocrat, they immediately became a telltale sign 
of female inversion.48 The boyish fashion plate became the mannish lesbian, an 
image that was echoed in increasingly prominent sexological theories. Newton 
argues that Hall and other “mannish lesbians” wanted to break free of the asex-
ual realm of the new woman, in which they were limited to publicly chaste “ro-
mantic friendships.”49 The Well trial certainly did away with any possibility of 
masculine women living without suspicion, but it also ushered in a new era of 
lesbian visibility.50 The new stereotypes were both freeing and confining in ways 
with which subsequent generations of lesbians have grappled. 
 As we have seen, the responses to female masculinities from the late 
Victorian period to the 1920s were extremely fluid and varied depending on a 
number of factors. As the essay’s title indicates, the strength and virility that 
was admired in women when it was necessary for the war effort would come 
to be reviled as evidence of sexual inversion following 1928. It is important to 
keep this fluidity in mind when investigating historical female identities and 
ensuring that we maintain historical specificity in the interpretation of female 
genders and sexualities. For example, while Radclyffe Hall has been claimed as 
a lesbian figure, and many modern theorists have suggested that her identity is 
closer to that of a transgender man, interpretation of her by her contemporaries 
was equally variable. Further study of female genders and sexuality in proper 
historical context will hopefully allow us to more successfully interpret queer 
history. 
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Figure 1
A cartoon from Punch, May 29 1918. 

Figure 2
Margaret Damer Dawson and Sophia Mary Allen of the Women’s Police Service 

in uniform, February 1918, Imperial War Museum. 



Between 1876 and 1915, just six European states - Great Britain, France, 
Germany, Belgium, Portugal, and Spain - controlled a quarter of the Earth.1 In 
this era of “New Imperialism,” countries such as France and Germany ex-
panded their existing empires or created new ones at an unprecedented rate.2 
Both countries, in fact, present two distinct examples of this revitalization of 
European imperialism, with France experiencing an accelerated era of overseas 
expansion and Germany launching its own empire-building project for the first 
time.3

 Whether it was social, economic, or political factors that ultimately 
caused this “New Imperialism” remains contentious today. Yet, poor repre-
sentation of economic interests and the lack of influence of social concepts 
such as the European “mission civilisatrice” in both the French and German 
governments undermine arguments of economically or socially driven “New 
Imperialism.” Although an economic drive to find overseas markets for Euro-
pean exports and a perceived obligation to civilize “backwards” non-Europeans 
undoubtedly contributed to French and German “New Imperialism,” this paper 
will argue that it was the political considerations of French Prime Minister 
Jules Ferry and German Chancellor Otto von Bismarck that ultimately played 
the greatest role.4  In turn, this essay will focus primarily on Franco-German 
imperialism in Africa from the end of Franco-Prussia War in 1871 to outbreak 
of the First World War in 1914 as a representation of the greater European 
experience and its changed balance of power.5 Although such changes became 
foundational to French and German expansionist policies across the globe, 
their status as European powers was best exemplified in Africa. 
 With regards to France’s position in the European balance of power, 
this paper will examine Ferry’s accelerated expansion of the existing French 
empire in Africa after its defeat of 1871 in the Franco-Prussian war. In turn, 
this paper will also look at the poor representation of economic interests in the 
French government as well as the superficial use of ideas such as the “mission 
civilisatrice” that legitimatized the expansion of the French empire. Together, 
this will demonstrate the subordinate role of both these factors to political 
ones of prestige and strategy in explaining French “New Imperialism.” In turn, 
the French historical context will parallel Bismarck’s decision to launch Germa-
ny’s own empire-building project in Africa shortly after his major victory in the 
same Franco-Prussian war of 1871. Upon evaluation, commercial interests and 
ideas of a “mission civilisatrice” under Bismarck will prove to remain subordi-
nate to greater strategic and political considerations of projecting Germany’s 
new status as a European power. 
 With a newly invigorated interest in the French empire-building proj-
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ect and the subsequent large-scale expansion in the late nineteenth century 
under Prime Minister Jules Ferry, political factors, especially that of national 
prestige, acted as the primary driving force behind French “New Imperialism.” 
Though it had already annexed territory in modern day Algeria by the first half 
of the nineteenth century, the era of “New Imperialism” saw an undeniable 
acceleration in overseas expansion. By 1914, France had expanded its empire to 
over twelve times its size in 1880, from 350,000 square miles to 4.6 million.6

A political desire to reclaim France’s status as a great power and its resulting 
expansionist policies after its great defeat to Prussia in 1871, especially under 
the Ferry ministry, demonstrate the importance of political factors to French 
“New Imperialism.” Germany’s emergence under Chancellor Otto von Bismarck 
as a new European power, notably at the expense of France with their larger 
population and greater industry, compounded Ferry’s fears over France’s seem-
ing decline as a great power.7 This, along with the German annexation of the 
French province of Alsace-Lorraine, pushed Ferry to pursue a policy of overseas 
imperialism in order to both restore French prestige and garner enough imperi-
al capital and landmass to potentially trade its overseas colonies with Germany 
for Alsace-Lorraine.8

 Ferry’s 1884 speech to the French Chamber of Deputies further 
highlights the fundamental role of political factors behind his imperial policy. 
Though Ferry acknowledged economic considerations, such as the need for 
overseas markets for French exports, it was political considerations of France’s 
status relative to the other European powers that he stressed the most: 
“Keeping out of…all expansion into Africa or the Orient – for a great nation to 
live this way…is to abdicate and…to sink from the first rank to the third and 
fourth.”9 By not participating in the European revitalization of imperialism, 
Ferry therefore argued that France’s own stature as a major European power 
was at stake. Ferry further supported this, claiming that, “in this competi-
tion of the many rivals we see rising up around us…a policy of withdrawal or 
abstention is simply the high road to decadence.”10  Ferry’s fear that inaction 
during the era of “New Imperialism” would only lead to a further decline in 
French prestige and his subsequent push for a rapid acceleration of French 
imperial expansion demonstrates that it was fears of France’s fragile status as a 
European power that ultimately drove French imperialism after 1871.
The French annexation of Tunisia at the outset of the era of “New Imperialism” 
exemplified how France’s fragile status as a European power was the driving 
force behind their increased overseas expansion. Already with a firm foothold 
in Algeria by 1871, Tunisia seemed the natural target for further expansion, 
located just opposite the south of France.11 Britain had first relinquished con-
trol of Tunisia at the 1878 Congress of Berlin, opening it up to other powers 
and thus causing the French ambassador in Germany, Charles Raymond de 
Saint-Vallier, to claim that if France did not immediately take action, another 
power would instead, leaving France, as he phrased it, to find “itself on a par 
with Spain.”12

 France’s rapid annexation of Tunisia and establishment of control on 
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May 12, 1881 therefore demonstrated French preoccupation with restoring its 
status as a European power in its imperial policy.13  Indeed, after the conquest, 
French Republican leader Léon Gambetta even commended Ferry on his 
success, stating, “I congratulate you from the bottom of my heart…France has 
regained its position as a great power.”14  With its defeat of 1871 still looming 
large, France’s entry into the era of “New Imperialism” with the annexation of 
Tunisia therefore clearly exemplified the political drive to restore France as a 
leading European power that ultimately caused French “New Imperialism.”15

 Though economic considerations and a desire for new markets for 
French exports also played a role in driving French “New Imperialism,” their 
impact on actual French foreign policy remained negligible. The Second Indus-
trial Revolution left France with greatly improved production capacities, so 
much so that French consumption was unable to adequately keep pace.16  Thus, 
overseas territories appeared as an opportunity for the French economy to 
catch-up to its rivals by providing guaranteed markets for French goods as well 
as sources of industrial raw materials to sustain production.17

 Yet, as French historian Henri Brunschwig supports, these economic 
factors could not have been the ultimate factors of French “New Imperialism.” 
According to Brunschwig, the Navy and various geographical societies were 
the most influential supporters of French imperialism at the time, yet nei-
ther had primarily commercial or economic motives in mind.18 For economic 
considerations to be the ultimate cause of French “New Imperialism,” they 
would have had to been able to exert some degree of influence over govern-
ment policymakers to justify overseas expansion for economic reasons. Yet, as 
Ferry’s speech in the Chamber of Deputies demonstrates, matters of prestige 
and political stature played a much more dominant role in influencing govern-
ment decision-makers. Thus, this lack of economic interest, even among the 
most influential supporters of French imperialism disputes the notion that the 
economic desire to establish overseas markets laid the foundation for French 
“New Imperialism.” 
 If anything, Ferry’s annexation of territories provided France with 
little economic benefit to speak of. Although Ferry no doubt would have hoped 
to create overseas markets for French exports and the ability to access cheap 
raw materials, he primarily pursued territorial expansion in Africa to prevent 
the inevitable conquests of other European powers. France annexed Chad, for 
example, primarily to prevent any British expansion into the area, yet once 
they had established control of the territory, they realized its lack of econom-
ic potential.19  Niger and Mauritania also stand out as colonial undertakings 
that weaken arguments of economically motivated French “New Imperialism,” 
since both were almost entirely desert and thus would have offered France 
minimal economic benefit or value.20 Yet, where economic motivation fails to 
explain the annexation of such territories, Ferry’s political preoccupation with 
reclaiming France’s status as a European power succeeds, since both Niger and 
Mauritania allowed France to strengthen its control over and link together its 
other African territories, from which it derived its status as a European power. 
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This therefore only further demonstrates the subordinate role of economics to 
the greater political concerns in revitalizing the French interest in imperialism. 
  Notions of a French “mission civilisatrice” and other social factors 
also are not the ultimate cause of the revitalization of French imperialism. The 
French “mission civilisatrice” involved using European civilization to “ele-
vate” the inferior people of Africa.21 Yet, Ferry himself declared this civilizing 
mission as secondary to France’s political and strategic goals within its imperial 
project.22 Instead, notions of a French duty to bring the gifts of civilization to 
the uncivilized acted more so to morally legitimize the annexation of overseas 
lands as opposed to being a policy mandate for French imperialism.23  The lack 
of French colonies created purely to “elevate” native populations further proves 
the subordinate role of the “mission civilisatrice” to political considerations 
as the cause of French “New Imperialism.” Annexation for either political or 
economic reasons, meanwhile, accurately accounts for most cases of French 
imperialism, from Chad to the Ivory Coast.24  Social factors therefore cannot 
have played the greatest role in causing French “New Imperialism.”
 Regardless of the French Empire’s established history by the late nine-
teenth century, when Germany emerged as a united state in 1871, it greatly 
shifted the Continent’s balance of power, reflecting Bismarck’s later decision to 
define the new country by its ability to craft its own empire. Under Bismarck, 
Germany’s empire grew to cover nearly 775,000 square miles, an area six times 
larger than Germany itself.25 Though Bismarck had at first opposed imperial-
ism, seeing it as a distraction from European politics, his reversal of opinion 
in 1884 and decision to launch a new era of German imperialism to reinforce 
itself as a new European power resulted in rapid expansion of overseas territo-
ries.26  Indeed, within two years, Germany had conquered 99.9% of what would 
make up its overseas empire.27

 Like France, political considerations, in particular national prestige, 
acted as the fundamental cause behind Bismarck’s sudden decision to expand 
into Africa. Just as France’s defeat during the Franco-Prussian war reinvig-
orated its imperial policies, Germany’s decisive victory had a similar effect. 
Nonetheless, how Ferry and Bismarck viewed their relations with each other 
and their respective prospects for an overseas empire were vastly different. Bis-
marck realized reconciliation with France would be crucial to stabilizing Ger-
many’s new position in the European balance of power. Thus, many historians 
have attributed Bismarck’s change in opinion to a desire to restore relations 
with a bitter France through a common interest in overseas expansion, espe-
cially with the shared goal of limiting Britain’s historic imperial supremacy.28

Bismarck’s desire to also firmly establish Germany as an equal counterpart to 
Great Britain through a strong overseas empire and navy further highlights the 
influence of national prestige behind German “New Imperialism.” Indeed the 
claim of a former governor of German East Africa that “colonial possessions 
mean power and a share in world domination” and Kaiser Wilhelm II’s congrat-
ulatory speech in 1901 for having “conquered for ourselves a place in the sun,” 
both echo Bismarck’s aim of using imperialist policies and an overseas empire 
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to project Germany’s new status as a European power.29

 This view of the political utility of overseas colonies spawned a new 
trend in German policymaking, Weltpolitik (world politics) that extended the 
European balance of power to the rest of the world, an idea that further high-
lights Bismarck’s predominant focus on prestige and strategic factors within 
his imperialist policies. Under Weltpolitik, securing overseas territory became 
the new necessary condition to maintain a position of power in Europe. As 
historian Sebastian Conrad notes, “Only nations that had their own ‘world 
empire’ would be able to secure their own status.”30 Thus, a shift in German 
politics towards Weltpolitik further echoed Bismarck’s primary motivation to 
launch German “New Imperialism” in order to secure Germany’s new position 
in the European balance of power.
 It should be noted that, while geographic factors clearly account for 
European annexation of certain African colonies, the same does not apply 
to Germany. Though France and other European powers had the luxury of 
choosing strategic locations for their colonies, Germany’s late arrival in the 
mid-1880s meant it took what was left from the first round of European an-
nexation.31 Thus, Bismarck could only consolidate land that German private ad-
venturers had already claimed; the establishment of German South West Africa 
in 1884 through government intervention to save a failing tobacco merchant 
presents one such case.32 Still, though specific strategic motives do not easily 
explain Bismarck’s acquisition of each individual German colony in Africa, this 
should not detract from the overall imperial desire to project German power 
overseas and in Europe.
  Though economic factors and a drive to find overseas markets for 
German exports helped spur German “New Imperialism,” their actual influence 
was minimal. Much like France, commercial interests had little sway among 
German government policymakers who were more concerned about Germany’s 
status as a European power than the use of imperialism to further economic 
goals.  For example, the German annexation of its first African colony, German 
South West Africa – modern day Namibia – in 1884 offered little economic 
value yet remained one of the largest areas on the continent not yet claimed by 
the other European powers.33

 Indeed, even among German commercial groups, a relative lack of 
interest in overseas imperial markets further demonstrates the minor role 
economic factors played in spurring German “New Imperialism.” At its peak, 
German colonies received only two percent of German capital investment, 
while colonial exports to Germany made up less than half a percent of Germa-
ny’s total imports.34  German colonies also failed to become the market for Ger-
man exports some had envisioned, with less than one percent of total national 
exports arriving in German colonies by 1913.35 In fact, for most of the empire’s 
existence, Germany traded more with French or British African territories, 
such as French Morocco or British South Africa, than it did with its own.36  If 
the economics of established overseas markets for German exports had been 
the ultimate cause of German “New Imperialism,” one would expect to see a 
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stronger trading relationship with its own colonies compared to that with the 
colonies of France or England. Thus, such weak economic performance on the 
part of Germany’s African colonies demonstrates the general lack of interest in 
pursuing imperialist policies for economic purposes, both between Bismarck as 
well as the general German commercial community.
 Social factors present an even weaker argument in causing German 
“New Imperialism,” again taking on a role more as contemporary justification 
for imperialist expansion. Indeed, German models of exploitative colonial plan-
tations overseas and massacres of indigenous populations greatly undermine 
attempts to use concepts of the “mission civilisatrice” to explain German “New 
Imperialism.” In the 1903 campaign to put down the rebellion of the Herero 
people of German South West Africa, for example, German forces killed 55,000 
men, women, and children, murdering two-thirds of the entire Herero popula-
tion.37

 Thus, despite various attempts to “civilize” the indigenous populations 
in their African colonies, such as attempts to bring primary education to chil-
dren in German Togo, events like the Herero massacre make it hard to believe 
that social factors and ideas of the “mission civilisatrice” were the driving force 
behind German imperialism.38  Thus, as historian John Merriman wrote, “Colo-
nial businessmen, as well as administrators, paid little attention to the damag-
ing effects of colonialism…justifying their presence by claiming to “civilize” the 
people they dominated.”39  
 Though whether it was social, economic, or political factors of pres-
tige and strategy that ultimately caused the rise of imperialism from 1871 to 
1914 remains arguable today, examination of the distinct French and German 
experiences of this phenomenon demonstrate that political factors and each 
state’s relative position in the European balance of power were the ultimate 
causes of this “New Imperialism.” Looking to recover France’s status as a Euro-
pean power following its defeat in 1871, French Prime Minister Jules Ferry’s 
preoccupation with restoring French national prestige clearly demonstrates the 
role of political factors as the fundamental cause of new French overseas ex-
pansion. Furthermore, poor government representation of economic interests 
and Ferry’s own claim of the tertiary role of a civilizing mission behind French 
imperialism weaken arguments of economic or socially driven French “New 
Imperialism.” 
 Similarly, Bismarck’s political drive to reinforce Germany’s status as 
a new European power through imperial expansion demonstrates the role of 
political considerations as the ultimate cause of German “New Imperialism.” 
Despite competing claims that economic or social factors best account for the 
rise in German overseas expansion, a lack of interest within both the German 
government and business community in pursuing imperialism for economic 
reasons as well as clear examples of exploitative and brutal German behaviour 
towards indigenous populations greatly undermine these rival claims. Al-
though an economic drive to find overseas markets for European exports and a 
perceived obligation to civilize “backwards” non-Europeans no doubt contrib-
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uted to French and German “New Imperialism,” it was the greater political con-
siderations involving national prestige of French Prime Minister Jules Ferry 
and German Chancellor Otto von Bismarck that ultimately played the greatest 
role. 
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On 28 August 1966, the Reference News declared that “Everything our enemies 
oppose we shall support, everything our enemies support, we shall oppose.”1  
But, to quip Mao: “Who are our enemies? Who are our friends?”2  Mao Zedong 
and the Central Cultural Revolution Group (CCRG) initiated the Cultural Revo-
lution (1966-1976), but they very quickly lost control. Millions of students pas-
sionately mobilized to support Mao and his calls for revolution, but amongst 
the students, divisions immediately materialized. In turn, the competing 
student factions increased the severity of the Cultural Revolution to the point 
where the state not only failed to manipulate the student movements, but also 
had to violently suppress them in 1968. In the years leading up to and includ-
ing 1966, we see a dialectic between state policy altering the social landscape 
and society altering state policy. This dialectic during the Cultural Revolution 
has been best described as a “unique combination of anarchy and dictatorship, 
of strident popular rebellion and coercive state action, [which] lies in the often 
unscripted and unpredictable interplay between state and society.”3  Thereby, 
this paper will frame the Cultural Revolution from two sides, with the Red 
Guard student factions on one side and the CCRG, Mao, and the Chinese state 
on the other. Upon evaluation, it seems these factions were predominately 
based on class, as the rise of the CCP created a new “bourgeoisie” bureaucratic 
class of party members, which inevitably challenged the class structure of pre-
1949 Nationalist China.
 These divisions first came into conflict at the middle schools and 
universities in Beijing. After Mao’s initial calls for revolution, the first big-char-
acter poster (authored by Nie Yuanzi) was a public expression of these divi-
sions and not an action anticipated by the state. The Red Guards were also an 
unexpected response to Mao’s call for the Cultural Revolution. When the state 
quickly responded to the Red Guards’ mobilization by instigating work teams 
to commandeer them under state control, they ultimately failed because of 
improper planning and their inability to play on the pre-existing fissures within 
the Beijing universities. If anything, the work teams completely altered the 
compositions of the Red Guard factions and further radicalized the Red Guard 
factions. In turn, further state attempts to control the Red Guards, as seen in 
the 18 August rally in Tiananmen Square, augmented the conflict, prompting 
the campaign to destroy the “four olds.” In short, the constant negotiations 
between society and the state during the Cultural Revolution demonstrates not 
only the inability of the CCP to its completely manipulate society under cen-
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tralized and Maoist auspices, it also refutes the notion of a singular “Chinese 
Communist” as the complexities of the student factions inevitably forced CCP 
to reach a middle ground with the Chinese people.
 Franz Schurmann in the second edition of his 1966 monograph Ide-
ology and Organization in Communist China wrote: “If I were to give the book 
a new title today [1969], I would call it Ideology, Organization, and Society in 
China [...] Weight must now be given to the resurgence of the forces of Chinese 
society.”4  Schurmann acknowledged the complex relationship between state 
and society in China, which is vital in understanding the Cultural Revolution. 
The historiography of the Cultural Revolution has gradually transferred focus 
from an analysis of “the top” -- elite members of the CCP (Chinese Communist 
Party) and Mao -- towards an analysis of the grassroots level and the citizens’ 
interactions with the state. In particular, Anglo-American research about the 
Cultural Revolution experienced a heyday in the 1970s. Following several 
decades of sparse publications, the Cultural Revolution has one again become 
a “hot-topic.” Contemporary research tends to focus on the “violent faction-
alism” at the grassroots level.5  Scholar Jonathan Unger, suggested that the 
recent resurgence of English scholarship is due to the “ten year periodization” 
of the Cultural Revolution. The “ten year periodization” (1966-1976) comes 
from the official CCP history of the Cultural Revolution and caused an opening 
of interpretation that placed the Red Guards and student movements of the 
1960s into the broader context of the development of the People’s Republic of 
China.6

 Hong Yun Lee in his 1975 article “The Radical Students in Kwangtung 
during the Cultural Revolution” brought forth the importance of class back-
grounds as a method of understanding the events of the Cultural Revolution. 
Lee strongly criticized the older historiography of interpreting the Cultural 
Revolution as a “power struggle within the elite” of Chinese society.7  His focus 
on the importance of class backgrounds remains an important part in under-
standing the Cultural Revolution. Andrew Walder’s 2009 Fractured Rebellion 
builds on Lee’s analysis. Walder answers the question: “Why did [the students] 
divide into two opposing groups and engage in violent warfare despite shar-
ing a professed loyalty to Mao?”8  Walder’s analysis ultimately shows that the 
divisions were “rooted in the social inequalities of post-revolution China, which 
pitted those with vested interests in the status quo against those who sought 
to change it.”9  Hong Yun Lee and Andrew Walder are two important scholars 
who stressed the importance of class background during the Cultural Revolu-
tion. Further analysis of the class background, mixed with the study of the Cul-
tural Revolution’s grassroots has created a more comprehensive understanding 
of not only the motivation of individuals, but also how state policy attempted 
to manipulate the actions of society.
 At the 10th Plenum in 1962, Mao stressed the slogan “Never forget 
the class struggle.” Given that China should be a post-revolution society, why 
would Mao reiterate such a slogan? Historian Richard Curt Kraus argued that 
such politically charged words “can mean different things to different actors.”10  
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The language used in the 1960s was the same as during the Chinese Revolution 
-- “Workers, peasants, soldiers;” “bourgeois” and “landlords” were common-
place -- however, many used the pre-1949 words “in light of newly emerging 
tensions of social inequality.”11  The use of pre-1949 words demonstrated Mao’s 
attempt to link the recent historical past of the Chinese Revolution to the 
Cultural Revolution. By making this connection, the younger generation who 
did not experience the Chinese Revolution would feel connected to the birth of 
China under Mao. 
 The rekindling of pre-1949 terms was part of Mao’s new theory of 
class relations in socialist societies. Although in the decades before the Cultural 
Revolution Chinese society saw the downfall of historical classes, Mao saw the 
rise of a new “bureaucrat” social class to the largest threat to China’s stability. 
By bureaucrats, Mao referred to elite members of the CCP who enjoyed unique 
privileges and better living standards. Mao was not concerned that the new 
class held considerable clout -- many of his allies were in the new class -- rather 
the bureaucrats “might emerge, developing distinct class interests and con-
sciousness, and bequeathing its newly acquired privileges to its children.”12  The 
bureaucrats were defined as a class “sharply opposed to the working class [and 
are] in the process of becoming bourgeois elements” also known as the “capi-
talist roaders.”13  Mao’s fear of the bureaucrats would cause him to initiate the 
Cultural Revolution in order to eliminate the “capitalist roaders.”
 Mao was correct in stating that the bureaucrats would bestow their 
privileges on their children. This is most evident in the university admissions 
process. In the 1950s, when Chinese universities re-opened, the CCP attempt-
ed to mitigate the large presence of bourgeoisie in the universities. In order 
to remove remnants of the bourgeoisie at Chinese universities, students from 
“revolutionary” or “proletarian” households were given favoritism.14  As a 
result, university admission was a mix of standardized testing, and political 
evaluation of the student and his or her family.15  This was an attempt to create 
“red-experts,” or intellectual students loyal to the CCP, which was the “ideal 
type” of Chinese citizen.16  In other words, CCP’s hoped to both educate chil-
dren of Party members or from revolutionary families, and politically realign 
members of the former bourgeoisie.
  However, the “red-expert” venture did not create a unified loyal 
front as two contrasting student groups emerged. At the top of the class were 
students who either had “excellent academic credentials and at least fair class 
labels” or students “whose political performance was excellent while their 
studies were decent.”17  This favoritism for students who came from Party fam-
ilies (more red than expert) rather than those from non-Party families (more 
expert than red) displayed the shift in university admittance from a meritoc-
racy towards family history, which further entrenched class background and 
“red-ness” as a defining factor in Chinese society.18  In short, the CCP’s plans to 
forge a “red-expert” category failed and, as a result of favoritism, the universi-
ties became an magnified microcosm of state sanctioned class divisions.
 In spring of 1966, Mao kept alluding toward a “Great Proletarian 
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Cultural Revolution.” Many CCP officials were aware of the impending political 
movement, but did not know its target group, nor its implementation until the 
first big-character poster at Qinghua University in May 1966 and the forma-
tion of the Red Guards, both of which set the stage for the Cultural Revolution. 
These two events were inspired by state action but were not, at first, dictated 
by the state; rather, they were expressions of the pent-up anger from the afore-
mentioned class divisions within universities. The lack of direct state inter-
vention, especially before the work team’s arrival, is evident in the immediate 
factionalism along the class lines when it came to the goals of the Cultural 
Revolution. Therefore, given the class divisions in Beijing universities, the big 
character poster and the formation of the Red Guards were actually a reaction 
and not a manifestation of Mao’s cultural proletarian preamble.
 When Mao and the Central Cultural Revolution Group (CCRG) began 
to prepare the Cultural Revolution, the “May 16 Circular” foreshadowed the 
coming political movement.19 However, the Party leaders did not understand 
who were the “representatives of capitalism,” nor were they certain about how 
to conduct the new movement.  Their uncertainty was answered by the first 
big-character poster: on 25 May 1966, Nie Yuanzi, a professor at Qinghua Uni-
versity, posted the first big-character poster which denounced seven professors 
in the philosophy department, most notably, Qinghua’s president and party 
secretary Lu Ping, as capitalist roaders. At first, the CCP reacted in a “predica-
ble fashion” by suppressing and condemning the poster and Nie Yuanzi. But in 
early June, Mao found out about the poster and saw its propaganda potential 
to eliminate the bureaucratic class he feared so much that he had it printed in 
the People’s Daily. After the poster’s distribution, outcry in defense of Lu Ping 
and the other professors evaporated almost immediately.20  The 180-degree 
turn by the state in supporting Nie Yanzi demonstrated the state’s ability to 
maneuver and react quickly to changing circumstances and take appropriate 
steps to gain control of society.
 Concurrently, the first Red Guards units appeared in an elite Beijing 
middle school attached to Quinghua university. Its original members were 
children of CCP-families, whose ability to read the “May 16 Circular” contrast-
ed with students of non-CCP families, to whom the “May 16 Circular” was 
inaccessible.21  It was a shock for Mao and the CCRG that the most violent and 
“fervent supporters” of the Cultural Revolution would come from the middle 
school and not the universities.22  The Red Guards responded loudly to Mao’s 
call of rebellion against the established, bureaucratic authority. Although some 
members of the Red Guards were “genuinely inspired by the [...] ideals and 
goals of Cultural Revolution [‘great democracy’]” others were in “pursuit of 
their particular social interests in the academic and political hierarchies.”23  
 The Red Guards quickly segregated themselves due to varying inter-
pretations of Maoist thought and goals of the Cultural Revolution. The two 
opposing factions were labeled as “conservative” and “radical.” Members of 
the “Conservative” faction typically were those from CCP families or those 
with close ties to the Party. Because of their higher living standards and better 
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future prospects, the “conservatives” interpreted the Cultural Revolution as a 
“revolution in the educated field,” and believed that the goal of the Revolution 
was to eliminate select “bourgeois” elements from the CCP and university 
administrations.24 The work teams later came to label the “conservatives” as 
“politically active students,” who, because of their ties to existing Party leaders 
and members, had “vested interests in [the preservation] of [the Party leaders’] 
positions.”25  Nonetheless, the “conservatives” were not all from Party house-
holds. Only four percent of China’s urban population were from Party house-
holds and despite being overrepresented in the university system, there would 
not be enough students to create a vast network of CCP members and “loyal 
party activists.”26 Historian Andrew Walder argued that many of the “conser-
vatives” were not from Party families, but were students who “instinctively de-
fended the Party organization from attack.” Indeed, Walder’s analysis explains 
the prevalence of the “conservatives” before the work teams arrival. 27 The 
“conservative” factions targeted students with “bad class backgrounds,” namely 
children of the intellectual and former bourgeois and landowner classes. The 
targeting of historic classes displayed how the pre-1949 vocabulary used in 
Mao’s attempt to create Chinese historical continuity inspired the students to 
mobilize against an enemy whose status was familiar within typical Chinese 
Marxism.
 The “radicals” interpreted class politically, believing that nearly all 
Party members were bureaucrats and “capitalist roaders,” and thus demanded 
a large scale re-organizing of the CCP and Chinese society.28  The “radicals” 
recruited students whose connections to the Chinese state were weak or whose 
“future prospects were less bright [than the children of CCP members].”29  As 
the Cultural Revolution continued, the “radicals” declared that “class is not only 
an economic concept; more important, it’s a political concept.”30  The “conserva-
tives” dominated the Beijing universities until the “radical” factions of the Red 
Guards gained popularity after the introduction of the work teams.
 Mao’s call for a revolution, mixed with the stark class differences in 
Beijing schools, led to a drastic reaction by the students. The Red Guards were 
one of society’s responses to specific state policies regarding university admis-
sions and general favoritism towards CCP member families. Ironically, in spite 
of being a response to the growing class divisions, the Red Guards factionalized 
along two main factors: interpretation of Maoist thought and class-back-
ground. Undoubtedly, the state’s reaction to the spontaneous mobilization of 
thousands of students in Beijing needed to be delicate in order to mitigate the 
rebellious students and to avoid any new fissures between the already shaky 
relationship between the students and the Chinese state. 
 The state and the CCRG had to respond to the Red Guards and decide 
whether they should support or suppress the movement. Lui Shaoqi, Presi-
dent of the China, and the CCRG decided to send work teams, groups of CCP 
administrators and commissioners who would try to manipulate the agenda 
of the Red Guards to benefit the state.31  The speed at which the work teams 
mobilized came at the cost of their efficacy; most work teams were poorly pre-
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pared and quickly entered a volatile environment at Beijing universities where 
they reinforced, perhaps unintentionally, the pre-existing power structures 
and irreversibly pushed the Red Guard factions towards the radicalism. In turn, 
the work teams were initially successful at manipulating the Red Guards, but 
the work teams’ machinations irreversibly intensified the conflict between the 
student factions.
 The highly organized classrooms at Beijing schools and universities 
facilitated quick mobilization of the Red Guards and the quick deployment of 
work teams. At Qinghua University, for example, students were divided into 
classes of twenty-five students and each class had a “politically reliable [...] 
classroom counsellor” and a representative of the Communist Youth League. 
The close ties between the CCP and classrooms directly linked a large number 
of politically active students to the régime. In other words: “Mao’s call to crit-
icize the power holders reverberated through [the] hierarchy.”  The organized 
class structure assisted the work teams to exert their control over the students. 
In spite of possessing the upper hand, the work teams were poorly organized 
and were typically referred to as an “uninformed group of administrators” 
coming from different backgrounds and placed into “unfamiliar, conflict-rid-
den territory.”33  Work teams also possessed different political views, as seen 
in the often cited Beida (Beijing University) work team who considered much 
of the universities’ leadership to be “basically reliable” and avoided a purge of 
the entire Party organ at the university.34  The work teams’ uninformed status 
is demonstrated by their organization of the students groups by their family 
background, causing a reassertion of the aforementioned class differences be-
tween Party and non-Party cadres.35 In essence, the work teams possessed the 
upper hand when it came to deployment and assertion of power, but fell short 
on information about the factional landscape at each university. Their classi-
fication of students according to their background would harden the growing 
conflict in the universities as one predominantly based on class background 
and not on varying interpretations of Chinese Marxism.
 During the work teams’ deployment, students began to host their 
own struggle sessions (a public denunciation of “bourgeois” elements often 
concluding when the victim confessed) and mimic the work team’s actions. At 
the Beijing Geology Institute “radical” Red Guard factions organized their own 
struggle sessions and condemned “conservative” students who advocated for a 
limited purge. The students’ defense was that they acted “on the orders of the 
Ministry of Geology,” but their defense was frivolous.36  Similar student-led 
struggle sessions occurred on 18 June 1966 at Beida in what became known as 
the June 18 incident. These students denounced fifty-four CCP members and 
university officials and in response, the Beida work team called the students’ 
actions acts of “hooliganism” and requested to use the June 18 incident to 
“expose and condemn the counterrevolutionary conspiratorial behavior” of vig-
ilante students and demand “greater discipline and vigilance.”37  The report was 
well received and the CCRG commented that the work teams’ requests were 
“correct and timely.”38  To note, the work teams seemed to be more concerned 
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with the fact that students were taking matters into their own hands rather 
than who they condemned -- most of the condemned already went through 
work teams’ struggle sessions. The loss of control over the Red Guards was one 
of the top concerns of the work teams, for the loss of a powerful organ would 
severely hinder the image of the Cultural Revolution as a mass-movement. 
Despite requests to make the June 18 incident a deterrent, Mao and the CCRG 
ordered the withdrawal of the work teams from Beijing universities, leaving 
the students free to organize themselves “solely on the basis of the authority of 
Mao’s thought, unhampered by [...] Party organization.”39    
 As we will see, the political topography of the Beijing universities was 
totally altered by the work teams. The era from the arrival of the first work 
teams to their departure was Mao’s and the CCRG’s attempt to expropriate the 
Red Guards as a mechanism of change, but failed to produce their desired out-
come because of poor organization and lack of information. Instead of focusing 
on reconciling the “radicals” and the “conservatives,” the work teams played 
up factional differences, which resulted in students taking over the duties of 
the work teams. In turn, the student-led struggle sessions were a threat to the 
existence of the work teams. 
 When the work teams left in July 1966, it is important to nonetheless 
recognize the extent the Red Guard student factions reacted to the actions of 
the work teams and how the work teams alter the political landscape of the 
Beijing schools and universities. Historian Andrew Walder stated it the best 
when he described that the power structure in Beijing universities: “were deep-
ly altered, if not completely shattered” by the work team’s intervention.  The 
work teams altered the orientation of most universities towards supporting the 
“radicals” (or the work teams called “the minority”) who condemned the work 
team’s intervention.40 By the end of July, only four of twenty-seven schools 
in Beijing remained “conservative.”41  In the summer of 1966 the Red Guard 
factions were at a crossroads. One option was to ignore the actions of the work 
teams and “set aside the actions of June and July [1966]” and continue with 
their pre-work team goals: the view of the “majority” faction. The other option, 
which was to the radical “minority” position, was to oppose and condemn the 
work teams by taking the “fight off campuses” by locating and detaining the 
work team leaders and punishing them through struggle sessions. 
 Because of their desire to “take the fight off campus” and to punish 
the leaders of the work teams, the “minority” would immediately come into 
conflict with the entire CCP organization. During the late summer of 1966, 
Mao and the CCRG realized the importance of the “minority” in eliminating 
the bureaucrats and their potential as tools in “dismantling the status quo.” 
Therefore, Mao and the CCRG supported the “minority.”42  The majority/mi-
nority recasting of the student factions led to a rehashing of class differences. 
Many students who were labeled as politically active but not members of CCP 
families began to support the “minority,” mostly because of the work teams 
criticism of the “conservatives.” Most of the new members of the “radicals” 
were a result of “their encounter with the work teams.”43  The different views on 
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the work teams and continued favoritism displayed by the work teams towards 
the children of CCP members, further fortified the divisions between “radicals” 
and “conservatives.”
 On 5 August, Mao posted his own big character poster entitled, “Bom-
bard the Headquarters.” Mao’s big character poster was his way of supporting 
the “minority” faction as it encouraged the students to continue eliminating 
bourgeois elements in Chinese society and condemn the work teams.44  A 
few days after Mao’s big character poster, Mao and the CCRG published the 
“Sixteen Points,” which “explicitly defined the purpose of the movement as the 
overthrow of ‘those within the party who are in authority and taking the capi-
talist road.’”45  The article opened with the statement: “Although the bourgeoi-
sie had been overthrown, it is still trying to use the old ideas, culture, customs 
and habits of the exploiting class to corrupt the masses, capture their minds 
and endeavor to stage a comeback.”46 In spite of Mao and the CCRG inciting 
the Red Guards’ radical goals, many Red Guard factions criticized the “Sixteen 
Points” because it did not mention explicitly the goals or objectives of the Cul-
tural Revolution, nor did it state whether the students were to continue where 
the work teams left off, or take a new approach. The “conservative/majority” 
student factions felt that their “persecution [by the work teams] showed that 
they were indeed ‘revolutionary’ [more so than the factions who supported the 
work teams].” These students labeled the work teams as “anti-Party, anti-social-
ist elements who infiltrated the Party” and the work teams -- not Mao and the 
CCRG -- were the targets of the Cultural Revolution.47  Moreover, the staunch 
anti-work team sentiment was felt mostly on the “radical/minority” but also on 
the “conservative/majority” side. This commonality between the two factions 
demonstrated how the “Sixteen Points” provoked a growing radicalism and 
heightened tensions between the factions and resulted in further hatred of the 
work teams and the state mechanisms of the Cultural Revolution.
 Mao and the CCRG wanted to demonstrate to the Red Guards their 
seriousness of their support and planned a massive rally at Tiananmen Square 
with less than a day’s notice. On 18 August 1966 approximately one million 
students and teachers flooded the square to see and hear Mao commend-
ing the students as the fore bearers of revolution and socialism. Mao’s word 
went further than expected and soon the Red Guards began their campaign 
to destroy the “four olds”: old customs, old culture, old habits, and old ideas. 
At first, non-violent efforts were made by the Red Guard to destroy the “four 
olds”. Members of the Red Guards drafted the “One Hundred Proposals,” a 
response to the “Sixteen Points” which called for “destroying the old and foster-
ing the new.” One proposal demanded “no manufactured goods in shops may 
be called by their Western names. Meaningful Chinese names must be used.” 
Another proposal requested “those who have names with feudal overtones will 
voluntarily go to police stations to change their name.”48  More minor sugges-
tions were to change street names. Zhou Enlai, premier of China, permitted 
the changing of street names in Beijing, but vehemently rejected, with Mao’s 
support, the Red Guard’s proposal in December 1966 to rename Tiananmen 
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Square to “The East Is Red Square.”49

 The campaign to destroy the “four olds” quickly shifted toward violent 
destruction of old cultural artifacts, in spite of the “Sixteen Article” declaring 
that “contractions among the people” should be resolved “by reasoning, not 
by coercion or force.”50  One laboratory technician working at the Shanghai’s 
Oriental Dispensary wrote: 

“[F]irst they targeted capitalists and landlords, but soon they entered cadres’ homes 
and the homes of persons attacked in the movement as well. [...] Some [Red Guards] re-
move[d] people’s trousers and clothes in the street, cut their hair, and [took] their shoes. 
Forcing people to hand over all their books and magazines.”51

The violence during the campaign to destroy the four olds was condemned by 
the CCRG. Zhou Enlai explicitly told Red Guard factions not to attack, nor to 
post big-character posters on the Soviet embassy in Beijing, but eventually 
Zhou Enlai sent additional garrison troops to the embassy to enforce his or-
der.52  Shorty afterwards, he issued a memorandum, which forbade Red Guard 
units to enter the Forbidden City, the Great Hall of the People, broadcasting 
stations, newspaper offices, airfields as well as “the residences of a number of 
senior non-Communists.”53  The campaign was an accumulation of the constant 
exchange of demands, action, and reaction between state and society. The vio-
lence, which occurred during the campaign to destroy the “four olds”, was the 
Red Guard factions’ response to the work teams as well as the “Sixteen Points” 
and the mass rallies in Tiananmen Square.
 By the end of 1966, the Red Guards became a liability for Mao, who 
saw them as organs that would “‘expose’ the Party leaders ‘taking the capitalist 
road.’” The Red Guards indeed helped Mao attain his goal, as the CCP were “on 
the defensive.”54  The Red Guards occupy a unique spot in the history of the 
Cultural Revolution. The complex relationship between “conservatives” and 
“radicals”; “minority” and “majority” can be divided under two main factors. 
First, the class divisions between the new bureaucratic class and pre-1949 
classes, fermented in the Beijing universities, were a result of state policy. Sub-
sequently, the first big character posters and the formation of the Red Guards 
was society’s reaction towards state policy. The work teams were the state’s 
response to the factionalism within the Red Guards and the impact of the work 
teams on the political landscape of the Red Guards radicalized the movement 
to the point where even Mao and the CCRG could not influence them, as seen 
in the campaign to destroy the “four olds.”
 This essay began with a statement by Joseph Esherick, that the 
Cultural Revolution was a “unique combination of anarchy and dictatorship, 
of strident popular rebellion and coercive state action, [which] lies in the 
often unscripted and unpredictable interplay between state and society.”55 
After further analysis, Esherick’s claim holds true. During the years leading 
up to the Cultural Revolution, China experienced a dialectic between society 
(the students and the Red Guards) and the state (the CCP, the CCRG or Mao). 
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This dialectic produced unexpected responses by both parties and ultimately 
showed that the state can never fully know the repercussions and responses of 
any policy. In Quotations from Chairman Mao -- the famed ‘Little Red Book’ 
-- Mao spoke to the youth: “The World is yours, as well as ours, but in the last 
analysis, it is yours [...] The World belongs to you.56 China’s future belongs to 
you.”  Indeed, during the “ten years of chaos,” China’s future was the youths’, 
but it marched forward along a path set by the CCP and painted Red.than who 
they condemned -- most of the condemned already went through work teams’ 
struggle sessions. The loss of control over the Red Guards was one of the top 
concerns of the work teams, for the loss of a powerful organ would severely 
hinder the image of the Cultural Revolution as a mass-movement. Despite 
requests to make the June 18 incident a deterrent, Mao and the CCRG ordered 
the withdrawal of the work teams from Beijing universities, leaving the stu-
dents free to organize themselves “solely on the basis of the authority of Mao’s 
thought, unhampered by [...] Party organization.”    
 As we will see, the political topography of the Beijing universities was 
totally altered by the work teams. The era from the arrival of the first work 
teams to their departure was Mao’s and the CCRG’s attempt to expropriate the 
Red Guards as a mechanism of change, but failed to produce their desired out-
come because of poor organization and lack of information. Instead of focusing 
on reconciling the “radicals” and the “conservatives,” the work teams played 
up factional differences, which resulted in students taking over the duties of 
the work teams. In turn, the student-led struggle sessions were a threat to the 
existence of the work teams. 
 When the work teams left in July 1966, it is important to nonetheless 
recognize the extent the Red Guard student factions reacted to the actions of 
the work teams and how the work teams alter the political landscape of the 
Beijing schools and universities. Historian Andrew Walder stated it the best 
when he described that the power structure in Beijing universities: “were deep-
ly altered, if not completely shattered” by the work team’s intervention.  The 
work teams altered the orientation of most universities towards supporting 
the “radicals” (or the work teams called “the minority”) who condemned the 
work team’s intervention. By the end of July, only four of twenty-seven schools 
in Beijing remained “conservative.”  In the summer of 1966 the Red Guard 
factions were at a crossroads. One option was to ignore the actions of the work 
teams and “set aside the actions of June and July [1966]” and continue with 
their pre-work team goals: the view of the “majority” faction. The other option, 
which was to the radical “minority” position, was to oppose and condemn the 
work teams by taking the “fight off campuses” by locating and detaining the 
work team leaders and punishing them through struggle sessions. 
 Because of their desire to “take the fight off campus” and to punish 
the leaders of the work teams, the “minority” would immediately come into 
conflict with the entire CCP organization. During the late summer of 1966, 
Mao and the CCRG realized the importance of the “minority” in eliminating 
the bureaucrats and their potential as tools in “dismantling the status quo.” 
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Therefore, Mao and the CCRG supported the “minority.”  The majority/minori-
ty recasting of the student factions led to a rehashing of class differences. Many 
students who were labeled as politically active but not members of CCP families 
began to support the “minority,” mostly because of the work teams criticism of 
the “conservatives.” Most of the new members of the “radicals” were a result of 
“their encounter with the work teams.”  The different views on the work teams 
and continued favoritism displayed by the work teams towards the children of 
CCP members, further fortified the divisions between “radicals” and “conserva-
tives.”
 On 5 August, Mao posted his own big character poster entitled, “Bom-
bard the Headquarters.” Mao’s big character poster was his way of supporting 
the “minority” faction as it encouraged the students to continue eliminat-
ing bourgeois elements in Chinese society and condemn the work teams.  A 
few days after Mao’s big character poster, Mao and the CCRG published the 
“Sixteen Points,” which “explicitly defined the purpose of the movement as the 
overthrow of ‘those within the party who are in authority and taking the capi-
talist road.’”  The article opened with the statement: “Although the bourgeoisie 
had been overthrown, it is still trying to use the old ideas, culture, customs and 
habits of the exploiting class to corrupt the masses, capture their minds and 
endeavor to stage a comeback.”  In spite of Mao and the CCRG inciting the Red 
Guards’ radical goals, many Red Guard factions criticized the “Sixteen Points” 
because it did not mention explicitly the goals or objectives of the Cultural 
Revolution, nor did it state whether the students were to continue where 
the work teams left off, or take a new approach. The “conservative/majority” 
student factions felt that their “persecution [by the work teams] showed that 
they were indeed ‘revolutionary’ [more so than the factions who supported the 
work teams].” These students labeled the work teams as “anti-Party, anti-social-
ist elements who infiltrated the Party” and the work teams -- not Mao and the 
CCRG -- were the targets of the Cultural Revolution.  Moreover, the staunch 
anti-work team sentiment was felt mostly on the “radical/minority” but also on 
the “conservative/majority” side. This commonality between the two factions 
demonstrated how the “Sixteen Points” provoked a growing radicalism and 
heightened tensions between the factions and resulted in further hatred of the 
work teams and the state mechanisms of the Cultural Revolution.
 Mao and the CCRG wanted to demonstrate to the Red Guards their 
seriousness of their support and planned a massive rally at Tiananmen Square 
with less than a day’s notice. On 18 August 1966 approximately one million 
students and teachers flooded the square to see and hear Mao commend-
ing the students as the fore bearers of revolution and socialism. Mao’s word 
went further than expected and soon the Red Guards began their campaign 
to destroy the “four olds”: old customs, old culture, old habits, and old ideas. 
At first, non-violent efforts were made by the Red Guard to destroy the “four 
olds”. Members of the Red Guards drafted the “One Hundred Proposals,” a 
response to the “Sixteen Points” which called for “destroying the old and foster-
ing the new.” One proposal demanded “no manufactured goods in shops may 
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be called by their Western names. Meaningful Chinese names must be used.” 
Another proposal requested “those who have names with feudal overtones will 
voluntarily go to police stations to change their name.”  More minor sugges-
tions were to change street names. Zhou Enlai, premier of China, permitted 
the changing of street names in Beijing, but vehemently rejected, with Mao’s 
support, the Red Guard’s proposal in December 1966 to rename Tiananmen 
Square to “The East Is Red Square.” 
 The campaign to destroy the “four olds” quickly shifted toward violent 
destruction of old cultural artifacts, in spite of the “Sixteen Article” declaring 
that “contractions among the people” should be resolved “by reasoning, not by 
coercion or force.”  One laboratory technician working at the Shanghai’s Orien-
tal Dispensary wrote: 

 “[F]irst they targeted capitalists and landlords, but soon they entered cadres’ 
homes and the homes of persons attacked in the movement as well. [...] Some [Red 
Guards] remove[d] people’s trousers and clothes in the street, cut their hair, and [took] 
their shoes. Forcing people to hand over all their books and magazines.” 

 The violence during the campaign to destroy the four olds was 
condemned by the CCRG. Zhou Enlai explicitly told Red Guard factions not 
to attack, nor to post big-character posters on the Soviet embassy in Beijing, 
but eventually Zhou Enlai sent additional garrison troops to the embassy to 
enforce his order.  Shorty afterwards, he issued a memorandum, which forbade 
Red Guard units to enter the Forbidden City, the Great Hall of the People, 
broadcasting stations, newspaper offices, airfields as well as “the residences 
of a number of senior non-Communists.”  The campaign was an accumulation 
of the constant exchange of demands, action, and reaction between state and 
society. The violence, which occurred during the campaign to destroy the “four 
olds”, was the Red Guard factions’ response to the work teams as well as the 
“Sixteen Points” and the mass rallies in Tiananmen Square.
 By the end of 1966, the Red Guards became a liability for Mao, who 
saw them as organs that would “‘expose’ the Party leaders ‘taking the capital-
ist road.’” The Red Guards indeed helped Mao attain his goal, as the CCP were 
“on the defensive.”  The Red Guards occupy a unique spot in the history of the 
Cultural Revolution. The complex relationship between “conservatives” and 
“radicals”; “minority” and “majority” can be divided under two main factors. 
First, the class divisions between the new bureaucratic class and pre-1949 
classes, fermented in the Beijing universities, were a result of state policy. Sub-
sequently, the first big character posters and the formation of the Red Guards 
was society’s reaction towards state policy. The work teams were the state’s 
response to the factionalism within the Red Guards and the impact of the work 
teams on the political landscape of the Red Guards radicalized the movement 
to the point where even Mao and the CCRG could not influence them, as seen 
in the campaign to destroy the “four olds.”
 This essay began with a statement by Joseph Esherick, that the Cul-
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tural Revolution was a “unique combination of anarchy and dictatorship, of 
strident popular rebellion and coercive state action, [which] lies in the often 
unscripted and unpredictable interplay between state and society.”  After 
further analysis, Esherick’s claim holds true. During the years leading up to 
the Cultural Revolution, China experienced a dialectic between society (the 
students and the Red Guards) and the state (the CCP, the CCRG or Mao). 
This dialectic produced unexpected responses by both parties and ultimately 
showed that the state can never fully know the repercussions and responses of 
any policy. In Quotations from Chairman Mao -- the famed ‘Little Red Book’ 
-- Mao spoke to the youth: “The World is yours, as well as ours, but in the last 
analysis, it is yours [...] The World belongs to you. China’s future belongs to 
you.”  Indeed, during the “ten years of chaos,” China’s future was the youths’, 
but it marched forward along a path set by the CCP and painted Red.
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