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About the Roosevelt Club

Our world is facing pressing issues, to which orthodox approaches
have yielded only unfruitful answers - we must surpass this short-
coming. Our work brings together individuals from di�ering

backgrounds, uniting them in synergistic conversation and written re-
�ection; our aim is to produce bold, innovative, and pragmatic thinking
on the challenges of the modern era, and to prepare our Members for a
life in service of the public good.

Never before has such singular progress been made toward a better
world. We live in a world of constant improvement – to industry, to
technology, to all the mechanisms that drive our society ever forward.
The knowledge that we have amassed over the course of millennia is
now readily available to anyone with access to an internet connection;
and this knowledge is growing exponentially, stretching well beyond the
limits of human understanding. We have reached heights of expertise
and capability completely unimagineable mere decades in the past; we
are able to grow back limbs, cure diseases that years ago would have
decimated us; we have set foot on the Moon; observed and recorded
hundreds of millions of galaxies, each containing celestial objects bil-
lions of times larger than our Earth.

And yet never before has there been such radical and widespread in-
equality; never before have we been closer to scarcity. The bees that
pollinate our crops are dying, our seemingly endless reserves of natural
spring water are being depleted, our livestock is diseased and kept alive
almost miraculously by a cocktail of medicines. Never before have we
been closer to man-made environmental catastrophe; never before
have we been threatened by such destructive weaponry.

This is the world we live in: a world of constant dichotomy, constant
uncertainty and constant peril. This is why we are at a unique moment
in history. Now, and only now, do we exist in this balance: we have
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achieved so much, just enough to become aware that there remains so
much to be achieved. And we must achieve it.

We must overcome political squabbles in the face of the issues that are
severe enough to break us. We must eliminate poverty and homeless-
ness. We must push for equal rights amongst genders; and we must
extend human rights to those in lack of them. Wemust protect our envi-
ronment while developing our industry to the needs of a new economy,
and we must eliminate the dangers to our food production. We must
�nd renewable alternatives to our natural resources while increasing
their availability. We must not extend aid, but eliminate the need for
it.

This task is undoubtedly a daunting one, but it comes down to us. This is
the task of our generation: to overcome the failures of our predecessors,
and to secure our progress toward a better world. It is larger than life, but
it can be accomplished: the power that each of us holds is inconceivable,
and its underestimation is what limits us; but it is there, latent, ready
to be exercised. Now is when we hold this power, and now is when we
must exercise it.

This is what we believe in, and this is what we are working toward. We
want to gather those who are passionate about these issues, passionate
about enacting change, and push the limits of what these individuals
can achieve. We want to voice our concerns about the picture we paint
of the world and o�er, in its place, alternative, solution-oriented ideas
on how we can tackle the most pressing issues of our time.
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Letter from the Editor

New Annales takes its name from the revolutionary Annales School of
history. Rather than rea�rming the view that history is advanced by a
few key individuals, the School sought to identify the underlying forces
driving historical change. In answering some of the most important
questions of our time, we draw inspiration from the Annales approach,
and seek to situate our answers within a vastly more important question:
where are we headed?

The pieces you will �nd in this issue are varied in theme and scope. The
long-reads provide new perspectives on a few pressing questions. How
should we, as individuals, approach global warming? Are we morally
obligated to aid foreigners whose countries are halfway around the
globe? If so, who should we aid �rst?

The quick-takes tackle speci�c policy issues that we are now beginning
to grapple with: whether we should legalise cannabis; how we should
regulate geneticmodi�cation in babies; and how self-driving cars should
operate in ethically-signi�cant situations.

Finally, the reviews o�er a glimpse into what our Members have been
reading this semester: from Satya Nadella’s memoir to a classic novel by
Umberto Eco, they distill important insights about leadership, progress,
and ethics.

This issue is the result of hundreds of hours of reading, re�ecting,
writing, and editing. I would like to personally thank our Members, our
Board, and our editorial team: exceptional individuals without whom
New Annales would not have been realised.

Sincerely,

Laurent Bélanger
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In Defence of Giving Foreigners
Our Tax Money

DYLAN SPRINGER

On 22 October U.S. Presi-
dent Donald Trump threat-
ened to cut foreign aid to

Guatemala, the Honduras, and El
Salvador. The justi�cation he pro-
vided is that a large caravan full of
the citizens of these three coun-
tries is currently headed through
Mexico towards the U.S. bor-
der. The people on the caravan
are reportedly �eeing violence
and poor economic conditions
at home, and many hope to �nd
family and a means of support-
ing themselves amongst the size-
able immigrant communities in
the U.S.

At the core of Trump’s com-
plaint is a simple maxim of com-
mon sense – a thought process
which goes something like this:
‘We’re sending all these people
so much money, we are paying
for their education, their health-
care, their jobs – and all the while
our own people su�er’. This idea
is not new, or particular to the
United States. Noted the BBC
last year, when the British govern-
ment announced it was reducing

the amount of money it spent on
foreign aid: ‘Some people think
the UK shouldn’t be helping peo-
ple overseas while cutting ser-
vices at home’.

I will make three arguments in
support of foreign aid. First, we
are not giving something away
and getting nothing in return: for-
eign aid bene�ts both the sender
and the receiver in real, tangi-
ble ways. Secondly, the money
mostWestern countries do spend
on foreign aid is a drop in the
bucket, �scally speaking. And, �-
nally, that the little our govern-
ments do in the name of genuine
humanitarianism and altruism is
worth �ghting for.

In the summer of 1947 George C.
Marshall, Secretary of State un-
der U.S. President Harry Truman
and a distinguished general who
had seen action in the Philippines,
France, and China, made an ad-
dress at Harvard University. The
subject was Europe: it was in ab-
solute ruins. The recent war had
wrecked the Continent’s infras-
tructure, precipitated the worst
refugee crisis the world had ever
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seen, and utterly annihilated a
generation of young men. Worse
yet, Marshall said, was the state of
its economy. For over a decade
Europe’s nations large and small
had been on a strong war footing
– every man, woman, and child
invested in small some measure
in the production of armaments
and the support of the war e�ort.
Now the war was over and the
factories were destroyed or, un-
needed, left vacant. Marshall was
proposing that the United States
– a country which at that timewas
in possession of half the world’s
total wealth but only 6% of its
population – should �nance Eu-
rope’s recovery. ‘The remedy lies
in... restoring the con�dence of
the European people in the eco-
nomic future of their own coun-
tries and of Europe as a whole’, he
said.

The American people needed a
good reason why they should
spend such a relatively large
amount of cash on a bunch
of foreigners, and Marshall had
one. The plan’s purpose, he said,
‘should be the revival of a work-
ing economy in the world so as
to permit the emergence of politi-
cal and social conditions in which
free institutions can exist’. He
was talking about the Reds. We
need Europe to be rich and en-
joy American-style Western lux-
uries, he was saying, so that they
don’t vote for Communists. At
the time it was a very real threat.
Only a few months after Mar-
shall made his speech at Harvard,

the CIA would soon be forced to
hand-deliver bags of cash to Ital-
ian politicians to stop the coun-
try from electing a leftist coali-
tion (which was itself funded by
the Soviets). Like the Marshall
Plan, this was foreign aid under
another name.

America and its allies have be-
come accustomed to using for-
eign aid as a way to achieve their
political goals. Proponents of
foreign aid argue that the en-
tire world bene�ts from liberal
democratic capitalism, especially
the biggest and most economi-
cally powerful liberal democra-
cies (America and its allies). This
argument does not convince ev-
eryone. A lot of people could
not care less about the �owering
of freedom and democracy in all
parts of the world. To those peo-
ple I would say that countries like
Britain and America actually do
get quite a lot in return. The
countries we sendmoney to let us
put our soldiers and ships in their
cities and ports; and when over-
all conditions in those countries
improve, fewer refugees reach
our shores. Foreign aid helps our
P.R., greases the wheels of diplo-
macy, enhances our national se-
curity, and advances our national
interests. This is why Trump’s
threat to cut aid to Central Amer-
ican countries is counterproduc-
tive. If he is angry about the car-
avan of desperate migrants, he
should consider sending more
aid, not less. They would not be
�eeing their home countries if
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they were able to lead adequate
lives there.

Furthermore, we should avoid be-
coming too complacent in the
midst of Western luxury and
hegemony. Liberal democracy
is dealing with perhaps its great-
est threat since the fall of Com-
munism. It faces opposition
from all corners of the globe.
In the Middle East and amongst
the marginalised communities
of the West, radical Islam holds
signi�cant pull. China has re-
cently been more aggressive in
exporting its particular brand of
technocratic totalitarianism, us-
ing its own foreign aid and in-
vestment programs like the One
Belt One Road initiative to curry
signi�cant power and in�uence
in Africa on the Eurasian con-
tinent. And, to name just one
more example out of many, Eu-
rope and America are continu-
ally fending o� a newly-resurgent
Russia under the extremely capa-
ble Vladimir Putin. In short, the
logic of the Marshall Plan is far
from irrelevant today

It should also be stressed that, in
governmental terms, we are talk-
ing about chump change. Britain
spends 0.7% of its gross national
income – or about 70 pence for
every hundred pounds made in
Britain – on foreign aid. And
even that is considerably higher
than the world average. Any
reasonable cost-bene�t analysis
would come down in favour of
foreign aid.

Finally, it should not go unsaid
that some things are worth doing
simply because they are right. We
who live in advanced, industri-
alised economies like the Britain,
America, and Japan are very rich.
Those who live in developing,
agrarian ormanufacturing-heavy
economies like Nigeria, India,
and Pakistan are often very poor.
Morally and ethically speaking, it
is our duty to help alleviate their
su�ering, and, in doing so, also
help ourselves.

We live in a totally new era in
which it has become – perhaps
for the �rst time, and possibly
owing to the extreme intercon-
nectedness of the world economy
– genuinely in our interest for
nation-states to do the right thing.
We would be fools not to take ad-
vantage of this unique moment
in history.
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The Moral Responsibility in For-
eign Aid

ARCHIE BATRA

Does the United Kingdom
have a moral responsibility
to give foreign aid to its for-

mer colonial possessions?

The issue (and expense) of for-
eign aid is often discussed with
reference to the United King-
dom’s erstwhile days as an im-
perial superpower. One argu-
ment that is consistently debated
is whether or not Britain has a
special moral obligation to give
foreign aid to its former colo-
nial possessions, as some sort of
compensation for the time that
they had to endure British rule.
The purpose of this essay is there-
fore to determine the validity of
this claim. It seemed appropri-
ate to chose India as a case study:
Britain’s empire was far too large
to warrant anything other than
an analysis of one fragment of
it, and its prominence within the
Empire and the British national
psyche (i.e. India was the "Jewel
in the Crown" of Britain’s empire)
meant that India was a natural
choice. Whilst this does mean
that conclusions of this essay can-

not necessarily be extrapolated,
it certainly appears that there is
no moral imperative demand-
ing that Britain give exceptionally
generously to states within its old
empire. This is not to undermine
the case for giving foreign aid, but
merely to say that Britain’s for-
mer subjects (in this case, India)
should not be subject to special
treatment.

British rule in India commenced
with the passing into law of
the 1858 Government of India
Act, which liquidated the British
East India Company, bestowed
all Company property, assets,
and responsibilities to the Crown,
and ended Company Rule in In-
dia. The new British Raj would
rule India until 1947. This pe-
riod of Indian history has caused
much debate, with opinion po-
larised on whether the subconti-
nent bene�tted from or was ex-
ploited by the British Empire and
each conclusion leads to di�erent
thoughts on the moral aspect to
Britain’s foreign aid. India was
undoubtedly changed forever by
the British Raj but, to my mind,
I think to assess whether Crown
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Rule either bene�tted or harmed
India is ultimately an exercise in
futility. The history of Direct
Rule in India is complex, and
the immense amount of evidence
that we have does not lend itself
to reductive or crude labelling as
it indicates that the British both
demonstrably hurt and helped
India. Therefore, I think that
to de�nitively prove that British
colonial rule in India did more
harm than good (or vice versa)
is fundamentally impossible, and
therefore there is nomoral neces-
sity in the United Kingdom’s for-
eign aid to India.

There is, however, a case to be
made that British Imperialism
inhibited the growth of the In-
dian economy and prosperity on
the subcontinent. Britain’s atti-
tude towards Indian industrial de-
velopment was lukewarm, and
largely left to locals. Any devel-
opment was dictated by Britain’s
own interests, and as such eco-
nomic growth under the Raj was
essentially stagnant, rarely ex-
ceeding 1% a year, and nega-
tive growth was not uncommon.
Britain wished to protect their
own manufacturing interests and
encourage their own industrial
revolution, and thus India expe-
rienced large-scale deindustriali-
sation under the Raj, with India’s
industrial output collapsing from
a 25% share of global output in
1700 to less than 3% in 1880. The
number of Indians employed in
manufacturing also greatly de-
clined under British rule, as the

share of Indians working in man-
ufacturing, mining, and construc-
tion fell from 28.4% of the work-
force in 1881 to just 12.4 in 1911,
again implying that the British
presided over steep industriali-
sation in India. And, not only
this, but economist Angus Mad-
dison estimated that India’s share
of global GDP sharply declined
from 24.4% in 1700 to a mere
4.2% in 1950. Jawaharlal Nehru
thought that India’s economic de-
cline was solely a result of British
colonial policy, citing tari�s, pro-
tectionism, and the fact that the
British did nothing to help nur-
ture Indian industry. It would
seem, then, that the British Raj
oversaw a period of great eco-
nomic decline in India, did noth-
ing to abate it, andmay have even
worked to cause it. If this were
thewhole case, it would seem self-
evident that Britain owed India
money in foreign aid.

However, there is ample evidence
to suggest that British colonial
rule bene�ted India economi-
cally. Firstly, whilst statistics are
useful, they cannot tell us every-
thing, and certainly tell us noth-
ing of the economic life of most
Indians. For example, India’s
large share of global GDP in 1700
does not necessarilymean that ev-
eryone in India was immensely
wealthy or had a high standard
of living. In fact, the British
provided the good governance,
law, and order over the whole
subcontinent that enabled Indian
trade to grow and facilitatedmod-
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ern economic development, as
"were [The British] to leave In-
dia or Ceylon, they would have
no customers at all; for, falling
into anarchy, they would cease
at once to export their goods to
us and to consume our manu-
factures." The economic history
of the Raj is further complicated
by the fact that the village econ-
omy (the sector that represented
three quarters of the entire popu-
lation) saw their after-tax income
increase from 27% to 54%, and that
by 1914 the British had invested
£400 million into Indian infras-
tructure, irrigation, and industry.
Further, the British has increased
the area of irrigated land eight
fold. In fact, by the 1920s, In-
dia was ranked sixth in a table of
industrial nations, and industrial
titans like Jamsetji Tata proved
that the British were not opposed
to Indian industrial development.
Thus, the economic legacy of the
Raj is unclear, and divining the
‘truth’ of India’s economy imprac-
tical. India’s economy both ben-
e�tted from British rule and was
harmed by it, and the evidence
does not de�nitively point either
way. Therefore, there can be
no moral imperative behind any
money Britain decides to give to
India now.

However, we should not solely ex-
amine economics: British colo-
nial rule in India could also
be said to have harmed In-
dian society as a whole. The
British presided over some of
the worst human tragedies in In-

dian history, including numer-
ous famines that claimed mil-
lions of people’s lives, di�erent
episodes of military suppression
and massacre, and, perhaps most
famously, the partition of In-
dia in 1947. The Great Famine
of 1876-78, by way of example,
claimed the lives of some esti-
mated over four million people
across British India. The British,
amazingly, exported grain from
Bombay during this period, re-
sulting in a ‘grain drain’ in the
region, and thus greatly exacer-
bating the famine. The Amrit-
sar Massacre in 1919 also pro-
vides a clear example of British
colonial rule harming India, as
Brigadier-General Reginald Dyer
ordered his men to open �re
of an enclosed crowd of twenty
thousand peaceful demonstra-
tors, killing up to a thousand peo-
ple, and only ordering them to
stop when they ran out of am-
munition. Not only this, but the
British, seeking a quick exit from
India, hastily partitioned their
Indian Empire, and in the pro-
cess caused a refugee crisis un-
paralleled in history, with com-
munal violence claiming the lives
of hundreds upon hundreds of
thousands of people. This com-
munal violencewas compounded
by the long-standing British pol-
icy of ‘divide and rule’, in which
Muslims and Hindus were pit-
ted against each other in order
to make India easier to control
and govern. All of these atroci-
ties occurred under the Raj, and
so British colonial rule de�nitely
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harmed Indian society.

However, whilst these events
were undoubtedly horrible, I
think it is too crude to say that
they were the direct result of
British Imperial policy, and so
the question of whether British
colonial rule harmed India re-
mains unclear. Partition, for ex-
ample, was not a simple expres-
sion of colonial policy, rather
the only way that Louis Mount-
batten could ensure Indian in-
dependence without sparking an
Indian civil war (which would
have killed far more people).
There were other forces that
brought about partition, such as
Jinnah’s absolute refusal to con-
sider the possibility of a united
India. The Amritsar massacre
was similarly complex, and owes
more to the thoughtless actions
of Reginald Dyer than any co-
herent or planned colonial policy.
Winston Churchill, hardly India’s
champion, called the Amritsar
massacre "an extraordinary event,
a monstrous event, an event that
stands in singular and sinister iso-
lation", and Asquith condemned
it as "one of the worst outrages
in the whole of our history." The
complexity of these tragedies and
the incredible variety of factors
that caused them makes it very
di�cult to apportion blame (to
the Raj or otherwise) and again
demonstrates that assessing the
harm of British colonial rule is
incredibly di�cult. This seems
to undermine the moral case for
Britain giving foreign aid to India

in the modern era.

To complicate the issue further,
there is clear evidence that British
rule bene�tted Indian society. An
1895 government report on the
situation in the North-West fron-
tier of India noted that the lo-
cal population hailed the British
as liberators that brought wealth
and justice to a region that had
previously been ruled by tyrants.
Resolutions of the Indian Na-
tional Congress show that the
British, far from wanting to com-
pletely oppress and disenfran-
chise Indians, were happy to give
them political representation. In-
deed, Congress had the blessing
of the British. The rediscovery
and reinvention of Indian history
and culture was also the direct
result of British scholars, who
wanted to unearth India’s rich
and hidden past. It was also the
British colonial government that
broke down the archaic barriers
of caste, religion, and race, which
undoubtedly bene�tted millions
of Indians. Paradoxically, Indian
nationalism and the uni�ed In-
dian state could not have existed
without the Raj; under British
rule Indians ceased to be merely
Bengali, Punjabi, or Tamil, and
began to identify as Indian. The
yearning for freedom and self-
determination was based on the
acceptance of British liberal val-
ues, and thus the modern, uni-
�ed, and democratic state of In-
dia was created under British aus-
pices. So, whilst Indian soci-
ety undoubtedly su�ered at the
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hands of the British, it bene�t-
ted as well, and British colonial
rule in India is again reduced to
a crass balance sheet, with the ev-
idence not pointing decidedly ei-
ther way.

We have an incredible wealth of
information about the British Raj,
and much ink has been spilt on
the topic of the British Empire in
India. However, the evidence is
so variegated that it is impossible
to make a meaningful judgement
as to whether British colonial rule
either harmed or bene�ted India.
Britain didn’t even have jurisdic-
tion over a third of India (which
remained in the hands of the Ma-
harajas) and this exempli�es the
di�culty in assessing the harm
of colonial rule. Identifying all
of the e�ects of British rule and
attributing them an appropriate
weight in a cost-bene�t analysis
of the British Raj is just impossi-
ble to do.

Thus, anyone stressing the moral
necessity of British foreign aid
to India is ignoring the complex-
ity of history: there is simply no
solid base on which to build a
‘moral’ case for foreign aid to In-
dia. To reiterate points made at
the beginning, this is not a case
against foreign aid as a whole,
and this certainly was not an at-
tempt to exempt Britain fromgiv-
ing foreign aid. Rather, it was
an attempt to demonstrate that
India and other former colonies
do not represent special cases on
the world stage and that, when

consideringwhere the foreign aid
budget should go, Britain should
not prioritise countries it once
ruled, but should continue look
to other objectives such as need,
e�cacy, and consistency with cur-
rent foreign policy.
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The Most Powerful Climate Lie

AGNES VERITY

In the wake of the IPCC’s starkdeadline of a dozen years to
pull back from the brink of cli-

mate catastrophe, it is time for
immediate action. This action be-
ginswith challenging themost de-
structive and pervasive lie about
climate change: that it’s all on
us.

This month the Intergovernmen-
tal Panel for Climate Change
(IPCC) released their assessment
of the consequences of a 1.5 de-
gree rise in the Earth’s temper-
ature since pre-industrial times,
and a 2 degree rise. The lat-
ter, the agreed limit set by the
Paris Agreement three years ago,
is now known to be a drastic over-
estimate. Half a degree rise from
the 1.5 degree thresholdmeans an
unprecedented risk to the world’s
most vulnerable people. On our
current trajectory, we are set to
surpass this by 2030. These cli-
mate prospects, while bleak, are
possibly avoidable. The require-
ment for this is, simply, "rapid,
far-reaching and unprecedented
changes in all aspects of society"
thereby halving cumulative car-
bon emissions within the next

twelve years. Given the context of
this call for immediate response
by the world’s leading climate sci-
entists, it is time to revisit our cli-
mate narrative.

Media focus on our guilt-ridden,
complacent lifestyle choices -
from the meat industry, to driv-
ing, to having more than one
child - willfully play into the
hands of those who possess the
real monopoly on our climate.
The fact that two thirds of all
man-made global warming emis-
sions have been traced back to 90
companies, highlights just how
out of sync our focus on the indi-
vidual is. Carbon emissions are
still climbing. The answer, so
we are told, lies in the individ-
ual. If we all change our habits
for the better we can �x the prob-
lem. The problemwith this is that
"we", the individuals, the hege-
monic voices of mainstream en-
vironmentalism, aren’t everyone.
In the global context, "we" are
the ones with the money, and the
ones doing the most harm. It is
no coincidence that the richest
10% are responsible formore than
half the world’s fossil fuel emis-
sions, situated where the scale of
climate impact is smaller. In the
global context, considering the

14 ROOSEVELTCLUB.CO.UK — NEW ANNALES



geographically unequal e�ects of
climate change, it is the e�ectivity
of the richest nations that deter-
mines the safety of the environ-
ments projected to be hit worst.
Domestically, the hegemonic fo-
cus on ethical consumerism as
a means of mitigating climate
change - fromorganic produce to
electric cars - is only feasible for
the a�uent. The economic exclu-
sivity of current environmental
solutions means that individual
actions cannot make the decisive
di�erence needed to tackle car-
bon emissions, it is going to take
greater social movements - start-
ing at the source.

As of now, fossil industries are be-
ing allowed to continue to qui-
etly and diligently pro�teer from
pushing us closer to the 1.5 degree
threshold, all the while, �elding
no accountability for the environ-
mental damages they are in�ict-
ing globally. They are also in no
plan to stop soon. To have hope
of staying below a two-degree
increase, scientists estimate we
can pour roughly 565 more giga-
tons of CO2 into the atmosphere
by 2050. Most scarily, accord-
ing to the Carbon Tracker Initia-
tive, the carbon (in proven coal,
oil and gas reserves) that fossil
fuel companies intend to release
is �ve times that amount - 2795
gigatons. According to the same
report, is Exxon burns its cur-
rent reserves it would bring us 7%
closer to the 2-degree point. As of
now, fossil fuel lobbying and cor-
porate donations puppeteering

democracy have blocked most at-
tempts to limit their impact. All
the while the burdening the state
with the massive task of paying
for climate-ready infrastructure
and picking up the pieces after
the ever-increasing number of
"natural" disasters.

Media narratives of climate
blame are too focused on indi-
vidual responsibility. This is, at
best, a misplaced response for
the immediacy that mitigation
requires, at worst, a tool used by
industries that are working to
render those e�orts insigni�cant.
The steady and slow dismantling
of the fossil fuel industry in
response to shifts in consumer
demand is not going to cut it on
our updated climate timeline.
The most immediate way to halt
climate change is to hit those
who are pro�teering from the
destruction of the planet where
it really hurts - in the wallet. This
will take unprecedented social
action put �nancial pressure on
oil and gas companies through
divestment campaigns, corpo-
rate accountability e�orts and
targeting banks and �nancial
institutions. On top of this, mas-
sive social political movements
are necessary to regulate corpo-
rations, to take back transport,
utilities and energy grids back
into public control, and to raise
taxes to fund massive investment
in climate-ready infrastructure
and renewable energy. Only
in these economic systems will
individuals really count - when

WINTER 2019 15



environmental choices are for
everyone, not just the a�uent.
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Cannabis Legalisation

FREDDIE KELLETT

Currently, the black market
for cannabis in the UK is
worth £ 2.6bn; cannabis is

sold to over 3 million people a
year. The Win-Win-Win of legal-
ising cannabis, as it was described
by the Institute of Economic Af-
fairs, has interesting e�ects on
the political and economic land-
scape. Just like tobacco and alco-
hol, if cannabis became legalised,
it would be distributed and sold
in a regulated way. This would
allow it to be taxed. Is this the
biggest issue in party politics?

Currently cannabis is sold and
distributed through a black mar-
ket of organised crime. The
strength of the drug is not regu-
lated, andneither ismoney gener-
ated through its sale. The conse-
quences of this are felt by the tax-
payer in higher policing costs and
costs relating to mental health.
Generally, there seem to be two
schools of thought: decimalisa-
tion and legalisation. The for-
mer would treat possession of the
drug as something as minor as
a parking o�ence, while legalisa-
tion would allow free access and
usage.

A vision for the future could
make buying cannabis as easy as
buying a pint of beer, with sim-
ilar age restrictions and tax lev-
els. Proponents of this model talk
about the bene�ts to the end user.
With regulated supply and qual-
ity, the drug would be of a higher
quality than many people can get
o� a street corner. The reduced
demand on policing and hospi-
tals could be as large as £ 300bn
per year. The political motiva-
tions for this seem clear. With the
younger voters becoming increas-
ingly disenchanted with politi-
cians, and in particular the Con-
servative Party, I was sure that
this would be a vote winner.

But legalisation is problematic.
Firstly there are political issues.
A BMG research poll from 2018
found that only 51% of people sup-
ported legalisation understood as
’making it as accessible as tobacco
and alcohol.’ Results from a You
Gov survey has revealed that a
small majority of people would
back a relaxation of the law. This
small majority can hardly justify
a change in the law, and even if
it did, it would struggle to break
the inertia of politics to be done
quickly.
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But let us put the political issues
aside for a moment and consider
the tax model for this proposal.
Creating the right level of tax-
ation is important. Too high,
and you do not discourage the
black-market; too low, and it does
not generate revenue to make it
worthwhile. Across the Atlantic,
in the states of Colorado, Wash-
ington and California, which
have legalised cannabis, black
markets have �ourished due to
the high prices caused by exces-
sive taxation. In the IEA 2018
report, they propose a VAT plus
an excise tax, which they esti-
mate would generate £ 690m di-
rectly, and would save public ser-
vices £ 300m a year. An NGO
has estimated the potential ben-
e�ts of legalisation much higher
at £ 3.5bn.

It is hard to �nd a rational argu-
ment to support the existing leg-
islation. While legalisation seems
to promote a healthier form of
the drug, it wouldn’t necessar-
ily increase consumption. That
is putting aside the wider soci-
etal bene�ts of legalisation which
have already been discussed. This
view is echoed byWilliamHauge,
who said that the current law is
"inappropriate, ine�ective and ut-
terly out of date." But just be-
cause it is rational doesn’t mean
it will be supported by votes, as
the evidence shows. Thus, while
a change in the law is likely, there
is considerable political inertia
against it.
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Designer Babies

ZOE SPIRGEL

Human birth, in thewaymost
people conceptualise it, en-
tails a natural life process

of one human giving birth to an-
other. However, as of 2018, hu-
man birth can no longer be re-
stricted to this de�nition. With
processes such as in vitro fertili-
sation (IVF), babies can be grown
outside of the mother’s womb.
With the rise of "test tube babies"
has come the possibility for par-
ents to handpick a child’s genes.
Though socioeconomic factors
put limitations on the number of
parents with access to the genetic
modi�cation of their children,
the moral and political implica-
tions of genetic modi�cation ren-
der it an important topic. With
genetic modi�cation, parents can
control the sex of a child, their
physical characteristics, and in
some cases, even enhance their
intelligence.

The advancement of bio-
technology seems to be de-
veloping at such a rapid pace that
society has neglected to consider
the ethical rami�cations of this
new technology. Both state
governments, like the United

States and the United Kingdom,
and supranational organisations
like the European Union are
struggling to create policies and
laws to protect and contain the
potential consequences of these
genetically modi�ed humans.
This article will attempt to out-
line the ethical consequences
these international governments
face by legalising the unadul-
terated genetic modi�cation of
humans. The argument against
genetic modi�cation will be
split into three concise sections:
the argument for freedom, the
slippery slope argument, and the
argument for equality.

To begin, it is important to set
aside the argument of whether
or not genetically modifying ba-
bies is ethical, and for a moment
consider a larger question of free-
dom. Though this might seem
like a strategic diversion by avoid-
ing the harder question in favour
of an existential one, this ques-
tion is pertinent to the argument.
Freedom, in the way most peo-
ple understand it, is the ability to
think, feel, and act as one pleases.
To be free is to have the ability
steer one’s life in whatever di-
rection one chooses. However,
this freedom, this ability to cre-
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ate one’s own destiny, is compro-
mised by genetic modi�cation.

Prior to genetic modi�cation,
children are born with varying
abilities. Some are athletically
gifted, others blessed with mu-
sical talent, and some conceived
with unbelievable minds. These
unique gifts are not predeter-
mined but naturally inherited.
With parents choosing their chil-
dren’s genetics, the life of these
babies encompasses a sudden
predetermination that has never
been dealt with before. To illus-
trate, if a child is genetically mod-
i�ed to be tall, fast, and slender,
with the object of their becoming
an NFL quarterback, an individ-
ual’s personal autonomy is com-
promised. While most parents
hope their children are athletic,
often forcing them into sports
camps and primary school teams,
altering the genetic makeup of a
child is a di�erentmeasure – it in-
herently makes the playing �eld
uneven.

In addition to tampering with
the innate abilities of humans,
genetic modi�cation jeopardises
the concept of "free will". While
some will argue that the geneti-
cally modi�ed children are still
free to make their own decisions,
this argument does not success-
fully dismiss the issue. To il-
lustrate, Michael Jordan is uni-
versally agreed to be an accom-
plished basketball player. How-
ever, Jordan was not merely born
with his endurance, speed, and

precision. He worked hard to
earn his title. Though parents
have the ability to force their chil-
dren to play sports, there is a
di�erence between being forced
to play sports and being genet-
ically engineered to play sports.
Children can resist their parents
and refuse to play a sport, how-
ever, children do not have the
ability to refuse genetic modi�-
cation. The di�erentiation be-
tween being ‘forced’ and being
‘engineered’ creates the issue of a
child’s free will.

If designer children are merely
engineered to have these tal-
ents, the de�nition of hard work,
skill, and success becomes ob-
scured. Without genetic modi-
�cation, Jordan had to demon-
strate agency and a strong work-
ethic, devoting his time and
money to become professional
basketball player. If Jordan was
designed to be an excellent bas-
ketball player, his success and ac-
complishments would seem less
commendable. While Jordan
chose to be a basketball player,
the geneticallymodi�ed child did
not. Critics might respond by say-
ing that even with these genetic
advantages, one would neverthe-
less have to possess a strong work
ethic. Though this is probable,
it does not defeat the argument
that, in terms of athleticism, the
genetically engineered child will
still have an innate advantage.

As wisely stated by ethicist
Michael Sandler, "rather than
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employ our new genetic power to
straighten the crooked timber of
humanity, we should do what we
can to create social and political
arrangements more hospitable
to the gifts and limitations of im-
perfect human beings." Instead
of creating the "perfect NFL
player", society should recognise
the imperfect player who works
and trains to overcome obstacles,
showing a better command over
their life success than a human
that is merely designed to be
perfect. Perfection eliminates
failure, and without failure, the
meaning of success begs for a
revised de�nition.

With human’s individual auton-
omy at risk, it is also important
to address what the legalisation
of "designer babies" could mean
in a legal sense for international
governments such as those of the
European Union. In January EU
Advocate General Michal Bobek
attempted to begin the discus-
sion regarding how these genetic
technologies should be regulated.
ManyEU representatives feel that
genetic modi�cation in humans
should be legalised for the sole
reason of preventing various dis-
eases. For example, by having ac-
cess to the genes of a foetus, scien-
tists have the ability to eliminate
predisposition to illnesses such as
cancer, diabetes, and even blind-
ness. Though scientists do pos-
sess the ability to prevent these
illnesses, it does not justify them
using these technologies without
assessing the implications of their

actions.

Diseases such as diabetes and var-
ious cancerous cells are recog-
nised as detrimental ailments
that have robbed humans of
their lives for countless years.
However, while eliminating these
genes may have bene�cial short
term e�ects, its long term conse-
quences massively outweigh its
bene�ts. While cancer and dia-
betes are universally deemed as
"bad" sicknesses, handicaps such
as blindness or deafness may in-
cur more debate.

For example, in 2008 a deaf
couple in the United Kingdom,
Tomato and her partner Paula,
wished to have a deaf child. Their
�rst child was coincidentally born
deaf. Preparing for their second
child, Paula and Tomato wanted
to use IVF to produce another
deaf child. However, according to
parliament’s clause 14/4/9, the se-
lection of a hearing child through
IVF is permitted, but, embryos
found to have deafness genes will
be automatically discarded. The
case of Tomato and Paula showed
the United Kingdom’s implicit
preference for individuals who
have normal hearing capabilities.
This o�ended the international
deaf community causing those
such as Steve Emery, a sign lan-
guage expert at Heriot Watt Uni-
versity to speak out. Emery pub-
licly stated, "This clause sends
out a clear and direct message
that the UK government thinks
deaf people are better o� not be-
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ing born." With handicaps such
as deafness, it seems a moral
overstep to allow the government
to decide what traits are bene�-
cial for survival and what traits
should be seen as a malfunction
in need of correction. If the
EU Health Council decides to le-
galise genetic modi�cation in re-
spect to correcting illnesses and
genetic predispositions, normal
traits such as hearing and sight
will be labelled as superior, those
with atypical characteristics to be
deemed as lesser. This will create
a whole new class system within
Europe, thosewhowere groomed
to be genetically superior, and
those who have atypical human
functions.

The slippery slope that occurs
when genetic modi�cation is le-
galised for "health" reasons shows
that even an inherently good ac-
tion can have substantial conse-
quences. While a world free
of cancer and diabetes appears
a utopia, with closer examina-
tion, this idealistic visions fades
away into a hellion dystopia. If
the ability to eliminate precan-
cerous genes became available,
it would only be accessible to
the wealthy. This would create
a class system of those who are
genetically "superior" and those
who either could not a�ord to
be "designed" at birth or those
who chose not to be. This re-
ality would be eerily similar to
the warnings of movies like Gat-
taca or television programs such
as Black Mirror. Though an ex-

treme comparison, Hitler’s eu-
genics vision, of a "perfect race"
would seem to be similar to the
"genetically perfect" Europeans,
Americans, or British, that would
come from a genetically modi-
�ed DNA.

As philosopher Immanuel Kant
once said, "human beings are
ends in themselves, worthy of re-
spect." To tamper with the genes
of a future human, to predeter-
mine their characteristics with-
out weighing the political, legal,
and ethical consequences of these
actions, seems nothing less than
a neglect of human dignity. In
the words of Michael Sandler,
"to change our nature to �t the
world, rather than the other way
around, is actually the deepest
form of disempowerment." We
as humans have the responsibil-
ity to work through adversity,
seeing the beauty in imperfec-
tion. Great ideas and innovations
stem from atypical individuals
such as Albert Einstein or Vin-
cent Van Gogh. Einstein did not
read or speak until he was �ve, be-
ing diagnosed with severe autism.
Van Gogh had depression. These
two men changed the course of
history, not despite their imper-
fections, but because of them:
Einstein with his mathematical
break-throughs and Van Gogh
with his transformation of mod-
ern art. Simply put, imperfection
within humans should be cham-
pioned, not treated as a problem
begging a solution.
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The Ethics of Self-Driving Cars

LAURENT BÉLANGER

The advent of self-driving cars
has had mixed results: on
the one hand, it is important

technological progress that bears
witness to our enduring ingenuity
and the possibility of ambitious
change; on the other, it has served
as a testament to how wholly un-
prepared the global community
is to face widespread technologi-
cal change whose impact on hu-
man activity is uncertain.

One issue that has garnered some
attention in the recent debate
over self-driving cars and de�n-
ing their role within our societal
framework is the question of how
they should ‘react’ to critical situ-
ations in which the occurrence of
an accident is almost certain.

An excellent article in The Saint
by Mr. Martin George provides
a good elucidation of the ques-
tion, and the di�erent consider-
ations that it implies. The cen-
tral consideration in this question
seems to be how self-driving cars
should prioritise the safety of the
individuals involved in these crit-
ical situations. In his piece, Mr.
George draws attention to a re-

cent e�ort by the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology to under-
stand our intuitions on this very
issue. MIT’s project, dubbed ‘The
Moral Machine,’ presents us with
variations of one basic scenario:
a self-driving car is in a set of
circumstances that will inevitably
lead to an accident involving both
passengers and pedestrians. In
each variation of this scenario, we
are asked to indicate whose lives
the car should prioritise. These
scenarios play around with sev-
eral variables: how many passen-
gers and pedestrians there are;
whether they are humans or an-
imals; male or female; old or
young; employed or not; rich or
poor; and whether pedestrians
are jaywalking or not.

In short, MIT’s ‘Moral Machine’
is looking to discern the traits that
we consider most valuable. The
results, so far, show that ceteris
paribus we tend to prioritise hu-
mans over animals; pedestrians
over passengers; young over old;
female overmale; employed over
unemployed; and rich over poor.
At �rst glance, this seems intuitive
enough. The ‘Moral Machine’
asks us: who should be saved? We
answer: those who are most use-
ful to society.
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Mr George’s piece calls for a
"global conversation" on how we
are to make this calculus, how we
are to decide who is more valu-
able. This is seems self-evident:
despite the unsurprising general
trends that we see in the results
from the ’Moral Machine,’ it is
clear that the question is not one
that elicits a unanimous answer.
I will not seek to argue for a par-
ticular methodology in carrying
out this calculus; nor will I focus
on discrediting the moral foun-
dation of such a calculus – one
needn’t possess a superior intel-
lect to see that attempting to as-
cribe value to the life of particular
individuals is riddled with di�-
culties both moral and practical.
Rather, I will argue that to pro-
pose such a calculus in the con-
text of self-driving cars is wholly
inappropriate.

In discussing such a calculus and
its inclusion in the algorithms
governing self-driving cars, we
are committing ourselves to two
alternative conclusions, both of
which are troubling.

The �rst is that, if we incorporate
such a calculus into self-driving
cars, and in turn equip these
cars with the tools necessary to
judge, in varying situations, the
individuals whose lives should be
prioritised, we are giving these
cars moral agency – the ability
to make decisions that have a
moral dimension. Whether this
agency is legitimate, of course,
is part of the larger debate over

all forms of arti�cial intelligence,
and whether they should be al-
lowed to have human-like privi-
leges. We have no time to engage
with this debate here, and regard-
less of what we would conclude,
I venture that it is not appropri-
ate to allow cars, in essence, to
legally decide to save one individ-
ual at the expense of another –
or, in a di�erent framing, to kill
one individual in order to save an-
other. Cars should not be making
moral decisions, and the mere
prospect of this possibility would
�t so poorly within our modern
legal system that it would require
a comprehensive remodelling of
our conception of corporate indi-
viduality.

The alternative is that we are not,
in fact, endowing self-driving
cars with moral agency. Instead,
we are simply incorporating into
their operating systems a set of
guidelines by which they are to
judge an appropriate course of
action – in other words, a pro-
cess analogous to that of activat-
ing breaks when another car is de-
tected in proximity. This leads to
equally, if not more troubling im-
plications: it would mean either
that corporations, or, if the global
community does engage in the
debate that Mr. George advocates
in his piece, governments, are de-
cidingwho in a society is valuable,
and sanctioning, when it comes to
it, the sacri�ce of those less valu-
able for the sake of those more
valuable. This is unacceptable on
several grounds.
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First, if we value individual free-
dom – and we often congrat-
ulate ourselves on doing so in
the liberal-democratic West –
what amounts to being arbitrarily
killed is in clear violation of even
the weakest conceptions of free-
dom. Second, this evaluation sets
a dangerous precedent for any
number of similar calculuses, and
indeed gives corporations or gov-
ernments an alarming degree of
control not just over how we lead
our lives, but also over whether
we are entitled to life at all. I ad-
mit that some might dismiss this
further point as a slippery slope,
but consider this: if we deem it ac-
ceptable in certain circumstances
for corporations or governments
to decide who should live or die
based on their value of society,
consistency dictates (in the spirit
of Kant) that we also deem such
decisions acceptable when uni-
versalised; in other words, if we
deem it acceptable for corpora-
tions or governments to make
such decisions, we should also
accept them on a larger scale
– read: accept genocide carried
out for socioeconomic reasons,
for instance, in cases of marked
scarcity. I believe we can all agree
that genocide is not, in fact, ac-
ceptable.

It follows from this brief discus-
sion, I think, that we should not
allow self-driving cars to make
decisions or judgements that are
ultimately of a moral character.
This is not to say that we should
shy away from the extraordinary

potential that technology has to
improve wellbeing on a global
scale. I am not contesting the
fact that self-driving cars should,
of course, avoid accidents inso-
far as there is freedom to do so;
but in circumstances in which
an accident is inevitable, there
should be no moral-evaluative
calculus. In these circumstances,
it cannot be decided which indi-
viduals will su�er the worst out-
comes – the result must follow, in
the �rst instance, the blind guide-
lines of the law (this is to say, if
a younger, more ‘socially useful’
pedestrian puts herself in harms
way by jaywalking, an older, al-
together less productive passen-
ger must not be sacri�ced); and
follow, in the second instance,
the blind results of chance – we
should certainly not take the in-
famous trolley problem as the
blueprint for every accident in-
volving self-driving cars.

Mr. George is right in calling for a
global discussion on the future of
self-driving cars; but this discus-
sion should not be centred on the
calculus to be carried out by these
cars in dire circumstances – it
should, instead, be geared toward
mitigating the inevitable di�cul-
ties arising from individual cars
with autonomous systems that
developed by independent com-
panies all operating within the
same societal framework. There
is much space for discussion on
this matter, but we should all
agree on one thing: self-driving
cars should not be making moral
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decisions, whether based on our
value "preferences" or on a simple
utilitarian calculus. The results of
these decisions would essentially
amount to sanctioned executions,
and this is unacceptable.

Curious? Try out MIT’s ’Moral
Machine’ for yourselves.
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Reviews
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Hit Refresh

LAURENT BÉLANGER

The guiding principle behind
Hit Refresh is apparent from
its �rst chapter, in which

Nadella introduces himself, not
as a CEO, but simply as a person.
Indeed, the �rst part of the book
concerns itself almost entirely
with detailing Nadella’s back-
ground, from infancy to adult-
hood, and emphasising some cru-
cial elements: his relationship
with his parents, his early strug-
gles in the United States, and the
moment he learned that his �rst
child would be bornwith cerebral
palsy.

To me, the intention of this �rst
part is to prevent our perception
of its author as little more than
a walking job title. A glance at
today’s corporate industry shows
us why: more often than not,
executives live their titles, some
even are their companies (think
Bezos or Musk). Nadella’s con-
tention: that leaders should be
understood, �rst and foremost, as
human beings.

This understanding certainly
shouldn’t be limited to leaders
– everyone should attempt to

understand each other. This
might seem like an innocuous
suggestion, but it represents a
signi�cant paradigm shift in
corporate culture: the transition
to praising understanding over
perfection, and commending
learning over unambiguous track
records.

Of course, as John Rossman re-
marked in his recent book on
Amazon, leaders must be right –
a lot. Nadella doesn’t dispute this,
but proposes instead that the cor-
nerstone of leadership should be
empathy, and not performance.
Performance, he argues, is height-
ened by a better understanding of
the needs of others.

This is not a novel idea: stud-
ies of leadership teams and ex-
ecutives have found that those
with a higher emotional quo-
tient perform better than their
counterparts in similar situations.
These studies also tell us, how-
ever, that executives tend to be
least empathetic group – and this
is why I �ndHit Refresh signi�cant:
Nadella not only sees empathy
as a necessary quality in leaders,
but understands his own ability to
empathise as the premise of his
success at Microsoft, especially in
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his role as CEO. "Listening," he
writes, "was the most important
thing I accomplished each day."

It is truly encouraging and in-
spiring to see a new generation
of leaders, Nadella among them,
working to reform the culture of
their companies with this guiding
principle in mind. Companies
need to shift from Friedman’s de-
structive concept of shareholder
primacy toward creating long-
term value for their employees,
their investors, their customers,
andmost importantly, future gen-
erations.

For more information on the
book, see Hit Refresh by Satya
Nadella.
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Natural Capital

FREDDIE KELLETT

D ieter Helm does an excel-
lent job of lucidly explain-
ing the concept of Natural

Capital – a subject unfamiliar to
most readers, most of which my-
self. Helm’s basic concept is to
put an economic value on en-
vironmental goods and services
such as clean water, forests, recre-
ational spaces etc, such that gov-
ernments would be compelled to
account for them in their budgets.
This would protect these environ-
mental services and put a halt to
the ‘tragedy of the commons’ –
the abuse of natural resources as
a result of lacking ownership and
thus incentives for maintenance
– a process which is running ram-
pant worldwide.

The book begins with a mantra:
explaining the mess we are in
and why we have to change our
approach to evaluating the envi-
ronment. It then moves on to a
more detailed discussion of Nat-
ural Capital. In this, it is unique
among books concerned with the
environment – of which I have
read many. Helm makes a con-
vincing case for discrediting the
"save everything" mantra, instead

advocating a pragmatic approach
of compromise, held up by the
valuation of assets central to the
concept Natural Capital. I chal-
lenge anyone to not be an advo-
cate forNatural Capital after read-
ing this book.

Helm appealed to the environ-
mentalist and the pragmatist in
me, covering the complicated
aspects of accounting for cross-
generational costs, and explain-
ing how his approach might be
implemented in our economy.
He further takes a very positive
tone, detailing examples of where
this process has been put to use,
and how quickly and de�nitively
it can e�ect progress.

Helm slightly dodges the issue of
politics and time scales. If it re-
ally is as simple as hemakes it out
to be, why isn’t this approach to
our environment already incor-
porated into our countries’ politi-
cal agenda? Nevertheless, Helm is
an economist, and it is an unrea-
sonable expectation for the book
to cover this in any sort of de-
tail.

I would highly recommend this
book to anyone interested in
economics or climate change.
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The author’s abundant knowl-
edge and passion come through
in his writing, and his argument is
a thought provoking one: it com-
pelled me to think about the sub-
ject in detail and accept his argu-
ment, and ultimately enlightened
me in an area I knew very little
about.

For more information on the
book, see Natural Capital by Di-
eter Helm.
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Spaces of Aid

ELLIE MILLAR

Every day, humanitarian aid
workers around the world
set o� to play their part

in lessening the radical and
widespread inequality present in
our modern, global society. Prob-
lematically, the humanitarian aid
that the international community
provides is typically based on a
set of idealised assumptions, what
Smirl terms the "humanitarian
imaginary." It is this set of assump-
tions, their connection to physi-
cal spaces of aid, and the disasso-
ciation that this creates that Smirl
sets out to examine in her book.

The physical setting of the aid en-
vironment is essential to the for-
mation of relations in the con-
duct of humanitarian aid, and can
be key to understanding the limi-
tations of a mission. Yet since the
advent of international aid, true
analysis of its environment has
remained overlooked.

Spaces of Aid thoroughly exam-
ines spaces, objects, and envi-
ronments, in the context of aid
work. The �rst three chapters
focus on the material and spa-
tial environments of the interna-

tional aid community. This is
where the majority of the heavy
theoretical discussion takes place.
A very clear argument emerges
here, which proves how essential
an examination of material and
spatial environments is to under-
standing every instance of aid in-
tervention.

Valuable examples – the com-
pound, the SUV, and the lux-
ury hotel – ground the theoret-
ical discussion of spatial relations
in reality. Gated compounds,
for instance, create distance be-
tween the physical environment
of the aid workers and the local
community, maintaining ‘hierar-
chical spacial divisions’ reminis-
cent of colonialism. Similarly,
the presence of security features
perpetuates the conception that
what exists outside the protec-
tive wall is dangerous. Ultimately,
these approaches to the physi-
cal spaces of aid limit organisa-
tions’ e�cacy in delivering their
goals: the physical segregation be-
tween aid workers and the com-
munities that they serve only ex-
acerbates their pre-existing socio-
emotional distance from them.

Following the theoretical discus-
sion, the remaining two chap-
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ters make use of case studies to
demonstrate the relationship be-
tween the physical and material,
and the international aid worker
and the local recipient. These
case studies illustrate the manner
in which preconceived conceptu-
alisations of recipient communi-
ties determine the design of aid
missions.

Both Smirl’s wealth of knowledge
as a scholar, andher experience as
a development professionalmake
Spaces of Aid an impressive and
ground-breaking analytical work.
Its most important take-away: we
must not consider spaces of aid
as a tabula rasa. Every decision
made by aid organisations origi-
nates from an outsider’s concep-
tualisation of what the "other"
needs and must be recognised as
such. We need to eliminate barri-
ers between aid workers and the
communities they serve – both
physical and perceived – and in
so doing heighten organisations’
understanding of these commu-
nities, an understanding which
can be translated into better-
designed, more e�ective human-
itarian missions.

For more information on the
book see Spaces of Aid by Lisa
Smirl.
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The Name of the Rose

DYLAN SPRINGER

The world is becoming a safer
and more pleasant place for
everyone in it. But never be-

fore have people felt so isolated
and spiritually lost; and, with the
advent of nuclear and biological
weapons of war, the human race
has never been so close to to-
tal extinction. We seem perpet-
ually unable to decide whether
these times are the greatest in hu-
man history or the worst, and
we lament that all the scienti�c
advances in the world have not
made us happy, or sane, or peace-
ful.

Perhaps what is needed is a lit-
tle perspective: the perspective
of people from aworld totally dif-
ferent to our own. Umberto Eco’s
1983 international bestseller The
Name of the Rose o�ers a window
into this world in the intriguing
form of a 14th-century murder-
mystery set in a remote Italian
abbey. A key theme in his novel:
that we should be skeptical of
"prophets," and of "progress," in
whatever guise they come.

Today we are accustomed to
thinking of "progress" as a linear,

positive process. This was not al-
ways so. Indeed, until relatively
recently, people thought that the
world was in an unending state of
decline and disorder, ever since
the glory days of the Roman Re-
public, or perhaps even earlier,
all the way back to the Garden of
Eden. This line of thought is best
encapsulated by Eco through the
words of his narrator, the novice
Adso of Melk:

In the past men were handsome
and great (now they are children
and dwarves)... The young no
longer want to study anything,
learning is in decline, the whole
world walks on its head, blind
men lead others equally blind
and cause them to plunge into
the abyss... Everything is diverted
from its proper course.

Naturally, Adso’s complaint is a
gross exaggeration, and could
easily have been uttered by any
crotchety old man from the days
of Aristotle to today, but it leads
us to another key lesson of The
Name of the Rose: the importance
of respecting the work done by
one’s predecessors. It has be-
come common recently, and es-
pecially in the �eld of the social
sciences, to discount the opinions
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and views of the old masters, ei-
ther because we think they are ar-
chaic and useless or because we
�nd them o�ensive in one way or
another. We are so accustomed
to looking forwards to new in-
ventions and ideologies that we
too often forget that the best and
most useful wisdom is sometimes
discovered by looking backwards.
This is demonstrated in the way
that the protagonist of the novel
uses "the logic of Aristotle" and a
newly-invented pair of spectacles
to decipher encrypted messages
and solve a series of brutal mur-
ders. The old and the new, work-
ing together.

This protagonist, Brother
William of Baskerville, pro-
vides an excellent role model
for the young students and
leaders of today. He stresses
the importance of appreciating
the value of tradition and old
knowledge, keeping an open
mind, of thinking critically, and
expressing caution, moderation,
and presence of mind through-
out all aspects of life. "The Devil
is the arrogance of the spirit,
faith without smile, truth that is
never seized by doubt," William
says. In his own roundabout
way, he teaches us how to be
virtuous.

You should read this book be-
cause of what it says about the
"big" philosophical questions, for
the role-model to be found in
Brother William, and, �nally, be-
cause it o�ers a window not only

into a di�erent period of time but
also into a lost and sorely-needed
way of thinking. With such guid-
ance, we may be able to thrive in
this terrible and wonderful era of
human history.

For more information on the
book, see by Umberto Eco.
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Closing Remarks
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Note from the President

On behalf of our Members and our Executive Board, we hope you
have enjoyed this �rst issue of NewAnnales. The launch of this issue
is an important symbol for a young and growing organisation: it is

the �rst embodiment of our ethos, and the �rst accomplishment toward
our mission to push the boundaries of student journalism and to force
people to think a little longer about the issues we think are important.
It is the product of our Members’ drive and ambition, and it will be the
�rst of many – our Members are already hard at work preparing the
second issue of this journal, to be released later this year.

I opened the issue thanking our Members for their contributions and
hard work, and I would like to close it by emphasising, again, my
appreciation for all those who have taken time out of their busy lives to
make New Annales a reality: thank you.

Sincerely,

Laurent Bélanger
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