





Editor’s Note

| wish to keep this note very brief.
Mainly this is because | am running
out of time to write this and sat in
a bookshop at 21:00 on a Thursday
evening.

The Free Forum is a student-led
political pamphlet. Lacking any ed-
itorial control, the forum intends
to provide students with an outlet
to discuss contemporary issues in
an open format. The only require-
ment is that they do not write War
and Peace and keep the word count
to a minimum. Originating at The
University of London’s Institute of
Paris, The Free Forum now spans
across a number of universities in
both Paris and London. This edition
includes contributions from: The
London School of Economics, Uni-
versity College London, The Univer-
sity of London Institute in Paris, The
American University in Paris, and
Sciences Po.

The third edition of The Free Forum
is what | consider to be the best so
far both in terms of the scope and
quality of the pieces. | am incredi-
bly fortunate to have the privilege
of working with, and publishing the
work of, such dedicated, passion-
ate, and talented people. | can’t wait
for their work to be shared and ap-
preciated as it deserves to be. The
Free Forum would not exist without

their contributions. Thank you for
sticking to impossibly tiny word lim-
its, and for giving time out of your
hectic schedules.

What separates this edition from
the previous two is the speed with
which it was put together. For this,
| owe a great deal of thanks to three
enormously lovely people. Namely,
Henry Hughes, Luca La Cava, and
Theo Baptista. | would like to briefly
say a few words about each of them.

Henry has worked on every edition
so far and, although he has no writ-
ten contribution in this one, | want
to make sure that he is appropri-
ately credited. He has constantly
supported this project since it was
simply an idea and for each edition
has remained on hand for an array of
different tasks, including of a stylis-
tic and editorial nature.

Luca, involved since the second
edition, has written pieces and de-
signed the artwork and front covers
for both this edition and the last. He
is areal professional,immensely tal-
ented, and, although he constantly
claims that he enjoys helping, | feel
like | owe him a great deal.

Theo actually needs thanking twice
as much as | completely forgot to
mention him in the second edition.



| hope this makes up for it mate!
Theo has, in effect, relieved me of a
huge amount of work. As the copy
editor, he has scrutinised each and
every contribution (other than this
note which will be all too obvious).
Given the size of this edition, that is
amomentous task for someone who
is also studying a full-time MSc. Not
only this, but he did it in only a few
days. In brief, without him, this edi-
tion would not have been published
on time, or possibly at all.

| would also like to thank Conor Hat-
field who seemlessly stepped in last
minute to cover some extra copy-
editing work and is also, as with the
others, a very lovely man.

This issue presents a collection of
work that is eclectic, interesting,
and timely. In a world where early
20th-century levels of wealth ine-
quality align with an early 20th-cen-
tury (or even earlier) trading regime;
where US presidents entertain the
possibility of third terms; and where
the post-war global order seems to
be imploding from within the high-
est reaches of government, it is ut-
terly essential that students—par-
ticularly those in the political and
economic social sciences—have
a space for discussion, disagree-
ment, and, ultimately, intellectual
progress. Only in this way can we

counter some of the divisive and
disruptive forces of our current po-
litical moment.

| thoroughly hope that each reader
finds something here that engages
them. And, if you are reading this
and wish to get involved, please
email the address noted on the back
of this issue. | look forward to hear-
ing from you.

Hugo Jamison, LSE
MSc Economic History
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Why We Are Poor

It is approaching ten years since
the World Economic Forum pro-
claimed that ‘you’ll own noth-
ing, and you’ll be happy’. Whilst
ranking this statement amongst
the other egregious proclama-
tions of the WEF would be an ar-
duous task, its predictive power
has held true — you own nothing.

Home prices have been rising, wag-
es stagnating, and home ownership
rates have long been declining, so
barring miracles of divine financial
intervention, you probably don’t
own your home. Many of us don’t
own our own technology — we rent
it from tech companies or mobile
phone providers, until they “gen-
erously” offer to replace it with a
newer model!l Spotify, Netflix, and
the myriad other subscription ser-
vices you keep forgetting you pay
for have ensured that we don’t own
most of what we choose to con-
sume for entertainment or leisure.
We don’t own our preferences or
our time - you can thank Mr Zuck-
erberg for that — and while we’re at
it, since we know time is money, a
lot of us don’t own our money either
—-we ‘rent’ it from credit companies.

All this is to say that we are a far
cry from the ownership models

of old. In fact, we’re a far cry from
the ownership models of even just
a few decades ago. The neoliber-
al in the corner has just raised his
hand and informed me, in a char-
acteristically irritating voice, that
this is actually a good thing; our
modern, globalised, financialised
economy has, through the miracle
of competition, vastly expanded
consumer choice. A rising tide has
supposedly lifted all boats. The fact
that real wages have not kept up
with productivity doesn’t matter,
since we are able to afford a wider
array of products for significantly
lower prices jViva la globalizacién!

Whilst it would be comforting to
think that unimpeded access to av-
ocados and thirty different types of
cereal may be reflective of an im-
provement in our economic stand-
ing, | regret to inform you otherwise.
Greater consumer choice, as the
name implies, only applies to con-
sumer goods — products which are
substitutable for another. This argu-
ment, therefore, provides little com-
fort in a situation wherein we spend
an ever-increasing share of our in-
come, many of us upwards of 40
or 50 per cent, on housing — a good
notoriously difficult to substitute.

The quantity of stuff to be owned
going around has certainly not de-



creased, but paradoxically, we seem
to own less and less of it. So who
owns it then? “Asset managers”
would be as accurate an answer as
any. As providers of a financial “ser-
vice”, asset managers pool money
from private institutional investors,
such as insurance companies and
pension schemes — as opposed to
household or “retail” investors — and
invest massive amounts on their be-
half, on the promise of a profitable
return. On the face of it, nothing
out of the ordinary — just another
faceless form of financial fiddling.

“YouOwnNothing”

The problem, however, emerges in
what they own. CBG estimates the
value of global “Assets Under Man-
agement” at around $100 trillion —
around 4 times the GDP of the Unit-
ed States or around 30 times that of
the United Kingdom. In ‘Our Livesin
Their Portfolios’, Brett Christophers
estimates asset managers own,
on average, 30-40 per cent of the
average S&P 500 stock — an index
of 500 leading companies in US
stock exchanges. But most impor-
tantly, asset managers own almost
$6 trillion in real estate, and all of
these numbers are only increasing.

The question of how we gotinto this
situation is one for another time, but
a re-examination of our concept of

“value” is undoubtedly in order. The
claim that these financiers add val-
ue to our society, rather than detract
from itis one difficult to justify — see
Mariana Mazzucato’s ‘The Value of
Everything’. Nevertheless, the point
remains that if such vast amounts of
housing are permitted to be bought,
sold, and traded by financial institu-
tions, it is to the detriment of every-
one else. Asset managers have no
interest in who gets housing and
of what quality, nor whether the fi-
nancial transaction that makes the
property switch hands creates any
“real” value - just that it produces a
surplus they can parasitically skim.

The reason we are poor — or rath-
er, the reason we own nothing - is
not a cosmic accident. It is because
asset managers have benevolent-
ly offered to take care of the own-
ership for us. This is the result
of a deliberate shift of ownership
away from individuals and toward
financial institutions that extract
profit without creating real value.

Ownership, once a marker of sta-
bility and autonomy, has been re-
placed by perpetual dependence
on institutions that “manage” our
homes, our wages, our choices. The
real question is not just why we own
nothing, but who does, and how.

Luca La Cava, LSE
MSc Economic History



The Debate

Artificial Intelligence is the

question of our time. We are on
the edge of an economic revolu-
tion unprecedented since the ad-
vent of wage labour itself. What
structure society will take in its
aftermath is unclear, but the im-
plosion of society as we know it is
inevitable. In the 1970s, it was the
automation of commodity produc-
tion that threatened the capitalist
mode of production. In response,
capital reproduced itself through
the service industry. Commodity
production survived still by short-
ening the turnover time of capital.
The marketing revolution of the late
20th century, evolutions in cred-
it, and importantly the reliance on
global reserve armies of labour in
the global south and peripheries of
Western capitalism sustained the
existence of living labour power and
supported the expansion of con-
sumption in capitalist economies.

The system of wage la-
bour was threatened, but it
survived, indeed it thrived.

Capital now finds itself approaching
another crossroads. Artificial Intelli-
gence has developed at an unpar-
alleled rate. This time, the internal
contradictions of capitalism have
turned on service industries and, as

Essays on Artificial Intelligence

a result, the middle class. The class
that was created by capital now
faces its final dance. Capital was
not just the means; it was always
the end. It creates, and it destroys.

The result will be a society that is
unrecognisable; the wage labour
system will most likely dissolve.
There will be no work, no labour. Just
capital, and just capitalists. In this
system, the capitalist ceases to be a
capitalist, he is simply a feudal lord.

In this constant striving for de-
velopment and growth, one thing
must be remembered: semel emis-
sum volat irrevocabile verbum
(once a world has been allowed
to escape, it cannot be recalled).
We cannot be starry eyed in the
face of Al. Despite all its poten-
tial benefits, we must be vigilint.

In the following two articles, Mary
Olson and Lucas Mirani discuss
the impact of Al. They represent,
in some ways, the broad per-
spectives and divisions that ex-
ist within this debate, and pres-
ent distinct visions of the future.
Their differences can be summed
up simply as a disagreement be-
tween an optimist and a pessimist
(there are no prizes for working
out which side of the aisle | fall on).

Hugo Jamison, Editor in Chief



Good Robot, Bad Robot

ssays on Artificial Intelligence

I he world is on fire, our jobs are

disappearing, and a generation of
COVID kids can’t read. Who is to
blame for these socialills? If you ask
the average Atlantic reader, they’d
likely adjust their Warby Parker
glasses, sip their Blank Street flat
white, and solemnly respond with
the obvious - ChatGPT. We have un-
deniably entered an era of techno-
logical pessimism, where visionary
founders aren’t Robin Hoods who
started thiscompanyintheirgarage,
but “lifemaxxing” tech oligarchs
who track their son’s “nighttime
erection data”. But is Al the villain?

Automation anxiety is anything but
new. Urban legend claims that the
word sabotage originates from the
French sabot (shoe or hoof), origi-
nating from when textile workers
would resist new technologies by
stuffing their shoes into machines.
The Luddites, a group of 19th-cen-
tury craftsmen-turned-protestors,
donned masks to commit what Eric
Hobsbawm called ‘collective bar-
gaining by riot’—destruction of new
automated textile machines. To-
day’s workers fear the replacement
not of skilled textile workers, but of
the middle class, fearing automa-
tion will destroy jobs, leaving work-
ers with specialized knowledge
that cannot be easily transferred to

jobs created by new technologies.

Epistemologists distinguish be-
tween two types of knowledge:
‘knowledge-that’ (what ingredients
belong in carbonara) and ‘knowl-
edge-how’ (how to avoid scram-
bling the eggs). As Michael Polanyi
observed, productivity of knowl-
edge-how goes up when tech-
nology increases productivity of
knowledge-that. Economists have a
term for work that is heavy in knowl-
edge-that: “routine tasks”. These
include things like sorting pack-
ages, telemarketing, or hemming
pants—brief, precise, repetitive ac-
tions that can be easily automated
due to their programmatic nature.
As economists such as David Autor
have noted over the past decade,
automation and offshoring have
particularly hit middle-class jobs,
limiting upward mobility previous-
ly promised to working-class men.

“We need to ac-
knowledge some-
thing else about
routine tasks—
they suck.”



Al excels at ‘knowledge-that’, and
that means it might replace routine
middle-class jobs, affecting workers
who are already being squeezed by
globalization. However, thatis not to
say that automation will further hurt
the middle class. While routine work
exists at Amazon warehouses, it
also exists at Goldman Sachs. Sure,
stacking boxes is routine, but so is
what 99% of Google employees do.

We need to acknowledge some-
thing else about routine tasks—they
suck. Walter Benjamin, lamenting
the loss of Paris’ Arcades, wrote,
‘[t]he private individual, who in
the office has to deal with reality,
needs the interior to sustain him
in his illusions’. Work that strips
us of autonomy and creativity
doesn’t just dull the mind—it sev-
ers our connection to community,
reinforcing a rigid divide between
the home, a space of comfort, and
the workplace, a site of alienation.
Companies like Amazon deliber-
ately isolate workers, discouraging
conversations that could lead to
unionization. Routine-heavy jobs
already treat humans like automa-
ta, reducing them to mind-numb-
ing work in complete isolation.

Underpinning the debate on wheth-
er Al is taking our jobs is a bigger
question—do we even want those
jobs?Industrial capitalism demands
productivity gains that can only be
achieved when work is broken down
into its parts. In this process, the

worker loses control over the crea-
tionofanitem, seeingtheirlaborsplit
into repetitive, specialized tasks. Al
could, in theory, be used to com-
plement human capabilities rather
than replace them—to automate
the worst parts of jobs while leav-
ing more time for tasks that require
judgment, dexterity, and creativity.

Resisting Al is futile, but resisting
who controls Al is not. When tech-
nology is controlled by a few power-
ful, unregulated firms, it becomes a
tool for maximizing profit at the ex-
pense of workers. Rather than elim-
inating drudgery, Al is being used to
micromanage employees, suppress
wages, and deskill jobs. The an-
swer is not pessimism—it’s regula-
tion. Intervention from government
bodies could ensure Al is used to
target routine jobs while creating
programs to reskill workers impact-
ed by Al-driven unemployment.

We don’t have to accept a world
where Al makes us dumber, loneli-
er, and more replaceable. Resisting
that reality, however, requires great-
er government oversight, worker
organization, and a public conver-
sation about what kind of work we
value. The future of work isn’t just
about what Al can do—it’s about the
choices we make in how we use it.

Mary Olson, LSE
MSc Economic History



Written by Al

And it came to pass, when Pharaoh
had let the people go, that God did
not lead them through the land of
the Philistines, even though it was
nearer.

—Exodus 13:17

I used to have a middle school
teacher who took us aside after a
bout of adolescent misbehaviour
and said forcefully, “You get what
you ask for’. It took me a while to
unwrap what he had meant. At
first, | thought it was a warning
against disruption and the sure-
fire punishment that would follow.
It took a good deal more time for
me to realize the second mean-
ing. Invoking Oscar Wilde and the
two great tragedies of life, we get
what we ask for—in the long run.

| challenge Mary Olson’s piece not
from a place of ideological resent-
ment but envy. | envy her optimism
because | do not share it. | think
the world is changing very quickly
and in ways that are different from
historical comparisons. The arc
of progress is not a steady march
but rather a long crawl interrupted
by moments of sprinting forward.

Olson asks us to look back and ask
if we are not simply following in the

Essays on Articifial Intelligence

footsteps of saboteurs and Lud-
dites. | question whether techno-
logical progress can be considered
a monolithic sprawl of invention
across time—denoting increases
in productivity and output. Under
this lens, the roots of modern hu-
man progress, which we now know
as the Industrial Revolution, should
be known as an abnormality in the
arc of history, or, as Vaclav Smil put
forth: ‘history’s most remarkable
discontinuity’. Al and ChatGPT are
not the same as the steam engine.
Rather, they are distinct and belong
to separate epochs. Projects such
as Al are the culmination of a project
we call the digital revolution—and
this digitisation, despite what its
acolytes would want you to believe,
has served as a distraction rather
than progress, blinding us to the
ways our mores have become static.

The fear should not be that Al re-
places us—despite recent develop-
ments, ChatGPT’s efforts to repro-
duce Hayao Miyazaki will always be
a mere soulless simulacrum—the
fear should be that the existence
of Al makes us unwilling to do the
things that make us human. The
calculator was a tool that allowed us
to further investigate the languag-
es of the universe, but it required
us to delve deeper into our shared
humanity—a task useless without a
curious wielder. Al offers itself, not



as a tool, but as the easy way out;
a way to disengage from the hard
work of being human, to read and
write difficult things, to commu-
nicate with someone who doesn’t
always have a response ready, to
create art that reflects imperfec-
tion. No, Al is not the same as the
technological advancements that
came before it. Olson helpfully de-
fines between ‘knowledge that’ and
‘knowledge how,” but while | trust
her distinction, | do not trust our
collective ability to honour it and
limit our utilization of Al to “knowl-
edge that.” Perhaps this is why the
call for regulation as an antidote to
pessimism falls deaf, in this case,
the monster is within the walls.

My pessimism would be severely
diminished if Al’s founders seemed
capable of grappling with the power
of that which they have wrought. It
is worth contrasting today’s driving
agents to those that came before.
One such example is found in the
words of Bill Joy, the co-founder of
Sun Microsystems, who, in 2000,
wrote; ‘Having struggled my entire
career to build reliable software
systems, it seems to me more than
likely that this future will not work
out as well as some people may
imagine. My personal experience
suggests we tend to overestimate
our design abilities’. Instead of this
self-reflection, however, our cap-
tains have revealed themselves just
as susceptible to the human foibles
that we complain of seeing in col-

lege students, who now “don’t do
the reading”, and demonstrate be-
musement toward anyone that ex-
presses trepidation at their power
to alter our interrogation of the self.

| don’t know what Al will do to hu-
man TFP or how much of a GDP
increase it will induce over the
coming decade, and | would ques-
tion anyone who claims certainty.
It seems likely that the impact of
calibrating and optimizing our ex-
isting production processes will be
somewhat positive, although de-
bate rages as to the magnitude of
this number. | am not implying that
we are doomed or that Al will rise up
to erase us from the earth in a mo-
ment of cyber revolution. The future
of our current path seems much
more mundane and grey-- we will
continue to drift away from each
other, digitally closer together than
ever before, with more money in
our pockets, but more isolated and
fragmented in our informed stupidi-
ty. It may well be that our overlords,
such as Altman and Musk, whom
we anointed as champions, will
pause their digitally induced mad-
ness and deliver us to Mars. The
more pertinent question seems to

be whether we’ll bother to look it up.

Lucas Mirani
MSc Economic History, LSE



I he practice of living with our

environments has all but vanished
for most of us. It is a practice that
sustains our relationships with all
other living things, yet it is one from
whichwe are excluded. The practice,
relationship, or system, | see as the
first and most profound loss is that
of land — when the first ‘cheap’ thing
- was no longer a common good.

Now, familiar practices feel unfa-
miliar, inefficient, or even radical.
Growing our own food is a ‘hobby’
- not a necessity. Climate change
is seen as an obstacle to ‘devel-
opment’. We keep to the uniform
hedgerows and paths around bar-
ren, poisoned-orange fields to
avoid ‘trespassing’ on private land.
The age-old system of giving in
order to receive has been co-opt-
ed for the profits of the few. It
is the ultimate disorientation -
payment for land, shelter, food,
care, and now even carbon, bio-
diversity, and entire ecosystems.

Market systems have replaced what
once tied our bodies to the earth.

We have lost a shared rhythm,
a sense of deep reciprocity, that
comes with a collective responsi-
bility to our environment. Individual
people have stopped harnessing the

earth’s power, stopped enjoying its
plentiful resources, stopped appre-
ciating what we receive, leaving with
us no feeling of debt, no need to be
resourceful,and nodesireto protect.

I’d like to turn now to a practice |
have grown committed to, one |
hope to weave as deeply into other
aspects of my life. Tragically, only as
soon as | am able to afford it - land.

This practice is tied to the (re)dis-
covery of my love for the world.
After all, many of us grow up with
a deep resentment for our local
place — something | now see as a
product of this disorienting sys-
tem. A practice as simple as sit-
ting, watching, or drawing birds.




Rathlin
It was like reuniting
with a long-lost friend.

It was the loudest chorus |
had ever heard. It was a sea-
bird colony of a quarter of a mil-
lion-odd flapping wings, all of
which would soon return to sea.

Over the coming weeks, | would
learn from those who had spent
their lives studying, watching, and
animating them: what it meansto be
a truly social being. Feeling the sor-
row of a bird when a fledgling would
die, feeling their joy when a lost
mother returned, feeling their relief
when, after a winter apart, wan-
dering different paths of the North
Atlantic Ocean, they were finally re-
united with their loved ones, know-
ing, trusting, they would meet again.

The more time | spent with the
guardians of these birds, the more |
became aware of each voice in the
chorus - “Kitti-wake” cries, Ful-
mars, Gannets, Oystercatchers,
and Shags. The more | noticed the

12

lives of the birds around me, the
more | felt the ocean’s effect on
the mood of the colony, the more |
felt the weight of the atmosphere
as rain brewed, the more | felt the
sun warming my cheek, the more
my body longed for the senso-
ry experience of my environment.

The feeling of sitting indoors,
sleeping encased by four walls,
began to  disorientate  me.

Waking up every morning to bird
song, walking the winding paths
of the island’s edge, greeting the
same birds again and again, be-
came an act of love and curiosity.
| grew to know each voice, to feel
as their guardians did, and to won-
der about the world in a way that
felt only familiar with childhood...

The Free Forum



before all of these familiar prac-
tices started feeling so unfamiliar.

Staying up late, we would practice
our identification of birds found
on every shore, thicket, moor-
land, forest, and heath across
Britain and Northern Ireland.

London

| used to wake up to them, be sung
to sleep by them, and be awoken by
their absence. Now, the silence has
been replaced by noise, keeping us
awake and pulling us ever further
from our natural rhythms - the wail
of sirens, the hum of engines, the
shuffle of people, the drone of a
washing machine, the flickering of
screens. Some find this their cho-
rus, but only after leaving the rural
landscape | grew up in, the island |
visited with the birds who greet-
ed me, did | realise that it had nev-
er been, and never will be, mine.

Martha Cosgrove, UCL
MSc Environmental Anthropology




How to Spot a Fascist

As Donald Trump warms up

to the Russian dictator Vladimir
Putin, freezing out democratic al-
lies, a flurry of adjectives have been
thrown to describe Trump: egotis-
tical, idiot...fascist. In this article,
| wish to elaborate on the latter.

Fascism is a far-right, authoritar-
ian, ultranationalist ideology and
movement that believes the ex-
istence of a social hierarchy pre-
vails. Hailing from the 1800s,
fascism became prominent in the
20th century, particularly during
the two World Wars. Through fas-
cism (including both victims of
genocide and war casualties), 30-
35 million people lost their lives.

Neo-fascism, while drawing heav-
ily from fascism, differs in that
their programs have been mod-
ernised and possess a demo-
cratic fagade. Moreover, neo-fas-
cists wear suits and ties instead
of “jackboots and brownshirts”.

Umberto Eco, a 20th-century ltal-
ian philosopher, in his book How to
Spot a Fascist, notes that “they”
must never do it again. But who
are “they”? Benito Mussolini? Ad-
olf Hitler? Oswald Mosley? Vidkun
Quisling? Does “they” also encom-

pass Trump’s far-right politics?
| argue yes.

Graciously provided by Eco,
fourteen features of fascism
brought me to this conclusion:

D

The Cult of Tradition - This re-
fers to the nostalgia of the past.
Trump embodies this with his
2020 election campaign slogan
‘Make America Great Again’, re-
iterated in his 2024 campaign.

2)

The Rejection of Modernism -
More specifically, a suspicion of
culture, intellect, and science.
Trump has frozen academic re-
search funds and employed re-
nowned anti-vaxxer Robert F.
Kennedy Jr. as health secretary.

3)

The Cult of Action for Action’s
Sake - By this, we see the erasure
of the pedagogical idea of think-
ing before acting and speaking.
Frequently, Trump’s speeches are
incoherent and rambly. In fact, ac-
cording to one speech, a voter ID
card is necessary to buy cereal.



4)

Disagreement is Treason - During
his second term as President, Trump
is clamping down on the press. Fur-
thermore, he surrounds himself with
media giants such as Elon Musk,
Rupert Murdoch, and Larry Ellison,
allowing him to monopolise and
control global information flows.

5)

Fear of Difference - Fascists are
racist by definition. Trump’s elec-
tion promises include the homog-
enization of the US by deporting
millions of illegal (and legal) immi-
grants, as well as facilitating the de-
portation of some American citizens
by halting birthright citizenship.

6)

Appeal to Social Frustration -
Despite insulting numerous de-
mographics, Trump has capital-
ized on Republican frustrations
and humiliation regarding the
Party’s  performance  recently.

7)

The Obsession with a Plot - The
list of conspiracy theories pro-
moted by Trump is endless. He
promotes the Great Replacement
Theory, alleging that immigrants, in
this case non-white, Latinx immi-
grants, seek to displace Americans

from housing, jobs, and schooling.
8)

The EnemyisBoth Strong And Weak
- During the election campaign,
Trump’s political opponent, Kamala
Harris, was subjected to a torrent
of insults ranging from ‘stupid’ to
‘mentally unfit’. However, Trump
has also backhandedly compliment-
ed Harris’ tenacity, public speaking,
and loyalty, showing a see-saw-
ing rhetoric typical of fascism.

9)

Pacifism is Trafficking with the En-
emy - Regardless of his “anti-war”
comments, Trump has increased
troop levels, increased the defence
budget, dropped more bombs, and
utilised suffocating sanctions to
coerce states to do his bidding.

10)

Contempt is for the Weak - Eco
reveals, ‘elitism is a typical as-
pect of any reactionary ideolo-
gy’. Trump has permitted a new
elite to rise and replace the old,
whose aim is to smash out any
‘wokeism’, a term referring to liber-
al values, and weed out any ‘dem-
ocratic insiders’ within the party.

11)

Everybody is Educated to Become
a Hero - In 2021, amid anti-state



protests, Trump ordered the crea-
tion of a ‘Garden of American He-
roes [...] to reflect the awesome
splendour of our country’s timeless
exceptionalism’. This indicates the
creation of a nationalist imaginary
which reinforces patriotic feelings.

12)

Machismo and Weaponry - Trump
wields toxic masculinity like a
weapon. Countless times, Trump
has publicly expressed misogy-
nistic comments aimed at sub-
jugating women. Despite this,
he has been elected. Twice.

13)
Selective Populism - On 6th Janu-

ary 2021, encouraged by Trump,
approximately 2000-2500 peo-

ple attacked the capital. Despite
this attack on democracy, Trump
dubbed this day ‘an act of love’,
pardoning over half the rioters.

14)

Newspeak - Coined by George Or-
well, Newspeak refers to ambiguous
language chiefly used in propagan-
da aiming to impoverish vocabu-
lary and ‘limit the instruments for
complex and critical reasoning’.
Amidst the plethora of examples,
the biggest is renaming the Gulf of
Mexico with the Gulf of America.

Using these criteria, we have
spotted a fascist: Trump.

Jennifer Wendorff, ULIP
BA Internatonal Politics with
French

How to spot a fascist (in the wild)



Overcoming the Suez Syndrome

What would you have me do?

Seek the patronage of some great
man,

And like a creeping vine on a tall tree
Crawl upwards where | cannot
stand alone?

No thank you!

-Cyrano de Bergerac in the Micheal
Gordon film adaptation of Edmond
Rostand’s play, Cyrano de Bergerac

In 1956, the nationalisation of
the Suez Canal prompted the
United Kingdom and France, who
were formally its majority share-
holders, to use Israeli military ef-
forts against General Nasser’s
Egypt in order to regain control of
the strategic choke point. It is not
the business of this article to take
sides in this conflict but rather to
take stock of its consequences.

The United States of America, led
by President Dwight D. Eisenhow-
er saw this seemingly anachronic
imperial escapade as nothing more
than a distraction from the glob-
al fight to contain Communism.
Furthermore, President Eisen-
hower was personally offended at
not having been consulted by his
allies before they took military ac-
tion. As a result, the United States
threatened the end of Internation-

al Monetary Fund assistance to
the United Kingdom, in addition
to voting against its allies in the
United Nations (UN). Faced with
an imminent economic crisis, Sir
Anthony Eden and his French al-
lies had little choice but to back
down and accept UN Resolution
1001, which brokered a ceasefire.

The message was clear: the Euro-
pean era was over, and Pax Amer-
icana had arrived. Since then,
significant decisions in the West
have not been made without the
approval of the United States, es-
pecially regarding geostrategy.
Thankfully, the Americans seemed
to be onside. The quaint European
kingdoms could deal with their day-
to-day activities and fund their lit-
tle welfare states while Uncle Sam
kept the peace. Free Riding, the
Europeans were no longer steering
the bus. Even when they wished
to have their own defence capabil-
ities, this seldom translated to a de-
fence industry, as arms production
had been outsourced to the United
States. Thus, having lost confi-
dence in her own abilities, dam-
sel Europe became reliant on her
American knight in shining armour.
This happy loss of agency is what
| refer to as ‘the Suez Syndrome’.

The Suez Syndrome was further-



more characterised by the loss of
a sense of legitimacy in European
countries. What was the Suez Cri-
sis? For many, it was the symbol of
a century-old malevolent imperial
ideology that irreparably stained
European history. Europe thus
chose to no longer affirm itself;
many countries, including the Unit-
ed Kingdom, emphasised an Amer-
ican-style “cosmopolitan” culture
domestically at the detriment of
their local customs and traditions.
On the global stage, Europe, al-
most in repentance, deemed her-
self the bearer of the onus of the
environmental transition in the
manner of “climate justice”, at the
cost of her own agricultural and
industrial competitiveness, while
other states developed theirs.

Is this model sustainable? The an-
swer has become apparent. The
landslide victory of President
Trump was in part due to the im-
pression of the average American
voter that their country was pay-
ing for the security of others. The
Americans want to defend their
own interests, and there is little il-
legitimate in that. Perhaps it is time
that European states did the same.

Among the NATO member states
in Europe, France has been most
resistant to the Suez Syndrome.
General De Gaulle made it a point
to remain independent from the
United States. Instead of Harold
Wilson’s emphasis on the fact that

the United Kingdom was ‘no longer
a superpower’, De Gaulle main-
tained a ‘certain (exceptional) idea
of France’ that influenced the polit-
ical discourse and policy around de-
fence. Thisinfluence is only relative,
as defence spending had fallen by a
percentage point as a part of GDP
between1989and 2019, according
to the World Bank. Nevertheless, it
has kept France’s military-indus-
trial complex largely separate from
that of the United States, sustained
through government spending and
the sale of arms to countries such
as India and Saudi Arabia, as well
as making France less ashamed
of defending her own interests.

For Europe to regain her political
weight on the global stage, there
are of course concrete steps to
take. The development of pan-Eu-
ropean defence companies, such
as MBDA, that have the potential to
use economies of scale to efficient-
ly produce weapons is a necessity.
But if the Suez Syndrome has to be
highlighted, it is because concrete
actions are defined by the cultural
base. It currently seems that there
is an appetite for European strength
in reaction to current events, but
cultural change based on reactions
to current events can be ephemeral.

In order to have a long-lasting cul-
tural shift that may sustainably
steer policy in the right direction, it
is necessary for European countries
to regain their sense of legitimacy.



Europe, the continent that pushed
the sciences to new heights, was
the first to abolish slavery, and
whose heritage includes the crea-
tion of democracy, is legitimate in
her history. European countries, as
sovereign states, are legitimate in
pursuing their own interests. This
pursuit of interestis necessary, asin
aworld characterised by powerplay,
it is better to be powerful. If the Eu-
ropean countries find it difficult to
weigh on the Russo-Ukrainian War
negotiations, it is because they
lack power. It is as such necessary
to overcome the Suez Syndrome.

In order to have a long-lasting cul-
tural shift that may sustainably
steer policy in the right direction, it
is necessary for European countries
to regain their sense of legitimacy.
Europe, the continent that pushed
the sciences to new heights, was
the first to abolish slavery, and
whose heritage includes the crea-
tion of democracy, is legitimate in
her history. European countries, as
sovereign states, are legitimate in
pursuing their own interests. This
pursuit of interestis necessary, asin
aworld characterised by powerplay,
it is better to be powerful. If the Eu-
ropean countries find it difficult to
weigh on the Russo-Ukrainian War
negotiations, it is because they
lack power. It is as such necessary
to overcome the Suez Syndrome.

Tinahy Ramamonijiarisoa, ULIP
BA Internaitonal Politics

The Irony.

“Amazon Rainforest cut down to
Build Highway for COP climate
summit” BBC News

Viktor Orban emerges as an unlikely
advocate of transgender rights:

Orban Viktor &
@PM _ViktorOrban

Je suis Marine!
@MLPofficiel



The Art of the Tariff

Trump’s Economic Masterplan

A Trumpian promise since ear-

ly in his first campaign trail was to
bring industry back to America, set-
tle deficits with “freeloading” coun-
tries, and accomplish this through
the protectionist’s favourite buz-
zword since the dawn of the baker,
the butcher, and the brewer: tariffs.
While the tariffs in his first term
were largely symbolic and inconse-
quential for global trade, his eco-
nomic master plan for his second
term has aggrandized.

Firstly, he has invested far too much
political capital into the promise of
lowering the national debt (even
with career conservatives of his
own party) to completely abandon
this idea. Secondly, and far more
importantly, his game plan is far
more cunning and sophisticated
than nearly anyone left of the po-
litical aisle would like to admit, and
here is why.

Tariffs to a classical economist func-
tioned as a tool to balance growing
trade deficits with other nations
and/or as a speedy revenue-raising
device but were largely abandoned
for other mediative tools. Trump’s
court economists, however, have
devised a third, uniquely American,
function thanks to the “exorbitant

privilege” of the dollar. Because the
dollar is the world reserve currency,
it is only normal for foreign central
banks (particularly those represent-
ing export nations) to hoard dollars
and drive down the demand (and
price) of their own currency, render-
ing their own exports more compet-
itive and allowing them to easily re-
invest in the American economy to
garner safe returns after having sold
their goods for dollars.

“He knows very
well that tariffs will
not reduce the na-
tional debt on their
own standing”

The problem for Trump here is that
the American economy is appre-
ciating only because it can extend
its bank sheets and easily sell its
debt, but as American income is
growing far slower than the nation-
al debt, Trump fears this relative
difference will eventually send the
dollar across the River Styx with in-
vestors running to another coin. He
knows very well that tariffs will not
reduce the national debt on their



own standing; he knows very well
this problem is deeply entrenched
in the current economic order but
will nonetheless use them as his
sword of Damocles, forcing dol-
lar-hoarding central banks between
Scylla (paying tariffs) and Charyb-
dis (lowering interest rates). While
the choice is admittedly less bi-
furcated than Odysseus’, central
banks around the world have al-
ready begun to lower interest rates
to maintain the sacred relationship
between their domestic export-
ers and American consumers. By
doing this, they will evaluate their
currency relative to the dollar, and
the inflation of goods imported into
America will be softened (perhaps
cancelled out). The tariffed nations
will therefore directly pay to lower
the American national debt, thanks
to the tariff-raised revenue, to the
dollar’s devaluation, and any com-
bination of the two.

In all likelihood, he will subsequent-
ly negotiate a removal of the tariffs
with some(mostly Asian exporting)
nations, contingent on the repur-
chase of their own currency with
their hoarded American dollars
(evaluating their currency), but the
foreign nations that resist will con-
tinue to provide Trump with a river
of cash that (according to American
code) will be receiptless and there-
fore immune to congressional over-
sight.

Like all plans, though, it isn’t per-

fect: the bankers and financiers will
not see the same returns without
the national debt extensions, and a
new Chinese, renminbi-based sys-
tem of payment could be swiftly
introduced, threatening the dollar’s
exorbitant privilege and further en-
dangering American financialised
capital.

All things considered, Trump upped
the ante because he knew he con-
trolled the chip, the dealer was his
friend, and the casino was bank-
rupt...but one day, the other players
may just leave the table.

Benedict Marra, ULIP
BA International Politics



Catching the Wave

I hose who have tried surfing

will surely know how challenging
it may be to catch the wave. First-
ly, it can come in different shapes,
heights and lengths. Then, there
is the board, with all of its dimen-
sions of variability that affect how
easy it is to maintain balance (size,
volume, etc.). Finally, there is the
surfer, who has to steer the board
appropriately as it rides the wave —
otherwise, he ends up in the water.

In what follows, | argue that the
above stylized, yet complete de-
scription of surfing can be un-
derstood as an analogy for how
economic ideology drives individ-
ual-level economic outcomes, as
mediated by the impact of two
factors — formal and informal eco-
nomic institutions. First, | explain
how the worlds of surfing and eco-
nomics are related. Then, | explain
how the analogy can be used to
complement the current thinking
about the relationship between in-
stitutions and economic outcomes.

Think of the surfer as the individu-
al — the standard unit of analysis —
who operates subject to a certain
set of informal economic institu-
tions: culturally-influenced norms,
values, and beliefs, all of which are

encoded in his “utility function”
(just like the surfer has an idea
about steering the board success-
fully). Think of the board as the
contemporaneous set of economic
formal institutions — the North-like
“rules of the game” that shape hu-
man interaction through formally
legitimising economic policy. Think
of the wave as the economic ideol-
ogy - roughly, a set of ideas, values,
and beliefs that directly map into
prescriptions about how econom-
ic policy should be done. Finally,
think of economic outcomes as the
direction taken by the board, as a
result of the wave, the board, and
the actions of the surfer together.

The implications of the above anal-
ogy are two-fold. Firstly, the ex-
act way in which the surfer steers
the board depends on both his in-
nate ability to do so (regardless of
whether this is pure talent or knowl-
edge of surfing that he acquired
before), and the characteristics of
the board - for many reasons, some
boards are harder to surf on than
others. It follows that economic out-
comes are driven by human behav-
iour, which is constrained by both
informal and formal institutions.
This first implication is not particu-
larly controversial and is supported
by a body of literature, including
the recently celebrated work of Ac-



emoglu, Johnson, and Robinson.

The second implication is less triv-
ial and proposes that the wave has
a defining impact on the behaviour
of both the board and the surfer.
Consider the following two obser-
vations: the wave is what funda-
mentally allows the board to be
driven towards the shore — there is
no surfing without waves, is there?
Additionally, the surfer will act on
the board differently given different
waves - they are not going to be-
have the same while riding a 2-me-
ter wave during a Baltic Sea storm
and a 25-meter one in Nazaré.

Although the above two points may
seem intuitive as far as surfing is
concerned, they have concrete im-
plications once we take surfing to
the economic world. One, the for-
mal economic institutions, which
completely describe the shape of
contemporaneous economic poli-
cy, are driven by economic ideolo-
gy. Two, economic ideology affects
individual-level behaviour through
two channels - through formal eco-
nomic institutions as well as infor-
mal economic institutions, both
providing constraints on agent be-
haviour. The first channel is rather
intuitive, yet not straightforward to
measure — it has been along-stand-
ing conviction that ideology chang-
es the shape of economic policy. Yet
the second one suggests that ide-
ology “alters the utility functions”
of individuals to produce different

sets of economic outcomes, on top
of the first channel. This seems to
offer an interesting avenue for fu-
ture research: ideology is a deep,
latent variable that affects eco-
nomic outcomes by impacting both
formal and informal institutions.

| must stress that | don’t know
much about surfing - in fact, | ha-
ven’t surfed once in my life. Yet |
have a strong conviction that ideol-
ogy — as a force endogenizing both
formal and informal institutions
- has been consistently omitted
from mainstream thinking about
economic outcomes for too long.

Maks tudzinski, LSE
MSc Economic History



The What If’s of the EU

Last June, citizens across the EU
votedinthe European Parliamentary
Elections. Over the course of 4 days,
the future of Europe was decided.

We witnessed a decline in the
dominance of traditional cen-
tre-right and centre-left parties
and instead saw a rise of populist,
nationalist and green parties, re-
flecting the ever-growing polar-
isation among voters. But why?

In simple terms, Brussels is out of
touch. The EU is starting to be seen
as an institution that imposes regu-
lations without fully understanding
the unique challenges each mem-
ber state faces. From Bulgaria’s po-
litical instability and corruption to
Ireland’s housing crisis and tax re-
form debates, the EU fails to recog-
nise that the last 20 years, through
financial crises and pandemics,
have led to deep economic divides.
This growing Euroscepticism has
allowed issues like migration to be-
come central to politics and over-
shadowz much bigger problems.

With the prioritisation of migra-
tion issues and Russia’s invasion
of Ukraine, the EU has started dis-
cussing European Defence Initia-
tives. Historically, the Union has re-

lied on NATO for security, however,
recent events have accelerated the
push for greater autonomy. But can
the EU become a serious global se-
curity actor, or will it continue to rely
on external alliances? Yes and no.
Some countries prioritise national
sovereignty over collective security.
Hungary and Poland have consist-
ently hesitated to commit to joint
military initiatives. Any increase in
military spending requires substan-
tial financial investment which re-
mains a very divisive issue among
members. Despite these challenges,
the EU is taking steps to enhance its
defence capabilities through invest-
ments in military research, cyberse-
curity, and rapid-response forces.

Arguments could be made that the
rise of the far-right has made these
changes possible. In Italy, Giorgia
Meloni’s Fratelli d’ltalia has gained
power. In France, Marine Le Pen’s
National Rally has expanded its in-
fluence. In Germany, the Alternative
for Germany has grown in populari-
ty. Their opposition to immigration
has capitalised on the fear of mass
migration, pushing for stricter bor-
der policies and stronger national
sovereignty. These parties advocate
for policies that prioritise domestic
industries and oppose globalisation.
It goes without saying that right-
wing movements often view the EU



as an overreaching institution that
infringes on national decision-mak-
ing. While some view this as a
threat to democracy, others see this
as a response to the failure of the
EU to address citizens’ concerns.

This political shift may seem scary
to many, and there are challengesin
addressing the underlying factors.
EU policymaking is a slow process.
The multi-layered structure often
results in the slow implementation
of policies, and it can take months
for a consensus to be reached. For
the EU to remain functional, it must
streamline its decision-making
processes, enhance cooperation,
and ensure that policies reflect the
wants and needs of all citizens.

The EU has, however,demonstrated
remarkable unity in the face of glob-

While still emerging as adults

and forming unique identities,
Generation Z may be the most po-
larized, siloed, and isolated peer
group the world has ever seen—and
the one most likely to change the
United States as we know it today.

Defined as those born between
1997 and 2012, Gen Z is the most

al crises, from the COVID-19 pan-
demictothewarinUkraine, showing
its ability to coordinate econom-
ic sanctions, defence initiatives,
and financial recovery programs.

Unfortunately, the division remains.
Opinions on migration, economic
policy, and national sovereignty cut
a cleavage through our society. As
the world becomes more and more
polarised, the EU must find an equi-
librium between integration and re-
spect towards every member state.
Whether the EU can evolve to meet
these challenges without fracturing
depends on its ability to reform the
institution while maintaining the
long-standing values of democracy.

Sofia Mihaylova, AUP
International and Comparative
Politics

divided cohort due to various so-
cietal actors focusing on external
characteristics such as race, eth-
nicity, sexual orientation, gender,
and most importantly, political
identity. As an American citizen
and member of Generation Z, |
can attest we see the world dif-
ferently than the Gen X and Mil-
lennial parents who raised us.
For example, Gen Z does not have
a widely accepted unifying force in



America,asboththe Republicanand
Democratic Parties are failing to of-
fer younger voters hope for a better
future. Unlike the Silent Generation
who were comforted by an arche-
typal saviour like Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt, liberal Zoomers have been
raised in a political culture without a
centripetal public figure to reassure
them of a compelling future, where-
as conservative Zoomers have a po-
larizing figure in Donald J. Trump.

As a result, Zoomers have solely
associated themselves with pre-
disposed characteristics and cul-
tural attributes, becoming more
willing than previous generations
to shun anyone who does not sub-
scribe to the same belief system.
In other words, my generation
has become tribalistic in every
sense of the word. Young cen-
trists are all but extinct in America.

If we do not change course, both
liberal and conservative members
of Gen Z will respond aggressively
to President Trump’s second-term
policies—an enhancement or over-
correction that could ultimately
tear down the core infrastructure
of American government by lim-
iting (or increasing) future Exec-
utive Branch powers, increasing
(or decreasing) the number of
votes needed to pass legislation
in Congress, and eliminating (or
expanding) the Electoral College.

For this reason, America’s political

parties must channel the raw de-
termination of Gen Z in a balanced
manner that allows for the imple-
mentation of certain policies—es-
pecially those relating to climate
change, healthcare, gun control,im-
migration,andreproductive rights—
while not altering the fundamental
framework of the United States.

A 2024 Morning Consult poll
states that 63 per cent of Zoomers
turn to social media at least once a
week for news. As a result, Zoom-
ers have been exposed to more di-
verse opinions and conspiracy the-
ories than prior generations. This
has produced a pluralistic environ-
ment where nearly all views—in-
cluding those deemed mainstream,
conspiratorial, or extremist—are
presented. Above all, we learned
how our peers felt on global is-
sues, making us more intercon-
nected than previous generations.

As discovered by the research firm
Edelman, 70 per cent of Zoomers
around the world say they are in-
volved in a social or political cause,
perhaps the reason why many so-
ciologists and journalists consid-
er us “The Activist Generation”.

Simultaneously, Gen Z also recog-
nizes the complexities and diffi-
culties of securing the bi-partisan
agreement needed to pass legisla-
tion to create meaningful, positive
change in America. For example,
Gen Z witnessed firsthand the lack



of progress both parties have made
in the area of gun control legislation
despite the increased number of
mass shootings over the past dec-
ade. In 2024, Newsweek reported
that 40 per cent of Gen Z Ameri-
cans agree with the view that ‘rule
by a strong leader, where a strong
leader can make decisions with-
out interference from the legisla-
ture or from the courts’ would be a
good system of government for the
United States, whereas only 27 per
cent thought a dictatorship would
be bad. The implications of this
are incredibly dangerous, nudging
Zoomers to question the process of
democratic lawmaking altogether.

This statistic highlights just how
ripe we are as a country to allow
an autocratic leader to bypass our
constitutional democracy for the
sole purpose of removing the bot-
tleneck of stalled bills championed
by either side. As a result, Ameri-
can history—shaped by President
Trump’s rapid form of legal and
cultural change by issue of Execu-
tive Order—is unfolding right be-
fore our eyes. Whether one agrees
with Trump’s policies or not, the
pace of change in the United States
today is breathtaking. But at what
cost to our youngest citizens?

We are the first generation to com-
pletely lose faith in the American
Dream. We are the first generation
to associate the word “Capitalism”
with money hoarding and institu-

tional poverty. We are the first gen-
eration to question the benefits of
marriage and parenthood. We are
the first generation to lose abortion
as a right, and not even understand
why anyone would consideritamor-
al or religious issue. And most of all,
we are the first generation to deni-
grate the reputations of our Found-
ing Fathers, question the purpose of
the Supreme Court, and disparage
the intent behind the drafting of our
Constitution given its initial exclu-
sion of women and people of colour.

Moreover, as older generations
pass away over the next two dec-
ades, Generation Z will drive our
country to the extreme Left and
to the extreme Right. For some,
this is excellent news. For others,
this is the end of the American ex-
periment. A sharp turn in ideology
in either direction could force our
country into creating a one-party
state that will either address the
needs of Gen Z or encompass the
ideals of those who vehement-
ly oppose it—either way exclud-
ing ideological dissent and party
competition from the other side.
For this reason, America’s po-
litical parties must be prepared
for the severe reckoning of Gen-
eration Z in the coming years,
or watch America evolve into
something we never imagined.

Jett James Pruitt, ULIP
BA International Politics



The Mi f Narrati

I his article is the result of me

getting personally pissed off. As
often happens, we get angry when
the issues are particularly close to
our hearts. In my case, | care about
history, the discipline to which |
have decided to dedicate myself.
My anger arose when | read a book
written by an ltalian historian who
has become a real pop star in the
world of information in my coun-
try, Alessandro Barbero, at the be-
ginning of the second year of my
bachelor’s degree. Entitled ‘Char-
lemagne: A Father of Europe’, in
his preface he set himself the am-
bitious goal of demonstrating how
the idea of a political Europe as we
understand it today had its origins
in the deeds of the Emperor of the
Franks. I'll give you a brief summa-
ry: a load of crap. Based on prima-
ry sources that have been known
for centuries and on historiogra-
phy that has remained mostly un-
changed since the 1950s, the book
creates a splendid narrative by re-
hashing the same evidence without
adding anything new or original.

| wanted to start with my personal
experience to point out a serious
illness that | believe has been affect-
ing the historical discipline for some
time now: the obsession with narra-

ow History Repeats Itself

tive. This problem was first raised in
the academic world in 1979 by the
English historian Lawrence Stone.
According to him, narrative history
had regained ground because his-
torians had lost sight of the great
whys of history, as tradition would
have it from Thucydides to Gibbon
and Macaulay. It is a narrative di-
rected by some ‘pregnant principle’,
and which possesses a theme and
an argument. According to Law-
rence Stone, the way in which the
historian must develop his story is
through the exercise of rhetoric, as
a tool to connect the elements that
emerge from the sources. With-
out this rhetorical structure, the
story would lose its founding soul.

“If history becomes
an exercise in rheto-
ric... history is dead”

Especially with the emergence of
cultural history and historians such
asHaydenWhite, thisline of thought
has increasingly imposed itself in
the research of scholars, who have
progressively dedicated themselves
to writing books full of bombastic
redefinitions of entire historical eras
in light of a different interpretation.
So they decided to mainly play at



finding the bias of the historian in
question, trying to highlight what
ideological prejudices informed his
narrative and interpretative choic-
es. These biases often become a
way to discredit an author without
even trying to understand his work.

This attitude poses two deadly risks
to the validity of history as a relia-
ble discipline. First of all, if history
becomes an exercise in rhetoric,
in order to convince the more or
less educated reader of one’s the-
sis, history is dead. What should
convince a historian of the validity
and originality of his analysis are
the sources on which that analysis
is based. Far from being a science
tout court, lacking the fundamen-
tal experimental component, his-
tory cannot ignore the evidence
of testimonies from the past. Tell
me the sources you use and I’ll tell
you your analysis. This must be the
golden rule that has guided and
should continue to guide the his-
torian’s research. Only by starting
from the sources is it possible to
start a debate on the interpreta-
tions from which historiography
derives. The Cold War is a perfect
example of this: only in the 1990s,
with the opening of the Soviet ar-
chives for the first time, did we have
a breath of fresh air from historians.

Secondly, however difficult it may
be, it is necessary to be able to go
beyond the biases of those who re-
construct history. By definition, we

all have social and political inclina-
tions. This is a fact that is difficult
to eradicate from human nature.
And since | don’t believe it’s a vi-
able option to deny any historical
contribution because it’s biased,
the effort must be similar to what
Schumpeter did in History of Eco-
nomic Analysis: distinguishing the
analytical contributions of each
author from his political prejudic-
es. In other words, saving the good
fruit from the bad fruit of thinking.

P.S. If you are interested in narra-
tive building, there are plenty of
non-fiction books to read out there

Matteo Salvemini, LSE
MSc History of Internaional
Relations



A Radical Centre: Empty and Hollow

The ‘common sense’ non-ideolo-
gy of radical centrism is a pithy but
pathetic response to our political
moment. Its bared teeth have been
on full show in the recent repres-
sion of a pro-Palestinian protests at
Sciences Po in Paris.

I he market-oriented policy

implications of neoliberalism - de-
regulation, privatisation of industry,
and the rolling-back of state welfare
structures — are antithetical to the
leftism that had defined workers
parties across Europe. However,
the increasing dominance of such
policies, first at national levels in the
1980s and later incubated at the
international level throughout the
1990s, have occurred alongside a
political shift. Traditional left-wing
parties began to abandon class-
based understandings of politics
in favour of a ‘Third Way’ that was
better suited to the ‘end of history’
that had supposedly arrived. New
Labour’s Tony Blair defined his
politics as a ‘social-ism’ — a set of
values held in contrast to the ‘out-
dated’ “economic determinism” of
traditional left-wing ideology. The
vast changes wrought by the glo-
balised economy, they argued, had

rendered left-right divides obsolete;
thus, a commitment to effective,
‘humane’ management of the coun-
try was what a forward-thinking po-
litical party ought to offer. The “Third
Way’ left styled themselves as the
safest, friendliest pair of hands to
steer the ship. This necessitated a
move away from robust examina-
tion and discussion of the ship itself.

In a 1997 article for Soundings,
Chantal Mouffe defines this ‘Third
Way’ politics as the ‘radical cen-
tre’. Radical centrism, she argues,
amounts to a conception of politics
as a contest between managers of
varying aptitude: “a simple compe-
tition between interests which can
be harmonised through dialogue,
[...] an exchange of arguments, and
the negotiation of compromises”.
Mouffe argues that the dangerous
implication that follows is that one
pretends that society is no longer
structured by social division. This
‘Third Way’ insists that conflicts
between left and right — and be-
tween capital and labour — can be
transcended in favour of more effi-
cient governance: ‘common-sense’.
What makes radical centrism is its
insistence on defining democracy
as a consensus-building exercise
in nations which are so clearly still
structured by societal division. In
societies with rising wealth ine-



quality for example, policy cannot
avoid being zero-sum: there are
losers and winners. If there are dif-
ferences in wealth and power, there
is no rational ‘solution’ to manag-
ing an economy, but rather a vari-
ety of policy avenues that various-
ly benefit and detriment sections
of the populus. To pretend that
this is not the case is to radical-
ly de-politicise the political arena.

Mouffe claims that recognising the
above need not require calls for a
revolution — pluralist democracies
are perfectly compatible with an-
tagonism as she writes, “consensus
is needed on the institutions which
are constitutive of democracy, but
there will always be disagreement
concerning the way social justice
should be implemented in and
through these institutions [...] [and
thus,] a vibrant democratic life re-
quires real debate about possible
alternatives”. Instead, radical cen-
trism disregards such debate, and
insteadinsists ondiscussing tweaks
to the current model. One profound
effect of this approach has been
the increasing dislocation of the
economy from the realm of political
decision-making. It is no coinci-
dence that as radical centrism has
pulled traditional parties ideologi-
cally closer together, rates of turn-
out have steadily decreased across
Western nations in recent decades.
Voters understand that there is
less at stake at today’s ballot box.

But of course, division and conflict
have remained inherent to social
life despite the modern success of
radical centrism. As the left have
receded to the centre, elements of
the right have stretched outwards,
and the success of radical-right
xenophobia in the wake of a dev-
astating global financial crisis must
be seen as linked to the insistence
by establishment politics that there
was no alternative to austerity cuts
and deepening wealth inequality. In
fact, Mouffe herself noted the po-
tential for this schism in 1997. She
writes that the “growing ideologi-
cal convergence between the main
governing parties” in Austria and
France had allowed populist far-
right parties to attempt to present
themselves as “anti-Establishment
forces [..] [being] the only guar-
antors of the sovereignty of the
people” — a situation enabled by a
lack of ‘real’ differentiated political
choices. Even though radical cen-
trists across the Western world
have largely succeeded in holding
back the far-right populism wave,
the former’s return to power has
failed to reverse far-right gains,
and indeed has seen them grow.
This should not be a surprise. Rad-
ical-centrist governments do not
have an alternative vision to offer.
Their platform consists of improv-
ing the managerial efficiency of
a crisis-ridden politico-econom-
ic system that is failing to deliver
for a majority of voters. Moreover,
their mistaken conception of the



democratic process as one where
division is transcended prevents
radical centrism from acknowledg-
ing the fundamental inadequacy of
the existing neoliberal structure to
tackle contemporary challenges.

Sciences Po in Paris, France’s high-
estranked social sciences university
and a behemoth in French political
life, is a bastion of radical centrism.
It is Europe’s premier training
ground for civil servants, diplomats,
employees of international organi-
sations, and politicians. The last five
French presidents are all alumni, as
are dozens of former international
heads of state, with past students
having occupied directorship roles
at institutions including the IMF,
the World Bank, the UN, the EU
Parliament, and NATO. As a premier
educational institution, Sciences
Po is the stockist of centrist gov-
ernments globally and the institu-
tions that maintain adherence to
neoliberal tenets globally. It thus
professes the essential pedagog-
ical commitment to free speech,
debate, and multiplicity of beliefs.

Simultaneously, it is committed
to a radical centrism that — due to
its understanding of democracy as
the pursuit of consensus - strug-
gles to “make room for the conflict
inherent in social life”. The funda-
mental difficulty in reconciling one
with the other has been exposed
by the administration’s response
to pro-Palestine demonstrations on

campus. Mouffe makes clear that in
radical centrism, “every expression
of dissent is seen as the manifes-
tation of an antagonism that will
threaten [radical centrism’s] exist-
ence. Politics without an adversary
is a flawed conception. [..] Alas
politics always calls for decision.
When the stakes are on the table,
one needs to choose one’s camp,
there is no ‘third way’. The centre
- radical or not — has to take sides.

Advocating against the Israeli sub-
jugation of Palestinian people has
long been known to be an excep-
tion to the liberal commitments to
free speech. Since the conflict’s
sickening escalation in the last 18
months, it has been made clear that
no amount of dialogue and consen-
sus-building is close to sufficient to
bring about an equitable solution
to an ongoing genocide - the in-
adequacy of radical centrism is ex-
posed in this instance. As noted by
Mouffe, the radical centre has had
to take a side, and it is not with the
Palestinians. Because radical cen-
trism cannot conceive of democracy
as necessarily adversarial, it works
to firmly suppress the opposition
that has emerged against its collab-
oration with the Israeli government.

Sciences Po has acted accord-
ingly. A series of occupations and
protests organised by student-led
pro-Palestine movements have
advocated for the cessation of ties
with Israeli universities complic-



it in the genocide; a demand that
coheres with Sciences Po’s previ-
ous work in securing partnerships
with Ukrainian universities follow-
ing the Russian invasion. The ad-
ministration has not just refused
this demand: they have responded
with a brutish forcefulness, sus-
pending several student organisers
for peaceful actions while regularly
calling in scores of French riot po-
lice (CRS) to break up protests.

Moreover, after an allegation of
antisemitism during a protest in
March of 2024, then-Prime Minis-
ter of France (and former Science
Po alumni) Gabriel Attal made
the extraordinary step of appear-
ing uninvited at the University’s
Board of Directors meeting to de-
mand that leadership take steps
to combat a “dangerous minori-
ty” who “reject debate”. Just last
month, a ‘teach-in’ organised by
a pro-Palestine student group on
Palestinian history had run for less
than two hours before sixteen riot
vans had begun to assemble out-
side the university building. The
handful of students that remained
in the building by closing time
were removed by a squadron of
close to a hundred police officers
armed with tear gas, truncheons,
and shields. Such events have be-
come a familiar sight for Sciences
Po students, and indeed a similar
mobilisation of police inside cam-
pus occurred again later that same
week. That this occurred a week

after the detention of Mahmoud
Khalil in the United States is no
coincidence. It indicates that, al-
though the radical centre regularly
voices its disgust at the flagrant au-
thoritarianism of Trumpism, it will
deploy similar tactics when faced
with democratic dissent that does
not fit within its consensus-build-
ing model. ‘Third way’ centrism
does not hold: it must take a side.

Political upheaval has accelerated
in 2025. An increasingly brazen
and oligarchic Trump administra-
tion has firmly veered away from
established democratic norms at
home and abroad while centrist
European leaders have shifted
ever further to the right in an at-
tempt to quell popular dissatis-
faction. The genocidal annihilation
of Gazans has continued with no
effective international opposition,
and progressive social policy has
been abandoned across Europe
to finance greater militarisation in
the face of Russian aggression that
shows little sign of ceasing. The
radical centre will not hold in light
of these developments. To provide
a viable alternative to both the cen-
tre and the far-right, asserting the
necessity of antagonistic dissent in
our democracies, will be essential.

Licas Rohan, Sciences Po
Political Science and Government



The Political Economy of Georgian Wine

This April | will be traveling to Geor-
gia (The country, not the state - for
my fellow Americans) Why? For
wine.

In recent years, Georgia has seen
an explosion in wine tourism follow-
ing the discovery of it having the
oldest known wine history in the
world, dating back 8,000 years.
Being so old, the country has a sub-
stantially unique method of wine
creation utilizing earthenware ves-
sels, buried underneath the floor-
boards of many a family’s home,
called Kvevri. Wine producers, of-
ten families, throw white grapes
(skin-on) into these human-sized,
egg-shaped vessels. Would then
press them into juice and let them
sit which after some time produc-
es a wine. Deep in amber colour,
these wines taste unique - an ac-
quired taste to some. Because the
skins are left on, a very uncommon
process in white wine creation, the
wine yields this distinct amber col-
our, while boasting a tannin struc-
ture you won’t find elsewhere. But
there is more to this story than just
a unique wine. Wine and politics
have always been strongly inter-
twined... this case is no different.

Firstly, as per my American condi-
tioning, Fuck the USSR and Fuck
Communism. However, | feel some-
what justified here as upon Geor-
gia’s invasion by the USSR the wine
world lost thousands of unique wine
grape varieties which had been culti-
vated and passed down from family
to family for generations. When the
Russians came, they tore up many
an eclectic variety of grapes, as-
serting, through their ideology and
economic system, the need for one
standardized wine for distribution
throughout the USSR. This tragedy
was not fully realized by the outside
world until the empire’s dissolution.

Then recently, in 2008, there was
a “slight” hiccup in Russian-Geor-
gian relations as Russia thought it
was privy to Georgia once again and
determined invasion was necessary.
Before this crisis, Russia was the
dominant export partner for Geor-
gia. Naturally, Georgia said, well shit,
we should probably trade with oth-
er people — The US was watching.

“They want pow-
er, and what better
way than through
wine?”



Knock-Knock, it’s the Americans.
They want power, and what better
way than through wine? Here we
get to see the world’s two favour-
ite things — The US government
and Deloitte Consulting, which
have spent an exorbitant amount of
funds on Georgian tourism, particu-
larly marketing their wine and vine-
yards. A sort of consulting industri-
al complex? This spending in parts
would seem to have reached me
given that as | mentioned | will be
traveling there. Those willing to dig
will discover a 70-page document
published by the US on this topic.
Furthermore, a look at any map will
show the strategic merits of such a

location with the country border-
ing both Russia and the Black Sea.

Most reading this will see such be-
haviour as “classic” American inter-
national policy and affairs, which it
is. However, one should also view
this as one of many events in the
canon of intersections between
wine and political history. Next time
you go shopping and happen to
find Georgian wine... | urge you to
try some (ensure Qverri is labelled
somewhere on the bottle) and ap-
preciate the unique style and story
which brought it into your hands.

Cooper Lawrenz, LSE
MSc Economic History

“Oh you like it? It’s American!”
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