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The Olavian Economist 2018 : Shifting Powers 
 
2018 has been a very interesting year. The UK and the 
global economy have not yet been able to shake off the 
uncertainty that has been cast upon it in the past couple 
of years as a result of the EU referendum and the 
election of the polarising Republican figure, Donald 
Trump, in 2016.  
 
Here in the UK, the debate as to how we should take 
our next step with regards to the Brexit negotiations 
continues to power on with constant mentions of second 
referendums and discussions regarding how deep the 
cut should be as we sever our ties with the European 
Union. The increasing likelihood of a no deal exit from 
the EU has seen further waves of uncertainty rack the 
economy. James explores the conflict between 
capitalism and democracy as well as potential post-
Brexit outcomes in his article. 
 
Another prominent timeline from this year is that of the 
trade war between the United States and China that was 
triggered as the Trump administration imposing a tariff 
on a range of Chinese goods in July and the subsequent 
retaliations. Zeyan and Aadya discuss the origin, 
nature and potential repercussions of this back-and-
forth between the two largest economies in the world 
and Mark Williams delivers his thoughts on the matter 
in our exclusive interview with him.  
 
This issue explores in depth the economies of the 
developing world. Jacinta outlines a strategy to combat 
the scale and impact of extreme poverty globally and 
Michael delivers his argument in reference to whether  
 
 

or not developing countries should focus on 
urbanisation in the pursuit of growth as part of a 
collection of illuminating articles with a focus on the 
developing world.  
 
We are fortunate enough to be able to present three 
interviews in this year’s edition of the journal. In 
addition to the aforementioned interview with Mark 
Williams, we also have an interview with Tom 
Strachan, a former Olavian who is currently the 
Deputy Chief Economist at the Foreign and 
Commonwealth Office, in which he discusses a variety 
of topics from post-Brexit Britain to neo-nationalism to 
studying Economics at university. In our final 
interview, The Mayor of London, Sadiq Khan, speaks 
on his own pathway to politics as well as Brexit and 
youth involvement in civic society.  
 
This edition of the journal consists of many insightful 
and informative articles from a variety of contributors, 
addressing many topics. We would like to thank all who 
contributed to the creation of the journal in any manner, 
from the writers of the articles, to the interview team of 
Arnav, Max, Jess, and Rayvanth, as well as the 
Political Economy team of Jessye, Swastik, 
Kirandeep, and James, and finally Louis for providing 
the cover art. Of course, we would also like to express 
our gratitude toward Mr Greenwood, without whom 
this journal would not be possible.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Kieran Bayne Douglas and Sophie Lumsdon
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Is this the End of Capitalism? 
An era of political instability invigorates the search for alternatives 
| James Blackwood | 
	
When Theresa May observed in her first speech as 
Prime Minister that ‘life is much harder [in Britain] 
than many people in Westminster realise’, she revealed 
the dawning of a now popular perception across the 
political spectrum; capitalism has failed to deliver 
economic and social satisfaction for millions across the 
country and has thus caused a degree of instability in 
our democracy. It is currently unclear how this 
government plans to combat this crisis of confidence for 
our modern economic system, but what is clear is that a 
significant degree of restructuring and reform is needed 
in order to restore political stability in the long term, 
coupled with a more egalitarian economy. 

 
Capitalism and liberal democracy have traditionally 
been perceived as bedfellows, but it is evident from the 
political turbulence of the last decade that capitalism 
has proved immensely effective in destabilising 
democratic systems across the world. Governments are 
constantly trying to achieve both political stability and 
survival, and strong economic performance (which 
amounts to conditions to create large profits in more 
capitalist countries) to satisfy those who wield a huge 
amount of influence in the modern capitalist system. 

 
This has been played out in the UK over the last decade, 
with immensely painful consequences for public 
services and workers across the country. The two 
governments since 2010 have pursued austerity policies 
that have led to real wage decreases, meaning that a 
policy designed to bring a strong economic recovery 
has led to many people becoming less wealthy, or at the 
very least has failed to bring them increased prosperity. 
This painfully shows how the British government has 
struggled to combine its two conflicting objectives of 
resource allocation in the last decade; whether to focus 
on social need or entitlement (and therefore preserve its 
chances of staying in power) or to satisfy free market 
forces and capitalist institutions. This has led to 
increased resentment between the British electorate and 
these institutions (the so called ‘establishment’ or 
‘liberal elite’), which has manifested itself politically in 
the form of the EU referendum vote and the result of 
the 2017 General Election, where a Labour manifesto 
(originally dubbed by the Conservatives as a ‘suicide 
note’) that promised anti-free market policies such as 
the nationalisation of water, mail and rail received 

12.9m  votes, showing an immense dissatisfaction  with 
the economic conditions of the past decade. 

 
Successive British governments have struggled to 
satisfy the two conflicting needs that modern capitalism 
faces, thus culminating in political instability on a scale 
not seen for at least 25 years. As a result of its austerity 
policy (with the aim of shrinking state spending in the 
economy to around 35% of the total, leaving a greater 
role for the private sector and free markets), Britain’s 
Conservative government now faces an immensely 
fragile political future as it struggles to navigate the 
democratic consequences of its economic decisions, 
exacerbated by the loss of its parliamentary majority 
last year. In June 2018 it announced £20bn extra for the 
NHS over the course of this Parliament, to placate 
voters angry with their perceived cruelty towards public 
services. This is a clear example of a party sacrificing 
its principles (arguably it is only acceptable to 
Conservative backbenchers because the funding is 
being dressed up disingenuously as a ‘Brexit dividend’) 
to try and conserve its political power, having 
diminished it due to following pro free-market policies.  

 
Britain is now faced with a great degree of political 
instability, led by a government that is stricken with 
uncertainty about how to respond to the crises of 
modern capitalism in the UK (housing, health, social 
care just to name a few), which has resulted in 
incoherent policy-making that has done little to address 
these ‘burning injustices’, as the Prime Minister put it 
soon after the vote to leave the EU. The government has 
tried to juggle its two main needs under the modern 
capitalist system simultaneously and has not succeeded. 
It is clear that the current situation where democracy 
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and capitalism come into conflict is certainly not 
sustainable. Where the debate lies is whether capitalism 
has the ability to reinvent itself, or whether a whole new 
model is needed. 

 
Within Britain there seems to be three main scenarios 
for capitalism post-Brexit; one is a more concentrated 
capitalism, with Britain further slashing regulations, 
taxes and public spending (termed the ‘Singapore-on-
Thames’ scenario by the press) in an effort to remain 
internationally competitive and attractive to private 
companies and foreign investors, therefore boosting 
economic performance. 
 
This is the scenario advocated by the most fervent 
Brexiteers like Conservative MEP Daniel Hannan and 
rumoured leadership candidate Jacob Rees-Mogg. 
Whilst this scenario would fulfil the wildest dreams of 
impassioned Eurosceptics, it is highly unlikely that it 
would be politically appetising to the British electorate 
– opinion polls currently show an electorate that is fed 
up with public spending cutbacks and is keen to see 
greater state intervention in the economy. Any attempt 
to reduce the state’s influence further in the British 
economy is likely to result in poor electoral 
performance (a further example of how purer forms of 
capitalism don’t fit well with democracy), and therefore 
further changes to economic policy. Thus, it is certainly 
hard to see capitalism growing stronger in Britain in the 
near future.  

 
The second scenario is what we are seeing played out 
now – the Conservative government stumbles on as 
before, combining a pro-capitalist outlook with short-
term policy fixes (however economically unfeasible 
they may be – see previous explanation of the ‘Brexit 
dividend’) to try and satisfy a disgruntled electorate. 

 
However incoherent this may appear from a 
Conservative point of view, it is likely to be necessary 
for them to stay in power and have a chance of winning 
a majority at the next election. It is also emblematic of 
the May premiership – admirable sentiment (in terms of 
making sure more people benefit from economic 
growth) but very little tangible achievement or 
transformative policy. This scenario would 
consequently represent an unsatisfying conclusion for 
both the electorate and capitalism – the status quo that 
many revolted against in 2016 and 2017 remains 
preserved, if slightly battered. It would also represent 
kicking the can down the road in terms of the 
government trying to find solutions to the resentment 
felt at the excesses of capitalism by the electorate – a 
cash boost for the NHS will certainly help it in the short 
term but does little to halt the long-term challenges that 

it faces. Thus, it is both politically and economically 
unsustainable, so is really only practical in the short 
term.  

 
Arguably the most transformative scenario would be the 
one advocated by political economists like Wolfgang 
Streeck (former advisor to German Chancellor Gerhard 
Schroder) – a government far more focused on 
reorienting the economy to give it a more egalitarian 
bent comes to power and is thus far keener to hamper 
the power of modern capitalism, or perhaps transition to 
a new economic system altogether, however far-fetched 
that may seem.  

 
This would likely be seen in the form of 
renationalisation of some public services, and increased 
state investment and intervention in the economy – an 
altogether more Keynesian outlook. This would also 
likely be funded through increasing taxes such as stamp 
duty, corporation tax and income tax, all of which have 
been cut in Britain in the last decade in an effort to 
increase international competitiveness. Opponents of 
this approach drew comparisons to Venezuela and 
1970s Britain during the election campaign last year, 
whereas proponents argue that this represents the end of 
modern capitalism and a fundamental shift in how our 
economy is governed. The reality lies somewhere in 
between – the fact that these ideas were seen as 
dangerously radical by many last year (Theresa May 
promised that they would bring ‘chaos’ and ‘ruin’ to the 
economy) shows how much ground the left has lost 
politically in the decade since the crash – even if 
Labour’s manifesto was enacted, Germany, France and 
the US would still retain higher levels of corporation 
tax than Britain. It is perhaps testament to capitalism’s 
immense influence over our democracy that any 
policies that seek to limit its powers draw comparisons 
to countries where there is mass poverty and starvation. 
Furthermore, this scenario does not represent the end of 
modern capitalism – it may represent a clean break 
from Thatcherism but would be considered mainstream 
in many European countries. Thus, capitalism would 
continue to have a future under this scenario, albeit with 
a more limited role to play. 

 
To conclude, the evidence suggests that in the short to 
medium term capitalism will not meet its end in Britain 
under the current political situation – the worst it can 
expect is a government that is not squeamish about 
combatting market forces and prefers state intervention 
over the private sector. It undoubtedly still has a role to 
play in the British economy, but uncertainty prevails – 
it is difficult to envisage a future where Britain is both 
out the EU (where all the evidence suggests that the 
country would be much worse off) and enacting 
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expensive economic reforms. Capitalism also faces 
further pressing long term questions, such as whether it 
is the right model to persist with in the long term given 
its perceived inadequacy over problems such as climate 
change. It seems that as a country, Britain is not ready 

to confront these fundamental dilemmas that will prove 
pivotal to the nation’s direction in the 21st century. For 
now, capitalism is down, but not out. 

 
 
How Behavioural Economics explains Brexit 
Economists dissect the decisions that determine Britain’s future with the EU 
| Lauren Duncan | 
 
The uncertain economic prospects following the EU 
referendum have caused behavioural economists to 
analyse the stance of the public during the campaigns 
and after the results of the referendum.  

 
Renowned behavioural economist Richard Thaler 
considers the behaviour of British citizens as very 
emotional rather than analytical and logical, considering 
the potential financial repercussions. This is an opinion 
shared by many economists and ‘Remain’ voters. He 
shared how he considered that the ‘Leave’ campaign 
did not follow the thinking traditional economists 
would anticipate. From this standpoint, economists like 
Thaler cannot see how leaving the EU would be 
favourable as there is little economic benefit to the 
decision and by undertaking a cost benefit analysis, 
voters would have simply come to the conclusion of a 
‘Remain’ vote.  

 

 
When considering the choice to pursue a hard or a soft 
Brexit, many different mindsets come into play. 
Prospect Theory is a theory notably conceptualised by 
Daniel Kahneman and Amos Tversky, where they 
explore ideas of the value of gains and losses, and how 
people have the tendency to base decisions on perceived 
gains over perceived losses – someone faced with an 
equal decision, though portrayed differently, is more 
likely to choose the option that suggests gains over one 

that suggests losses, despite the fact that both decisions 
inevitably end up with the same result. It links to the 
idea that individuals tend to be more risk-averse when it 
comes to prospective gains.  
 
The concept of Prospect Theory can be applied to the 
vote to leave where the Brexit campaigns exploited a 
battle between losses and gains when presenting the 
arguments for and against the decision. The approach of 
the ‘Leave’ campaign was that to convey the EU in a 
negative light as a definite loss of sovereignty, money, 
national identity, employment and external links - a 
successful attempt to convince people that the current 
situation was worse because of EU membership, 
therefore a loss, whereas only a gain could come from a 
‘Leave’ vote. Voters believed leaving to also be a way 
to avoid sure losses, whatever the gains of leaving.  
 
Alternatively, the ‘Remain’ campaign ineffectively tried 
to enhance the benefits EU membership provided 
through work opportunities, trade, unrestricted travel, 
and a degree of economic stability, which bring about a 
net gain. The attitude of ‘Remainers’ was to stay with 
the sure gains membership provided rather than an ‘all 
or nothing’ gamble potentially resulting in a 
significantly bigger loss.  
 
Additionally, Brexit can be explored using another idea 
from behavioural economics known as an availability 
cascade. Some people believe ‘Leavers’ won the 
referendum through the exploitation and harnessing of 
concerns with immigration. An availability cascade is 
where a simple idea - in this case the example of 
immigrants taking jobs - gains popularity because of 
how simple it is, then seems even simpler because of 
how popular it is, giving rise to wide misconceptions. It 
also links with how a belief in an alleged problem can 
be based on what someone sees around them, regardless 
of the probable lack of information available, and they 
will believe in this if they can recall an example. As a
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result, even though reputable sources and economists 
have expressed the benefits immigration has for our 
economy, the coverage by the media and other sources 
allowed the public to run with the idea that with more 
immigration, more domestic jobs are put at risk. This 
emotional appeal is what effectively contributed to 
swaying the electorate towards leaving the EU.  

 
What behavioural economists are also predicting is that 
the gloomier future prospects of our economy suggest a 
hard Brexit is more likely to be pursued. ‘Remainers’ 
widely acknowledge that regardless of the distance 
between Britain and the EU, there will be resulting 
losses to face. Calculations show a harder Brexit will 
see a worse economy, and pressure from ‘Remainers’ to 
keep 

the UK and EU as close as possible may in turn result 
in the UK further away from it. However, with the 
general overwhelming tendency to gamble, a pattern of 
preferences within the public shows that those that 
voted ‘Remain’ are most likely to support the hardest 
way to leave, once losing the option to remain. 
 
It is clear Brexit has been heavily influenced by both 
rational and irrational behaviour, and the difficulty lies 
in the government trying to do what’s best for their 
people, whilst having opposing opinions on what is 
best. The increasing likelihood of a hard Brexit shows 
an adoption of the way of thinking that an ultra-soft 
Brexit is worse than remaining, and only the most 
radical of departures will suffice. 

 

The NHS’ Last Legs 
Does the NHS have a sustainable workforce? 
| Adam Ruhomauly | 

 

The NHS is an icon of the UK and was the first form 
of universal healthcare in the world, having been 
established in 1948. But their workforce is at risk, as 
there is to be a likely fall in the number of doctors 
thanks to a number of factors: the media coverage about 
junior doctors and the stress they are under, medical 
students shying away from the profession, a fall in 
applicants, as well as doctors looking to maximise their 
own utility and move to a country where they can 
obtain a higher income. 
 
The former Minister of Health, Jeremy Hunt, was 
notorious for his actions and comments about junior 
doctors, which sparked a number of protests by junior 
doctors. A new contract was introduced for 54,000 
junior doctors in the NHS, but was quickly scrapped. 
One clause of the contract introduced increased 
standard working hours from 7am-7pm to 7am-10pm, 
which would ultimately reduce their pay, as previously 
they would have been paid extra for working outside 
regular hours. It is also argued that this puts patients at 
risk, as junior doctors already work long, tireless hours, 
and with this clause the chances for any wrong 
movement or practise are increased due to fatigue. To 
combat the shortage of doctors, Jeremy Hunt imposed 
in the contract a mandatory 3-year working time with 
the NHS for all doctors, not allowing them to emigrate 
elsewhere  or   work  privately   full   time.  The  British 

Medical Association (BMA) immediately fought 
against this. 

 
Over the last five years, doctors’ pay in the NHS has 
sharply declined and junior doctors saw their income 
drop by 17%, which may be off putting to medical 
students and current doctors. An understaffed 
workforce sees 67% of doctors witness rota gaps where 
they work, putting many patients at risk, and seeing so 
many patients in such a short amount of time would be 
harsh on junior doctors. This number is set to increase 
as 4 in 10 doctors are considering leaving the UK 
workforce due to the outcome of the EU referendum, 
further reducing the supply. Therefore, the contract 
introduced by Jeremy Hunt was a major turning point, 
as many people saw extended hours and a reduction in 
wages that put people off the profession.  
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Medicine is considered to be one of the toughest 
degrees to study for, and obtaining a place at a medical 
school in itself is extremely competitive and a feat for 
many. While places had increased by 25% to 7,500 in 
2018, there were still 20,730 applicants, meaning that 
those rejected are required to either take a gap year, or 
study a subject not medicine specific. It is thought that 
all of the 7,500 studying medicine start the doctor 
training immediately after, but in fact, some students 
shy away from the profession and the majority of those 
that leave fail their exams. Some students prefer to take 
a career break after finishing the degree. Furthermore, 
the medicine course at university is intense. Students 
are required to learn scientific knowledge about the 
human anatomy and diseases, and even do clinical 
work. The BMA conducted research as to how many 
doctors continue in the profession after training and 
found: nearly 75% of all medical specialities had 
unfilled training posts in 2016, the number of students 
applying to UK medical schools had decreased annually 
by 13% from 2013 to 2016, where 2016 had the lowest 
number of applicants for the foundation programme, 
and fewer trainees are moving directly into specialty 
training and more are taking career breaks.   

 
 
Studying medicine does guarantee students a profession 
after graduating, which is an important factor. Heading 
into the workforce, everyone looks for a stable and 
secure source of income. So, the reduction in wages for 
doctors will be off putting as well as the extended 
hours. Many student doctors make the decision to work 
in another country where the pay is substantially higher 
for specialist doctors and general practitioners (GPs). 
This would provide maximum benefit to the students in 
the long run, and thus it can be argued that this is 
rational behaviour. However, large numbers of junior 
doctors emigrating after completing the training has the 
potential to create a negative externality. There would 
be a shortage in the number of doctors in the NHS, 
resulting in a less skilled and smaller workforce in the 
medical profession. The quality of treatment would fall, 
as there would be a greater number of patients 
compared to doctors. Staff already in the profession 
would have an increased workload, creating health 
problems for 

them, putting them at risk. Resources and staff are 
already being stretched and a shortage in workers would 
cause further strain on the healthcare service. 

 
Country Specialist  

Average Pay 
GP  
Average Pay 

Netherlands $253,000 $117,000 
Australia $247,000 $91,000 
United States $230,000 $161,000 
Belgium $188,000 $61,000 
Canada $161,000 $107,000 
UK $150,000 $118,000 
France $149,000 $92,000 
Ireland $143,000 $90,000 
Switzerland $130,000 $116,000 
Denmark $91,000 $109,000 

 
The future of the NHS is unclear, what with the risk of 
a lack of future doctors and a reliance on foreign 
doctors, who may not have the same skills. While many 
medical students complete their degree and do go on to 
work for the NHS, an increasing number could leave 
the medical field, causing future problems.  

 
While the decision to leave the British medical field 
may be economically justifiable, should medical 
students be permitted to do so when this decision comes 
at the expense of patients and current doctors? 

 
A Monopoly in US Healthcare  

 
Many doctors go abroad to work and one of the main 
destinations is the United States. The wages for 
specialists and GPs in the US are considerably higher 
than those in the UK, mainly due to the private 
healthcare system. But economic theory has suggested 
that there is a monopoly present in the healthcare 
market in the US. In America, the American Medical 
Association (AMA) has major control over the number 
of medical schools and places, certification of teaching 
hospitals, the number of junior doctor places, and the 
legal scope and reimbursement of like professions such 
as optometrists and podiatrists. This large market power 
is thought to be a reason for the shortage of doctors in 
the US.    

 
Hospitals require doctors that come from a single 
provider. In the case of a monopoly, as the providers are 
the only source of these workers, they can ensure that 
they are provided with extremely high wages. It can be 
argued that the AMA would want to maximise workers’ 
utility by maximising their profits. This would be 
formed by the sum of total wage payments, revenue,  
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minus the sum of reservation wages, costs (profit = 
revenue – costs). 
 
On the diagram, average revenue (AR) represents 
demand, which is the number of people wanting to use 
the healthcare service. The marginal revenue (MR), 
which is the increase in total wage payments for an 
extra unit, lies below AR. Profit maximisation occurs 
when MR is equal to MC, so the monopoly would 
supply at Q1 and gain supernormal profit. The 
equilibrium point, e1, would be where the wages are set 
for the quantity demanded, but by restricting the labour 
supply at Q1, the wages of workers are driven up to P1. 
The union’s profit would increase as it is the sum of the 
differences between wages received and reservation 
wages. This would fall under rational behaviour for 
firms, or firm-like establishments, where profit is 
maximised where possible. 
 
However, it can be argued that the main aim of trade 
unions, like the AMA, is to maximise employment and 
not keep people unemployed for their personal gain. In 
an area such as healthcare, there is a massive reliance 
on doctors to keep the country going, so risking the 
health of many patients for personal gain can be seen as 

 
inhumane. Despite a wage saturation occurring with 
more doctors in the workforce, it provides every one of 
them with a source of income, especially after the costs 
of medical school. The doctors learnt key skills while 
studying and not employing them where necessary 
would be deemed as a waste. 
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Macron, Reform, and Resistance 
Can France learn to accept change? 
| Sophie Lumsdon | 
 
In 2016, France was facing potential economic crisis – 
rate of growth was disappointing, and unemployment 
figures alarming, standing at 10.2% of the total 
workforce out of work. Youth unemployment was also 
worrying. Unsurprisingly, these factors, coupled with 
his personal scandals and a series of terrorist attacks in 
Paris, served to make François Hollande the most 
unpopular post war President France has ever seen. 
They also culminated in the rise of Marine Le Pen of 
the far right Front National party, whose populist 
policies of protecting France from competition and 
globalisation and withdrawing from the EU struck a 
chord among the French people, seeking solution to 
their sinking economy. 
 
Why then are these same people resisting Macron’s 
attempts at reform to improve the French economy and 
end the unemployment crisis? 
 
The reforms 
 
Unexpectedly, the Presidential Election of May 2017 
saw political newcomer Emmanuel Macron of 
grassroots En Marche defeat Le Pen with a generous 
66% of the vote. Many would attribute this win to luck; 
the embezzlement scandal of early front runner 
François Fillon, and the inescapable association of the 
Front National with anti-Semitism and extremism, 
made Macron, for many French, the only acceptable 
choice. Thusly, his business-orientated agenda was 
rather put up with than embraced. 
 
This reluctance can be illustrated by the plummeting of 
his popularity (57% of French voters claimed to be 
dissatisfied with his presidency) only two months after 
election – when he introduced the first of his labour 
reforms. This fall was only accelerated with his choice 
to force the reforms through with his executive powers 
rather than go through the National Assembly.  
 
The labour reforms aim to make France a more 
attractive market and render the labour market more 
fluid; the measures include shortened resort periods for 
workers and lesser sanctions for employers after a lay-
off, and the number of working days paid shortened. 
This hopes to discourage employers from holding onto 
redundant workers and decrease underemployment, as 
well as improving incentives for workers to actively 

seek employment without the safety net of long paid 
unemployment packages. Its effect will be also 
particularly be felt in small business, where a lack of 
funds had prevented potential hiring. Additionally, the 
power of negotiation appears to be threatened; new 
‘social and economic’ units will be able to negotiate 
with the employer without the presence of trade unions, 
and negotiation in small business will no longer 
automatically get a shop steward. A reduction in these 
powers will see a fall in wages and time lost, and thus 
costs of production would decrease.  

 
On the 12th September 2017, more than 220,000 turned 
out for demonstrations against these measures, led by 
France’s second biggest union, CGT. 
 
Another area Macron aims to modernise is the 
education system. The current system is highly 
unselective – as long as a student passes the 
baccalaureate, they are guaranteed a place on any 
degree course at any French institution, besides a 
coveted group of elite schools, known as the ‘grands 
écoles’, which are the reserve of the rich. This 
uncompetitive system sees colossal drop out rates as 
students select degrees for which they have no skill or 
previous experience, and massive overcrowding. The 
first year failure and drop out rate in France is close to 
60%, and only 27% of students will complete their 
degree. This flawed system has led to a situation of 
structural unemployment in France, as young people 
with no degree nor relevant skillsets cannot find jobs. 
This is evidenced by the youth unemployment figures. 
Macron’s reforms would have the most oversubscribed 
universities select students based on merit - not a 
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ground breaking proposal, but a step to less crowded 
classes and more apt students.  
 
The proposal of these reforms saw strikes held at 12 
different French institutions, a sit-in at the Sorbonne 
lasting over 50 hours.  
 
By far Macron’s most ambitious plan is that to reform 
the debt-ridden and state-owned SNCF, the national 
railway operator, where union strikes have the power to 
freeze national transport. Currently, the company holds 
a monopoly on rail transport, leading to high prices, and 
neglect, as the company can choose to focus on 
investment into their high-speed network. With 
ballooning prices, demand has fallen as consumers 
switch to bus routes or car, and maintaining hardly 
frequented train lines has become uneconomical and 
inefficient. It is also a key contributor to labour 
immobility. Running a French train is 30% more 
expensive than elsewhere in mainland Europe. Macron 
proposes that SNCF become a joint stock company, will 
lose their domestic monopoly in 2020, and new 
employees will no longer enjoy the generous benefits of 
automatic annual pay rises, advantageous pension plans, 
and a job for life. The introduction of competition 
should force SNCF to become more cost efficient, and 
the move to being a joint stock company should provide 
them with the funds to facilitate this, and prepare for 
competition.  
 
However, the controversies surround the fear that this 
transition is the first step toward privatisation, and the 
reduction in employee benefits. Three months of rolling 
strikes undertaken by SNCF workers began in April 
2018.   
 
Why is France resisting these reforms? 
 
All the reforms appear to loosen the public sector – a 
sector that makes up a quarter of the French workforce, 
employing 6 million. France and their adoration for the 
public sector can be traced back to even the 17th century 
when Louis XIV nationalised the tobacco industry, and 
the idea of a beneficent state controlling the economy 
was normalised. This sentiment was especially 
prevalent in ‘les trentes glorieuses’, the 30 years after 
WW2 when the French economy and living standards 
boomed, apparently thanks to public companies EDF 
and GDF, who were credited for returning France to 

prosperity after the war. Even now, France points to the 
‘failure’ and ‘brutality’ of English privatisation as 
evidence of the private sector’s inadequacy. Thus, any 
attack on such a coveted sector is destined to be met 
with staunch resistance.  
 
Many are familiar with the phrase ‘Liberté, egalité, 
fraternité’, and the Egalitarian school of thought is still 
predominant in France. These reforms, in particular that 
of education, appear to be an attack on egalitarian 
principles. It was the French Revolution that 
implemented these principles, when the monarchy was 
overthrown, and this attitude was kept alive, as 
illustrated by the May 1968 strikes that resulted in the 
fall of the Charles de Gaulle government. These values 
remain at the heart of protesters, wanting to maintain 
the equality of opportunity championed by their 
ancestors. 
 
Such large-scale resistance in France, albeit for any 
motivation, can be attributed to the power of the trade 
unions, and the ‘right to strike’. Despite dwindling 
subscriptions, the trade unions are undeniably 
influential, since under French law, workers can vote 
for and be represented by a union - regardless to 
whether they are a member - and the right to strike is 
constitutional. There is much more protection for the 
striking worker than in any other European country. 
Thus, any change warrants much easier resistance than 
in Britain, and since it is the power of the unions 
threatened in the labour reforms, union movement is 
guaranteed. 
 
What does this mean for France? 
 
So, even if it means stimulating the flagging economy, 
the French are and will not be easily amenable to 
dramatic reform – this attitude lies almost in their DNA. 
However, Macron has shown no mercy in his attitude - 
largely ignoring the strikes of students and SNCF 
workers alike, and persevering with pushing the reforms 
through using his executive powers. The contentious 
labour reforms have already become law, and his 
position on education and the SNCF has been 
unshakable. 
 
Even if France cannot accept change, Macron may be 
able to force them to – and the country may thank him 
for it. 
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Is there any Real Economic Benefit to Hosting a World 
Cup? 
An analysis of Russia’s potential gains and losses 
| Nathan Nowbuth | 
 
After all the tension and anticipation surrounding the 
2018 Russia World Cup, the tournament finally got 
underway on June the 14th when Russia kicked off 
proceedings against Saudi Arabia in Moscow. The 
World Cup is a captivating global event which occurs 
every four years and unites fans from all corners of the 
globe as 32 of the world’s best footballing nations battle 
it out for the coveted, 18.6 carat, FIFA World Cup 
trophy. 
 
Being the host nation of a World Cup is a huge honour 
as it is an opportunity for the country to showcase its 
spectacular infrastructure and traditional culture on a 
global front in order to create recognition, reinvigorate 
an influx of foreign visitors and spending, and attract 
flows of foreign investment amongst other factors. 
However, this may sound like a great proposition on 
paper, but in actuality, is there any substantial gain that 
the home nation can expect from hosting this 
prestigious event? In this article, we look at the whether 
Russia will experience any real economic benefit from 
hosting this year’s footballing showpiece. 
 
The benefits 
 
So to start off with, let’s delve into the financial side of 
matters. It is estimated the total expenditure dedicated 
towards the tournament is approximately $11 billion 
although this doesn’t account for some costly new 
infrastructure and stadiums which organisers say would 
have been built regardless. Nonetheless, a newly 
published report on the economic impact of the 
tournament said the boost for the country's GDP could 
be an upturn between $26 billion and $30.8 billion over 
the 10 years from 2013 through to 2023. Deputy 
Primeinister Arkady Dvorkovich stated on April 25th 
that preparations for the World Cup in Russia 
contributed to nearly $14 billion (~1%) to Russia's GDP 
over the past five years. The Deputy Minister went on 
to say that ‘without the World Cup, there would be no 
economic growth at the moment’, which goes to show 
how vital the World Cup is to Russia in keeping the 
national economy stable. The rise in GDP is mainly 
attributed to growing tourism, as well as large-scale 
spending on construction, plus later knock-on effects 

from those government investments. There are even 
suggestions the World Cup will encourage Russians to 
exercise more, so they take fewer sick days and hence, 
overall, the Russian labour force will be more 
productively efficient in the long run – although it will 
be years before one can verify this claim. 
 
Another key advantage of Russia hosting the World 
Cup has been the number of jobs which have been 
created in the process. From construction to 
engineering, from advertising to maintenance, the 
tournament has created an estimated 220,000 new jobs. 
This is a huge economic success to the country 
considering that in 2011 Russia had a Gini-coefficient 
score (a measure of social inequality within a country) 
of 0.376, which was the second highest in Europe, only 
behind Lithuania. Furthermore, a global credit report 
published by Credit Suisse in 2016 concluded that 13% 
of the Russian population live below the poverty line 
($166 a month). The report went on further to state that 
if the poverty line was set more realistically at $256, 
then 29.4% of the population (roughly 43 million 
people) would be considered as living in extreme 
poverty. The creation of new jobs will hopefully aid in 
building the foundations to bridging the overriding 
issue of social inequality in Russia. It is also envisaged 
that the increased income flows into the Russian 
economy will lead to a multiplier effect of 1.96 so 
increased economic output can be stimulated from the 
situation. After a recent two-year recession, brought 
about largely by Western financial sanctions in Russia, 
economic growth will be a pleasant sight for the 
government officials who will be praying to restore 
their economic footing after an extremely turbulent and 
damaging spell of negative growth. 
 
The downside 
 
As with anything in life, there is always an opportunity 
cost which must be considered pragmatically. One 
noticeable point of scepticism surrounding the 
tournament is whether the economic impacts will be 
limited and short lived. Rating agency Moody’s 
Investors Service said in May that they “see very 
limited economic impact at the national level given the 
limited duration of the World Cup and the very large 
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size of the country’s economy,” Moody’s also 
commented that while the extra 
boost in tourism will benefit Russia’s already healthy 
external accounts (it is expected that 570,000 foreign 
fans and 700,000 Russians are expected to attend World 
Cup matches), the added support will likely be 
temporary. The corporate sector would also only 
receive a short-lived boost in revenue, due to the food, 
hotel, telecoms and transport industries – but nothing 
which would have huge improvements to Russia’s 
overall credit account. 
 
The Rating agency obviously commented on the fact 
that the refurbishments and expansion of Moscow 
airports would be an obvious benefit due to the fact that 
upgraded facilities will support higher passenger flows, 
even after the event. The construction sector is also set 
to be amongst the key beneficiaries of the tournament, 
this sector would have already felt much of the impact 
in the run up to event. The issue however lies with the 
fact that the sectors expected to benefit most from 
increased tourist flows are not fundamental economic 
growth drivers which means that economic progression 
may be segmented and not progressive throughout the 
economy as an entirety. This in itself could be a factor 
which derives new cracks for further socioeconomic 
strains in the country and also compromises the 
secondary government objective of reducing social and 
regional inequality.  
 
Another element to consider when evaluating whether 
there is any economic incentive to hosting a World Cup 
is the manner in which resources are allocated; is it a 
spontaneous and largely uncalculated act while trying to 
impress on a world stage (irrational human behaviour) 
or is there actually an affirmative gain to be 
reciprocated? 
 
Russia’s budget provided for the construction of seven 
new stadiums – including one in St. Petersburg that cost 
around $1.7 billion – and renovations to five other 
venues. And that does not even account for the 
additional expenses for training facilities, lodging, 
expanded infrastructure, and security. Now let’s 
consider what Russia gets in exchange for its hefty 
investment in this year’s event. While all of the revenue 
from ticket sales, international broadcasting rights, and 
sponsorships will go directly to FIFA, Russia will be 
left with seven new stadiums and five refurbished 
facilities that it does not need. And unless it demolishes 
these venues, it will have to spend tens of millions of 
dollars every year to maintain them. It would be sheer 
madness to flatten such costly and high tech facilities so 
either leasing or maintaining these stadium is the 
country’s only choice. Leaving the stadiums unattended 

isn’t even an option. You only have to look at the 
Macarena Stadium in Rio de Janeiro which hosted the 
2016 Olympic Games. Just six months after the games, 
violent robberies and vandalism had been reported and, 
despite the stadium's padlocked gates, a break-in led to 
the loss of expensive equipment and precious 
memorabilia. CNN noted the extent of the damage 
caused by neglect of the stadium, which included a 
pitch ruined by worms, several windows and doors 
broken or damaged and nearly 10% of the stadium's 
78,000 seats missing. This goes to show that developing 
such expensive infrastructure solely for a tournament 
lasting approximately 4 weeks is absolutely ludicrous at 
face value. Bearing in mind some of these stadiums will 
only host 4 matches in total, the sheer drainage of 
financial and physical resources as well as human 
labour doesn’t seem to tally. Additionally, the Russian 
first division league isn’t even that renowned so it 
doesn’t seem probable that Russian clubs would be 
willing to splash out on the rent and management costs 
of a nearly new venue. 

 
It is apparent that hosting a World Cup therefore creates 
so much spare capacity and such a huge negative output 
gap that the economy doesn’t even know how to deploy 
and utilise its resources most effectively and this 
consequently leads to ‘wastage’ in the kindest regard. 
And while many may contemplate the fact that large 
corporations would be lapping up the prospect of 
renting such a state of the art facility to do business, 
Russia’s political uncertainty already taints the image 
which firms have of the country as a whole. Also, many 
countries are wary when trading with Russia, due to 
their ethical values in commerce, so companies may 
find it hard to export their goods and services in volume 
to key regions in which they could have potentially 
otherwise enjoyed a healthy marginal return.  
 
A future road to economic glory? 
 
So to summarise, it is clear that hosting a World Cup 
has both its advantages and disadvantages. Personally, I 
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don’t see the long term benefits which can be gained 
from hosting a World Cup in a country such as Russia – 
there would definitely more compelling evidence to 
suggest long term benefits of a World Cup in a poorer or 
developing country, but when considering the structure 
of Russia’s economy, the boost in output will be mainly 
from arise in aggregate demand and short-run aggregate 
supply. But then, is Russia actually hosting this 
tournament for any economic boost when they are 
already sitting on billions of dollars of fossil fuels? Or 
are there deeper underlying reasons? What is for certain, 
is that holding the World Cup in Russia will definitely 
instil a fleeting sense of national pride among a 
significant portion of Russians, while offering an 
ephemeral distraction from the country’s mounting 
domestic, political and environmental problems. 
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The Clouds on the Horizon 
The origins of the trade war and its implications 
| Zeyan Wen | 
 
The clouds on the horizon...are getting darker by the 
day", said Christine Lagarde, the IMF Managing 
Director in Berlin last month. 
 
The US-China Trade couldn't have kicked off at a 
worse time. The tariffs came into effect following a 
disastrous G7 summit where President Trump managed 
to sour relations with even the closest of the US's allies, 
with Trump leaving the summit early when he refused 
to sign a communiqué with other member states. The 
tariffs came at a time when China's economic growth is 
showing signs of slowing while the emerging markets 
are coming under increasing pressure. All of this seems 
to support Lagarde's claim, but Lagarde is far from 
alone with many countries such as Germany also 
slashing their forecasts of economic growth as a new 
wave of pessimism kicks in. 
 
Why a trade war? 
 
On 6th July, The Trump administration imposed 25% of 
additional tariffs on a range of Chinese exports 
including industrial machinery, semi-conductors and 
auto-parts worth $34 billion in total. Although the 
administration justifies itself by claiming that the tariffs 
are to punish China for unfair practices such as the 
subsidising of firms or intellectual theft from American 
companies, it is, in fact, the huge trade deficit with 
China that lies at the core of the conflict. In 2017, the 
US suffered a $376 billion deficit in trade with China 
and even worse still, the deficit only shows signs of 
widening as the trade deficit was only $347 billion in 
2016 which is an increase of $29 billion in deficit to 
China and this is largely responsible for Trump's 
actions. To turn the deficit around, the punitive tariffs 
seem to be Trump's last resort, and indeed they are. The 
tariffs make Chinese exports effectively 25% more 
expensive to American consumers, reducing the 
competitiveness of Chinese goods in America and as a 
result, the trade deficit will decrease due to less Chinese 
goods being demanded in the American market.  
 
The trade war also has its political roots. Taking a tough 
line on China has its political benefits, imposing such 
harsh tariffs helps Trump to show his credibility by 
sticking to his promises of “punishing” China during 
the election which could boost confidence within his 
supporters as the mid-term elections approach. 

Furthermore, Trump's election slogan "Make America 
Great Again" gave rise to the sentiment that America 
wants to, once again, become a great industrial power 
and that means promoting domestic production and the 
employment opportunities as a result of a strengthened 
manufacturing sector. Tariffs are one of the easiest and 
most direct ways to do this, an example of this was the 
“Chicken War” in the 1960s when the US responded to 
the EU's tariffs on American chicken by raising tariffs 
on EU cargo trucks. 5 decades later, the effects of the 
truck tariff are apparent, the increased price of EU 
trucks stimulated American domestic production of 
trucks and American trucks have dominated the global 
truck market ever since. Without a doubt, Trump's 
administration is attempting to replicate the success of 
American trucks on a much larger scale. 
 
Tit-for-tat 
 
The Chinese government retaliated swiftly with tariffs 
on 500 American export items worth the same as the 
Chinese products targeted by the US. This retaliation 
was met by Trump's threat of even tougher sanctions, 
promising further tariffs on Chinese products worth up 
to $500bn. At this rate, the tit-for-tat between the US 
and China can only get worse and this could spell 
disaster for 
both economies, and ultimately the world economy. 
The short-term consequences are already kicking in, 
with sharp falls in the Chinese and American stock 
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markets on the day the tariffs came into effect, its shock 
waves spreading across the world with major markets 
such as Japan and the EU suffering sell-offs. With such 
obvious detrimental economic consequences, why 
couldn't China and the US put a stop to the endless tit-
for-tat? 
 
In fact, in recent months China and the US have sat 
numerous times at the negotiation table, with hopes to 
stop the trade war from escalating. However, the 
outcomes tell us that it is easier said than done. The US 
demanded that the Chinese government stop subsidising 
firms as part of the “Made in China 2025” programme 
which aims to transform China into a global leader in 
industries such as robotics, electronics and other high-
tech industries which could potentially harm American 
interest as one of the leaders of high-tech industries. 
This demand from the US ended the possibility of 
putting an end to the escalating trade war due to China's 
determination to transform its manufacturing sector 
from quantity to quality, as well as the rising sense of 
national pride which translates into taking a hard line 
against the US and an unwillingness to make 
compromises. This meant that there was no way the 
Chinese government would be willing to give up on the 
“Made in China 2025” scheme and therefore it is likely 
that we won't see either side to step down from the 
endless tit-for-tat anytime soon. 
 
Who's the winner? 
 
With no end in sight, the trade war is likely to continue 
and under such circumstances, many economists 
believe that the US would be more resilient to the 
decrease in trade. In comparison, China would, in 
theory, be in a weaker position in the trade war because 
it is more reliant on export to America due to its 
economic growth in the past few decades being largely 
export-led. On paper, China would face a shrinking 
aggregate demand or at least one that is expanding at a 
slower rate than if the trade war had not taken place, as 
trade is a component of AD, and in China is particularly 
important, accounting for almost 10% of its GDP.  
 
However, the economies of both the US and China are 
deeply integrated into the global economy and 
therefore, we can be certain that the US would also be 
hit hard by the trade war. The damage dealt to the 
Chinese economy would have knock-on effects that 
would heavily affect the US economy, the most direct 
being the  inflation  as cheap  Chinese  goods  that  are 
targeted have become 25% more expensive for US 
consumers which would decrease the purchasing power 
of US households, causing a fall in real income.  

 

Furthermore, the Chinese government retaliated with 
tariffs on American agricultural products, especially 
soybean which is dependent on exports to China since 
as much as 56% of American soybeans are sold to 
China. After China announced its soybean tariff, the 
price of soybeans fell by 40 cents a bushel, and 
according to American Soybean Association Director 
Bill Wykes, the typical American soybean farmer 
suffered a loss of $12000 in 10 minutes. The tariff on 
soybean is a crucial part of China's plan as the soybean 
growing regions tend to be either swing states or 
dominated by the Republican Party, therefore focusing 
the retaliation on soybean farmers could force Trump to 
consider relaxing the trade war ahead of the mid-term 
elections. 
 
Some economists, for example DBS chief economist 
Taimur Baig, even believe that the economic 
consequences to the US would be greater than those 
suffered by China as both economies are likely to 
experience reduction in growth of 0.5% which would 
make damages to the US greater than those to China, 
considering that the latter grows at a much higher rate 
than the former. 
 
How does it affect the rest of us? 
 
Although the trade war is mainly between China and 
the US, the rest of the world would suffer due to the 
sheer size and influence of the two largest economies. 
Many East Asian countries, especially those who have 
industries that form part of China's vast supply chains 
will be hit hard. Take, for example, Taiwan, where 
smartphone component exports to China make up 
almost 2% of Taiwan's GDP. The fall in demand for 
Chinese smartphones in America would spell disaster 
for Taiwan and other countries such as South Korea and 
Malaysia. As Nick Marro of the Economist Intelligence 
Unit pointed out, "any dent in China's export flows will 
inevitably affect” other countries. 
 
However, the economic consequences aren't just limited 
to regions such as East Asia, the prospect of a trade war 
the largest of its kind has already damaged business 
confidence globally, which in turn causes a fall in 
investment which could hurt the global economy as 
investment forms an important part of both AD and AS, 
and should the scale of the trade war spiral out of 
control due to political conflicts between the two 
countries, the economic consequences are certainly 
bound to be global. 
 
It is very obvious that the trade war between the US and 
China will hit both economies hard and no winners will 
emerge from a trade war of such scale. With the US and 
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China being by far the largest economies in the world, 
any changes to their economies will without a doubt 
send shockwaves throughout the global economy. 
However, neither country seems willing to back down 

due to political interests and the ambitions of their 
respective leaders as the world economy drifts closer 
and closer to Lagard's description. "The clouds on the 
horizon...are getting darker by the day.”

 

The USA and China 
The global repercussions of a super power conflict 
| Aadya Tripathi | 
 
A trade war is a situation in which countries employ 
protectionist measures with the specific intention of 
damaging other countries’ trade - these measures 
typically being the introductions of tariffs or quotas. 
The current relationship between the USA and China 
however, is depicted by the label ‘trade war’, as 
currently the American-Chinese relationship is 
exhibiting early signs of such a phenomenon; it is 
unknown to what extent tensions are going to escalate, 
or if a trade agreement is going to be reached between 
them. 

 
As to how it all began: the USA currently holds a 
$375.2 billion trade deficit in goods with China (as 
shown in the diagram above), which the President was 
keen to balance, resulting in the realisation that some 
form of protective action would have to be taken.  
 
 
Additionally, under section 301 of the Trade Act passed 
in 1974, the President holds authority to take 

‘appropriate action’ (including retaliation) against any 
policy or practice of a foreign government which acts to 
restrict US economic interest. In this case, there were 
suspicions that China was engaging in such activity, 
with allegations suggesting that Beijing has been seen 
to ‘systematically steal intellectual property (from the 
USA)’ or coerce foreign businesses to provide them 
with technology in exchange for access to the Chinese 
market (as part of their ‘Made in China 2025, plan, 
which seeks to make China’s manufacturing more 
globally competitive by introducing more artificial 
intelligence and automation).  
 
Therefore, last year on 18th August, the United States 
Trade Representative (USTR) launched an investigation 
under section 301 “into the government of China’s acts, 
policies, and practices related to technology transfer, 
intellectual property and innovation” as stated in the 
USTR’s own 301 fact sheet. This alone was seen as an 
act of aggression by the Chinese government (despite 
Trump’s claim that the USA’s “relationship is very 
good with China”) as it allowed the president to act 
against the Chinese economy without liaison with the 
World Trade Organisation (WTO) of which China has 
been a member since 2001. In fact, the use of Section 
301 has been denounced. Economist Chad Bown from 
the Peterson Institute for International Economics 
claimed “we built a brand-new trading system so we 
didn’t have to use this law,” (Business Insider). As well 
as this, a Chinese Ministry spokesperson has described 
it as a “destructive force which undermines multilateral 
rules.” Therefore, due to the tensions it sparked, it could 
be seen as the ‘first shot’ of a trade war, initiated by the 
Trump administration. 
 
Nevertheless, as a result of the aforementioned 
investigation, it was concluded that Chinese policy was 
indeed “unreasonable or discriminatory” and acting to 
“burden or restrict U.S. commerce,” which would, in 
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turn, mean that the President would have full authority 
to unilaterally impose tariffs on China’s exports and/or 
restrict its access to the American market. 
 
On Friday 5th July, the Trump administration imposed 
tariffs on Chinese goods worth $34 billion, including 
aircraft components, televisions and medical 
technology, with all affected commodities facing a 25% 
border tax. In addition to this, tariffs on an additional 
$16 billion worth of Chinese goods is expected, and 
depending on the Chinese reaction, another $500 billion 
worth of Chinese goods may be targeted. 
Understandably, these actions were seen as extremely 
provocative to the Chinese government, who retaliated 
by imposing tariffs of its own - 25% tax on $34 billion 
worth of US goods which include lobsters, soybeans 
and automobiles. Indeed, the Chinese Ministry of 
Commerce issued a statement accusing the US of 
starting “the largest trade war in economic history to 
date,” which should be indicative of just how 
outrageous the actions of the US seemed, especially 
considering the fact that between 2001 and 2016 US 
imports from China increased only by a factor of 3.5 
whereas exports to China increased by a factor of nearly 
6 - this should also be indicative of just how significant 
this trade conflict between two extremely powerful 
economies is. 
 
Tariffs are generally introduced with the intention of 
creating a disincentive for the local consumers to buy 
imported goods by increasing the price. This in turn 
would mean that the domestic economy thrives as more 
consumers decide to purchase the now relatively 
cheaper domestic goods, and hence the domestic 
economy grows, while the manufacturers of the 
imported foreign goods receive less income. The 
situation with the US tariffs is slightly different 
however. The Trump administration has sought to limit 
the impacts of tariffs (in terms of the rising of prices of 
everyday consumer goods and hence a rising cost of 
living) on US consumers by targeting Chinese industrial 
goods as opposed to consumer goods. What does this 
mean for the American economy? And in an 
overarching sense, what are the actual implications of 
the potential trade war to both sides as well as the rest 
of the world? 
 
In this case, the direct impact of higher duties in 
America is the inflation of costs for businesses which 
rely on Chinese-made machinery or components, as a 
result of more expensive imported goods. These extra 

costs may either be swallowed by the firm or passed to 
the consumer depending on the price elasticity of the 
firm’s product (the more price elastic the product, the 
less of the burden of the extra cost may be passed on to 
the consumer), however, there are minimal spill-over 
effects, as long as the tariffs imposed by both sides 
remain on around $50 billion worth of goods. 
Bloomberg describes this as a situation in which “the 
financial markets bend but don’t break.”  
 
However, as mentioned above, the Trump 
administration has suggested an expansion of tariffs on 
$500 billion worth of Chinese goods, to cover 
essentially all imports from the nation, and while it is 
unclear how China will respond, it is safe to say that the 
implications of such a measure would be massive – the 
consequences suffered by consumers would be 
unavoidable.  
 

 
We can already see signs of weakness emerging in both 
economies. In the US there has been a significant equity 
price slump, which carries with it a knock-on effect of 
falling wealth and a hit to US growth; in China as 
concerns of a potential trade war mounted, the stocks 
and currency have taken a beating - the Shanghai 
Composite Index (stock market index of all the A-
shares and B-shares traded at the Shanghai Stock 
Exchange) is in its longest losing streak in six years and 
the yuan published last month as being its worst quarter 
since 1994. These weaknesses on both sides of the trade 
war will undoubtedly be exacerbated, not only by the 
direct effects of the tariffs but also by the business 
uncertainty and wavering confidence as a result of the 
climate of economic trade. According to Bloomberg 
Economics, business contacts in certain American 
districts monitored by the United States Federal  
Reserve  stated  they  had pushed back or postponed 
any plans for capital spending due to the uncertainty, 
which is rife as a result of the trade conflict, and as John 
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Maynard Keynes described it, these animal spirits 
should unify further firms in their hesitation to invest, 
intensifying the effects of the initial lack of spending in 
the economy, or in other words, create a negative 
multiplier effect as less money is injected into the 
circular flow. In an extreme case, the resulting fall in 
demand would encourage other countries from whom 
the US would inevitably import less to set up their own 
protective barriers, thus creating a vicious cycle of 
mounting protectionism and slowing global growth. 
 
In addition to this, specific industries (whose goods 
have been affected by the tariffs) have begun to suffer. 
Brent Bible, a soy and corn producer in Indiana said in 
a statement from the advocacy group Farmers for Free 
Trade, “For soybean producers like me this is a direct 
financial hit. This is money out of my pocket.” The 
situation in China is very similar, especially as these 
new trade barriers will be a large obstacle to the 
technological development they have been aiming for in 
alignment with their aforementioned ‘Made in China 
2025’ plan as well as general economic growth. 
Economic conditions will continue to deteriorate in 
both of the opposing factions for as long as a trade 
agreement is not reached, for confidence can only 
continue to falter and export businesses can only 
continue to see losses in the current climate.  
 
From a more global perspective, if supply and 
distribution chains are disrupted (a circumstance which 
would occur if the investment of one country to another 
is restricted), then companies may have to relocate 
factories or distribution centres, which would, among 
other consequences, undoubtedly have an impact on 
employment and cost a lot of people their jobs and 
livelihoods. Therefore, an escalation of tensions may 
have far greater, wide-reaching outcomes than can be 
easily forecasted. 

 
Politically, the situation is incredibly unpredictable. 
Edward Alden, a senior fellow at the Council on 
Foreign Relations said, “The broad answer is, sure, 
there’s always a way out of these things, there’s always 
a deal to be done. But it’s very hard with the Trump 
administration to figure out what those deals might look 
like.” He articulates the uncertainty well.  
 
So, how could this all end? Both parties may decide to 
continue this ‘tit-for-tat’ imposition of measures and 
counter-measures (as is the case right now) and 
continue to hold a major negative impact on consumers 
and global economies - or, they may decide to reach 
some sort of accord and end the conflict before it 
becomes too irreversible.  
 
As to what will actually happen, opinions are slightly 
conflicting. Some argue that there is no way for this to 
end cleanly, and that the situation is already too far 
gone. Chad Bown believes this conflict “has no end in 
sight.” Others, while acknowledging that any resolution 
may not be painless or on its way any time soon, it is 
certainly possible. Michael Froman, fellow at the 
Council on Foreign Relations and former United States 
Trade Representative says that “there is always an off-
ramp (a way out), but there needs to be concentrated 
work on both sides to avoid these tariffs becoming a 
more permanent feature of the environment.”  
 
Either way, it is difficult to conclude as to how China 
and the USA will resolve their trade conflicts, but what 
can be said with conviction, regardless of the outcome 
of any political decision, is that we can expect there to 
be huge repercussions not just for the parties involved 
but also ripples which will carry repercussions globally, 
purely a result of the enormous scale of the American 
and Chinese economies. 
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The Impact of Earthquakes on the Economy 
Can Nepal’s economy survive the 2015 shock? 
| Ujan Shrestha | 
 

When two tectonic plates collided on April 2015, a 
major earthquake with a magnitude of 7.8Mw hit Nepal, 
causing mass devastation on impact and destroying 
anything that stood in its way in the latter hours that 
followed; it sent the little country with an area of 
56,827 square miles in Southeast Asia into a state of 
emergency. According to the government of Nepal, the 
overall damage caused by the earthquake was estimated 
to be at $10 billion, which was nearly half of its GDP in 
the year of 2015. 
 
The unpredictable and merciless nature of it caught the 
country off guard. Nepal’s world heritage sites, houses, 
schools, hospitals and other infrastructure were crushed 
into fragments and dust; half a million families lost 
their homes in the central region and there were a total 
of 9000 fatalities. Last year I went to visit the country - 
where I was born, a beautiful country, but I came to see 
that some parts of this landlocked nation still had not 
recovered entirely. There was still rubble, cracked 
roads, and fractures in houses. Despite this, the people 
were in high spirits and welcoming as usual, but I 
realised that it was not the same country I had seen in 
2009 or lived in for the first six years of my life. This 
then lead me to ponder about the impact of the 
earthquake on the country’s economy. 
 
Although Nepal is regarded as one of the least 
developed countries, up until the earthquake, Nepal’s 
economy was growing at a healthy and constant rate. 
There was an increase in GDP (Gross Domestic 
Product) in the years leading to the earthquake, 
however in the year when disaster struck, it was brought 
to a halt, as the GDP decreased from $21.41 billion to 
$21.13 billion; the decline in actual growth was also 
accompanied by a very low growth rate for the year 
2015 of 0.6 %, therefore it left a scar on the economy in 
the short-run. 
  
We all know that natural disasters inflict serious 
damage, as shown in multiple occasions all around the 
world, due to this they aren’t welcomed by the economy 
(although it is not in our powers to determine the 
occurrence of it). In the short-run the economy worsens, 
and although not inevitable, it can also have a lasting 
effect in the long-term. 
 

The statistics provide evidence to show that in the 
short-run Nepal’s economy deteriorated, however the 
numbers and percentages have not provided us with the 
reasons as to why there was this sudden decline in 
economic performance. 
 
Taking Nepal as an example, its main industries which 
generate the most revenue are tourism, food, beverages 
and garments. The main tourist attractions of Nepal 
were the Himalayas, due its breath-taking sights and the 
world heritage sights in Kathmandu (capital of Nepal), 
due to the fascinating history associated with it. 
 
The aftermath of the earthquake was not pleasant and 
especially damaged the tourism industry. Foreigners 
feared going into the Himalayas following the 
earthquake due to the unpredictable and catastrophic 
avalanches that were occurring constantly and the 
historical sights no longer stood proudly to be 
photographed and seen. The number of international 
tourists arriving in Nepal dropped by 31% from 
approximately 790,000 in 2014 to 539,000 in 2015; this 
would have been a major factor in the reduction of 
economic growth, as consumption of goods and 
services within the country would have decreased 
vastly. As consumption decreased, aggregate demand 
would have decreased along with it, hence leading to 
stagnation or a decrease in the rate of economic growth 
over the short-run.  
 
The decrease in growth would have then led to other 
consequences in the economy, for example 
unemployment increased from 3% in 2014 to 3.2% in 
2015 and 3.4% in 2016; this was due to a decline in 
demand in many industries as some goods and services 
were just not required.  
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It is known that in the short-run, natural disasters have a 
terrible effect on the economy, as the destruction caused 
cannot be repaired over the next few months, and 
instead take many years. 
  
Furthermore, the depletion of human capital, due to loss 
of human life, loss of skilled workers and disruption of 
schooling due to the destruction of educational 
infrastructure would have affected the economy in the 
short-run and could possibly affect the economy in the 
long-run. 
  
Industries which are heavily reliant on human capital in 
Nepal are mining, construction, and manufacturing; due 
to the lack of technological advancements in the 
developing country, the sudden loss of human life and 
the consequences of it in the months to follow had a 
massive impact on the production of goods and 
services. Even though the GDP from the industries 
mentioned above were increasing at a healthy rate in the 
previous years, they all decreased drastically when 
disaster stuck. This contributed to the decrease in GDP, 
hence also leading to a decrease in the rate of economic 
growth to 0.6%. 
  
On impact, there was a widespread disruption of 
schooling, which affected the education of Nepali 
children, teenagers and young adults in the months to 
follow.  
 
When visiting an ancient Newar town of Sankhu (where 
my dad was born) I saw through the windows of the 
hired taxi, that the schools had not been rebuilt, and 
they were still just piles of dust. I also went into a 
school in that area, where my late uncle was once 
headmaster, and saw that classrooms were still 
disrupted and some were still not in use. 
 
It had been two years since the earthquake struck but 
the schooling system in most areas still hadn’t 
recovered to what it was before. This was due to a lack 
of government funding and planning. Now it has been 
three years since the 7.8Mw earthquake occurred and 
sources have told me that many schools still remain in 
pieces.  This will have an effect on the economy over 
the long-term as it will decrease the amount of skilled 
workers, due to the lack of organised and good quality 
education. A consequence of this will be that 

productivity will decrease, hence also decreasing 
aggregate supply and hindering economic growth over 
the long-term, furthermore, the skills of workers may 
deteriorate, and due to this unemployment rate may rise. 

  
One of my relatives sadly passed away, leaving her 
husband in devastation. She taught little children in a 
school located in the municipality of Melamchi, shaping 
them for their future. Losses of this sort have massive 
impacts on families, but also on the economy, as 
teachers are one of the most important figures in 
society, and without them many people would not have 
the knowledge and ability to earn or spend money, this 
will ultimately hinder the growth of a country’s 
economy. 
 
We see that earthquakes have devastating effects on a 
country and also cause a decline in the short-term 
economy. The long-term effects of the earthquakes in 
Nepal and other countries are not certain, but it will be a 
challenging task to restore the country’s economy in the 
same place it was in the years prior to the destruction. If 
the funding is not there from the government or from 
other sources, then countries which are still developing 
will take a longer time to recover from a misfortune of 
this sort and will take an even longer time catch up with 
other nations and become developed. 
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India’s Developing Mixed Economy 
The privatisation problem 
| Shalin Kothari | 
   

India has the 3rd largest economy in the world in terms 
of real GDP, based on purchasing power parity with 
growth rates remaining at around 7% per annum for the 
past 5 years.  Signs have led the World Bank to state 
that India still has “huge potential”. However, the 
government have had to tackle several questions over 
uncertainty about future developments which may 
hinder the potential. 
 
In recent months, India’s government have made their 
ambitions clear including a prime focus on 
disinvestment (liquidation of assets) of several major 
companies. This was indicated by an attempt to sell Air 
India, one of India’s largest national airlines. The 
government later revealed that they received no bids for 
the company with Air India having recorded $7.8bn in 
debt in March of 2018. It is not difficult to see why the 
government wish to sell some of the 331 companies 
they currently own. They managed to increase the 
economy’s capital return by 20% in 5 years following 
the sales of 12 previously state-owned firms. 

 
So, what has caused this major shift in the mindset of the 
Indian government? The recent surge in oil prices has 
created uncertainty across the world. In particular, it has 
reduced the demand for these large firms in India with 
investors having less confidence and needing to take on 
larger debts when buying new businesses. This could 
have  further  consequences  for  the  economy. With  Air 

India still under government ownership, it will have 
significant impacts on the levels of taxation. If the 
company was privatised, the government could be freed 
of a burden and therefore, they may be able to lower 
taxes for the rest of the population. 

 
The problem for India lies in finding investors to 
increase disinvestment. Indigo, India’s largest private 
airline were thought to be favourites to invest in Air 
India however, they showed little to no interest due to 
the uncertainty and collection of debts that they would 
have to take on. The lack of interest has potentially 
highlighted another concern for the government. Some 
argue that the government are not encouraging the 
development of these firms. The attempted sale of Air 
India was often seen as on opportunity to relieve the 
government of a burden rather than spend the money on 
improving confidence of firms to help future growth. In 
this way, they might appear more appealing to 
investors. 

 
Narendra Modi’s campaign to become prime minister in 
2014 suggested India would try to privatise more firms 
although, this has had to be adjusted due to the current 
circumstances. Privatisation was used in the hope to 
boost the output of the public sector by selling loss-
making firms to the private sector. The effectiveness of 
this strategy has been debatable, especially when you 
consider that the government have only met their 
disinvestment target in 1 of the last 10 years.  

 
In conclusion, if the government are unable to sell Air 
India, taxes will continue being used to keep the 
company afloat although, it is unlikely to help reduce 
the debt that has accumulated over the past 10 years. 
With oil prices continuing to rise, if the government 
wish to sustain the current economic growth rate, they 
will have to find an alternative to privatisation. These 
companies cause problems for both the population and 
the government and therefore, we can expect that this 
issue will be a priority for Modi to fix. 
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Hyperinflation in Zimbabwe 
An examination into one of the failures of Mugabe’s dictatorship 
| Joanne Guo | 
 
A period of economic instability began in Zimbabwe 
in the 1990s after Robert Mugabe’s government evicted 
white landlords and redistributed the land to black 
farmers. Unfortunately, they had little experience and 
could not effectively farm the land, and so experienced 
severe food shortages at the turn of the millennium. 
Banks collapsed and farmers could not obtain loans to 
improve their capital and increase productive potential, 
leading to the situation spiraling out of control. By 
2007, unemployment had risen to 80%. At its peak, 
inflation rose to 79,600,000,000% in November 2008. 
 
Causes 
 
The primary cause of hyperinflation was quantitative 
easing. The Mugabe government printed money to 
finance their involvement in the Second Congo War and 
facilitate high salaries for government officials. This 
increased the circulation of money in the economy and 
made it easier for banks to lend money, as there was 
more money in the circular flow. This increased 
consumption since more people were chasing the same 
number of goods, which pushed prices up, resulting in 
demand-pull inflation. 
 
Government instability also played a role in the failure 
of the economy since there was a lack of confidence the 
government to provide stability and future faith in the 
currency since its value kept depreciating. Lots of 
institutionalised corruption meant that tax money did 
not go towards improving institutions and investing. If 
tax money is not going to improving institutions, then 
people do not have access to healthcare and education 
that will potentially increase the productivity of the 
country. Low productivity contributed to the crisis as it 
harmed future confidence.  If there is low confidence in 
the economy people won’t be likely to spend money 
and as a result it will harm future growth. The black 
farmers had no idea how to get the optimum output 
from the land and as a result resources were 
underemployed, resulting in low yields.  
 
Land reform by the government also resulted in lower 
agricultural output in tobacco, which accounted for 1/3 
of foreign exchange earnings. Exports then decreased 
and they had little income from trade. Farms were also 
in the hands of inexperienced people, leading to lesser 
output and less workable capital. This led to famine and 

a food shortage that would subsequently push prices up. 
Alongside these factors was a decline in manufacturing 
and mining – two huge industries in Zimbabwe. 
 
Effects 

 
The main effect of hyperinflation was that there was 
increased use of foreign currencies. In December 2008 
the Reserve Bank of Zimbabwe licensed 1,000 shops to 
use foreign currency. In January 2009, the Finance 
Minister lifted restrictions to only use Zimbabwe 
dollars. Teachers and civil servants were still paid in 
Zimbabwe dollars. There was a restriction on bank 
withdrawals and they tried to limit money in 
circulation. This lead to a Black market where people 
exchanged money three times a day in back office 
rooms and parking lots to buy the necessities like soap 
and bread. This further reduced the government tax 
revenue which led to a decrease in the quality of 
institutions provided by the state. In the end, the state 
had to settle with the redenomination of their currency. 
This consisted of scrapping the Zimbabwean dollar and 
replacing it with foreign, more stable currencies until 
the bank printed new Zimbabwean dollars which had 
actual value.  
 
Solutions 
 
They adopted foreign currency as their official 
currency - most people ended up using the US dollar 
since it was not subject to such dramatic losses in 
value. The bank of Zimbabwe abandoned printing of 
the Zimbabwean dollar and demonetised it, essentially 
taking out of circulation and preventing further trading 
with it as it was worthless. The government also made 
the Chinese Yuan their reserve currency. A reserve 
currency is used in international trade which a central 
bank is prepared to hold as part of its foreign exchange 
reserve. This means that for foreign transactions 
Zimbabwe dealt solely in Chinese Yuan. 
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Battling Extreme Poverty 
How best do we meet the goal of eradicating extreme poverty by 2030?                               
| Jacinta Chiang |
 
Around 800 million people live on less than USD$1.90 
a day (in 2011 PPP prices), defined by the World Bank 
as the extreme poverty threshold. This worldwide 
problem of deprivation was addressed in 2000 by the 
United Nations in establishing the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs). Although, the MDG 
primary target to cut the 1990 poverty rate by a half was 
achieved in 2010, the results were led askew by the 
rapid growth of East Asia, and more specifically China. 
For remaining other regions, reduction in extreme 
poverty has fallen comparatively shorter and even 
increased in Sub-Saharan Africa (Figure 1). Revised 
understanding in Development and growing academia 
in the discipline gave way to the 2015 UN Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) which break down the 
complexities of international development in greater 
depth and breadth. This framework re-addresses the 
“end of poverty”, but not just “extreme” poverty like in 
the MDGs, but poverty “in all its forms everywhere”. In 
light of this, the possibility and opportunity to eradicate 
poverty has never been greater - the only question that 
remains is “How?”. 
 
To eradicate poverty, clear government policies are 
required. It is vital to look beyond classical state-led 
growth approaches supportive of the dependency 
theory. Andre Gunder Frank theorised trading with 
other nations would cause underdevelopment as trade, 
foreign investments and resource exploitative 
transnational corporations would be most harmful to the 
poorest and most beneficial to the foreign wealthiest. 
Hans Singer further popularised this notion of import 
substitution industrialisation; the poverty trap was 
theorised to be broken by replacing foreign imports 
with domestic production to protect local industries 
from trade exploitation by economically advanced 
countries. However, these neo-Marxist ideas to 
transform the global south failed due to ironic state-
owned industries becoming dependent on continual 
government protection. Technological advancements 
became obsolete without the drive of international 
competition and trade, labour productivity declined and 
further irony can be found in rising inequality. Tariffs 
on imports reversely benefitted the wealthiest producers 
at the expense of consumers, regressively against the 
poorest. Tariff escalation undermines developing 
economies to only export raw materials as they face a 
higher tariff if they export manufactured goods. Their 

opportunities and income potential become limited. 
Therefore, it is necessary to have more open markets for 
trade liberalisation to drive economic growth as 
international trade increases competition, employment 
and incomes whilst sharing the wealth of knowledge. 
 
It is equally vital to prevent global trade from evolving 
into a new form of modernisation. By encompassing 
development in developing countries in terms of 
cultural change, theorists dismiss the stage of 
colonialism and imperialism for ‘Westernisation’. This 
history notoriously created poverty in previously stable 
nations. Furthermore, the empowerment of individuals 
and households on a local scale is fundamental towards 
sustainable development, whilst national policymaking 
for investment, aid and trade is necessary for large-scale 
reductions in poverty. 
 
Foreign aid is a key stepping stone towards enabling the 
poorest to get a foothold in the urban economy. It can 
provide the necessary public services and capital by 
scaling up investments and redistributing global wealth. 
The Big Five investment targets are: agriculture which 
is vulnerable to seasonal volatility affecting the 
periphery’s incomes and price allocations accordingly; 
health, especially affecting women’s mobility and 
fertility rates; education, necessary to maximise 
investments in all sectors; power, transport & 
communication to access services and connect rural 
areas to the world; and safe drinking water to prevent 
disease which significantly reduces labour productivity 
and to save valuable time collecting water. The problem 
with poverty is that the poorest members of society are 
unable to tackle even one of these targets alone. They 
do not have enough income to meet their basic needs let 
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alone save or make investments for the future. Hence, 
poverty limits enterprise and makes people more 
vulnerable to risk as they are unable to finance cushions 
in case of a disaster - often natural disasters arising 
typically from inhabiting difficult geographies which 
hamper sustained development. The resulting fall in 
capital per person as population growth increases 
significantly leads to further absence of tax payments, 
public investments and further negative economic 
growth. To break this cycle, Official Development 
Assistance (ODA) to the national government boosts 
capital accumulation which can channel into the Big 
Five (Figure 2). For this to work, foreign aid must be 
substantial enough and have enough longevity to 
provide the big push towards positive growth. Upon 
meeting this level, growth and development becomes 
self-sustaining and can further lead to taxation and 
public investments for public goods. In this light, 
foreign aid is not a “welfare handout” so much as an 
“investment that breaks the poverty trap once and for 
all.” (Jeffrey Sachs) Additional accountability and 
transparency in the recipient country is essential for 
good governance. Overall, the recipient country can 
expect increasing returns to capital once public goods 
are established, households can expect to be able to 
save more, and individuals expecting a rise in income. 
Collective growth in the Big Five can result in a better 
educated and more productive labour force, reduced 
social unrest and in turn greater investments caused by 
leverages from demonstration effects. 
 
The provision of public goods/services can make 
outstanding improvements to ending poverty. General 
investments in education, roads and hospitals by the 
government are more likely to be successful than if led 
by the private sector. First, overcharging the use of 
these services results in huge profits (due to increasing 
returns of scale) for monopolising firms which are 
unlikely to reinvest in merit goods or other public 
goods. Therefore this infrastructure may be under-
utilised at an inefficient market price so must be 
provided at a lower efficient price by the state. Second, 
knowledge from research is best shared without 
intellectual property rights to maximise economic 
efficiency. Similarly, global public goods of research 
for drugs assists developing countries which lack the 
purchasing power to incentivise commercial 
investments. Third, to encourage positive externalities 
in public provisions (such as education or vaccinations) 
and discourage negative externalities caused by private 
actions (e.g.: pollution). Fourth, to enforce the right and 
the justice to sufficient levels of goods and services, 
especially merit goods. Furthermore, the government 
has a large role to play as the impact of geography on 
the economy can be controlled by the state (Ross 

Levine) and can determine the distribution of resources. 
Amartya Sen theorises that the malnourished are not a 
result of inadequate food supply, but rather flaws in 
political power and allocation. 
 

 

 
 
Simultaneously, adopting a bottom-up approach 
through microfinance can empower those living in 
poverty. For instance, the pioneering ‘Grameen Bank’ 
functions by reversing a typical commercial bank’s 
strategy. Instead of targeting the rich, Grameen targets 
the poor. Instead of establishing in urban cities, 
Grameen focuses on rural peripheries. Instead of having 
a majority of male debtors, Grameen has a majority of 
female recipients. The empowerment of those who are 
unable to access savings and loan services from 
commercial banks due to having informal jobs (and not 
making requirements impossible for the extreme poor 
e.g.: energy bills) has given rise to now millions of 
hard-working individuals autonomy over how they wish 
to control investments. A greater sense of women’s 
rights and independence has seen dramatic declines in 
child mortality – there are rising literacy rates in 
females and greater availability of family planning and 
contraceptives.  With a smaller dependency ratio in 
households and an increase in incomes, children will 
have a greater share in investment in education, health 
and nutrition resulting in higher living standards. 
Malthus argues that high fertility rates would lead to 
impoverished workers with limited purchasing power 
and ineffective wealth creation. Population growth can 
put downward pressure on agricultural wages and 
productivity too. Therefore the reduction of high 
fertility rates is not only an indicator of development 
(Thompson’s second/third stage in his demographic 
transition model), but also a means to alleviate 
pressures which induce the poverty trap. Women who 
receive these loans are also capable of starting up their 
own micro-enterprises such as by investing in capital 
for a clothes making business or buying seeds for 
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agriculture, or alternatively for example, going back to 
finish education and seek better employment 
opportunity for themselves. By having the opportunity 
to provide tailored capital for themselves, those in 
poverty become more resilient to fluctuations in the 
environment enabling capital accumulation to remain 
positive. When this is combined with declining fertility 
rates to a stable replacement rate, capital depreciates 
more slowly. Decentralisation of financial strategies 
helps local communities to become more politically 
engaged, making decisions for prioritised local needs, 
thereby maximising local potential. Furthermore, this 

grass-roots method can fulfil development beyond 
economic growth as “to provide all human beings with 
opportunity for a full life” (Dudley Seers). 
 
To end extreme poverty, households and individuals 
can maximise public goods usage from foreign aid and 
government investments when managed strategically 
alongside microfinance. This microfinance can 
specifically aim to ensure that the most vulnerable can 
utilise footholds into the urban economy using a 
market-led approach whilst being provided with the 
basics by the state to thrive. 

                                                           
  

Is Urbanisation the Answer? 
Is urbanisation the way forward for developing countries?  

| Michael Li |  
  

Developing countries are typically defined as countries 
with a less developed industrial base and a low Human 
Development Index (HDI). The developed world 
therefore has an inherent responsibility to help and 
assist them much like that of a parent guiding a child 
through life. However, there is an on-going debate to 
what is the best way to help developing countries, with 
aid especially scrutinized, as it creates a cycle of 
dependency. This can be seen through Germany’s 
dependence on the Dawes plan in the 1920s, as once 
removed sent the economy into turmoil much like - and 
perhaps even worse than - the situation pre-aid. 
Therefore, the focus of this article is to analyse and 
evaluate what the developed world has done in the past, 
and what it can do in the future to truly help the 
developing world and more specifically whether 
urbanisation is the best solution as it allows for 
independent progress. 

My fascination towards the bleak situation within the 
developing world led me to Paul Collier’s ‘The Bottom 
Billion’; a book that explores the various conditions that 
keep the bottom billion where they are and the lack of 
room for development due to evil cycles that arise due 
to factors such as poor governance, landlocked 
countries, the Dutch disease, and conflict. Collier’s 
extensive research concluded that education was one of 
the main factors necessary to improve a country’s GDP 
as it provides the foundation for a healthy and 
prosperous country. This therefore presents the 
argument that urbanisation is the way forward for these 
countries, as rapid urbanisation can allow the economy 
of major cities to grow due to increased supply and 
demand for goods which will see the multiplier effect 

kick in, resulting in a higher than proportional increase 
in GDP per £1 injected and spent within an economy. 
This therefore will result in higher profits, tax revenue, 
and government turnover meaning the public sector can 
benefit hugely from it as the government are able to 
build more infrastructure that accommodates more 
students, resulting in a higher proportion of educated 
youths among society. However this theory is very 
much that - a theory, and in reality this heavily relies on 
a sensible governance and allocation of funds which are 
rarely achieved in Africa due to high levels of 
corruption present. This means reform within the 
country needs to occur, as interference and aid from the 
West is not enough since change from within requires a 
united nation with a united spirit and passion, which is 
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one of those rare things money cannot buy. 

Urbanisation is simply defined as people moving from 
rural areas into the city, but sees an influx of people 
taking on more jobs as well as creates further 
opportunity for others, causing the economy to boom 
due to increased human capital and entrepreneurship 
that will allow for long-run aggregate supply growth as 
the factors of production become variable within the 
economy. Often economic theory is proven to be either 
functional or purely theoretical in the real world, and 
looking at history is often the best way to decide what 
policies to adopt, as we are able to witness how people 
operate and how the policy is integrated into society. 
This allows governments to adapt policy, or stick with 
existing policies that have thrived in the past. An 
example of successful urbanization can be seen in 
Victorian Britain, where during the period 1851-1914 
the percentage of the population living in cities 
increased from 50% to almost 80%, and it is by no 
coincidence that during this time Britain thrived 
economically and became the workshop of the world, 
leading the world in manufacturing and exports as well 
as becoming a role model for all countries struggling to 
develop industrially. This is by no means a one off; in 
fact, in the modern world the majority of people in 
thriving economies such as Japan and the USA live in 
cities, whilst urbanisation is hardly evident in LEDCs 
such as Ethiopia and Afghanistan. Countries such as 
China, India, and Botswana on the other hand have 
been amongst the leading developing countries over the 
past decade, and they are also the countries 
experiencing the highest urbanisation rates, showing 
there is a strong correlation between an increase in 
urbanisation and a country’s economic growth. This 
further emphasizes the importance of urbanisation as it 
provides the foundation for a healthy generation of 
people to thrive in due to increased opportunity, 
productivity and ultimately a common belief among the 
people that life will get better and all their work will not 
be in vain. It may sound cliché but studies have shown 
once individuals put their mind to something and have a 
positive outlook regarding the outcome, they will work 
harder in order to achieve that goal, creating a more 
hospitable environment for all. 

However, urbanisation is not always the solution due to 
the economic problem of scarcity that has been present 
since the beginning of humanity, and the inherent greed 
present among every one of us will ensure that the issue 
remains at the forefront of economics for the near 
future. One of the biggest misconceptions about 
urbanisation is the belief that once people move into the 
cities all their issues will evaporate and they are ensured 
prosperity. The truth is quite the opposite, as throughout 

history poverty levels have often remained unchanged - 
or in some cases increased -despite heavy urbanisation, 
as slums develop in cities. Once again, the Victorian 
Britain period can be used as a point of reference, as 
during this period British people who lived in slums 
were malnourished and left with debilitating illnesses 
that resulted in only few active workers and high levels 
of poverty. This juxtaposition between a thriving nation 
and one of the lowest living standards in cities at the 
time emphasizes that urbanisation is complicated and 
will not guarantee success without correct governance 
and management, as eventually cities will run out of 
opportunities resulting in overcrowding. Diminishing 
marginal returns will also be present, as for each person 
that migrates society will benefit less than before, up to 
the point where society does not benefit at all. This 
means governments have to either manage the situation 
by setting policies, or try to develop rural areas to 
eradicate the desire for people to move to cities as all 
their needs can be fulfilled without migration. 
  

However, urbanisation is not, and has not, been the only 
successful way to boost GDP within developing 
countries, as globalisation and a healthy international 
relationship are just as important. This hence explains 
the need for firms to exist within the economy, as they 
can both fulfill our needs and produce goods and 
services for trade. Africa is a prime example of a 
continent full of untapped resources like raw materials 
and cheap labor, and could follow the example of 
China, which became the world’s leading manufacturer 
in goods due to its once dirt cheap labor. However, the 
rising employment rates in China have seen the 
principles of the Philips curve kicking in, resulting in 
inflation, higher costs and ultimately higher prices due 
to the strong bargaining power of workers. This 
increase in costs has seen producers and factories 
diverge to neighboring countries such as Indonesia and 
India. Despite this, the hidden solution may in fact 
already lie in Africa; due to the low labor costs 
associated with LEDCs and developing countries, and 
with a population of 1 billion people, Africa could in 
many senses become the new China.  

Recently after watching Top Gear’s Africa Special, I 
found out about the national highways in African 
countries and it was very difficult to tell the roads were 
found within some of the poorest countries in the world. 
This raised great curiosity in me, and after further 
research I discovered that the roads, along with other 
infrastructure, were built by the Chinese as their way of 
paying back the Zambians for providing manual labor 
and raw materials that the power hungry and rapidly 
developing nation of China desperately needed. This led 
me to reading  ‘Dead Aid’ by Moyo, which further 
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highlighted the importance of trade between countries 
and how through one simple action, two countries can 
benefit hugely of each other and more importantly 
result in prosperity among African countries being 
finally delivered after decades of failed financial 
support in the form of aid. This therefore goes on to 
show that having a positive trading relationship with 
countries with a strong economy can boost GDP - 
illustrating urbanisation is not the only way forward for 
developing countries and perhaps trade and 
globalisation is a less complicated and equally effective 
alternative. 

In conclusion, I believe the time to act is now. After 
years of lazy and failed attempts to help the developing 
world through aid and financial support, it is clear they 
are implemented not to make a difference, but simply to 
show on the surface that we are ‘helping’. The UN is 
culpable as well; their Millennium Developments Goals 
worsened the situation in Europe due to their focus on 
issues that are vague and would not go on to help a 
country’s economy - which is what Africa is crying out 

for. This shows that a new era of policy and attitude is 
needed, ideally through the form of urbanisation, as this 
will allow countries to get out of the evil cycle of 
dependency set out by the West. However, this is a 
complicated process, and will require new ideas being 
implemented, such as the Private Public Partnerships 
initiative that can increase production of merit goods 
and create positive externalities by aligning interests 
between the private and public sectors and 
accommodate for successful urbanisation due to the 
building of infrastructure to provide for the increasing 
population. This will not be an easy process but I 
believe urbanisation is the core to success and a strong 
economy as it provides health services and education, 
which improves efficiency and morale within any 
country. This will result in them being more prosperous 
as they become more appealing to investors looking for 
opportunity. This will act to boost both the country’s 
AD and AS, create the foundation for a healthy and 
stable economy, and finally end the decades of torment 
developing countries have had to live through. 

 

Impact of Microcredit on Poverty 
Why microcredit is not the best way to alleviate poverty  
| Nidhi Abraham | 
 

Muhammed Yunus, the founding father of 
microcredit, had no idea that his simple idea would 
transform millions of lives worldwide. He started off 
lending his own money to Bangladeshi women to buy 
bamboo and make furniture to sell, gradually pulling 
them out of poverty. The loans would have a lower 
interest rate than loans from the local moneylender, but 
if he made enough of these loans, he could recycle the 
money he received as interest as loans to others. It was 
a simple concept, yet as of 2015, it was a $60 billion 
industry with 200 million borrowers worldwide; as of 
2017, international businesses and MNC’s contributed 
about $9.4 billion to micro financial funding. However, 
there are multiple problems with microcredit that 
reduce its capacity for reduction in poverty which I will 
discuss here.  
 
High levels of poverty 
 
Sometimes, MFO (Micro Financial Organisation) loans 
are just big enough to fund necessary consumption for 
the poorest people and are quickly used up. This was 
the case in South Africa, where 94% of MFO loans 
were used to fund consumption. Thus the borrower  

 
 
cannot afford to save any of the loan amounts for the 
future, and they are unable to rise out of poverty.  
 
Muhammad Yunus’s idea behind building Grameen 
Bank was to reduce poverty by helping borrowers 
expand their small enterprises or setup a new enterprise.  
Individuals may use an MFO loan to setup a new 
business. However, all other individuals in the area are 
poor and can only afford any basic necessities so 
demand for the new business will be low. The business  
fails and the loan is depleted. In both cases, the 
individual is compelled to borrow more to pay back the 
loan, commencing a vicious cycle of debt. There is a 
chance they come out of their debt cycle even poorer 
than before. 
 
These people’s income status is represented by the flat 
beginning of ‘S shaped poverty trap’ curve in the graph 
below, where they get stuck in a poverty trap due to 
increasing debt, and so cannot increase their future 
income. In an ideal world the curve would be L shaped 
(the curve on the right), where the individuals with low 
income today can increase their income tomorrow 
(shown by the steep beginning of the curve).  
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This L shape could be achieved if MFOs focused more 
on offering people different interest rates based on their 
income status. The poorest individuals would be offered 
lower interest rates; they would pay back less and thus 
be able to save more for the future, increasing their 
future income. Meanwhile richer individuals would 
have higher interest rates, thus more money is returned 
to the MFO and can be recycled for more loans. 
However, realistically this is not possible for the 
reasons below.  
 
Loan costs & other problems with the loans 
 
Microcredit institutions are able to survive because they 
charge high interest rates on their loans — as high as 25 
or even 100 percent a year. The administrative costs to 
the MFOs of making many small loans and the 
operational costs in geographically remote areas are 
very high. Furthermore, some of the poorest borrowers 
don’t have traditional collateral (for example, land or 
property) to offer MFOs if they default, so the 
institution runs a risk of no future repayment. Both of 
these factors mean that these MFOs have to raise the 
interest rates on the loan to ensure they make enough 
money to recycle for new loans.  
 
Some micro entrepreneurs had other complaints against 
the MFO which have driven them to informal 
moneylenders or trade financiers. For example: 
 
• Having to shut down their businesses during 

working hours and losing out on potential profit 
while visiting the MFO to take out a loan or pay 
interest.  

 
• Travelling to the MFO costs them a high percentage 

of their income  
 
Additionally, some MFOs have an ultimate agenda of 
maintaining a low “NPL (Non-performing loan)” i.e. 

have as many ‘safe’ loans as possible. The poorest 
individuals are more likely to default on loans, and 
since they might not have collateral to offer the MFO, 
their loans are more likely to become NPLs and are 
considered unsafe. Thus, some MFOs refrain from 
lending to the poor.  
 
Informal intermediaries taking advantage of MFOs 
and the poor 
 
Informal intermediaries stepped into the microcredit 
market, attracted by the low interest rates and large 
borrowing thresholds of these MFO loans. These are 
often considered the ‘middle men’ – this is not the 
poorest section of the population, but they are 
individuals who will be seen as ‘safe borrowers’ who 
will likely pay regular interest returns to the MFO. They 
are thus more likely to receive loans from the MFO. 
These intermediaries split the MFO loans into smaller 
credits and then pass them on to micro entrepreneurs 
who are struggling to obtain formal MFO loans due to 
their lack of collateral and documentation required to 
obtain a loan.  
 
Is this good? 
 
While it may be argued that the loan eventually still 
reaches the poorest members of society and helps them 
raise their income, taking on loans from informal 
intermediaries often has an adverse impact on the 
borrower.   
 
Typically, these intermediaries require small payments 
daily as opposed to large payments monthly. The 
smaller amounts seem attractive to borrowers; however, 
these add up over time until paying interest on the loan 
can leave the individual poorer than if they borrowed 
directly from the MFO.  
 
Furthermore, informal intermediaries can create 
situations of systematic deception. For example, a bike 
shop that makes reasonable profits applies for an MFO 
loan to ‘reinvest in capital’. Once they receive the loan, 
they provide this money to the poor as credit for the 
purchase of their bikes, while allowing others to hire 
their bikes at lower costs. The poor face an opportunity 
cost here; they lose more money by purchasing the bike 
on credit than hiring the bike. Different informal 
intermediaries have different methods of systematic 
deception, thus the poor are often at a disadvantage 
because of asymmetric information between the 
intermediary and themselves.  
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Micro saving rather than microcredit 
 
Typically, it is perceived that creditworthiness (ability 
to take a loan, pay full interest and repay the original 
amount) increases with income. A survey taken in 
Indonesia shows nearly 40 percent of poor and very 
poor households were deemed creditworthy by 
professional examiners. Despite this, at the end of the 
same year the survey was taken, there were 3.3 million 
low income borrowers and 32.3 million low income 
savers. Marguerite Robinson, an author on this subject, 
explains that some households are very poor and once 
they gain employment, they open a small savings 
account. Households with small saving accounts take 
small loans and as they expand and diversify their own 
enterprises, they are able to take out bigger loans and 
gradually step out of poverty.  
 
Among the Indonesian poor households, one quarter of 
savers are creditworthy but report that they do not 
borrow because they are averse to debt. This aversion is 
part of the reason why micro lending never achieved its 
predicted success.  
 
Lending always has an associated financial cost; 
however, saving does not necessarily have this financial 
cost unless one is opening a savings account at the 
bank. Often, one big expense that comes with lending is 
the travel cost of going to a bank or MFO and back, 
whereas saving can be done at home or without 
travelling. Kim Wilson, a lecturer on microfinance, 

worked with the Catholic Relief Services in India, and 
discovered that savings groups were gaining popularity 
there, sometimes supported by organisations like her 
own, while the reality was falling far short of the 
promise of microcredit. In the most basic model of 
these savings groups, members pledged to put a small 
amount each week into a communal fund, then took 
turns using the pot of money. A similar concept in 
Africa is ROSCAs (Rotating Savings and Credit 
Association).  
 
This is not to say that saving is much easier for the 
poor. Often, poor people face temptations to spend their 
money on other things, e.g. festivals, funerals, tastier 
more expensive food and technology, rather than save 
for the future. However, if 29 million more people with 
low income saved money rather than borrowed in 
Indonesia, micro saving must have some more appeal.   
 
This essay is not to discredit the idea of micro financial 
funding. However, problems with its costs, distribution, 
and the fact that people take unfair advantage of it as 
well as the availability of an arguably better alternative 
– micro saving – suggests that maybe microcredit isn’t 
the best possible way of solving poverty. Timothy 
Ogden, managing director of the Financial Access 
Initiative at New York University, argues “Micro 
lenders need to revamp their work for better impact, 
changing who they target and experimenting with 
different loan designs” where impact refers to a 
reduction in poverty. 
 

 
The Role of Technology in the Developing World 
Can technology be the route to prosperity in emerging markets? 
| Jessye Tu | 
  

In developed countries, technology plays an 
indispensable role in improving our lives. Despite its 
ubiquitous nature, we still consider it to be complicated 
and expensive, something only an advanced economy 
needs and affords. Technology is for sending stuff into 
space, which is not the primary goal of a developing 
country. However, technology should not be exclusive 
to the developed world. Instead, governments and 
organisations such as the UN should explore the 
solutions it has to problems in the developing world. In 
my essay I will focus on the potential of technology 
regarding water purification, nutrition and developing 
economic growth.  
 

Water is a necessity, and yet 844 million people do not 
have access to safe drinking water. Untreated water 
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may contain pathogens such as Vibrio cholerae which 
causes Cholera, or larvae of parasites such as 
roundworms, resulting in 2.2 million deaths each year. 
Water purification techniques range from distillation to 
chlorination, but in developing countries, the level of 
existing technology is too low for these processes to be 
viable. An effective solution that is low cost and large 
scale is necessary. Here, Solar Water Disinfection has 
been able to fulfil these requirements.  
 
Solar Water Disinfection (SODIS) uses solar energy 
and UV light to kill pathogens in the collected water, 
making it safe to drink. All that is required is a 
transparent container (such as a plastic bottle) and 
sunlight, meaning everyone can afford SODIS. This 
helps increase self-sufficiency for households; before, 
corrupt landlords would charge people for access to the 
municipal supply of treated water. The time taken to 
disinfect the water depends on the level of sunshine – in 
cloudy weather it is recommended to leave the bottle 
out for 2 days, but when it is sunny the process takes 6 
hours. The alternative to SODIS is boiling water or 
using a ceramic filter. SODIS has comparative 
advantages because it involves less workload since 
firewood does not need to be collected, and the water 
bottles are more portable than ceramic filters. Overall, 
SODIS leads to a health risk reduction of 90%. 
 
However, there are disadvantages. For example, if the 
water is extremely dirty, and the bottle material 
prevents UV light from reaching the water, SODIS may 
not render the water safe enough to drink. The 
simplicity of SODIS leads to scepticism; persuading 
communities to trust SODIS over chlorine tablets is a 
careful process and studies have found only 34% of 
households will routinely adopt SODIS once informed 
of it. 

Precious water is also spent on food supply. Yet, the 
FAO (UN’s Food and Agriculture Organisation) 
estimates that one third of food is lost or wasted after 
harvest. Meanwhile, one in nine people suffer from 
chronic hunger, and 98% of the world’s undernourished 
people live in developing countries. Malnutrition leads 
to a weakened immune system, amplifying the impact 
of disease. This results in over 7 million people dying 
each year due to undernourishment, 3.1 million of 
which are children. 

While climate change exacerbates droughts and barren 
farms, technology can play a vital role in tackling world 
hunger through smart-farming. One example of smart 
farming is the use of soil electrical conductivity (EC) 
sensors. These sensors measure characteristics of the 
soil which affect crop yield like salinity and drainage 

conditions. As the technology becomes cheaper, sensors 
for soil EC will become more accessible to farmers. 
Investing in this type of technology enables farmers to 
make informed decisions about where to plant their 
crops to reap the greatest yield and increase efficiency.  

Furthermore, techniques such as genome-editing are 
being applied to improve the quality of crop. 
Transgenic crops (artificially inserting genes into 
different plants to add a vitamin or improve tolerance) 
provide a shortcut towards better food that would 
otherwise take decades under conventional breeding. 
For example, Cassava, a staple starch crop which makes 
up a large part of food security in African countries, is 
the subject of the NextGen Cassava project which seeks 
to breed Cassava crop which is resistant to disease and 
higher in nutritional value. The distaste towards GM 
crops in developed countries is perhaps irrational; there 
is little evidence to suggest GM produce is detrimental 
to health. In addition, there is an external cost due to 
this aversion. The lack of demand for GM crops means 
suppliers have withdrawn from the market, causing GM 
techniques to be developed at a slower rate. Those who 
do not have the luxury of turning their nose up at GM 
crops have had to deal with hunger and malnutrition. 
The current research into GM techniques for crops is 
not at the social optimum point. If these techniques 
were to be developed and extended towards animal 
produce such as artificially grown meat, we would be 
able to fight world hunger through not only the 
allocation of food, but also the type and quality. 

The agriculture sector of a developed country is often 
small. But how does a developing country move from 
an agricultural economy to a manufacturing economy? 
American economist Walt Rostow created a model 
which describes five stages a country will pass through 
to become more developed. 

The first stage of the model is ‘traditional society’. This 
indicates a subsistence economy where agriculture is 
the only industry which exists, and farming is done as a 
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means of survival. In traditional society, the little 
technology available is low quality, resulting in low 
productivity and output. In stage two, ‘pre-conditions 
for take-off’, agriculture becomes more industrialised as 
technology improves. This improvement in technology 
will often be driven by external funding such as 
remittance incomes or in the form of foreign direct 
investment. As a country shifts to the third ‘Take-off’ 
stage, other industries will appear and assume 
increasing importance, while the agricultural industry 
begins to decline. Furthermore, as more workers begin 
to work in factories instead of on farms, urbanisation 
will occur – this explains hotspots where growth is 
restricted to a few regions in the country. By contrast, in 
stage four, ‘drive to maturity’, growth spreads 
throughout the country as technology continues to 
improve. Moreover, the growth is self-sustained – 
instead of relying on the quantity of factors of 
production, growth is supported by technological 
innovation which increases the quality of factor inputs 
and/or creates new industries for new products. 
Throughout these stages the multiplier effect enables 
growth to be more evenly distributed and by the final 
‘age of mass consumption’ stage, the country has seen a 
rise in the middle class. Additionally, the fifth stage will 
likely involve a shift towards the service sector and 
manufacturing industries will leave country to produce 
elsewhere. 

Rostow’s model emphasises the 
importance of technology in a 
country’s development. 
Innovation is fast paced, and most 
developed countries today have 
lived through the evolution of 
electronics and have had to 
upgrade or change their devices. 
By contrast, developing countries 
can benefit from the concept of 
‘leapfrogging’. In the context of 
sustainable development, 
‘leapfrogging’ refers to skipping 
inefficient technologies or inferior 
industries and directly adopting 
more advanced ones. This allows 
the country to accelerate their 
growth and minimise pollution. 
For example, while highly 
industrialised countries are 
dependent on fossil fuels for 
energy, a developing country can 
‘jump’ into the Solar Age thanks 
to better technology. 

The mobile phone is also a good example of 
‘leapfrogging’; countries can skip land lines which 
require expensive infrastructure and capitalise on 
mobile phones. According to a Pew Research Centre 
report, in 2014, 60% of Americans had a working land 
line in their house, and 90% had a mobile phone. By 
contrast, in Ghana (one of the top 10 fastest developing 
countries in 2018) only 1% of people had a working 
land line and yet the figure for mobiles phones was still 
at 83%. Fewer resources have been ‘wasted’ on 
landlines in Ghana, allowing more effective growth. 

Nevertheless, mobile phones would be of little use 
without access to electricity – a foundation of 
technology must be in place for newer technologies to 
contribute to economic growth. This notion forms part 
of the Solow-Swan growth model and conditional 
convergence. 

Robert Solow and Trevor Swan’s model stated that 
poorer economies can grow at a faster rate than 
developed countries through capital accumulation. This 
is due to the law of diminishing marginal returns; in 
developing countries where there is low capital stock, 
the marginal product of capital is higher which in turn 
leads to a higher rate of return from investment. 
Therefore, income levels in developing countries should 
converge with developed countries because they grow 
relatively faster. This type of convergence is called 
conditional convergence because it is dependent on 
human and physical capital – if structural characteristics 
such as education and infrastructure are not established, 
an economy may struggle to achieve long-run growth. 
This differs from absolute convergence which suggests 
a low initial GDP will automatically lead to faster 
growth rates. Therefore, countries should strive to 
sustain foreign direct investment or target foreign aid 
towards infrastructure, stimulating a flow of technology 
from developed countries to developing countries where 
the returns will be higher. This will enable them to 
achieve higher incomes and develop their economy 
structure from primary to tertiary. 

To conclude, technology should not be reserved for 
richer countries. It can solve vital issues to improve the 
health of a country’s population, which in turn will 
create greater productivity along with a higher human 
development index score. As technology becomes 
cheaper, developing countries will be able to implement 
increasingly sophisticated forms of technology to 
stimulate economic growth. The investment should start 
now. 
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Corporate Social Responsibility 
A rational firm’s profit-maximising economic strategy or an irrational decision? 
| Swastik Gupta | 
 
A corporate social responsibility [CSR] policy is 
incorporated into a firm’s business model, which aims 
to improve environmental and social wellbeing because 
the daily operations of the business have negative 
externalities. In this way, CSR is an attempt to 
internalise an externality by the firm as opposed to the 
government intervening to do the same thing – 
businesses taking responsibility to correct market 
failures.  In the past 5 years there has been a major 
reform in the CSR policies of huge businesses like 
Apple, willing to take on more sustainable development 
schemes and investing more into community projects, 
whether that be spending money to conduct extra 
working condition checks at all their factories for 
workers to cutting carbon footprints by powering all of 
its US data centres, offices and stores with renewable 
energy. The increase in CSR has arisen due to 
organisations facing increasing pressure to recognise 
their ethical responsibilities towards the community 
they work in and to the environment not just 
shareholders. However, in terms of neo-classical 
economics rationality, with the context of a firm, refers 
to the fact that they should act to maximise profits and 
so, arguments are being raised that CSR policies are 
irrational since they divert profits into social projects 
which don’t generate further revenue and profits but 
some economists are claiming that CSR is rational 
because it can affect a company’s brand loyalty and 
other aspects which will increase sales and profits. 
Alternatively, others say CSR does not substantially 
impact a business financially and therefore, has nothing 
to do with the rationality of a firm’s decision making. 
It can be argued that adopting a CSR policy beyond 
legal requirements is an irrational decision by a firm 
because firms, as profit-maximisers should act in a way 
that boosts revenue and profits so, that they can 
redistribute some of the profits to investors or to 
reinvest into factors of production to expand the 
business. Milton Friedman (1912-2006), a Nobel 
prizewinning, pro-monetarist policy, free-market 
economist argued in his interview with the New York 
Times Magazine that “the social responsibility of a 
business is to increase its profit” and that businesses 
have no social responsibility to help communities as 
that is not the purpose of a firm in an economy but 
rather the governments. The strength of this argument is 
that governments are in place to maximise social 

welfare and not businesses so, businesses as such are 
not responsible for the wellbeing of the community. 
However, equally every pound the government spends 
on correcting market failure by firms has an opportunity 
cost. Therefore, firms taking the responsibility to reduce 
negative externalities takes pressure of the government. 
This can allow the government to spend money on 
education and healthcare which will maximise social 
welfare, thus fulfilling their role.  

 
Friedman also argued that CSR undermines capitalism, 
making it less effective and thereby preventing 
consumers to improve their lives by making choices 
freely and Adam Smith would argue that choice is a key 
feature of a free-market economy. The rationale behind 
this is that when firms only try to maximise profits they 
attempt to reach productive efficiency (producing at 
lowest possible cost) which means there is greater 
competition between firms to achieve this. This 
competition to make profits leads to more innovative 
and higher quality products, which consumers in the 
whole market can benefit from. Friedman would argue 
CSR reduces the productive efficiency of firms as they 
have to spend money on social and environmental 
projects which means their overall cost of production is 
higher. This directly leads to higher prices for 
consumers as well since they can pass on the costs of 
CSR projects to consumers. Thus, CSR can be seen as a 
cost on a firm for which there is no direct income or 
contribution to profits and so, is irrational. It is also a 
cost on consumers who may face higher prices. 
Additionally, when markets work efficiently by 
pursuing profit maximising behaviour it is “not a zero-
sum game” which means that markets benefit everyone  
as  their  growth  in  profits  will  have  “trickle 
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down” effects on everyone else in the economy. 
However, when Margaret Thatcher reduced government 
regulation surrounding the CSR of firms, it led to rising 
inequality and increasing awareness of environmental 
issues which led to an increase in CSR, so the ideas of 
Friedman may be flawed. 
 
Furthermore, Friedman also highlighted the concept of 
“shareholder theory” and its relevance to the 
irrationality of CSR. The idea is that managers of a firm 
have a duty first and foremost to shareholders not the 
wider community and environment. Profits have to be 
maximised as shareholders have invested their money 
into a company because they are speculating higher 
returns on their investment. Denying them these higher 
returns by spending that money on CSR projects is 
therefore, unethical as you are essentially stealing 
money away from shareholders. This can be supported 
by Michael Jenson who argued that a business is a 
“nexus of contracts” which simply means corporations 
are nothing more than a collection of contracts between 
parties (e.g shareholders and managers of the 
corporations.) Consequently, a firm should obey their 
contracts by giving shareholders the money they are 
rightly owed, not giving less because they have spent 
some of it on CSR projects. However, shareholders 
could want their money to be invested into community 
projects and environmental projects as part of their own 
responsibility but there is no guarantee that is what they 
want to spend their share on.  
 
On the other hand, adopting a CSR policy can be seen 
as a business strategy by firms which does actually 
increase sales, revenues and profits which makes it a 
rational decision because a strong CSR proposal within 
a business model is likely to improve image with 
investors and attract new investors. The FTSE4Good 
Index Series provides information to investors on 
businesses that demonstrate “strong environmental, 
social and governmental practices.” So, if a business 
successfully implements a CSR policy which puts them 
on this Index Series, investors are more likely to be 
aware of the business and to invest in the business. 
More investors will mean they can use these greater 
number of funds into improving factors of production 
like hiring more qualified and trained staff, which will 
translate into greater productivity and increase profits.  
A strong CSR policy will not only increase image with 
investors but rather with consumers. Much like how 
effective customer service attracts consumers to a 
company because it distinguishes them in the market 
(e.g John Lewis), a very unique CSR policy is attractive 
for consumer as they feel the company is doing more 
than  others  for  the  community which  is desirable  for 

certain consumers. This is because customers like 
spending with businesses with companies they trust 
have good intentions. Lord Sugar supports this notion 
of firms using CSR effectively for branding by saying 
that the choice of a firm to be ethical is a branding 
decision and “nailing your unique selling point.” Ben 
and Jerry’s can be used as a case study. They 
differentiate themselves in the market as socially and 
environmentally ethical with their Fairtrade logos, 
advertisement of free-range eggs in their ingredients 
and offering lowest paid workers twice the minimum 
wage. These are all examples of social responsibility 
which attracts consumers. They associate sustainability 
and good ethical practices with Ben & Jerry’s. This 
means the business has greater brand loyalty which 
makes the price elasticity of demand for the product 
more inelastic. Consequently, if they raise the price of 
their ice creams they will experience rise in revenue and 
in profits.   

 
CSR is a rational decision for the wider economy if that 
is maximising social welfare but focussing on the neo-
classical definition it is difficult to see how it actually 
helps firms from maximising profits. It may make a 
product more inelastic but based on simple demand and 
supply theory it is important to recognise that the most 
important factor is price of products when it comes to 
sales. CSR projects increase price, divert shareholders 
money and lower productive efficiency so, is not 
rational. However, it is safe to say that there is not one 
completely rational economic agent from firm to 
consumer. As firms do contribute negatively to 
environments with oil spills, water extraction and do 
displace people to build factories, CSR is a way to do 
what is ethically right and reduce the impacts of their 
actions. As said by Robert C Solomon, “there is no 
contradiction between exhibiting good values in 
business and being successful,” so a firm like Ben & 
Jerry’s who are able to make profits yet contribute to 
society has a model all businesses could aim to adopt. 
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Should Political Decisions be Integrated Globally?         
Increasing interdependence calls for a global government                                      
| Beatrice Mahoro |                                                     

After the Brexit vote on 23rd June 2016 where 51.9% 
of the participating UK electorate voted to leave the 
EU, out of a turnout of 72.2%, many were left 
conflicted over the outcome. On April 15th 2018, a 
campaign was launched in Camden to demand a 
“People’s vote” on the Brexit deal. This campaign was 
started by anti-Brexit groups, as with less than a year to 
go before we leave the European Union, they hope that 
this vote may stop it.  

The campaign had its flaws however it did bring up a 
good argument. The main issue with Brexit was that 
Britons were made innumerable promises such as a 
better health care service, better economy and better 
trade deals. These promises are not likely to be kept and 
therefore we should not be forced to go through it. 
Chuka Umunna, a Labour MP, likens the process to 
buying a house but finding big faults after a survey. The 
buyer should not then be forced to go through with it. 

However this is not an argument solely about the 
‘buyer’ - it is about the impact it has on others. In the 
Brexit referendum on whether to stay in or leave the 
EU, 33.5 million British people voted, but the outcome 
will have a significant impact on the lives of hundreds 
of millions of people in other nations. The same goes 
for Trump; just 140 million Americans voted for 
president Trump, yet he has the power to affect all the 
other 7.36 billion of us on Earth. We live in a 
globalized, hyper connected, interdependent world 
where the decisions of other countries can have an 
effect on our lives no matter who we are, no matter 
where we live. Even so, huge decisions that affect all of 
us are being decided by relatively low numbers of 
people, which seems far from democratic. 

Due to the globalization, if any country fails to control 
its waste or its emissions, it will harm the atmosphere 
and the oceans, and they belong to all of us. If the 
county fails to make its proper contributions to the 
international system, others will have to contribute 
more. If it fails to maintain peace and stability, other 
countries will face increasing pressure to get involved.  

This is where the Global Vote comes into play; The 
Global Vote is a way for people to participate 
symbolically in the elections of other countries, and to 
learn interactively about the politics of those countries. 
They do this because they understand that people and  

places are connected in many ways today, and because 
they care about what goes on around the world. It is 
currently an educational tool to reflect the 
internationalist mindset of people from across the 
world. However it could be implemented officially as it 
can be argued that these political decisions must be 
decided by a larger demographic so that we make well 
informed decisions that shape our world today and our 
future.  

Nevertheless, the question remains as to whether it 
could work systematically. The Global Vote could lead 
towards a “one-world government” or further 
inequality. The best thing we can do is to trust that 
people will make well informed decisions and to 
question campaigns which rest on promises which seem 
too good to be true. We can do better in the future by 
working together across parties, and across national 
borders. 
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Mark Williams : Exclusive Interview 
| Arnav Barry, Max Nichols, Jess Reece, Rayvanth Zama | 
 

Mark Williams is the Chief Asia Economist at Capital Economics, a leading macroeconomic research company. He 
has degrees in Chinese and Economics from the universities of Edinburgh and Oxford.  
 
After Trump imposed the latest tariffs on Chinese 
goods, can we expect retaliatory tariffs from China? 

China is running out of imports from the US to put 
tariffs on -- it has already applied tariffs to two thirds of 
the goods it buys from the US. In any case though, it 
makes sense for China's leaders not to retaliate 
aggressively. The strongest criticism that the US has of 
China, the one that is most likely to draw other 
countries to support the US side in this dispute, is that 
China doesn't play by the rules of international trade. 
What better way to undercut that argument than by 
committing not to follow the US as it embraces 
protectionism?   

Is this the start of a long-lasting trade war?  

The US believes that China's state intervention gives 
unfair advantages to Chinese firms. China believes that 
its approach has proved successful and that the US 
wants China to change course because it is worried 
about China's growing economic power. They are both 
right, which will make finding a compromise very hard. 
Meanwhile, the trade wars isn't so damaging 
economically that either of them will be forced so back 
down. In these circumstances, long-lasting trade war 
seems the most likely scenario.  

How serious is the economic slowdown to China’s 
economy? 

China is in the midst of a cyclical slowdown. 
Policymakers have lowered interest rates and loosened 
fiscal constraints and together this policy easing should 
enable growth to stabilise next year. The trade war with 
the US is an additional headwind to China's economy 
but it's importance should be not overstated. China's 
exports of goods to the US generate less than 3% of its 
GDP.  

Do you think the Yuan will be able to replace or 
compete against the US dollar as the global currency 
in the future? How would we see this happening? 

The Yuan won't be a major global reserve currency 
until China is willing to open its financial markets 
freely to foreign investors and accept that at times 
domestic financial conditions will be determined by the 
actions of those foreign investors rather than 
policymakers in Beijing. That's a trade-off that China's 
leaders are still reluctant to accept.  
 
Things could be different in a few decades though. 
Right now, the biggest threat to the dollar's dominance 
as the global currency is not any action that China's 
leaders are taking but the current US attempt to use the 
international payments system to punish firms that trade 
with Iran. The Iran issue will pass, but other countries 
are now aware that their dependence on the US 
payments system is a potential vulnerability in any 
future disputes. 

How do you think China’s attempts to present itself as 
less of a rule breaker internationally (Eg. committing to 
Paris accords etc.) will impact its economic prospects 
this century? 

China like any country is driven primarily by 
considerations of what will benefit itself but unlike 
most countries it has the economic and political power 
to try to shape the world around it. So while at times it 
will embrace international norms, at others it will try to 
establish new norms for how countries should act and 
relate to each other. The Belt and Road Initiative, for 
example, can be seen as a step away from the WTO-
centred multi-lateral framework for global trade 
towards a hub-and-spoke model where China, the hub, 
sets the rules for bilateral relationships with other 
countries.   

Some speculate that before China grows rich it will 
grow old – what can be made of the aging Chinese 
population and will this inhibit China from becoming 
an even stronger country? If so, how should China deal 
with this? 

The demographic challenge is huge. China is unusually 
old for a developing economy and the population 
structure is highly skewed. There is not much that can 
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be done to change this: experience around the world is 
that when average family sizes drop, government efforts 
to encourage people to have more children don't make 
much difference. Instead, the focus should be on raising 

productivity, so that average incomes continue to rise as 
the population gets older, and ensuring that there is 
adequate provision of pensions and healthcare.  
 

 
Tom Strachan : Exclusive Interview 
| Arnav Barry, Max Nichols, Jess Reece, Rayvanth Zama |

Tom Strachan is an Old Olavian who studied Economics at the University of Bath. He is currently the Deputy Chief 
Economist at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, part of the Government Economic Service. The answers below 
reflect the personal opinions of the contributor and are not the official position of the Foreign & Commonwealth Office. 

How do you think Britain will approach its relations 
with other countries outside the EU after Brexit? 

The extent to which the UK is able to deepen its trade 
relations with countries outside the EU through formal 
mechanisms (e.g. free trade agreements, sector-specific 
agreements etc.) will depend on the Future Economic 
Partnership (FEP) agreed with the EU. The UK is, at a 
minimum, looking to ensure continuity in the terms of 
trade by seeking to replicate existing agreements the EU 
has with third countries. In addition to this, an 
independent trade policy (if possible under the FEP) 
would enable the UK to strike new agreements with a 
variety of trading partners, though limits to negotiating 
capacity mean it will not be possible to work towards 
more than a few new agreements at any one time. 
 However, in a number of cases, a full free trade 
agreement may not be the most suitable way to deepen 
relations; other options, such as sector-specific 
arrangements or investment agreements, may be more 
appropriate and arguably easier to negotiate. The 
government will consider its primary objectives for a 
trading partner, the likely asks that country will have of 
the UK and the feasibility of reaching an agreement and 
then decide on the most appropriate route to pursue. 
 The UK also has various non-economic aspects to its 
relations with other countries (e.g. security, political, 
development) which are likely to be less affected by 
Brexit. The high-level objectives of the UK in these 
spheres are likely to remain broadly unchanged, but the 
means by which the UK is able to achieve these 
objectives may need to change – for example, by 
engaging with other countries more directly as we will 
no longer be part of wider EU relations with that 
country. 

Do you think Britain will be able to maintain its 
dominance of the financial sector after Brexit? 

Financial services are one of the UK’s biggest exports, 
with over half (57% in 2017) going to countries outside 
of the EU. Although some elements of the financial 
services industry are likely to be negatively affected by 
Brexit, many of the factors which contribute towards 
the UK’s strength in this area – e.g. scale, high-quality 
support sectors (legal sector, professional services etc.), 
convenient time zone – will remain unchanged. As a 
result, whilst the UK may lose some elements of its 
business to other financial centres, it will retain a 
comparative advantage in financial services, at least in 
the short-term.  In the longer-term, the rise of newer 
financial centres, particularly in Asia (e.g. Shanghai, 
Singapore), could challenge the UK’s leading position 
in this sector, but this will be more influenced by other 
factors than by Brexit. 

What new challenges do you think the emerging 
markets face in development, compared to those faced 
by western countries in the past? 

The principle long-term challenge for emerging markets 
is how to avoid falling into the ‘middle-income trap’ 
and successfully being able to transition to become a 
developed economy. Globalisation and the existence of 
advanced economies that benefit from incumbent status 
mean this is more difficult than the challenges faced by 
Western firms in the past. Despite a number of 
governments articulating ambitions to achieve 
developed market status, there are only a few examples 
where an economy managed to do this in recent decades 
– South Korea, Taiwan and (arguably) Singapore.  Two 
other notable long-term challenge are demographic 
changes and technology.  

Western countries benefitted from a demographic 
dividend during their progression to a  developed 
economy. Many emerging markets, particularly in parts 
of Asia and Latin America, face the prospect of ‘getting 
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old before getting rich’ – i.e. seeing the end of the 
demographic dividend before reaching the higher level 
of development. If this occurs, it will become 
increasingly difficult to achieve developed economy 
status (as there will no longer be such an expansion of 
the working age population to help drive growth) and 
other economic pressures (e.g. increased demands for 
spending on pensions and healthcare) will increase. 

Technological improvement, the expansion of 
automation and the rise of AI will also threaten the 
existing economic model in emerging markets in a way 
western countries, which were closer to the technology 
frontier, did not have to address. This will be a 
particular challenge for those EMs with younger 
populations (e.g. in the Middle East and South Asia) – 
in principal they stand to benefit from the demographic 
dividend but if automation and technology means they 
struggle to create sufficient jobs for their expanding 
working age population, it could foster social and 
political instability. 

Do you welcome China’s increasing economic 
involvement in Africa? 

China’s increasing economic involvement in Africa 
(and elsewhere) has the potential to deliver great 
economic benefits, but also comes with risks.  Africa 
has huge infrastructure needs which its governments, 
traditional donors and developments banks are unable 
to fully plug. Chinese investment provides additional 
resources to develop much-needed infrastructure which 
could help unlock economic development potential 
across the continent and bring economic benefits to 
large numbers of people.  However, this investment has 
raised a number of concerns. Chinese investment is 
often opaque, limiting the scope for effective scrutiny 
of its terms. There are a number of cases (Zambia is a 
current example) where countries’ level of indebtedness 
to China has risen substantially in a comparatively short 
space of time raising concerns about debt 
 sustainability. This concern also overlaps with the 
policy of traditional donors towards low- income 
countries, with many of the countries with rapidly rising 
debts to China previously recipients of debt relief 
through the Highly Indebted Poor Countries initiative. It 
remains unclear how any future debt restructuring, 
which would need to include China, would be 
coordinated and how to align incentives for the 
borrowing governments. Chinese investment has also 
led to complaints about the requirement to use Chinese 
labour (limiting the short- term economic benefits to 
local communities and stirring resentment towards 
China) and Chinese materials (increasing imports and 

sometimes leading to current account difficulties) as 
well as concerns about China gaining a foothold in 
strategic location – e.g. its development of a naval base 
in Djibouti.  

What do you think of the recent rise in neo-
nationalism? What has caused it and what does this 
mean for foreign affairs? 

Neo-nationalism will have different drivers in different 
countries but a common thread seems to be a feeling 
that economic developments of the past few decades, 
particularly the increase in globalisation, hasn’t 
benefitted certain groups in society. The fact that these 
developments have been championed by supra-national 
organisations (the EU, international financial 
institutions etc.) or distant ‘elites’ has contributed to a 
feeling that more localised decision-making based on 
national self-interest could provide a solution – even if 
some of these are over-simplistic and/or do not 
recognise how economies operate differently now to in 
the past.  Some of the primary casualties in foreign 
affairs have been longstanding alliances such as NATO 
and consensus views such as the advantages of free 
trade. The presents a challenge to policy makers who 
wish to preserve and reform the rules-based 
international system rather than see it fall apart. 
Although a number of the criticisms of the current 
system are valid to at least some extent, the breakdown 
of the system is likely to lead to the rise of alternative 
systems, which will be based on different approaches 
and values, and increase the likelihood of escalating 
disputes where reconciliation is increasingly difficult. 
The current trade dispute between the US and China is 
an example, with action rapidly shifting outside (or by-
passing) the WTO. 

What is economics like at university? How does it 
compare to A level Economics? 

Degree-level economics is much more mathematical 
than at A level. As one would expect, degree courses go 
into more depth on economic concepts/theories but 
there is also a greater emphasis on mathematically 
proving relationships rather than just understanding the 
transmission mechanisms. Linked to this, there is a 
greater focus on the empirical evidence to 
support/refute theories. 

From my perspective as a practitioner of economics in 
the workplace, this approach is not always helpful can 
result in an excessive focus on the academic theory and 
algebraic proof rather than the practical application. 
There is quite a difference between economics courses 
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at different universities – particularly in the amount of 
choice students have about different options and the 
balance between maths/algebra-based assessments and 
essay-based assessment. I would strongly recommend 
looking in detail at the course structure and selecting 
based on this. The most attractive course may not 
always be from the most prestigious institutions – e.g. 
LSE is notoriously mathematical with comparatively 
little focus on practical use/application of economics 
outside academia.  

What was your first job after university and what did 
you learn from it? 

After graduating, I joined the Government Economic 
Service as an Assistant Economist, working in the 
Department for Business, Innovation & Skills. My first 
role was thoroughly enjoyable – as well as starting to 
develop the skills required to be a government 
economist, I learnt a great deal about how the civil 
service operates and the softer skills (e.g. 
communication) required to be successful in the GES. 

Was Economics always an obvious career choice? 

Not really. I was never completely sure what I wanted 
to study at university. I started studying Economics in 
year 12, enjoyed it, and after getting good AS results 
(which convinced me I was quite good at it) started to 
think about studying it further. However, my UCAS 
application included a variety of joint courses as well as 
some straight economics courses.  My undergraduate 
course included a sandwich year, during which I 
worked as a placement student at the Foreign & 
Commonwealth Office. Before seeing the GES 
placement schemes advertised and doing some research, 
I didn’t know much about what the civil service did or 
what the roles entailed. My placement year gave me 

great insight into both the work of the civil service and 
of economists more generally. Without this, I doubt I 
would have considered the civil service as a career – it 
wasn’t a career path that was particularly prominent at 
my university. 

What do you do as part of the Government Economic 
Service, and how could a student get into a career in 
the Government Economic Service? 

To my mind, the great thing about the GES is the sheer 
variety in roles available, which allow you to tailor your 
career to fit your interests. I’ve tended towards roles at 
the more policy- facing end of the economics spectrum 
and in recent years have specialised in international 
economics. My current role involves providing 
economic and political economy advice on economic 
developments, either globally or in a specific 
country/region, with a particular focus on how these 
developments may affect UK interest – either directly 
(e.g. on UK trade)  or indirectly (e.g. by affecting the 
position/stance of another government and therefore 
potentially affecting wider UK interests – not just 
economic interests – in that country). In my current 
position, I also have a role in quality-assuring analysis 
from other economists in the FCO and promoting the 
importance of economics in UK foreign policy 
development at a senior level. The GES is the UK’s 
largest employer of professional economists and has a 
well-established system for offering student internships, 
either for a 6-12 week summer placement or a year- 
long sandwich placement. Both typically take place 
between the second and final year of an individual’s 
undergraduate course. The main GES recruitment is at 
graduate level, but there are occasional opportunities to 
join at other points in a career.  

 

 

Sadiq Khan : Exclusive Interview 
| Arnav Barry, Max Nichols, Jess Reece, Rayvanth Zama | 
 

Sadiq Khan is a Labour politician serving as Mayor of London since 2016, and was MP for Tooting from 2005 to 2016. 
He also served in many roles in Ed Miliband’s Shadow Cabinet. He is London’s first ethnic minority mayor.  
 
What subjects did you study in Sixth Form and what 
were your particular interests both in and outside of the 
classroom? 
 
For A-level, I studied science and mathematics in the 
hope of eventually becoming a dentist. However, one of 

my teachers recommended that I read law instead due to 
my inquisitive nature! My teacher’s suggestion, along 
with the American television programme L.A. Law, 
inspired me to do so. I read Law at the University of 
North London which is now the London Metropolitan 
University. During my teens, I enjoyed playing football, 
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cricket and boxing - family favourites amongst me and 
my siblings. I even had a trial for Surrey County 
Cricket Club!  
 
How did you branch into politics? Was this the natural 
progression from law? 
 
Upon graduating, I put my degree to use, becoming a 
trainee solicitor in 1994. As a human rights lawyer, I 
defended people who were discriminated against, and 
ended up helping run a firm of 50 employees. I saw 
first-hand the impact discrimination can have on 
people’s lives - and this has made me determined to 
fight it wherever I see it.  
 
It was at school that I first began to gravitate towards 
politics, joining the Labour Party aged 15. My school’s 
head, Naz Bokhari, who happened to be the first 
Muslim headteacher at a UK secondary school, helped 
me to realise skin colour or background isn’t a barrier to 
making something with your life. If you’re in 
government, you’re a legislator and you have the 
opportunity to make laws that can improve things for 
millions of people. As the Mayor of London, I have the 
ability to better the lives of Londoners by ensuring that 
developers build more affordable housing and as the 
Chair of Transport for London (TfL) that transport is 
accessible, affordable and reliable.  
 
To what extent do you feel that young people have an 
influence on politics? 
 
The important thing for the work we do at City Hall is 
to make sure that youth involvement is embedded into 
the work of all teams and that young people are seen as 
key stakeholders, whether in a discussion on Brexit or 

serious youth violence or opportunities into work and 
education. Young Londoners need to be given the 
opportunity to participate in key decisions affecting 
London. Here at City Hall, the Peer Outreach Team 
have influence in the work of many other teams and 
their policies and strategies. They then engage with a 
wider audience of young people and children who in 
turn feedback their views and opinions. The team hold 
regular events where young Londoners can come and 
meet with key decision makers and discuss issues and 
offer ideas of how to resolve them, develop innovative 
ideas, develop their own skills and seek out new 
opportunities. Then there is the opportunity to actually 
shape good practice and strategies through youth led 
projects across a whole range of issues and political 
debates. For example, the Young Londoners Fund is 
very clear that those applying for the fund must provide 
strong evidence of where, when and how young people 
have been involved in developing the project or 
programme.  
 
What is your stance on Brexit? 
 
I have recently called for the British people to get a 
final say on Brexit. This would mean a public vote on 
any Brexit deal obtained by the Government, or a vote 
on a ‘no deal’ Brexit if one is not secured, alongside the 
option of remaining within the European Union. I am 
concerned that currently we are left with two possible 
scenarios — a bad deal or a ‘no deal’ Brexit, and I 
believe both of these possibilities are far from what was 
promised during the EU referendum campaign. I 
believe that both options are incredibly risky, and that 
Theresa May doesn’t have the mandate to gamble with 
the future of the British economy and people’s 
livelihoods. 

 


