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In his article, “Wie günstig! Da kommen plötzlich drei Kriege mehr aus” (FAZ, 26 September), 
Paul Ostwald makes three inaccurate claims about the “Ethics and Empire” project, which I 
direct here at the University of Oxford. 
 First, Mr Ostwald attributes to me and my project the aim of weighing the crimes 
against the benefits of empire to produce a moral “balance sheet”. Neither in my article, nor 
in the online description of the project, nor anywhere else have I claimed such a thing. 
Indeed, in a riposte to my critics, which was published in the Times on 23rd December, I 
wrote this: “Nowhere have I argued that the sins of empire are outweighed by its benefits; I 
have merely made the point that empire is morally complex and ambiguous. On the whole I 
don’t believe in crude, utilitarian analyses: the goods and evils involved are far too various in 
kind to be ‘weighed’ or ‘balanced’ in any truly rational way. Most cost-benefit analysis is 
merely prejudice masquerading as mathematics. That’s why we need a far more intelligent 
and sophisticated way of evaluating empire morally — which is precisely what the Ethics & 
Empire project aims to achieve”(see www.mcdonaldcentre.org.uk, ‘News’, 24th December 
2017). 
 Second, it is true that my original historian collaborator, John Darwin, abruptly 
resigned from the project four days after it attracted public controversy in mid-December 
last year. Mr Ostwald reports that “in seiner Rücktrittserklärung heißt es, er habe eine 
historische Rekonstruktion der ethischen Debatte um Imperien vornehmen wollen--nicht, 
wie Biggar, eine ethische Rekonstruktion der historischen Imperien”. In fact, all that Darwin 
has declared in public since is this: “I agreed last year to co-convene a seminar series with 
Professor Biggar to reconstruct historically the ethical debate about empire carried on since 
Antiquity. When details about the 2018 programme were first published on the website in 
December 2017, it seemed to me to be evolving in a different direction from the previous 
year’s event”. 

This is most odd, since the online text mounted in December had been lifted 
verbatim from a grant application that he and I had jointly submitted in late 2016, and it 
made no mention at all of the programme for 2018, which hadn’t been developed. The 
project remains now exactly as it was at the beginning. And I have hard, documentary 
evidence with which to prove it. 
 Finally, Mr Ostwald observes that the project no longer has the collaboration of any 
historians, but only of three theologians, and that therefore it “in akademischer Hinsicht 
gewissermaßen am Zaun hängenbleibt”. I am pleased to say that that is also inaccurate. By 
the 11th May three new historians had agreed to replace John Darwin—Professor Ali Ansari 
from St Andrew’s University, Professor Alexander Morrison from Oxford University, and Dr 
Zareer Masani, the biographer of Indira Gandhi and Thomas Macaulay—and a few days later 
that news was published on the project’s website. Unfortunately, it seems that Mr Ostwald 
submitted his article before that. 
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