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fnr—— Translation or Explanation {FIkE * AR5

1, For many nineteenth and early twentieth century European administrators,
reformers and physicians the hazards and depredations of disease were an established
part of a hostile and a5 yet untamed ropical environment. Africa, Asia, the Americas,
were ail seen to have their faial and incapaciiating diseases, and only through the
superior knowledge and skili of Evropean medicine was it thought passible to bring
thern under effective control. In this view European medical intervention represented
progress toward a more ‘civilised’ social and envirenmental order. Thus Florence
Nightingale, no insignificant figure in the history of Britain’s colonial medical .
palicies, saw the creation of a public health department for India as part of a mission
to “bring a higher civilisation into india®. Introducing health care to the subcontinent,
she believed, was not only itself “a noble task’: it was nothing less than ‘creating Incia
ar_-__ew’. {David Amoid, ed. Imperial Medicine and Indigenous Societies)
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2. ‘When we look to the indjviduals of the same varety or sub-vasiety of cur older
cultuvated plants and animals, one of the first points which strikes us, is, that they
generally differ much mors from each other, than do the individuals of any one
species or variety in a state of nature. When we reflect on the vast diversity of the
plants and animals which bave been cultivated, and which kave varied during all ages
under the most different climates and treatment, & think we are driven to vonclude that
this greater variability is simply due to OuE domestic productions having been raises
under conditions of life not so uniform as, and somewhat different from, those to
which the parent-species have been exposed under nature, (Charles Darwin, On the

Origin of Species, chapter one, “Variation under Domesiication”™)
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