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The growing confl ict in China and Taiwan, in 
comparison to that in Russia and Ukraine, has 

captured worldwide attention in recent months and 
weeks. With ambiguous military presence established 
by both China and Russia, speculations of planned 
invasions have risen into perspective. President Biden 
along with US military intelligence has established 
the possible actions the US might pursue in case of 
further developments. As global superpowers, China 
and Russia have asserted themselves over Taiwan and 
Ukraine, utilizing their warplanes, and surpluses of 
troops to establish dominance through military power. 
Both countries are hungry for expansion and view the 
weaker sovereignties of Taiwan and Ukraine as outlets 
that can be utilized to serve their interests ranging 
from political, economic, and geographical. China and 
Russia’s desired global infl uence is confronted by the 
smaller nations who stand in their way. Firstly, Chi-
na believes that Taiwan is a part of the “One China,” 
while Russia recognizes Ukraine as its own nation, 
however, its belief that Ukraine and Russia should join 
together is swift ly on the rise. With the deeply rooted 
history between each pair of nations, an insight into 
the outcomes of these confl icts reveals itself. China and 
Russia will not invade Taiwan and Ukraine because 
of the threat imposed by the United States and their 
unrealistic tendency for desired expansion in these 
sovereignties. Th e history of these nations’ relations 
must be observed to assess the brewing confl icts so the 

United States can remain an overarching watchdog to 
China and Russia.

 Th e confl ict between China and Taiwan lies within 
China’s belief that Taiwan is a part of China. Since the 
1949 Civil War, Taiwan has instituted itself as the Re-
public of China, distinguished from the mainland Peo-
ple’s Republic of China.1 Th e inherent confl ict of both 
believing they are ‘the China’ not only conveys the 
ongoing controversy, but the technical war that these 
sovertys are still engaged in. A series of warplanes have 
fl own into Taiwan’s “air defense buff er zone”2 and “air 
and naval exercises [have been conducted] targeting 
the island.”3 Predictions regarding a full-scale invasion 

“Both countries are hungry for 
expansion and view 

the weaker sovereignties of 
Taiwan and Ukraine 

as outlets that can be utilized 
to serve their interests 
ranging from political, 

economic, and geographical.» 

Striking Parallels:
China is to Taiwan as Russia is to Ukraine
written as of February 6, 2022

by Sofi a Branco

range from three years into the future, a decade, or 
absolutely never. Th e truth of the matter is that China 
lacks the capabilities to launch a full-scale invasion 
and achieve their “One China” goal. Moreover, Chi-
na knows the political, economic, and even nuclear 
retribution they would face from the rest of the world, 
especially the US, if they were to launch an invasion. 
Th e ongoing paradoxical dispute between China and 
Taiwan has never been disturbed, and now with the 
stance Biden has taken, to defend Taiwan, surely a full 
scale invasion of Taiwan is unlikely to occur. 

On the other hand, the confl ict between Russia 
and Ukraine lies within Russia’s desire for power to 
expand the buff er between NATO, (North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization) and the European Union. As a 
former member of the Soviet Union (similar to Tai-
wan, a part of China), in most recent history, Russia 
annexed Crimea, a part of Ukraine, as a strategy to 
prevent them from becoming more allied with the 
West. Ukraine’s relationship with Russia runs deep 
with cultural, economic, and political controversies. 
Th e threat that Putin has established on Ukraine is 
eerily similar to the “active measures”4 that Soviet lead-
ers have employed in the past. Th ese active measures 
include “military intimidation and non-kinetic, psy-
chological, covert and overt intelligence and disruptive 
operations.”5 Putin’s establishment of over 175,000 
troops along the border certainly supports this theory 
of proposed “active measures”6 to make a statement of 
power, or perhaps in spite of the rising NATO support 
in Ukraine. 

Th e US has promised to defend both Taiwan and 
Ukraine from their neighboring superpowers in the 
case of which intervention becomes necessary.7 It 
appears that military intimidation refl ects China and 
Russia’s bold actions of initiation in the past, all of 
which were not followed through. Taiwan and Ukraine 
are left  in rising distress at this time of uncertainty for 
the future of China and Russia’s pursuits with hollowed 
ambitions. As well as being eerily similar, the fate of 
these confl icts are dependent upon each other because 
if the United States allows for Russia to pursue military 
action, then China will be emboldened to seize au-
thority over Taiwan without repercussions of backlash 
from the U.S. As long as the United States asserts their 
allegiance to the inferior powers and remains in their 
position of power, China and Russia will not have the 
courage to fully pursue the recent threats they have 
propounded. 
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Ethiopia has been in confl ict. 
At its core sit two key stakeholders: Prime 

Minister and Nobel Laureate Abiy Ahmed and the 
Tigrayan People’s Liberation Front (TPLF). Th e latter 
dominated the Ethiopian government before Abiy 
came into power.  Tensions between Abiy and the 
TPLF grew as he purged Tigrayan offi  cials and as 
Tigrayans refused to join Abiy’s new political party, 
the Prosperity Party. More than a year ago, these issues 
came to a head when Tigrayans went forward with 
regional elections in spite of Abiy’s postponement due 
to COVID-19. Due to this, Ethiopian lawmakers cut 
funding for the region, leading TPLF forces to preemp-
tively strike a federal military base. While previously 
the TPLF could be argued to be a political group, it 
was clear aft er the strike that they intended on a more 
radical stance. Feeling threatened by the uprising, 
Abiy began a military off ensive that has resulted in the 
steady fl ow of majority Tigrayan refugees into neigh-
boring countries.

What has stood stark in Tigray are the human 
rights violations committed throughout the war. With 
a new six month state of emergency in the capital, 
crimes perpetrated by the Ethiopian government may 
worsen.1 Th e UN has released a report from a joint 
investigation with the Ethiopian Human Rights Com-
mission on November 3rd.2 Spearheaded by Daniel 
Bekele, formerly a part of Human Rights Watch, he 
alleges door to door executions, mass rape and torture, 
both based on ethnicity, and attributes crimes to both 
sides of the war. However, the impartiality of the report 
has been questioned already, as Tigrayan rebel leader-
ship remain skeptical of the Ethiopian government’s 
involvement in its creation. Others have also raised 
fl ags around the report, pointing to the deportation of 
main UN investigators without explanation in Septem-

ber. However, the UN is attempting to address such 
discrepancies, as its main human rights body has voted 
to create another team of experts to further scrutinize 
the war in Ethiopia. 

Th e US has pressed sanctions against the country, 
but Ethiopia has long been an extremely important 
and strategic ally. Considering its position on the 
Horn of Africa, it is unsurprising that the US has been 
extremely cautious to make a strong outright condem-
nation.3 Although, the Biden administration has taken 
signifi cant action including deploying visa restrictions 
against offi  cials, launching a sanctions regime, and ter-
minating Ethiopia’s special trade status. While Ethiopia 
is clearly not escaping unscathed, it does not seem that 
these actions have deterred any of Ethiopia’s actions. 
Arguably, Biden has done everything short of offi  cially 
declaring the turmoil in Ethiopia as a genocide, stating 
that Ethiopia has committed, “gross violations of inter-
nationally recognized human rights.”4

But, do the events in Ethiopia constitute a geno-
cide? Genocide is defi ned as the systematic elimination 
of a national, ethnic, racial, or religious group by an-
other. Th e Ethiopian government, vehemently rejects 
any attempts to assert that the events in Ethiopia are 
a genocide. Yet, it is almost global consensus that at 
the very least there is government-perpetrated ethnic 
cleansing, the systematic elimination of an ethnicity,  
occurring. Now, this is not to excuse the TPLF’s ac-
tions, there have been atrocities committed on both 
sides. Nevertheless, the hallmarks of genocide are 
distinctly present.  

Tigrayans have fl ed en masse from Ethiopia and 
many now reside mainly in camps dotted around the 
border with Sudan. From the accounts of many refu-
gees, Amnesty International reports appalling condi-
tions in these prisons with frequent beatings, torture, 

Tigray: A Genocide in the Making
By Helen Cui

insults, and denial of food and medicine. Arbitrary 
detention is also commonplace. Th e Ethiopian govern-
ment has interned more than 30,000 ethnic Tigrayans 
in Addis Ababa. It seems as though detainment itself is 
a death sentence.5

Language has been weaponized. Abiy himself has 
stated, “We will bury this enemy with our blood and 
bones and make the glory of Ethiopia high again.”6 
While this phrasing is obviously to promote the cause 
against the Tigrayans, the act of describing them as the 
‘enemy’ and to rid them to ‘make the glory of Ethio-
pia high again’ promotes a troubling parallel between 
killing and proving a national identity. Infl amma-
tory speech employed on social media, as well, has 
been alarming. Tigrayans have been called, “cancer”, 
“weeds”, “rats”, and “terrorists.”7 Th e consequences 
of this shift  in public opinion create a dire situation 
for Tigrayan civilians. Conditions only worsened for 
Tigrayans aft er Abiy publicly implored citizens to take 
arms against these rebels.8 

Clearly, genocide is not implausible for Abiy’s Ethi-
opia. 

Th ough, a question lurks for Western countries: 
what do we do, if anything? 

As the UN voted to begin a new monitor and 
report, mentioned earlier, Zenebe Kebede Korcho, the 
Ethiopian Ambassador in Geneva had some choice 
words: “Multilateralism, aft er all these years, is once 
again being hijacked by a neocolonialist mentality. 
Ethiopia is being targeted and singled out at the Hu-
man Rights Council for defending a democratically 
elected government.”9 While these remarks are inac-
curate, on a continent where Western action has led 
directly to corruption and exploitation, they’re quite 
infl ammatory. 

Th e history of the UN, the US, and Europe in 
general on the continent of Africa is perilous. Aft er 
all, genocide and internal strife within independent 
African states are chiefl y attributed to European colo-
nization. And some may argue, rightly so. Th e “divide 
and conquer’’ strategy used by colonizer states and the 
purposeful stoking of ethnic tensions are foundational 
for modern day African confl icts. Despite Ethiopia 
not having technically been colonized, it persists that 
ethnic identities were purposefully politicized during 
the era of colonization in general. 

Weapons sales should also be examined. Th e 
violence that is on the ground in Ethiopia cannot be 
perpetrated without the proper tools. It is no surprise 
that the US, France and Germany are among the top 
fi ve countries that have sold arms to Ethiopia.10 Th ere 

are grounds to make an argument that even indirectly, 
Western infl uence should be held somewhat responsi-
ble. 

Focusing upon those statistics misses an obvious 
sentiment though. Th e simple belief that we should not 
be bystanders in a crime against humanity is far more 
applicable. During the Rwandan genocide in 1994, the 
US, along with the UN, removed their citizens and left  
the country to systematically murder those who were 
of Tutsi ethnicity. An entire world watched a country 
implode with the slaughter of their own citizens. So far 
the US has enforced some key restrictions on Ethiopia 
but we have obviously stopped short of military action. 
It almost feels as though nothing was learned from ‘94. 
Ethiopia is not likely to change its course and the US is 
not likely to employ troops. But, I would like to make a 
personal plea here. 

I think it’s diffi  cult to encapsulate what a crime 
against humanity looks like. You always feel as though 
you can fathom what it means to see one occur. Even 
now, I am talking about it theoretically. We make con-
jectures upon stories written in history textbooks or 
newspapers from people you would never meet in real 
life. Th e ease of that separation is truly a privilege, yet 
it dilutes that human trait we value so much: empathy. 

While in South Africa, I did not realize I had ben-
efi ted from that distance until I learned about Tigray. 
I met students who did not know where their parents 
and families were, much less if they were alive. Th ey 
did not know where they would be staying and for how 
long. And they all still had to go to school. 

I ask you to consider the words, “never again.” 
Do we mean never again for everybody, or do we 

mean never again to only our own proximity. 
Ethiopia is a strategic country for the US; is the 

hesitance we have to act based upon our allyship? Is 
it because we know that whatever occurs in Ethiopia 
aff ects the US very little? Is the minority of Ethiopians 
in our country too small for us to care? 

As the events in Ethiopia continue, the US’s actions 
need to be examined with a critical and attentive eye 
lest we be complicit in another genocide on the conti-
nent without consequence.

“The Ethiopian govern-
ment has interned more 

than 30,000 ethnic 
Tigrayans in Addis Ababa.”
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Following China’s baby boom under the leader-
ship of Chairman Mao during the Great Leap 

Forward, which encouraged greater numbers of births 
to form a larger workforce and stronger country, China 
created the one-child policy of 1979. Th is disastrous 
legislation limited couples to one birth and created 
countless social issues, such as female infanticide, a 
labor shortage, skewed birth ratios between genders, 
and an overall increase in sexism. As a result, despite 
its scant repeal of the regulation in 2015 in which the 
one birth limit was expanded to two, its eff ects remain 
vastly prevalent today as the country continues to pass 
new legislation to reverse the damages. 

While the one-child policy successfully decreased 
the rapidly-growing population of China, it created a 
hostile environment upholding a tolerance of sexism 
and gender imbalance throughout the nation. In a 
2000 census, the country was found to have “nearly 19 
million boys more than girls in the 0-15 age group.”1 
Mothers hoped for male babies as they would grow up 
to receive certain privileges given to them because of 
their gender. Men not only had higher rates of employ-
ment, but also were given larger salaries and ultimately 
a signifi cant advantage to a more stable future and 
greater economic prosperity. With strict limitations on 
births, women were continuously devalued and dis-
criminated against as families wished for male children 
to carry on the family name and lineage and create 
wealth for their family. 

Furthermore, the one-child policy resulted in a 
diminished younger generation of China and con-
tinues to depress already rapidly declining birth rates 
today. In 2020, the nation faced a record-breaking low 
fertility rate of 1.3 children per woman, which was 
once a high 2.7.2 As this number continues to decline, 
the youth population consequently decreases. With a 
reduced population of children comes many conse-
quences as elders are provided with less support and 
career positions become unfulfi lled as current workers 
retire and a lack of younger citizens fail to fi ll their 
spots. 

“With strict limitations on births, women were 
continuously devalued and discriminated against as 
families wished for male children to carry on the fami-
ly name and lineage and create wealth for their family.”

As a result, China has made several eff orts to mit-
igate and prevent these increasingly prevalent conse-
quences. In 2015, the one-child policy was expanded 
to the two-child policy. While this created a two-year 
period of instantaneous growth, it proved wholly 
ineff ective as families remained reluctant to have more 
children aft er the extensive societal changes caused 
by the era of the one-child policy. In May 2021, Presi-
dent Xi Jinping followed up on his previous legislation 
with an almost identical policy in which the permitted 
number of births per family was increased to three.3 
On its own, this reform makes no signifi cant diff erence 
to increasing China’s ever-declining birth rate. While 

Reversing the Eff ects of Reversing the Eff ects of 
China’s One-Child PolicyChina’s One-Child Policy

by Angie Fengby Angie Feng

further relaxing the birth policy certainly allows for 
greater opportunity, the majority of citizens remain 
unwilling to accept the government’s optimization of 
the new rule. Just as couples were unenthusiastic when 
the one-child limit eased off  to two, the fundamental 
issue of both policy changes stays the same, “living 
costs are too high and life pressures are too huge.”4 
Without internal reforms to the systems previously 
established to uphold the one-child policy, it is impos-
sible for the country to possibly adapt to a new wave 
of directly contradictory values. Th e one-child policy 
created permanent changes cultivating a society more 
favorable and accustomed to small families, causing 
mere expansions to the original policy to render inef-
fective. 

One of the main issues preventing the hopeful 
rise in fertility rates is the high expense of living and 
childcare. Rising education costs deter couples from 
producing more children as parents are less willing to 
spread income among several children when an only 
child could benefi t greatly from a total investment of 
time, energy, money, and attention.5 Th rough the Ga-
okao, a rigorous examination of all students to deter-
mine college placements, competition in education has 
always been incredibly high in China. Th e one-child 
policy fueled this competition as parents became more 

invested in the future of their child, which would later 
on become a source of support for them aft er retire-
ment.6 Th erefore, private education and tutoring have 
become extremely popular as parents try to improve 
the prospects of their children at a better education 
and college. 

Chinese offi  cials, having recognized such obsta-
cles to their goals of increasing the national birth rate, 
enacted restrictions on private education in recent 
weeks. Th e legislation consisted of a ban on for-prof-
it tutoring, guidelines for aft erschool programs, the 
establishment of an offi  ce overseeing private tutoring, 
and restrictions on homework loads.7 Th e decision 
occurring almost overnight with barely any public 
debate or discussion came as a shock to citizens. In 
just one hour, 16 billion dollars in market value was 
lost by three major Chinese education companies,8 of 
which had previously accumulated millions of dollars 
through countless services designed to aid students in 
their studies. Without private education, which plays 
a crucial role in accommodating the goals of academ-
ically strong, passionate, or slow students, accessibility 
to educational opportunities is much more balanced 
between the wealthy or middle-class families and the 
many who suff er from poverty. However, many such 
companies have just moved their operations “un-
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derground” in eff orts to evade the ban.9 Th is could 
compromise the policy’s effi  cacy and render it useless. 
Additionally, students and parents likewise may now 
be relieved from many pressures and the intense stress 
correlated with competition in education. Most impor-
tantly, however, citizens may be more open to the idea 
of raising more children if education is less costly. 

“Without internal reforms to 
the systems previously estab-
lished to uphold the one-child 
policy, it is impossible for the 

country to possibly adapt 
to a new wave of 

directly contradictory values”
While recent measures would prevent further age 

imbalances within the population, many consequences 
of the one-child policy continue to worsen unresolved. 
Women’s rights remain overlooked as government 
offi  cials promote new slogans of reducing abortion and 
potential prohibition, a major shift  from the one-child 
policy era.10 With the implementation of a nationwide 
abortion restriction policy, China could face the par-
adoxical reality the United States currently confronts 
with contrasting interpretations and enactments of 
the same regulation. Women who were once coerced 
into abortions fear now being unable to have them. 
Furthermore, workforce competition has worsened the 
preexisting issue of gender discrimination in China. 
Many companies pay no mind to the challenges of 
working for pregnant women and employees such as 
Liu Tao who encountered complications with her preg-
nancy and was forced to take a sick leave, end up being 
fi red or required to quit.11 Additionally, pay and hire-
ment rates for women remain much lower than those 
of their male counterparts. As women quit their jobs 
due to discriminatory work environments and dimin-
ished opportunity, China’s aging population cannot 
aff ord to lose more workers. 

China’s one-child policy altered the nation’s so-
ciety to unequally benefi t smaller families, creating 
long-term impacts regarding the living expenses and 
education of children and parents as well as gender 
inequality across the country. Th e response towards 
the one-child policy overreached the goal it set out to 
achieve, and now the country struggles to reverse the 

legislation’s eff ects as it faces an aging and declining 
population that has become disinclined to raise more 
children. Th e government approaches this issue with 
additional policies, most of which seek to directly re-
peal those previously passed during the one-child pol-
icy era. With this resolution comes public sentiments 
of doubt as citizens doubt the legislation’s effi  cacy as 
it fails to mitigate several long-term impacts and fear 
that a complete reversal from the one-child policy may 
be unattainable.
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When star tennis player Peng Shuai accused a 
top government offi  cial of sexual assault on a 

Chinese social media site called Weibo, the govern-
ment quickly responded by taking down the post. 
Th e Chinese government has become very good at 
censoring and controlling what the country’s large 
population thinks and talks about (1).. Th ey erased any 
trace of Shuai’s post from the internet to prevent the 
country’s citizens from talking about it. Th e post was 
removed from social media on November 2nd, and 
nobody heard from Shuai until weeks aft er that day. 
Her situation quickly gained attention across the world 
and organizations such as the International Olympic 
Committee (IOC) and the Women’s Tennis Association 
(WTA) responded to the incident. While most athletic 
organizations, including the IOC, did not respond in 
an urgent enough manner, the Women’s Tennis Asso-
ciation used a more confrontational approach that put 
the necessary pressure on the Chinese government.

Because Peng Shuai is a three time Olympian, the 
International Olympic Committee decided to involve 
themselves in the tennis star’s situation ahead of the 
winter games in Beijing. A spokesperson for the IOC 
said that “safeguarding the well-being of athletes is 
paramount to the IOC and the Olympic Movement” 
in reference to the committee’s decision to respond to 
Peng Shuai’s situation (2). Th e IOC held a video call 
with the athlete on November 21st. Although the offi  -
cial transcript of the call was not released, the organi-
zation said “[Peng Shuai] appeared to be relaxed” (3). 
Upon this description of Shuai, Chinese media quickly 
moved to spread and promote the news. Th e IOC held 
a second video call with Peng Shuai and, similarly to 
the fi rst, did not release the transcript. Although the 
committee made an eff ort to address the situation by 

connecting with Shuai, they failed to condemn the 
Chinese government in a manner that was necessary 
given the circumstances.

In some ways, the IOC even refl ected the Chinese 
government’s way of handling Shuai’s accusations. 
Th roughout their statements, they made no men-
tion of her sexual assault claims (4). Th ey exclusively 
focused on Peng Shuai’s wellbeing, and while that is an 
important concern, they ignored the root problem of 
her situation, the sexual assault accusations. While the 
IOC was instrumental in connecting with Shuai, they 
did not respond to the issue in an eff ective way, which 
would have required them to put signifi cant pressure 
on the Chinese government.

On the other hand, the Women’s Tennis Associa-
tion responded to Peng Shuai’s claims and disappear-
ance with a more confrontational approach, which was 
a necessary measure given the circumstances. Despite 
the numerous attempts by the Chinese government 
and media to reassure the public of Shuai’s wellbeing, 
such as publicizing the video calls and releasing an 

 “Although the committee 
made an eff ort to address the 
situation by connecting with 

Shuai, they failed to condemn 
the Chinese government in a 
manner that was necessary 
given the circumstances.”

Peng Shuai:
China’s Silenced Star

By Mara Dubois

email supposedly from Shuai, the WTA still questioned 
the accuracy of these accounts. Th e WTA expressed 
concern for both the well being of Peng Shuai, and a 
lack of investigation into her claims of sexual assault 
against former Chinese Vice Premier Zhang Gaoli. 
Aft er the video calls were released, instead of accept-
ing Peng Shuai’s healthy appearance, the WTA said, 
“Th is video does not change our call for a full, fair and 
transparent investigation, without censorship, into her 
allegation of sexual assault, which is the issue that gave 
rise to our initial concern” (5). In response to the issue, 
the WTA not only called for action and expressed 
concerns, but they took substantial steps in pushing 
the Chinese government to conduct a fair investigation 
into the claims to ensure the freedom and safety of 
Peng Shuai. On December 1st, the WTA suspended all 
tournaments in China amid concerns for Peng Shuai. 
Th is was an example of taking eff ective and necessary 
actions given the circumstances, as it put economic 
and social pressure on China. Recently, Shuai denied 
making her claims of sexual assault, saying “there had 
been ‘a lot of misunderstandings’ about the post,” and 
she had “always been very free” (6). Her new comment 
should not ease all concern, as it appears somewhat 
suspicious that it came over a month aft er the initial al-
legations, and aft er she disappeared from social media 
for weeks. Th e WTA continues to question her “ability 
to communicate without censorship or coercion” (7). 
Th eir response to her comments and the situation is 
one that others should emulate. Although measures 
such as the WTA’s need to be taken, very few organiza-
tions are actually doing anything meaningful to help. 

Other sports organizations, such as the Association 
of Tennis Professionals (ATP) which controls Men’s 
Tennis, have voiced concern for Shuai but have not 
taken any direct or helpful actions on the issue (8). 
Individual athletes, such as Novak Djokovic, have also 
expressed worry for the star tennis player, but, similar-
ly to the ATP, have done very little to actually help the 
situation. 

Th e WTA should not be the only one taking action, 
and other organizations should recognize that within 
an issue that so deeply involves the Chinese govern-
ment there is surely corruption and concealment of 

information. Th e Chinese government hiding their 
persecution of Uyghur Muslims, and their censoring of 
information regarding COVID-19, are two of many ex-
amples of their track record of misleading information. 
It is not acceptable to simply trust appearances, such 
as the video calls, and groups have to do more than 
simply voice concern. Not only should sports organiza-
tions be putting more pressure on the Chinese Gov-
ernment, but national governing bodies should also be 
responding to the issue. Representatives and members 
of countries such as the United States have pushed for 
the governments to challenge Chinese authorities by 
putting economic pressure on them. However, this 
brings up diplomacy issues that many governments are 
not willing to face, and as a result, little action has been 
taken. Overall, more communities and organizations 
need to be responding to the Peng Shuai issue, and 
need to look to the WTA as an example of a positive 
and eff ective response. 

Th is is not the fi rst time that China has controlled 
what its citizens can see on social media, and certainly 
not the fi rst time that a person has suff ered conse-
quences for speaking negatively about a part of the 
government. Peng Shuai’s specifi c case has gained such 
widespread attention because of how prominent a 
fi gure she is, and it is important to note that there are 
many other people who face similar challenges to her 
but are not getting any recognition. Peng Shuai, along 
with many others, deserve to be confi dent in their 
safety and freedom, and get the support needed to hold 
those responsible accountable.

“The WTA should not be the 
only one taking action, and 
other organizations should 

recognize that within an issue 
that so deeply involves the 

Chinese government there is 
surely corruption and 

concealment of information.”

Peng Shuai:
China’s Silenced Star
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An ever-sensitive topic in today’s political atmosphere, 
the subject of abortion is a mainstay of debate at 

family dinner gatherings. Championed by the left  as 
fundamental to a woman’s bodily autonomy, while depre-
cated by the right on moral grounds, abortion is seldom 
found as mutual understanding between political debat-
ers. Recent events and legislation have challenged the 
precedents on abortion set by the Supreme Court of the 
United States in the past, dangerously trespassing upon 
women’s rights in the United States.

By 1900, abortion in the United States was widely 
criminally prosecuted, with all 45 states holding legisla-
tion that restricted or banned abortion. Nowadays, with 
hundreds of thousands of abortions being performed ev-
ery year across all 50 states, abortion policy on a state and 
federal level has evidently changed dramatically. How-
ever, unrest continues to be vocalized by those pushing 
for change, whether that be from pro-choice or pro-life 
thinkers. As such, nearly all disputes related to abortion 
in the United States can be traced to a single 1973 Su-
preme Court case: Jane Roe v. Henry Wade.

Th e Supreme Court’s decision on Roe v. Wade re-
mains a political watershed, as it prompted an ongoing 
debate over the ethics of abortion and the extent to which 
the right to abortion is protected by the Constitution. 
In 1969, a Texas woman in her early 20s discovered that 
she was pregnant with what would be her third child. 
While abortion was legal in Texas at the time, it was only 
to be undertaken for the purpose of saving the life of 
the mother.1 Th e woman’s representing attorneys fi led a 
lawsuit against the state of Texas under the alias Jane Roe, 
with county district attorney Henry Wade defending the 
state. On June 19, 1970, a panel of district court judges 
declared the Texas law to be unconstitutional and in 

violation of the 14th Amendment, which reads, “No State 
shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the 
privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States.”2 
Th e state of Texas appealed the decision to the Supreme 
Court in 1970, which again sided in favor of Roe, with a 
striking 7-2 majority.3 

In the years since, abortion laws have been altered 
slightly in individual states, but nothing has come close 
to overturning the verdict of Roe v. Wade. However, in 
2018, Mississippi lawmakers draft ed a bill banning abor-
tions aft er 15 weeks of pregnancy, with a few very narrow 
exceptions. Th e law, however, never went into eff ect as it 
was immediately appealed to a higher court.4 Th is case, 
known as Dobbs v. Jackson Women’s Health Organiza-
tion, looks eagerly to shift  the precedent set by Roe v. 
Wade. With the case soon to be reviewed by the Supreme 
Court, the whole country is watching attentively to see 
how the future of abortion rights in the United States will 
play out. 

Mississippi is far from alone in pushing back against 
Roe v. Wade. 12 other states have also enacted “abortion 
trigger laws,” which would heavily restrict abortion as 
soon as Roe is weakened or overturned.5 Furthermore, 
there are nine states that held complete abortion bans 
prior to Roe in 1973, including Mississippi. Th e current 
state of aff airs extends beyond the state of Mississippi, as 
a domino eff ect of abortion restrictions could possibly 
ensue if Roe is reversed. 

To the pro-choice movement, Dobbs v. Jackson 
Women’s Health Organization is a dangerous new prece-
dent for the future of women’s rights in the United States. 
Upholding the Mississippi law would expose the apparent 
fragile and contradictory nature of the Supreme Court, 
as previous court rulings have legalized abortion until 24 

Roe’s Prospective Reversal: 
Mississippi Unveils the Fragility of 
Roe v. Wade and the Supreme Court

By Corban Shih

weeks of pregnancy. Dobbs v. Jackson Women’s Health 
Organization seeks not only to overrule Roe but also the 
court’s decision on Planned Parenthood v. Casey.6 Th is 
1992 case decided that states could not enact a “substan-
tial obstacle in the path of a woman seeking an abortion 
before the fetus attains viability.”7 An unborn child is said 
to have fetal viability when it is able to survive outside the 
uterus, which is usually around 24 weeks.8 Th e Jackson 
Women’s Health Organization has displayed evidence to 
multiple courts indicating that fetal viability is impossible 
at 15 weeks, and a federal appellate court decided that the 
state of Mississippi has failed to provide any medically 
backed evidence proving elsewise.9 Furthermore, not only 
does the 14th Amendment implicitly protect abortion 
rights as exercised in Roe v. Wade, but the Ninth Amend-
ment does as well. Stating that, “Th e enumeration in the 
Constitution, of certain rights, shall not be construed 
to deny or disparage others retained by the people,” the 
Ninth Amendment states that just because the right to 
abortion is not explicitly outlined by the constitution, it is 
not to be withheld from the people.10 As such, pro-choice 
thinkers argue on a multitude of grounds that the gen-
eral populace should still maintain the right to abortion 
although it is not specifi cally outlined and protected by 
the Constitution. 

“Upholding the Mississippi 
law would expose the apparent 

fragile and contradictory 
nature of the Supreme Court”
While the pro-choice movement certainly present 

a compelling case for the verdict of Dobbs v. Jackson 
Women’s Health Organization, pro-lifers have a biolog-
ical basis on which to lean their arguments. Th e state of 
Mississippi continues to assert that by 15 weeks, the fetus 
has developed signifi cantly, and that terminating the life 
of the unborn child is analogous to taking the life of a 
person outside the womb. By 15 weeks, unborn children 
are able to sense light, have unique fi ngerprints, and are 
able to have their sex determined by ultrasound.11 Th ey 
have been fully formed for about four weeks, and if the 
baby is female, her ovaries already contain over two 
million eggs.12 To end the pregnancy of an unborn child 
at this stage of its development raises a number of ethi-
cal and moral concerns. Moreover, 15 weeks is well into 
the pregnancy’s second trimester, and with that comes a 
number of health concerns for the mother when attempt-
ing an abortion. In a randomized trial conducted by the 
National Center for Biotechnology Information, it was 
found that women undergoing a second trimester abor-
tion “reported signifi cantly more pain and experienced 
more adverse events” when compared to those undergo-
ing a fi rst trimester abortion.13 Incomplete abortions are 
also signifi cantly more common with second trimester 
abortions, with even more unpleasant eff ects.14 In re-

gards to previous Supreme Court rulings such as Planned 
Parenthood v. Casey, it should be noted that the Supreme 
Court overturns its own decisions on a frequent basis, 
with more than one high court case being overruled per 
year. When discussing the possibility of Roe v. Wade 
being overturned, it is a logical fallacy for pro-choicers to 
base their argument in Planned Parenthood v. Casey be-
ing set in stone, because as it turns out, it is not. Recency 
trumps all; Planned Parenthood v. Casey is just as easily 
overturned as Roe, and both can be overturned with a 
single decision if Dobbs prevails. 

“While the pro-choice movement 
certainly present a compelling case 

for the verdict of Dobbs v. Jack-
son Women’s Health Organization, 
pro-lifers have a biological basis on 

which to lean their arguments.”
Conservative-dominated legislatures such as that 

of Mississippi continue to create laws restricting the 
rights outlined by the Supreme Court in 1973, but the 
question remains: are state governments dangerously 
encroaching upon fundamental women’s rights in the 
United States? Or is Mississippi correct in ultimately pro-
tecting the lives of unborn children and the safety of the 
mothers? Pro-life thinkers present quite the riveting case, 
but abortion is ultimately protected under the Constitu-
tion, just as it was declared to be some 50 years ago.

“[...]are state governments 
dangerously encroaching 

upon fundamental women’s 
rights in the United States? 
Or is Mississippi correct in 

ultimately protecting the lives 
of unborn children and the 

safety of the mothers?”
However, the American Justice System has been un-

der fi re following legal controversies of this day and age 
such as Kyle Rittenhouse’s acquittal and continues to face 
decisions that could culminate in contradictory and hyp-
ocritical verdicts. Th e Supreme Court is volatile as ever, 
and with Amy Coney Barrett’s recent appointment under 
Donald Trump, there is an unpreedented 6-3 conserva-
tive majority in the high court.
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With the heavy media sensalization of the Kyle 
Rittenhouse case, it is hard to avoid getting 

caught up in the storms of outrage or support over 
the outcome of his murder trial and of the shootings 
in Kenosha. However, much of the rhetoric discussed 
throughout political circles is oft en hyper-partisan, and 
ignores the key facts and morality of the case. Based on 
the facts and verdict of his court case, Kyle Rittenhouse 
was rightfully acquitted by the jury. However, the re-
sponse to Kyle Rittenhouse’s acquittal by conservatives 
has only led to violence and widespread glorifi cation 
of his actions. It is irresponsible for conservatives to 
openly endorse Kyle Rittenhouse and his actions on 
August 25th, 2020. 

Th e facts of the case are clear. On the night of 
August 25th, 2020, Kyle Rittenhouse, armed with an 
assault rifl e and with a group of armed men, stood 
guard throughout the night around local businesses in 
Kenosha, Wisconsin. Prior to that fateful day, regional 
right-wing militias, boogaloo boys, and self-defense 
forces mobilized throughout social media boards and 
right wing media, all in the name of protecting private 

property from rioters and looters. Protests had been 
sparked aft er the killing of George Floyd and other 
victims of police brutality in the southeastern port city 
of Kenosha, Wisconsin, just 40 miles south of Milwau-
kee, the state’s largest city. Th e protests that occurred 
on August 25th were largely over the police killing of 
Jacob Blake, a local teenager who was shot multiple 
times by a White offi  cer. For multiple days violent 
protests would rage across the city, bringing looting, 
rioting, and rampant crime with it. Whole city blocks 
would go up in fl ames and arsonists would attack local 
businesses with impunity. Notably, on the day of the 
shootings, outside of the Kenosha County Courthouse 
protesters would throw water bottles and shoot fi re-
works at local police and national guard stationed in 
the area. In response, law enforcement would use tear 
gas and crowd control measures against the protestors. 
Clashes would continue throughout the day, although 
by nighttime, most of the daytime protestors had gone 
home. Many of the remaining protestors were armed 
and acting rowdy. At the sametime, Kyle Rittenhouse 
was walking the streets of Kenosha with his assault 

Conservatives Must Conservatives Must 
Stop Glorifying Kyle Stop Glorifying Kyle 
RittenhouseRittenhouse
By Alan CaiBy Alan Cai

rifl e close by. However, he was chased by a protester, 
36-year-old Joseph Rosenbaum, who ran Kyle into a 
used car lot and threw a plastic bag at him. Kyle Rit-
tenhouse would then proceed to shoot Joseph Rosen-
baum. A much larger crowd then attempted to appre-
hend him. According to the New York Times, Kyle 
Rittenhouse would proceed to fl ee from the crowd, 
“killing Anthony Huber, 26, and wounding Gaige 
Grosskreutz, who was 26 at the time.” Aft er the shoot-
ings Kyle Rittenhouse went home, just across the state 
border in Antioch, Illinois, where the police arrested 
him the following morning.

Kyle Rittenhouse was charged with fi rst-degree 
reckless homicide, fi rst-degree intentional homicide, 
fi rst-degree reckless endangerment, attempted fi rst-de-
gree intentional homicide, and possession of a dan-
gerous weapon by a person under 18. In court, Kyle’s 
lawyers argued that his actions were in self-defense. 
Under Wisconsin law, “a person may employ deadly 
force against another, if the person reasonably believes 
that force is necessary to protect a 3rd-person or one’s 
self from imminent death or great bodily harm…” 
Moreover, unlike many other states, Wisconsin does 
not require that a person “retreat” before using deadly 
force in self-defense. On that night, Kyle Rittenhouse 
was attacked and chased by several protesters, and 
sworn testimony indicated that he feared for his life 
and only shot his victims to defend himself from harm, 
in compliance with Wisconsin law. Th us, a jury of his 
peers found Kyle Rittenhouse rightfully not guilty. 

However, being innocent in the eyes of the law does 
not justify the needless violence that occurred on that 
night that led to the deaths of two men at the hands 
of Kyle Rittenhouse, even in self-defense. Conserva-
tives should not continue to glorify the actions of Kyle 
Rittenhouse and the senseless violence that occured 
that night. Th is tragedy could have easily been avoid-
ed by more oversight from law enforcement and local 
authorities in managing the protests, as well as keeping 
track of armed groups. Th e local police department, 
however, had faced shortages of staff  and budget cuts, 
even preceding calls for defunding the police. Al-
though it is worth noting that calls to defund the police 
have gained traction, the tragedy that occurred that 
night should not be politicized and turned hyper-par-
tisan. Th e right has used Kyle Rittenhouse as a “poster 
boy” and has celebrated his trial verdict. Conservative 
organizations, such as Turning Point USA, have re-
cently asked Kyle to give talks at their events. Turning 
Point USA founder, Charlie Kirk, has even praised 
Rittenhouse, describing him as “a hero to millions…” 
Conservatives embracing Kyle Rittenhouse will lead to 
more senseless violence, as people looking to emulate 
him will only further bring open violence to cities and 
protests. It is entirely irresponsible to promote this act 
of violence, and conservative commentators and fi g-
ureheads must avoid portraying Rittenhouse as a hero.

 

“It is irresponsible for conser-
vatives to openly endorse Kyle 
Rittenhouse and his actions 

on August 25th, 2020.” 

Th is portrayal of Rittenhouse being a hero will 
only cause a spike in violence as admirers attempt to 
follow his actions. Th is phenomenon has been seen 
through the trend of school shootings that occurred 
aft er the Columbine Shooting in Colorado. Accord-
ing to data gathered by Mother Jones, “In at least 14 
cases, the Columbine copycats aimed to attack on the 
anniversary of the massacre. Individuals in 13 cases 
indicated that their goal was to outdo the Colum-
bine body count. In at least 10 cases, the suspects and 
attackers referred to the pair who struck in 1999, Eric 
Harris and Dylan Klebold, as heroes, idols, martyrs, or 
God. And at least three perpetrators made pilgrimages 
to Columbine High School from other states.” Media 
coverages and endorsements of violent acts only cause 
more death and destruction, no matter if the act was 
justifi ed or not. In the interest of public safety, conser-
vatives must stop giving attention to vigilante actions, 
such as Kyle Rittenhouses’ actions on the night of 
August 25th. Doing so will only cause more bloodshed. 
It is highly irresponsible for conservatives to promote 
these narratives, especially since Kyle Rittenhouse was 
a lone vigilante armed with a gun who decided to go to 
Kenosha, Wisconsin to protect local businesses, even 
though there was a great threat of confrontation. Th e 
fact that he was armed defi nitely escalated the situa-
tion, and much bloodshed would have been avoided if 
he was not armed originally. Kyle Rittenhouse was act-
ing in self-defense that night on the streets of Kenosha; 
however, it is highly irresponsible for conservatives to 
endorse the senseless violence that occurred that night 
in any way. 

While Rittenhouse being acquitted in court was 
fairly based on presented evidence, Conservatives must 
stop giving attention to the type of vigilantism that Rit-
tenhouse represents. As previous incidents such as the 
Columbine Shooting have shown, coverage and atten-
tion focused on a dangerous and violent action leads 
to copycats. An endorsement of Kyle Rittenhouse, and 
the acceptance of vigilantism and political violence 
that his actions on August 25th refl ected, will backfi re 
on the “tough on crime” platform that the GOP invests 
so much into preserving. 
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In the wake of the acquittal of Kyle Rittenhouse, 
the United States press feed saw a widespread 

spate of calls for massive reform of the “deeply fl awed” 
American judicial system. Left -wing public fi gures ex-
pressed particular frustration with the current system, 
as in the case of Gavin Newsom’s declaration that “[In] 
America today: you can break the law, shoot and kill 
people, and get away with it.”1 However, these criticisms 
were clearly grounded not in jurisprudential reasoning, 
but rather the furtherance of a longstanding progressive 
fallacy that America itself is deeply fl awed. No basis was 
provided for spurning the Rittenhouse verdict but rep-
etition of the fact that he shot three people, paying no 
mind to the defensive circumstances of that event. At 
the lowest level of legal nuance, the state simply failed 
to meet the American burden of proof of “beyond a rea-
sonable doubt.” Th is burden of proof was established to 
ensure that no innocent American would suff er behind 
bars, at all costs. Indeed, the acquittal of Kyle Ritten-
house was a product of a judicial system that has suc-
cessfully protected countless American citizens from 
wrongly spending their lives in prison.

Th e beauty of the American judicial system is its 
protection of the defendant. Yes, at times, that protec-
tion can extend to reckless vigilante behavior as seen in 
the Rittenhouse trial (See page X). However, on a much 
larger scale, this principle ensures that the number of 
innocent civilians who spend their days in prison is 
extremely low. According to the Innocence Project, it 
would be reasonable to estimate that only 1% of U.S. 
prisoners fell victim to false convictions.2 Th e judicial 
system operates based upon the famous Blackstone 
Ratio, which dictates, “It is better that ten guilty per-
sons escape than one innocent suff er.”3 Accordingly, no 

matter the criminal charge with which they are faced, 
American juries are required to consider but a single 
question: did the prosecution prove their case beyond a 
reasonable doubt? 

Th is means that, should the defense provide any 
plausible reason to doubt their client’s guilt, a jury must 
acquit. Some may forecast that this rule would produce 
an unreasonably high rate of acquittal. However, in real 
life, only 14% of jury trials end in acquittal, demonstrat-
ing that the reasonable doubt burden of proof does not 
impede the general triumph of justice.4

Even when the burden of proof is falsely achieved, 
and the innocent are wrongly convicted, the American 
judicial system is designed to rectify the injustice that 
has occurred. Indeed, victims of unfair trials can appeal 
their case in the appellate system, a robust framework of 
several levels of courts, all fi t to determine when a jury 
has been misled or acted improperly. In just the past 30 
years, nearly 2,500 people have been exonerated aft er 
appealing for judicial review.5 Th e success of the appeals 
process has been especially true for African-Americans, 
the group that has historically been the greatest target 

No Person Left Behind: The Effi  cacy No Person Left Behind: The Effi  cacy 
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“The judicial system operates 
based upon the famous 
Blackstone Ratio, which 
dictates, ‘It is better that 
ten guilty persons escape 
than one innocent suff er.’”

of unjust convictions, for they have been the recipients 
of the most exonerations.6 Indeed, not only does the 
judicial system maintain extreme attentiveness to the 
liberty of the citizen, but when it falls short, the system 
has a built-in contingency to prevent improper impris-
onment.

Th e question becomes: what reforms do critics pro-
pose to the present system? If the burden of proof was 
lowered to a preponderance of the evidence, for exam-
ple — the current burden of proof in civil trials — the 
prosecution may have won the Rittenhouse case. 

However, they would also see thousands upon thou-
sands of innocents locked away for lifetimes because, 
despite a possible plethora of contradictions, a majority 
of the facts went against them. If the right to a jury was 
replaced with only judge trials, the danger of bias that 
tends to even out over a pool of twelve citizens would 
be hostage to the predilections of a single man or wom-
an. As President Biden concluded aft er the Rittenhouse 
verdict was announced, “Th e jury system works.”7 Th e 
millions of American citizens who enjoy their liberty 
as a result of its commitment to protect the innocent 
would agree.
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When the Berlin Wall fell in 1989, Poland achieved 
its independence from fi ft y years of authoritar-

ianism under the infl uence of Nazi Germany and the 
Soviet Union. Th rough the end of the 20th century and 
into the beginning of the 21st, the Polish government 
was largely reform-minded aft er nearly a half-century 
of fascist and communist oppression. Poland joined 
NATO in 1999 and the EU in 2004, and it was heading 
towards becoming a prosperous democracy along the 
lines of France or Germany.1 Th is trajectory shift ed 
when the far-right Law and Justice Party, abbreviated 
PiS from its Polish translation, came to power in 2015.2 
During its tenure, the democratic system of Poland has 
been eff ectively destroyed.

PiS established a mandate for its absolute con-
trol over the Polish state. Upon taking offi  ce, the new 
Polish leadership immediately did two things of note. 
Firstly, it called an audit into the previous government 
of the centrist Civic Platform party. By the accounts of 
non-PiS ministers, the audit was a witch hunt. As Rafal 
Trzaskowski, a former minister for European aff airs, 
described, “Th ey didn’t even give us any documents to 
read or respond to. Each minister just got up and made 
accusations.”3 Secondly, PiS implemented a monthly 
child subsidy large enough that for many families it 
equaled their salary. Th is subsidy led to many Poles 
declaring their allegiance to PiS as the party had mas-
sively improved their economic standing. However, 
Poland did not have the money to pay for this huge 
subsidy, and PiS was essentially racking up an im-
mense amount of debt for the Polish state.4 Neverthe-
less, through these two actions, PiS established in the 
minds of voters that when other parties came to power, 

they were corrupt and hoarded Poland’s money and 
that therefore, it is the responsibility of PiS to fi x the 
system that elected these malicious leaders. In getting 
voters to buy into this ideology, PiS placed itself above 
the rule of law.

In addition, PiS moved to sustain its control over 
Polish government through an attack on the judicia-
ry. It began by targeting the Constitutional Court of 
Poland. Th e leader of PiS, Jaroslaw Kaczynski, once 
referred to as “the bastion of everything in Poland 
that is bad.” Th e methods PiS used included having 
the parliament assert that appointments made under 
the previous government were illegal, despite the fact 
that the checks and balances in the Polish constitution 
simply did not allow the parliament to do this. Th is 
initiated audits into anti-PiS judges on the Court, with 
one anti-PiS judge receiving a letter “that he should 
adhere to the [PiS-supported] legislation or face a 
legal review”. PiS leaders also “[ordered] state printing 
presses not to print [anti-PiS decisions] so as to pre-
vent them from taking legal eff ect,”5 because the Polish 
constitution requires that court rulings only go into 
eff ect when they are offi  cially printed and published by 
the government.6 Eventually, through wearing down 
the ability of the Court to defend its integrity against 

 “In getting voters to buy into  
this ideology, PiS placed itself     
above the rule of law.”
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the power of the PiS-controlled parliament and presi-
dency, the party managed to strongarm its way into a 
majority of the seats on the Constitutional Court.7 PiS 
could now essentially ignore the Polish constitution, 
becoming supremely powerful. As proof of this power, 
PiS began passing several laws to suppress basic human 
rights. Th e two most notable examples of this were 
when a third of the country was legally declared an 
“LGBT-free” zone,8 despite the constitution’s guarantee 
of equality,9 and when abortion was made completely 
illegal. Th e case of abortion, in particular, exemplifi ed 
PiS’s control over the Court. Aft er PiS gained control 
over the Court, it issued a ruling that banned abor-
tion in all cases. However, public demonstrations were 
organized when a mother died as a result of this ruling, 
threatening the stability PiS was working to establish. 
To ensure this issue did not lead to the collapse of the 
PiS government, the PiS-controlled Court changed its 
mind and ruled to allow it in exceptional instances.10 
No changes had been made to the constitution be-
tween those two rulings11, yet the Court changed the 
eff ect of the constitution, doing so in accordance with 
the best interests of PiS at any given time. Th is showed 
that the Court, instead of following the law, will do 
whatever most benefi ts PiS. Th rough the courts, PiS 
gained total control over the Polish state.

Finally, PiS utilized international condemna-
tion, mostly from the EU, as a tool to bolster its own 
stability. Several EU institutions have responded neg-
atively to PiS’s actions. Th e most aggressive act of con-
demnation thus far has been the invocation by the Eu-
ropean Council of Article 7 of the Treaty on European 
Union. Under the invocation, if PiS continues its pat-
tern of endangering the constitutional order of Poland, 
the Council could “suspend [Poland’s rights in the EU], 
including the voting rights of the representative of [its] 
government in the Council.”12 Th ese rights could also 

include Poland’s tariff -free access to the EU single mar-
ket.13 In summary, if Article 7 is fully carried out, Po-
land will lose all the rights of an EU member as well as 
its representation in the EU governing bodies; as such, 
it will be essentially expelled from the EU. Th e PiS-run 
Constitutional Court then ruled that all EU laws which 
violated the Polish constitution were illegitimate.14 Th is 
violates one of the basic purposes of the EU, which is to 
establish, in certain areas, uniform laws without always 
having to get the permission of every single member 
state as would be the case with a treaty. Accordingly, 
Poland can no longer truly be considered part of the 
EU. But PiS leaders have nevertheless asserted that they 
have no plans to voluntarily leave the EU.15 In doing 
this, PiS has set up a gambit. If the EU follows through 
with Article 7 and eff ectively removes Poland from its 
members, PiS will be de facto and de jure free from EU 
rules. In addition, it will have the EU to point to as the 
cause of all economic failures they will inevitably en-
counter and, in doing so, will be able to bolster its own 
support when it battles the EU. If the EU doesn’t, PiS 
will use EU benefi ts while disregarding EU rules and, 
in doing so, take advantage of every other EU member. 
PiS has successfully secured its absolute control against 
pressure from the EU.

Poland is serving as a wake-up call to Western 
powers, particularly the US and EU, that the work of 
statecraft  in Eastern Europe is not yet fi nished. In trade 
wars with China and other countries, the West could 
greatly benefi t from a Poland that realizes its economic 
potential and uses it cooperatively with North America 
and the rest of Europe. But if that is to happen, the West 
must fi nd better strategies for dealing with anti-dem-
ocratic political parties than threatening the removal 
of their nations from the EU or similar organizations. 
Otherwise, authoritarianism will once again come to 
rule in Eastern Europe.
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Earlier this year, US Pentagon offi  cials announced 
their global plans to focus and improve US airfi elds, 

bases, and other infrastructure located in Australia and 
Guam. Th e Department of Defense’s global posture 
review (GPR) advised the implementation of these 
changes in hopes of better preparing their military 
when encountering China.1 Th e GPR stated explicitly, 
“directs additional cooperation with allies and partners 
who advance initiatives that contribute to regional sta-
bility and deter Chinese military aggression,” including 
‘’enhanced infrastructure in Guam and in Australia.”2 
President Biden promptly ordered Secretary of De-
fense Lloyd Austin to undertake these actions aft er 
the review was presented to the administration. Th e 
Indo-Pacifi c region is a major geographic focus be-
cause of Secretary Austin’s emphasis on “China as the 
pacing challenge” for the Department due to their large 
geographic and political infl uence.3 Infrastructure 
improvements to airfi elds are set to begin next year in 
Guam, which hosts a large naval and Air Force contin-
gent along with thousands of American troops, as well 
as Australia, where Marines will deploy on a rotational 
basis. Th ese airfi elds will eventually serve the Defense 
Department in quickly moving troops in and out of the 
region for drills and deployments, as well as any emer-
gency confl icts.4 Both of these plans are fundamental 

tactics to counter China in the possible event of war as 
their military continues to strengthen by the day. Th e 
Pentagon plans to send additional ground and logistics 
forces to Australia while making a range of improve-
ments in Guam’s public works including more fuel, 
ammunition storage, and other undisclosed projects.

However, this required the shift ing of currently 
located troops. Last year, the Trump administration 
announced that the Pentagon offi  cials removed a cap of 
25,000 US military troops that were initially supposed 
to be assigned to Germany.5 Defense offi  cials notifi ed 
Belgium and Germany that the US would maintain its 
presence at seven sites previously marked for return 
to their host nations. Furthermore, in June, the Pen-
tagon removed eight Patriot anti missile systems from 
the Middle East in a major realignment of its military 
presence in the region. Th e government organized 
the deployment of aircraft  and logistics capabilities to 
Australia and established a permanent deployment of 
an attack helicopter squadron and an artillery division 
headquarters in South Korea. Th e removal of military 
capabilities in the Middle East or Western Europe then 
instituting these resources in areas like Australia and 
South Korea relayed a sign to Gulf allies and others 
that the US isn’t committed to the region, even though 
US offi  cials have attempted to reassure otherwise. 

Overseas US Military Improvements
By Joanne Lee

Th e Biden Administration has made countering 
China its main priority in foreign policy, seeing as 
tensions have proved to exponentially increase with 
Beijing over the confl icting topic of Taiwan.6 Taiwan 
has been a long standing unoffi  cial ally of the Unit-
ed States; the two respective countries share a robust 
relationship and close cooperation in regards to a wide 
range of controversial issues such as the Korean War 
and the Cold War. Maintaining this partnership is a 
critical aspect to US aspirations to establish peace and 
stability in Asia. However, alarming concerns have 
been expressed in recent aff airs when China imposed 
military intimidation on Taiwan. 25 fi ghter jets and 
other warplanes were sent in a menacing formation 
towards the southern end of Taiwan on October 1st, a 
display of Chinese military strength on China’s Na-
tional Day.7 Th is escalated to a high of 56 warplanes 
that were detected by Taiwan’s air defenses. Senior 
Pentagon offi  cials have communicated their unease 
for China’s provocative actions, further infl amed by 
China’s eff orts to upgrade and modernize its military. 
Subsequently, to counter China, the GPR directed the 
Department to enhance “infrastructure in Guam and 
Australia,” prioritizing “military construction across 
the Pacifi c Islands,” and “seeking greater regional 
access for military partnership activities.”8 Th e United 
States had around 75 consultations with partners when 
assembling the review, including “NATO allies, Aus-
tralia, Japan, the Republic of Korea, and over a dozen 
partners across the Middle East and Africa.”9 

Simultaneously, following the Biden Administra-
tion’s disorganized strategy and decision to end and 
withdraw from the ongoing Afghanistan war, the US 
has faced the threats of Moscow’s military against 
Ukraine, including the formation of Russian troops 
along the Ukrainian border that the US offi  cials sus-
pect may be a prelude to invasion.10 Withdrawing from 
Afghanistan means that the US must now monitor 
for terrorism threats and collect intelligence from 
farther away. Th is makes it harder to shift  and pro-
vide resources to Pentagon plans of taking on Beijing 
overseas, while deterring Russia and fi ghting terrorism 
in the Middle East and Africa. Defense specialists say 
that the review’s lack of sizable adjustments to mili-
tary forces in Asia also demonstrates the challenges 
faced in rebalancing these resources to confront China 
while maintaining and developing other global com-
mitments. Th e Department did not provide further 
specifi c information or detail about how the GPR is 
directing the US government and military to counter 
Moscow threats, but one government offi  cial quotes 
the US military is working “with the goal of strength-
ening a combat credible deterrent vis a vis Russia and 
the specifi c requirements of that region.”11 While our 
future in foreign relations with China remains uncer-
tain, the United States is working towards refi ning the 
military and undoubtedly making large strides towards 
preparations in precaution of possible warfare and 
American intervention in the Pacifi c. 

Overseas US Military Improvements
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W hen you’re born in a country like the United 
States of America, you rarely think about the 

rights that you are born into as an American. What 
about your fellow citizens who immigrated to the 
States since it is nearly impossible to live freely in their 
home countries? What about those who remain stuck 
in those territories, where the government hates its 
people? Th e United States may not be perfect, but it 
sure does feel like a safe haven for people worldwide 
being threatened in their home countries. In South 
Asian countries, the danger of mass killings looms 
over citizens who have done nothing wrong except 
exist as a minority. Yet those countries and the terri-
fying realities for hundreds of thousands of people are 
forgotten by the rest of the world. According to the 
Merriam-Webster dictionary, genocide is defi ned as 
“the deliberate and systematic destruction of a racial, 
political, or cultural group”.1 Within South Asia, Sri 
Lanka, Bangladesh, and Myanmar have experienced 
three genocides that have targeted Sri Lankan Tamils, 
Bengalis, and Rohingya Muslims to an unprecedented 
degree of violence that has inadequately been dis-
cussed in Western aff airs. 

Th ere were two main ethnic groups in Sri Lanka: 
the Singhalese and the Tamil people. At the time of 
the Sri Lankan Civil War, the government was major-
ity Singhalese. Even aft er the whole country gained 
independence from Britain in 1948, Sri Lankan Tamils 
still suff er as the minority in Sri Lanka. Although they 
are not blameless when it comes to human rights vio-
lations, the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) 
have sought a separate state where Tamil people 
could fi nally live as the majority.2 Th is genocide of the 
Tamil people ended with the Sinhalese government 
killing or imprisoning LTTE leaders.3 According to 

the Human Rights Data Analysis Group (HRDAG), 
69% of the 39,842 Tamil people that were killed, or 
are still missing, were male, since all Tamil men in Sri 
Lanka were accused of being a part of the LTTE.4 Th is 
put targets on the backs of many innocent men, who 
were left  with no choice except to fl ee to the nearest 
country that would take them or die trying. Even 
aft er both parties committed war crimes and human 
rights violations, Tamil people still are only portrayed 
in a negative light.5 Th ey are constantly caught in the 
crossfi re, and even aft er the military-related fi ghting 
stopped when the war was offi  cially over, insurgencies 
still continued to emerge. With the new minorities in 
Sri Lanka being the Christian and Muslim populations, 
persecution continues to plague Sri Lanka. Th e Easter 
Sunday attacks of 2019 killed more than 250 people. 
Th e biases created against the minorities in Sri Lanka 
are still constant aft er the civil war, with bans on face 
coverings that target Muslim women.6 Th ose 
women face harassment in public spaces when they 
choose to wear headscarves that are a part of their 
religious identity.7

“69% of the 39,842 Tamil 
people that were killed, or are 
still missing, were male, since 
all Tamil men in Sri Lanka 

were accused of being a 
part of the LTTE.18”

Forgotten Genocides in South Asia
by Arthi Vithiananthan 

Similar to Sri Lanka, Bangladesh lost 3 million 
people to the Pakistani army in 1971. Th is genocide 
does not hold the same importance to people around 
the world when compared to the Holocaust and Rwan-
dan genocide.8 Aft er the India-Pakistan partition, East 
Pakistan, or Bangladesh, was always seen as the less-
er country. West Pakistanis referred to them as “low 
lying people of a low lying land.”9 Th e West Pakistanis 
were majority Muslims, as Pakistan was created to be 
a Muslim state. However, East Pakistanis, or Bengalis, 
became more infl uenced by Hindu culture from India, 
and they were considered disloyal to Pakistan.10 Be-
cause the Bengalis were seen as the equivalent of dirt, 
West Pakistanis exploited Bangladesh economically 
controlling its imports and refused to send aid when 
hundreds of thousands of people were killed during 
the Bhola Cyclone in 1970.11 Th en, Operation Search-
light commenced, and up to 100,000 Hindu Bengalis 
were killed as a method to scare the East Pakistanis. 
Th is was just the start of a horrifying year of mass 
murders of Hindus in East Pakistan, including over 
200,000 women being raped by the Pakistani army.12

Although these horrifi c events happened many 
years ago, it does not diminish their importance, es-
pecially since history continues to repeat itself across 
South Asia. In Myanmar, the Rohingya Muslims are 
currently being threatened with violence perpetrat-
ed by the Myanmar government. Th e government 
stripped citizenship from the Rohingya people, claim-
ing that they are Bengali citizens even though they had 
settled in Myanmar for the past few decades. Since 
they are no longer citizens in the eyes of the govern-
ment, Myanmar is infl icting an “ethnic-cleansing 
campaign” upon the Rohingya Muslims, forcing them 
to fl ee or be subject to mass killings, rapes, and arson 

from the government and Buddhist mobs.13 If they 
ever try to return to their homes in Myanmar, they will 
be subject to detention camps surrounded by barbed 
wire fences.14

Th e reality in these South Asian countries is ab-
solutely disgusting. Sri Lankan Tamils, Bengalis, and 
Rohingya Muslims will always be minorities, even in 
their home countries, no matter where they go. No 
amount of suff ering will allow these South Asians to 
live in peace, as the trauma of being targeted by your 
own government cannot be solved by moving to an 
idealistic place like the United States. Why hasn’t any-
one done anything to step in and help? Th ere has been 
a very minimal international response to the atrocities 
in Sri Lanka, Bangladesh, and Myanmar. Only in 2015, 
6 years aft er the Sri Lankan Civil War was offi  cially 
declared over, entities started to look into the atrocious 
violations that occurred throughout the war by both 
sides.15 Th e United States refused to help Bangladesh 
because of its status as “a Cold War ally.”16 Canada, the 
United States, and the European Union have all put 
sanctions on Myanmar as if that would fi x anything.17 
Unfortunately, Rohingya Muslims and the other mi-
norities being persecuted are not receiving much aid 
besides weak indirect actions from these big countries. 
Acknowledging the blatant uninvolvement of powerful 
nations when they are needed is the fi rst step towards 
ending the violence against minorities worldwide. 
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Career success. Last names. Body hair. Th ese are just 
some of the issues White mainstream feminism has 

prioritized over the past couple of years. Rafi a Zakaria 
describes a White elitist feminist in her book, Against 
White Feminism, as “someone who refuses to consider 
the role that Whiteness and the racial privilege at-
tached to it have played and continue to play in univer-
salizing White feminist concerns, agendas, and beliefs 
as being those of all feminism and all feminists.”1 
Th ey all involve giving more privileges to the already 
privileged. Mikki Kendall, author of Hood Feminism, 
describes in a TIME article her experience in poverty 
as a single mother. She recounts, “What I remember 
is hunger. And being afraid that I would lose my child 
because I couldn’t provide…But as a society, we treat 
poverty itself like a crime, like the women experienc-
ing it are making bad choices for themselves and their 
children on purpose.”2 While the hardships that Ken-
dall went through don’t seem like the issues typically 
associated with “feminism”, they are issues that most 
women in the US struggle with: food security, access to 
healthcare, basic safety, and housing. White feminism 
neglects the needs of BIPOC women, transgender and 
queer women, and women living in poverty. Th e core 
focus of the feminism movement should be addressing 
the needs of all women alongside issues of race, class, 
and gender, which are all connected by a systemic capi-
talist patriarchy that is harmful to all. 

Socioeconomic issues such as food are not treated 
by mainstream feminism as feminist issues despite the 
Food and Agricultural Organization of the U.N. de-
scribing how food insecurity rates are greater for wom-
en in every region of the world.3 Women earn less than 
men despite having similar jobs, which means house-
holds supported by women are paying larger propor-
tions of income toward rent. In 2018, households with 
children supported by a single woman were the most 
likely to experience low food security, a rate double the 
national average.4 It is clear that the basic economic 

needs of women are not consistently not being met. 
Mainstream feminism treats housing and food security 
as not specifi cally “feminist” issues despite the multi-
tudes of women struggling with them, demonstrating 
how the movement is only focused on providing more 
privileges to already privileged women. 

Gun violence is also not oft en discussed as a spe-
cifi cally feminist issue, but fi nancial interdependence 
caused by the aforementioned issues can exacerbate 
the dangers of domestic violence.  According to Every-
town Research and Policy, “every month, an average of 
57 women are shot and killed by an intimate partner. 
Nearly 1 million women alive today have reported 
being shot or shot at by intimate partners, and 4.5 
million women have reported being threatened with a 
gun by an intimate partner.”5 Despite the fact that gun 
violence is clearly a major issue that women face,the 
mainstream feminism movement has not framed it as 
something central to its goals.White feminism only 
focuses on the promotion of women in partiarchal and 
capitalist societies, ignoring the intersecting systems of 
oppression and how feminist issues connect with other 
modes of exploitation such as socioeconomic class.  

Th e issue of race is also not discussed oft en when 
examining “feminist” issues. Black and working class 
women have historically been excluded from wom-
en’s movements led mostly by White women.  While 
White suff ragettes learned activism from the anti-slav-
ery movement, Black suff ragettes weren’t allowed to 
protest alongside them in the fi ght for women’s rights. 
When White women got the right to vote, they voted 
no diff erently than the White men. In their so-called 
activism, they established a social hierarchy that put 
down and ignored the struggle for racial rights by 
Black men and women.6 Only White women received 
the vote in 1920, while Black women could not exercise 
the right to vote until 1965 with the passing of the Vot-
ing Rights Act. Voter suppression continued post-Civil 
Rights era in many regions of the country targeting 

The Reductive Nature of The Reductive Nature of 
Mainstream White FeminismMainstream White Feminism

By Jackie ZhangBy Jackie Zhang

working class and BIPOC women. Considering race 
when examining well-known feminist issues such as 
sexual assault adds new relevance to the struggle. Rape 
laws were originally were created to protect the wives 
of upper-class men, while the plight of working women 
was ignored. Moreover, sexual assaulters of working 
women have disproportionately escaped punishment, 
but the charge has been aimed at mostly Black men.7 
Moreover, according to the National Exoneration Reg-
istry, “assaults on white women by African-American 
men are a small minority of all sexual assaults in the 
United States, but they constitute half of sexual assaults 
with eyewitness misidentifi cations that led to exonera-
tion”.8 Invented prejudice of Black men has caused ter-
ror and violence against the Black community. While 
race is clearly an important aspect of feminist issues, 
the mainstream feminist movement has ignored its 
signifi cance to the lived experiences of woman of color. 

White mainstream feminism caters towards cisgen-
der woman and ignores the oppresion that trans wom-
en face. One example is the case of Aimee Stephens, 
who came out as transgender to her boss and was fi red 
two weeks later. Her employer, Th omas Rost, testifi ed 
that she was fi red because “[she] was no longer going 
to represent [herself] as a man. [She] wanted to dress 
as a woman”. Major medical associations came out in 
support of Stephens, but conservative religious groups 
and former President Trump’s Department of Justice 
fi led a brief supporting Rost. Even whenconsidering 

how mainstream feminism regards trans issues as 
separateones, it was shocking to see so-called “radical 
feminist” groups side with the Trump administration, 
as the Women’s Liberation Front (WoLF) did when 
it claimed that Stephens is a man.9 Th ere has been an 
remergence in the mainstream of groups like WoLF, 
referred to as “trans-exclusionary radical feminists” or 
TERFs, who claim that “sex is entirely binary, that the 
oppression of women is entirely based on that binary 
diff erence; that gender is a malign fi ction created by 
a patriarchy that exists wholly and solely to oppress 
women as a class.”10 Trans women of color, particu-
larly Black trans women, have faced disproportionate 
violence. Th e fi rst six months of 2021  had seen at 
least 28 transgender or gender-nonconforming people 
murdered, at least 20 of whom were  Black or Brown 
trans women.11 Mainstream feminism has not account-
ed for these continued attacks against trans women as 
“feminist” issues. Th e reduction of women’s oppression 
to biology ignores how systems of oppression inter-
sect and how patriarchy can be harmful to all, not just 
White cisgender women. 

In conclusion, White feminism does not enact 
widespread social change but rather reinforces the 
status quo. Feminism should be expansive and inclu-
sive across every mode of oppresion, intent on battling 
the systems set in place. “Gender equality cannot be 
conceptualized without foregrounding racial and eco-
nomic equality,” American activist Angela Davis says, 
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On August 26th, 2021, a suicide bomber belonging 
to the terrorist organization ISIS-Khorasan deto-

nated an explosive belt at Hamid Karzai International 
Airport in Kabul amid the US’ hasty withdrawal from 
Afghanistan. Th e consequent explosion and exchange 
of gunfi re resulted in the deaths of 169 Afghan civil-
ians and 13 U.S. service members. It was the largest 
loss of U.S. military personnel since 2011. Nine hun-
dred American citizens and legal residents have since 
been evacuated from Afghanistan, but over a hundred 
still remain there1. Many Afghans who have worked 
with the U.S. fear severe Taliban retaliation, with no 
guarantee that the U.S. will ensure their safety. Despite 
public outcry over the endangered US and Afghan 
lives, President Biden seems to be content with label-
ing his needlessly dangerous withdrawal plan as an 
“extraordinary success”2 and moving on.  Th e damage 
has been done, however, and the President’s overall 
handling of the situation has made Americans increas-
ingly skeptical of the President’s ability to lead in times 
of crisis.

But what exactly went wrong? Was leaving Af-
ghanistan in disarray unavoidable, as Biden himself 
claimed3? Th e answer is complicated given that the 
Taliban could have escalated the situation at any time. 
However, U.S. diplomats and military personnel exert-
ed enough infl uence to make a conditional withdrawal 
possible. Th e Doha Agreement, negotiated in Feb-
ruary 2020, provided a framework for talks between 
the Taliban and the Afghan government and made a 
withdrawal dependent on the Taliban’s full coopera-
tion. With substantial military power supporting the 
U.S. embassy in Afghanistan, the administration was 

well-equipped to renegotiate the Doha deal to make 
a withdrawal explicitly reliant on a Taliban-Afghani 
compromise. Th is could have guaranteed that Afghans 
would retain the freedoms they and the US had fought 
for. Instead, Biden opted to announce an uncondi-
tional, expedited withdrawal in April 2021. Sher Jan 
Ahmadzai, a professor at the University of Nebraska 
and former Afghan offi  cial, was dismayed at the sud-
denness of the withdrawal:

“It was unbelievable to see the government crum-
ble in a few hours. Th e more we look into it, the 
more we can understand why [that happened] 
—and a good chunk of the blame goes to the US. 
Th ere’s no doubt the Afghan government was 
dealing with corruptness and ineffi  ciencies, no 
doubt that the Taliban—supported by Pakistan—
were gaining ground, but in the midst of all this, 
[US] presence was guaranteeing security and sta-
bility. US troops provided morale to the Afghan 
forces and government, and as soon as the US 
suddenly withdrew, the morale was gone.”4

Abandoning our defense of Afghan liberty by with
drawing our troops empowered the Taliban and 
severely weakened an already-fragile Afghan govern-
ment that relied heavily on U.S. forces for support. A 
more measured withdrawal could have produced a 
power-sharing agreement between the Afghan gov-
ernment and the Taliban5, allowing the people to 
maintain rights that would eventually be lost under 
sharia law (an Islamic religious code). When most of 
the cards were in the U.S’ hands, they folded and took 
the easy way out, leaving the Afghan people to suff er 
under a legal system notorious for stoning women 
accused of adultery to death.

By July, plans to remove all troops were well un-
derway; the military was to shut down all bases while 
the U.S. embassy would serve as a point of contact to 
maintain diplomatic relations. Th e next step was to 

The Biden Administration’s 
Colossal Failure in Afghanistan

by Eric Zhou

“It was the largest loss of U.S. 
military personnel since 2011.”

shut down the Bagram airbase, which was signifi cant 
due to its proximity to Kabul, its technological capaci-
ty, and its imprisonment of prominent terrorists. Vari-
ous intelligence agencies along with the Department of 
Defense warned that the Taliban were quickly wresting 
control from the Afghan government6. Th e airbase was 
well-equipped for off ensive operations and civilian 
evacuation, both of which were going to be necessary 
given the Taliban’s overwhelming expansion. Despite 
this, Biden moved to close the airbase on schedule, re-
linquishing most of the United States’ military capaci-
ty. Bagram was shut down on July 2. 

In August, the Taliban swept into Kabul, taking 
Bagram and the embassy in a scene eerily reminiscent 
of the fall of the South Vietnamese capital of Saigon, 
a stunning loss that marked the end and failure of the 
Vietnam War7. Bagram’s prisoners, featuring 1,800 
ISIS-K members and 36 Al-Qaeda fi ghters8, were 
released, reigniting the possibility of terror attacks 
against the U.S. In fact, the bomber responsible for the 
Kabul airport attack was confi rmed to be a former Ba-
gram captive9. Representative Dan Crenshaw (R-TX), 
having served in Afghanistan himself, blasted the loss 
of Bagram as a complete logistical blunder:

“My offi  ce has been in touch with sources who 
are very close to the operation. And this is a State 
Department-led operation. Th e State Department 
overruled DOD (Department of Defense). When 
DOD wanted to make Bagram the last place 
where we would have troops, the State Depart-
ment overruled them. It was a foolish mistake 
because Bagram can hold a lot more aircraft , for 
instance, than Kabul Airport.”10

A strong military presence at Bagram could have sup-
ported Kabul, acting as a bulwark against encroaching 
Taliban forces. Even if Kabul were doomed to fall, 
Bagram could have been used to facilitate safe, orderly 
evacuations for embassy workers, American citizens, 
and Afghans. Advanced military equipment and im-
prisoned terrorists could have been moved to a more 
secure location, where they wouldn’t be captured by 

Taliban forces. Instead, the administration ignored the 
advice of its most knowledgeable experts and watched 
as the Taliban marched right into Bagram and Kabul.

Having no other choice, the administration com-
pleted a hurried evacuation at the Kabul Airport. Th e 
U.S. had such little control over the airport and sur-
rounding areas that they had to negotiate with the Tal-
iban in order to guarantee the safety of their citizens11. 
Protecting the lives of Americans is a bare minimum, 
and it never should have been compromised in the fi rst 
place. Furthermore, America couldn’t off er the protec-
tion they had promised to the thousands of Afghans 
who were turned back at the Taliban perimeter. Biden 
once pledged to our Afghan allies that “there is a home 
for you in the United States if you so choose, and we 
will stand with you just as you stood with us”12. But 
America didn’t stand with them, letting the Taliban 
hunt down Afghans that had worked with the US13.

Admittedly, the operation had some successes, 
such as the safe evacuation of US citizens , but the 
failures heavily outweigh the successes. Th e Taliban 
are free to re-establish their rule, one that is especially 
brutal toward women. Th e Taliban have been known 
supporters of al Qaeda, the group responsible for 9/11, 
and their recent success has reinvigorated radical ji-
hadist (militant Islamic) movements around the world. 
America’s global reputation will certainly be tarnished: 
our inadequate preparation and response will sow 
distrust among our allies and embolden our enemies. 
As new threats related to Afghanistan join the myriad 
other challenges that the Biden administration faces, 
the question remains: is President Biden prepared to 
solve these crises?
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Elections are the cornerstone of American de-
mocracy. Th e values our nation was founded 

upon dictate that every citizen has the right to ex-
press their beliefs and opinions by voting. However, 
in recent years, people have been calling attention to 
unfairness in our democratic system. Claims of foreign 
election interference and voter suppression among 
communities of color have tarnished our nation’s elec-
toral institution. No matter the level of the election, it 
is crucial to ensure that each eligible voice is heard in 
government. Th e requirements for voter eligibility cur-
rently exclude a portion of American citizens: people 
under the age of 18. Th ese are, in many cases, working 
American taxpayers who hold the same responsibil-
ities as those currently eligible to vote. However, this 
faction of worthy citizens have no say in decisions that 
aff ect them. 

Lowering the voting age to 16 would give millions 
of deserving Americans the government representa-
tion they are due. Th is issue has been heavily debated 
over the past decade. 16-17-year-olds are able to work, 
pay taxes, and help support their families. Th ose who 
do not have these responsibilities are still likely partic-
ipants of their community’s public school system and 
are living at home, giving them strong ties to their local 
area. A common refrain among those who do not sup-
port lowering the voting age is that children under the 
age of 18 have little knowledge of or interest in politics. 

However, political intelligence is not a necessary crite-
ria for voting. Th roughout history, each time this ar-
gument has been brought up, it has been done so with 
the sole intention of excluding people from democracy. 
Th e Voting Rights Act of 1965 outlawed discrimina-
tory literacy tests, and established “‘that a sixth-grade 
education provided ‘suffi  cient literacy, comprehension, 
and intelligence to vote in any election.’”1 

As for the other portion of this argument, a select 
few cities in the United States have lowered the voting 
age, the fi rst being Takoma Park, Maryland. When this 
change was instituted in 2013, “registered voters under 
18 had a turnout rate four times higher than voters 
over 18,” according to the National Youth Rights Asso-
ciation.2 Th is age group is eager and qualifi ed to vote, 
refuting any argument that they have no interest in 
voting. Th is demographic is being politically silenced, 
and the voices of young voters are not insignifi cant. 
Th e Smithsonian Magazine states that in the 2020 pres-
idential election, “young voters aged 18-29 preferred 
the Democratic ticket by a 25-point margin” and this 
age group “played a key role in ‘fl ipping’ battleground 
states.”3 If the youngest voting bracket has this much 
infl uence, expanding the voting age may have the po-
tential to shift  election results. Th ese deserving citizens 
will fi nally be able to orchestrate true change when 
they are granted the right to vote. 

Younger People Deserve Younger People Deserve 
the Right to Votethe Right to Vote

by Clare Struzzieryby Clare Struzziery

“This demographic is being 
politically silenced, and the 
voices of young voters are 
not insignificant.”
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Developing Countries Developing Countries 
Need to Find Need to Find 

Sustainable Growth ModelsSustainable Growth Models
by Ashley Wangby Ashley Wang

The most impactful global environmental problem 
our planet faces is climate change. Climate change 

is deeply rooted in interactions between environmen-
tal, economic, political, and technological pressures. In 
terms of equity, it is greatly infl uential internationally 
and intergenerationally, and sustainable development 
is greatly impacted by climate change. Th ese impacts 
are seen through the disadvantages developing coun-
tries face, as it is especially important for developing 
countries to attempt to alleviate and accommodate for 
changes in the climate as they are most susceptible to 
its detrimental impacts. For instance, in Burkina Faso, 
many young students must gather under trees during 
their lessons due to the lack of widespread access to 
effi  cient technology to cool their buildings in order 
to overcome the adverse eff ects of climate change. 
Moreover, the developing country Burkina Faso lies in 
a position where they are more so aff ected by climate 
change than the rest of the world as temperatures are 
rising 150% faster in the Sahel than anywhere else 
across the globe. 

Developing countries looking to improve their 
ecnomy aspire to implement growth strategies that will 
rapidly and exponentially increase their gross domes-
tic product (GDP). In contrast, economic growth, as 
it stands, necessitates greater usage of non-renewable 
resources, higher levels of carbon emission and pol-
lution, rises in overall temperature, and potentially, 
habitat loss. In 1997, China’s GDP stood at less than $1 
trillion in current U.S. dollars. However, aft er expo-
sure to the World Trade Organization in 2001, China’s 
export-oriented development model led to exponential 
GDP growth for the following two decades, reaching 
$14.7 trillion by 2020. Th is is the growth model that 
most developing countries currently view as their goal 
despite it being deleterious for the climate. As China’s 
economy fl ourished, the country’s carbon emissions 
boomed, surpassing those of the United States in 2005 
and tripling in only 14 years. Th erefore, it is especially 
important that developing countries do not strive to 
imitate the growth models many developed countries 
currently operate on, but instead, look for various 
other ways to grow their economies sustainably. How-
ever, in order for these countries to make educated 
decisions and take adequate action to mitigate climate 
change, they must have access to some pertinent data. 
According to the book titled Climate Change and 
Developing Countries, it is necessary for developing 

countries to possess information that includes “the 
contribution of countries and regions to the growth in 
greenhouse gas emissions, changes in regional climate, 
impacts of projected climate change on ecosystems and 
the economy, technology and capital needs to mitigate 
and adapt to climate change, implications of addressing 
climate change mitigation and adaptation on equity and 
sustainable development, and global mechanisms to 
address climate change and their implications.” 

Unfortunately, even with access to detailed environ-
mental trajectories and data, most developing countries 
do not have suffi  cient funding to adjust to sea level rise, 
extreme weather, natural disasters, and other negative 
impacts of climate change. Moreover, countries are 
further challenged as they must adjust to these climate 
eff ects while growing their economies without increas-
ing production of greenhouse gases, and keeping their 
emission rates consistent with lowering global warming 
below the internationally agreed 2°C target.

“Temperatures are rising 
150% faster in the             

Sahel than anywhere          
else across the globe.”

Th us, fi nding sustainable ways to grow their econ-
omies have become next to impossible for developing 
countries. International inaction on climate change has 
led to a massive spike in greenhouse gas emissions, con-
sequently leaving developing countries disadvantaged. 
A recent United Nations Climate Change Conference, 
known as the 26th Conference of the Parties, resulted 
in slight progress in taking steps toward the better-
ment of the climate crisis, however, most negotiators 
regretfully recognized that countries were unsuccessful 
in gathering strategies to fi nance green development. 
Th e completion of fi nding strategies to improve their 
growth models in sustainable ways had not only been 
promised by these developed countries in previous 
agreements, but the incremental decrease in emissions 
and consumption of non-renewable resources had not 
been suffi  cient in addressing the large-scale problem 
of climate change in the fi rst place. However, the sig-
nifi cant amounts of carbon emission produced by fi rst 
world countries is all the greater reason for developing 
countries to adapt to climate change and adjust their 
growth strategies accordingly. On the other hand, the 
fl uctuations in data on the unending increase in growth 
of emissions make fi nding these strategies even harder 
as many developing countries are left  in the dark about 
detailed information in this regard…and so continues 
the cycle.

“Most developing countries do 
not have suffi  cient funding to 

adjust to sea level rise, extreme 
weather, natural disasters, 
and other negative impacts 

of climate change.”
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Considered a beacon of equality and justice through-
out the West, the United States of America fi rmly 

asserts itself into the developing world. Th e Middle 
East is a region in which US involvement is palpable, 
and Iran experiences the greatest impact. Th roughout 
the 20th century, Iran was regarded as valuable by the 
United States due to its abundance of oil, and the US 
went to extraordinarily pervasive methods in order to 
secure this economic interest. Iran’s monarchy, led by 
the all-powerful Shah, was intertwined with Ameri-
can infl uence until the overturn of power due to the 
Iranian Revolution in 1979. While a parliament headed 
by a Prime Minister existed under the monarchy, the 
Shah still drastically outweighed the prime minister’s 
authority. Th rough the Central Intelligence Agen-
cy’s (CIA) orchestration of the 1953 coup that ousted 
Prime Minister Mohammed Mossadegh for a return 
of Reza Pahlavi, along with the collusion between 
America and rebel leader Khomeini during the Ira-
nian Revolution that would topple the monarchy, US 
involvement with Iran drastically aff ected the political 
and social structure of the nation. America’s overbear-
ing presence in Iran has been unjust and detrimental 
as it harmed the Iranian people and contradicted core 
American principles. 

Firstly, Iranian Prime Minister Mohammed Mos-
sadegh’s economic and social policy revolutionized 
Iran in an extremely progressive manner, illuminat-
ing the devastating eff ect of removing him from his 
role. Prior to the election of Mossadegh, Iran faced a 
huge economic downfall due to the enormous British 
presence in the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company (AIOC). 

British workers controlled the highest paying jobs in 
the AIOC draining Iran of its most precious natural 
resource and leaving the nation’s workers poor.1 Polit-
ical factions united to support Mossadegh’s election as 
prime minister, hoping for a progressive fi gure to fi x 
internal issues. Mossadegh’s immediate action to na-
tionalize the Iranian oil industry began repairing Iran’s 
economy, replacing British technicians with Iranians 
and expelling the controlling hand of the United King-
dom, thereby revitalizing the Iranian economy.2 Mos-
sadegh’s decision to put Iran’s people fi rst, giving them 
jobs and correctly capitalizing on a resource that had 
long since been swindled away from its home nation, 
highlights his revolutionary thinking and ameliorative 
impact. In addition to his economic reform, Mossade-
gh aided Iran’s people through social revitalization. As 
stated by writer Bethany Allen-Ebrahimian of Foreign 
Policy, “He [Mossadegh] openly championed demo-
cratic values and hoped to establish a democracy in 
Iran. Th e elected parliament selected him as prime 
minister, a position he used to reduce the power of the 
shah, thus bringing Iran closer in line with the political 
traditions that had developed in Europe (3).”

US Involvement in Iran: An US Involvement in Iran: An 
Invasion on Rights and Invasion on Rights and 

Contradiction of PrinciplesContradiction of Principles
By Chris TillenBy Chris Tillen

“He [Mossadegh] openly 
championed democratic 
values and hoped to estab-
lish a democracy in Iran.”

Th e very existence of a powerful fi gure shift ed focus 
away from Iran’s monarchy and towards a more dem-
ocratic state, as it undercut the Shah’s overarching 
authority. Free speech under Mossadegh thrived with 
multitudes of journals covering diff erent opinions and 
over 600 novels were published domestically through-
out his three year tenure.4 Iranian life under Mossa-
degh was a revolutionary time where even opinions 
against the government were permitted, and the values 
Mossadegh was preaching directly parallel those of 
America. Mossadegh exemplifi ed just leadership for 
the Iranian people, a champion of Iranian rights, and 
America’s later role in removing Mossadegh complete-
ly disregarded the needs of the Iranian people, silenced 
freedom of speech and negated the fundamentally 
American belief of democracy. 

Secondly, American actions to overthrow the 
democratically-elected Mossadegh encroached on 
Iranian national sovereignty and repudiated American 
values. Known as Operation Ajax, the CIA’s role in 
the 1953 coup was spearheaded by Kermit Roosevelt. 
Mossadegh’s nationalization of the AIOC had harmed 
both the UK and the US, motivating the US to topple 
him in order to regain control. US action in Iran was 
hidden from the American public at the time, illus-
trating the secretive nature of this pervasive assault. 
Modern CIA documents now reveal that the US aimed 
to: “Th rough legal, or quasi-legal, methods to eff ect the 
fall of the Mossadeq government; and to replace it with 
a pro-Western government under the Shah’s leadership 
with with Zahedi as its Prime Minister.”5

Recent declassifi ed CIA reports uncover American at-
tempts to sway the Iranian public, with eff orts made to 
ensure to Iranians that “authority to govern the people 
rested solely and completely in the hands of the Shah.”6 
Via ‘quasi-legal methods,’ the US was willing to tram-
ple international law in order to strengthen the Shah 
as a leader, enabling the dictatorship of the Shah and 
undermining the democracy that Mossadegh strived 
for. Roosevelt then seized control of the Iranian press 

through bribery in order to disperse anti-Mossadegh 
propaganda.7 Roosevelt’s willingness to bribe a foreign 
power’s newspaper in order to sabotage a democrat-
ic leader also brings to light the repression of a core 
American value: freedom of speech. Due to collabora-
tion with the Iranian military, which entailed bribery, 
the coup succeeded. Mossadegh was overthrown, and 
the US reaped this victory with a new 40% share of 
Iran’s oil output.8 Prime Minister Zahedi, a man who 
was a puppet of the Shah and returned parliament to a 
powerless enabler of the dictatorship, replaced Mossa-
degh, highlighting further America’s part in ending a 
semi-democratic state. Th e coup paved the way for vi-
olence under the Shah and resulted in decades of abuse 
against Iranians. Moreover, the measures that the US 
took to achieve the overthrow of Mossadegh demon-
strate a contradiction of American principles and an 
invasion of Iran’s autonomy, which would further harm 
the Iranian people under the ensuing regime. 

Th irdly, the resulting renewal of the Shah’s power 
plunged Iran into a dark era of oppression, revealing 
the harmful repercussions of the CIA’s coup. Immedi-
ately following the imprisonment of Mossadegh, the 
Shah moved to silence any government opposition, 
authorizing the imprisonment and torture of a wide 
swath of political fi gures such as, “Cabinet Ministers, 
political leaders, members of parliament, militants, 
journalists, intellectuals, union members and rebel-
lious army offi  cers.”9 While multitudes of opinions 
in journals and novels were present under Mossade-
gh, any written work which attacked the monarchy 
was censored under the Shah.10 Similar to American 
actions during the coup, the core American value of 
freedom of speech was decimated. America’s decision 
to support Reza Pahlavi in this suppression further 
underscores the lack of US adherence to one of its 
own core principles. Th e Shah’s actions continued to 
increase militarization in Iran, when the Sāzemān-e 
Ettelā’āt va Amniyat-e Keshvar (SAVAK) was intro-
duced as Iran’s secret police. Th e SAVAK was founded 
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and trained by the CIA, thus infl uenced by the US, 
and was responsible for thousands of unjust arrests 
and torture.11 America’s intrusion on internal Iranian 
aff airs led to the harming of innocent Iranian civilians. 
Both in overthrowing Mossadegh to clear a path for 
the Shah and in supporting his corrosive regime and 
intrusive secret police despite their clear violations on 
human rights and on American principles, America 
was responsible for the maltreatment of the Iranian 
people under Pahlavi.  

Additionally, Reza Pahlavi capitalized on selective 
Western propaganda to control the Iranian public, 
creating a distinct and public connection between his 
violent methods and the US. Th eaters, papers, and 
news broadcasts were fl ooded with American media, 
all which glorifi ed the Shah and established a parallel 
between Pahlavia and America.12 Th is wide scale pro-
paganda endeavor further shows the Shah’s eff orts to 
deceive his people, and the overbearing presence of the 
West underscores his attempts to move away from tra-
ditional Iranian culture. Moreover, publicly connecting 
America to the brutal Shah further solidifi ed the US’s 
central and loathsome role in facilitating a dictator. 
America was equally vocal in supporting the Shah, 
utterly ignoring the malicious crimes Pahlavi was com-
mitting. In oppressing the people and political rivals, 
creating the SAVAK, and circulating harmful Western 
media, America and the Shah laid the framework for 
a broken Iranian population that was susceptible to 
radical ideas of Ayatollah Khomeini. 

Th e US heinously enabled the repression of an 
entire nation’s citizens while ignoring their own emp-
ty claims of supporting democracy and freedom of 
speech, a pattern of hypocrisy which was evident again 
with the collusion between America and Khomeini. 

Fourthly, following the resulting oppression from 
the coup, the deceitful and secretive measures which 
the US took while supporting Ayatollah Khomeini 
were based on corrupt motives and trampled Iranian 
autonomy. Th roughout the Shah’s oppressive regime, 
the West mostly sat idly to his crimes, as American in-
terests were being fulfi lled. A BBC report on the newly 
revealed CIA documents outlining American motives 
to suddenly support Khomeini for the “vital fl ow of 
oil; and the future of the most important institution of 
power in Iran, the military.”13 America was willing to 
allow humans to be tortured and to support the dicta-
tor, only inserting itself once oil fl ow was threatened. 
A telegram from the US Ambassador to Iran, William 

Sullivan, highlights how, “Th e only tangible evidence 
of Iranian support for the monarchy comes from the 
armed forces.”14 Sullivan’s touting of the fragile na-
ture of the monarchy the US had been so vehemently 
supporting demonstrates the fi rst act of betrayal of 
existent alliances. Firstly, the US subtly ousted the Shah 
by persuading him to take a leave of absence, leaving 
Iran vulnerable to intervention.15 Secondly, through 
a secretive line of direct communication to Khomei-
ni, America informed the revolutionaries that the US 
looked favorably upon a regime change. Furthermore, 
these messages confi rmed to Khomeini that the Ira-
nian military was willing to support a revolution.16 
Together with the absence of the Shah, this intel was 
instrumental in Khomeini’s successful takeover. Amer-
ica was acting on reasons that were anything but just, 
as they were solely acting on behalf of militaristic and 
economic interests, never for human lives. Moreover, 
American methods once again infringed upon Iranian 
sovereignty. Th e added secrecy and betrayal in Amer-
ican eff orts oppose the notion that America is an hon-
est beacon of justice in the developing world. America’s 
role in bringing Khomeini into power was based on 
twisted motivations and played out in a contradictorily 
clandestine manner, and it would lead to further viola-
tions of the Iranian public. 

Consequently, Ayatollah Khomeini was an equally 
oppressive leader to the people of Iran, ruling through 
fear due from his violent executions and religious 
threats, as well as through his restrictions on women’s 
rights. Although Khomeini preached a reversal of the 
Shah’s dictatorial methods, his fi rst actions closely 
mirrored those of the Shah in 1953: execution. Over 
18 months, Khomeini executed 30,000 citizens and 
political adversaries, beginning a new repressive era.17 
Khomeini specifi cally attacked the prisons, killing and 
torturing numerous citizens who had not been sen-
tenced to death, and threw them in mass graves.18 De-
spite promises of a new dawn for Iran, Khomeini ruled 
ruthlessly, illuminating the damaging repercussions of 
American involvement. Similar to the US, Khomeini 
exhibited a total lack of empathy for the people of Iran, 
killing many of his own citizens as a result of American 
aid in 1979. America allowed a dictator to murder the 
Iranian people. Additionally, the Ayatollah referred to 
Islam as justifi cation for his heinous crimes, turning 
the culture of Iran against its own people.19 Khomeini 
used this profi teering of Islam to instill fear in Iranians. 
He connected his policies to the will of Allah, meaning 
those who opposed him were made to believe that they 
were directly sinning against the one true God. Again 
on the grounds of Khomeini’s radicalized Islam, the 
regime moved to supress women’s rights. Khomeini 
mandated a religious veil, eliminating the freedom 
of choice for women’s clothing. Th e segregation of 
education, the workforce, and public places further 
alienated women. Laws regarding divorce, child cus-
tody, and citizenship were also introduced, all with 
the purpose of taking away female rights.20 Freedom 
of religion and women’s rights, two central aspects of 

“Moreover, publicly connecting 
America to the brutal Shah 

further solidifi ed the US’s cen-
tral and loathsome role 

in facilitating a dictator.”

20th century America, were decimated in a further act 
demonstrative of American principles being shattered 
on account of US involvement. Khomeini’s ability to 
perform these abhorrent violations of human rights 
were achievable due to American aid, both in fostering 
the desperate environment he exploited to gain power 
and in physically introducing Khomeini as ruler. Th e 
end result of America’s secret support to Khomeini was 
the complete repression of Iran’s citizens through the 
destruction of America’s central value of freedom, and 
the hatred of the US in Iranian public opinion further 
reveals the repercussions of these catastrophic acts.

Finally, Khomeini’s increasingly intense anti-Amer-
ican rhetoric, which climaxed in the Iranian Hostage 
crisis of 1979, highlights the consequences of America’s 
unjust actions. One of Khomeini’s trademark meta-
phors was referring to America as “the Great Satan,” 
depicting Western infl uence as the ultimate enemy to 
the Islamic Republic of Iran. Khomeini’s religious and 
infl ammatory speeches urged Iranians to combat this 
foreign force. In once instance, Khomeini commanded 
Iranians to, “Echo the crushing slogan of disavowing 
the pagans and apostates of world arrogance - headed 
by the criminal United States - in the house of mono-
theism and remember to express their hatred toward 
the enemies of God and mankind.”21 Th is sentiment 

was popular, as America was publicly responsible for 
the oppressive Shah. Th is violent reaction to Ameri-
ca is a direct response to the pain the US had caused 
Iranians, and while Khomeini spearheaded this notion, 
the Iranian public also harbored rightful disdain. Kho-
meini referenced America’s global reputation, calling 
the nation out on hypocrisy. Specifi cally, Khomeini 
highlighted how America proclaimed to have support-
ed human rights, yet they allowed police to kill inno-
cent civilians.22 While Khomeini was equally as guilty, 
his statements on the US’s hypocrisy gained popularity 
because Iran had suff ered as a direct result of America 
(though American involvement with Khomeini was 
barred from the Iranian public, Western support of 
the Shah and the America’s role in the 1953 coup were 
widely known). In November of 1979, the US embassy 
and the 60 Americans inside were taken by Iranian 
students and held for 444 days, painting America as 
impotent to the international community.23 Ultimate-
ly, the Iranian Hostage Crisis occurred in response to 
America’s own actions toward Iran. Th e anti-American 
spirit of the students who triggered the storming of 
the US Embassy directly exemplifi es how America has 
damaged Iran’s people. Anti-American speech and acts 
within Iran occured due to America’s past deeds, illus-
trating the pain Iranian citizens endured on account 
of US engagement and the wrongful compromise on 
American values. 

Th rough its hegemony, the United States of Amer-
ica entangled itself in Iranian aff airs throughout the 
20th century. Th e US has acted primarily on self inter-
est, with disregard for the Iranian public and in direct 
contrast towards America’s own values. Th is is exem-
plifi ed with America’s fi rst direct intervention, which 
plundered Iranian sovereignty and brought down the 
democratic and benefi cial Mossadegh in favor of a 
dictator, doing so through corruption and suppres-
sion of freed speech. America’s interference with Iran’s 
autonomy continued in the collusion revolving around 
Ayatollah Khomeini, where Iran’s rights as a nation 
were violated and the image of the honest and just US 
obliterated. Th e role of America in Iran’s history has 
additional global reverberations, as the ‘success’ of the 
1953 coup empowered America to orchestrate future 
clandestine destruction of governments. America 
exhibits aloofness towards the killings, torturings, and 
other acts of oppression against the Iranian people, 
which were committed by dictators sponsored by the 
US. Equally important is the corruption of Ameri-
can principles, where US actions violated freedom 
of speech, democracy, transparency, and justice. Th e 
shining image of a glorious America bringing peace 
to the world is snuff ed out by the reality of American 
actions regarding Iran. Th e deceitful and heavy hand of 
US involvement in foreign nations is epitomized with 
Iran, a nation where America has cavalierly invaded 
Iranian jurisdiction and atrociously allowed for the 
abuse of the public, all while hypocritically repudiating 
its own values.
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In 1941, Raphael Lemkin invented a term to describe 
the abhorrent human rights violations perpetrated 

by the Nazis during WWII. He coined the word “geno-
cide” by combining genos, the Greek word for race or 
tribe, with the Latin suffi  x -cide (“to kill”). Genocide is 
violence against members of a national, ethnic, racial, 
or religious group with intent to destroy the entire 
group, and the United Nations declared it to be an 
international crime in 1948.1 Many horrifi c acts of vio-
lence that met the defi nition of genocide have occurred 
since 1948, of which  three lesser known crises took 
place in Rwanda, Cambodia, and Kosovo. Th e (lack 
of) response to these three genocides from the inter-
national community, specifi cally the United States, was 
cast into the spotlight. Th e extent to which the United 
States expended monetary or military resources to 
become involved in the Rwandan, Cambodian, and 
Kosovo genocides directly correlated with its economic 
and geopolitical interests. 

During the spring of 1994 in just under three 
months, the Rwandan genocide led to over 800,000 
deaths of the Tutsi people, an ethnic minority and po-
litical party.2 Under the WWI League of Nations man-
date, the Belgian’s ruling of Rwanda favored the Tutsis 
over the Hutus, creating tensions that caused confl ict. 
In 1973, Juvenal Habyarimana (a Hutu) rose to power 
through a coup by the National Revolutionary Move-

ment for Development. In 1990, the Rwandese Patriot-
ic Front (RPF), led by Tutsi refugees, invaded Rwanda. 
Over the next three years, the Hutu-led government 
directed Tutsi massacres as a civil war ensued. A 
ceasefi re led to the 1993 Arusha Accords, calling for a 
transitional government including the RPF. 

Peace lasted for only eight months until a plane 
carrying Habyarimana and the Republic of Burundi’s 
president was shot down in April 1994 with no survi-
vors. Immediately, the genocide commenced as four 
governmental Hutu forces converged to murder Tutsis 
and moderate Hutus. Th e day aft er, Beligan troops 
withdrew aft er Prime Minister Agathe Uwilingiyima-
na and 10 Belgian peacekeepers for the UN Assis-
tance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR) were killed.3 
Hundreds of thousands of Rwandans were dead and 
2 million refugees fl ed, exacerbating an already dire 
humanitarian crisis.4 Th e genocide spread as govern-
ment-sponsored radio stations ordered civilians to 
murder their neighbors. In July aft er RPF forces gained 
control of Kigali, leaders established a bipartisan 
government. In a compromise, Pasteur Bizimungu, a 
Hutu, was declared president. Paul Kagame, a Tutsi, 
was declared vice president and defense minister. In 
October of 1994, the Rwandan genocide concluded 
with the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda 
in Tanzania. 

U.S. Geopolitical Interests During Genocide: A 
Look into Rwanda, Cambodia, and Kosovo

By Katie Cheung

With only two exceptions, the international com-
munity made no eff ort to mitigate the Rwandan 
genocide with military intervention or humanitarian 
aid. Although controversial, France’s “Zone Turquoise” 
in southwest Rwanda and Belgium’s aid packages of 
over 720 million Belgian francs were the only endeav-
ors which aimed to lessen the confl ict.6 In contrast, 
the U.S. failed to mount any meaningful attempts to 
combat the erasure of the Tutsi people due to Rwanda’s 
lack of geopolitical value. Th e Atlantic reported that, 
“Clinton had shown virtually no interest in stopping 
the genocide, and his Administration had stood by as 
the death toll rose into the hundreds of thousands.”7 
Aft er President Bush’s previous failure of a humanitar-
ian mission in Somalia in 1993, the U.S. saw no polit-
ical benefi t in becoming involved in another African 
confl ict. If the U.S. had intervened to stabilize Rwanda’s 
war-torn society, the U.S. would have been indefi nitely 
responsible for propping up a country with no eco-
nomic promise. 

America’s lack of condemnation was highlighted 
during the fi rst three days of the killings, when U.S. 
diplomats in Rwanda reported that armed extremists 
were aiming to eliminate the Tutsi, and the press re-
ported the door-to-door hunting of unarmed civilians. 
On April 7, 1994 David Rawson, an American ambas-
sador, ordered the removal of all U.S. personnel, and 
“in the three days during which some 4,000 foreigners 
were evacuated, about 20,000 Rwandans were killed.”8 
Even worse, on April 21, press reports accounted for 
100,000 dead; however, the Security Council voted to 
slash UNAMIR forces to 270 men.8 With this, the U.S. 
and the entire world consciously chose to abandon the 
Tutsi people. Th e U.S. had more than enough intelli-
gence to realize that a genocide was taking place, but 
did not even consider the possibility of intervention. 
It appeared that Rwanda’s lack of global importance 
made the deployment of U.S. soldiers unworthy despite 
the mass murder of Tutsis. 

It shocked the world when the U.S. failed to act 
despite its State Department reporting that, “lists of 
Tutsi victims’ names and addresses had reportedly 
been prepared; Rwandan government troops and Hutu 
militia and youth squads were the main perpetrators.”9 
Furthermore, Th e Washington Post’s documentation 
of “the heads and limbs of victims were sorted and 
piled neatly, a bone-chilling order in the midst of chaos 
that harked back to the Holocaust,”10 was not enough 
to convince Clinton to take action. During the three 
months, he never assembled his top advisors to discuss 
the slaughterings. As former UN Secretary-General 
Boutros Boutros-Ghali stated, “Th e failure of Rwan-
da is 10 times greater than the failure of Yugoslavia. 
Because in Yugoslavia the international community 
was interested, was involved. In Rwanda nobody was 
interested.”11 America saw Rwanda as another failed 
African nation that held no political or economic gain. 
Th ey believed investing money and sending troops to 
the Bosnian war took precedence over Rwanda. Th e 
U.S.’s failure to become involved due to the absence of 

geopolitical interest in Rwanda refl ected its own goal: 
to further the U.S.-centric ideals of economic and 
political dominance. In contrast, the Cambodian and 
Kosovo genocides illustrate the varying extent of U.S. 
involvement which correlated with each countries’ 
ability to further U.S. interests.

Nineteen years prior to the Rwandan genocide, the 
Khmer Rouge (KR), a brutal communist regime, ruled 
Cambodia. Under the leadership of Marxist dictator 
Pol Pot, the KR aimed to create a master race which 
led to 1.7-2.2 million proletariat deaths as a result of 
execution, starvation, disease, or overwork.12 Before 
the genocide began in 1975, Cambodia was ruled by 
monarch Prince Norodom Sihanouk. Th e KR oper-
ated as the armed wing of the Communist Party of 
Kampuchea primarily in the remote jungle areas near 
the Vietnam border. Pol Pot viewed the rural villagers 
as self-suffi  cient and untainted by the evils of money, 
wealth, and religion. Th e KR’s main opposition was 
Prime Minister Lon Nol, who was backed by the U.S. 
due to their anti-communist beliefs. In 1970, the ten-
sion between rural and urban citizens surged when the 
Prince was ousted by a coup led by Lon Nol. Forced 
out of power, the Prince established an alliance with 
the KR, ensuring his political prominence. Since the 
monarch was supported by Cambodians in the city, the 
Communists gained widespread support. 

Aft er fi ve years of civil war between Lon Nol and 
the KR, the fi ghting concluded when the KR invad-
ed Phnom Penh, handing total power to Pol Pot. Th e 
genocide began as he transformed Cambodia using 
the model of villages as an agriculture-oriented utopia, 
renamed Cambodia as Kampuchea, and declared 1975 
as “Year Zero.” Pol Pot resettled millions of city-dwell-
ers onto farming communes, abolished the country’s 
currency, outlawed ownership of private property, and 
prohibited practicing religion. People on the collectives 
suff ered from overwork, lack of food, and abuse by 
the ruthless KR guards overseeing the camps. Enemies 
of the state such as intellectuals or potential leaders 
of revolutions were executed in centers like the Tuol 
Sleng jail. It was rumored that wearing glasses was 
enough reason to be killed. Th e KR hoped to extend 
their power into Vietnam, but the end of Pol Pot’s atro-
cious rule came in 1979 when the Vietnamese Army 
invaded Cambodia. In 1993, Prince Norodom returned 
to rule under a constitutional monarchy, and four years 
later, Pol Pot died during the trial for his crimes against 
the state which had resulted in the death of nearly 25% 
of Cambodia’s population.13 

In contrast to the U.S.’s total absence in the Rwan-
dan genocide, the U.S. was indirectly involved in the 
Cambodian genocide through criticizing Pol Pot and 
the expansion of Communism across southeast Asia. 
American soldiers were previously deployed during 
the Vietnam War, and the U.S. government actively 
fostered political ties with Lon Nol. Th e U.S. provided 
$1.85 billion USD in aid to Lon Nol’s anti-communist 
regime, 95% of Lon Nol’s income, and advanced weap-
onry which boosted his forces during the civil war.14 
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Th e threat of Communism as a result of Cambodia’s 
adjacent geographic position to Vietnam was import-
ant enough for the U.S. to grant monetary and military 
aid to Lon Nol, indirectly establishing a U.S. presence 
during the Cambodian genocide.

Another reason for indirect U.S. involvement was 
the opposing political relations between the KR, who 
was backed by China, and Lon Nol. Th e U.S.-China re-
lationship was confl icted because while China viewed 
the KR as an ideological ally within the region, its 
global presence was central in U.S. foreign policy cir-
cles aft er President Nixon’s trip to Beijing. As the U.S. 
and China battled for industrial dominance, China 
supplied the KR with military advisers and weaponry 
consisting of 100 tanks, 200 missiles, 130-mm guns, 
and over 12 fi ghter aircraft s.15 Instead of condemning 
the transactions, the U.S. viewed China as “a central 
element” in its global policy although China supported 
the brutal regime who aimed to exterminate “lesser” 
peoples. Due to China’s growing geopolitical infl uence 
in southeast Asia, through their support of the KR, the 
U.S. intended to terminate Communism’s spread and 
counter Chinese military supremacy through its indi-
rect involvement in the Cambodian genocide. 

In 1996, two years aft er the Rwandan genocide, 
tensions between ethnic Albanians and ethnic Serbs 
gave rise to the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA). Th e 
Kosovo genocide displaced and murdered over a 
million Kosovar Albanians.16 Ten years prior, in 1986, 
Serbian president Slobodan Milošević altered the 
constitution to reduce Kosovo’s provincial autonomy, 
eliminated  thousands of Kosovar Albanian jobs, and 
restricted their cultural organizations. Leader of the 
Albanians, Ibrahim Rugova, organized protests against 
the repeal of the province’s autonomy, and in 1991, 
ethnic Albanians proclaimed themselves members of 
the Republic of Kosovo. 

In 1998, the genocide began when Serbs massacred 
over 50 members of the Jashari family, the founders of 
the KLA. An 11 year-old girl who survived recalled, 
“Th e third day they shot at us and killed my uncle… 
I saw that everything was burned.”17 Th is massacre 
moved the Contact Group (U.S., UK, France, Germa-
ny, Italy and Russia) to congregate, and the immediate 
assemblage of the world’s strongest nations mirrors 
the U.S.’s political ideals.18 Th e Western nations feared 
total war in southeastern Europe more than they had 
in Rwanda. Th e Balkans held greater importance due 
to its geographic position between western Europe and 
the Middle East. Likewise, the United Nations Security 
Council (UNSC) took action much quicker compared 
to their response to other situations due to the risk of 
violence spreading to other Balkan states, which would 
force Russia to become involved in a full blown proxy 
war. Resolution 1160 condemned the use of “excessive 
force by Serbian police forces… and all external sup-
port for terrorist activity in Kosovo, including fi nance, 
arms and training.”19 In Rwanda, there was minimal 
urgency from the international community to even ac-
knowledge the violence. However, the explicit denun-

ciation of the Kosovo genocide by the UNSC refl ects 
how Kosovo held greater geopolitical infl uence and 
value than Rwanda or Cambodia.  

In May, Rugova sought President Clinton’s support 
aft er 20 Kosovar Albanians were killed in retaliation 
for the death of a Serb policeman.20 Th e Balkan Air 
Show in the summer of 1998 had 85 NATO warplanes 
fl y over Albania in a show of force aimed at Mi-
lošević.21 Th e immense opportunity for political gain in 
Kosovo led the U.S. to directly dispatch armed forces 
both in the air and on the ground to aid the Kosovar 
Albanians. As more Kosovar Albanians were massa-
cred, the October Agreement prompted for Serbian 
compliance with UN Resolution 1999, a cease-fi re, 
troop withdrawals, and autonomy for Kosovo. Peace 
ensued until the Racak Massacre resulted in 45 Koso-
var Albanian deaths on January 15, 1999.22 Fearful 
of creating a crisis similar to the Bosnian genocide, 
Clinton gathered his foreign policy council and the 
KLA attended peace talks with the Contact Group. 
Direct eff orts from the U.S. to establish peace occurred 
when Clinton announced the deployment of 4,000 U.S. 
peacekeepers in Kosovo.23 With U.S. aid and the UNSC 
adoption of Resolution 1244, over 600,000 Albanians 
returned from the hills.24 Formal violence closed with 
the Kumanovo Treaty, and fi nally, Kosovo declared 
independence from Serbia in February 2008, just 13 
years ago. Due to the geopolitical implications Koso-
vo possessed, the U.S. military directly intervened to 
resolve the Kosovo genocide, something the U.S. failed 
to replicate in Rwanda and Cambodia. 

In summary, the level of U.S. involvement in the 
Rwandan, Cambodian, and Kosovo genocides refl ect-
ed the geopolitical interests of the U.S.. Although the 
Rwandan genocide was known as the “most effi  cient 
killing spree of the twentieth century,” it received no 
U.S. military intervention due to the country’s lack 
of political value or infl uence.25 In comparison, the 
sizable fi nancial aid from the U.S. to bolster Lon Nol’s 
forces against the expansion of Communism along 
with opposing political Asian alliances justifi ed the 
U.S. to become indirectly involved in condemning the 
KR’s mass murder of Cambodians. Finally, the U.S.’s 
direct role in NATO’s mission against Russian domi-
nance in Kosovo led the U.S. to deliberately use air and 
ground forces to resolve the Kosovo genocide. Ten-
sions among targeted populations have continued into 
the 21st century, highlighting the importance of refl ec-
tion regarding the United State’s varying response to 
these confl icts and the dire need for adequate solutions 
that will mitigate casualties.  

“The third day they shot at 
us and killed my uncle… I saw 
that everything was burned.”

“The Kosovo genocide 
displaced and murdered 
over a million 
Kosovar Albanians.”
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Just as police in a city deal with crime, innovators 
of a brand deal with counterfeiters. Counterfeit 

products are imitations of authentic goods that are sold 
with the intention to exploit the superior worth and 
cost of a genuine product. Th e counterfeiting business 
has extended into technology, soft ware, consumer 
goods and manufacturing. A company’s profi ts deter-
mine the amount of taxes they pay to the government, 
the ability to increase hiring which improves consumer 
spending, and infl uences trade and the economy. Larg-
er companies play a big role assisting the overarching 
economy but generally have more intellectual property 
rights and thus, are more impacted by counterfeiters. 
Not only does the mimicked product aff ect the verita-
ble companies profi t, but due to the copious amounts 
of counterfeiting, especially from China, there is an 
association with diminished economic activity, par-
ticularly in the United States. It is known that eighty 
percent of the world’s counterfeited goods stem from 
China.1 Counterfeit businesses are able to do this by 
disregarding Intellectual Property Rights, such as pat-
ents, of companies globally. Th ese rights are attributed 
to the authentic creator of a product to protect their 
innovation and to provide exclusive rights for a peri-
od of time. China’s lack of respect towards intellectual 
property rights threatens the economic ecosystems of 
the world including one of the largest economies, the 
United States.  China disrespecting the United States 
intellectual property rights hurts the United States 
economy as well as China’s own, and it impairs the US 
perception of China. 

Th e continued penetration of Chinese counterfeit 
products into the United States, enhanced through 

e-commerce channels, represents China’s blatant 
disrespect of US intellectual property rights (IPR). In 
addition, China’s actions result in the need for a costly 
enforcement eff ort from the US, signifi cant safety con-
cerns, negative perception towards China, and adverse 
impacts on the US economy. A surge of e-commerce 
has “revolutionized the way goods are bought and sold, 
allowing for counterfeit and pirated goods to fl ood 
[US] borders and penetrate our communities and 
homes. Illicit goods traffi  cked to American consum-
ers by e-commerce platforms and online third-party 
marketplaces threaten public health and safety, as well 
as national security.”2 Th e eff ect of the increased use of 
e-commerce and the effi  ciency in which goods can be 
off ered for sale and purchased online has accelerated 
the amount of counterfeit items entering the US By 
allowing for these  fake products to be  manufactured 
and sold at all, shows the utter lack of respect of China 
towards the US IPR. Moreover, this illegal infringe-
ment, along with the knowledge that several of these 
knock-off  products jeopardize public health and safety 
and are made in China, lays the foundation for the 
cynical or negative global impression of China. Th e 
ease with which China sells their counterfeit products 
throughout the US, provides, “the ability to rapidly 
proliferate third-party online marketplaces [which] 
greatly complicates enforcement eff orts, especially for 
intellectual property rights holders.”3 Th us, by increas-
ingly selling counterfeit goods online, China’s lack of 
respect towards IPR creates a massive issue for the 
intellectual property rights holder to track and thwart 
the everpresent counterfeit business. Th e diffi  culty to 
enforce and monitor counterfeiter infringement gives 
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a window of opportunity for these counterfeiters to 
fl ourish, and as a result, “encourage[ing] IP theft ,”4 
which causes the authentic company to lose revenue. 
With US products not being purchased, this eats into 
the U.S economy. Th e economic eff ects of IP theft  on 
the United States is a topic followed by the IP Com-
mission Report which states, “[It is] estimate[d] that 
the annual cost to the US economy continues to exceed 
$225 billion in counterfeit goods, pirated soft ware, and 
theft  of trade secrets and could be as high as $600 bil-
lion.”5 Th is estimation, the majority of which is brought 
upon by Chinese counterfeit goods, demonstrates the 
serious fi nancial losses that the US faces when IP rights 
are disregarded. 

As stated previously, the ever increasing disregard 
of IPR online via counterfeit goods only heightens a 
fi nancial threat. Th ere are many counterfeit goods that 
disrespect IPR such as footwear, jewelry, electronics, 
handbags, and apparel, however a signifi cant amount 
of other types of “products...pose signifi cant dangers to 
the consumer. Fake prescription drugs can lack ac-
tive ingredients, contain incorrect dosages, or include 
dangerous additives. Fake personal care items such as 
cosmetics have been found to contain everything from 
harmful bacteria to human waste.”6 Th ese knock-off  
products are created with ingredients harmful to hu-
mans, causing the demographic to be less likely to pur-
chase these products from the branded manufacturer 
or an online retailer. Once rendered as Chinese coun-
terfeit, the attitude towards China is damaged. Th us, 
this not only puts the person’s health in danger, but 
the US economy suff ers. Th ese billions of dollars lost 
from the U.S economy and safety threats infl icted on 
the US citizens caused, “the Trump administration...
to ensure that China is keeping its promises to protect 
American intellectual property, ratcheting up searches 
for counterfeit goods at ports and increasing pressure 
on e-commerce companies like Amazon to halt online 
sales of Chinese knockoff s.”7 Th is blatant and costly 
action is a refl ection at the highest level in the US, 
of the image the U.S holds of China. Evidence of the 
impaired U.S perception of China, is illustrated when 
China is singled out at the US ports for inspections of 
counterfeit goods, which in turn, due to monitoring 
costs negatively infl uences the U.S economy. China’s 
failure to abide by US IPR, accelerated by the popu-
larity of e-commerce channels, has increased China’s 
counterfeit products sold into the United States. Th is 
creates economic decline in the US due to lost profi ts, 
expensive monitoring eff orts, and safety concerns, all 
of which roll into a negative image of China. 

Over time these counterfeit products dilute the 
authentic brands, causing loss of profi t directly and 
indirectly, through damage of the existing brand and 
in the actions necessary to fi ght against counterfeiters, 
leading to an overall reduction in the U.S economy. 
Th e counterfeit goods are almost always completely 
identical in style to the authentic product and, “since 
many customers are unaware that the product in their 
hands is a fake, when the knock-off  item fails to work 

correctly, or it falls apart quickly, or it doesn’t meet 
their expectations, then the customer will blame the 
authentic company... Customers will also leave negative 
reviews online, further cementing this new reputation 
crisis...Th is does twice as much damage on Amazon...
Online reviews are used as public indicators for brand 
quality.”8 When these counterfeit goods, eighty per-
cent of which are manufactured in China, are bought 
by unsuspecting U.S customers, their experience is 
refl ected onto the authentic brand, from which they 
think they have purchased.9 Th e counterfeit products 
are so similar to the authentic brand that customers 
do not recognize discrepancies, so any product mal-
functions lead the buyer to correlate these negative 
attributes with the high quality brand, oft en publicly 
unleashing negative reviews online. Online consum-
ers rely on reviews as a representation of the product 
and brand quality, and the loss of the brands’ goodwill 
from accumulated negative reviews inhibits new and 
existing customers from purchasing. Without main-
taining or increasing the profi ts within the individual 
brands in the US that fi le into the US business infra-
structure, the US economy overall suff ers economic 
losses. Th e extent of the reduction in brand confi dence 
and its impact to the overall US economy is fueled by 
the, “66% of consumers that had been ripped off  aft er 
unintentionally purchasing counterfeit goods have lost 
trust in buying from that brand again, while 34% of all 
consumers surveyed were less likely to buy from the 
brand’s own website if its products had been suscep-
tible to counterfeiting elsewhere online.”10 Th e loss of 
66% of counterfeit consumers from repurchasing the 
genuine branded product causes a signifi cant future 
drop in sales for the US company. In turn, the aggre-
gate of all US companies suff ering from this loss of 
revenue inhibits the overall US economy. 

Furthermore, these same customers who have 
purchased a counterfeit product will oft en reach out 
to the authentic company to express their dissatisfac-
tion with the product. Th is exchange may be the fi rst 
instance when a company realizes that their product is 
being copied. Th e next step aft er “a company discovers 
they’re being targeted by counterfeiters, [is] generally 
want[ing] to fi ght back. But this is time-consuming 
and...extremely expensive. Resources get pulled away 
from … anything else the company may have been 
excited to invest in, and instead must fund lawyers 
and lawsuits to defend their intellectual property... 
Legitimate companies are forced to spend hundreds 
of thousands of dollars… trying to force back a tidal 
wave of counterfeits sold on places like Amazon.”11 As 
more funds are spent on costly and time-consuming 
litigation to fend off  counterfeiting businesses, the 
brands must invest outside of their companies, in lieu 
of investments in research, innovation, and advertising 
that would otherwise have helped their brand. Further, 
when in combination with other companies in the 
same position, this would drive growth for the over-
all US economy. Counterfeit products adulterate the 
authentic brands, and leave companies losing money 
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in the eff orts necessary to fi ght the counterfeiters, ulti-
mately contracting the U.S economy.

When China infringes on US intellectual property 
rights, US entrepreneurs become discouraged, de-
creasing innovation, which in turn leads to economic 
decline in the US Most reputable companies in the US 
hold intellectual property rights protecting the metes 
and bounds of their products. Patents, trademarks, 
and copyrights are all regarded as, “Intellectual prop-
erty protection [which] actively promotes innovation, 
according to the International Chamber of Commerce 
(ICC). Research and development and other innova-
tions fl ourish when there are strong intellectual prop-
erty rights (IPR) and companies realize there’s more 
value from innovations protected by IPR than those 
that are not.”12 Th e protection of IPR provides security 
allowing for innovation to ignite as the publication of 
patents fosters others to make new improvements and 
this leads to the gradual progression of innovation. 
When IPR is disrespected, there is no security within 
the system, discouraging the innovation process. IPR 
is disrespected through the creation of counterfeit 
products. If IPR promotes innovation, and China dis-
respecting the IPR through the creation of counterfeit 
goods, then China is inhibiting US innovation, which 
erodes the US economy. Th e eff ects of counterfeiting 
are not limited to infl icting harm on consumers and 
companies alike, but are “complex and far reaching... 
Th e illegal counterfeit trade also stifl es research and 
innovation which is not just important for creativity, 
cultural diversity and the availability of better products 
and services for consumers, but also for the long-term 
growth of economies.”13 Evidently, China’s disrespect 
of IPR, has a major eff ect on the innovation process 
of companies by disturbing the new developments of 
authentic US brands, the latter of which drive the U.S 
economy. Th us, this explains how China’s counter-
feiting activities have a direct infl uence on the United 
States economic growth. A high-level representative of 
a US company speaking to the President of the Unit-
ed States, explained that, “We put all these resources, 
time, energy, money, the design, make sure the con-
sumer wants to buy it, come up with a marketing cam-
paign to launch the product and do all that eff ort and 
fi nd within 30 days the product dies a very fast death 
because of counterfeits...Th ere’s not much incentive to 
be innovative and continue to come up with new prod-
ucts.”14 He further asserts, “counterfeit products com-
ing from China and sold on Amazon are destroying his 
business.”15 Th is illustrates the direct impact a Chinese 
counterfeiting business has on a US business; one de-
stroying the other. With the dwindling innovation that 
results, US company aft er US company generates less 
revenue, risks their business, stops innovating, and this 
ultimately leads to US economic decline. 

China’s counterfeit measures negatively aff ect 
China’s own economy as well, through the lens of the 
food industry and the dangers associated with having 
counterfeit ingredients impacting the health of their 
citizens. Well-known scandals such as toxin-tainted 

milk, fake eggs, and gutter oil have plagued Chinese 
consumers to the point where they are, “ buying more 
imported international food or preferring packaging 
that has tamper-proof seals and prominently displayed 
origin or certifi cation labels, even if those products are 
more expensive.”16 Due to the embedded distrust and 
continued fears within the society related to the danger 
of counterfeit Chinese foods, the citizens look outside 
of China to buy trustworthy goods, to the detriment 
of one of China’s largest economies, the food industry. 
Th e lack of trust between Chinese citizens and the 
available food products, creates staggering statistics 
revealing that “More than 85% [of Chinese consumers] 
buy imported food...Chinese consumers are most like-
ly to buy imported foods from the US and France, as 
they are seen as having the best reputation for export-
ed food.”17 Th is demonstrates a direct and proportional 
relationship between the unfavorable health-related 
side eff ects of the Chinese fake foods and the deliberate 
decision of the majority of the Chinese population to 
purchase external goods. It follows that the Chinese 
food industries’ economy has been bypassed. China’s 
counterfeit food products have played a major role in 
the drastic agricultural import increases, so much so 
that, “China is now the world’s largest agricultural im-
porter, surpassing both the European Union (EU) and 
the United States in 2019 with imports totaling $133.1 
billion.”18 Overall, the Chinese population has spent 
133.1 billion dollars on foreign imports, a substantial 
amount of which has been extracted from the Chi-
nese agricultural/food industry. In the infant formula 
and dairy products alone, “Th e EU dominates China’s 
infant formula market, with an overall dairy market 
share of 45 percent.”1 Th is meteoric upsurge in baby 
formula imports, specifi cally, is just one example of 
many that depicts the direct link between increase in 
imports and decrease in the Chinese market share and 
economy. With more trust placed in European prod-
ucts and the increased purchases outside of China’s 
borders, the European Union dominates this market 
while China’s economy perishes. 

China has the potential to be a leading nation with 
great standing in the global economy; however, their 
negligence towards US intellectual property rights has 
led to detrimental eff ects not only to the U.S economy, 
but also to their own. Th eir continued behavior per-
petuates the negative US perception that China takes 
shortcuts, which is only further supplemented by the 
astounding realization that the Chinese are willing to 
place their own citizens’ health in danger by producing 
and distributing fake food. As disturbing current news 
exposing counterfeit Covid-19 vaccines and other 
scandals from China accumulate, it becomes more 
evident that the Chinese government has to step up 
regulations and prioritize the enforcement of IPR.  If 
health is not a motivating force for this behavior, then 
perhaps the emergence of their own branded compa-
nies, and the fear that counterfeiters will copy those, 
will incentivize them.
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Dating back to as early as the seventh century A.D, 
China and Japan have constantly been in and 

out of confl icts. With systems of government in east-
ern Asia ever-changing, from dynastic, to feudal, to 
imperial, confl ict was the only constant. During the 
Qing dynasty in 1875, tensions rose as Japan forced 
the Chinese-controlled Korean Peninsula to open 
up to foreign trade, particularly from Japan and the 
West. War broke out in 1894, the aft ermath of which 
resulted in Korean independence and China ceding 
many island territories to Japan, such as Taiwan, the 
Liaodong Peninsula, and the Pescadores islands.1 Th e 
ultimate implications of this fi rst Sino-Japanese war 
were Dynastic China’s weak underbelly being put on 
display, and the Japanese Empire rising and becoming 
a prominent power in the East. During the 1900’s, rela-
tions between China and Japan  would experience the 
eff ects of many external infl uences, such as the Unit-
ed States. Th e 20th century would also bring about a 
second Sino-Japanese war in 1937, contemporary with 
World War II. During WWII in 1941, the Japanese 
bombing of the United States naval base Pearl Harbor 
launched American involvement into both WWII and 
the ongoing Sino-Japanese confl ict. Th e end of the 
Second Sino-Japanese war marked the beginning of 
large-scale American involvement in China-Japan rela-
tions. Prominent topics such as American occupation, 
Tiananmen sanctions, and the Cold War were the fuel 
of negative China-Japan relations, with the Shanghai 
Communiqué and Taiwan being positive infl uencers. 

United States detente policy was the guiding hand 
of Sino-Japanese relations, dramatically declining or 
improving diplomatic ties between the two nations 
throughout the decades. Ultimately, such policy  had a 
negative infl uence on the bilateral relations of the two 
countries, demonstrating the great harm of modern 
20th century imperialism.

Th e fi rst of the many negative American infl uences 
on Sino-Japanese relations was American occupation 
of Japan post-WWII, which greatly discouraged trilat-
eral diplomatic relations and was the primary reason 
that a friendship between China and Japan failed to 
develop for two decades. In 1947, the United States de-
clared a post-war constitution for Japan, outlawing the 
“right of belligerency” and establishing that the right to 
collective self defense was no longer a sovereign right.2 
Western militarization of Japan continued as Th e Trea-
ty of Mutual Cooperation and Security between the 
United States and Japan was signed in 1951. Th e treaty 
was, in short, a military alliance between the United 
States and Japan as part of repercussions for the atroci-
ties committed in war during the previous decade. Th is 
treaty meant that the United States was able to station 
American troops and bases on Japanese soil. Th is 
treaty, and the ensuing implications, drove relations 
between China and Japan into the ground, especially 
with the Korean War on the horizon.3 China viewed Ja-
pan with increasing distrust during this time, as Mao’s 
anti-west China strongly opposed having a neighbor 
that was essentially an American military base. Occu-
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pation of Japan became more and more problematic 
as the Korean War dawned on eastern Asia. Japan 
and China found themselves on opposite sides of the 
confl ict, supporting South Korea and North Korea re-
spectively. During the time of this war, Japan was used 
as a vessel for the United States, while also not being 
allowed to defend itself pending Chinese invasion. Al-
though indirectly, being opposing belligerents in a war 
that was not only over territory but also ideology was 
detrimental to bilateral diplomatic relations. 

Secondly, breaking the trend of American occu-
pation and negative infl uence, the “Nixon Shock,” 
bringing about the Shanghai Communiqué, was the 
turning point of 20th century Sino-Japanese relations, 
opening up diplomatic relations in an unprecedented 
manner. In 1972, President Richard Nixon visited the 
People’s Republic of China, the fi rst sitting president 
to do so. Th is was a widespread shock to the nation, as 
ever since the PRC defeated the ROC military in 1949, 
Japan and the United States recognized the ROC gov-
ernment on Taiwan as the sole government of China.4 
Nixon sought out normalized relations with the PRC, 
and Japan followed suit. In Beijing, Nixon worked for 
months with PRC and Japanese offi  cials to establish 
trilateral diplomatic relations, eventually coming out in 
September 1972 with the Joint Communiqué of Gov-
ernment of Japan and Government of People’s Repub-
lic of China, also known as the Shanghai Communi-
qué. Th e joint statement reads, 

Th e Government of Japan and the Government 

of People’s Republic of China have decided 
to establish diplomatic relations as from Sep-
tember 29, 1972. Th e two Governments have 
decided to take all necessary measures for the 
establishment and the performance of the func-
tions of each other’s embassy in their respective 
capitals in accordance with international law 
and practice, and to exchange ambassadors as 
speedily as possible.5

Th e exchange of embassies and ambassadors in both 
countries was essential for a positive foundation for 
bilateral foreign aff airs, with embassies being utilized 
for a plethora of reasons, such as business, education, 
and tourism, all of which were transactions that had 
been unheard of between China and Japan in centu-
ries. Secondly, in point six of the communiqué, it is 
declared that, 

Th e Government of Japan and the Government 
of the People’s Republic of China agree to estab-
lish relations of perpetual peace and friendship 
between the two countries on the basis of the 
principles of mutual respect for sovereignty and 
territorial integrity, mutual non-aggression, 
non-interference in each other’s internal aff airs, 
equality and mutual benefi t and peaceful co-ex-
istence. Th e two Governments confi rm that, 
in conformity with the foregoing principles 
and the principles of the Charter of the United 
Nations, Japan and China shall in their mutual 
relations settle all disputes by peaceful means 
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and shall refrain from the use or threat of force.6

Th is point of the communiqué was especially signifi -
cant because of the extremely violent and confl ict-rid-
den relationship between the two nations in the past. 
Peaceful coexistence between China and Japan was so 
rarely found, and to have a formal document declar-
ing mutual respect for one another was essential. Th is 
communiqué could not have been settled upon with-
out the persistence and boldness of the Nixon admin-
istration, and negotiations never would have been set-
tled without this American support and involvement. 

As mentioned in the Shanghai Communiqué,  Tai-
wan’s status as recognized by Japan as a 
part of mainland China was one of the few aspects 
holding together Sino-Japanese relations, as it set a 
precedent of trust between PRC and Japan, while other 
western countries such as the U.S. recognized Taiwan’s 
independence. An essential point made in the above 
Shanghai Communiqué was the status of Taiwan as 
recognized by Japan and the west. In 1951, the U.S. 
came to the San Francisco Treaty, which called for Jap-
anese forfeit of territory, one such instrumental territo-
ry being Taiwan.7 While the San Francisco Treaty freed 
Taiwan from Japan’s sovereignty, it was still left  unclear 
in the declaration whether Taiwan was to be indepen-
dent or a part of the PRC. Th e subject became one of 
great controversy, as the ROC and president Chiang 
Kai-Shek not only physically occupied the island, but 
were also promised sovereignty over Taiwan, and they 
were no longer the offi  cial governing body in China. 
Clause three of the Shanghai Communiqué states,

Th e Government of the People’s Republic of China 
reiterates that Taiwan is an inalienable part of the ter-
ritory of the People’s Republic of China. Th e Govern-
ment of Japan fully understands and respects this stand 
of the Government of the People’s Republic of China, 
and it fi rmly maintains its stand under Article 8 of the 
Potsdam Proclamation.8

Japan recognized Beijing and the PRC as the 
sole governing body of China, breaking away from 

the trend set by the United States. Th is was part of 
what allowed Japan and China to establish diplomat-
ic relations, as Taiwan was a controversy that could 
not be solved in the East until 1972.9 Th e uncertainty 
surrounding Taiwan is the biggest reason why Japan 
recognizing Taiwan as part of PRC was so signifi cant. 
Japan was one of the only countries of the time not to 
recognize ROC’s independence, allowing for trust and 
friendship to form between Japan and the PRC. 

In early June of 1989, pro-democracy protesters 
gathered in Tiananmen Square. 

Th e 1989 sanctions imposed upon China by Ja-
pan and the United States following the authoritari-
an crackdown of Chinese statesman Deng Xiaoping 
were catastrophic for Sino-Japanese relations, and 
demonstrates why economic and trade relations were 
never able to be cultivated between the two nations. 
Following in the footsteps of the United States and the 
West, Japan imposed unoffi  cial sanctions on the PRC 
following the Tiananmen massacre in 1989. Th e largest 
of these actions was Japan’s suspension of their $5.57 
billion six year concessional loan program with China. 
Japan also withdrew Japanese “specialists” in China, 
working on various projects of engineering and tech-
nology, harboring any further advancements.10 Th e two 
countries reached an economic stalemate, which was 
catastrophic for both economies, as they had become 
increasingly interdependent upon one other. Japan 
veered from using the term “sanctions,” in order to 
make their intent clear; following suit with the West 
while attempting to maintain benevolent relations with 
their Pacifi c neighbor.11 Th ese sanctions demonstrated 
how Japan still had little independence from American 
infl uence, which continued to see a decline in diplo-
matic relations with China. Th is is further exempli-
fi ed by the fact that Japan strongly opposed imposing 
any sanctions at all, with Prime Minister Sosuke Uno 
making a public statement saying that imposing sanc-
tions against China “is very impolite to a neighboring 
country.” 12 Many Japanese offi  cials also thought that 

the United States was overly punitive of China, with 
repercussions such as worsening China’s isolation. Th is 
clearly demonstrates how Japan wanted to maintain 
trade relations with China, but the United States would 
not permit China to go unpunished. Th ese Sino-Jap-
anese ties and plans for collective economic growth 
were snuff ed out by American infl uence, and is the 
main reason for Japan and China failing to restabilize 
economic friendship.

Finally, the United States emerging as a sole power, 
following the Cold War and fall of the Soviet Union, 
is the primary reason for China and Japan being 
launched back into their original positions of mistrust 
and rivalry. During the 1970’s, and through the 1980’s, 
there was what is known as a Golden Age in Sino-Jap-
anese relations, with trade and friendship being well 
cultivated and encouraged. However, when China 
lost their biggest infl uence and stabilizer in the Soviet 
Union, the view of China shift ed completely in Japan. 
China began to be seen as a regional rival, standing in 
the way of Japan’s own interests, no longer necessary 
for aid to Japan. During the Taiwan Missile Crisis of 
1995-96, Japanese suspicions grew into concerns, with 
China fi ring a series of missiles at the coast of Taiwan. 
Th is set a precedent for Japan and other surrounding 
island nations, fearing that they could be the next 
targets of an untrustworthy China.13 Ultimately, na-
tional security was at the center of all these worries, 
something Japan still had little control over, as Japan 
was essentially still an American pawn at the time. Th e 
United States and Japan continued to strengthen and 
reaffi  rm their positive bilateral relations, promising 
military defense not only in Japan, but also in areas 
surrounding Japan. Th is raised further suspicions in 
China regarding the status of Taiwan, and if there 
would be American intervention and involvement. On 
the opposite end, China grew more and more con-
cerned about Japan and remilitarization, especially 
looking at the violent history of a highly relations with 
their Pacifi c neighbor.14 Th ese sanctions demonstrated 

how Japan still had little independence from American 
infl uence, which continued to see a decline in diplo-
matic relations with China. Th is is further exempli-
fi ed by the fact that Japan strongly opposed imposing 
any sanctions at all, with Prime Minister Sosuke Uno 
making a public statement saying that imposing sanc-
tions against China “is very impolite to a neighboring 
country.” 15 Many Japanese offi  cials also thought that 
the United States was overly punitive of China, with 
repercussions such as worsening China’s isolation. Th is 
clearly demonstrates how Japan wanted to maintain 
trade relations with China, but the United States would 
not permit China to go unpunished. Th ese Sino-Jap-
anese ties and plans for collective economic growth 
were snuff ed out by American infl uence, and is the 
main reason for Japan and China failing to restabilize 
economic friendship. 

Th roughout the 20th century and continuing to 
modern times, United States foreign aff airs and de-
tente policy have been the backbone of Sino-Japanese 
relations, remaining the deciding factor on the na-
ture of their diplomatic interdependency. Ultimately, 
by means of occupation, the Tiananmen sanctions, 
and the Cold War, the United States has had an over-
whelmingly negative impact upon economic and 
diplomatic relations between China and Japan. Th is 
is but one of the many prominent, persistent confl icts 
which continue to this day, that have been sparked 
or worsened by Western Imperialism and infl uence. 
Another such example is the Israel-Palestine confl ict, 
which worsened when the British issued the Hus-
sein-McMahon Correspondence to the Arab people, 
then undercut them with the Sykes-Picot agreement. 
Th e center of these confl icts is not just imperialism, 
but also unbalanced power dynamics, as evident with 
the United States eff ectively utilizing Japan as an annex 
for half a century. 
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