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Dear reader, 

 

Nobody’s perfect. In the last issue of Dialogue, my ‘letter from the editor’ consisted almost 

entirely of home decorating metaphors. Well, they say time is an excellent healer and I’ve 

certainly learned from my mistakes. Metaphors belong in the metaphorical bin. 

 

Anyway, they say reading Dialogue is like attending university. You begin like a fresh-faced 

A Level student, adamant that there’s nothing you don’t already know, and you end with a 

brain that’s taken on far too much information and tears of sorrow in your eyes as your 

journey is over. Add in the impending doom of joblessness and it’s no wonder I skip the  

articles and just look at the pictures. 

 

This issue covers the theme of Territory, and is crammed full of insightful, engaging articles 

on what is arguably the most poignant political issue of our time (along with fake news, 

identity, inequality, data, populism, climate change, immigration and actually many  

others… oh wow there are a lot…). These articles cover topics such as the Arctic, Crimea, 

technology and refugees, and, as always, are written by students,  

academics and experts in the field.  

 

Following one of my key reforms of the magazine, readers will discover that all articles are 

written in a style catering to students of any degree or speciality. That means no  

complicated terminology, pages of abbreviations and lengthy academic references. This is, 

however, not to say that all pieces are over-simplified or erroneous, as you’ll be glad to 

know that we maintain a rigorous editorial process throughout. Not that I’m expecting any 

complaints – we are what one reader described to me as a ‘beacon of light in what is  

otherwise a cold and dark world full of misinformation and sorrow’. It’s fair to say, if there’s 

one thing my editors can do it’s provide good quotes. 

 

Please enjoy this issue and remember to spread the word about Dialogue. I just spent a 

fortune on Dialogue business cards and I can’t get fired now. 

 

Happy reading, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rory Daniels 

Editor in Chief of KCL Dialogue 
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Dear Reader, 

 

I hope you had a nice winter break and that you enjoyed the events the Politics Society  

organised last semester! 

 

Indeed, the first semester was crammed with activities. The academic year kicked-off with 

our welcome event and the launch of the first issue of Dialogue. In October, the Society 

hosted the always heated and traditional Labour vs Conservative Societies debate.  

Additionally, the Society organised a free guided tour of parliament and held a conference 

on “The Age of Automation: AI & Future Politics.”  

 

Our mission is to foster dialogue on campus to counter polarisation in politics. With that 

idea in mind, we have also organised in December a debate on the movement of the U.S. 

Embassy to Jerusalem which was attended by two senior Israeli and Palestinian diplomats. 

Under the invitation of the Politics Society, the Israeli Embassy and the Palestinian  

Protectorate in London agreed, for the first time, to publicly discuss the state of the  

relationship existing between the two regions.  

 

I hope you are ready for the activities we have planned for you this semester. Besides  

holding new exciting talks on Brexit, populism, surveillance, etc. the committee has also 

been working very hard on the organisation of different networking and social events to  

enrich your experience at King’s. 

 

Follow us on social media to make sure you don’t miss out. If you haven’t bought your 

membership yet (no judgment!), you can still do so on the KCLSU webpage. Membership is 

a way of supporting the work we do and makes it possible to organise more events and 

fund Dialogue. 

 

Enjoy the reading, I am looking forward to seeing you at our next events! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Diego Rodriguez Mejias 

President of the KCL Politics Society 
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Our cover 
Guste’s cover for this issue plays 

with the idea of artificial  

borders. More specifically, it 

draws inspiration from the Sykes

-Picot pact which some say ar-

bitrarily divided up the  

Middle East. This idea of non-

sensical borders is also empha-

sized through the doodles on 

the map. 

Continue the conversation 

For more updates and a 

chance to  join our online 

discussions, visit our web-

site at  

 

Online: 

www.kclpolitics.org/

dialogue/ 

 

Facebook: 

www.facebook.com/

kcldialogue/ 

Published by a team of King’s students 

to “facilitate discussion and debate in 

the realm of international politics 

through journalism that is both  

impartial and accessible.”  
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Why  

territory? 
By Dr Ian Klinke 

 

In the 1990s, it was common for us to hear 

and read about the end of territory. The 

Berlin wall had fallen and the remaining 

pockets of real existing socialism were 

crumbling fast under the forces of liberal 

capitalism. As the European Union dissolved 

its internal borders, the spread of the  

Internet seemed to further de-territorialise 

our lives.  Two decades on, the picture 

seems to be rather different. 

 

From the United Kingdom’s decision to 

retreat into the nation state, to the  

construction of border fences and walls in 

Israel, Hungary, the United States, and  

elsewhere, the control of geographical areas 

seems to have returned to haunt us. Even 

cyberspace is now increasingly policed, both 

by authoritarian and more democratic 

states. Many of those who valorise a  

territorial world will argue that there is 

something inherently natural about this 

return of territory. Indeed, as a way of  

demarcating power in space, the question 

of territory may seem as old as mankind – 

but it is not. 

Today, territory is commonly assumed to be 

a portion of the earth’s surface, including its  

subsoil, airspace, and adjacent waters, that 

is controlled by a state. Territory defines the  

geographical area over which a state has  

jurisdiction, allowing the state to filter the 

movement of people and goods into and 

out of this area. As an attempt to say “this 

far and no further”, territory may seem  

inherent to the human condition. But if  

territory was of natural rather than cultural 

origin, we should be able to observe  

attempts to territorialise politics in all  

societies throughout history. Divided cities 

like Belfast, Jerusalem or Nicosia would be 

the rule rather than the exception. In fact, 

however, the logic of territory has its origins 

only in the 17th century.  

 

Rather than an answer to the question of  

migration, territory was 

originally a response to 

the problem of  

religious warfare. It first 

emerged as a solution 

to the Thirty Years’ 

War, a conflict that had 

wiped out millions of 

Central  Europeans 

between 1618 and 1648 

in the name of both 

Protestantism and  

Catholicism. In order to ban such wars in 

future, rulers were to choose their territory’s 

denomination without  interference from 

others.  Those amongst the population who 

felt they would prefer to inhabit a territory 

with a different denomination to their ruler’s 

could simply leave. From this arose the  

principles of territorial sovereignty and  

non-intervention, which remain crucial to 

the functioning of modern global politics. 

 

States have not always been interested in 

making exact maps of their territories.  

Feudal states, city states and empires did 

not govern through territory. The Romans, 

for instance, may have used the term  

territory but it referred mainly to the land 

associated with a city. They did not imagine 

their world to be made up of territorial 

states. Instead of being governed by hard 

external borders, their empire was ruled 

through fuzzy  

boundaries. Medieval states were systems of 

rule that were based on inter-personal 

relations rather than 

the idea of territory. It is 

only really in the 17th 

and 18th centuries that 

the world witnessed an 

explosion in 

cartographic activity. 

For in order to govern 

their territories, states 

also had to survey, 

calculate and map their 

boundaries. 

 

If we want to understand why so many of us 

have come to think of territory as a basic 

instinct rather than a political institution, we 

Features 

“As a way of  

demarcating power 

in space, the question 

of territory may seem 

as old as mankind – 

but it is not.” 
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have to travel to the late 19th century, to 

a time when European colonialism was at 

its peak and the age of  

exploration had come to an end. It was 

in this political climate that the German 

zoologist turned geographer Friedrich 

Ratzel would come to write about  

territory as the target of a biological urge 

inherent in all species and nations. He 

argued that, much like caterpillars and 

primroses, nations were organisms that 

needed living space if they wanted to 

ensure their survival. A nation’s health 

could be judged only by its territory. This 

idea of the need for living space would 

develop a powerful traction in the early 

20th century, as a whole range of  

political movements and regimes started 

to fetishise territory and sought to  

expand their living space by force.  

 

Russia’s annexation of Crimea in 2014 

aside, straightforward territorial conquest 

is comparatively rare in today’s world, 

and yet borders and territorial questions 

still seem to structure the way our world 

functions. We encounter this territorial 

world in border crossings, airports, and, 

in extreme cases, in refugee camps and 

detention centres. In a biometric age we 

even have our citizenship imprinted on 

our bodies – through our iris and  

fingerprints. It is important to remember 

that this world of increasingly fortified 

borders is in fact rather new. Until the 

First World War, it would have been  

possible to travel through Europe  

without a passport.  

 

Territory is hardly the smoothest form of 

power. Everyone who has tried to 

change the behaviour of a child or even 

a pet by assigning them a territory will 

know of the resistance that this can  

provoke. If we look at the responses of 

European states to the current refugee 

crisis, the problem soon becomes  

apparent. Not only is barbed wire, the 

attempt to control migration by piercing 

human flesh, an imperfect solution to the  

problem (for the human body will  

eventually find a way around it), but it is 

also a powerful symbol of oppression – 

witness the iconic barbed wire fences of 

Auschwitz or Amnesty International’s 

logo. During the Cold War, the anti-

nuclear movement often congregated 

precisely around NATO’s razor-wired 

military bases from which a nuclear war 

was to be waged upon the world. So 

when states put up fences and walls  

today, they expose the fundamental 

violence at the heart of their function.  

 

Territory can also be an obstacle in other 

ways; it can limit what can be said and 

done. It is difficult, for instance, to wage 

a war without having a territorial state as 

an enemy. When the United States and 

its allies first embarked on the war 

against the shady forces of international 

terrorism in 2001, they were forced to 

find a territorial state that could be  

targeted by the Anglo-American war 

machine. They chose Afghanistan.  

 

The relationship between terror and  

territory is a crucial one in other ways. 

Think of the recent mass killings carried 

out by young men – and they are nearly 

all men – in Brussels, Paris, Orlando, and 

Berlin. Even before the blood has dried 

there will be speculation about the  
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perpetrator’s nationality. If he holds a 

passport from, or was born in, a  

predominantly Muslim nation, then the 

act is usually declared terrorism, no  

matter how weak his faith or links to 

terrorist networks. The man may drink 

and have girlfriends, but he will be 

branded an Islamist terrorist, his motives 

assumed to be public, and thus political.  

 

If, however, he is from Western Europe, 

like the Germanwings co-pilot Andreas 

Lubitz, who killed 150 in 2015 by downing 

his plane in the French Alps, then the 

motive is usually 

assumed to be 

private. We will 

then hear about 

his psychology 

rather than his 

politics. If it is 

terror, then we 

can see all kinds 

of exceptional 

measures 

brought into 

force, from  

detention 

without trial to 

the bombing of 

Islamic State in 

Syria – as 

carried out by France and Great Britain 

after the Paris attacks. If it is “simply” a 

mass killing, then  

nothing much happens at all. One of the 

key differences is the  

passport.  

 

As xenophobic and nationalist  

movements sweep into power in the 

global North, we increasingly hear that  

territory is the solution to our problems. 

But if territory is the answer, then what 

precisely is the question? In the early 21st 

century the question is perhaps not so 

much “migration” or “identity”, as it is 

often claimed, but the failures of western 

liberalism with its fantasy of a borderless 

globe of free trade and commerce.  

Financial deregulation, privatisation, and 

globalisation have created a world that 

radiates a sense of insecurity among the 

majority of the population.  

 

Since the global financial crisis of 2008, it 

has become increasingly 

clear that  

prosperity and financial 

security are no longer 

attainable for large 

segments of the 

population, even in 

developed  

economies. If we add to 

this the threat of climate 

change, then we can even 

say that the belief in 

“progress” – a notion that 

has stood at the heart of 

western ideology since the 

enlightenment – itself has 

been shattered. Suddenly 

it becomes clearer why the 

timeless truths of a  

territorial world seem so appealing to 

many.  

 

If we accept that the recent rise of the 

new right in the United States and  

Europe is not so much a response to the 

so-called refugee crisis, but, much like 

the rise of fascism in the 1930s, an  

answer to this fundamental  

disillusionment and insecurity, then we 

can see much more clearly that territory 

is in fact a trick. It tricks us into believing 

that there is a way to collapse our  

planetary complexities back into a world 

of neatly packaged territories; a fantasy 

world in which there exist only people 

who identify with the territorial state, 

people who desire and fear the same 

things. This vision of a world in which 

your passport defines your politics is of 

course a dangerous one – but it is also 

one that will likely provoke opposition. 

 

‘Why Territory?’ was originally published 

in Weapons of Reason (issue #4 - 

‘Power’). https://weaponsofreason.com/  

 

Dr Ian Klinke is an Associate Professor in 

Human Geography, a Fellow and 

Tutor at St John's College, Oxford.  

He is a Member of the Political Worlds: 

Violence, Sovereignty, 

Knowledge research cluster. 

“This vision of a world 

in which your 

passport defines your  

politics is of course a 

dangerous one – but 

it is also one that will 

likely provoke 

opposition.”  
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We’re gonna 

need a  

bigger nation 
By Rory Daniels 

 

The anticipation was building. On a warm 

August evening, 78,000 people perched 

expectantly as the 2016 Olympic Opening 

Ceremony was reaching its climax. Below 

waved the distinctive flag of Zimbabwe, 

carried by Africa’s most decorated  

Olympian, Kirsty Coventry. The crowd 

roared as her entourage entered the  

Maracanã Stadium, but this was nothing 

compared to the reception the host nation, 

Brazil, would receive next. By this stage, 

over 200 nations including Zimbabwe had 

paraded past the crowds, yet in the tunnel, 

unprecedented in Olympic history, two 

flags now remained. One depicted a starry 

sky, a yellow rhombus and a green field. 

Few struggled to recognise this as the flag 

of Brazil. The other bore the five Olympic 

rings, and was grasped firmly by 800m 

runner Rose Lokonyen. Hailing from South 

Sudan, at age-10 Rose and her family fled 

from soldiers in their village of Chukudum, 

eventually settling at a Kenyan refugee 

camp. Behind her stood nine others with 

similar stories. This was no ordinary  

Olympic flag – this was the flag of the 

world’s first Refugee Olympic Team.  

 

Over the next 16 days, and amidst the 

backdrop of violent social unrest from 

Brazil’s marginalised populations, the 

games showcased performances from the 

world’s finest athletes. They competed in 

28 sports, shattering personal-bests and 

inspiring children across the globe. And 

then, as quickly as it began, it was all over. 

Most Olympians  

jetted off home, their 

medals triggering 

airport security  

machines as they 

departed. Some, 

however, didn’t have 

this luxury. For Rose 

and the rest of the 

Refugee Olympic 

Team, it was to somewhere other than 

home that they would travel. After all, 

these athletes competed under a flag that 

represented no nation, just a promise that 

their plight won’t be forgotten. For Jason 

Buzi, an Israeli real estate millionaire living 

in San Francisco, this wasn’t good enough. 

What use is international awareness and 

universal sympathy if millions of the world’s  

individuals remain stateless? One year  

before the games, he suggested a solution. 

To much media fanfare, it was announced 

that he would seek to establish a nation for 

refugees, known simply as ‘The Refugee 

Nation’.  

 

To the surprise of many, in the three years 

since the idea’s inception the endeavour 

had some notable successes. These include 

a partnership with Amnesty International, 

the world’s leading grassroots human 

rights organisation, and the creation of a 

national flag and anthem. The flag is  

orange with a black stripe, symbolising the 

life jackets strapped to 

the torsos of those 

crossing oceans in 

search of safety, and the 

anthem was composed 

by Moutaz Arian, a  

Syrian refugee. The  

Refugee Nation also 

boasts an impressive 

website, along with the 

expertise of an award-winning PR firm. 

 

Whilst a flag, anthem and website may 

grab the headlines, far more crucial is the 

issue of land. This got Jason thinking. Just 

where would this new nation spring up? At 

the very least, any piece of land would 

have to be readily available, large enough 

for millions of inhabitants and politically 

Society 
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the headlines, far 
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feasible. In his founding report titled 

‘Refugee Nation – A Radical Solution’, 

the real estate millionaire proposed 

three options. The first concerns buying 

uninhabited islands from nation states 

which can be developed later. Sweden 

and Finland alone have over 400,000 

such islands between them, with The 

Philippines and Indonesia in a similar 

position. The second option concerns 

buying habitable land off a nation state. 

Buzi even suggests that this could occur 

within a state in the European Union, 

leading to the refugee nation eventually 

applying for EU membership. The third 

option is the most drastic. This involves a 

small, sparsely populated island nation 

agreeing to become a ‘refugee nation’, 

with the project’s architect hoping that 

their citizens could be swayed by  

lucrative financial benefits. 

 

Finance is another serious barrier to the 

success of this ambitious project.  

Creating a territory requires money – 

and lots of it. Jason Buzi himself has 

admitted that the project would cost 

upwards of $10-20bn, and high net-

worth backers are hardly lining up to 

throw their savings at it. But this doesn’t 

mean that nobody has shown any  

interest. Just months after the Refugee 

Nation campaign was featured in the 

likes of The Washington Post and The 

Guardian, an Egyptian billionaire took to 

twitter. In a post quickly re-tweeted 

across the globe, telecom magnate 

Naguib Sawiris publicly offered to  

purchase an island in the Mediterranean 

to shelter refugees. The post read: 

‘Greece or Italy sell me an island, [I’ll] call 

its independence and host the migrants 

and provide jobs for them building their 

new country’. Up until this point, The 

Refugee Nation’s crowdfunding  

campaign had raked in a grand total of 

$679, an agonising $2,999,999,321 under 

its stated target. To read this tweet from 

a man worth $2.9bn must have sent 

Jason Buzi’s office into meltdown.  

 

In the years since, this grand ambition 

has barely advanced. Naguib Sawiris 

never did purchase an island for Jason 

Buzi’s Refugee Nation, perhaps believing 

that the real estate mogul didn’t bring 

enough to the table. This would explain 

why 8 months after his initial tweet the 

billionaire reached out to governments, 

pledging $100m ‘and other aid’ to any 

that would be interested in working with 

him. 

 

The future doesn’t look bright for  

refugees. Across the globe, more people 

are displaced 

today than ever 

before, fleeing 

war, persecution,  

famine and  

climate change. 

So many of these 

are young too, 

with over half the 

world’s 25.4m 

refugees under 

the age of 18. 

However, with an 

Olympic team 

and billionaires on board, perhaps things 

are looking up. Who knows, in a few 

decades we may even see the birth of a 

Refugee Nation. The only problem is – if 

current trends continue, we’re gonna 

need a bigger nation. 

 

 

You can find out more about The  

Refugee Nation project by visiting  

http://www.therefugeenation.com/

#TheRefugeeNation 

Land of the 

Five Rivers  
A Conflict of Identities in 

the Sikh Diaspora  

Community 
By Chloe Smith  
 

“Where are you from”, is a question I am 

asked almost on a daily basis. I know the 

answer they are looking for, yet the 

lump in my throat and the nervous 

laugh never seems to go away.  

Answering it time and time again does 

not alleviate the discomfort I feel when 

explaining my heritage, and my  

confusion surrounding a part of my 

identity.  

 

Punjab, the Land of Five Rivers. A place 

of cultural wealth, the birthplace of  

Sikhism and most importantly, my own 

motherland. Punjab is a small state in 

the North West of what is now  

modern-day India, bordering Pakistan. It 

is a majority Sikh state with unique  

culture and language that distinguishes 

itself from other Indian states. Seventy 

one years ago, Punjab was pulled up 

from its roots and split into two to create 

one of the most militarised borders in 

the entire world. India and the newly 

created Pakistan was now separate with 

the people of  

Punjab becoming 

refugees overnight on 

the basis of religion 

and the side of the 

border they hap-

pened to live on. 

“Partition” is a word 

that haunts most Sikh 

Punjabis and it repre-

sented the start of the 

major diaspora out of 

India.  

 

My family who experienced partition 

never spoke a word of 1947. They edged 

away from the subject, preferring to 

keep moving forward and settling  

themselves in America, Canada and the 

UK; as far as possible from India. The 

story of partition in Punjab is one of 

tragedy; families split apart on either 

side. The rivalry that developed between 

Pakistani Punjabis and Indian Punjabis 

had people who spoke the same  

language and ate the same food 

preaching their hatred for one another.  

“Seventy one years ago,  

Punjab was pulled up 

from its roots and split 

into two to create one 

of the most militarised 

 borders in  

the entire world.” 



 

 

  

 KCL Politics Society 

As time went on, Sikhs began to feel 

increasingly alienated in India. In 1984, 

President Indira Gandhi ordered 

“Operation Bluestar”, to remove Sikh 

“militants” from the Harmandir Sahib 

(The Golden Temple). This resulted in 

loss of life on both sides with many 

nervous Sikhs in India and the rest of the 

world listening intently to their radios 

and televisions of reports about the 

subsequent mob rule killings. These 

killings were directed at Sikhs in  

response to the assassination of Presi-

dent Indira Gandhi by her two Sikh body 

guards. By 1984, it 

was now clear from 

the actions of the 

Indian government 

that there was a  

limited future for 

Sikhs in India. This 

marked another 

chapter of Sikhs not 

recognising their 

“Indian” identity.  

 

At present, the Sikh 

genocide is not 

acknowledged in its entirety by the  

Indian Government, therefore any call 

for justice is regarded as radical.  

However, most Sikhs do not want a life 

away from India; an independent Sikh 

state (Khalistan) is not an option. Sikhs 

want a state that will protect them and 

look after their interests as an ethnic 

minority. Furthermore, it is estimated 

that there are only 20.8 million Sikhs in 

India, equivalent to less than 2% of the 

population. Therefore, the increasing 

Sikh militancy and threat towards the 

unity of India is highly amplified to  

increase tension between Indian citizens.  

 

It can be argued that Sikhs who left India 

and migrated to the Caribbean and 

Kenya two hundred years before  

partition, may not feel this way.  

However, the focus is on the fact that 

even though India managed to elect a 

Sikh Prime Minister, progress has not 

come far enough to improve the  

inclusion of Sikh people as valuable 

members in every part of society.  

 

Today, the plight of Sikhs criticising the 

Indian Government inside and outside 

the state has not improved as drastically 

as it should have. Last year, Jagtar, 

“Jaggi” Singh was kidnapped by the 

notorious Punjab police on charges that 

could not be proven. 

“Jaggi” was known to 

criticise the Indian  

government over 

their attitudes  

towards Sikhs. This is 

an example of the 

illegal detention of 

Sikh men who are at 

liberty to the Indian 

state.  

 

In Britain today, there 

is a significant  

movement to not only regard being 

“Sikh” as a separate identity but also as 

an ethnicity. The UK Office for National 

Statistics has requested a public decision 

on whether being “Sikh” should be  

considered an ethnicity as well as a  

religion for the 2021 UK census.  

Although an answer to this has not been 

reached, it is interesting as an indicator 

at the continued disassociation of Sikhs 

and India.  

 

I am proud of the Punjabi part of my 

ethnicity and take pride in my strong 

Sikh background. However, I am not 

Indian. The “Hinducentric” culture and 

policies of India are not only alienating 

but also threaten my history and the 

memory of my people. So next time, 

when someone asks, “where are you 

from”, I will hesitate and remember the 

rich civilisation I inherited and answer, “…

it’s complicated”.  

 

The nation 

and border 

in the Digital 

Age 
By Emma Shleifer 
  

‘Yet the essence of a nation is that all its 

individuals have much in common and 

also that all have already forgotten many 

things.’ – Ernest Renan 

  

On Sunday, New Caledonia rejected 

independence from France. Although 

President Macron hailed this as a sign of  

‘confidence in the French republic’, the 

vote margin was tighter than expected, 

and the bid for independence may not 

be over yet. The referendum may have 

been part of a deal with France in 1988 

but the attempts to call for a second 

vote mark another strike in a series of 

nationalist ambitions from Catalonia to 

Corsica. 

  

Calls for independence, particularly 

those lawfully promised as was the case 

for New Caledonia, cannot be directly 

compared to the increasingly louder 

calls of populist, mostly right-wing  

parties to ‘close our borders’. However, 

what they do share is a desire to re-

appropriate a physically defined  

national space, or ‘territory’. 

  

What it means to be you 

  

Whilst we now take for granted the  

territorial borders of nation-states, they 

have not always defined national  

identity. In the past, people were defined 

by which ruler they were the subjects of, 

or the religion to which they adhered 

(monarch and religion often being one 

and the same). Since the gradual  

transfer of the territorial space from the 

ruler to the people after nationalism 

emerged from the French Revolution in 

the 18th century, the link between  

identity and territory has heavily relied 

on the concept of sovereignty as  

territorial control. As Linda Bishai  

“At present, the Sikh 

genocide is not 

acknowledged in its 

entirety by the Indian 

Government, therefore 

any call for justice is 

regarded as radical.”  
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astutely points out, however, ‘neither 

states, nor nations nor sovereignty are 

fixed historical entities’. [i] David Miller 

would certainly agree, as he posited it 

was ‘precisely because of the mythical 

or imaginary elements in national  

identity that it can be 

reshaped to meet new 

challenges and…

needs’.[ii] 

  

National identity is 

indeed largely 

adapted history but 

one in which territory 

plays a crucial part. 

One only has to look 

at community’s  

desires to become  

separate states (that 

is, sovereign states with territorial  

control) in Kurdistan or Catalonia, and 

the importance of territorial unity in 

China’s historical discourse. However, 

just as memory (a key part of the  

national identity) fluctuates, so does the 

understanding of the national space. 

The Ledingen village at the German-

French border is a perfect example. 

Before World War II, its French and 

German communities shared a common 

language, church, and school despite 

the (invisible) border. By the end of the 

war, their respective governments 

forcefully imposed the border, building 

separate facilities and imposing their 

own languages. After centuries of  

inter-marriage, the two communities 

were closely related by blood but after 

the war ‘the close connections of the 

two national identities had all but been 

wiped out’.[iii] In other words, their  

national identities had become  

territorially bound.  

  

Has the Internet ‘deleted’ borders… 

 

It would be tempting to suggest that 

the Internet has erased the politicisation 

of space into a national identity. Then 

one would look at the populist  

movements sprouting across the globe 

scrambling to ‘take back our borders’ 

and might suggest the complete  

opposite; that territorial space has never 

been more important. The answer,  

unsurprisingly, may lie somewhere in 

between.   

  

… between states? 

  

Borders are still important for states. 

This is not because they can be used to 

for xenophobic ends but because they 

play a role in structuring the economic, 

political, and social order. Internationally

-recognised and categorised territories 

also help to regulate international  

relations and apply the more recent but 

no less significant principles of  

sovereignty and, for some states, non-

intervention. The Internet, however 

much of a  

globalising force it 

is argued to be, 

has not necessarily 

shaken this funda-

mental pillar of the 

international stage. 

Westphalian  

sovereignty is 

predicated on the 

basis of states  

having particular 

physical territories, 

and it is true that 

the Internet lacks these traditional  

territorial borders. The relatively free 

flow of information across national 

boundaries also hinders states’  

sovereign rights over cyberspace that is 

theoretically within their territory.  

However, governments have proven 

able to control such information when 

they deemed it necessary, while others 

have begun imposing laws regulating 

the cyberspace in their jurisdiction, the 

European Union’s General Data  

Protection Regulation being the latest 

example. States have therefore  

managed to govern matters occurring 

on the Internet within their physical 

boundaries to some degree either  

directly or indirectly. 

  

… in the national consciousness? 

  

Is that so for nations? It should be noted 

that ‘nation’ does not refer here to race 

or religion but to large communities 

sharing a common history, culture, and 

language.[iv] The vast majority of  

nations, many of them already states, 

have also designated a place as ‘home’. 

This physical space is often deeply  

embedded into their historical narrative. 

Because the nation is defined by a 

shared experience, it could be argued 

that the Internet, by facilitating contact 

between groups of people with  

common experiences who would never 

otherwise have met, is eroding the 

identity promoted by leaders of the 

physically-bound nation, replacing it 

with individuals’ experiences not bound 

by a physical space. In other words, it is 

promoting the individual experience 

that can be shared by members of all 

nations and eroding the national  

experience that is common to one  

nation only. 

  

Quid nunc? 

  

This, however, is unlikely, and goes back 

to why national identity is important. 

Erika Harris explained it brilliantly when 

arguing that even if some may not  

consider it the most significant source of 

personal identity, ‘nationality provides 

one with a place [or home] in the world’ 

exercising ‘considerable influence over 

one’s opportunities and choices in life’.

[v] 

  

The territorial space, it appears, is here 

to stay. With faster, wider means of 

communications, the Internet may have 

somewhat altered people’s  

interpretation of the national identity 

and its significance, but it has not  

fundamentally transformed the way in 

which nations are defined. 

 

“The relatively free 

flow of information 

across national 

boundaries also  

hinders states’  

sovereign rights 

over cyberspace” 
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Man first, 

lands      

second, and 

then maybe 

woman 
By Jahnavi Jayanth 

 
Women are objectified to become any 

man’s territory, like land expecting  

trespassing and property caged within 

borders not drawn or defined by the 

land itself. Hysterically, the sanctity of a 

woman’s boundaries is in many  

instances respected even less than that 

of the boundaries around stretches of 

mere land and hard earth.  

 

South Asian films become blockbuster 

hits almost only if they have the ‘item 

number’. Item numbers were named 

after items, Bombay slang for chicks 

that were hot and easy. The literary 

genius in the naming of this  

phenomenon is profound. What else 

explains disgusting and stupefying  

objectification more simply and directly? 

You literally take this sacred homo  

sapien's body and make it an item, an 

object existing solely to make men  

happy, lascivious and wet.  

 

Culturally permissible as showcased 

above, this isn’t only a subvert  

phenomenon that can blissfully pass 

you by unless you are explicitly looking. 

Today, across the globe, women still 

legally require the guardianship of men. 

Permission must be obtained to seek 

divorces, to enter employment and to 

make decisions regarding their own 

bodies, with their testimonies only 

counting for half of the male testimony. 

Marital rape isn’t a crime and rapists are 

granted parental rights, and marriage 

can even nullify rape. The legal  

document of matrimony suggests that 

men now own the woman and  

therefore her rights (if any existed, to 

begin with).  

 

Every part of us is owned by some male 

members of the society, and we are to 

protect these parts from other male 

members, with appropriate clothing and 

ladylike mannerisms. Confined and  

contained, like societies protecting 

masses of land they own from other 

societies with walls and barbed wire. 

Crucially, women and land are not one 

and the same, they don’t stand to be 

equally cherished by their owners as the 

lands of their owners. Violating women 

isn’t an issue of the same magnitude as 

land being violated. Women are lesser 

than land.  

 

The right to aggressive border control is 

expected; a 

world without 

border control 

would be  

insane and the 

ownership of 

land as  

property is to 

be respected. 

In the 21st  

century,  

waging war on 

a country and 

simply trying to 

usurp land 

because  

another country felt like it, isn’t legal. 

Neither is it culturally acceptable. Wars 

cannot be ‘accidentally’ waged and 

when borders are illegally crossed and 

their control and authority are  

challenged, the burden is on the  

alleged criminal to prove that they are 

innocent. Even in cases where this isn’t 

legally the case, and the ‘innocent until 

proven guilty’ framework prevails,  

culturally they are still the first ones to 

be ostracized. State-sanctioned torture 

and murder, massacres and genocides 

or at the very least imprisonments are 

expected and to many extents  

warranted and justified when it comes 

to threats to border security. 

 

The right to consent is mostly  

nonexistent. In the 21st century, with our 

most progressive thinkers'  

consideration, consent may be granted. 

“Because it isn’t an unrealistic ask,” they 

say, with the irony of them still calling it 

an ‘ask’ instead of a ‘right’ completely 

lost on them. When women are  

violated, molested and assaulted and 

their consent is disregarded and  

dismissed, often times it isn’t a crime. 

And if the woman still persists through 

landmines, the  

unparalleled burden 

of proof is on her as 

the victim to prove 

that she was  

violated and that it 

was criminal and 

cruel enough, like 

having her  

intestines ripped 

out, and create a 

national  

movement in her 

name, to warrant 

action.  

 

When considered a mistake, what this 

violation costs him isn’t a decision that 

women can make themselves because 

they stand to be severely  

underrepresented in decision making 

spheres around the world. Women are 

minorities in politics and governance, 

minorities in the corporate world with 

only a handful of women as CEOs on 

the Fortune 500 list, for example. There 

are barriers to them being able to make 

economic progress for themselves or 

take on powerful roles, and when they 

happen to somehow graze the glass 

ceilings, they are shot back down by 

systems designed to make them fail and 

“If you are infuriated and 

saying we need to  

protect our women, 

“because she is 

someone's daughter or 

lover”, in many 

 respects, you are a part 

of the problem.” 
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men who find ways to reassert power 

on the women or wield the women as 

proxies to power.  

 

The rhetoric of this movement to  

empower women, even in its most  

progressive form, has donned a largely 

problematic narrative track. As you are 

reading this, if you are infuriated and 

saying we need to protect our women, 

“because she is someone's daughter or 

lover”, in many respects, you are a part 

of the problem.  

 

She neither belongs to you nor anyone 

else, for her to become something you 

need to protect and she shouldn’t need 

protection, to begin with. You don’t 

recognize that you are perpetuating 

trouble for her, by way of assuming that 

the threat is external. You are the threat 

that needs to cease to exist. You have 

not made progress by agreeing to  

prioritize her safety above the safety of 

your lands, that you will not let other 

men violate her like your military men 

and government don’t let the bombers 

and anarchists cross over into your  

borders. Yes, you may have moved her 

up in the ranks -- put her above land. 

But don’t you see? She is not meant to 

be in the goddamn ranking system at 

all.  

 

She is not muddy land, she is not  

flowing water resources. She is not  

fertile ground, crop or shelter. She is 

moving, breathing consciousness and 

agency. Flesh and blood, feeling and 

thought. Like yourself, she is powerful. 

She doesn’t belong in the same list as 

land, property or wealth. She doesn’t 

need to be protected by you.  

 

She demands to be respected.  

 

Human  

mobility 

across  

multicultural 

territories 

By Grace Avila Casanova 

 

The impact of increased human mobility 

on territorial sovereignty is undeniable. 

Large-scale immigration has led to  

unprecedented levels of diversity 

around the globe, transforming  

communities in fundamental ways and 

challenging long and closely held  

notions of national identity. In recent 

years, this rapid transformation has 

coincided with a set of deeper  

challenges.  

Political leaders thus 

find themselves  

having to navigate a 

tangled web of  

complex policy  

dilemmas, from how 

to respond to  

economic insecurity; 

to how to continue 

to draw benefits 

from (and make the  

political case for) 

globalisation; to coming to terms with 

hybrid identities, all challenges that have 

caused enormous anxiety and even 

social unrest.  

 

Global migration is triggering the sort of 

existential questions advanced nations 

haven’t had to address. Aside from lines 

on a map and a shared language, what 

makes Sweden Sweden, or Canada 

Canada? When does citizen-feeling for 

national culture and identity veer into 

xenophobia? How much should a  

modern, secular nation tolerate the 

illiberal customs of newcomers from 

traditional cultures? The backlash 

against immigration has manifested 

itself in vocal criticisms of 

“multiculturalism.” Several leaders have 

claimed that the very policies that 

aimed to weave societies together have 

instead split them apart. And as people 

feel the social fabric of their  

communities fraying, they have  

tightened their grip on the things they 

hold most dear: identity, language,  

culture, and values. In response, many 

countries have narrowed the rights to 

residence and citizenship and  

attempted to further enforce cultural 

conformity, with the result to isolate, or 

in some cases 

penalise, those 

who fail to  

adhere.  

 

Scepticism does 

not always  

correspond to 

large-scale  

immigration:  

extreme  

reactions have 

occurred in  

places without large or sudden  

increases in the immigrant population. 

The opposite is also true: not all places 

with sizeable or unexpected inflows of 

immigrants have experienced social 

disorder. Immigration itself is not the 

only or even the most prominent driver 

of the anxiety across receiving societies 

today. It is how different concerns  

interact with one another, and become 

activated in specific national contexts, 

which gives rise to the concern that 

often surrounds immigration, and  

disturbs social cohesion and fuels  

extremist political views. To illustrate: 

 

Within the cultural frame, populations 

fear that the common norms and values 

that bind societies together will be 

weakened irretrievably if newcomers do 

not adapt to the host-country language, 

culture, and identity and, worse, if they 

“Populations fear that 

the common norms 

and values that bind 

societies together will be 

weakened irretrievably if 

newcomers do not 

adapt ” 
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harbour illiberal cultural practices. The 

concentration of seemingly  

homogeneous populations of  

newcomers i.e. Muslims in Europe or 

Latinos in the US, are seen as more 

threatening, and more likely to  

emphasise their own subculture rather 

than integrate into the mainstream than 

a multi-ethnic wave of immigrants.  

Visibly and religiously different  

newcomers are thus thought to  

challenge closely held notions of who 

the “we” is in society, even when they  

comprise small portions of the foreign-

born population. 

 

Additionally, many feel that too much 

change has occurred too fast, with  

negative consequences for  

neighbourhoods and entire cities,  

especially for their overburdened  

education, health, transportation  

systems. Countries that had very small 

foreign-born populations two decades 

ago (e.g. Greece) became massive  

immigration destinations seemingly 

overnight, with inadequate and/or  

uneven legal and institutional  

preparation. And even in countries 

more accustomed to immigration such 

as the United Kingdom, workers settled 

in new parts of the country that had not 

experienced much new immigration 

since the inter-war period. Anxiety 

about immigration in fact correlates less 

to the absolute numbers of newcomers 

than to the speed of change and its 

geographic concentration. While certain 

mechanisms exist to compel the newly 

arrived to adapt to the host-country 

culture and identity (civic integration 

and citizenship tests, for instance), there 

are fewer mechanisms to govern how 

the second and third generations 

“redefine” the national ethos.  

 

Politically, there is extraordinary  

dissatisfaction. Even countries with  

favourable views of immigration in  

general have negative views about 

those in charge of managing it, who are 

seen as either unaware of or indifferent 

to the effects of immigration on local 

communities. The fact that, as a rule, 

politicians are unable to hold regular 

conversations with the public about 

immigration (only engaging the issue 

when things go wrong) leaves the  

impression that no one is in control. 

Finally, the steady loss of sovereign 

control over the issue to seemingly 

‘unaccountable’ supranational bodies 

with a growing reach on immigration 

decisions further fuels popular distrust.  

Much of the public wants to believe 

there is a steady hand holding the reins 

of the immigration system. What is most 

destabilising is when expectations of 

how much and what kind of  

immigration to expect diverge from 

reality, which in turn leads people to 

perceive the immigration system as ‘out 

of control’. Highly publicised accounts 

of illegality are brandished by  

opportunistic politicians, especially on 

the far right. Meanwhile, hard data 

demonstrating the success of  

enforcement efforts tend to fall on deaf 

ears. Immigration’s perceived link to 

crime, and even more worrisome, to 

terrorism, completes the circle of fear 

and anxiety. 

 

Modern discourse on migration fails to 

acknowledge that most contemporary 

states are, in their way, the product of 

earlier waves of migration. Effective 

democratic responses to migration are 

a matter of developing a civil society 

that bridges the social and economic 

divides that separate migrant  

communities. In so doing, civil society 

can help redefine and renew the  

meaning of a democracy rooted in the 

concepts of human rights and the  

dignity of all, regardless of their  

territorial origins. 

“Much of the public 

wants to believe there is 

a steady hand holding 

the reins of the 

 immigration system” 
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Debate 

The Nation 

State vs The 

Climate. Place 

your bet. 
By Cedric Dreyer 

 
Are national borders preventing us from 

solving climate change? This section is going 

to take this issue apart, by unpacking the 

discussion into an evaluation of cause and 

consequence. The debate, arguably, is more 

important than ever. Our answer, if there is 

one, will determine whether the nation-state, 

or the climate wins and thus form part of the 

solution to climate change. 

 

To begin, let us define our meaning of the 

"nation-state" and “the climate”, our two 

competitors in this debate. We argue that 

the nation-state is a collective of citizens who 

are united under common laws, customs and 

language. Additionally, the nation-state 

maintains borders (i.e. territory), and behaves 

with agency toward the other nation states 

(through foreign and defense policy). The 

climate on the other hand, for us, refers to 

increasing costs (both human and economic) 

created by a changing climate. In short, 

climate change. 

 

What causes climate change? On gates 

notes, Bill breaks it down into emissions 

sources. They are: 

 

1. Making electricity (around 25% of 

greenhouse emissions yearly) 

2. Agriculture (around 24%...) 

3. Manufacturing (around 21%...) 

4. Transportation (around 14%...) 

5. Buildings (around 6%, this includes AC, 

Lighting, Heating…) 

6. Other (around 10%) 

 

While most of us are likely to think that 

electric cars and solar panels on our homes 

will solve climate 

change – it now 

no longer looks 

as simple. These 

categories make 

it clear that the 

issue spans 

across a wide 

range of sectors 

with their own 

principles, and 

laws. Either way, 

for the nation-

state to win 

against climate change, all six of these 

categories must be reduced to zero net 

emissions in the next fifty years (as the 

International Panel on Climate Change, IPCC 

found). Bill Gates argues that innovation and 

new discoveries are key, and we agree. 

However, the nation-state may also be able 

to help in other ways. An economist will tell 

you that taxation reduces demand for a 

good (sort of). So why not tax meat, 

gasoline, and electricity? That should, in 

theory, reduce emissions from agriculture, 

transportation and energy sectors by cutting 

demand? Perhaps, but not quite. 

 

Where you are, and who you are, plays a 

role in your preferences and habits. If you’re 

in Norway, you are much more likely to drive 

a Tesla than someone in Dubai who is more 

inclined to cruise through the city in a G-

Class Mercedes. Two States, two preferences. 

Breaking it down into potential causes yields 

that in Norway fuel 

is taxed at 57.95p 

per liter, whereas 

in Dubai its 

subsidized by the 

state (though 

these subsidies 

have been 

declining steadily 

in the past few 

years). Therefore, 

in Norway, it 

makes more sense 

to drive an electric 

vehicle (exempt from fuel taxes), whereas in 

Dubai an electric vehicle’s sales price 

outweighs the benefits of not having to 

purchase fuel. While this is a significant 

“When taking into  

consideration global 

disparities in preferences, 

development and wealth it 

becomes clear that the fight 

against climate change is in 

disarray.“ 
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simplification, and an example limited to 

transportation (14% of emissions), it does 

show that different States have different 

policies. It also shows that preferences vary 

across borders. 

 

The argument for the nation-state, though 

hypothetical and frankly unrealistic, is that if 

the whole world united under a single set 

of policies (i.e. formed a single country), it 

would be easier for policymakers to 

spearhead laws that would cut emissions 

and reduce these emissions categories to 

zero. The “Energiewende” (Germany’s 

energy transition), could be an example of 

such a policy. On a good day, it has cut 

greenhouse gas emissions for energy 

production to zero. The policy was passed 

in 2010, while it would be simplistic to 

argue that the Energiewende was and is 

perfectly executed – and above that, it’s a 

stretch to argue that its implementation 

globally is possible (given wealth and 

development disparities). Nevertheless, it 

goes to show that policy is able to change 

the course of a country quickly and 

effectively. And so, if you’re a betting 

person – go all in for Germany! 

 

However, when taking into consideration 

global disparities in preferences, 

development and wealth it becomes clear 

that the fight against climate change is in 

disarray. The category of nation-states is 

not united, which gives the climate an 

advantage. Regulations limiting emissions 

could be tightened, the burning of fossil 

fuels 

eliminated, 

and the prices 

of carbon-

heavy 

production 

methods 

increased. 

However, 

economic 

realities and 

interpretations 

of “alternative facts” and policies make it a 

challenge to unite the world behind a 

coherent approach to climate change. And 

so, a bet on the United States probably 

isn’t the best nation-state investment, all in 

for climate change instead? Well, perhaps 

the European Union or the United States 

set the example of the previously argued 

“united” nation-state. In the case of the EU, 

28 nation-states have come together to 

share a set of policies and laws. In the case 

of the United States, 50 states have come 

together under a shared federal 

constitution. However, in both examples, 

there is no unilateral approach to climate 

change. Fragmentation is once again the 

issue. Iceland, Sweden, and Germany are 

leading the way in Europe; whereas many 

new EU members still lag behind. In the US, 

California came out in favor of the Paris 

Accords whereas South Carolina and Texas 

weren’t so sure. Financing transition is one 

worry, state 

action on the 

matter is 

another. As 

wonderful as 

the idea of a 

united front 

sounds, it's less 

likely to 

happen any 

time soon. 

Rather, 

individual nation states can do their part 

and above all, research and development 

can pave the way to technologies that 

make a global transition easier than before. 

And so, we’ll have to await another hand 

for further bets – this one was a 50/50 split 

for both sides. 

“Individual nation states can 

do their part and above all, 

research and development can 

pave the way to technologies 

that make a global transition 

easier than before.“ 
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Trouble in 

the Aegean 
By Alberto Polimeni 
 

In his famous history of the Peloponnesian 

War, Thucycides described pre-war Greece 

as a fractured one. “The Hellenes make  

incorrect assumptions not only about the 

dimly remembered past, but also about 

contemporary history”. Many Greeks seem 

convinced that Turkey is not just a military 

and political threat but an imminent one. In 

2014, Turkish jets flew into Greek airspace 

over 2,000 times. Both countries have  

accused each other of espionage, and the 

leaders on both sides have stepped up the 

antagonistic rhetoric. What is curious is, 

they’re fighting over a couple islands in the 

Aegean Sea. Why are these islands worth 

potentially going to war over? 

 

One explanation claims that there is physical 

value in the islands. The proximity of islands 

like Kastellorizo to the Turkish mainland may 

be a source of Turkey’s insecurity. Similarly, 

both states want access to potential energy 

resources that lie far closer to the Turkey 

than they do the Greek mainland. These 

include an incredible potential for wind, 

solar and geothermal energy production in 

relatively unpopulated islands. However, 

neither of these accounts make sense on 

their own. The two states trade extensively 

with each other, so there’s no reason to 

believe resources could not be shared, or 

that mere proximity should be concerning.  

 

Perhaps then the cause lies in other sources 

of conflict, and there is certainly no shortage 

of that. Greece has refused to extradite 

eight Turkish soldiers who were in part  

responsible for the failed coup in 2016.  

Additionally, president Erdogan is facing a 

great amount of uncertainty in his own 

country, and some believe he uses the  

prospect of Greek conflict, among other 

issues, to build up support and confidence.  

Similarly, the 

countries are still 

engaged in  

increasingly 

fraught  

discussions  

regarding the 

status of Cyprus, 

which is split between the Greek south and 

Turkish north. On the Greek side, Turkish 

refugee policy has practically encouraged 

those fleeing conflict to move towards  

Europe, often through Greek islands. This 

has stoked xenophobic fears which have 

been exploited by the fascist Golden Party, 

who are now the third biggest party in 

Greece. 

 

These explanations still seem insufficient. 

Germany and the US have had major  

setbacks in their relationship as a result of 

US wire-tapping in addition to the recent 

spat between Donald Trump and Angela 

Merkel. Despite this, it seems the benefits of 

cooperation have been enough to tide over 

these issues. By comparison, many Greek 

commentators feverishly worry that they will 

be drawn into the first international, inter-

state European war in decades. The answer 

to why this conflict is brewing may lie back 

in the not-so “dimly remembered past” that 

Thucydides encourages us to reflect on. 

 

Greeks remain resentful towards the Turks 

for the colonial domination of modern 

Greece by the Ottoman 

Empire for roughly 400 

years. Of course,  

nothing that we would 

recognize as Greece 

existed before that, but 

the Greek Revolution 

was made successful, 

largely, by creating and mobilizing new 

conceptions of a Greek “nation”.  

Consequently, Greek identity is, to some 

extent, built in opposition to Turkey. This is 

evident in the way anti-colonial leaders are 

all honoured and celebrated in Greece, with 

monuments and street names deifying the 

same small group of men, filling Greek  

cities. This is magnified by the Greek-Turkish 

War in which both sides committed mass 

International 

Relations 
In this section: 

 

17   Trouble in the Aegean 

18   Crouching Bear, Paper Tiger       

19   Swapping enclaves 

20   The Race for the Arctic  

“Consequently, Greek  

identity is, to some extent, 

built in opposition  

to Turkey” 



 

  

   

 KCL Politics Society 

atrocities, but which was decisively won 

by Turkey. The Great Fire of Smyrna in 

1922 is a horror still etched on Greek 

collective memory. However, the same 

historical grievances exist for Turkey. The 

Greek military used scorched earth  

tactics and committed massacres of their 

own during the war. What’s more, Turkey 

believes the islands in question. The  

islands were declared Greek by the post-

WWI Treaty of Sevres, which many still 

believe was unjust, and excessively harsh. 

These islands then represent theft on 

behalf of European powers.  

 

It is important to remember that this 

conflict exists in that backdrop. It looks 

like the conflict is not so much the result 

of rational disagreement, but rather a 

downwards spiral fuelled by each state’s 

perceptions and misperceptions of each 

other. What might otherwise look like a 

small infraction committed by one side is 

magnified as corroborating evidence of 

their already negative and often  

xenophobic caricature of the other. The 

Aegean islands present one battlefront 

that is taking centre stage now, but it 

certainly won’t be the only one. 

 

Is there any hope then, or are we  

destined to spiral into war as many  

sceptical Greeks believe? In July, at a 

NATO summit, Erdogan and Greek Prime  

Minister Alexis Tsipras agreed to reduce 

tensions by increasing their meetings and 

making a conscious effort to tone down 

rhetoric. This has great potential to work. 

The main obstacle to Turkey’s previous 

attempts to join the EU has been the 

Greek veto. Gaining more Greek support 

could provide Turkey more acceptance, 

and could limit Erdogan’s need to pivot 

away from Europe. Likewise, Greeks feel 

as though major negotiations must  

happen with Turkey regarding their  

prohibitive laws curtailing the rights of 

refugees. Sticking to this strategy could 

be incredibly useful. 

 

Greece and Turkey are at an important 

crossroads in their complicated  

relationship. How they choose to act will 

have major ramifications for the region, 

for the refugees caught in the middle 

and for the institution of NATO.  

Consequently, Europe is paying close 

attention to a few small islands. Tension 

stretches across the sea and it is now up 

to Greece and Turkey to build bridges to 

ensure the safety all those involved in the 

region. 

Crouching 

Bear, Paper 

Tiger;       

The Crimea 

Crisis 
By Thomas Bearman 
 

 

On the 21st of November 2013, the  

already fragile peace in eastern Europe 

was shattered  by Viktor Yanukovych, the 

former Ukrainian Prime Minister, when 

he announced that he would be  

reneging on a previous promise to sign a 

trade deal with the European Union  

(reportedly at Russia’s asking). This was 

unpopular with the people of Ukraine 

who subsequently organised mass  

protests, eventually turning violent in the 

spring. Shortly afterwards President 

Yanukovych disappeared, and in his 

place a new more pro-EU government 

was elected.   

 

This in part led to the Russian Annexation 

of Crimea. For those not aware; in March 

2014 Russia annexed Crimea, violating 

the 1994 Budapest moratorium they 

signed, in which Russia pledged they 

would not threaten the territorial  

integrity of the Ukraine with military 

force. This will likely have major  

consequences for the supposed sanctity 

of territory in Europe. With the conflict 

ongoing, and the latest ceasefire having 

collapsed at the end of August, it seems 

that this sanctity will be further  

dismantled, continuing the adjustment of 

the true meaning and integrity of  

territory. 

 

Why did this annexation occur? Was it a 

purposeful and aggressive choice taken 

to ignore sovereignty, or merely a  

misstep on the part of Russia? The  

argument in favour of Russia’s  

purposeful invasion is a paper tiger;  

intimidating from afar  but far less so 

when examined closely. 

 

There are many reasons for suspecting 

this; most of all the seemed ill-

preparedness of Putin and his cohorts. 

Putin in the crisis appears as less of a 

scheming ex-KGB mastermind, and more 

paper tiger.  For example, it seems that 

when the Ukrainian government was 

destabilised in winter 2014 he did not act. 

Instead, in December of 2014 he threw 

Yanukovych a $15 billion lifeline by  

buying Ukrainian debt. This lifeline was 

then defaulted on by the new Ukrainian 

government when they came to power. If 

he planned out the Ukrainian annexation, 

then why would he throw $15 billion 

away on a government that he knew was 

going to fail? Unless this was an  

unplanned, genuine lifeline to try and 

keep the situation from escalating, which 

would be a somewhat paradoxical choice 

to make if he wished to annex Crimea.   

 

To further the argument on Putin being 

a paper tiger in the Ukraine crisis, by only 

acting after the chaos had finished and 

an interim president was elected, the 

Russian Government were guaranteed 

some resistance from Ukraine and the 

international community. It is also  

evident that had Russia intervened in the 

middle of the crisis, their claim of trying 

to “protect the Russian inhabitants” may 

have carried more weight (and been less 

controversial overall). This would have 
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also in theory, lessened the NATO  

response. 

 

This leads us  to another popular  

argument about Putin’s political  

strategies; that he plans a resurgence of 

Russia and wishes to reclaim the borders 

of the USSR. Many say he intervened not 

only to stake his claim in Crimea, and 

therefore Ukraine, but before more  

western forces such as NATO could. 

 

This is somewhat difficult to believe,  

particularly as this episode has but  

increased the NATO participation in the 

region. John Kerry, the then US Secretary 

of State, promised the new government 

of Ukraine $1 billion, and the president of 

the Ukraine has now announced plans to 

enter NATO as soon as 2020. Support 

for NATO has also vastly increased 

among the populace with polls in 2017 

showing 69% support for joining. This 

stands in stark contrast to 2012  which 

only polled 28% support for joining 

NATO. 

 

Whilst Russia is no stranger to  

annexations causing international ire (see 

the case of Georgia in 2008), this time it 

seems there has been a stronger global 

reaction than ever before.  This has 

caused a quite to problem in their  

relations with the US; as Rex Tillerson 

(former US Secretary of State) claimed in 

December 2017: 

 

“The issue that stands in the way is 

Ukraine…. We can have differences in 

other arenas, in Syria, we can have  

differences in other areas but when one 

country invades another, that is a  

difference that is hard to look past or 

reconcile, … It stands as the single most 

difficult obstacle to us re-normalizing a 

relationship with Russia, which we badly 

would like to do.” 

 

Whilst it would seem times have 

changed, as Trump and others in the US 

have spewed out copious rhetoric  

regarding the greatness of Russia’s  

leader, actions speak louder than words. 

The actions of the US in this case are not 

favourable to Russia; the US has  

provided a $48 million aid package to 

the Ukraine including Javelin Anti-Tank 

missile launchers. The US has also added 

an extra $1.4 billion to the European 

reassurance Initiative, making the total 

sum of the US contributions around $4.8 

billion. These are not insubstantial  

commitments, especially for the  

supposedly isolationist Trump  

Government, which does imply that this 

issue is likely viewed with immense  

importance in the White House. 

 

Putin, however, seems to be uncaring of 

the attention being paid to this crisis and 

the wider international order. This is 

shown by the fact that in 2017 an OCSE 

observatory mission in the area observed 

around 30,000 individuals in military-style 

dress moving from Russia to Donbass 

(the region now contested by Russia in 

the Ukraine). This is just at two of the  

checkpoints it could monitor, there could 

be a substantially bigger quantity of  

individuals entering Donbass. These 

individuals were most likely Russian  

combatants, indicating that the Russian 

Government is more than happy to risk 

escalation in this already fragile region. 

However what Western states can do in 

this situation outside of military  

intervention is unclear. 

 

There are some lessons we should take 

from all of this . Firstly, the idea of some 

sort of resurgent great Russian bear, or 

an Ex-KGB mastermind in the East ready 

to pounce on Europe is foolish; they are 

a paper tiger.  Indeed, when you  

examine Crimea closer  it can be seen 

that it seems to be less a coordinated 

strike, and more a fortunate military 

blunder. Military blunder or not,  

however, this crisis has caused much 

tension in Ukraine and elsewhere,  

meaning that it should be closely 

watched by international scholars. After 

all, tensions between Russia and the 

West in the East have flared up many 

times before, and very rarely have they 

ended well. 

 

Swapping 

enclaves: 

Walking on 

hot coals or 

a minefield?  
 

By Oskari Vaaranmaa 
 

Enclaves come in all shapes and sizes. In 

Baarle-Nassau, a Dutch municipality  

consisting of some 20 Belgian enclaves, 

one could happily trek through the  

region knowing that their passage from 

one country to the other will not be  

interrupted by roadblocks and  

barricades. The transition from Belgian 

beer to Dutch Stroopwafels is almost 

entirely unnoticeable, and without a hint 

of bitter ethnic division. The same cannot 

be said for Serbian enclaves within the 

Republic of Kosovo.  

 

Kosovo declared its independence from 

Serbia on the 17th of February 2008. This 

declaration was the culmination of more 

than a decade of severe ethnic tension, 

war crimes, NATO intervention, and  

major civil unrest. What followed was a 

crisis of recognition. Only 111 out of 193 

UN member states currently recognise 

Kosovo as an independent state. On the 

other hand, Serbia still considers Kosovo 

to be an “autonomous province” of its 

sovereign territory.  

 

How autonomous is Kosovo? The answer 

is: very autonomous indeed. Kosovo has 

its own President, Prime Minister,  

government, legislative assembly,  

Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Police force, 

and constitution. Kosovo’s President, 

Hashim Thaci, has also announced plans 

to create a Defence Ministry in 2019. Yet, 

Kosovo’s political existence is  

complicated by several Serbian enclaves 

and the “Community of Serb  

Municipalities” established after the 2013 

Brussels Agreement. Such municipalities 

are a source of constant tension between 

the two states. Recently, tensions flared 

as Kosovo’s Special Police Forces briefly 

occupied regions near lake Gazivoda in 

the Serb-majority north. This was  

supposedly done to secure the  

President’s visit to North Kosovo: a visit 

met by fierce demonstrations.  

 

Discussions concerning a possible  
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territorial swap by the two sides made 

the demonstrations worse. Ideally, if the 

swap went according to plan, Kosovo 

would acquire the Presevo Valley, an 

ethnically Albanian territory of southern 

Serbia in exchange for the Serb areas of 

northern Kosovo. This is because the 

2008 border left around 50 000 ethnic 

Albanians in Serbia, whereas a sizeable 

Serb minority of over 100 000 still live in  

Kosovo. The plan, 

brought up by Thaci 

and Serbian President 

Aleksandar Vucic, was 

supported by both the 

European Commission 

and the US National 

Security Advisor John 

Bolton. However, is this 

the most viable solution to decades of 

ethnic division?  

 

Vucic emphasizes that this deal is by no 

mean finalised, and the socio-political 

implications are likely to be massive. One 

should not forget the troubled past of 

the Balkan region. After all, the breakup 

of the Yugoslav state led to over 100 000 

deaths and millions of displaced civilians. 

In and of itself, the Kosovo War of 1998-

1999 saw the deaths of over 10 000, and 

the displacement of approximately 230 

000. This troubled history will undoubt-

edly put a strain on any efforts to  

negotiate a border correction.  

Furthermore, the Serbian Orthodox 

Church is strictly opposed to losing the 

Presevo Valley due to its rich Serbian 

Christian heritage. There are no easy 

solutions. 

 

Taking into consideration the region’s 

history of ethnic violence, it is no surprise 

that talks of a border correction are 

bound to raise worries in both Serbia 

and Kosovo, as well as in the broader 

international environment. Yet, in a press 

statement President Thaci stated that 

“Kosovo and Serbia would not be the 

first nor the last to make a border  

correction for the sake of peace”. So, 

what other cases are there?  

 

The territorial swap between India and 

Bangladesh is a notable example. In  

essence, the border between the two 

states was complicated by nearly 200 

enclaves. Whereas a Land Boundary  

Agreement was signed 

between the two 

states in 1974, the 

agreement was  

revised in 2015,  

leading to the  

exchange of 162  

enclaves between the 

parties.  Life in the 

enclaves was made difficult by border 

controls and the near non-existence of 

adequate public infrastructure. This 

meant that citizens in enclaves often had 

to illegally cross the border. 

 

India’s Prime Minister, Narendra Modi, 

wanted to fix this, and having passed a 

Constitutional Amendment, the territory 

transfer could finally take place in 2015. 

The two populations have had the choice 

to either receive the citizenship of the 

country they remained in, or to be  

resettled in the country of their ethnic 

origin. Although this shows clear  

progress, problems remain. For example, 

few have documents proving land  

ownership, which has large-scale  

implications for property rights. 

‘Furthermore, infrastructure projects, 

such as the construction of hospitals and 

schools, are still far from complete. On 

the positive side, the Indian Cabinet has 

approved a rehabilitation package to 

integrate the former enclaves. This is vital 

for speeding up the development of 

infrastructure and raising the living 

standards of new residents.   

 

Of course, comparing Serbia and Kosovo 

to India and Bangladesh is like compar-

ing apples to pears, doing little justice to 

the complicated histories of these re-

gions. However, the India-Bangladesh 

case illustrates that negotiation followed 

by rehabilitation and integration are the 

most sensitive ways to solve even the 

most pressing geopolitical issues. With 

proper support from third parties such as 

NATO, the European Union, and the 

United Nations, an enclave swap 

‘agreement between Serbia and Kosovo 

could certainly become a reality. These 

third parties could provide a positive 

mediating role and may prevent a 

‘potential escalation in tension.  

Moreover, considering that presidents of 

both countries have flirted with the idea 

of enclave swaps there is reason to be 

optimistic. Nevertheless, the two sides 

and the international community must 

tread carefully. Territory, ethnicity, and 

statehood are an explosive cocktail. Yet, 

reconciling them might in many ways be 

the only way of solving the deepest and 

most divisive socio-political issues of our 

time. 

 

The Race for 

the Arctic 
By Emily Frizell 
 

A new conflict is brewing in one of the 

most surprising regions of the world. The 

North Pole is seeing a growth in military 

and state presence. Russia currently has 

45,000 soldiers placed on territories in 

and around the Arctic. Canada recently 

published a video claiming their territory 

extends far beyond its borders, onto the 

North Pole. Even China has begun  

establishing a “Northern Sea” trade and 

shipping route. Human activity in the 

Arctic has increased exponentially in the 

last 25 years, which has led to a 

‘resurgence of geopolitics in one the 

most sparsely inhabited areas of the 

world. However, with geopolitics comes 

tension and competition. What is behind 

this interest in these power politics? 

 

The rapid increase on global 

‘temperature has forever changed the 

region. Ice in the region has melted at an 

alarming rate. This has had three  

important impacts. Firstly, it is far easier 

for ships to pass through the Arctic. In 

the summer, large shipping vessels can 

shave days off their journey, connecting 

Asian markets to American ones.  

“Territory, ethnicity, 

and statehood are 

an explosive  

cocktail.” 
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Secondly, it has led to more mundane 

human activity in areas which would 

previously be covered in ice. More  

activity means greater opportunities for  

fishing markets to expand which has 

even prompted cruise companies to start 

guided tours of the region. Norwegian 

navy rescue operations in the Arctic Sea 

have also more than tripled since 2000. 

This means there are new and important 

economic prospects to be realized.  

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, 

there is a chance for immense oil  

discovery in the Arctic Sea. The US  

Geological Survey estimates that the 

region holds 30% of the world’s  

undiscovered natural gas, and 13% of its 

oil. It’s no wonder there is such urgency 

to control neighbouring territory. 

 

The main players involved in the Arctic 

are Russia, the USA, Canada, Norway, 

Denmark and now China. These states 

have three main strategies of increasing 

their influence. The first is private  

development. Companies, and in  

particular Shell, have begun building oil 

rigs off the coast of Alaska, in the hope 

of getting first access to untouched  

natural gas and oil.  

 

The second strategy is to be legitimately 

and legally awarded the territory by the 

United Nations. A state would do this by 

attempting to convince a group of UN 

scientists that their 

“continental shelf” 

extends far beyond 

their official borders. 

Each state is allowed 

to control 200 miles 

worth of maritime 

territory beyond its 

land border,  

however, they can plausibly claim their 

territory extends, submerged in the 

ocean as a continental shelf. This has led 

to countries conducting underwater  

exploration to submit claims to the UN 

and gain legal control over the vast  

resources under the Arctic Ocean.  

 

The final strategy is to increase soft  

power in the region. A good example of 

this is Svalbard, an island near the North 

Pole controlled by Norway, on which 

other states are allowed to settle so long 

as military force is never present. Russia 

initially used this territory to settle a small 

mining economy, but now is heavily  

investing in refurbishing the small town 

to incentivize tourism. Should oil be  

discovered in the region, Russia now has 

a plausible claim in the form of this town. 

 

It may seem as though Russia is winning 

the race for the Arctic. The intense  

Russian militarization might give it an 

immense advantage as ice melts.  

It is, however, unclear how that  

militarization would be effective. For one, 

with Russia’s recent tension between the 

USA and Europe, it is unclear whether 

Russian claims to 

the territory 

would be  

accepted.  

Likewise, the use 

of military force 

probably would 

not be effective, 

especially  

considering the main actors developing 

the region would likely be private energy 

or shipping firms.  

 

However, the USA is also lagging.  

Despite increasing the number of naval 

war games in the region, there are still 

no US deep-water harbours in the Arctic. 

This severely impairs the ability of the US 

Navy to conduct either strategic or 

emergency operations, however, the 

biggest issue facing the US is their lack of 

icebreakers. China will have two of these 

vessels in the coming year and Russia 

already has several in operation. Without 

these, it is far harder for the US to  

expose the seas to private enterprise.  

 

The EU has stepped up efforts to  

increase its influence in the region. Firstly, 

it has attempted to become a member 

of the Arctic Council, an inter-

governmental agency tasked with  

protecting the environment and  

indigenous people of the Arctic. The EU’s 

strategy has been to begin cooperation 

with certain states, so as to achieve a 

mutually beneficial working order from 

which the EU can benefit. However, there 

are two issues here. This approach was 

still aggressive enough to see Canada 

veto the EU’s entrance into the Arctic 

Council. Secondly, if states like China and 

Russia are willing to open up the seas by 

force, it is not clear how cooperating with 

Norway and Sweden will be able to sway 

the balance of power in the region. 

 

Finally, we must look at China. To  

increase their power they have invested 

heavily, not just in icebreaking  

technology but also in a large number of 

ports. This is to get access to Russian and 

Norwegian oil fields to diversify oil  

imports. Additionally, China has targeted 

Arctic nations, in particular Iceland, as a 

part of their “One Belt One Road”  

initiative.  

 

It is presently unclear who is winning the 

race to the Arctic. In the coming years, as 

climate change intensifies, opportunities 

for development will become easier and 

more pertinent for the power and  

economies of relevant countries. When 

this happens, tensions between these  

countries will inevitably flair up. Now 

begins the rush to weaponize, militarize 

and develop one of the most remote 

areas of the Earth. 

“Russian militarization 

might give it an  

immense advantage 

as ice melts.”  
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Land  

distribution 

in the world’s 

most unequal 

region 
By Grace Avila Casanova 
  
For evidence of the destructive impact that 

extreme inequality has on sustainable  

patterns of growth and social cohesion, 

look no further than Latin America.  While 

renowned as a region of great diversity, it is 

also characterised by common legacies that  

directly and indirectly inform land issues. 

These include a heritage of patrimonialism 

based on an ownership structure in which 

political influences determine the spatial 

allocation of public investments and  

services; strong central administrations with 

weak fiscal accountability at the local level; 

and a legal tradition with elitist codes and 

rigid legislation.  

 

The ownership and control of territory by 

rich elites at the expense of ordinary people 

is fundamental to understanding the  

inequality crisis that prevails across the 

globe. Latin America is a prime example, in 

which extreme concentration of land has 

been central to its very high levels of  

inequality.  

 

The region has a long history of violent  

conflict over territory, which includes two 

prolonged civil wars triggered by control 

over nitrate-rich land and oil reserves in 

1879 and 1932 respectively. Land  

distribution was also the issue that gave rise 

to the internal armed conflict in Colombia 

more than half a century ago, and lead to 

the Landless Workers’ Movement in Brazil 

in 1970. More recently, Bolivia, Mexico and 

Peru have experienced conflicts among 

their indigenous communities, mining  

companies and governments over mineral 

exploitation; specifically disputes regarding 

tenure, labour 

practices, and  

environmental  

regulation. 

 

Land inequality 

has numerous 

dimensions, all of 

which are related 

to the  

concentration of power. This manifests in 

many forms: the lack of protection of the 

collective lands of indigenous, Afro-

descendant, and peasant communities; 

fiscal policies biased towards extractivism; 

unequal distribution of the benefits derived 

from the exploitation of natural resources; 

and the repression of those who organise 

to defend their rights, and resist the  

advance of activities that destroy their  

livelihoods and environment. 

 

Land distribution in Latin America is the 

most unequal in the world and continues to 

get worse, now reaching alarming levels. In 

the region as a whole, one percent of farms  

occupy more than half of productive land. 

This means that one percent owns more 

territory than the remaining 99%. At the 

other end of the scale, 80% of agricultural 

undertakings are small family farms pushed 

out to marginal areas, occupying a mere 

13% of land. 

 

Attempts to redistribute land ownership in 

the region have generally failed, largely  

because its allocation was not accompanied 

by public policies 

that promoted the  

economic  

development of the 

new owners. Such 

measures have 

often been marred 

by corruption,  

benefiting those 

close to the people 

in power rather than those most in need. 

This means that many important advances 

were subsequently undone by policies that 

deregulated the land market and facilitated 

accumulation. Meanwhile, vast areas of 

forest, pasture, shoreline, and other  

Americas 
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communally-owned resources have been 

snatched from their legitimate ancestral 

owners, whose territorial rights are  

frequently violated. 

 

As a result, the distribution and control of 

land is now even more heavily  

concentrated than it was prior to the  

implementation of redistributive policies 

in the 1960s. Yet there are different forms 

of control over territory, besides  

ownership. Leases, concessions,  

production under contract, and control 

of strategic value chain segments are 

becoming increasingly important, and 

have reconfigured land-related power 

through a complex system of  

commercial, political, and financial  

relationships. 

 

Despite fluctuations in international  

commodity markets, the struggle for land 

continues between increasingly unequal 

actors. On one side are the national and 

international elites that influence the rules 

of the game to take advantage of  

opportunities in global markets. On the 

other side are the groups whose survival 

depends on land (peasant, indigenous, 

and Afro-descendant communities, and 

especially women) whose rights are  

systematically violated by displacement, 

loss of livelihoods and environmental  

degradation. 

 

Some national governments have  

sacrificed equity for the promise of  

economic growth, relying on an  

extractivist model based on the  

accumulation of capital, land and market 

power to exploit on a large scale all  

possible natural resource wealth. By  

facilitating tax breaks, disregarding  

collective rights, and dismantling family 

farming support services, they have 

paved the way for such high levels of 

concentration. Huge agricultural and 

timber plantations, extensive livestock 

farming, mining, and oil extraction are 

rapidly taking hold of the territory,  

reducing the area left in which to  

produce food for domestic consumption, 

sustain rural livelihoods and ensure the 

future of the planet. Consequently, while 

the land area under production is  

increasing, both the fertile soil and the 

profits generated from it are being  

accumulated in fewer hands. 

 

Territorial conflicts resulting from this 

model based on plundering natural  

resources and exploiting labour have led 

to a human rights crisis in the region. 

Peasant and indigenous leaders, human 

and environmental rights defenders, and 

the populations affected by extractive 

activities are now more at risk than ever. 

This is a consequence of the actions or 

omissions of governments that are  

implementing repressive strategies to  

contain growing social unrest, in order to 

protect the enclaves of extraction  

activities. 

 

Economic elites exert their control over 

resource-rich territory through legal and 

illegal capital 

flows, the 

powerful  

influence of 

business  

sectors over 

government  

authorities, 

and  

international agreements that protect 

investments. These trends in economic 

and political power threaten the  

wellbeing and survival of those who  

depend on the land and have rights over 

it. But it also has serious consequences 

for society as a whole, as it limits  

opportunities for long-term development 

and affects social cohesion, the quality of 

democracy, access to food, and the 

health of ecosystems in the region. 

 

Inequality in Latin America cannot be  

reduced without addressing the  

challenge of land distribution, along with 

its relationship with the rights of the 

poorest and most excluded groups. The 

solution is not to return to the  

redistributive policies that failed in the 

past, by dismissing the power of the 

elites, and ignoring the comprehensive 

measures needed to promote inclusive 

development. Latin America needs a new 

distribution system that includes  

disseminating the impacts and benefits of 

the extractivist model. This goal must be 

placed at the centre of the debate about 

how to address regional developmental 

challenges. 

 

‘The  

migrants are 

coming!’ 
Central American 

migration and the 

governance crisis 

By Aleksandra Kusnierkiewicz 

The Hondurans are leaving their country 

in the thousands. Continuous threats of  

Donald Trump (“we’re calling up the  

military” he commented, addressing 

more the American people than the  

migrants themselves), border clashes and 

worsening medical conditions are not 

stopping people from migrating to the 

United States. Large groups gather to 

find safety in numbers and cross  

Honduras, El Salvador and 

Guatemala, into Mexico, to 

finally reach their destination.  

 

The current migration wave 

is considered one of the 

biggest South-North  

people’s movement in  

decades, exceeding the numbers of  

Mexicans crossing the border to the U.S. 

Even though the main narrative explains 

“Individual hopes  

create a movement – 

and this isn’t a new 

phenomenon.”  
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this through highlighting high murder rates 

and gang activities in the region, WOLA 

research organisation points to more  

traditional push factors: too many young 

people, too few jobs and ascending rural 

poverty. Meanwhile, the thriving American 

economy promises the prospects of new 

life and economic safety. Individual hopes 

create a movement – and this isn’t a new 

phenomenon.  

 

Yet the political response in the region 

‘renders some unique changes. With 

midterm elections in the United States, 

Donald Trump desperately tries to 

demonise  

migrants to his advantage. By fuelling anti-

immigration sentiments, he hopes to  

energise voters and create a comfortable 

‘Other’ that citizens can focus on.   

Automatically, Trump proclaims a strong 

stance against Central Americans poised to 

arrive. He threatens to cut aid to the region 

– and to punish Mexico for its 

‘complacency’.  

 

The migration wave puts Mexico in an  

extremely uncomfortable position. As a 

passage between the Northern Triangle (El 

Salvador, Honduras and Guatemala) and 

the U.S., it needs to find a favourable  

response to both sides.  

 

Trump’s approach has constrained  

Mexico’s options, but the current president, 

Enrique Peña Nieto, has so far not been 

willing to risk violence by stopping the 

migrants. Instead, Mexico and its people 

offered available food, shelter and medical 

care to those on their way. Despite clashes 

between migrants and Mexican riot police 

at the Guatemalan border, largely seen as 

an attempt to appease the U.S, the  

Mexican approach has been rather lenient.  

 

However, with migration being increasingly 

securitised and exploited for questionable 

political purposes, and with vital trade  

partnership at stake, it’s inevitable that  

Mexico will take a more decisive stance. 

With Andrés Manuel López Obrador, a left

-wing successor, coming to power on the 

1st of December, a new strategic approach 

is expected. He advocates for a regional  

developmental plan addressing the root 

causes of migration, such as poverty and 

violence, rather than focusing on border 

security. But will such a plan antagonise the 

United States and threaten the economic 

cooperation? Is Mexico ready to adopt an 

independent – and risky - foreign policy?  

 

At the same time, it’s necessary that  

Mexico maintains its stable relationship 

with Central American states. The Mexican 

government is doing a lot to be  

accommodating towards migrants, inviting 

thousands of them to apply for asylum with 

2,200 accepting the offer. Even though 

stricter border control measures have been 

adopted (including the requirement for 

crossing documents), the state is not  

capable of controlling a large influx of 

people. American hostility is pushing 

people to start a life in Mexico instead.  

 

The current political and social crisis 

brought by the Central American migration 

flow is an example of the chaos caused by 

unstable migration policies adopted under 

Mr. Trump. The U.S. has been sending a  

message that America is no longer a place 

of refuge. The current administration is 

pushing the responsibility for its border  

control on Mexico; the political hostility, 

inequality and resentment are likely to  

follow.  The lack of an orderly response 

and ambiguity around the asylum  

processing will result in yet more regional 

instability. 

 

Ironically, harsh migration policies and 

‘zero tolerance’ strategies, instead of  

addressing the problem, increase illegal 

migration. Under ‘zero tolerance’, migrants 

who enter the U.S. without first presenting 

themselves at the Border Patrol offices 

automatically face legal prosecution. The 

extremely low chance of providing a  

credible asylum claim fuels fraud and  

human trafficking practices too. The effect 

is more cases to prosecute, more  

bureaucracy and more border control  

expenditure. And yet, the political appeal 

of securitizing migration thrives under the  

contemporary political climate.  

 

The inevitable continuation of a migration 

influx will push states to find a response. 

With political cooperation unlikely, power-

dynamics in Latin America will continue to 

be shaped and stretched.  The region is 

facing growing political instability: the  

Venezuelans are escaping the economic 

collapse of their country; Brazil is likely to 

undergo substantive structural changes 

under Bolsonaro’s regime. Now is the time 

to adopt cooperative measures.  

Meanwhile, Central Americans continue 

their quest far from the voices fearfully 

proclaiming: the migrants are coming!   

 

Personal  

territory in 

today’s  

Venezuela    
 

By Sedona Williams 
 
What do we define as territory? In the 
broadest of terms society would often  
define territory is ‘an area of land under 
the jurisdiction of a ruler or state’. Yet, it is  
impossible to define territory as one  
individual concept. For instance, the items 
that belong to oneself, private property 
and even just a small area of terrain can all 
be defined as a form of personal territory. 
All these items fall into the category of  
individual territory. Out of all places in the 
world, Caracas, the capital city of  
Venezuela, and undoubtedly one of the 
most politically unstable cities in  
contemporary society, is currently suffering 
greatly from a lack of personal territory.   
 
Venezuela and proxemics 
 
Venezuela, under the reign of Nicolas  
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Maduro, is currently self-imploding 
socio-economically. This has led to 
almost 7% of Caracas’ population has 
opted to leave their so-called personal 
territories in search of a more promising 
life. The influx of migration occurring 
throughout both Latin America and the 
United States additionally highlights this 
idea of a lack of personal territory. 
Proxemics, being the ‘branch of 
knowledge that deals with the amount 
of space that people feel it necessary to 
set between themselves and others’, is 
highly  
important when reflecting on the  
destroyed lifestyles of the current  
population of Caracas.  
Socialist policies have caused  
neighbourhoods 
to come  
crashing down, 
leaving people 
at each other’s 
feet and fighting 
for their own 
form of personal 
space in a 
country where 
privacy is now a 
luxury.  
 
According to a study taken by Business 
Insider, they discovered that it is in fact 
the middle class and the youth of  
Venezuela, that are leaving the country 
in the greatest numbers. This is due to 
the fact that families have chosen to 
send away their children to give them a 
chance to build their own individual 
domains elsewhere before they are left 
with nothing. However, since the  
outbreak of riots and downfall of a  
socialist regime, the middle classes have 
become equally as vulnerable and  
impoverished as those of the working-
class population. A second article, by 
The Washington Post, stated that not 
only is Venezuela’s refugee migration 

one of the worst cases within the  
western hemisphere, but that  
approximately 2.3 million Venezuelans, 
7% of the population, have fled due to 
political unrest and a further lack of  
personal territory. This leads us to  
question how and if Venezuela will ever 
be able to offer their citizens the land 
they once owned, and whether society 
will ever overcome this territorial conflict 
under Mr. Maduro’s corrupting reign. 
 
A fleeing labour force, a fleeing future 
for Venezuela 
 
To make matters worse, the Venezuelan 
labour force is  
gradually shrinking, as the workers in 

the most important  
sectors of the  
economy are  
currently fleeing Mr. 
Maduro’s chaotic 
quagmire. In 2017 
alone Venezuela lost 
48,000 teachers,  
leaving countless 
children unable to 
gain vital primary 
school education. 
This will likely lead to 

an entire generation of Venezuelans 
growing up without a basic schooling, 
which threatens to cripple the country in 
the future. What’s more, countless  
domestic workers, including plumbers, 
electricians and general construction 
employees have joined the fleeing  
population. With 14,000% hyperinflation, 
these are left without money to buy 
supplies and their customers in debt are 
unable to pay for their services. All in all, 
these individuals have lost their familiar 
territory, a profession that once gave 
them a strong foundation and a  
comforting personal territory after  
having fallen into the pit of economic 
depression. With dangerous levels of 

hyperinflation and sudden drops in  
supplies, it has become increasingly 
difficult for citizens to maintain even the 
most modest of lifestyles. During his  
investigation, David Badour, a reporter 
for The Washington Post, encountered 
families who have had to sell some of 
their finest belongings just to finance 
their escape. 
  
Fleeing the country has not made life 
better for Venezuelan citizens. Those 
who have chosen to escape to nations 
such as Brazil and Ecuador have been 
known to succumb to an even greater 
amount of struggle in relation to  
territorial issues. Due to uproars over 
the increasing wave of Venezuelans 
bombarding their borders, immigrants 
have suffered the likes of their personal 
items being either burnt or stolen from 
them, with hundreds of Brazilians in the 
region of Pacaraima even setting fire to 
their temporary tents. Evidently, the 
extent to which personal territory has 
vanished for Venezuelan citizens is 
clearly displayed by this disturbing  
evidence. They are forced to leave their 
homes in search of a new life, yet when 
they do leave, they are still left with 
nothing and must continue their fight to 
regain their own territory.    
 
However, personal territory does not 
only have to refer to items once owned 
by the individual. Venezuelan citizens 
currently do not possess the ability to 
obtain a passport, and if they do  
attempt to 4acquire one the  
government has made it a strenuous 
process. This further reinforces the fact 
that Venezuela’s citizens not only have 
no form of either personal territory or 
identity, but are also prevented from 
trying to regain their old lives. In this 
sense, we cannot clearly define 
“personal territory” just on physical 
terms. We must also acknowledge the 

“Venezuela’s current 

political and  

socio-economic crisis 

has left its population in 

a state of invisibility.” 
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strain that this political crisis in  
Venezuela has put on the mentality of the 
population. In other words, it has caused a 
loss of identity for Venezuelans.  
Without an identity, Venezuelans are left 
totally invisible, not recognized in their 
own country or abroad.  
 
Venezuela’s current political and socio-
economic crisis has left its population in a 
state of invisibility. They have lost much of 
what once belonged to them and it is 
apparent all around the world that this 
conflict has not only affected Venezuela’s 
territory but also the personal territory of 
its citizens. The example of Venezuela 
ought to show the world that politics  
affects more than just the matters of a 
nation; it affects the lives of ordinary  
people. Territory is more than just a  
physical piece of land, it also consists of 
the personal space and lives of countless 
individuals. 
 

Lords of the 

Northeast  
The Ferreira Gomes  

family and the state 

of Ceará   
by Lucas Silva Lopes 
 

Located in the north of the state of Ceará, 

Sobral has a respectable population of 

147,353 inhabitants, making it the fifth  

largest and the second most developed 

city in this Brazilian Northeast state.  

Internationally, the city became famous as 

the place in which the experiment to 

prove Einstein’s Theory of Relativity took 

place in 1919. Within Brazil however, 

Sobral is better known as the hometown 

of one of the most powerful political 

oligarchies in the country that of Ferreira 

Gomes. This is a family whose prominent 

members includes current presidential 

candidate Ciro Gomes.  

 

As the first round of the presidential  

elections has recently drawn to a close, 

take a close look at Brazil’s ectoral map 

and one state immediately pops out as 

an anomaly: Ceará was the only state 

where neither far-right Jair Bolsonaro nor 

left-wing Fernando Haddad were able to 

win. Take a closer look at the numbers 

and it becomes clear that within Ceará, 

Mr. Gomes won with a dominant margin 

(41% of the votes) against both Mr.  

Haddad (33% of the votes) and Mr.  

Bolsonaro  (17% of the votes).  

This is not a mere 

coincidence. Given 

the historical 

dominance of the 

Worker’s Party 

(PT) in the 

Northeast (and 

particularly in the 

state of Ceará), 

political scientists 

expected its 

candidate, Mr. 

Haddad, to either 

come out on top 

or at the very least 

give Mr. Gomes 

and his 

Democratic Labor Party (PDT) a run for 

their money by coming as a close second. 

Neither prediction actually materialized. 

Mr. Gomes’s dominant victory in his home 

state therefore raises a bigger question as 

to how different Ceará really is from the 

rest of Brazil.  

 

The historical trend of Coronelismo  

in Ceará 

 

Oligarchic politics is certainly not an  

uncommon phenomenon either in Latin 

America or in Brazil itself.  Caudillismo - as 

it is usually called in Hispanic countries - or 

Coronelismo, as it is casually called in most 

of Brazil, have essentially the same origin; 

they arise in situations and locations where 

the State has developed poorly structured 

institutions. These are weak insitutions and 

hinder state legitimacy, perhaps even 

leading to society ceasing to have any 

kind of trust in democracy in the long run. 

In this sense, the public instead chooses to 

deposit their trust in an exploitative kind of 

leadership - a personalistic kind of 

leadership. Historically speaking in Brazil, 

Coronelismo arose in the poor and less-

developed rural areas of the Northeast 

during the period of the Old Republic 

(1889-1930) at a time when land ownership 

symbolized power and wealth. In these 

areas marked by high levels of poverty 

and illiteracy, the coronel served as the 

“bridge” between the state and the local 

population; in this sense, coronels were 

able to expand their powers by “bestowing 

favors” to the local population. The 

coronels controlled access to public 

goods, which in theory should have been 

accessible to everyone, and made them 

available only to a select few- his 

supporters.  

 

In spite of Coronelismo being a common 

phenomenon in the entire Northeast 

region throughout the Old Republic, the 

state of Ceará possessed one of the most 

powerful coronels in the country in the 

figure of doctor Floro Bartolomeu. 

However, even after the end of the Old 

Republic in 1930, the practice of 

coronelismo continued to be entrenched 

within the fabrics of the state throughout 

most of the twentieth century. During the 

years of military rule in Brazil (1964-1985) 

three coronels, Cesar Cals, Jose Adauto 

Bezerra and Virgilio Tavora, alternated the 

state governorship amongst themselves. 

Subsequently, current presidential 

candidate Ciro Gomes entered politics 

precisely under the pretense of ending the 

coronelismo that had been ruling his state 

since the days of the Old Republic. 

Ironically, however, all he did was replace 

old oligarchies with his own oligarchy: the 

Ferreira Gomes family.  

 

Who exactly are the Ferreira Gomes family 

and how influential are they? 

 

As of today, the family is represented by 

the elder son, Ciro Gomes (the recent 

presidential candidate and former 

governor of the state of Ceará); the 

youngest son, Ivo Gomes (who was 

elected mayor of the city of Sobral in 

2016); the middle son, Cid Gomes (a two-

times former governor of Ceará and also 

former mayor of Sobral who has just been 

elected senator); and the cousin Tin 

Gomes (a member of Ceará’s state 

legislature since 2014).  But besides the 

dominance of the four Ferreira Gomes in 

current Brazilian politics, the family’s 

political dominance can actually be 

“In these areas marked by 

high levels of poverty and 

illiteracy, the coronel 

served as the “bridge”  

between the state and the 

local population” 
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stretched as far back 1890. The first two 

mayors of Sobral were also members of 

the Ferreira Gomes family. Throughout 

the twentieth century, the political 

influence of the family only increased, 

with two other Ferreira Gomes members 

being elected mayors of Sobral, one of 

them the father of the three brothers 

Ciro, Cid and Ivo.  

 

The Ferreira Gomes dynasty then 

reached new heights evolving from a 

municipal oligarchy to a state oligarchy 

after the end of the military rule in Brazil. 

In 1986 Ciro Gomes allied himself with 

current Ceará senator Tasso Jereissati, 

who was at the time running for 

governor to take down the three 

colonels who ruled 

the state during the 

military regime.  

Under Jereissati’s 

guidance, Ciro’s 

political career  

skyrocketed, with 

the Ferreira Gomes 

family’s first-born 

being elected governor of Ceará, mayor 

of Ceara’s capital Fortaleza, and also  

being appointed Minister of Finance  

under the presidency of Itamar Franco in 

the 1990s. Encouraged by their older 

brother, it did not take long for the 

younger brothers to also launch 

themselves politically, both achieving  

considerable success within their state. 

As a result, it has now become virtually  

impossible to run or achieve public 

office in Ceará without the support of a 

member of the Ferreira Gomes. 

 

Ruling with an iron fist 

 

Ciro Gomes claims to have ended  

coronelismo and oligarchic politics within 

Ceará; the 

reality, however, 

is that the first-

born Ferreira 

Gomes has 

effectively 

transformed the 

state of Ceará 

into a semi-

autonomous 

territory where 

one single family 

holds all political 

power and rules 

the state with an 

iron fist.  

 

Granted, Mr. 

Gomes is a 

successful 

academic, 

having served as a visiting professor at 

Harvard, but more importantly, he 

possesses great oratory skills, being able 

to communicate with the lower-income 

electorate with extreme ease. However, 

it is the methods he uses to obtain votes 

for both himself and members of his 

family from low-income citizens that 

arguably make him (and any member of 

the Ferreira Gomes family as a matter of 

fact) a modern day coronel. It is 

common to hear stories in Ceará of 

lower-income voters promising to vote 

and making members of their immediate 

families vote for the Ferreira Gomes in 

order to receive basic goods such as 

drinkable water in their residences. The 

coronelismo of the Ferreira Gomes can 

also be witnessed 

in politics, where 

any candidate 

wishing to be 

elected for any 

kind of public 

office must have 

the approval of 

the family. This 

was certainly the case for Camilo 

Santana, the recently re-elected 

governor of Ceará. Besides being a 

member of the Workers Party (PT), a 

close ally of the Ferreira Gomes, Mr. 

Santana is also close to Cid Gomes, 

having worked with the Ferreira Gomes 

family’s middle-son when the latter was 

the Governor of Ceará.  

 

Challenging the Ferreira Gomes is 

perhaps the most senseless thing to do 

in Ceará. Ivo Gomes, the youngest son, 

said this himself after being elected 

mayor of Sobral. He declared that he 

was “the only one holding the power in 

the city” and issued a warning to all 

dissidents telling them to “challenge him 

at their own risk”. Even the Brazilian 

Public Ministry (MFP) was eventually 

forced to bow to the might of the 

Ferreira Gomes, seeing their attempt to 

indict Ivo Gomes for electoral fraud shut 

down at the Regional Electoral Court 

(TRE) in the state capital Fortaleza.  

 

In this sense, the Ferreira Gomes have 

created a very crippling kind of 

coronelismo. The family is a living 

continuation of the coronels that ruled 

Ceará throughout the twentieth century, 

using their personalistic leadership style 

to limit access to basic public goods for 

those not willing to vote for them. 

However, unlike the coronels of the 

twentieth century, all the Ferreira Gomes 

rose to power democratically (they were 

all elected) and therefore are easily able 

to contest the label of “coronels”. And 

yet, the way the Ferreira Gomes are able 

to retain power, determine who gets 

elected and, crucially, remain untouched 

by the federal law, makes them the 

clearest form of coronelismo and 

oligarchic politics in Brazil today. 

 

Coronelismo is a phenomenon that  

certainly seems to have resisted the test 

of time not only in Brazil, but also in 

Latin America as a whole. Coronels may 

not always win the highest office (the  

presidency), but they certainly continue 

to hold power at the regional level in 

many states and provinces throughout 

Latin America This is definitely the case 

for Ciro Gomes and the Ferreira Gomes 

family in Brazil. As the current head of 

the family, Mr. Gomes will continue to be 

able to reap the benefits of having his 

family members and allies in key 

positions in both state and federal 

government. Come 2022, he should be 

ready to give the presidency a go one 

more time.  

 

Challenge him at your own risk. 

“The family’s political 

dominance can actually 

be stretched as far back 

1890.” 
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The Moro 

conflict 
Weighing justice 

and peace 
By Vera Alexandra Markovic 

 

The Philippine Government has been in an 

extended violent and volatile dispute for 

decades, torn between surrendering power 

over their territory to a group unwanted by 

the majority of the population and finally 

establishing peace for the inhabitants.  

 

The Filipino Government has attempted to 

negotiate a peace agreement with the  

different Muslim “rebel” groups in the 

Southern Mindanao Province for almost 50 

years. Several efforts have been made  

including the formal signing of agreements, 

but the implementation of these has always 

failed in one way or another concerning 

territorial issues. Self-determination and self

-governance have been the constant  

requirement and demand of the Moro 

(Muslim) population but the Philippine  

Congress has been very reluctant to grant 

such authority. Although previously a  

Muslim territory, the group striving for  

independence has become a minority. On 

the one hand, the Moro groups cannot see 

the logic in demanding a vote to grant 

them the land that was taken from them in 

the past despite their objection, while on 

the other hand, the Philippine government 

has to take into account what the majority 

population of the Bangsamoro’s desires. 

The Philippine Government has been trying 

to control the Southern Island of Mindanao 

by military force but has more successfully 

used the influx of Filipinos of non-Muslim 

decent, the Muslim groups have therefore 

become a minority in the land they have 

considered their own for centuries.  

 

Moro resistance against the Philippine  

government had persisted since the  

American annexation of the Philippines in 

1898, rooted in a long history of resistance 

against foreign rule. Marginalization of the 

Moro (Muslim) and indigenous groups  

developed through  

continuous  

resettlement  

policy since the  

Mindanao and Sulu 

inclusion to the 

Philippine  

Commonwealth 

territory of 1935. 

Following the 

Jabidah massacre (1998), an attempt to 

reclaim the eastern part of the Malaysian 

state of Sabah, killing 60 Filipino Muslim 

commandos, the Moro National Liberation 

Front was established; an armed insurgent 

group committed to establishing an 

independent Mindanao, Sulu, and Palawan. 

The long history of resistance and armed 

struggle between the Moros and the 

Japanese, Spanish, Americans, and Christian 

Filipinos is considered today as part of a 

four-century-long national liberation  

movement amongst the Moro rebel groups 

and has sustained political tension and open 

assaults with the Philippine Government.   

 

The first attempt at addressing the unrest 

was the Tripoli agreement in 1971 under 

Marcos, a ceasefire was declared and  

Mindanao was to be part of the Philippines 

but 13 of its provinces would be ruled under 

the Autonomous Government for the  

Bangsamoro People. The agreement,  

however, lacked clarity over future  

implementation on most significant issues, 

proving the resistivity of the Government in 

giving any real authority to the region. The 

signing of the agreement splintered the 

MNLF leadership,  

eventually leading to 

the establishment of 

the Moro Islamic  

Liberation Front. The 

opposing leadership 

did not  accept that 

the autonomous 

region’s previous 13 

provinces that they 

consider rightfully theirs, would be reduced 

to 5 provinces and two cities following the 

plebiscite.  

 

President Corazon Aquino, elected 1986,    

paved the way for a series of negotiations,  

meeting with MNLF, amongst several other 

rebel groups early in her term, eventually 
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creating the Autonomous Region in 

Muslim Mindanao in 1989 under the 

ARMM Organic Act, however, following 

a plebiscite in 24 regions, only 4 voted in 

favour of entering the new autonomous 

region. The ARMM was later solidified 

and expanded under Ramos through 

several further negotiations and peace 

talks. The agreement was met with 

opposition from the MILF and they 

continued their insurgency operations.  

 

The following years under President  

Estrada and Arroyo faced a pattern of 

conflicts followed by further peace talks 

including an attempted extension of the 

territory of ARMM which failed in the  

supreme court after a plebiscite which 

ruled against their inclusion. As MILF  

began peace talks with the government, 

a further extremist group was formed 

with more radical members, a now still 

active more extremist Muslim terrorist 

group. 

 

President Aquino held a series of peace 

talks with MILF, including a meeting in 

Japan and Norway’s inclusion in the  

ongoing IMT in 2011, overseeing the 

ceasefire agreement between the  

government and the MILF. A series of 

conflicts, however, continued to erupt 

and terrorism continued. 

  

A comprehensive peace agreement was 

signed on March 27th, 2014 between the 

Government of the Philippines and the 

MILF. The agreement commenced the 

creation of the Bangsamoro, a new  

Muslim autonomous entity, calling for 

Muslim self-rule in southern parts of the 

Island in exchange for the deactivation of 

rebel forces by the MILF. A regional 

force was to be established and the 

Philippine military would reduce their 

military presence and help disband 

private armies of the area. The MILF and 

MNLF have emphasized their 

determination for peace and ending the 

47-year long insurgency. The agreement 

required six municipalities and 39 

barangays to vote yes to a plebiscite, 

and for their mother units to additionally 

vote yes on their behalf.  

  

Despite almost 50 years of peace  

negotiations over the territory, the  

agreement is met with uncertainty and 

control is not secured. Resettlement  

attempts along with trade and migration 

have resulted in the Moro population of 

the Mindanao region being a minority, 

changing the landscape of the conflict 

that has long been rooted in the Muslim 

groups leading land they considered 

their own, as the now majority Southern  

population does not express the same 

interest. The struggle remains for the  

Philippine Government of balancing the 

desire to establish peace in the region by 

negotiating with minority groups while 

dealing with the fairness of granting full 

control to a now minority group of the 

population.  

 

China’s  

Power Play  
International law 

in the South  

China Sea 
By Hope Schulz 

 

International law is, ideally, a tension-

reducing mechanism of dispute 

resolution between states by an impartial 

third-party. But what happens when a 

state refuses to accept the decisions held 

in international courts, or even to 

acknowledge the legitimacy of 

international law itself?  

 

In 2016, The Hague's Permanent Court of 

Arbitration ruled in favour of the 

Philippines in determining that some of 

the territory claimed by China in the 

South China Sea was in fact part of the  

Philippines’ Exclusive Economic Zone, 

and that China had violated the 

sovereignty of the Philippines in their 

activities in those waters. On paper, this 

seems like a tremendous victory for the 

Philippines, as well as a clear indicator 

that international law is keeping China in 

check. However with China just seeing it 

as a meaningless piece of paper, this isn’t 

as big of a success as it seems.  

 

China is refusing to accept the use of  

international law in response to Asia’s 

territorial dispute over the South China 

Sea. The South China Sea is arguably the 

most contentious conflict currently facing 

the Asian continent. China, Brunei,  

Malaysia, the Philippines, Taiwan and  

Vietnam all have claims to the South 

China Sea. This region encompasses 

more than 200 islands and is a vital 

source of fish, oil, and natural gas. China 

argues it has an historic claim to all of it. 

The dispute also involves several other 

nations such as Japan, Australia, and the 

United States who are investing in their 

own ways in the South China Sea. The 

complexity of the issue extends beyond 

territory and delves into matters of 

sovereignty, history, jurisdiction, and 

diplomacy, which is limiting the 

effectiveness of international law to deal 

with the issue. The tribunal declared it 

had jurisdiction over the matter. China 

said it didn’t. The tribunal said they don’t 

need China’s participation in the 

proceedings. China said the tribunals 

decisions aren’t binding on them. Will 

there ever be a resolve to this back and 

forth?  

 

The United Nations Convention on the 

Law of the Seas (UNLOSC), one of the 

seminal treaties of international law, 

outlines the legal mechanism for 

territorial dispute resolution.  It sets out 

maximum maritime boundaries which 

parties to the convention are to comply 

with. Where claims to areas overlap, 

these are meant to be settled by an 

agreement between the states as per 

article 59 of the UNLOSC. This is to be on 

the basis of equity, taking into account 
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the importance of the interests of the 

parties. The possibility of a ‘joint 

development’ of the resources in the 

area has been frequently considered as a 

means of easing the tensions in the 

region. In a meeting in April of this year 

between Philippine's Foreign Secretary 

and his Chinese counterpart, the notion 

of a joint development agreement was  

discussed favourably by both parties. 

While both representatives suggested 

this would alleviate the tensions between 

the two nations over this long-disputed 

issue, entering into a joint development  

agreement would be problematic for  

several reasons.  

 

Firstly, it would undermine The Hague’s 

2016 final and 

binding arbitration 

award hearing in the 

dismissal of China’s 

claims over the 

territory and 

acknowledgement of 

the Philippine's  

absolute sovereignty 

of its EEZ. Secondly, 

although the  

agreement would be 

to ‘share’ the 

territory, China’s 

ambitions in the 

region might extend 

beyond the confines of any agreement, 

as it has had tendencies towards doing 

so in the past. Lastly, such an agreement 

would actually be contradictory to the 

Philippines’ own constitution which 

emphasizes its exclusive enjoyment of 

the marine wealth in its territorial sea and 

Exclusive Economic Zone. Thus, President 

Duterte would have to amend the 

Philippine constitution, ignore the 

international tribunal arbitration award 

and counter the public’s opposition to 

share resources with China.  The 

operation of international law relies on a 

willingness to participate in dispute 

resolution. A component to the success 

of international law is the shared 

aspiration for a peaceful, and mutually 

agreeable international environment with 

an acknowledgement of the rule of law.  

 

China’s primary motivation both  

economically and territorially appears to 

be power. When it seems like they are 

participating in dispute resolution it is  

often when they are coming from a  

position of power and assertiveness. The 

issue is how to deal with this. It is difficult, 

and arguably impossible to counter 

power with imposing 

rules which a state 

won’t acknowledge to 

begin with. But if not 

through the  

International courts 

then through what? It 

is evident that a  

country’s political, as 

well as territorial  

ambitions, 

significantly impact 

the operation of 

international law. The 

question is whether 

international  

arbitration can actually achieve reduced 

political tensions. Where matters of 

history, sovereignty, and power are 

concerned, a state will go to many 

lengths to retain territory often at the 

expense of international law.  

 

By undermining the authority of  

international law, China are setting a very 

dangerous precedent.  This is that the 

decisions of the international courts don’t 

need to be followed. The  

combination of the element of military 

presence and the ongoing war of words 

poses the frighteningly increased risk that 

this will develop into something much 

greater if China doesn’t get its way in the 

South China Sea.  

 

Malaysia’s 

Hidden Gem 
By Emma Hunter 
 
From a small fishing village in the 14th 
Century to a flourishing modern city, 
Melaka is an often-overlooked 
destination in Malaysia, 150km south of 
the capital, Kuala Lumpur. These days, 
tourists flock to witness the patchwork of 
architecture, which features a deep red 
Dutch city hall, a Sumatran style mosque 
and the stunning ruins of a Portuguese 
fortress.  
 
The reason behind this blend of cultures 
and influences is the geography of 
Melaka. Its strategic location at the 
centre of the journey between China 
and India, with easy access to Indonesia 
and the rich spice markets contained 
there, has made it an attractive port 
which worldwide powers have fought 
over for the last 600 years.  
 
Melaka first caught the attention of a 
Sumatran prince, who settled there in 
the 14th Century. Swiftly following this 
came Melaka’s first interaction with 
China, as in 1405 the famous explorer 
Zheng He brought gifts to the city, and 
was soon followed by Chinese settlers 
who intermarried with the Malays to 
form a group known as the Baba-
Nonya.  
 

“The issue is how to 

deal with this. It is  

difficult, and arguably 

impossible to counter 

power with imposing 

rules which a state 

won’t acknowledge to 

begin with” 
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100 years later it was the turn of the  
Portuguese to arrive, tempted by the 
rumours of rich spices and Chinese 
wealth. An initially friendly response 
from the Melakans soon turned sour,  
culminating in an assault by the 
Portuguese, whose superior fleet left 
Melaka in European hands. Fast forward 
140 years and following an eight-month 
siege, Melaka was passed on to the 
Dutch.  
 
About 150 years after that, the British 
took control and 
began systematically  
destroying the  
beautiful buildings 
which the Portuguese 
had constructed, and 
forcibly removing the 
Dutch population 
which had settled 
there. Fortunately, this 
was contained by the 
efforts of Sir Thomas 
Stamford Raffles, the 
founder of Singapore, 
and the town was 
returned to peaceand 
normality. Melaka, 
Singapore and Penang formed the 
Straits Settlements as the three most 
important British territories on the  
peninsular. However, Melaka was soon 
surpassed by Singapore, and slowly  
began to settle back into its role as a 
sleepy town.  
 
Melaka gave its name to the busiest  
trading route of the region, the Melaka 
Straits, and the city itself was once a  
bustle of spice trading and a melting pot 
of nationalities, all brought together by 
their common interest in the town and 
what it had to offer. Today, there is a 
similarly vast combination of people 
living and visiting Melaka, as well as a  
concoction of outside influences  
determining how the city looks and feels.  
 
Looking at current day Malaysia, China 
has previously backed various projects 
across the country, but the recent  
government change saw the instalment 
of the oldest Prime Minister ever, 
Mahathir Bin Mohamad (93), who has 
put a halt to much of this construction. 
He claims that his debt-ridden country 
simply cannot afford it. These terminated 
builds include a $20 billion railway 
project which would have linked Kuala 
Lumpur to Singapore, as well a gas 
pipeline that would have linked Sabah to 
the mainland. These were all deals 
formed between Malaysia and China 
under the previous Prime Minister, Najib 
Razak, a man now under investigation 
for the misuse of public funds. 
 
Interestingly, however, the $10 billion 
‘Melaka Gateway’ project has remained 
up and running, hinting to the prospect 
that there may be other factors at play in 
the decision to scrap the railway than 
simply tightening the purse strings. This 

involves the building of four islands off 
the coast of Melaka and is set to attract 
2.5 million tourists per year, in an 
attempt to return Melaka to ‘The Golden 
Age of Yesteryears’. It’s a project which 
has echoes of The Pearl in Doha and the 
Burj al-Arab in Dubai, as the craze for 
land reclamation in Asia is growing  
exponentially, subsequently leading to 
the continent growing – literally.  
 
China has financially backed the Melaka 
Gateway project, but Malaysia is quickly 

realising that 
Chinese money does 
not always come 
cheap, but can in 
fact have some long 
term financial  
repercussions. 
Added to this is the 
fact that many 
Malaysians are 
beginning to feel 
money would be 
better spent 
elsewhere, such as 
on schools and 
improving 
employment  

prospects, rather than on vast land 
reclamation projects which chiefly 
support the seasonal tourism industry. 
Meanwhile, the major drawbacks of land 
reclamation are being felt downstream 
by the descendants of the Portuguese 
settlers, whose fishing businesses are 
now in jeopardy following the disruption 
to waterways.  
 
All of these factors raise questions about 
the decision-making happening across 
this beautiful country, and show that  
investigation into the use of public  
funding in Melaka can potentially shed 
some light on where the new Prime  
Minister’ priorities lay. He is most 
certainly popular, but many Malaysians 
are now questioning just how closely he 
is sticking to his campaign promises.  
 

Throughout history, Melaka has proven 
to be a victim of geopolitics, being 
forced to switch back and forth between 
the rules of various countries, and yet 
has remained out of the limelight 
throughout. As a holiday destination, this 
vibrant city is most certainly underrated, 
and perhaps we have also underrated 
the role it has played throughout history 
in shaping the continent. But by far the 
most revealing insight is the one we can 
see today: Melaka allows us to question 
the new Prime Minister and delve into 
his relationships with other countries, a 
skill which will only become more 
important throughout his tenure.  

 

Displacement 

and            

Confinement 
What next for the 

stateless Rohingya?  
By Holly Campbell and Costanza 

Greppi Maturana  

The Muslim minority continues to seek 
for justice as they remain barred by the  
government from Burmese citizenship.  
 
The Rohingya population, described as 
the largest stateless group of people on 
earth, find themselves migrating from 
their homes in Rakhine state, Myanmar, 
on a daily basis. In total, more than 
647,000 Rohingya have now been 
displaced, primarily to the bordering 
countries of Bangladesh, Thailand, 
Indonesia and Malaysia. The persecutions 
are a result of the ongoing conflict 
between the Rohingya people, and both 

“Malaysia is quickly  

realising that  

Chinese money does 

not always come 

cheap, but can in 

fact have some long 

term financial  

repercussions” 
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the Buddhist nationalists and the national 
army, with the former considered illegal 
migrants threatening the country’s security 
and identity.  
 
Whilst there was always religious tension 
between the minority Muslim population 
and the majority Buddhist population, the 
introduction of the 1982 citizenship law 
stripped the Rohingya of their Burmese 
identity, despite them having lived in the 
country since pre-colonial times. This was 
followed by a prolonged discriminatory 
campaign against the population in the 
form of violence, rape and murder.  

The issue escalated in October 2016 with 
attacks on the state police and army posts 
by the Arakan Rohingya Salvation Army 
(ARSA), the militant group formed under 
the aim of protecting the rights of the 
Rohingya. The result was an onslaught by 
the nation’s army against the minority 
population. This was shortly followed by 
the forced displacement of 700,000  
citizens to the bordering state of 
Bangladesh, along with the killing of 6,700 
more. After the commissioning of a report 
made by the Independent Fact-Finding 
Mission on Myanmar, the United Nations 
(UN) described the situation as a 
“textbook example of ethnic cleansing”. 
Essentially, this amounted to a genocide. 
 
Following the report, the 
Human Rights Council 
passed a resolution, by a 
vote of 35 to 3, calling for 
the creation of an  
international body, “to 
pinpoint criminal 
responsibility for the 
countless atrocities in 
Myanmar’’. This was 
according to John Fisher, the 
Geneva Director at Human 
Rights Watch. However, it is 
unclear how soon this body 
will be established, given that 
the Burmese government is showing no 
signs of collaboration, and is even 
denying any role in or acknowledgement 
of the genocide. 
 
Cox’s Bazaar is currently the nation’s 
largest refugee camp with 886,778 
displaced people. The camp was 
established by Bangladeshi police under 
the order of Disaster Management and 
Relief Minister Mofazzal Hosain 
Chowdhury Maya in October 2017. But 
this is by no means an ideal solution, 
given the increasing number of refugees 
arriving and the deteriorating conditions 
as a result. ‘ 
 
Much hope of a solution had been placed 
on Ms Aung San Suu Kyi, the leader of the 
current governing party in Myanmar, the 
recipient of the Nobel Peace Prize for 
fighting for democracy under Myanmar’s 

forty-nine-year dictatorship. However, her 
silence on the issue has aroused much 
criticism, including from her fellow 
laureate Malala Yousafzai who claims, “the 
world is waiting and the Rohingya 
Muslims are waiting.” Husain sees 
citizenship inextricably linked to territory. 
Legal status allows people to be a  
member of a nation, and when denied 
this, it bars access to basic needs 
provided by a community, such as jobs 
and schooling. These are often taken for 

granted by 
those who 
are 
permanent 
civilians in 
an area. As 
Malala 
Yousafzai 
says, “If 
their home 
is not  
Myanmar, 
where they 
have lived 
for 

generations, then where is it?’’ 
 
Several proposals have been made 
regarding the territory issue of the 
Rohingya. One is the proposition of 
creating a Special Economic Zone (SEZ) 
similar to those established in Jordan to 
take in Syrian refugees, which would 
encourage investment through incentives 
such as tax concessions. The zone would 
surround Kutupalong, enabling the 
refugees to obtain work permits, whilst in 
the process creating jobs for them. 
However, it is likely that the Bangladeshi 
government are cautious of creating a 
permanent zone for the Rohingya in their 
country, as this may encourage even 
further immigration. Furthermore, an SEZ 
would bring donors to the area, which 
would dissuade the Burmese government 
from acknowledging the UN resolution 
through rewarding them for their crimes. 

Another territorial solution that has been 
initiated is the use of the Bhasan Char in 
the Bay of Bengal, on which the Rohingya 
could establish their own territory. This 
would, however, not be a stable solution 
due to the area being prone to flooding 
and not large enough to enable the 
settlement of all the Rohingya refugees. In 
a recent development, an agreement has 
been reached to begin the repatriation of  
Rohingya refugees from Bangladesh to 
the Rakhine State in January. 
Nevertheless, whilst China has praised the 
agreement, the UN warns this could 
encourage continued genocide of the 
Rohingya people in Myanmar.  
 
To conclude, the situation for the 
Rohingya people looks rather bleak. Not 
only do these victims of persecution not 
have any territory within which to call 
home, but they are also barred from 
Burmese citizenship, which, as Malala 
highlights, is inextricably linked. Several 
propositions have been put forward to 
address the crisis, none of which have 
promised a quick fix. This is partly due to 
the reluctance to pressure the Burmese 
government, such as China, who have a 
close relationship with Myanmar and 
claim the issue should not be 
‘internationalised’, but rather remain 
between Myanmar and Bangladesh. The 
Rohingya crisis has illuminated two 
substantial challenges to international 
order. The first concerns the restricted 
capabilities of international organisations, 
brought about through fear of 
unnecessarily infringing upon national 
governments. The second relates to 
national identity, and whether religion 
defines a group's rights to a specific  
territory.  
 
Only one question remains: what will be 
the faith of the stateless  
Rohingya?    

Legal status allows  

people to be a member 

of a nation, and when 

denied this, it bars  

access to basic 

 needs provided by a 

community 
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Undemocratic 

Republic 
The US finds itself in 

familiar territory 
By Roshan Panesar 

 
Of all the countries in the western world, 

none has had its leaders so continuously 

extol the benefits of freedom and 

democracy as the United States of 

America. At home and abroad, these 

themes have remained a mainstay of US 

political rhetoric since it became the 

world’s dominant power over 70 years 

ago. Ever since Harry Truman stood on the 

East Portico of the Capitol in January 1949, 

the theme of freedom has constituted 

some portion of every post-war inaugural 

address. This is to say nothing of the 

countless other speeches presidents have 

made behind the blue goose or resolute 

desk or before roaring crowds in Berlin.  

 

Yet, as those even mildly acquainted with 

US history will know, the country has a 

curious relationship with freedom and 

democracy within its own borders. The 

treatment of Native Americans, African 

Americans and women was dismal for 

most of her existence. Among the myriad 

of injustices these innocent people were 

dealt, they were all for many years denied 

the right to vote. The right to a fair vote, of 

course, being the fundamental bedrock of 

a free and democratic country.  

 

Yet, 148 years after the 15th Amendment 

was ratified and declared that no citizen 

should be denied their vote as a result of 

their ‘race, colour or previous condition of 

servitude’, and 53 years after Lyndon B 

Johnson (President, 1963-1969) signed the 

Voting Rights 

Act, prohibiting 

states casually 

ignoring the 15th 

Amendment, the 

United States is 

not a first-rank 

democracy. 

This is not just 

the author’s 

opinion. The 

Economist’s  

Intelligence Unit 

has classified the US as a ‘flawed 

democracy’ for the second year running, 

placing it behind the likes of ‘full’ 

democracies such as the United Kingdom 

and Germany and among the likes of India 

and Bulgaria. 

 

Though optimistic US leaders like to say 

that the country is, overall, on an upward 

trend, it is clear that at the moment it is 

facing a democratic slump. Those 

democrats among us can hope that the 

blue wave in the midterms will help propel 

the US back in a positive direction before 

so much of the country spirals onto the all-

too familiar terrain of wildly undemocratic, 

unfree and unfair government.  

 

I shall not here, in the remainder of this 

piece, discuss the inadequacies of the US 

system of government which makes it 

wildly unrepresentative – that, for example, 

the Electoral 

College and 

Senate both give 

smaller, less 

populous states a 

relatively greater 

voice than larger, 

more populous 

states.  

 

The more pressing 

issue, and the 

issue that shows 

most starkly a country returning to its less-

than-democratic roots, are the ways in 

which the current crop of US politicians are 

subverting the American democratic 

process. The right in the judiciary and the 

legislature have been tampering with 

American systems of democracy for 

partisan gain since 2000. 

US 
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The Supreme Court, for example, 

decided the outcome of the 2000 

Presidential election through their 

decision in the case Bush vs Gore. The 

decisions on December 8th and 

December 12th which halted the 

recount in Florida both had a 5 – 4 

majority split on party lines. The 

decision has been the subject of intense 

criticism, for a variety of reasons, chief 

among them partisan interest; the legal 

scholar Alan Dershowitz called it ‘the 

single most corrupt decision in 

Supreme Court history’ on account of 

the majority making their decision on 

account of ‘the personal identity and 

political affiliation of the litigants.’ 

 

In 2013, the Supreme Court 

contentiously gutted the Voting Rights 

Act of 1965 of one of its key provisions. 

The ruling, which was a partisan one 

with 5 Republicans forming the majority 

and 4 Democrats in the minority, 

defanged the requirement of States 

with histories of racially-motivated voter 

suppression to have the US Attorney 

General or a three-judge federal panel 

clear their plans for a change to voting 

laws or practices.  

 

The legislature, too, has been leading 

the charge against free and fair 

elections in the United States through  

gerrymandering and voter suppression. 

The above-mentioned Supreme Court 

ruling paved the way for huge 

Republican-led efforts at racially 

motivated redistricting and practices to 

suppress voter turnout, often in 

minority or Democratic communities. 

The 2018 Midterm races in Georgia, 

North Dakota and North Carolina 

provide ample evidence of such 

subterfuge in action. 

In Georgia, Brian Kemp, the Republican 

Candidate for Governor, was in charge 

of overseeing the Gubernatorial 

election as Georgia’s Secretary of State. 

Kemp neither resigned the office to 

contest the election or recused himself 

from overseeing the election. An 

obvious conflict of interest. But his less 

than exemplar behaviour did not stop 

there. Kemp allegedly used his office of 

Secretary of State to wrongly remove  

hundreds of thousands of voters from 

the electoral roll and deterred 

thousands more from registering to 

vote. In doing so he targeted areas and 

communities who vote less often and 

for the Democratic Party. In a race 

which was decided by around 60,000 

votes, these 

numbers 

make all the 

difference.  

 

In North 

Dakota, the 

Democratic 

incumbent, 

Heidi 

Hetkamp, 

won her race 

by the skin of 

her teeth in 

2012, largely as a result of the votes of 

Native American communities. Between 

then and the 2018 election, state 

officials passed new Voter ID laws 

effectively restricting the voting power 

of Native Americans. The law requires 

voters to give residential addresses, 

however, many Native Americans in 

North Dakota live on reservations and 

so do not have these, but PO boxes 

instead. Though in deep red North 

Dakota (Trump won the state in 2016 by 

36 percentage points) these efforts 

were perhaps less likely than in Georgia 

to have tipped the scales to the GOP. 

 

In North Carolina, the districts were so 

gerrymandered that, though the GOP 

received 51% of the vote, they won 10 

of the 13 (77%) of the US House of 

Representative seats up for election. 

The GOP did not even argue that they 

were not gerrymandering in this state. 

In August the congressional map was  

challenged by the Supreme Court for 

the second time after having been 

struck down as unconstitutional for 

racial gerrymandering. State officials 

argued during the second hearing, after 

leaving the map essentially unchanged, 

that they had remedied the problem as 

the map was 

now 

gerrymandered 

on political 

rather than 

racial grounds. 

No wonder 

that the 

Electoral 

Integrity Project 

classified the 

state as no 

longer a fully 

fledged 

democracy classifying it with the likes of 

Sierra Leone and Cuba.  

 

These are but three examples of the 

recent electoral foul play by the GOP. 

Much has been enabled by 

sympathisers in the judiciary, but crucial 

was the 2010 Midterm wave giving 

Republicans control over statehouses 

across the country in a census year, 

thus allowing them to redraw districts 

and change voting practices how they 

pleased.  If in 2020 the Democrats hold 

the state legislatures won this 

November and add some more to their 

tally, they would be in a good position 

to redraw fairer districts. But this is not a 

given. The United States, state by state 

it seems, is moving into dangerous 

territory. It is travelling down a path 

which makes a mockery of all the talk of 

freedom and democracy that the  

country’s political leaders speak about, 

but down one in which it has a rich 

history of experience.  
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The fight to 

be the 51st 
By Jasper Williams 

 
‘Taxation without Representation’  

-Washington D.C. 

 

Ronald Reagan, George W. Bush Sr. and 

Barack Obama have all made overtures 

towards the admittance of a 51st state to 

the union. So then why has a new state 

not entered the union for the longest 

stretch in American history, especially 

when there are areas calling for 

statehood that have been part of the 

USA for centuries? 

 

Together with the fifty states, the United 

States has sixteen territories, existing in a 

limbo between independence and 

statehood, and characterised by some as 

being ‘colonial’. Of these sixteen 

territories, five are occupied: American 

Samoa, Guam, the Northern Mariana 

Islands, Puerto Rico, and the US Virgin 

Islands. The latter four are organised,  

meaning they have government, which is 

necessary given their combined 

population of 4,045,385, as of 2010  . The 

most significant of these states is Puerto 

Rico acquired in 1898, which has a 

greater population than 21 of the states 

proper. Although the term ‘territory’ 

traditionally implied eventual statehood, 

the term is not so clear anymore. 

 

Puerto Rico’s special position means that, 

whilst its population are American 

citizens, the Constitution and Bill of 

Rights only partially apply to them, and 

whilst the United States Congress has full 

jurisdiction over the territory, Puerto Rico 

has no senators and only one non-voting  

member of the House. Couple this with 

the fact that the territories are unable to 

vote in presidential elections (due to the 

Electoral College 

only giving votes 

to states and the 

District of 

Columbia) and it 

becomes clear 

that there are 

over 3,000,000 

American 

citizens in Puerto 

Rico who are 

disenfranchised at the national level. This 

allows Puerto Rico to be effectively 

governed as a colony, ironically being 

subject to federal taxation, without 

representation.   

  

The disenfranchisement of more than 

three million US citizens should, in 

theory, make statehood an obvious 

choice. However, there have been a 

series of votes over the years which 

indicate the people of Puerto Rico are 

not unanimous on the matter. In 

addition, five referenda on the status of 

Puerto Rico have been held. In 1967 and 

1993, preservation of the  

present ‘commonwealth’ status defeated 

the other options of statehood or 

independence. In 1998, 50.5% of voters 

chose ‘none of the above’ on the ballot 

paper due to disputes over what the 

other terms (‘statehood’, ‘independence’, 

‘free association’, and ‘territorial  

commonwealth’) meant. 2012 marked 

the first time that Puerto Rico voted for a 

change in 

its status, 

with 54% 

of people 

voting 

against 

continuing 

its 

territorial 

status, and 

61% of 

people favouring statehood out of the 

non-territorial options. However, this 

result has been marred by the 2017 

referendum, which saw statehood win 

97% of the vote, but with only 23% 

turnout due to a boycott by the pro-

territory Popular Democratic Party. This 

lack of clarity over what Puerto Ricans 

themselves want is capitalised upon by 

those who wish to keep them 

disenfranchised, including citizens who 

“Taxpayers are slapped with a 

large tax burden, whereas  

illegal aliens are blessed with  

the generosity of the American  

welfare state” 
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believe they enjoy more autonomy as a 

territory. 

 

In the wake of Hurricane Maria though, 

Puerto Rico’s representative in the 

House, Jennifer González-Colón, 

introduced a bill ‘to enable the admission 

of the territory of Puerto Rico into the 

Unions as a State’. Many Puerto Ricans 

hope that becoming a fully-fledged state 

will help them receive the funding 

necessary to improve conditions on the 

island, which were not only worsened by 

the poor federal response to Maria, but 

also by the removal of tax incentives in 

2006 by Congress. This is important 

given the fact that people of Puerto Rico 

have no control over their taxes. 

Although it is unclear where the bill now 

stands in the wake of the midterms, it is 

clear that there is a major push for 

statehood. Yet President Trump’s 

attitude towards Puerto Rico is both 

insulting (by saying Hurricane Maria was 

not a proper disaster when compared to 

Katrina) and dismissive (by stating that if 

Puerto Rico ‘can guarantee us two 

Republican senators [statehood] can be 

a very quick process’), indicating that the 

struggle for statehood may be an uphill 

battle, rather than the inevitable end as it 

was for the territories of the 19th and 

20th centuries. 

 

Rebuilding 

the Blue Wall 
By Ben Brind 
 
The 2018 midterms were stacked early 
with success for Republicans, but by 10PM 
Democrat gains were becoming more 
and more apparent. This accident of time 
has marked down the great Democratic 
success as simply a score draw. To coin a 
phrase of Zhou Enlai, It is too soon to say 
what the consequences are, as a result. 
The incoming hordes of Democratic 
candidates are likely to project different 
visions of what the result meant and why 
they are the right politician to take on 
President Trump.  
 
A deep dive into the results is necessary 
in order to explore where Democrats won 
and why they did so. Democrats ran 
across America, leaving few races 
uncontested, and were extremely well 
resourced: it was common for them to 
have a 2:1 fundraising advantage over 
their Republican challenger.  
 
This was a Senate map historically 
unfavourable to Democrats, with the vast 
majority of the thirty-five seats up for re-
election being seats they held. In fact, the 
party only went on the offensive in the 

sunshine states of Arizona, Nevada, and 
Texas, prevailing in the first two whilst 
Beto O’Rourke fell just short of a 
miraculous win. Indiana, Missouri and 
North Dakota were simply too crimson-
red for a Democrat to hold on. Florida did 
a Florida and Senators Tester and 
Manchin held on remarkably in Montana 
and West Virginia. This election proved 
that neither Democrats nor Republicans 
can hold on in states unfavourable to 
their party, as incumbency falls by the 
wayside as partisanship intoxicates 
America.  
 
It is the results in the rustbelt and the 
sunbelt states that point to the path which 
Democrats can take to win back the 
White House in 2020. Hillary Clinton 
made gains in the sunbelt states, but did 
not manage to win them. This was 
combined with her falling back in the 
rustbelt that enabled her to win the 
popular vote, in 
gaining 2.9m more 
votes than Trump, 
while falling foul of the 
Electoral College. 
Winning back the Blue 
Wall of Pennsylvania, 
Michigan, and  
Wisconsin would be 
enough to see a 
Democrat over the line 
in 2020 and therefore 
their midterm  
performance must be 
analysed.  
 
Democrats built on 
Hillary’s suburban 
gains to extend their 
urban advantage to the outer reaches of 
cities to take back the House and largely 
held down vote losses in rural areas, only 
losing two extremely rural races: 
Minnesota’s first and eighth. They gained 
Districts like Iowa’s first and third. This 
helps explain their successes in the 
Midwest. 

  
Democrats gained Governorships in  
Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin and Kansas 
and easily held their Senate seats in 
Pennsylvania, Wisconsin and Michigan. 
Two House seats were gained in Michigan 
and Pennsylvania respectively, as well as 
comfortably holding the Governorship in 
the latter. Wisconsin remains the reddest 
of these states and the 1% defeat of 
Governor Walker electrified Democratic 
parties across America. These states 
remain statistically far more Democratic 
than those in the sunbelt.  
 
The story in the Sunbelt was more mixed. 
Little can be read from Georgia and 
North Carolina. In Arizona, however, 
Krysten Sinema (America’s first openly 
atheist Senator) just beat Martha McSally 
to become the first Democratic Senate 
victory in the state since 1988. In a 
proudly independent state, she won by 

running as a McCain-
esque moderate. A 
Democratic Presidential 
Candidate is unlikely to be 
able to pull off this trick in 
2020 to win Arizona.  
 
In Florida, Democrats 
gained two House Seats, 
however the night proved 
very disappointing. Having 
not won the Governorship 
since 1994, against a 
young Jeb Bush, polling 
suggested that the 
charismatic African-
American Mayor of 
Tallahassee, Andrew 
Gillum, would see off the 

Trumpian Representative Ron DeSantis. 
Despite a recount looming, Democrats 
seem destined to lose this race. Even 
more disappointingly, three-term Senate 
incumbent (and former astronaut!) Bill 
Nelson looks set to lose the Senate race 
to two-term Governor Rick Scott by 0.2% 
of the vote. Scott’s victory in a swing 

“It is the results in 

the rustbelt and the 

sunbelt states that 

point to the path 

which Democrats 

can take to win 

back the White 

House in 2020.” 
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 state, in a midterm, against a popular 
incumbent, while his party holds the 
White House, is almost unique. Florida 
remains absurdly tight but Trump is likely 
to win it in 2020.  
 
Despite the novel nature of his 
campaign, Donald Trump won the 2016 
Presidential Election for very mundane 
reasons: he was the candidate of the 
opposite party to the retiring two-term 
President and running against a uniquely 
unpopular opponent. He held on to just 
enough well educated voters in suburbs 
and gained just enough left-behind 
voters in the Rustbelt to gain the 
Presidency. He is vulnerable in 2020.  
 
The Democrats must choose a candidate 
with a message strong enough to win 
either the Sunbelt or the Rustbelt. The 
former necessitates appealing to more 
socially and economically liberal better-
educated voters in an attempt to gain 
more voters in the suburbs and turn out 
the rainbow coalition. Aiming for the 
Midwest would require fighting the GOP 
on economic and not social issues. The 
Republican weakness is on economic 
distribution, not race and social 
illiberalism. 
 
The Rustbelt is a better bet for 2020 and 
there will be similarities in any successful 
Primary campaign. Successful campaigns 
will need to win back some poorer and 
rural whites, whilst maxing out the vote 
with ethnic minorities and graduates 
working in cities. When approached for 
comment, Vendeline Von Bredow of the 
Economist argued that ‘gains with 
Governors and overwhelming strength in 
cities opens up the Midwest for a strong 

2020 showing’. 
The Blue Wall can 
evidently be 
rebuilt.  
 
The Primary will 
determine which 
States get 
targeted and 
which messages 
are used.  Debate 
over Democratic strategy will be 
ferocious, yet the differences within the 
party are smaller than many think. 
Democrats will further retreat from  
unfettered global trade, minority rights 
will be heavily articulated, and the 
defence and expansion of ‘Obamacare’ 
will continue to be a uniting bond 
between prosperous liberals, poor 
whites and people of colour.  
  
Older progressives such as Senators 
Sanders and Warren should be very 
wary of Richard Cordray’s failure to win 
the Ohio Governorship. They will push 
the hardest for universal ‘socialised’ 
healthcare and a higher minimum wage 
and will likely stand a better chance with 
rural whites. This was Cordray’s hope, 
yet his campaign fell slightly flat in a 4-
point defeat. Sherrod Brown cruised to 
re-election in the Senate race on a 
similar message, his personal charm, 
union charisma and huge name 
recognition being the key factors in his 
victory. 
 
His win will give great hope to Vice-
President Biden, intent on running unless 
his health fails him. His folksy manner 
could well be enough for Democrats. He 
is likely to campaign as the candidate of 

middle-America, 
unlikely to focus 
on old-fashioned 
liberal spending 
increases, but 
instead as the 
centrist candidate 
who understands 
the needs of 
middle- and 
working-class 

Americans doing the extra shift or 
second job to put food on the table or 
get kids through college. After all, in the 
richest country in the world, real 
incomes remain stubbornly flat. If Biden 
wins, expect a total focus on the 
Midwest to rebuild the Blue Wall. Ohio 
could be won, if the victory is sweeping.  
 
The sunbelt will be favoured by younger 
progressives. Coastal Senators Booker, 
Gillibrand, and Harris will be pushing 
hard to turn out non-voters and multi-
ethnic America. Whilst they will be 
supporting spending increases, their calls 
to embrace the jobs of the future, 
minority rights and social liberalism are 
likely to win big in the southern cities, 
both downtown and in suburbs. If Rep. 
O’Rourke runs, this will be his strategy 
too.  

 
Overall, more established centrists and 
progressives in the Primary are likely to 
favour a rustbelt strategy. Victory here 
remains closer to their performances in 
2016 and 2018. A Biden candidature 
might ignore the South altogether. For 
younger activists and southern African-
American woman, the demographic 
most loyally Democratic, it is the Sunbelt 
that truly excites. 

“Despite the novel nature 

of his campaign, Donald 

Trump won the 2016  

Presidential Election for 

very mundane reasons” 
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Overturning 

Brexit 
Will English anger be 

diverted towards the 

British union? 
By Jack Powell 

 

On 23 June 2016, the United Kingdom voted 

to leave the European Union. The details, 

however, are much more complex. England 

and Wales voted in favour of leaving, while 

Scotland and Northern Ireland voted to  

remain. Though in the UK we vote as one 

united country, rather than as the four 

separate parts, the splits that have emerged 

since the referendum threaten a process 

which could tear the union apart – not at the 

hands of the Scots, but the English. 

 

The seeds of discontent were not planted by 

the EU referendum, they have been growing 

for years. In 1997, when Tony Blair came to 

power promising – and delivering – 

devolution to Scotland and Wales 

respectively. The English, however, did not 

receive any such promise of a parliament nor 

an assembly. Indeed, the most that England 

has received over the years is minor 

devolution on a regional scale, and even the 

most famous institution– the London 

assembly – has a  pitiful lack of powers. 

 

During the referendum on Scottish  

independence, however, the injustice of the 

English question was laid bare for all to see. 

When David Cameron promised, in a last-

ditch attempt to keep Scotland in the union, 

to transfer an extensive amount of powers to 

Edinburgh, he soon realised that things 

would have to change in England too. So, on 

the morning of victory for the “no” campaign 

David Cameron announced his policy 

proposal of English votes for English laws. He 

said:  

 

“I have long believed that a crucial part 

missing from this national discussion is 

England. We have heard the voice of Scotland 

– and now the millions of voices of England 

must also be heard. The question of English 

votes for English laws – the so-called West 

Lothian question -requires a decisive answer.” 

 

The status quo at the time was that the  

Scottish parliament had jurisdiction over a 

wide array of competencies in Scotland. 

Members of the Scottish parliament (MSPs) 

voted on their healthcare system, education 

policy, policing and more. Members of  

parliament (MPs) representing English 

constituencies in the House of Commons 

had no influence nor say over the laws 

affecting Scottish people in those areas. 

 

The paradox, however, was that MPs  

representing Scottish constituencies in the 

House of Commons could vote on matters 

of health and education, for example, that 

affected only English people. Hence, English 

votes for English laws became a priority for a  

Conservative government that would go on 

to warn of the dangers of a Labour 

government propped up by the SNP. 

 

Fast forward a couple of years, and we were 

in the midst of the EU referendum. And while 

many factors affected the vote, polling has 

shown that the most important issue for 

voters was the question of sovereignty – who 

has ultimate authority over our laws, and 

who elects those who rule over us. 

 

For many years, there has certainly been a 

feeling in England of a loss of control, that 

many people – whether it be the Scots, 

Welsh, Northern Irish, or the European Union 

– were very happy to be bankrolled by 

England, while the English people themselves 

were never given a say. 

 

When Theresa May became prime minister, 

it was shortly assumed that the vote to leave 

the EU would be respected and, as such, the  

United Kingdom would be leaving the single 

market, the customs union, the jurisdiction of 

the European Court of Justice, and all the 

other EU institutions. 

 

Yet fast forward another year and Mrs May 

managed to lose a 20-point lead in the polls 

Britain 
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and is now the leader of a minority  

government, reliant on the support from 

the Northern Irish Democratic Unionist 

Party. And as a result of the shambles we 

have seen in the Brexit negotiations, it looks 

as though Britain will be shackled by its own 

government to the customs union, or face 

the possibility of a border down the Irish 

Sea – a decision that could threaten the 

very future of the UK. 

 

Why? Because even though the United 

Kingdom is a unitary state – meaning legal 

sovereignty lies with Westminster, and not 

with the devolved 

institutions, which could 

be abolished if 

Parliament so chose – 

the UK is a strangely 

unique case. Scotland 

has a  different legal 

system to England and 

Wales, it also has a 

different police force, 

healthcare system and 

identity. England has its 

own historical institutions that now serve 

the United Kingdom, whereas Wales has no 

such historical institutional maturity to fall 

back on. 

 

The reality of the union between the four 

countries of the United Kingdom is that  

England accounts for 85 per cent of its  

population, and therefore the continuation 

of the United Kingdom rests on English 

popular support. Mostly throughout history, 

such support has been guaranteed simply  

because the English have not been a 

people to rise up in revolution, but to make  

incremental changes. 

 

But as the European Union discovered in 

2016, this does not make the English weak. 

Far from it, the English are a patient and 

respectful people, but also firm and 

resolute, and if tested they will let their 

inner lions roar. 

 

The vote to leave the EU not only made 

clear England’s position on the EU but it 

revealed a more important attitude about 

the “precious union” of the UK that Theresa 

May frequently refers to. As polling from 

the Centre on Constitutional Change shows, 

an overwhelming majority of those who 

voted to leave the EU in England would 

accept Scottish independence and the risk 

of jeopardising the Irish peace process in 

order to leave the 

European Union. And 

while the prospect of 

English independence is 

not proposed by any  

major party at the 

moment, if Brexit is 

jeopardised because of 

the Northern Irish 

question, we may well 

find that English 

“support” for the union 

was never anything more than indifference. 

A possibility that GK Chesterton’s The Secret 

People sums up perfectly: 

 

You laugh at us and love us; both mugs and 

eyes are wet; 

Only you do not know us. For we have not 

spoken yet… 

We hear men speaking for us of new laws 

strong and sweet, 

Yet is there no man speaketh as we speak in 

the street… 

Smile at us, pay us, pass us; but do not quite 

forget; 

For we are the people of England, that never 

have spoken yet. 

 

It is imperative for all proud unionists that 

the three other parts of the kingdom take 

this possibility seriously. After all, it is a  

subject on which the people of England 

never have spoken yet. 

 

Jack Powell is a third-year student of  

Spanish and Portuguese, and is a founder 

and editor of 1828, a neoliberal opinion 

website. 

 

Second Time 

Lucky 
By Robert Adderley  

 
The prospect of a fresh Brexit 

referendum is tempting but ultimately 

unwise. 

 

Saturday 20th October was not a great 

day to try and travel across Central 

London. I spent much of the afternoon 

lamenting my decision to leave the 

house, trapped in traffic on board one of 

the city’s fleet of shiny red “Boris Buses”.  

Perhaps that was appropriate. The buses 

are named after Boris Johnson, once  

London’s charismatic and popular mayor, 

now the divisive face of Britain’s Brexit 

movement. The blockage was the result 

of the largest public protest of its kind in 

almost fifteen years. An estimated 

700,000 demonstrators had marched on  

Parliament to demand a referendum on 

the terms of the Brexit Withdrawal 

Agreement. 

 

On paper, the promise of such a vote 

does not seem entirely unreasonable. 

 

It was Britain’s last Prime Minister, David 

Cameron who committed the original sin. 

The referendum on Britain’s membership 

of the European Union, he told voters, 

would be “a very simple in or out choice”. 

Of course, the reality of dealing with the 

world’s largest, most complicated and 

sophisticated supranational organisation 

is that nothing, not even leaving, is ever 

so easily done. Crashing out with no deal, 

negotiating a Free Trade Agreement, 

attempting to remain in the Single 

Market on a limited basis or wholesale by 

joining the European Free Trade Area; all 

can be presented as the natural 

consequence of the Brexit vote or the 

most devious subversion of its result with 

equal ease. 

 

Two years of disruptive, divisive debate 

later and Britain is no closer to agreeing 

on, never mind achieving, the Brexit it 

“The English are a  

patient and respectful 

people, but also firm 

and resolute, and if 

tested they will let 

their inner lions roar.” 
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wants.  

 

This bodes ill for the coming 

Parliamentary battle over the Withdrawal 

Agreement. Rudimentary parliamentary 

arithmetic suggests that Westminster is 

likely to be deadlocked. It has already 

come close before. The Trade Bill, 

arguably a less controversial piece of 

Brexit legislation than the final deal itself, 

scraped through the House of 

Commons by only three votes. The win 

was largely down to an eleventh-hour 

government U-Turn and an 

embarrassing error by the Liberal 

Democrats, a pro-EU opposition party, 

which meant two of their MPs were 

given the night off by mistake. 

 

The fight over the deal itself may prove 

unwinnable. The opposition Labour, 

Liberal Democrat and Scottish National 

Parties are united against any deal based 

on Theresa May’s “Chequers Plan”. The 

Democratic Unionist Party (DUP), a 

group of 10 pro-Brexit Northern Irish 

MPs who prop up May’s minority regime 

have pledged to vote against the 

withdrawal agreement, branding it a 

“total betrayal”. Without support from 

the DUP, the Government has no 

majority in Parliament. For the deal to 

survive, May will have to entice as many 

Labour MPs into rebellion as possible, 

whilst minimising defections from her 

own benches.  

 

This looks unlikely. The Chequers Plan, 

which calls for the UK to remain in 

alignment with the EU on goods but not 

services and calls for the UK to collect EU 

customs duties, is almost universally 

unpopular within the Conservative Party. 

Its adoption in July triggered a cascade 

of resignations from pro-Brexit ministers. 

In a characteristic intervention, ex-

Foreign Secretary Boris Johnson 

compared the plan to putting “a suicide 

vest around the British constitution”. 

Many of those who resigned joined the 

European Research Group, a secretive 

pro-Brexit “party within a party” that now 

includes up to 70 Tory MPs who are 

vehemently opposed to the plan. 

 

However, perhaps most worrying for 

Theresa May is the fact that Chequers is 

almost as unpopular amongst Remainers 

as it is Brexiteers. In a blistering 

resignation letter, remain supporting 

Transport Minister Jo Johnson argued 

that May’s deal would leave Britain in a 

state of “never ending purgatory” and 

“vassalage”. He even went as far to  

suggest that the “chaos” of no deal may 

actually be preferable. 

 

If Parliament really does become  

deadlocked, with no majority for the 

government’s Withdrawal Agreement or 

any other credible alternative, a fresh 

referendum may be the only thing 

potent enough to unblock Westminster. 

 

The problem with this seemingly sensible 

proposal is that it is politically toxic. The 

700,000 protestors who marched in 

support of the People’s Vote Campaign 

were not interested in securing a new 

vote but a new result. The aim is to use a 

second referendum as a vehicle to stop 

Brexit. 

 

This approach is problematic. 

 

First, there is no sign that there has been 

40 



 

        Britain 

  KCL Politics Society 

 

a significant change in public opinion on 

Brexit, making a new referendum difficult 

to justify. A poll of polls run by What UK 

Thinks, a non-partisan poll aggregator 

run by Sir John Curtice, has estimated a 

52% / 48% split in favour of Remain. The 

shift is hardly significant when one 

considers that most polls showed similar 

results in the days running up to Remain’s 

shock defeat in June 2016.  

 

Why has the strong show of grassroots 

support for Remain causes such as the 

People’s Vote failed to translate into real 

change in public opinion? In part this is 

because Remain campaigners have made 

little effort to understand why people 

voted to leave or to persuade their 

opponents otherwise.  

 

According to recent research conducted 

by the Centre for Social Investigation at 

Nuffield College, Oxford, Remainers have 

a poorer understanding of what 

motivated people to vote leave than 

Leave voters do of what drove those who 

voted to stay in the EU. Remain voters 

greatly 

overestimate the 

extent to which 

Leave voters were 

motivated by a 

desire to “teach 

British politicians a 

lesson” and 

underestimate the 

importance 

Brexiteers place on 

ending the EU’s role 

in “UK Law-making”.  

 

Worryingly, a deliberate stonewalling of 

Leave voters by ultra-Remainers may be 

to blame. A recent YouGov poll found 

that over 40% of supporters of the Liberal 

Democrats, an anti-Brexit Party, said they 

would find it difficult to remain friends 

with a supporter of pro-Brexit party UKIP. 

Only about 10% of UKIP supporters 

reported feeling the same about a  

Lib Dem friend. 

 

It is this tendency to block out rather than 

debate the opposition that is the central 

problem with the People’s Vote 

Campaign. Rather than working to 

understand where the Remain campaign 

went wrong and building a renewed, 

positive case for Britain in Europe, the 

speakers at the People’s Vote march 

focussed on delegitimising Britain’s vote 

to leave. Mayor of London Sadiq Khan 

blasted “the lies, mistruths and the 

deceptions of the referendum campaign”. 

Scotland’s First Minister described it as 

“one of the most disingenuous, 

dishonourable and downright dishonest 

electoral contests of modern times”.  

 

Much attention was lavished on a slogan 

that featured on the side of the Leave 

Campaign’s “Battle Bus” that overstated 

the amount the UK sends to the EU each 

week, as well as on alleged election  

offences committed by Leave 

campaigners. However, the claim that 

these two 

factors had a 

meaningful  

impact on the 

result remains 

difficult to prove. 

 

To claim that 

voters would 

have chosen 

differently had 

they been told 

Britain actually sends £153m a week to the 

EU, rather than the quoted £300m, is 

optimistic to say the least. The crucifixion 

of Leave campaigners for alleged 

overspends seems hypocritical when one 

considers that the UK Government spent 

nearly £9.3million of public money on 

distributing pro-Remain leaflets during 

the Campaign - £2.3million more than the 

official spending limit on campaign-

related advertising  imposed by the 

Electoral commission. 

 

In reality, Britain’s imperfect referendum 

was more a democratic phenomenon 

than a travesty. Outside of the 

Westminster bubble, the decision to  

entrust the British people with a genuine, 

consequential choice has reinvigorated 

faith in Britain’s democratic institutions. 

Held in the wake of four of the five most 

poorly attended General Elections of the 

modern era, it succeeded in bucking the 

trend; the largest democratic exercise in 

British history and the highest turnout for 

a national vote since 1992. 

 

Parliamentary deadlock may indeed make 

a fresh vote necessary, but any attempt to 

rerun the referendum will never amount 

to more than a rejection of the original 

result. Britain’s Brexit dilemma can only be 

resolved through the election of a new 

parliament – one with a majority 

government strong enough to deliver a 

clear and credible future relationship with 

the EU. 

 

 

The bear and 

the dragon 

return 

How Britain can maintain 

its operational advantage 

in the East  

By Lewis Bartlem  

 

Global competition between key players 

has been revitalised on the international 

stage. A resurgent Russia has extended its 

influence from the Baltic states and the 

Arctic regions and into the Black Sea and 

Syria. China has continued to project its 

sphere of influence in the South China 

Sea, whilst further testing its military 

capabilities in stealth and anti-stealth 

technology. Urgency for Britain to find the 

means to ensure operational influence on 

the global stage is now paramount. 

 

Britain’s advantage over Russia and China 

has largely been eroded on two fronts: 

technological superiority and territorial 

influence. 

 

Large investment by Russia into SODCIT 

Remain campaigners 

have made little effort to 

understand why people 

voted to leave or to  

persuade their 

 opponents otherwise. 
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(The Strategic Operation for Destruction 

of Critically Important Targets) and 

A2AD (Anti-Access, Area Denial) typify a 

new focus on the improvement of 

technological capabilities for the future. 

According to Air Marshall Edward 

Stringer, this dynamic approach to air-

defence, electronic warfare, hypersonics 

and ballistic missiles represent only a few 

of the areas Russia has directed 

investment towards in an attempt to 

complicate the ability of Britain and Nato 

to access key areas in the Baltic states 

and deter unfavourable foreign policy.  

 

Russia’s increased 

aggression has not 

only manifested in  

Technological 

strategy, but 

territorial dominance 

too. During a recent 

exercise in  the Arctic 

Region, Marshall Jeff 

Mac Mootry, Dutch  

Marine Corps’ 

Director of Operations, stated Russian 

fighters flew in a provocative manner, in 

close proximity to British and Dutch 

warships. With increasing Russian 

aggression, Elizabeth Braw, leader of 

RUSI’s new Modern Deterrence 

programme, argues that the UK has no 

choice but to maintain a credible 

presence in the Arctic region, especially 

through the use of the Royal Navy. In 

the future, increased mobility in the 

Arctic regions, and greater accessibility 

to natural resources will inevitably lead 

to an escalation in tensions between a 

variety of nations; the UK must foresee 

any deficiencies in its armed forces in 

order to fulfil this potential operational 

requirement in the future.  

 

In conjunction with rising territorial 

tensions with Russia in the European 

sphere, China has frequently challenged 

US supremacy in the South China Sea, 

with land reclamation and an increasing  

defence budget being the primary tools 

used by Chinese state in an attempt to 

eat away at other major power’s grip on 

the region.  

 

Whilst Chinese antagonism in the South 

China Sea may seem as if it does not 

directly present a considerable threat to 

Britain, with the ‘tyranny of distance’  

limiting Britain’s own capabilities to 

become a regional power in the Pacific, 

in reality it poses a sharp threat to British 

interests. In an ever increasingly 

globalised world whereby no state is fully 

insulated from shocks from abroad, 

ensuring that all nations prosper 

peacefully and respectfully in the region 

is of major interest 

to Britain. To 

overcome 

escalating tensions 

and brief spells of  

Confrontation 

between Chinese 

and US forces, 

Britain must be 

willing to project 

itself to protect  

relationships of old, whilst fostering new 

ones too.  

 

This constantly changing political 

environment poses the question: how 

will the UK protect its national interests 

whilst maintaining its political influence 

and global outreach in military 

operations?  

 

It is difficult to find a solution, with the 

budget of the military feeling the strain 

of current operations such as in Syria 

and Iraq, whilst facilitating further 

investments funding for the Queen 

Elizabeth-class aircraft carriers. Sufficient 

investment in the military is one way to 

ensure that Britain does not lose its 

technological advantage over its 

adversaries and provides reassurance in 

trying to achieve operational efficiency.  

 

The recent Budget released by the 

Chancellor has assumed that the 

economy will continue to grow at an 

average of 1.5% per annum during the 

next five years, with the most reasonable 

prediction being that the Ministry of 

Defence (MoD) will receive a 0.5% 

annual increase in real terms. This leaves 

the UK in spending some 2.03% of GDP 

on defence in 2022/23.  

 

Increased spending is not enough in 

itself. This investment must equally be 

used productively in order regain 

operational advantage. By providing 

depth into areas such as cyber warfare 

and space, and unique solutions to the 

‘hybrid warfare’ elements of new military 

strategic thinking, Britain will be able to 

compete in the new political and military 

landscape which has been emerging in 

the past decade.  

 

Furthermore, smarter investment in the 

military is only one part of the puzzle of 

being able to project influence and 

national sovereignty at a time of 

increased uncertainty and challenges on 

the global stage. A culmination of 

changing our strategic thinking on the 

operational level, greater cooperation 

and integration with our allies, and 

forging new relationships will help Britain 

maintain its influence in the international 

arena.  

 

Britain’s participation in the Five Eyes 

intelligence-sharing platform, whilst also 

being part of the Five Powers Defence 

Arrangements, reflects a pragmatic 

‘strategy to ensure the country remains a 

significant player in the Pacific region. 

From a Royal Air Force standpoint, the 

service is increasingly involved in 

working with partners through NATO, 

with Intelligence, Surveillance and 

Reconnaissance as part of Operation 

Shader in Syria and Iraq, and also 

through the F-35 programme, with the 

UK as the only Level 1 partner.  

 

Overall, smart investment in the military; 

continued cooperation with allies; 

reformed thinking at the operational and 

strategic level; and having a multi-

domain command taking into account 

cyber and space warfare will all ensure 

that Britain maintains its operational 

advantage and influence on the global 

stage.  

 

Lewis Bartlem is a current student of 

Newcastle University, studying a BA in 

History and Politics. He currently serves 

as an Acting Pilot Officer in 

Northumbrian Universities Air Squadron 

with the intention to join the RAF in 

2019. 

“Britain must be will-

ing to project itself to  

protect relationships 

of old, whilst fostering 

new ones too.” 
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The return of 

an old friend  
By Thomas Stringer — History,  

Politics and Economics at UCL 
 

As liberal values continue to dominate 

policy direction of supranational 

institutions, it is all too easy to forget the 

appeal that nationalism continues to 

receive in the Western world. Electoral 

success has always found a valuable ally 

in the form of nationalism and perhaps it 

should come as no surprise that, in a time 

of increasing political unrest, incumbent 

leaders are returning to this friend of old. 

 

Margaret Thatcher’s image as the "Iron 

Lady”, the unbending, uncompromising 

leader ‘who would not be for turning’, 

could not have been more at odds with 

the appearance of a weak figure who 

lacked support within her own party 

during her first term as Prime Minister. 

The turning point was, undoubtedly, the 

Falklands War. 

 

Prior to this moment, April-June 1982, 

Thatcher found herself in an uneasy 

situation; members of her own party 

openly conspired against her; she was far 

behind Labour in the polls; the Social 

Democratic party were gaining 

considerable support; it was looking 

increasingly unlikely that Thatcher could 

win another general election. 

 

The invasion of the Falkland Islands came 

as somewhat of a surprise. Nicholas 

Ridley, the then junior foreign minister 

was negotiating the sale of the 

archipelago to Argentina. The intelligence 

services and Foreign Offices seemed 

certain that Argentina would pursue their 

claims of sovereignty through diplomatic 

means. However, obstruction in the 

Commons to Ridley’s initiative stalled talks 

with the Argentines. 

 

On April 2 1982, Argentine forces landed. 

The British garrison at Port Stanley fell just 

two days later. The decision to go to war 

is now seen as somewhat of an 

inevitability. The Falklands provided 

Thatcher with an opportunity for a 

weakened Britain to redefine her 

capabilities, to reassert her position on 

the global stage, and reinvigorate a 

nation on the decline. However, many 

around the leader espoused a more 

cautious approach. The mission - to send 

a Task Force 8,000 miles into the South 

Atlantic to overcome an enemy who were 

based only 350 miles away - seemed to 

many as a reckless project; a liberal, 

international approach seemed 

preferable. Defence chiefs highlighted the 

risk of fighting so far from home, as well 

as the serious financial cost on an already 

ailing economy. The military risk was 

enormous, as was the political pay-off. 

 

Thatcher overlooked the voices of caution 

and acted swiftly. Before the invasion, on 

the 31st of March, she issued the order to 

prepare the naval Task Force. The Navy 

mobilised in just two days. Thatcher 

thoroughly came into her own during the 

Falklands War. Positive personal relations 

with Reagan kept the United States 

onside, ensuring vital logistical support 

despite the Americans opposing the war. 

Thatcher, though somewhat out of her 

depth, readily listened to the advice and 

counsel of her war cabinet, marking a 

pragmatic divergence from the 

headstrong leadership that had typified 

her domestic rule. 

 

At the cost of 255 lives, and  

approximately £3bn 

from the defence 

budget, victory was 

assured on the 14th 

June when the 

Argentines 

surrendered in Port 

Stanley. This success 

was remarkable. 

Had Argentinian 

forces bombed 

supplies instead of 

warships, or merely 

awaited the south 

Atlantic storms, 

British defeat would 

have been likely.  

 

With victory came 

Thatcher’s international reputation as a 

formidable leader. She was celebrated in 

both the USSR and the United States, 

however, it was her reputation at home 

which received the most support. The 

domestic image of Britain changed 

dramatically - Britain’s global position 

remained uncertain following the 

embarrassment of the Suez Crisis, the end 

of Empire and the Winter of Discontent - 

as a patriotic fervour, the so called 

“Falklands Factor” swept the nation. 

Thatcher strengthened her majority in 

1983 with the most decisive election 

victory since Clement Attlee’s in 1945. 

 

In an increasingly international world, 

where ideas of liberal internationalism are 

commonly regarded as sacracent, it 

seems that we too often forget the 

popular appeal that nationalism holds. 

Today, nationalist sentiment is on the rise 

again in America and across Europe. Just  

as Thatcher herself did in 1982, leaders 

are exploiting crises to cater to nationalist 

sentiment, bolstering their own political 

support in the process. Take for example 

Viktor Orban, Hungary’s nationalist Prime 

Minister, who maintains his support by 

actively propagating ethnic nationalism. 

The populist leader portrays himself as 

the defender of Christian Europe from 

Muslim migration. 

 

Orban’s leadership echoes many 

components of Trump’s remarkable rise 

to power. The President-in-Command 

stated last year that he was indeed “a 

nationalist” and that the term had 

become “old- fashioned”. This rhetoric 

only proves that collaborative 

disinclination to “nationalism” has started 

to diminish. Trump’s popularity remains 

remarkably high, and his approval ratings 

fairly consistent, particularly amongst 

Republicans. After the US midterms, 

chances of an eight-year Trump 

Presidency are high despite the 

Republicans losing the House of 

Representatives to the Democrats. 

 

Although Thatcher did not create the 

Falklands crisis, her response to invade, 

ignoring the voices of caution and 

diplomatic negotiation, enabled her to 

win the 1983 and 1987 general elections. 

A fervent nationalism consumed the 

country, and her popularity soared. 

Today, we see how similar nationalist 

appeal has swept across Europe and 

America despite liberal protests. Be it 

Trump’s stance against China, Putin’s 

occupation of Crimea or Orban’s fight 

against migration, nationalism has 

certainly reasserted itself as a friendly 

alternative for policymakers of today.  
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It’s getting 

hot in here 
Why the EU is right to 

be concerned about its 

Arctic Ambitions 
By Grace Hanson-Eden  
 

Once the domain of polar bears and 

intrepid explorers, the Arctic is fast losing its 

façade of a winter wonderland and 

becoming the face of a bitter custody 

battle. 

 

In 2008, a now famous American study 

predicted that 13% of the world’s total 

undiscovered oil and 30% of undiscovered 

natural gas could lie under the Arctic ice 

caps. As global warming intensifies, and the 

ice caps continue to melt, there is more 

than a hint of irony that these undiscovered 

fossil fuels are becoming increasingly viable. 

Add to this the opening of several lucrative 

shipping routes and suddenly there is 

potential big money at stake  The problem? 

Aside from the obvious environmental 

impact which melting ice caps and yet more 

fossil fuels will bring, no one can agree on 

who owns the arctic and its resources.  

 

Under the United Nations’ ‘Law of the Sea’, 

a country has exclusive economic rights to 

any natural resources within a 200 nautical 

mile radius of their shoreline. This means 

that the United States, Canada, Denmark 

(via Greenland), Russia and Norway have 

claims to Arctic resources. However, the 

rights to resources further from the 

shoreline are much less clear – with Canada, 

the United States and Russia all currently 

trying to stake a claim to the Lomonosov 

Ridge by virtue of it being an extension of 

their respective continental shelves.  

 

The sheer scale of the Arctic means that 

there are numerous ongoing territory 

disputes occurring simultaneously.  What 

differentiates this issue 

other territorial disputes 

seen in recent history is 

that the old rule book of 

East vs. West no longer 

applies - as the geography 

of the region pits traditional allies against 

each other. For example, the United States 

does not recognise Canadian claims to 

Arctic archipelagic waters and has even sent 

nuclear submarines in disputed territories 

without permission, causing a diplomatic 

incident in 2008. Canada and Denmark are 

currently locked in a bitter dispute over 

Hans Island; with the territory being 

effectively split in half between the two 

nations in 2012, arguably making the  

situation worse.  

 

A disunited West is music to the East’s ears. 

Russia is currently decades ahead of any 

other Arctic nation in strengthening its 

arctic military capabilities, building four new 

Arctic bases and raising the number of 

regional airfields from four to fourteen. All 

of this has serious implications for European 

Union nation states both in terms of security 

and energy supply.  

 

The EU currently imports 54% of its energy, 

with Russia and Norway alone sustaining 

over 40% of the EU’s oil and gas 

consumption.  It is for this reason that, 

despite only three EU member states being 

arctic states, the EU is deeply concerned 

about its influence (or lack 

of) in Arctic policy-making 

decisions and the sustainable 

management of energy 

resources.  

 

Despite having applied for observer status 

on the Arctic Council over ten years ago, 

the EU’s membership is still pending after 

several perceived incidents of regulatory 

overstep. The most notable and damaging 

for the EU’s relations with the Arctic nations 

was the attempt to pass the so-called ‘Arctic 

Treaty’ in 2008, which was resolutely 

rejected by all arctic states as an 

encroachment upon their sovereignty and 

Europe 

In this section: 
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fed broader fears that non-arctic states 

were attempting to capitalise on the 

region. This was just one in a catalogue 

of failed attempts by the EU to impose 

regulation on activity within the Arctic 

region.  Denmark has on several 

occasions pushed back against EU 

regulation affecting the Arctic sphere, 

emphasising the importance of the 

sovereign Danish government to form 

regulation, and Norway refuses to 

implement the EU’s 2013 Offshore Oil 

Safety Directive. While these incidents 

are minor in themselves, they reflect an 

increasing willingness amongst arctic 

states to disregard existing allegiances 

and prioritise their own economic 

interests, an attitude which will surely 

intensify as the exploration of Arctic 

natural resources becomes increasingly 

viable.  

 

The EU’s problems 

do not end there. 

In both its Arctic 

policy documents, 

the  region places 

heavy emphasis 

on the potential 

security concerns 

associated with 

Russian activity in 

the Arctic. Whilst 

armed conflict in the Arctic is still highly 

unlikely due to the geographical limits of 

military capabilities and human activity, 

the territorial conflicts nevertheless 

potentially pose serious consequences 

for the security of EU member states.  

 

Russia’s arctic militarisation programme 

is yet another outlet for anti-western and 

anti-NATO rhetoric, and a key motive for 

Russian pressure upon Finland and 

Sweden to remain outside of NATO. 

Furthermore, the territorial disputes in 

the Arctic provide justification for the 

strengthening of Russia’s strategic 

deterrent, with nuclear submarines 

currently positioned in arctic ports such 

as the Kola Peninsula. EU sanctions on 

Russian offshore oil exploration projects 

and other attempts at regulating the 

sphere are likely to provoke further 

pushback from Russia. All of this is old 

news; however, the unresolved nature of 

Arctic territorial claims has attracted the 

attention of other world powers seeking 

reassurances concerning their energy 

supplies. For example, in 2016 Chinese 

state-owned banks provided $12 billion 

to save a Russian offshore oil exploration 

project in the Arctic affected by EU 

sanctions.  

 

Unlike the EU, China was granted 

observer status on the Arctic Council in 

2013. Having published a thorough Arctic 

policy document laying out plans to 

become a “major stakeholder” in the 

Arctic, the Chinese 

government has signalled 

that it means business 

when it comes to the 

exploration of Arctic 

energy resources. This will 

do little to reassure the 

EU’s fears. 

 

The EU states in its own 

Arctic policy document 

that seeks to be 

instrumental in ‘shaping both the 

economy and the forms of governance 

in the Arctic.’ As understandable as the 

EU’s desire to protect its future energy 

needs is, their attempts to impose 

regulations on activities conducted in the 

arctic region is likely to alienate further 

even its own natural allies who are 

seeking to protect their natural resources 

and economic interest. 

 

It remains to be seen exactly what lies 

underneath the Arctic ice caps, and what 

technology will be required to enable 

significant commercial activity in the 

region. However, as oil resources in 

other regions become increasingly 

scarce, the Arctic’s increasing value has 

the potential to become the basis of the 

next battleground in territorial disputes. 

It is likely that the issue will come to a 

head in the medium to long term future 

once the capacity to extract the Arctic’s 

resources is realised. The principle 

concern for Europe remains, as ever, 

energy supplies and energy security 

against a backdrop of an increasingly 

hostile Russia. However, in alienating 

many of its allies through its attempts at 

regulatory control, the EU may well 

continue to find itself left out in the cold 

whilst the Arctic heats up.    

 

The Irish  

border and 

Brexit — a 

Bad Friday 

Agreement? 
By Philip Horster 
  

On Friday, the 29th of March 2019, the 

United Kingdom looks set to leave the 

European Union. No matter the outcome 

of the negotiations––(what) deal or no 

deal––Brexit will make border controls 

on the Irish border almost inevitable. It 

could therefore have an impact on the 

Northern Ireland peace process started 

by the Good Friday Agreement, reached 

almost 21 years ago. This poses the 

question: will Brexit rekindle political 

unrests at the Irish border––will it be a 

Bad Friday Agreement? 

   

To understand the effects that Brexit can 

have on the peace process, it is crucial to 

explore the impact the Good Friday 

Agreement had on the Irish border and 

its fragility due to Brexit. The Good Friday 

Agreement, officially the Belfast 

Agreement, was signed in 1998 to finally 

end the years of civil conflict, called the 

Troubles, between the protestant 

Unionists and the catholic Republicans in 

Northern Ireland. While it resolved very 

crucial questions around sovereignty, 

civil and cultural rights and 

demilitarisation amongst other things, 

and created new cross-community  

institutions and cross-country 

cooperation, the agreement also meant 

“Russia’s arctic  

Militarisation  

programme is yet  

another outlet for  

anti-western and  

anti-NATO rhetoric” 
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the abolishment of controls on the Irish 

border and the subsequent removal of 

checkpoints at crossings. This was of 

high significance as it enabled the Irish 

minority not to feel bound to one 

country and it initialised new trade across 

the border as well as south-north 

cooperation in health and other areas. 

The seemingly invisible border has now 

become so natural to the people on 

both sides that it raises concerns over 

the extent to which Brexit will shake up 

this understanding of the people and 

concerns have been raised regarding the 

impact political instabilities may have on 

the historic peace process. 

  

As with the Brexit debate in general, the 

Irish border issue has been subject to 

divided debate in which Brexiteers 

neglect the existence of threats to the 

Good Friday Agreement.  These 

individuals often refer to the Norwegian 

way of handling border controls with the 

EU bloc, arguing that its non-physical 

border controls with Sweden can also be 

adapted to the Irish border to prevent 

any strain on the Good Friday 

Agreement. However, this is nothing 

more than a Norse myth for a number 

reasons. 

  

Firstly, the Brexiteers’ high opinion of the 

non-physical border controls is based on 

the illusion that these non-visible 

background checks are primarily 

responsible for the fairly smooth border 

crossings between Norway and Sweden. 

In reality, it is rather the high degree of 

bilateral cooperation and trust between 

the two Scandinavian countries that is 

responsible for the lax, hence seemingly 

invisible border controls. 

  

Secondly, there are only approximately 

40 road crossings in Norway compared 

to around 275 roads that cross the Irish 

border. This makes it relatively easy to 

monitor traffic in Norway, especially 

when 70% of all commercial traffic 

crosses the border at one checkpoint, at 

Svinesund. With 275 crossings, however, 

and some of them small streets in towns, 

smuggling over the Irish border on the 

other side becomes a leisurely stroll, if 

the border is to remain ‘frictionless and 

seemingless,’ to use Theresa May’s 

words. 

  

Thirdly, while the Norway-Sweden 

border may be porous for private 

travellers, it is not for commercial traffic. 

As The Economist states, ‘the average 

lorry takes around four minutes to clear 

customs’ at the largest border crossing 

at Svinesund. That is, although Norway is 

part of the European Economic Area 

(EEA), a transnational internal market 

that allows free movement of persons, 

goods, services and capital, border 

controls remain a necessity. If there is 

one lesson to be learned from Norway, it 

is that even the closest possible ties with 

the EU as a non-EU country plus good 

relations with the neighbouring country 

cannot prevent border controls. 

   

Still, considering the many scenarios 

being discussed, EEA access and a soft 

Brexit are the most favourable solution 

to avoid any spill over effects from Brexit 

onto the Northern Ireland peace process. 

  

That is, if the UK enters the EEA 

immediately after leaving the EU, the 

four freedoms remain intact in both 

Ireland and Northern Ireland, enabling 

people to work on and trade with the 

other side. Additionally, since Ireland and 

the UK have with the Common Travel 

Area abolished all controls on the Irish 

Border and aligned their control of the 

shared external Common Travel Area, 

both countries have created their very 

own border-control free area, 

comparable to the unrestricted 

movement within the EU implemented 

by the Schengen Agreement. In other 

words, crossing the Irish border would 

not feel much different to crossing the 
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French-German border if the UK enters 

the EEA. 

  

Such an outcome, however, is highly 

questionable given that the May’s draft 

agreement specifically states the end of 

free movement and the blunt criticism 

against remaining in the EEA. The same 

applies for the Chequers plan, a plan 

that would already put the Common 

Travel Area at risk 

since it would end 

the free 

movement of 

people between 

the EU and the 

UK. Although it 

would not 

tremendously 

affect trade 

between the UK 

and the EU, as 

the Chequers 

plan would only 

allow the UK to charge tariffs for non-EU 

customs unilaterally but not for EU 

customs, the Common Travel Area 

would still become highly fragile if not 

unsustainable. That is, EU citizens could 

use Ireland as a loophole by travelling 

from there via the Irish border into 

Northern Ireland and then to the UK. The 

only possible solution to this would be a 

special arrangement, on the one hand 

ensuring that uncontrolled movement 

between Northern Ireland and Ireland 

would still be possible, although illegal 

for EU citizens without documents. On 

the other hand, it would make identity 

and customs checks for ships and planes 

coming from the islands of Ireland 

necessary, something that has been 

abolished since the 1950s. 

  

Any other Brexit deal and particularly no 

deal would make any special 

arrangements for the Irish border even 

more complex and close to impossible. 

The more the UK distances itself from the 

EU, the further the regulations are 

reaching. The further 

the customs  

regulations are 

reaching, the more 

closed the Irish  

border and more 

rigid the border 

controls will be. And 

consequently, the 

more rigid the 

border controls will 

be, the more difficult 

the relations 

between Ireland and  

Northern Ireland will become. 

   

Whether or not this logic is stringent in 

last consequence, it portrays well what is 

at stake in Northern Ireland. While it is 

unquestioned that the peace process 

remains the top priority, it has become 

questionable how this is feasible 

considering the possible options to keep 

the peace process alive: (a) a special 

Brexit arrangement for Northern Ireland, 

will be agreed to keep the border as 

frictionless as possible with the effect that 

Brexit will be much softer in Northern 

Ireland, (b) both sides attempt to make 

border controls as smoothly as possible, 

while the Irish minority in Northern 

Ireland accepts the potential necessity to 

identify oneself again, or (c) a 

referendum will be triggered in Ireland 

and Northern Ireland shortly after Brexit 

to stay in the EU but most importantly to 

keep the border as before.  

 

All three scenarios will not go without 

political unrest and very much depends 

on the courage and willingness of 

politicians in Ireland, Northern Ireland, 

the UK and the EU to safeguard the 

peace process above anything else. 

Whether such courage can be expected, 

however, is a different story, given the 

political deadlock not just between the 

UK and the EU during Brexit negotiations 

but also between the Unionist DUP and 

the Republican Sinn Fein, visible in the 

collapse of the devolved government in 

2017. Sadly, it seems more realistic that 

the Unionists and Republicans will 

become more separated again, their 

divide more obvious and the debate 

more blunt, given that the carefully built 

sense of common purpose has already 

been at stake since 2017 and the political 

atmosphere the most tense in a long 

time. 

  

Nonetheless, it is too early to determine 

whether Brexit will be a Bad Friday 

Agreement for Northern Ireland or not, 

as much as it is not appropriate to 

hypothesise about potential outbreaks of 

violence. It is safe to say, however, that it 

will not be another Good one. 

 
 

A Canadian 

solution for 

Catalonia? 
By Diego Rodríguez Mejías 

  
A few weeks ago the Catalan 

Independence Movement 

commemorated the anniversary of the 

October 1st independence referendum. 

On that day in 2017, thousands of 

Catalans headed to the polling stations 

defying the orders of the national 

government amidst clashes with the 

police. The turnout only represented 

45% of the electorate, with the result 

deemed illegal by the Spanish 

Constitutional Court and not recognised 

by the international community. One 

year later, it is questionable whether 

“Any other Brexit deal 

and particularly no deal 

would make any special 

arrangements for the 

Irish border even more 

complex and close to 

impossible” 
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anything has changed. Carles 

Puigdemont, the Catalan ex-President 

who called the referendum, is still in 

Belgium being chased by the Spanish 

police. Oriol Junqueras, Jordi Sànchez 

and Jordi Cuixart, leaders of the 

secessionist movement, remain in prison 

charged with sedition and rebellion. On 

the anniversary of the independence 

referendum, thousands of protesters 

took to the streets again and attempted 

to occupy the Catalan parliament. 

According to a recent poll by 

Metroscopia, 69% of Spaniards think that 

the crisis has only become worse in the 

past year. In short, it is safe to assert that 

Catalan politics remain highly polarised. 

  

How did Spain get to this point? Could 

anything have been done to avoid the 

crisis? Who is to blame? These are 

questions that have been widely 

considered by the media, and ones that 

this article won’t cover.  

 

A more interesting 

question to ask is 

whether or not there is 

a possible way out of 

the apparent 

deadlock. The Catalan 

crisis is not a new or 

isolated phenomenon, 

but is part of a 

broader uprising of 

nationalist and 

regionalist movements throughout 

Europe. Scotland, Corsica, northern Italy 

and the Flemish Region in Belgium are 

all examples of different versions of the 

same problem. Since the Catalan 

problem is not new, its solution will likely 

not be unique either. 

  

The Canadian region of Quebec was well 

known for its pursuit of independence. 

For decades, the independentist party 

Parti Québécois led the secessionist 

movement; winning five elections 

between 1976 and 2012. Two 

referendums were held during this time: 

one in 1980 and another one in 1995. 

The 1995 independence referendum was 

a very close call. The unionist movement 

narrowly won by the 50,58% of the votes 

- a difference of no more than 55,000 

ballots. 

  

23 years later, the state of affairs in 

Quebec is completely different and 

contrasts with the one in Catalonia. Last 

October first, while Catalans attempted 

to occupy parliament, voters in Quebec 

peacefully headed to the polls to elect 

their new regional government. On this 

election, independence was no longer 

on the ballot and the old Parti 

Québécois was relegated to the third 

position. How did the political landscape 

change so much in 20 years? 

  

In 2000, the Canadian 

Parliament passed the 

Clarity Act, becoming 

one of the first nations 

in the world to explicitly 

recognize its divisibility. 

However, the Act also 

granted the national 

parliament the final say 

on the referendum 

question and the right 

to interpret the results by taking into 

account the percentage of votes and 

participation. Moreover, the Act 

demanded the negotiations after the 

referendum to consider the other 

provinces and the will of the Aboriginal 

peoples of Canada, opening the door to 

redefine the borders of a hypothetically 

independent Quebec if necessary. 

  

Canada’s approach was simple: not to 

forbid independence but make it a 

troublesome process that would deter 

people from pursuing it. The reasoning 

behind the Clarity Act is very 

straightforward and perfectly rational: 

there needs to be a clear majority for 

independence because the outcome is 

life-changing and non-reversible, 

affecting generations to come. Similarly, 

if Canada is divisible, Quebec should be 

divisible as well and those regions that 

clearly vote to remain in Canada should 

be allowed to do so. 

  

Spain shouldn’t be afraid of holding a 

referendum. The secessionist parties 

have never obtained more than 50% of 

the votes, and the major party in 

Catalonia is a unionist party. Moreover, if 

the Clarity Act was applied to the Catalan 

case, regions such as El Valle de Arán or 

even Barcelona, that clearly want to 

remain in Spain, would be allowed to do 

so. Catalonia is currently divided in two 

as was Quebec in 1995, so it is difficult to 

imagine a scenario under which there is 

a major and clear support for 

independence. 

  

However, under the current state of 

affairs, any kind of independence 

referendum in Catalonia would be 

deemed illegal by the Spanish 

Constitutional Court, since it would go 

against the “indissoluble unity of the 

Spanish Nation.” Spain must therefore 

first initiate a constitutional reform in the 

spirit of the Canadian Clarity Act, clearly 

establishing the conditions under which a 

Spanish territory may become 

independent. Only once the reform of 

the constitution is completed, a legal 

referendum should be held in Catalonia. 

Of course, this is a long and complex 

process, but it could also be the 

beginning of the end of the Catalan 

crisis.  

 

 

“How did Spain get 

to this point? Could  

anything have been 

done to avoid the  

crisis? Who is to 

blame?” 
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Halayeb,  

Sudanese? 

Or Egyptian? 
Halayeb Triangle poses 

a dilemma, as Sisi  

refuses to settle with 

Omar al-Bashir  
By Yasmin Sayed 
 

Territorial conflicts can escalate between 
countries, especially when there is an area 
on the border separating them. The recent 
encounter between Abdel Fattah el-Sisi, the 
president of Egypt and Omar al-Bashir, 
president of Sudan, appears to have instilled 
some peace between the two countries; 
however, Halayeb is still under Egyptian 
control and Sudan persists in claiming it 
their rightful territory.  
 
The Halayeb Triangle dispute has been 
raging on for over a century. Recently 
though, President Abdel Fattah el-Sisi and 
Omar al-Bashir met in an attempt to 
reconcile diplomatic relations and resolve 
the dispute. Halayeb is an area between 
Egypt and Sudan, located on the coast of 
the Red Sea. Historically, the Anglo-
Egyptian government divided the border 

between Sudan and Egypt, making Halayeb 
Egyptian territory in 1899. Ever since, Sudan 
has contended this agreement and another 
was drawn up in 1902 in which the Minister 
of Interior in charge of the area decided 
Khartoum should claim it due to many 
cultural similarities within the region. 
However, this agreement was disregarded 
by Egypt. The relationship between the two 
countries have been unstable and tense due 
to the territorial vagueness of the area. In 
1995, relations got worse due to the 
attempted murder of Hosni Mubarak in 
Ethiopia, Egypt’s president during this 
period. It was Sudan that was suspected to 
be the facilitator. The dispute over Halayeb 
has become worse over time as political and 
economic uncertainty in Egypt has spiraled 
up; whereas Sudan insists on claiming the 
territory as their own. Even though Egypt 
has authoritative control over the area and 
tensions seem to be easing, Omar Al-Bashir 
states that Halayeb belongs to Sudan and 
that “We did not make any concessions.... 
The proof is that we have recently renewed 
the complaint to the Security Council".  
 
Recently, the Egyptian president Abdel 
Fattah el-Sisi hosted the Sudanese president 
Omar al-Bashir in Cairo to celebrate the 
anniversary of the Arab-Israeli war of 1973. 
Relations between both seemed to have 
improved as el-Sisi gifted Omar al-Bashir 
the highest military medal in Egypt, 
featuring the Star of Sinai. The conciliation 
appeared during their public viewership of 
the Egyptian army. Prior to this conciliation, 
relations between Sudan and Egypt had 
been quite unstable. However, this period of 

appeasement does not seem enduring, as 
disagreements began to appear again by 
2017. During that period, Sudan has 
become stronger and more powerful with 
the help of Saudi Arabia and the United 
States. Khartoum sought to assert 
ownership of Halayeb. Egypt would not 
forfeit the territory, and so the relationship 
between both nations started deteriorating 
once again, especially due to media efforts 
to escalate the issue.  
 
Relations have continued to worsen, with 
Sudan introducing measures that prevented 
Egyptian investment and Egyptians 
themselves from access to the Sudanese 
market. They demanded previously 
unnecessary visas be obtained for entry and 
prevented fruit imports through 
questionable justifications. Worst of all, 
Omar al-Bashir stated that Cairo was 
dealing arms with South Sudan and so 
Egypt countered by accusing Sudan of 
accommodating Muslim brotherhood 
members, subsequently increasing its 
military presence surrounding Halayeb.   
 
Origins of disagreement 
 
This disagreement over the territory arose 
due to British command drawing the border 
between Egypt and Sudan. This area shaped 
the border between both countries and has 
been assumed to belong to Egypt as it fell 
on Egypt’s side. A while after, in 1902 the 
Halayeb Triangle possessed many cultural 
traits that were identified as Sudanese, so it 
was given to the Khartoum administration to 
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claim. Sudanese base their claim of the 
area on this agreement. However, Egypt  
refuses to accept this decision and 
4references the 1899 agreement which 
placed Halayeb under their territory.  
 
Relations got heated in 1958, when 
coincidentally both Sudan and Egypt 
were hosting their elections in Halayeb. 
In consequence, Gamal Abdel Nasser 
deployed the Egyptian army to put a halt 
on Sudanese elections. This saw Sudan 
complain to the UN security Council both 
initially and ever since, but negotiations 
have been delayed from both sides. 
 
Khartoum with an upper hand 
 
Sudan has become politically and 
financially more powerful because of its 
enhanced relations with Saudi Arabia, 
due to Egypt’s refusal to allow its army to 
intervene in Yemen for Saudi. Bashir then 
stepped in and offered his army instead. 
This has made Sudan one of Saudi’s 
strongest and most prominent allies. Not 
only did he help Saudi in the Yemen war, 
but Bashir also cut ties with Iran when the 
Saudi embassy was attacked in 2016 to 
demonstrate his stance in the 
relationship with Saudi Arabia.  
 
The United States also supported 
Sudan’s growth financially by removing 
trade sanctions that were imposed to 
target terrorism. Sudan achieved a 
strong relationship with the United States 
through ending relations with Iran and 
assisting Washington with collecting 
information regarding Hezbollah. These 
accusations became more eminent after 
a meeting between the head of 
Sudanese security and CIA Director Mike 
Pompeo. 
 
Whilst Sudan is growing stronger, Egypt 
has been getting weaker both politically 
and economically. This has driven Bashir 
to initiate the dispute over Halayeb yet 
again. The political situation in Egypt is 
more unstable still following the recent 
dilemma with the islands of Turan and 
Sanafir, which Sisi gave back to Saudi 
creating domestic distress. In turn, this 
made Sisi reluctant to allow any 
international arbitration to address the 
Halayeb dispute. However, he faces no 
alternative option other than to try to 
resolve the dispute to create political 
stability within Egypt. In an attempt to 
end the dispute, the Egyptian foreign 
minister travelled to Sudan to ease 
tensions, with the resolution calling on 
the media to halt their hostility against 
each other. Afterwards, Sisi began easing 
relations with Saudi Arabia to help create 
peace over the Halayeb dispute. 
However, the dispute is still ongoing and 
seems to be creating uncertainty with 
regards to the relationship between both 

Sudan and Egypt. Further negotiations 
must take place in order to predict any 
future tranquility over the Halayeb 
territory.  
 

The Great 

Wall of  

Europe 
Why current EU migration 
deals with Libya and Niger are 
far from being long-term  
solutions and how new  
approaches to stabilize the 
African continent can be  
exactly that.  
By Philip Horster 
 
In the past years, the EU and its member
-states have made great efforts in 
developing migration deals with the 
transit countries. Most prominent are 
those within Africa between the EU and 
Niger, and, more recently, the widely 
criticised deal between Italy and Libya. 
With these agreements, the EU aimed to 
drastically decrease the number of 
migrants arriving in Europe via the 
Mediterranean Sea and Turkey. They 
were the response to the chaotic events 
on nearly all routes–and to the rise of 
populism in Europe. The initial goal was 
indeed met as the numbers fell from 
more than one million crossings in the 
Mediterranean Sea in 2015 to around 
45.000 in the first 6 months of 2018. 
However, the migration crisis is far from 
being solved but is only pushed back to 

the doorsteps of Europe and with it any 
serious attempt to address the root 
causes of migration in the sending 
countries. An evaluation of the two 
migration deals mentioned above. 
 
The migration deal between Italy and 
Libya (and backed by the EU) was 
arranged by the Italian anti-immigration 
government to, in the words of foreign 
minister Enzo Moavero, “resolve the 
immigration question and avoid human 
tragedies”. Both countries agreed to 
revive a 2008 friendship treaty from the 
Gaddafi era, which promised Italian 
investment in exchange for Libyan 
ambitions to stop migrants departing 
from its shores. In today’s Libya, 
however, this means cooperating with a 
Libyan Coast Guard that is accused of 
human rights violations and collaborating 
with militias in the south of Libya to set 
up detention camps. Regarding Italy’s 
initial goal, the deal indeed seemed to 
pay off as migrant flows have significantly 
dropped. However, the short-
sightedness of this agreement can be 
seen in two particular events. Firstly, 
there has been a lawsuit filed against Italy 
in the European Court of Human Rights 
(ECHR), which alleges that the migrants 
sent back to or held back in Libya are 
suffering from inhuman conditions with 
evidence of widespread torture, rape and 
forced labour as stated by UN human 
rights commissioner Zeid Ra'ad al-
Hussein. Secondly, the fact that over 
700.000 migrants are waiting in Libya to 
board boats to the EU with new migrants 
arriving every day is the most obvious 
evidence that the refugee crisis is far 
from being solved. On the contrary, the 
deal further deepens the humanitarian 
crisis on the southern coast of the 
Mediterranean Sea, far beyond any 
chaos that has occurred in Europe from 
2015 onwards. One testimony of how far 
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away Moavero’s statement above is from 
reality are the tens of thousands of 
migrants being deported in buses to 
Niger’s border by the Algerian 
government and then abandoned in the 
Sahara, miles away from the next water 
source in Niger. 
 
Besides reaching agreements with 
bordering countries, the EU has also 
made deals with the West African transit 
countries of which the most prominent 
one is Niger. From a migrant’s 
perspective, this is where many of them 
first get a taste of the EU’s recent 
strategy. In the Nigerien case, it means 
more than 610 million euros for 
development aid in return for an anti-
human smuggling law, enabling the 
Nigerian judiciary to sentence convicted 
smugglers to five to ten years in prison. 
Additionally, the EU funded the 
International Organisation of Migration 
(IOM, the migration agency of the UN) to 
set up transit centres close to the Libyan 
and Algerian border. This should help 
returning or intercepted migrants to find 
their way back home. However, although 
the number of migrants significantly 
decreased from about 70,000 in May 
2016 to less than 10,000 per month since 
the beginning of 2018, the numbers are 
deceptive for two 
reasons.  
 
First, the anti-
smuggling law and 
other restrictions have 
led to a breakdown of 
what has been one of 
the major industries 
in the region for a 
long time. Instead of 
bringing migrants 
over the border to 
Algeria and Libya and 
earning a decent 
income, young adults 
are now in prison or without occupation 
as many other jobs are linked to the 
smuggling industry.  Although the EU is 
trying to create new income 

opportunities in cooperation with the 
Nigerien government, its focus on  
farming in a region that has been 
dominated by trade and, more 
importantly, affected by desertification, is 
far from wise. Secondly, the accuracy of 
these numbers is questionable. The IOM 
states in its report that ‘it is clear from 
discussions with migrants that new and 
or alternative routes are being used 
more.’ In other words, the migrants have 
found other ways to cross through Niger 
but many of the routes are more 
dangerous than the previous ones and 
increasingly lead to the death of 
migrants. 
 
Therefore, all these migration deals may 
have been effective in lowering the 
number of migrants heading towards 
Europe but this comes at large costs, as 
they only tackle the symptoms and not 
the root causes of migration. The 
numbers have dropped on the primary 
and comparably safe routes to Europe 
but this does not mean that migration 
towards Europe has been actually 
stopped. On the contrary, people are still 
migrating but are choosing the less 
controlled routes, making them subject 
to enormous risks and even more 
vulnerable to exploitation and abuse. 

700,000+ migrants 
in Libya simply 
mean 700,000 plus  
migrants in a 
country without 
functioning state 
institutions. 
 
Instead, it is vital 
that countries 
identify solutions 
that finally tackle 
the causes of 
migration such as 
the lack of job 
opportunities,  

education, stability and security, also 
known as the push factors of migration. 
A step in the right direction is the 
sensitisation campaign organised by the 

IOM and supported by the Swedish 
government launched in 2017 and 
focuses on the pull factors of migration, 
the incentives from abroad to leave one’s 
country. The campaign aims to inform 
the country’s young generations of the 
risks associated with migration, not just 
on the way to Europe but also when 
arriving there. Through mediums such as 
community workshops, radio shows, 
returnee’s testimonies, school visits and 
football games, the aim is to raise 
awareness against irregular migration.  
 
However, the current programs are not 
enough since they are only based in a 
handful of cities and because raising 
awareness does not create jobs. They 
may weaken the pull factors of migration 
but the push factors remain unchanged. 
This will only be possible with bold 
policymaking by the EU, trying to unleash 
the potential that Africa naturally 
possesses as the least developed 
continent. What about an EU stabilization 
strategy for Africa? An African version of 
the Marshall Plan as promoted by the 
German Federal Secretary of 
Development, a plan that boosts the 
infrastructure and education, thus the 
economic development in Africa in a 
sustainable way? What about thorough 
infrastructural development programs for 
roads, railways, energy and internet? 
What about self-inflicted restrictions on 
European agricultural products to protect 
the agricultural sector in African nations?  
 
The development and promotion of such 
ideas, however, certainly requires more 
political courage in Europe than is 
currently visible, as the positive effects 
may not be directly apparent. But, 
perhaps greater political courage is 
something that could benefit Europe in a 
multitude of ways, not just in relation to 
fixing the migration crisis in Africa.  
 

“Is vital that countries 
identify solutions that 

finally tackle the 
causes of migration 
such as the lack of 
job opportunities,  
education, stability 

and security” 
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North-South 

Sudan: the 

role of     

territory 
By Veronika Babiciute 

Although territory often plays a major 
role in conflicts between countries, other 
factors influence historical events too. 
Take, for example, South Sudan’s path to 
independence. At first glance, it seems 
logical to attribute the North-South 
Sudan crisis to territorial dispute, 
however, this only tells a part of the 
story. It would perhaps be fair to list the 
territorial dispute as a consequence, but 
not the initial reason of a conflict. These 
were rather increasing internal 
differences between Sudan and its 
northern territory that triggered the 
country’s ultimate division in 2011. The 
article analyses reasons behind the North
-South Sudan conflict and tries to locate 
the role of territory in the course of 
events. 
 
Girma Kebbede, a geography professor 
at Mount Holyoke College, famously 
penned an article on the escalating 
tensions between Sudan’s North and 
South back in 1997, 
14 years before the 
announcement of 
South Sudan’s 
division. This work 
was prophetic in the 
sense that it clearly 
outlined the 
differences between 
the two parts of the 
country. It also suggested that it was the 
sharp contrast between the South and 
the North, which intensified the tensions 
and, consecutively, raised a potential 
question about the South Sudan’s 
territorial future. Professor Kebbede 
attributes the main difference between 
the Sudan’s North and South to a strong 
Christian colonial influence in the South 
and a long-existing practice of Islam in 
the North. He admits that whilst some 
politicians sought the complete 
Islamisation of the country, others 
supported South’s secession. The latter 
believed that an Islamic Republic can be 
established in the predominantly ‘Arab’ 
and Islamic North with less difficulty and 
controversy. So, in this regard it is 
already visible that while territory was 
certainly at stake, it was not the 
initialreason of the conflict. Quite to the 
contrary, some were even willing to 

sacrifice territory for the sake of unity, 
which meant preserving Islam in the 
North of Sudan.  
 
It is true then that the colonial past of 
Sudan laid the foundation for the 
religious and, consequently, cultural 
differences between the North and the 
South. This means that before the 
conflict was marked as territorial, there 
were other reasons which prepared the 
very ground for the dispute. The first 
vivid North-South division was instituted 
in 1922, when the British established a 
separate system for administering the 
Sudan’s South. The so-called ‘Southern 
Policy’ restricted any relations between 
the South and the North with the 

Southerners even prohibited 
from visiting North Sudan. At 
the same time, the British 
highly encouraged 
Christianity and the use of 
the English language in the 
region. Despite the fact that 
Britain reversed its ‘Southern 
Policy’ and Sudan was 

granted independence in 1956, tensions 
between the North and the South 
persisted. As the Northern elites actively 
sought domination, they excluded 
Southerners from deciding the future of 
the country. The processes of Arabisation 
and Islamisation were consequently  
imposed on the Southern Sudan. 
 
In his writings on the Sudan Problem, 
Sam L. Laki states that ‘since Sudan’s 
independence from Britain in 1956, the 
people of South Sudan have been 
subjected to racial, social, and religious 
discrimination. They have been relegated 
to second-class citizenry in their own 
country.’ The repressions further 
intensified with the military government 
of General Abrahim Abboud coming to 
power. The brutality of the regime with 
‘those who resisted conversion to Islam’ 
being ‘shot on sight’ all fueled the 

growing resistance movement among 
the people of South Sudan.  
 
The failure of Southern Sudan’s 
representation within the 1972 Addis 
Ababa agreement led to the 1983 
resurgence war in the South. South 
Sudan and its people wanted to have 
their voices heard, something that was 
always forbidden under the strict 
Northern domination. Africa’s longest-
running civil war ended in 2005 with the 
agreement on South Sudan’s 
independence, which was gained in 2011. 
 
Sam L. Laki was correct in his observation 
that the South Sudanese were ‘brutalized 
for too long’. The religious and cultural 
differences can be attributed to historical 
processes, which have shaped two vastly 
different parts of Sudan’s North and 
South. As the unity between the Christian 
South Sudan and Islamic North Sudan 
was virtually impossible to achieve, the 
separation of the South and the North 
was the only solution left to end the 
brutal, long-lasting conflict. 
 
Thus, although the South-North Sudan’s 
conflict is often perceived to be merely a 
territorial dispute, there were deeper 
underlying reasons triggering the 
conflict. Namely, Northern Sudan 
wanting to establish its domination over 
Southern Sudan, ignoring its obviously 
different religious, cultural and political 
background. These factors called the 
whole country’s territorial unity into 
question. Therefore, whilst territory 
remains the prime concern during 
conflicts, these are often ideology and 
strive for power, which catalyze a 
dispute. After all, what importance would 
territory have if one could not establish 
their own beliefs there? 
 

 

“Separation of the 

South and the  

North was the  

only solution left” 
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A battleground 

of identities 
By Kevin Chuang 
 
“Hong Kong is now under threat,” Joshua 
Wong stated in an interview with TIME 
Magazine following a guilty verdict for 
“unlawful assembly. This came after 
allegations of Chinese interference in the 
court’s deliberations. Many, including 
Wong, would argue that this is an issue of 
violating Hong Kong’s autonomy – 
however, it is the opinion of this article that 
this event highlights a far more 
contentious and indeed, entrenched, issue: 
conceptions of territory.  
 
Territory can be defined as a physical area 
of the globe falling under the jurisdiction 
of a political entity – however, there are 
many understandings of territory. For 
instance, territory could be associated with 
identity - particularly an ethnic or religious 
identity, as found in the Zionist arguments 
for the Jewish State, which has been a key 
issue in achieving peace between Israel 
and Palestine. This association of territory 
with identity can be problematic in 
territorial issues, much like the those 
between Hong Kong, Taiwan, and China. 
The differing conceptions of territory 
amongst these three entities and the 
ignorance shown by China of these varying 
conceptions causes and aggravates 
territorial tensions. In fact, the key reason 
for this is due to China's fundamental 
failure to understand Taiwan and Hong 
Kong's conception of territory. Given this, 

its forceful imposition of the One China, 
Two Systems (OCTS) policy as a 
"compromise" - one that has already been 
rejected by its audience - will be a failure. 
 
Contemporary Chinese foreign policy is 
based on both historicism and the nation’s 
own conception of its national identity, 
which has been influenced by the “Century 
of Humiliation.” The “Century of 
Humiliation” is a political phrase influenced 
by Chinese nationalism that refers to the 
period of imperialism and  
intervention by Western Powers and Japan 
in China between 1839 
and 1949.  For instance, 
in examining China’s 
“Nine Dash Line” claim in 
the South China Sea, one 
can observe how the 
Chinese conception of 
territory is rooted in an  
interpretation of historic 
rights. This was the case 
with Beijing’s decision to 
push for the return of 
Hong Kong, as it claimed 
Hong Kong as an historic territory of 
China. In this regard, it is safe to argue that 
the Chinese conception of territory is 
based on an evaluation of its historical 
relationships to the referent object (i.e. the 
territory in question, Hong Kong) and the 
Chinese state. Thus, China’s treatment of 
Hong Kong can be justified via the logic 
that, due to China’s historic ownership of 
Hong Kong, Hong Kong is a territory that 
belongs to the Chinese state. Similarly, 
China’s claims to Taiwan can be 
understood as: given Taiwan’s historic 
status as a Chinese territory, Taiwan 
remains “part of the sacred territory of 

China.”  
 
However, the Chinese view is not shared 
by either Hong Kong or Taiwan. Arguably, 
Hong Kong’s conception of territory is 
based on nativism, which is heavily linked 
to a “distinct” Hong Kong identity. Besides 
the difference in culture and popular 
language spoken, the key distinction 
between Hong Kong and China is the fact 
that Hong Kong has different core values 
that form a unique political identity. Thus, 
Chinese actions such as pressuring Hong 
Kong’s courts and kidnapping journalists 

are seen as a 
“foreign” violation 
of values central 
to Hong Kong’s 
identity: judicial 
independence, 
freedom of press, 
and autonomy. 
The popular 
support for the 
“Umbrella 
Movement”, a 
series of protests 

against lack of direct elections and Chinese 
pre-screening of political candidates, is 
rooted in the Movement being seen as a 
nativist counter-movement defending 
Hong Kong’s values from “foreign” 
incursion. Thus, the inability of the Beijing 
Government to use the OCTS policy as a 
governing strategy for the territory of 
Hong Kong is due to China’s 
misunderstanding of the different 
conceptions of territory in China and in 
Hong Kong– one being based on 
historicism, the other on identity.  
 
Taiwan sees territory in similar terms to 

China 
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Hong Kong – based on national identity. 
The emergence of a distinct Taiwanese 
identity can be attributed to the rise of 
indigenous democratic movements after 
a period of Japanese colonization and 
Kuomintang-imposed martial law. Given 
these democratic movements, 
government by consent, free expression 
and political autonomy have become an 
integral aspect of Taiwanese politics and 
identity. Regardless of the legitimacy of 
China’s claims over Taiwan, it is this 
uniquely “Taiwanese” identity that 
underpins the territorial dispute between  
Taiwan and China. Popular identification 
with this identity only grew stronger in 
recent years. In 2016, a survey carried 
out by the Taiwan Election and 
Democratization Studies revealed that 
less than 3% of Taiwanese citizens 
identify as Chinese, compared to 59% 
who see themselves as Taiwanese. These 
figures demonstrate the vibrancy of a 
uniquely “Taiwanese” identity. 
Additionally, there are other key 
differences between Taiwan and China, 
such as differing cultural, linguistic and 
social identities. Thus, it is natural for a 
people with a unique identity to resist a 
“foreign” entity claiming that their 
territory belongs to them through some 
historic precedence. This nativist 
expression of territory is encapsulated by 
the “Sunflower Movement” – a student-
inspired protest targeting the Cross-
Strait Service Trade Agreement that 
spiraled into a general movement 
against reunification with China. Sharing 
similar ideological roots with the 
Umbrella Revolution in Hong Kong, this 
Movement cemented a nativist 
conception of national identity and 
demonstrated how these identity 
differences remain embedded in the 
Taiwan-China dispute. Therefore, for 
China to promote policies that ignore 
this fundamental difference, it will further 
alienate the population they seek to win 
over. 
 

Conceptions of territory are heavily 
rooted in social constructions such as 
identity: whether cultural or social. The 
examples of Taiwan and Hong Kong 
have contextualized how the historicistic 
approach to identity often ignores the 
development and intensification of 
unique sociopolitical and cultural values 
that come together to create a distinct 
identity. In any political system or 
discussion, differences are always 
present and can be navigated through 
compromises. However, at the root of 
compromises is the recognition that 
there are differing views. The OCTS 
policy reflects the inherent ignorance of 
the Beijing Government towards the 
reason for Hong Kong and Taiwan’s 
rejection of the OCTS policy. Unless 
Beijing recognizes that Hong Kong, 
Taiwan, and other entities do not share 
in its understanding of territory, any 
policy, including the OCTS, will be an 
utter failure.  
 

One belt, 

one road 

and  

China’s  

geopolitics 
by Wendy Wan 
 

In late 2013 Chairman Xi Jinping unveiled 

the One Belt One Road Initiative (1B1R), a 

grandiose development campaign that 

aims to revive the ancient Silk Road. The 

trade route, established over 2000 years 

ago in the Han Dynasty, originated in 

Xi’an China, traversing the Middle East 

and the Mediterranean Sea. According 

to the CCP’s grand vison, the modern 

equivalent is comprised of a Silk Road 

Economic Belt and a 21st Century 

Maritime Silk Road. Not only would 

these physically connect all parts of 

Eurasia to China, but also they would 

create the largest  platform for 

economic cooperation, forging a 

‘Sinocentric global order’ in the process. 

This would truly make China the Middle 

Kingdom.  

 

According to the plans recently released 

by the Chinese Communist Party, 

Southeast Asia remains a major point of 

interest for China’s multilateral 

diplomacy. Confusingly, the ‘Road’ in 

1B1R does not in fact refer to a physical 

road but a sea route potentially linking 

Southeast Asia, North Africa and the 

Mediterranean. The ‘Belt’ on the other 

hand, is actually a composite of 6 

economic corridors, two of which go 

through at least one ASEAN country: 

The China–Indochina Peninsula 

Economic Corridor and the Bangladesh-

China-India-Myanmar Economic 

Corridor. China has been the Association 

of Southeast Asian Nations’ (ASEAN) 

chief trading partner since 2009 and 

collectively ASEAN has been China’s 

third largest since 2011. And as China 

plans to invest strategically in Southeast 

Asia through the development of a vast 

network of railways, highways, ports and 

pipelines, 1B1R could bring them 

strategically and economically closer 

than ever.    

 

What’s in it for China? And what does it 

mean for ASEAN member states? 

 

Since its announcement, the 1B1R 

initiative has been met with both 

enthusiasm and skepticism across the 

globe. While more than 6o countries, 

who represent a combined GDP of 21 

trillion have signed on, many still 

question China’s motives. As the United 

States makes its retreat from the 

international trade scene, China has 

been trying to position itself as the 

champion of globalisation, picking up an 

anti-protectionist rhetoric. From the 

outset the infrastructure projects under 

the auspices of the Silk Road Economic 

Belt have been touted as ‘win-win 

collaborations’. This is especially true for 

Southeast Asia which is running an 

infrastructural deficit and whose 

burgeoning markets are some of China’s 
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main targets for consumer and capital 

goods. As a matter of fact, ASEAN and 

the 1B1R initiative do share the same 

objectives. Both call for greater 

economic connectivity and integration 

within the region. The 1B1R initiative 

brings funding opportunities too for 

infrastructure project, particularly those 

that were traditionally too costly for 

poorer regions, not to mention that 

China offers investments that come with 

less stringent terms than the 

International Monetary Fund.  

 

Attractive as these Chinese deals may 

seem, debtor countries run the risk of 

falling into a debt trap as each 

individual project could amount to 

billions of U.S. dollars. Despite the fact 

that China offer cheaper expertise and 

technology than many of its 

competitors. The Kunming-Singapore 

High-speed Railway is a case in point; 

the most ambitious plan China has in 

store for Southeast Asia. Covering 

Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, Thailand, 

Myanmar, Malaysia, Singapore and 

China itself, this project would entail 

replacing the existing 1-meter gauge 

railways built during colonial times 

throughout Southeast Asian with the 

new standard gauges; as well as 

building various missing links within its 

aging transport network. That said, 

ASEAN countries would be looking at 

trillions of U.S. dollars’ worth of debt, 

and there is good chance they would be 

roped into what former Prime Minister 

of Malaysia Mahathir Mohamad had 

labelled ‘unequal treaties’, where they 

will be asked to hand over parts of their 

territory in the event that they cannot 

service these debts. Take Sri Lanka for 

example, in 2017 when the government 

couldn’t pay back its debts, 

they had to give up one of its 

ports to a Chinese firm on a 99

-year lease.   

 

Will the trade war between 

China and the United States 

change anything? 

 

Unfortunately, this is not the 

only problem facing Southeast 

Asia. Five years into the 1B1R 

initiative, after several botched 

projects and the creation of the Asia 

Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB), 

criticism regarding its lack of 

transparency and engagement with 

local economies has never ceased. 

Many remain skeptical of this colossal 

infrastructure campaign. Lucky for 

Southeast Asia, there is no lack of 

interest from foreign investors. The 

escalation of the trade war between 

China and the United States slapped 

new tariffs on both parties, prompting 

the latter to pursue new trade partners 

in Asia and counter China’s growing 

dominance in the region. This was in 

spite of President Trump’s decision to 

pull the U.S. out of the TPP. In July, U.S. 

Secretary of State Mike Pompeo 

launched their own development aid 

programme, the Indo-Pacific Economic 

Vision, through the U.S. International 

Development Finance Corporation, 

allocating 113 million U.S. dollars worth 

of new funds to ‘expand economic 

engagement in the Indo-Pacific’.  

 

Alas 1B1R’s American equivalent seems 

more like a diplomatic gesture than 

anything given that with President 

Trump’s ‘America Frist’ policy, the U.S. 

has not been generous with foreign aid. 

By way of comparison, the AIIB alone, 

which the United 

States originally 

lobbied its allies 

against joining to no 

avail, has 100 billion 

U.S.  dollars in its 

capital stock; whereas 

the U.S. International 

Development Finance 

Corporation has a 

proposed 60-Billion-

U.S. dollar cap. 

Moreover, Secretary 

of Commerce Wilbur 

Ross’ announcement 

that the new initiative will ‘focus on 

seeking private investment’ also calls 

into question the efficacy of the Indo-

Pacific Economic Vision, considering 

infrastructure projects in ASEAN 

countries have never been lucrative 

enough to attract private investors. With 

that in mind, Chinese authorities have 

been largely dismissive of the Indo-

Pacific Economic Vision but have not 

ruled out the possibility of collaboration. 

 

It seems as though Southeast Asia is 

caught between the trade war. The 1B1R 

initiative certainly holds enormous 

potential for Southeast Asia, and despite 

the project not being the region’s only 

option for substantial growth, it appears 

to be one of their most promising. For 

Washington, to change the status quo, 

they will have to exert a lot more effort. 

Southeast Asia is on the brink of an 

economic leap forward. At this critical 

juncture, they must take each step with 

great caution.   

 

Democracy 

in China  
How the unusual  

combination of 

economic growth and 

rising Chinese 

Authoritarianism has 

manifested in  

Hong Kong 

By Janice Chan 

Following the rapid increase of Chinese 
involvement in Hong Kong’s affairs over 
the past decade, a growing sense of 
polarisation within the community has 
been continually catalysed through 
recent events. The unique constitutional 
‘One Country Two Systems’ principle 
and Basic Law (Hong Kong’s mini-
constitution) were initially established 
with the intention to smoothly guide 
Hong Kong’s transition into a Special 
Administrative Region with universal 
suffrage after ten years of 
implementation. It was recognised that 
there was a substantial chance that the 
policy would work- but only in the face 
of democracy. Martin Lee Chu-Ming, 
drafter of the Basic Law and Founding 
Father of democracy in Hong Kong, 
claims that the late Deng Xiao Ping (the 
paramount leader of China in the 20th 
century) had written the policy with a 
vision in mind - one in which democracy 
and human rights would flourish in a 
capitalistic, prosperous Hong Kong and 

“The 1B1R initiative certainly 

holds enormous potential 

for Southeast Asia, and de-

spite the project not being 

the region’s only option for 

substantial growth.” 
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serve as a bellwether to prompt the rest 
of mainland China to follow. The gradual 
transition should not aim to begin with 
the sudden introduction of universal 
suffrage, rather, the combatting of 
Chinese authoritarianism through 
democratic means.  
 
Will democracy benefit China?  
 
The Chinese Communist Party’s 
employment of democratic values has 
been used to their advantage, and these 
include accountability and partial limits 
on power with Xi Jin Ping’s expansion of 
an ‘intra-party democracy’, a system 
which stresses checks and balances 
within the party. Those practices 
alongside free-market competition have 
made for a distinctively adaptive 
capitalistic entity; a major contribution to 
China’s rapid economic growth as an 
international superpower. Despite this, 
the government maintains the guise of 
separated powers, with an executive 
branch, a legislature and a judiciary. 
However, when in operation, the 
government simply exists in parallel with 
and under the Communist Party. Known 
as a ‘rubber stamp’ parliament, the party 
is known to have never successfully 
vetoed a single policy by the CCP, thus 
highly discrediting them on an 
international level. Ideological 
conformity and the hindrance of 
possible democratic reforms seems 
almost like an inhibition on the 
innovation and potential of China. As 
China becomes more prosperous, its 
global position shifts and demands on 
the bureaucracy grow, making the 
sustainability of this current mode of 
government highly uncertain.  
 
Democratic regression and constitutional 
rights 
 
The promise to govern Hong Kong with 
a freer approach was enshrined in both 
the Basic Law and the Sino-British Joint 
Declaration, and was created with the 
purpose of reuniting Hong Kong and the 
mainland. With the former region having 
been estranged through 150 years of 
cultural, institutional and ideological 
differences, a holistic policy was essential 
in order for the transfer of sovereignty 
and its effects to be as seamless as 
possible. Despite the optimism and 
potential of the aforementioned 
agreements, it seems as if democratic 
backsliding and rising authoritarianism 
remain as the leading prophecy for the 
immediate future of Hong Kong. With 
the criminalisation of sentiments 
opposed to the Chinese Communist 
Party, heightened press censorship and 
disregard for the basic law, the vision for 
basic civil liberties, let alone democratic 
freedom, is incredibly dire. The current 
entrenchment of autonomy is not just 
unconstitutional; perhaps an issue more 
pervasive would lie in the fact that there 
has been a clear breach of the aforesaid 
Sino-British Joint Declaration which 
classifies as an international treaty.  

 
A recent project known as the XRL-MTR 
Express Rail-link has stirred massive 
controversy due to its conflicting 
relationship with the constitutional 
policy. The rail line connects Hong Kong 
to the rest of the mainland’s network, 
and the ‘co-location’ arrangement also 
ensures the promised ‘high degree of 
autonomy’, meaning clear and distinct 
borders, strict immigration processes 
and visas will not be relevant in the new 
system. Unlike the ordinary train where 
one is required to show their passport at 
both points of the journey, the XRL 
allows for border controls to be 
conducted entirely within the station in 
Hong Kong without 
passengers having 
to go through a 
second round of 
immigration 
processes in the 
mainland. These 
newly constructed 
trains run up to 120 mph (Hong Kong 
Section), thus ‘cutting travel time from 
Hong Kong to Guangzhou by almost 
half, and ‘representing an investment of 
HKD $84.4bn. Despite the price-
efficiency, time-reduction and 
convenience of the  
project, opposition politicians and legal 
experts insist that it violates the One 
Country Two Systems policy that was 
created in order to ensure that Chinese 
law enforcement officials would not have 
the same authority on Hong Kong 
territory. As stated by the Hong Kong 
Bar Association, this severely 
‘undermines the rule of law’, thus 
bringing the cost- or the social/
opportunity cost, rather, of this project 
far beyond its mere financial value.  
 
What does blurring the borders mean 
for Hong Kong? 
 
Not only is there a clear erosion of 
constitutional values, disrespect for the 
rule of law and destruction of national 
identity, but this project also prematurely 
furthers the political timeline of Hong 
Kong-Beijing relations. A complete 
‘disregard for the supposed 50 years of 
autonomy, along with the intricate 
planning conducted decades ago, makes 

for a situation far more precarious than 
it need be. Civil liberties and democracy 
aside, whether or not the regions are 
culturally mature enough to ‘synergise 
once again is another question we have 
yet an answer to. With that being said, it 
is important to note that the 
authoritarianism versus independence 
debate is not an ‘either or,’ as one  
position of extremity to counter another 
should not be a solution to a  
volatile issue. Practically speaking, it is 
unlikely Hong Kong will be able to 
survive as an independent state, 
considering its political maturity and 
significance in the global market. 
Disagreeing with the government is not 

a principle 
sufficient 
enough to 
warrant 
separation and 
independence. 
Rather, one 
should consider 

that the two regions are socially and 
culturally distinctive, with individualistic 
interpretations of Chinese culture. 
Instead of a messy severance, perhaps 
the China that Deng had initially hoped. 
for would be far more beneficial for both 
parties. It would be vital that the treaty is 
effective and that universal suffrage can 
one day be introduced as a concept to a 
well-equipped Hong Kong, which can 
then in turn be the forerunner for the 
rest of China. As an international 
superpower on a constant upwards 
trajectory, China could easily use 
democracy to reap its economic and 
socio-political benefits. Perhaps its 
system of governance works as of right 
now, but the future of its sustainability 
raises yet another question to consider 
as we approach another upcoming era 
of Chinese politics.  
 

“It is unlikely Hong Kong 

will be able to survive as 

an independent state.” 
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