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Letter from the Editors

Dear Reader,

We are pleased to present the Winter 2019 issue of  the Chicago Journal of  Foreign 
Policy, made possible with the hard work of  our staff here at the University of  Chicago, 
and our contributors from the College and across the country. 

This winter, in addition to presenting scholarship from our contributors at the 
College, we have selected three pieces from other universities to showcase. Those 
pieces range in topic from the relationship between media coverage and suicide 
terrorism to pushing back against espionage of  American innovation. In general, they 
confront a consistent theme - how international affairs are shaped by information and 
technological progress. Our pieces from UChicago students offer novel thought on 
longer-standing debates in the field, including an inquiry into the recession of  wars of  
annexation and a political-theoretic evaluation of  liberty and democracy in Eastern 
Europe.

We are always accepting contributions from talented students around the world. 
We hope that the Chicago Journal of  Foreign Policy can, as it has since its founding 
in 2012, continue to serve as a forum for inquisitive minds at UChicago and other 
universities to discuss and present solutions to global problems.

Sincerely,

The Editorial Board
Chicago Journal of  Foreign Policy

Letter from the Editors
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Liberty and Democracy after Liberal 
Democracy in Eastern Europe

by Surya Gowda 
University of Chicago ‘22

Western defenders of  liberalism commonly claim that there is an impending backslide 
into authoritarianism in Eastern Europe. Many Western commentators hold that a rise in 
populist nationalism in Hungary and Poland, both previously considered poster children for 
successful post-communist democratization, demonstrates that these countries have turned 
against liberal democracy. For example, the former leader of  Canada’s Liberal Party, Michael 
Ignatieff, stated that Prime Minister Viktor Orbán of  Hungary “has pioneered a new model of  
single-party rule that has spread through Eastern Europe.”1 He contrasts this type of  rule with 
liberal democracies in the West, which are characterized by stronger “civil society, independent 
institutions, and the rule of  law.”2

While assertions that Eastern Europe is well on its way towards fascism and autocracy 
may be exaggerated, recent developments in the region do present significant challenges to the 
European Union (EU) establishment. Orbán’s use of  the term “illiberal democracy” to describe 
the political direction that he thinks his country should move towards not only indicates a 
growing popularity of  a competing socio-political vision to the one the EU offers, but also sheds 
light on tensions between democracy and liberalism themselves.3 Liberalism and democracy are 
intertwined in the West’s more established democracies, but this may not be true in the future 
and is certainly not true everywhere. Eastern Europeans are increasingly rejecting aspects of  
liberalism and its anthropological assumptions through democratic means as they come to see 
liberalism’s consequences in Western Europe and the United States. A growing discomfort with 
the social views the EU promotes, in addition to a crisis of  legitimacy facing Western power 
structures and elites, can explain why populist nationalist appeals to tradition, national identity, 
and sovereignty have triumphed over liberal democratic ideals in Eastern Europe in recent 
years.

Prominent political observer Fareed Zakaria described illiberal democracies in an 
article in the journal Foreign Affairs as systems in which free and fair elections can take place, 
but civil liberties are limited.4 Zakaria points out that the “bundle of  freedoms” associated 
with liberal democracy, which include the rule of  law, separation of  powers, property rights, 
and freedoms of  speech, religion, and peaceful assembly, can accurately be called hallmarks 

1  Kingsley, Patrick. “As West Fears the Rise of  Autocrats, Hungary Shows What’s Possible.” The New York 
Times. February 10, 2018. Accessed December 17, 2018. https://www.nytimes.com/2018/02/10/world/eu-
rope/hungary-Orbán-democracy-far-right.html.
2  Ibid.
3  “Modern Authoritarianism: Illiberal Democracies.” Freedom House. July 10, 2017. Accessed December 1, 
2018. https://freedomhouse.org/report/modern-authoritarianism-illiberal-democracies.
4  Zakaria, Fareed. “The Rise of  Illiberal Democracy.” Foreign Affairs 76, no. 6 (November/December 1997): 
22-43. doi:10.2307/20048274.
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of  constitutional liberalism but should not be directly linked to democracy.5 Typical examples 
of  illiberal democracies are Erdoğan’s Turkey and Putin’s Russia. In the case of  Russia, in 
particular, its illiberal democracy is thought of  by the West as an existential threat to the liberal 
democratic order, but one that is manageable. Russia’s decaying economy and its status as an 
outsider of  Western international institutions, allow it to be perceived as a backward-looking 
and deteriorating system that other countries would not and should not think of  imitating. Thus, 
Orbán’s 2014 speech, in which he referred to Turkey, Singapore, and Russia as “successful” 
nations, greatly alarmed Brussels and the Western media because it seemed to indicate a revolt 
against the liberal democratic consensus coming from within the EU’s own borders.6 Then- 
President Barack Obama targeted Hungary in response at a speech he gave at the Clinton 
Foundation by using it as an example of  a country in which “endless regulations and overt 
intimidation increasingly target civil society.”7

The EU establishment has heavily criticized the Visegrad Group (V4), a cultural and 
political alliance between Hungary, Poland, the Czech Republic, and Slovakia, since the 
beginning of  the European migrant crisis in 2015 for its position on immigration. The V4 
countries have strongly opposed quotas for migrant relocation and pushed for stricter policies 
with regards to illegal migration to the EU.8However, immigration is not the only issue over 
which the V4, and Poland and Hungary in particular, have come into conflict with the EU. The 
European Commission recently chose to use Article 7 of  the Treaty on European Union against 
Hungary and Poland for their illiberal policies and reforms. Article 7 is the procedure used to 
suspend rights of  a targeted member nation that violates core EU values, defined as “human 
dignity, freedom, democracy, equality, the rule of  law, and respect for human rights, including 
the rights of  persons belonging to minorities.”9 In late 2017, the European Commision invoked 
Article 7 for the first time against Poland, charging Poland with enacting judicial reforms that 
undermined checks on executive power.10 The nation was also criticized internationally for a 
law that made it illegal to blame Poland for the Holocaust. In September of  2018, the European 
Parliament voted to begin Article 7 sanctions against Hungary for a multitude of  reasons, 
including concerns over its electoral system, corruption, judicial independence, manipulation 
of  media, and policies towards religion and families.11

While Article 7 claims to defend “EU values,” it has become clear that as political 
polarization increases, not all Europeans agree on what “EU values” are. For example, in the 
5  Ibid.
6  Tóth, Csaba. “Full Text of  Viktor Orbán’s Speech at Băile Tuşnad (Tusnádfürdő) of  26 July 2014.” The 
Budapest Beacon. October 23, 2014. Accessed December 17, 2018. https://budapestbeacon.com/full-text-of-
viktor-Orbáns-speech-at-baile-tusnad-tusnadfurdo-of-26-july-2014/.
7  “Orbán the Unstoppable.” The Economist. September 27, 2014. Accessed December 17, 2018. https://
www.economist.com/europe/2014/09/27/Orbán-the-unstoppable.
8  “Visegrad Countries Urge Stronger EU Border Defense.” DW. June 21, 2018. Accessed December 2, 2018. 
https://www.dw.com/en/visegrad-countries-urge-stronger-eu-border-defense/a-44336264.
9  Cameron, David R. “EU Deploys Article 7 Against Poland & Hungary for Democratic Backsliding.” The 
Yale MacMillan Center. September 17, 2018. Accessed December 18, 2018. https://macmillan.yale.edu/news/
eu-deploys-article-7-against-poland-hungary-democratic-backsliding.
10  Ibid.
11  “EU Parliament Votes to Punish Hungary Over ‘Breaches’ of  Core Values.” BBC News. September 12, 
2018. Accessed December 18, 2018. https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-45498514. 
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vote to censure the Hungarian government, members of  the European Parliament’s center-
right group were split, with Southern and Eastern members of  the group being more likely to 
oppose taking action against Hungary. Nationalist politicians throughout the continent, such as 
the Netherlands’ Geert Wilders and Britain’s Nigel Farage, expressed their support for Hungary 
and Orbán.12 Those who defended both Poland and Hungary against the proposition of  EU 
sanctions tended to do so on the grounds that sanctions represented a clear overreach of  EU 
powers and threatened the sovereignty of  these nations. On issues concerning judicial reforms 
in Poland, Farage claimed that the EU was being hypocritical and self-serving. After all, he 
pointed out, the Spanish government violated human rights and abused the democratic process 
when Spanish police injured hundreds of  voters to stop the vote for Catalan independence. 
Despite this, the European Parliament did not condemn the pro-EU Spanish government. In 
Farage’s view, Poland’s government was not afforded this privilege even though it was merely 
trying to “clear out the Communist old guard and modernize [its judicial] system,” because it is 
critical of  the EU.13 From these and other similar statements, it is evident that many nationalists 
think the EU is authoritarian and threatens individual nations’ self-determination. Eurosceptics, 
more broadly, regularly criticize the EU for being an undemocratic and distant bureaucracy. So 
while the standard view is that authoritarian populist nationalists are threatening democracy, 
the populist nationalists claim that this is actually true of  the EU itself.

Distinguishing between different definitions of  the term “democracy” can clear up 
confusion concerning whether the true defenders of  democracy are nationalists or those 
standing up for “EU values.” Although traditionally defined as a system in which the people 
rule, democracy has, in effect, come to mean a system in which democratic elections take 
place and constitutional liberalism and liberal ideals are upheld.14 Liberalism uses democratic 
majorities as tools of  legitimation if  the results of  elections are in line with broader liberal goals 
of  expanding or increasing individual liberty, rights, and economic prosperity. Critics of  the EU, 
such as political philosopher Pierre Manent, point out that liberal democratic governmental 
systems “have the sole purpose of  preventing any individual or collective action that is not the 
simple application of  a rule or regulation authorizing rights.”15 When democratic elections 
reveal that majorities of  the voters reject liberal goals, such as nationalist populist movements’ 
disapproval of  the erasure of  national boundaries within the EU, leading liberal voices are 
quick to call to attention the foolishness and ignorance of  the voting population. At once, while 
some proponents of  liberalism call for more democracy, they also call for the public to have less 
influence over policy making by promoting the growth of  government bureaucracy and the 
transformation of  politics into a technocratic “science.” The internal logic of  liberalism limits 
public opinion and results of  democratic elections to a set of  preferences that serve as a guide 
for bureaucrats, who create policy that falls in line with liberal ideals.16

12  Ibid.
13  UKIP MEPs. YouTube. February 28, 2018. Accessed December 18, 2018. https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=IoDBv4SHmb0.
14  Zakaria, Fareed. “The Rise of  Illiberal Democracy.” Foreign Affairs 76, no. 6 (November/December 1997): 
22-43. doi:10.2307/20048274.
15  Manent, Pierre. Democracy without Nations?: The Fate of  Self-government in Europe. Wilmington, Delaware: Inter-
collegiate Studies Institute, 2007.
16  Deneen, Patrick J. Why Liberalism Failed. New Haven: Yale University Press, 2018.
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When nationalists proclaim that the EU and the vision of  liberal democracy it promotes 
is undemocratic, they are appealing to the older understanding of  democracy as self-rule. Orbán 
made no mistake when he said he wanted to apply a “specific, national, particular approach” 
to core liberal values.17 His rejection of  universalism in favor of  a system that benefits and 
is derived from the culture and values specific to a single people is at the core of  the new 
illiberalism in Eastern Europe. There is still some room for disagreement among liberals on 
the issue of  whether Eastern European countries are truly the greatest offenders when it comes 
to explicitly dismantling liberalism’s purely political features, such as separation of  powers or 
freedom of  expression. For example, while some criticize Poland’s Holocaust law and the media 
environment in Hungary, others point to rising numbers of  criminal investigations related to 
online hate speech in Germany and the UK as a larger threat to freedom of  speech.18 But what 
cannot be denied is that Eastern Europeans are less convinced than their Western neighbors 
of  liberal assumptions about human nature and the proper relationship between the individual 
and society. As Yale political scientist Patrick Deneen argues, a liberal regime consists of  not only 
certain political arrangements, but distinct anthropological assumptions. These assumptions 
are, he claims, “anthropological individualism and the voluntarist conception of  choice” and 
“human separation from and opposition to nature.”19 In this light, the EU Article 7 resolution’s 
criticism of  Hungary’s family policies, which it says are “outdated and based on conservative 
beliefs,” demonstrate the need for a liberal democratic order to impose its own criteria for the 
legitimacy of  human relationships on institutions as basic as marriage and family.20 Although it 
claims to defend democracy, in at least some cases, the Brussels elite practice a form of  liberal 
autocracy by depriving voters of  member states of  the ability to make the rules for themselves 
in accordance with the cultures and traditions specific to their individual nations.

Mistrust of  EU elites and the power of  the U.S., while hardly limited to Eastern Europe, 
is a major reason why this open rebellion against aspects of  liberalism and its anthropological 
assumptions has been particularly successful in the region. Following the global financial crisis of  
2007-2008, the middle and lower classes in Europe felt betrayed by bank bailouts and austerity 
policies that protected financial elites at their expense. The citizenries of  European countries 
came to see the bureaucrats of  Brussels and political elites in general as being out of  touch with 
or just apathetic to their concerns, choosing to push social engineering through mass migration 
and other such projects instead. For example, the Labour government during the 2000s loosened 
immigration controls to make Britain more multicultural and “rub the Right’s nose in diversity,” 
despite being aware that its working class base would not approve.21 Meanwhile, foreign policy 
17  Tóth, Csaba. “Full Text of  Viktor Orbán’s Speech at Băile Tuşnad (Tusnádfürdő) of  26 July 2014.” The 
Budapest Beacon. October 23, 2014. Accessed December 17, 2018. https://budapestbeacon.com/full-text-of-
viktor-Orbáns-speech-at-baile-tusnad-tusnadfurdo-of-26-july-2014/.
18  “Germany Is Silencing “hate Speech”, but Cannot Define It.” The Economist. January 13, 2018. Accessed 
December 18, 2018. https://www.economist.com/europe/2018/01/13/germany-is-silencing-hate-speech-but-
cannot-define-it.
19  Deneen, Patrick J. Why Liberalism Failed. New Haven: Yale University Press, 2018.
20  Pocius, Skomantas. “The EU Condemns Hungary for Sticking Up for Faith and Family.” The American 
Conservative. November 12, 2018. Accessed December 18, 2018. https://www.theamericanconservative.com/
articles/the-eu-attacks-hungary-for-sticking-up-for-faith-and-family/.
21  Whitehead, Tom. “Labour Wanted Mass Immigration to Make UK More Multicultural, Says Former 
Adviser.” The Telegraph. October 23, 2009. Accessed December 17, 2018. https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/
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failures and increasing political polarization and social unrest domestically had greatly harmed 
the United States’ international image.22

Although Western European nations had experienced waves of  non-EU immigration 
since the end of  World War 2, the rate of  migration sped up in the wake of  the removal of  
Muammar Gaddafi in Libya and once again during the migrant crisis that began in 2015. 
When Chancellor Angela Merkel opened Europe’s borders to refugees and migrants in August 
of  2015, most of  the Western media, corporations, cultural elites, and most on the political left 
praised her for her decision. However, most Eastern Europeans and many Western Europeans, 
as well, were horrified at what was taking place. Hungary quickly built a fence on its border 
with Serbia and Croatia and restricted access to asylum, and Poland announced that it would 
not comply with EU migrant relocation quotas.23 Critics of  mass migration condemned it as a 
ploy to benefit corporations by increasing job competition and allowing them to lower wages, 
all while increasing the share of  minorities in the voting population to help left-wing parties stay 
in power. High rates of  non-EU immigration would ultimately result, the nationalists argued, in 
increased terrorism and crime, decreased social cohesion, “Islamization,” and the demographic 
replacement of  Europeans by non-Europeans. The Brexit vote in the UK further demonstrated 
dissatisfaction with EU policies on national sovereignty and migration. Economic factors, like 
high unemployment and austerity, and immigration-related concerns led to a rise in popularity 
of  populist nationalist politicians in Western Europe who channeled discontent with the cultural, 
financial, and political elites. These crises presented threats to the legitimacy of  the economic 
and political paradigms dominant in Brussels (and in Washington, D.C.) that were extremely 
consequential in Eastern Europe.

Eastern Europeans’ experiences with the West and its social progressivism have also 
fueled their rejection of  dominant paradigms of  liberal democracy. After the Berlin Wall fell, 
many of  Eastern Europe’s talented young people chose to emigrate west to work in the EU’s 
wealthier nations. Years later, when some of  those immigrants who had worked abroad returned 
to their home countries, they, surprisingly, did not bring the socially progressive, secular, and 
multicultural ideas prevalent in the West back home. Instead, in the words of  professor of  
politics Aleks Szczerbiak, “their experience of  the West seems to have reinforced their social 
conservatism and traditionalism in many ways.”24 The fact that Orbán has made billionaire 
investor and philanthropist George Soros public enemy number one is also significant. Soros, a 
well-known funder of  media and organizations that promote feminism, LGBTQ+ rights, racial 
and ethnic minority rights, and mass migration, had set up multiple branches of  his grantmaking 

uknews/law-and-order/6418456/Labour-wanted-mass-immigration-to-make-UK-more-multicultural-says-for-
mer-adviser.html.
22  Krastev, Ivan. “Eastern Europe’s Illiberal Revolution.” Foreign Affairs. December 07, 2018. Accessed De-
cember 17, 2018. https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/hungary/2018-04-16/eastern-europes-illiberal-revo-
lution?cid=int-rec&pgtype=art.
23  Hutton, Will. “Beware the Illiberal Alliance of  Poland and Hungary, a Grave Threat to the EU.” The 
Guardian. January 07, 2018. Accessed December 19, 2018. https://www.theguardian.com/commentis-
free/2018/jan/07/hungary-poland-had-enough-of-liberal-democracy-eu-must-act.
24  Davies, Christian. “’More Girls, Fewer Skinheads’: Poland’s Far Right Wrestles with Changing Image.” 
The Guardian. November 18, 2017. Accessed December 17, 2018. https://www.theguardian.com/world/2017/
nov/18/more-girls-fewer-skinheads-polands-far-right-wrestles-with-changing-image.
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network, Open Society Foundations, in Eastern Europe during the post-Communist transition to 
liberal democracy.25 Many Eastern Europeans saw Brussels and influential private organizations’ 
promotion of  secularism and pro-migration attitudes as a threat to their social conservatism and 
traditional definition of  nationhood and chose to support nationalist parties that promised to 
defend their values.

Eastern Europe’s disapproval of  the social progressivism, mass migration, and 
multiculturalism that have been transforming Western Europe and are promoted by the EU’s 
elites, is rooted in a rejection of  liberalism’s anthropological assumptions rather than its political 
arrangements. Liberalism’s understanding of  humans as non-relational beings by nature causes 
it to overemphasize the element of  free choice based on rational self-interest when determining 
the legitimacy of  all human relationships.26 After undermining the basis for loyalty to a nation, 
a culture, or institutions that one did not choose to belong to, such as the family, the church, or 
local communities, liberalism is left to condemn any enforcement of  social or cultural norms as 
encroachments on individual liberty. However, liberalism’s attack on norms results in a citizenry 
“liberated” from the very culture and institutions that gave rise to the basis for liberal principles 
in the first place. As Deneen, an outspoken critic of  liberalism, points out, the foundations of  
constitutional liberalism, like inviolable human dignity and limits on centralized power, are 
found in pre-liberal thought.27

By preserving these concepts and rediscovering preliberal understandings of  democracy 
and liberty as “self-governance of  both city and soul,” Eastern Europe can provide a viable 
alternative to liberalism’s view of  human nature and relationships.28 With the legitimacy of  
the EU’s vision of  liberal democracy being threatened due to various economic and socio-
cultural crises, it is likely that many in Western Europe will look east not only for a defense of  
sovereignty, tradition, and nation, but also for a way to preserve liberty and democracy after 
liberal democracy.

25  Santora, Marc. “Soros Foundations Leaving Hungary Under Government Pressure.” The New York 
Times. May 15, 2018. Accessed December 19, 2018. https://www.nytimes.com/2018/05/15/world/europe/
soros-philanthropy-hungary-viktor-orban.html.
26  Deneen, Patrick J. Why Liberalism Failed. New Haven: Yale University Press, 2018.
27  Ibid.
28  Ibid.
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The Twilight of Annexation
by Davis Larkin

University of Chicago ‘19

For the most part, the history of  the world is a history of  states struggling against each 
other. From the Punic Wars the partitions of  Poland to WWII, this struggle has usually mani-
fested as states seeking to annex territories from each other. Historically, annexation is a virtual 
constant — the basic currency of  war and politics. This is why it is particularly strange that the 
Russian annexation of  Crimea was such a shocking, norm-violating event; since when did an-
nexation become unexpected?

Indeed, this presents us with a very substantial modern historical oddity: Very few states 
still try to directly annex territory. Many have argued that synthetic changes imposed on the 
anarchic international order have, for now, blunted the basic annexationist nature of  states. 
Some have argued that America’s current global hegemony holds together a fragile internation-
al peace; others have argued that pacts like Kellogg-Briand or institutions like the UN check 
rampant expansionism. More contend that annexation has dropped off as a result of  pure, hard-
nosed power balancing.

Yet, few have stopped to ask if  there is anything internal to the recent precipitous de-
crease in annexation. Most assume that states have roughly the same broad interests that they 
did centuries ago: that they seek to survive, and that territorial expansion is a means of  ensuring 
survival. External forces like hegemony, power balancing, treaties, or institutions provide an al-
ternative survival method. I contend that these are not likely the primary reason that annexation 
has virtually vanished from the world stage. Annexation’s twilight is internal to states’ survival 
incentives, not external.

I argue that annexation has dwindled specifically because the nature of  both states and 
warfare have changed drastically over the past two centuries. In the past, regime security re-
lied directly on territorial expansion and annexation. However, modern nation-states rarely 
need to annex for security purposes anymore, as security is now a product of  technological 
advantage, which has little relation to control over land.  Further, the idea of  the nation has 
introduced significant new security disincentives to annexation, in most cases. Finally, there are 
robust explanations for why non-security-related annexations have declined, but are still extant 
in a substantially reduced capacity. In other words: annexation still exists, but only as edge cases 
operating under a fundamentally different logic, when compared to the rest of  human history. 
The phenomenon of  annexation is dying.
 
Part 1: Empires of  Land

Before asking why annexation is vanishing, one should ask why annexation existed in the 
first place. Why would annexing part of  another country achieve a country’s ends? For most of  
history, the answer is relatively simple: territory was the primary determinant of  military power, 
and thus the determinant of  security from outside threats. There are three reasons why land was 
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the ultimate determinant for pre-modern state security: wealth, men, and mobility.1

Before we dive in, I would like to preface this first section by noting that this is going to 
sound rather reductionist. This is primarily because it is, in fact, rather reductionist. I would 
ask that the reader bear with me. I will largely ignore a great deal of  nuance and complexity 
in pre-modern military tactics in order to outline why the primacy of  land in external security 
was, in general, the case.

First, more arable land meant more revenue for the state, and more wealth within the 
state. For much of  human history, regional GDP has been a virtually 1:1 correlation with pro-
ductive farming land.2 Urban centers represented a relatively tiny share of  total human eco-
nomic activity and wealth generation. In short, the more arable land one controlled, the more 
swords, cannons, mercenaries, and ships a lord and his lieges could purchase.

Second, more arable land meant more people. The more crops you could grow, the 
more people (potential soldiers) could be supported. In most cases, a larger mass army would 
historically usually win out against a smaller mass army. Similarly, a larger well-trained army 
would usually win out against a smaller well-trained army. The capacity to maintain a well-
trained standing army was constrained by regime wealth, which, as noted above, was largely a 
function of  land area.

Third, in the pre-modern era, mobility was largely limited to the marching speed of  an 
army of  foot soldiers.3 The more land a state controlled, the more of  a buffer it could maintain 
between its capital and its border with a foreign power. The more distance between a frontier 
and a capital, the more chances a state had to fend off a relatively slow-moving invader with 
extended supply lines headed for the seat of  governmental authority. This is the same logic that 
dictates the maintenance of  buffer states.

At the end of  the day, two things went into the fighting effectiveness of  an army: the 
number of  men, and the amount of  capital they are armed with. Both wealth and manpower 
were primarily a function of  land, and rarely a function of  anything else.4 Therefore, improving 
a state’s external security was, in general, an endeavor to annex more land.

In a system in which external security is a function of  acreage of  arable land, security is 
very clearly a zero-sum game: Any gain in land for one state must be taken from a different state. 
In this world, annexation pays double returns. Not only does a state improve its own security 
by annexing land from its neighbors; it also weakens the threat posed by said neighbors, as they 
now have less land to generate threatening troops and capital. When acreage is directly connect-
ed to external security in a zero-sum game, we would indeed expect everyone to constantly try 

1  Take “pre-modern” to mean, roughly speaking, prior to the 19th century. This definition is arbitrary, and 
used only as a convenient informal shorthand.
2  Or pastoral. The same logic holds for these cases: more land meant more taxable economic activity.
3  The steppe tribes of  Central Asia sometimes produced confederations with overwhelming amounts of  
mounted troops; however, for our purposes, they represent an occasional edge case. Most pre-modern armies 
were constrained by the maximum speed of  foot soldiers.
4  One exception: mercantile trading empires. These were relatively rare. In such a case, a state could bypass 
the need for wealth via agriculture on arable land, and primarily focus on controlling strategic trading lanes to 
obtain the wealth needed to arm men (or buy mercenaries). These sorts of  empires generally manifested only 
around aquatic trading lanes, of  which there are certainly not enough of  to change the incentive for annexation 
for the majority of  pre-modern, land-oriented states.
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to annex everyone else, where possible.

Part 2: What Changed? 

So, if  the precipitous decline in annexation is internal to a rational state’s changing se-
curity incentives, as I claim, what changed the incentives? In short, external security has shifted 
towards having the best, most technologically advanced weapons. How much land a state con-
trols is mostly irrelevant in obtaining security through technological advantage.

One might ask, isn’t having more land still beneficial for security? It is, but, only in very 
particular special cases. These include access to warm-water ports, control of  unique strategic 
geographic positions, control of  water sources or other vital resources, and cases where a state’s 
capital is in artillery range of  a potentially hostile power.5 

The importance of  these security-interest cases should not be underrated. Quite a few 
large wars could start over strategic control of  the aforementioned concerns. However, those 
cases are nonetheless limited. They do not detract from the overall major shift in incentives for 
general annexation.

Outside of  these cases, controlling more land is virtually useless, for much the same rea-
sons that controlling it was once essential. In the modern era, the vast majority of  virtually any 
given state’s population lives in cities, and a vast majority of  a state’s wealth is generated in cities 
as well. Agriculture rarely makes up a double-digit share of  a modern state’s economy, and it 
never does so amongst powerful industrialized nations. States no longer need much arable land 
to generate people to arm, and to generate the capital to arm them with.

Further, security is not much a matter of  arming manpower with capital anymore. Mul-
tiple innovations in military technology have vastly reduced the importance of  having more 
manpower in a great power conflict. Specifically: mechanized warfare, air power, and nuclear 
weapons all have helped to dissociate military strength from troop numbers.6 

Mechanized warfare placed cavalry units (tanks and the like) at the forefront of  ground 
combat, each of  which is only operated by a handful of  men. Air power took this much further, 
by enabling massive amounts of  explosive yield to be delivered by a single man inside a jet 
fighter (or in an air base, remotely piloting a drone). A true modern war between great powers 
would likely be fought primarily with capital, which is generated at every level by comparatively 
land-efficient cities.

Nuclear weapons upended the calculus even further. If  a state can obtain nuclear weap-
ons, it has the ultimate deterrent to conventional war. No amount of  increased land would 
protect an aggressor from a retaliatory nuclear strike, and no amount of  increased land would 
improve the security of  a nuclear-armed state beyond what it already has through nuclear weap-
ons.7 The incentive to annex is virtually non-existent from a rational security maximization 
standpoint when nuclear weapons are involved.

5  It is rather concerning that two out of  four apply to modern day Sino-Indian relations, but that is a topic for 
another article.
6  Manpower is still quite important in insurgencies or counterinsurgencies, but this would only become a con-
cern after a state-state war has been fought.
7  Excepting the special cases mentioned above.
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Today, the only plausible way to maximize one’s security is to obtain the most cut-
ting-edge technology. The second half  of  the 20th century is replete with cases where a mod-
erate technological edge gave an overwhelming advantage to one side. The Falklands War and 
the First Gulf  War are both strong examples.

Generally speaking, having a massive amount of  inferior technology staffed by a mas-
sive army is relatively useless in the face of  a moderate technological edge. Even if  one has the 
most extensive air defense network in the world, if  said network cannot detect or hit an F-22, 
then four well-supplied F-22’s operated by four men can easily eradicate an air defense network 
comprising thousands of  troops, given enough time.

Gaining such an edge comes from either having a robust military-industrial complex 
dedicated to developing new weapons of  war, or being closely allied with a country that has one, 
such that they will sell said new weapons. Having the first is a product of  capital investment, 
generated from economic activity in compact urban spaces. Having the second is a product 
of  diplomacy and power-balancing. Neither involve control of  arable land in any real respect. 
In general, maximizing for security no longer has much of  anything to do with annexing and 
controlling more land.
 
Part 3: The Nation Problem

So far, we’ve established that states should be indifferent to acquiring more land, as 
it offers far less of  an advantage than obtaining a technological edge. However, states do not 
simply lack incentive to annex; currently, they have substantial disincentives to do so. In short, 
nationalism has made annexation a very dangerous prospect for the extremely low return I just 
established above.

Through the 19th century, the concept of  the nation spread worldwide. People began 
to identify more strongly with groups that transcended old imperial boundaries. Simultaneous-
ly, the idea of  the nation-state - that a nation should have its own self-governing state - helped 
destabilize the concept of  empires of  annexation. When a large group of  people all believe that 
they should rule themselves, annexing a part of  that group began to run a much higher risk of  
starting an extremely costly insurgency. Given the low returns on land, and the elevated risk that 
the people already on the land are willing to die for self-governance, a rational military planner 
would likely avoid annexation in the vast majority of  cases.

It is also worth noting that the concept of  the nation-state is predicated on having a 
government primarily for the nation, and at best secondarily for anyone else. The idea is defi-
nitionally exclusionary - and so, many nations are averse to expanding membership in their 
state by including people of  other nationalities. The concept of  the nation subtly asserts that 
only nation-members really belong within the state. Annexation is both increasingly risky due 
to the idea of  the nation increasing the risk of  insurgency, and it is increasingly distasteful to 
nation-states which seek to exclude non-members of  the nation from the state.

The rise of  the national ideal, however, has also added one new(ish) reason for an-
nexation.8 A nation with a share of  its peoples ruled by another, different nation-state often 
has strong political incentives to annex the territory in which this share of  people live. This is 
8  Catherine the Great’s Russia was “protecting the Christians” in the Ottoman Empire long before Crimea 
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(part of) the logic behind the annexation of  Crimea, as well as Chinese ambitions for Taiwan.9 
Thankfully, these ambitions are strictly geographically bounded, for the reason mentioned in 
the previous paragraph. A revisionist nation-state may make great efforts to include all members 
of  the nation, by force if  necessary, but will likely make similar efforts to keep non-members out. 
In other words, the rationale of  Russia for annexing a Russian-speaking segment of  Ukraine 
would certainly not hold for somewhere like Poland, without a sudden re-emergence of  violent-
ly revisionist pan-Slavism.

Part 4: Why else annex?

Finally, we should ask: are there other internal reasons why states would try to annex 
each other, beyond security motives? In a purely realist model, not really; the pole star for every 
state in such a system is external state survival. If  the security motive of  annexation were to 
disappear, we would expect annexation to disappear as well.

Outside of  realism 101, there are some plausible factors aside from security and wealth 
that could push annexation. Glory and honor is one; a deeply militaristic state could genuinely 
seek to annex other states’ territory, independent of  any security motive. Relatedly, if  a coun-
try’s political structure benefits leaders with glorious military victories, leaders could seek such 
victories as a means of  preserving their regime.

Ideology is another major explanation. As mentioned above, people are quite willing to 
go to war over how they believe “our people” should be ruled. Post-national ideologies such as 
Leninist communism, Iran’s early-80’s revolutionary Islamism, and American neoconservatism 
advocate for war over how all other people should be ruled.

These factors challenge the theory that the decline in annexation is internal, and due 
to a change in security incentives. If  we’ve seen a major, global decline in annexation attempts, 
then might there be an external force suppressing annexation from all internal motives? Why 
would we see a roughly concurrent decline in ideological or militaristic annexation?

First, on militarism. I would argue that we should not actually expect to see much purely 
militarist expansionism in general, and that we have indeed seen about as many attempts at 
annexation from militarist powers as we would expect in the past few decades.  Interestingly, 
authoritarian states face a paradoxical trade-off: leader-glory may be politically useful, but actu-
ally having a military competent enough to annex someone else’s territory is extremely dangerous.

Both Talmadge’s The Dictator’s Army10 and Mesquita & Smith’s The Dictator’s Handbook11 
note that authoritarian regimes often actively seek to make their militaries less effective in bat-
tlefield combat. They do this because a military organized based on effectiveness, rather than 
loyalty, is a constant coup risk. A coup from a well-organized military poses a larger threat to 
was even but a twinkle in Vladimir Putin’s eye.
9  Naval basing in Crimea is also a major reason. The Russian Black Sea Fleet is based in Sevastopol, within 
Crimea. Russia was loath to give up its base infrastructure in Crimea to a newly antagonistic Ukrainian state.
10  Talmadge, Caitlin. The Dictator’s Army: Battlefield Effectiveness in Authoritarian Regimes. Ithaca; London: Cornell 
University Press, 2015. http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7591/j.ctt20d89pv.
11  Bueno de Mesquita, Bruce, and Alastair Smith. 2011. The Dictator’s Handbook: Why Bad Behavior is Almost 
Always Good Politics. New York: PublicAffairs. http://public.eblib.com/choice/publicfullrecord.aspx?p=769477.
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an authoritarian regime that outside attack, especially when the incentives for attacking and 
annexing land in a regime are minimal in the modern era. Further, a general who actually wins 
in the field is a threat to an authoritarian leader’s power, as demonstrated repeatedly by Stalin’s 
purges of  his generals before, during, and after WWII.

Therefore, it is rather unsurprising that few militaristic states have actually attempted 
to annex extra land, given the threat such efforts pose to a dictator’s goal of  keeping his head 
attached to his neck. We have observed a few instances of  fascist countries attempting to do so in 
the postwar era of  mechanized and aerial warfare, primarily from Ba’athist Iraq in the 80’s and 
early 90’s. The practice is not completely absent, and there is substantial overlap in the motiva-
tions for these efforts with the motivations for annexing peoples ostensibly of  the same nation 
under foreign control (read: Crimea, Taiwan, etc.). Nonetheless, the overall lack of  militarist 
annexation seems to also be a result of  internal factors.

Second, on ideology. In short, the decline in expansionist ideological annexation is pure-
ly incidental, and due to a (likely temporary) lack of  a truly ideologically revisionist great power 
on the world state. Throughout much of  the 20th century, a variety of  different powers inter-
vened forcibly in the internal politics of  quite possibly a numeric majority of  the countries in the 
world. These powers intervened both for the sake of  geopolitical dominance over their rivals, 
as well as due to strong belief  about how people of  other countries should be ruled. The most 
extreme example of  this was Nazi Germany; it did not simply want to change the way other 
people are ruled, but actively believed that genocide of  people outside German borders, and 
thus military annexation, was necessary to their ideological project.

Today, there seem to be very few countries left who are interested enough in the type 
of  government in other countries to engage militarily. Such a list may well only include the 
United States, if  that. China is not backing Maoist insurgencies anywhere, Russia is not funding 
militant Marxist-Leninists, and Angela Merkel is certainly not occupying Poland anytime soon. 
Even the hard-right regimes in Poland and Hungary have shown zero indication of  seeking to 
determine how people outside their respective countries are governed.

However, there is little reason to believe that such a regime could not emerge, due to 
either broad internal or external reasons. I cannot prove the negative claim, “there is nothing 
preventing the emergence of  expansionist ideological powers,” in much the same way that one 
cannot disprove the existence of  Russell’s teapot, but I am not aware of  any plausible reason to 
believe as much. I suspect that no one today believes that history ended in 1991.
 

Part 5: Conclusion

In conclusion, there are robust explanations about why other reasons for annexation 
have not seemed to cause much annexation lately. Further, we have equally robust explanations 
for why the annexations that have happened, happened, that are consistent with our theory that 
a rational security maximizer will very rarely seek to annex more land. On the whole, a rational 
state will likely not seek to annex, both because doing so usually will not increase security, and 
because doing so will likely decrease security, if  part of  a different nation-group already lives there.

What does this mean for policymakers? First, policymakers should note that projects like 
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Chinese neocolonialism likely do not seek to outright annex territory. Rival states do not need 
to be as aggressive as in the past in order to ensure their security. Second, policymakers should 
understand that the rise of  one country does not mean that they have any reason whatsoever to 
threaten most other countries compared to when annexation was necessary. This is especially 
true in the case of  America; there is no conceivable reason that a power like China could have 
to directly threaten America itself.

Third, policymakers should examine what their rational security interests actually are. 
The foreign policy establishment seems to operate on the belief  that we must compete for every 
square inch of  land on earth in order to be secure in America. In reality, two oceans and a sec-
ond-strike-capable nuclear force likely maximizes actual American security entirely on its own.

The belief  that we must maintain hegemony everywhere is a holdover from geopolitics 
where annexation was a constant and concrete threat. The re-emergence of  revisionist ideo-
logical powers, as noted, could change this. However, policymakers must acknowledge that it 
is a) entirely possible that we could live in a world where annexation is not a material threat, 
and b) that we live in such a world.  The persisting belief  that we live in a system where control 
over land determines security could cause completely unnecessary wars entirely on its own. If  
policymakers incorrectly believe that a rising China will rationally seek to threaten American 
security at some point, we may fall into the much-vaunted Thucydides Trap and seek to check 
their expansion for literally no genuinely rational strategic reason.

For all these reasons, policymakers must re-evaluate what security means in a world 
where land control only rarely impacts a state’s prospects of  preservation and security.
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We Built the WTO to Advantage Us; Why 
Don’t We Use It?

By Joshua Zakharov
University of Chicago ‘20

The big engine that just barely couldn’t. On June 8th, the Peak Pegasus, a U.S. cargo vessel 
carrying a shipment of  soybeans, embarked from Seattle on a one-month voyage to the Chinese 
port of  Dalian. On its way, however, the Peak Pegasus caught word of  China’s retaliatory 25% 
soybean tariffs on the United States, which would only affect the Peak Pegasus if  it arrived in 
China after the deadline for the tariffs had set - 5:00 PM on Friday, July 6th. The vessel made 
it to Dalian, at the end of  its month of  pushing to beat the deadline, at 5:30, half  an hour late.1 

These retaliatory tariffs from China - a response to the initial American tariffs of  $34 
billion on Chinese goods - marked another escalatory step in our trade war with China. The 
trade war escalated that month, with the United States announcing an additional $200 billion 
in tariffs on Chinese goods (in retaliation to their retaliatory tariffs to our tariffs), an official 
Chinese complaint to the World Trade Organization, and an official United States complaint in 
the WTO about China’s retaliatory tariffs. The initial $34 billion in tariffs by the United States, 
however, wasn’t sanctioned by the WTO, but was a unilateral move in defiance of  an institution 
that we helped to create, that privileges us, and sustains global trade. We would be wise to use it.

So what is this trade war all about, and why did we tariff China in the first place? 
The administration has two primary arguments - the first is that our trade deficit with 

China disadvantages American producers; we import far more from China than we export 
back to them. That’s what a trade deficit means - not necessarily that we are “losing money,” 
but that we are buying more from someone than they are buying from us. This argument has 
little economic merit. Even disregarding that the trade gap has been narrowing considerably (in 
that, for example, our exports to China have exploded by 542% in the last decade compared 
to exports to China from the rest of  the world increasing by only 80%) and is forecasted to 
narrow further as China’s middle class grows and demands more imports, and even looking 
past that our net global exports are more than $500 billion more than China’s, few economists 
stake out the position that trade deficits are actually a bad thing.2 Derek Scissors of  the Heritage 
Foundation argues, for example, that rising imports are signs of  good wages and a healthier 
economy; as such, higher levels of  imports are often associated with higher salaries and lower 
unemployment.3 Daniel Griswold of  the Cato Institute observed a similar effect on a more 
macro level, finding that in years in which the trade deficit expanded rather than contracted, 
the economy has grown 40% faster, factory employment actually increased on average by 13,100 

1  Sykes, Michael. “U.S. Soybean Ship Couldn’t Beat Tariffs in Race to China.” Axios, 6 July 2018, www.axios.
com/soybean-ship-china-tariffs-trade-war-2414c2f5-ccf3-4e6f-b3fa-a5dab39767e4.html?utm_source=newslet-
ter&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=newsletter_axiospm&stream=top. 
2 “US-China Trade Agenda.” US China Business Council, 12 May 2014, www.uschina.org/reports/us-china-
trade-agenda. 
3 Scissors, Derek. “Trade Freedom: How Imports Support U.S. Jobs.” The Heritage Foundation, 11 Sept. 
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workers, and domestic output grew by 8.6%.4 The logic behind this is straightforward - the 
trade deficit grows during periods when Americans save less and invest more, suggesting that 
trade deficits are good indicators of  economic expansion. 

As John Cochrane of  the Cato Institute puts it, drawing on the economic principle of  
comparative advantage,

“Think of  it this way: You run a huge ‘trade deficit’ with the grocery store. 
Why not grow your own food? Well, you’re not very good at growing 
food. And if  you do, the grocer will not have money to buy what you 
make, or to give to the bank to fund your mortgage.”5

The second argument the administration makes, however, does have some merit, and 
concerns the non-tariff barriers that China has been levying against the United States and 
exporters around the world. The primary of  these are “forced technology transfers,” or offsets. 
Offsets require foreign firms seeking access to Chinese markets to turn over their intellectual 
property and technology by forming joint ventures with local entities; in the words of  the 
Economic Policy Institute, they “demand a transfer of  technology and/or production in return 
for a sale.”6 China’s policy of  technology transfers, according to Fatih Oktay of  the Diplomat, 
began in 1983 in the automobile industry; foreign auto companies doing business in China 
would have to form 50-50 JVs with local Chinese firms, and in doing so, give those firms 
access to their intellectual property.7 Today, though technology transfers are prevalent in most 
Chinese industries, they are especially noteworthy in the aerospace industry (a reason why the 
Trump administration’s first round of  tariffs focused on mechanical equipment, technology, 
and airplane parts). The Economic Policy Institute finds that Boeing’s and Airbus’ intellectual 
property, for instance, after they sought to sell hundreds of  planes to China, has reached over 
240 Chinese companies, increased the productivity of  China’s aerospace industry by over $1.5 
billion, sustained 500,000 Chinese jobs, and helped China Eastern, China Southern, and Air 
China become three of  the largest airlines in the world.8 Technology transfers are one of  a set 
of  admittedly unfair intellectual property-related practices by China. In all, former Director of  
National Intelligence Dennis Blair and former Director of  the National Security Agency Keith 
Alexander estimate that both formal and informal intellectual property theft as a trade policy 
costs the United States over $600 billion a year, most of  which China accounts for.9

2012, www.heritage.org/trade/report/trade-freedom-how-imports-support-us-jobs. 
4  https://www.cato.org/publications/congressional-testimony/us-trade-deficit-sign-good-times
5 Cochrane, John H. “Trump’s Tariffs Will Hurt Trade, and Trade Is a Good Thing -- Really.” Cato Institute, 
6 Mar. 2018, www.cato.org/publications/commentary/trumps-tariffs-will-hurt-trade-trade-good-thing-really. 
6 Herrnstadt, Owen. “Eliminating the Forced Transfer of  Technology and Production to China Is Critical.” 
Economic Policy Institute, 24 Apr. 2018, www.epi.org/blog/for-tariffs-to-be-effective-eliminating-the-forced-
transfer-of-technology-and-production-to-china-is-critical/. 
7 Oktay, Fatih. “Do the Chinese Government’s Technology Transfer Policies Even Work?” The Diplomat, 
The Diplomat, 20 Apr. 2018, thediplomat.com/2018/04/do-the-chinese-governments-technology-transfer-poli-
cies-even-work/. 
8  Oktay, “Do the Chinese Government’s Technology Transfer Policies Even Work?”
9  Blair, Dennis C., and Keith Alexander. “China’s Intellectual Property Theft Must Stop.” The New York 
Times, The New York Times, 15 Aug. 2017, www.nytimes.com/2017/08/15/opinion/china-us-intellectu-
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China’s pursuit of  offsets gives the United States an opportunity to invoke an act rarely 
touched since the World Trade Organization’s start - Section 301 of  the U.S. Trade Act of  1974, 
which allows the President to take any appropriate response, including retaliation, against trade 
policies of  another nation that it feels to be flouting international law. The act that Section 301 
tariffs come from - the Trade Act of  1974 - predates the WTO by decades, and since the WTO’s 
founding, presidents have increasingly relied upon it for recourse rather than the antiquated 
statute. The World Trade Organization was built for claims like this – certainly more so than 
unilaterally executed Section 301 retaliatory tariffs were. 

That’s because as a condition of  joining the WTO, all member nations agree to litigate 
trade disputes through the WTO’s Dispute Settlement Body (DSB) rather than through their 
domestic governments. With over 500 disputes resolved since the system’s initiation in 1995, 
the DSB is the most active multilateral dispute resolution mechanism of  its size. States against 
whom a complaint about unfair trade policies is successfully litigated in the DSS are given no 
more than 15 months to comply with the WTO’s decision. Should the state not comply in time, 
it can either negotiate an appropriate compensation for its trade policies with the state that 
issued the complaint, or the WTO can grant permission to the state that lodged the complaint 
to retaliate in a measured, internationally agreed-upon way.

Even beyond the institutional mechanisms of  the WTO, the institution itself  was 
designed in ways that tip its scales towards the United States and Europe. To understand how, 
we need to go back to the talks that spawned the WTO – the Uruguay Round. The Uruguay 
Round was a series of  negotiations to update the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
(GATT), originally signed in Bretton Woods, New Hampshire, in 1947. In Uruguay Round 
negotiations, the “G2” - the European Union and the United States - were interested in pushing 
both the formation of  the WTO and a number of  new agreements at the same time: TRIPs 
(Trade Related Aspects of  Intellectual Property Rights) and TRIMs (Trade-Related Investment 
Measures), and GATS (General Agreement on Trade in Services). All of  these would offer the 
developed world enormous advantages in intellectual property, information technology, and 
services. Richard Steinberg writes that “since the beginning of  the Uruguay Round negotiations, 
most developing countries - including China - had stated their intention not to sign on to the 
agreements on TRIPs, TRIMs, or [GATS],” the three of  which the United States and Europe 
considered critical to their interests.10 The US opted to push for what they called the “power 
play” to “force the developing countries to accept the obligations of  all the Uruguay Round” 
- essentially leave the GATT, terminate their obligations to it, start the WTO with Europe 
(complete with TRIPs, TRIMs, and GATS), and wait for the developing world to join (or stand 
to lose access to its massive markets). 

The power play worked. World Bank economist J. Michael Finger has described this 
outcome as “unbalanced” in favor of  the U.S. and the developed world, even “mercantilist” 
towards developing nations; it allowed the developed world unprecedented access to purchasing 

al-property-trump.html. 
10 Steinberg, Richard H. “In the Shadow of  Law or Power? Consensus-Based Bargaining and Outcomes in 
the GATT/WTO.” International Organization, vol. 56, no. 2, 2002, pp. 339–374. JSTOR, JSTOR, www.jstor.
org/stable/3078608. 
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from developing nations while saddling them with costly-to-implement regulations.11 Finger 
deems the developed world’s extraction of  these “unrequited” concessions from the global 
South as having “straddled the divide between mercantilist economics and real economics in a 
way bad for the South.” 

The WTO continues to privilege the United States. The massive leverage that the 
United States wields over developing nations in terms of  its purchasing power and access to 
its markets continues to saddle developing nations with the fear of  another “power play” in 
trade negotiations. Trade agreements the United States signs also consistently “require more 
liberalization… [and] much bigger tariff cuts from other countries than they do from the United 
States,” according to Caroline Freund of  the Peterson Institute, who finds that the U.S. has 
hardly adjusted its (relatively low) tariff levels since the 1940s.12 

This means that the U.S. often wins in WTO disputes and is able to shape trade deals 
largely to its liking. Even the Council of  Economic Advisors’ report this year cites Mayen, 2017, 
who finds that the “United States has won 85.7 percent of  the cases it has initiated before the 
WTO since 1995, compared with a global average of  84.4 percent. In contrast, China’s success 
rate is just 66.7 percent,” and China has “only won 5.3% of  cases initiated against it.” This 
isn’t limited to China - according to Chad Brown of  Brandeis University, there is a significant 
imbalance our success rates and those of  the rest of  the developing world. It makes sense, to be 
sure, that the developing world (with fewer resources to monitor trade infractions, greater need 
to protect some nascent industries, and vastly less money with which to fund legal proceedings), 
would be found violating principles that it had little input in. Provisions like this, our success at 
arbitration, our vast economic leverage, and agreements dating to the Uruguay Round suggest 
that the WTO has played a valuable role for the United States in pushing trade liberalization 
onto the developing world with a great measure of  success. Ultimately, according to the Peterson 
Institute, the payoff to the United States alone from trade expansion driven by the GATT and 
the WTO stands at over $2 trillion, and will only grow if  liberal institutions do as well. 

This all means that when President Trump levies claims like the one Axios reported a 
couple of  weeks ago - “we always get f*cked by the WTO… the WTO is designed by the rest of  
the world to screw the United States” - he forgets (or never read of) the WTO’s very formation 
and the way we engage with trade agreements and arbitration today.13

So, pursuing tariffs at a potentially great cost to the American economy certainly seems 
a worse option than pursuing recourse through the institutional mechanisms that the United 
States designed to advantage specifically itself. The costs of  tariffs are hardly in dispute. An oft-
cited study commissioned by the Consumer Technology Association and the National Retail 
Federation this May found that the net impact of  the first round of  tariffs and their retaliation 

11 Finger, J. Michael, and Julio J. Nogues. “The Unbalanced Uruguay Round Outcome: The New Areas in 
Future WTO Negotiations.” Policy Research Working Papers, World Bank, Dec. 2001, elibrary.worldbank.org/
doi/abs/10.1596/1813-9450-2732.
12 Freund, Caroline. “The United States Wins from Trade Agreements.” Peterson Institute for International 
Economics, 19 Dec. 2017, piie.com/blogs/trade-investment-policy-watch/united-states-wins-trade-agreements.
13 Swan, Jonathan. “Scoop: Trump’s Private Threat to Upend Global Trade.” Axios, Axios, 29 June 2018, 
www.axios.com/trump-threat-withdraw-wto-world-trade-organization-f6ca180e-47d6-42aa-a3a3-f3228e97d715.
html. 
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by China would drop United States economic output by $3 billion and cost 134,000 jobs.14 
Chinese retaliation would put immense pressure on our agriculture industry, as China is a key 
agricultural importer of  the United States; from the first round alone, farmers would see their 
wages depressed by 6.7%, and 67,000 agriculture jobs would be lost. The same study found that 
if  the United States were to retaliate with an additional $100 billion in tariffs, farmer income 
would drop by 15%, 181,000 agriculture jobs would be lost, overall American output would 
drop by $49 billion, and 455,000 jobs for less-skilled workers on net would be lost. We retaliated 
with $200 billion in tariffs. 

Considering the wide-reaching costs of  a trade war county-by-county, industry-by-
industry, the Brookings Institution finds that more than 2.1 million jobs would be affected (81% 
of  which are in counties that voted for President Trump).15 The logic behind the costs is quite 
simple. Tariffs on foreign machine parts make it far more difficult for manufacturers in the 
United States to operate here and access cheap parts that they need for their products, be they 
cars, energy infrastructure, airplanes, refrigerators, etc. Those manufacturers can only do two 
things - move their business out of  the United States to dodge the tariffs, or hike prices on 
consumers, which gives Americans less disposable income and spikes inflation. Neither of  those 
are desirable. Tariffs from China on domestic agriculture cost American farmers one of  the 
largest markets for their produce, make their goods less internationally competitive, and will 
give them one less avenue to sell off their consistent surplus of  goods. 

But suppose that pursuing recompense through the WTO or through Section 301 
tariffs were equally effective or equally costly. Even then, there are powerful reasons to prefer 
the WTO. With the United States absent from the WTO, as former EU Ambassador Stuart 
Eizenstat argues, we lose the most favored nation (MFN) status that has been a boon for 
American trade for so long.16 A country receiving MFN status from another is accorded the best 
possible trade policies that the country granting MFN status offers any other; signatories to the 
WTO, with limited exceptions, all offer one another MFN status. Should we lose this, Eizenstat 
writes that other countries will be free to retaliate against American tariffs as they like, and 
turn to other massive emerging markets (Brazil, China, India, and so on) as a substitute. The 
Peterson Institute has found that a total withdrawal from the WTO could eliminate 5 million 
export-supported American jobs, and by denying Americans access to low-cost imports, could 
take $10,000 in purchasing power away from American households on average.17 Coupled with 
our recent behavior in unilateral tariffs against China, the New York Times has found that the 
United States has consistently and deliberately sought to undermine the WTO in a multitude 
of  ways, including delaying appointments of  judges to the DSB and slowing down its own cases, 

14 Niquette, Mark. “Trump’s China Tariffs Risk Costing U.S. Jobs, Study Says.” Bloomberg, Bloomberg, 1 
May 2018, www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018-05-01/trump-s-china-tariffs-risk-costing-u-s-jobs-new-
study-shows. 
15 Muro, Mark, et al. “How China’s Proposed Tariffs Could Affect U.S. Workers and Industries.” Brookings 
Institution, Brookings, 20 Apr. 2018, www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2018/04/09/how-chinas-tariffs-
could-affect-u-s-workers-and-industries/. 
16 Eizenstat, Stuart, and Anne Pence. “The WTO Is Not a Disaster, Mr. President. But Leaving It Would Be.” 
The Hill, The Hill, 18 Apr. 2017, thehill.com/blogs/pundits-blog/economy-budget/329241-for-the-sake-of-us-
workers-trump-should-show-wto-more-respect.
17  Eizenstat and Pence, “The WTO Is Not a Disaster, Mr. President. But Leaving It Would Be.”
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likely to demonstrate WTO inefficiency to make an exit more palatable. This is, suffice it to say, 
not in the United States’ best interest.18

The U.S. has historically used the WTO as an extraordinarily effective cudgel against 
the developing world to compel their liberalization, often in a way that, if  anything, is unfair 
to nascent industries and cash-strapped governments in developing countries. For us to turn 
around and say that it is unfair to the United States seems misguided. Ultimately, when faced with 
China’s admittedly illiberal trade practices, the U.S. had two options. Option one – demonstrate 
at least a nominal commitment to international law by using an institution it built, in which it 
enjoys structural advantages, and earn the respect of  the international community for doing so. 
Option two – flout that institution, anger its other 163 members, cost hundreds of  thousands 
of  American jobs, and possibly cost President Trump his next election. Why did we pick option 
two?

18  Swanson, Ana. “Once the W.T.O.’s Biggest Supporter, U.S. Is Its Biggest Skeptic.” The New York Times, 
The New York Times, 10 Dec. 2017, www.nytimes.com/2017/12/10/business/wto-united-states-trade.html. 
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United States Media Coverage
By Liam Timmons and Tim O’Shea

George Mason University ’20 and ’19

Introduction

With the sheer saturation of  terrorist attacks occurring each week, American news outlets 
are forced to make decisions regarding what gets published. Characteristics of  terrorist attacks 
such as casualty toll, perpetrator, or weapon type often determine newsworthiness and thus 
which attacks get covered. While past research has focused on coverage of  domestic terrorist 
attacks within the United States, this paper examines determinants of  United States major 
media coverage of  terrorist attacks across the globe. 

Using data collected over the past year, we examine the distribution of  characteristics 
of  large-scale terrorist attacks that did and did not garner coverage by major American news 
outlets. We theorize that attacks with properties that the media considers more engaging or 
notable to Americans, including more casualties, attacks in countries with U.S. military presence, 
and attacks committed by terrorist groups known to U.S. citizens, are more likely to be covered 
by American media sources.

This article will proceed as follows. First, we will provide background on the literature 
and research surrounding terrorism and media coverage. Secondly, we will outline our dataset 
and methodology. Next, we address the resulting statistical trends we discovered. Finally, we 
discuss our conclusion and future research.

Background

Media coverage of  terrorism strongly influences how the news-consuming public 
interprets both terrorist attacks and the political and cultural impact that terrorist attacks 
have on society. Coverage of  terrorist events occurring in the United States between October 
2001 and January 2010 reveals a media paradigm “in which fear of  international terrorism is 
dominant, particularly as Muslims/Arabs/Islam working together in organized terrorist cells 
against a ‘Christian America,’ while domestic terrorism is cast as a minor threat that occurs 
in isolated incidents by troubled individuals”.1 Güven writes that the media has a powerful 
ability to shape dialogue surrounding terrorism. This dominant paradigm causes individual 
terrorists to be linked by government and media to overarching ideologies, which results in 
“intensified antiterrorism legislation, snares of  rumors, and disinformation in the name of  

1 Kimberly A. Powell, “Framing Islam: An Analysis of  U.S. Media Coverage of  Terrorism Since 9/11,” Com-
munication Studies 62, no. 1 (January 31, 2011): 91, https://doi.org/10.1080/10510974.2011.533599.
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public debate.”2 Since media coverage of  terrorism shapes public sentiment and government 
policy, understanding the driving factors behind this coverage is vital to the study of  the political, 
cultural, and economic realities of  terrorism.

Prior research has demonstrated that a number of  attack characteristics influence media 
coverage of  terrorism. Chermak and Gruenewald examine terrorist incidents occurring in the 
United States pre-9/11 and find that characteristics such as region, seriousness, target type, and 
tactics influence New York Times coverage.3 Attacks taking place in the Northeast are covered 
more often than those taking place in other regions of  the country, and attacks causing at least 
one death are almost always covered while those without death tolls are covered around half  the 
time. They also find attacks on civilian or airline targets result in more coverage than attacks on 
government or NGO targets. The same holds for attacks using firearms and hijackings which are 
covered significantly more often than other types of  attacks. Kearns et al. find that post-9/11, 
Muslim perpetrators, the arrest of  the perpetrator, law enforcement or government targets, and 
casualty rates all increase media coverage of  terror attacks.4 Media coverage decreases when 
the perpetrators are unknown or attacks target out-groups such as Muslims or other minorities. 
However, saturation of  coverage also increases the threshold of  an attack’s newsworthiness 
necessary for it to garner attention. Well before 9/11, Weiman and Brosius note that as terror 
coverage becomes more frequent and thus normalized, the number of  victims for an attack to be 
covered increases as well.5 As terrorist attacks become routine, that which was once newsworthy, 
to many media outlets, is no longer worth mentioning.

Media coverage of  terrorism resonates beyond the viewers it intends to attract with far-
reaching implications. Because terrorist attacks are frequently motivated by the desire to bring 
attention to the perpetrators’ cause, increased media coverage of  terrorist attacks often causes 
more attacks. This effect holds across multiple forms of  media. Jetter finds that this effect holds 
across print and television media, with an increase in coverage resulting in a corresponding 
increase in terrorist attacks in the next week.6,7 However, Asal and Hoffman find a dampening 
effect of  media coverage on cross-border terror. They find that “the more attention a country 
gets from international media sources, the less likely terrorist organizations operating within 
that state are to launch attacks outside their national borders,” and that terrorists active in 
states that receive little media coverage launch international and cross-border attacks requisite 

2  Fikret Güven, “Mass Media’s Role in Conflicts: An Analysis of  the Western Media’s Portrayal of  Terror-
ism since September 11,” International Journal of  Social Science 66, (April 2018): 157, https://doi.org/10.9761/
JASSS7488.
3  Steven M. Chermak and Jeffrey Gruenewald, “The Media’s Coverage of  Domestic Terrorism,” Justice Quar-
terly 23, no. 4 (December 2006): 437, https://doi.org/10.1080/07418820600985305.
4  Erin M Kearns, Allison E Betus, and Anthony F Lemieux, “Why Do Some Terrorist Attacks Receive 
More Media Attention Than Others?,” Forthcoming: 23, https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_
id=2928138.
5  Gabriel Weimann and Hans-Bernd Brosius, “The Newsworthiness of  International Terrorism,” Communica-
tion Research 18, no. 3 (June 1991): 349, http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/009365091018003003. 
6  Michael Jetter, “The Effect of  Media Attention on Terrorism,” Journal of  Public Economics 153 (September 
2017): 40, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2017.07.008.
7  Michael Jetter, “Terrorism and the Media: The Effect of  US Television Coverage on Al-Qaeda Attacks,” 
IZA Discussion Papers, no. 10708, Institute for the Study of  Labor (April 2017), http://ftp.iza.org/dp10708.pdf.
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to promulgate their beliefs.8 Therefore, media coverage of  terrorism can impact the frequency, 
location, and perpetrators of  terrorist attacks, with a corresponding impact on lives.
 While prior research has focused largely on domestic attacks in the United States, this 
work is oriented towards global attacks significant in their casualty tolls. Characteristics that 
impact media coverage of  terrorist attacks are analyzed to determine how major US media 
outlets select which attacks to cover when their viewing audience may be unfamiliar with the 
context, perpetrators, or country in which the attack took place. These characteristics include 
casualty level, target type, weapon type, country, and terrorist group. We hypothesize that 
attacks with characteristics that the media considers more engaging or notable to the American 
public, including higher casualty rates, attacks in areas with active U.S. military deployment, 
and attacks perpetrated by groups well-known to Americans, are more likely to be covered by 
American media. We test our hypothesis by comparing the distribution of  attack characteristics 
across attacks that did and did not receive major U.S. media coverage.

Data Methodology

All records were pulled from the Rise to Peace Active Intelligence Database, running 
from June 7, 2017 to June 7, 2018. Using all attacks would be unrealistic: news saturation of  
terrorist attacks means only attacks that are notable would be expected to receive news coverage. 
To mitigate this, we pull all attacks where total casualty count, a sum of  killed and injured 
victims, is greater than or equal to 21. This number is chosen because it represents the 90th 
percentile and higher of  the first 1,342 attacks entered into the Active Intelligence Database, 
which generates a sensible coverage expectation. 

Next, we search for articles from U.S. news sources representing the attention of  the 
U.S. media to these attacks. For our purposes, we use sources from the top five most-used U.S. 
news sites: CNN, Fox News, New York Times, Huffington Post, USA Today9. Information on 
attacks is sought using keyword configuration “[Source] [Month] [Day] [Year] attack.” If  those 
searches did not yield a hit on an article referencing the attack in question, the attack was coded 
as ‘Undercovered’. If  at least one search returned a hit on an article referencing the attack in 
question, the attack was coded as ‘Covered.’ This yields sets of  108 ‘Covered’ attacks and 68 
‘Undercovered’ attacks. Next, we create distributions of  the datasets comparing the prevalence 
of  characteristics within each dataset. We calculate for five characteristics: casualty level, target 
type, weapon type, country, and terrorist group. The results are visualized below.

 For the graphical analysis alone, we do not show characteristics whose representation 
among the 2 datasets combined is less than 10. This is done to prevent conclusions on the basis 
of  low data. Three of  the five comparisons therefore suffered graphical exclusions of  data: 
country, weapon type, and terrorist group. No data is excluded from the analysis of  casualty 
level. Percentages may not add up to 100% because of  unknown parameters. Results are shown 
below.

8  Victor Asal and Aaron M. Hoffman, “Media Effects: Do Terrorist Organizations Launch Foreign Attacks in 
Response to Levels of  Press Freedom or Press Attention?,” Conflict Management and Peace Science 33, no. 4 (Septem-
ber 2016): 381–99, https://doi.org/10.1177/0738894215579622.
9  “Top 100 USA News Websites”, Feedspot, June 22, 2018, https://blog.feedspot.com/usa_news_websites/ 
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Results

Target Type

Attacks on civilian targets made up a larger portion of  the undercovered attacks than 
the covered attacks, while security and political targets made up larger portions of  the covered 
attacks than undercovered attacks [Figure 1]. 

*Exclusions from the analysis of  target type: Unknown

Attacks on civilian targets comprised the largest portion of  both datasets, suggesting that 
civilian targets suffer from lower levels of  notability due to their high frequency. Covered attacks 
have a more equitable distribution because news outlets may more frequently cover rarer attacks 
against political and security targets.

Weapon Type

Attacks carried out using suicide bombs and firearms were greater represented in the 
covered attacks dataset than were attacks utilizing IEDs or grenades, which made up a larger 
portion of  the Undercovered attacks [Figure 2].
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*Exclusions from the analysis of  weapon type: Misc, Unknown, Mortar, Rocket

High-casualty attacks using firearms tend to be rare, large-scale assaults on targets such 
as security installations or entire towns, increasing newsworthiness. Suicide bomb attacks tend 
to inflict larger casualty rates than other explosive-based attacks such as grenades or IEDs, and 
their occupation of  the American psyche post-9/11 is a driving force behind greater coverage. 
Grenade and IED attacks, while similar in execution, tend not to capture the attention of  the 
American public in the same way of  the stereotypical Muslim suicide bomber.

Terrorist Group

Attacks by Al-Shabaab, the Islamic State in Khorasan Province (ISKP) and the 
Taliban made up a larger portion of  covered attacks than undercovered attacks, while attacks 

by Boko Haram, the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria (ISIS) and attacks by unknown actors 
were greater represented in undercovered attacks than covered attacks [Figure 3].
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*Exclusions from the analysis of  terrorist group: Abu Sayyaf, AQIM, Bacham Militia, FARC, Hayat Tahrir Al 
Sham, [HPG,PKK], [ISIS,Jamaat ur Ahrar], Lashkar-e-Taiba, PYD, [Taliban,ISKP], TTP

The high rate of  coverage of  Taliban and ISKP attacks are consistent with the expectation 
that attacks on active U.S. military deployment areas would receive more coverage by virtue 
of  American attention to the area. U.S. drone strikes and special operations deployments to 
Somalia, as well as past U.N. commitments to the area, are similarly likely to drive attention 
towards Al-Shabaab’s actions in Somalia. Meanwhile, lack of  U.S. engagement in Nigeria 
has likely reduced American attention towards Boko Haram. The finding regarding ISIS is 
contrary to expectations: considering high historical U.S. attention toward Iraq, as well as media 
sensationalization of  brutal ISIS tactics and success, one would expect them to receive higher 
coverage levels. Finally, attacks committed by unknown actors are difficult to interpret given the 
distribution of  these attacks across multiple regions.

Casualty Rate

As casualty tolls increase, attacks are greater represented in covered attacks than 
undercovered attacks. Only attacks causing 21-40 casualties comprise a greater portion of  
undercovered attacks than covered attacks [Figure 4].
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This result is consistent with the expectations set on coverage contingent on the notability 
of  attacks. The redistribution of  media coverage from low to high-casualty attacks demonstrates 
a higher premium for media coverage placed on high-casualty attacks.

Country

Finally, attacks in Afghanistan and Somalia make up a significantly greater portion of  
covered attacks than undercovered attacks, while those taking place in Iraq, Nigeria, Pakistan, 
and Syria are greater represented in undercovered attacks [Figure 5].
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*Exclusions from the analysis of  country: Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic, 
Colombia, Ecuador, Egypt, England, India, Indonesia, Iran, Libya, Mali, Niger, Philippines, Spain, Thailand, 
Turkey, USA, Yemen

Countries with higher representation in the covered attacks dataset tend to be those with 
significant US military involvement and public attention in recent years. US military presence 
in Afghanistan and its drone and air strikes in Somalia, coupled with troop deployment drives 
attack coverage in those countries. Reduced military involvement in Nigeria and Pakistan 
means attacks in those countries garner less coverage. However, the results in Iraq and Syria 
run contrary to the expectation that attacks in countries with larger US involvement tend to see 
increased media coverage. Attacks in Iraq and Syria were significantly greater represented in 
the undercovered attacks dataset.

The notable counterexamples in our data are intertwined: attacks in Iraq and Syria, as 
well as attacks committed by ISIS, were more represented in the undercovered data than in the 
covered data, suggesting they received disproportionately low coverage. This contradicts our 
expectations for notability given that ISIS has not only launched attacks on the United States 
in the past, but the U.S. has active military deployments in the region. We suggest two possible 
explanations for this discrepancy. First, the massive volume of  attacks by ISIS has introduced 
a saturation level to media markets dampening coverage of  ISIS in favor of  other groups. The 
pure volume of  violence, even at high levels, removes the notability from the attacks and reduces 
coverage of  the attacks. However, this explanation is likely inconsistent with the finding that 
attacks in Afghanistan, and even with the ISIS cell in Afghanistan, ISKP, are greater represented 
in the covered than the undercovered data. The U.S. also has active U.S. military deployments 
there, but saturation does not appear to have dampened the proportion of  coverage. The second 
possible explanation is the distinction in the data between territorial warfare and terrorism. 
The Rise To Peace Active Intelligence Database distinguishes between acts of  terrorism and 
attempts at territorial control, only including the former. However, ISIS engages in both forms 
of  warfare, and it therefore may receive higher proportions of  coverage for territorial warfare 
and therefore still receive high media attention. This apparent discrepancy, and its implications 
for U.S. media coverage of  foreign violence in Iraq and Syria, is deserving of  further research.

Conclusion

 The results provide some support for our hypothesized proxies for notability of  terrorist 
attacks. Attacks with higher casualty levels, suicide bombers, political or security targets, and 
in some areas that have active U.S. military deployment (Afghanistan and Somalia) made up 
higher portions of  the covered attacks data than the uncovered attacks data, suggesting they 
receive disproportionate attention in the U.S. media. Meanwhile, attacks using commonplace 
tactics like grenades and IEDs, in areas without significant U.S. military presence (Nigeria and 
Pakistan) and attacks against civilian targets were more represented in the undercovered data. 

The unexpected trends in our data, including undercoverage of  attacks in Syria and 
Iraq as well as attacks perpetrated by ISIS, suggest that underlying dynamics in either the 
data set or in saturation effects may further modify the coverage of  terrorist attacks by U.S. 
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media. This suggests several possible avenues for further research. Combining the possible 
determinants analyzed here into a unified model may enhance our ability to compare the 
strength of  various predicting variables, further revealing which factors drive media coverage 
of  terrorism. Moreover, analysis of  coverage among ISIS attacks, as well as attacks in Iraq and 
Syria more specifically, may shed further light on the apparent undercoverage of  certain types 
of  international violence. This can hopefully help develop a more complete understanding of  
how and why international terrorism receives media attention, and the implications that those 
dynamics can have on public perception and policy making.
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The Phenomena of Conflict Mediatization: 
Ever-Present or Presently Evolving?

by Hannah James
Cornell University ’19

Throughout recent decades the “mediatization” of  conflict has amplified, meaning that 
the media has increasingly embedded itself  within warfare.1 In order to plan, legitimize, report, 
or wage war in modern times, one must pay attention to the media and its uses.2 Despite this 
recent growth, the mediatization of  conflict is not a new development, as different forms of  media 
have been influencing how humans view and interpret conflict since the time when warfare first 
emerged.3 Whether through paintings, poems, television, or the Internet, information regarding 
violence has previously been distributed through forms of  media, and conflict has always been 
mediatized.4 Given that media has always been entrenched within warfare, it may be tempting 
to claim that the mediatization of  conflict has remained unchanged throughout the centuries. 

However, this paper seeks to prove that through the evolution from solely old forms of  
media to additional new ones, the mediatization of  conflict has rapidly transformed in recent 
decades. First, the paper will outline the characteristics of  both the “old” media of  past centuries 
and the “new” media evolving since the Internet revolution, explaining the organization and 
nature of  each media type. Next, the paper will highlight the change in mediatization over time, 
specifically drawing on the evolution of  these two forms of  media. Overall, I argue that the 
mediatization of  conflict in recent years has changed due the media’s change in structure, the 
change in behavior of  both state and non-state actors, and the change in the nature of  conflicts 
themselves.

Conventional Platforms: Old Medias and Their Characteristics

 Before the evolution of  new media, mediums were decidedly one-directional.5 Ranging 
from the panorama to the television, “old” forms of  media dominated communications 
technology throughout the 20th century, and were platforms for the transmission of  information 
from one person or group to a mass audience.6 In general, old media can be characterized 
by its hierarchical structure between sender and receiver, its multipolar nature, and it’s being 
dominated by state actors.
1  O’Loughlin, Ben and Andrew Hoskins 2006 War and Media Cambridge: Polity Press. p.4
2  O’Loughlin, Ben and Andrew Hoskins 2015 “Arrested War: Third Phase of  Mediatization”, Information, Com-
munication, and Society 18(11): 1320-1338. p.1323
3  Kaempf, Sebastian 2013 “The Mediatization of  War in a Transforming Global Media Landscape”, Austra-
lian Journal of  International Affairs 67(5). p.1
4  O’Hagan, Jacinta 2013 “War 2.0: An Analytical Framework”, Australian Journal of  International Affairs 67(5): 
555-569. p.556
5  O’Loughlin, Ben and Andrew Hoskins 2006 War and Media Cambridge: Polity Press. p.10
6  Seawell, Brad; David Thorburn and Henry Jenkins 2003 Democracy and New Media Cambridge, Mass: The 
MIT Press. p.22
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Given that the earlier types of  old media such as frescos and panoramas were 
geographically fixed, many platforms characterized as old media have key differences in terms of  
public accessibility or transmission speed.7 However, whether one is discussing a poem, painting, 
broadcast, or other format, all types of  old media possess a number of  structural similarities 
- namely the distinction between senders and receivers as well as the existence of  an overall 
multipolar media landscape.8 In old media forms, senders actively transmit information that is 
then passively received by viewers or listeners. This one-sided structural organization of  mass-
monologue makes the mediums inherently similar despite their different geographical reach.9 
Also, the relationship between the active sender and the passive receiver leaves limited scope 
for challenges to the dominant representation of  warfare being conveyed, and ensures that the 
sender has control of  what information is released.10 In addition to allowing this control, the 
structural division between sender and receiver found in old media conditioned the entire media 
environment prior to the 2000s to be one dominated by a small number of  media poles of  the 
same type.11 This multipolar media landscape meant that the number of  central gatekeepers 
responsible for releasing information was small, thus allowing the nature of  war and conflict 
narratives to be dominated by a few actors.12 Thus, the structural organization of  old media 
created a hierarchy between the influential elites that sent information and the ordinary citizens 
that received it.

The unique relationship between old media and war is, as mentioned above, one 
dominated by a small number of  actors.13 These actors are limited to those with vast amounts 
of  funding and political power, and mostly take the form of  state governments.14 Because the 
old forms of  media such as television and radio are so expensive to utilize, state governments are 
often the primary sponsors or direct owners of  conventional media platforms.15 This ownership 
allows government actors and elites to control the message and information conveyed through 
old media, and thus permits them to shape and frame conflicts in a way that benefits their 
interests.16 In the 20th century, prior to the evolution of  new media, claims about the rising 
power of  Western broadcasters and their ability to provide a mono-global vision of  “the new 
Western way of  war” bely the influence of  the multipolar media landscape proliferated by forms 

7  Kaempf, Sebastian 2013 “The Mediatization of  War in a Transforming Global Media Landscape”, Austra-
lian Journal of  International Affairs 67(5). pp.7-8
8  Ibid. p.13
9  Ibid. p.8
10  O’Loughlin, Ben and Andrew Hoskins 2015 “Arrested War: Third Phase of  Mediatization”, Information, 
Communication, and Society 18(11): 1320-1338. p.1324
11  Kaempf, Sebastian 2013 “The Mediatization of  War in a Transforming Global Media Landscape”, Austra-
lian Journal of  International Affairs 67(5). p.13
12  Ibid. p.10
13  O’Hagan, Jacinta 2013 “War 2.0: An Analytical Framework”, Australian Journal of  International Affairs 67(5): 
555-569. p.556
14  Kaempf, Sebastian 2013 “The Mediatization of  War in a Transforming Global Media Landscape”, Austra-
lian Journal of  International Affairs 67(5). p.8
15  Ibid. p.9
16  O’Hagan, Jacinta 2013 “War 2.0: An Analytical Framework”, Australian Journal of  International Affairs 67(5): 
555-569. p.556
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of  old media.17 Through controlling and monopolizing the release of  information, states were 
able to control the media representation of  their wars, effectively legitimizing their war efforts 
and building popular support for their use of  force.18

In summation, old media can be characterized by its separation of  sender and receiver, 
its multipolar media landscape, and its being controlled by state actors with the funding to 
produce such expensive means of  communication. It is only with the emergence of  new media 
that passive receivers themselves developed the ability to produce and transmit information 
regarding conflicts around the world.19

The Evolution of  New Media and its Characteristics

 In recent mediatization, there has been a revolutionary shift from old forms of  media 
to new ones.20 Defined by the invention of  “Web 2.0” in the early 2000s, this shift has allowed 
old media to lose its privileged position as the only major forum for political deliberation and 
information transmission during conflicts.21 In contrast to the media preceding it, the “new” 
media of  Web 2.0 was labeled as a platform of  participation, not an information source.22 
Overall, new media can be characterized by its blending of  sender and receiver relationships, 
its heteropolar landscape, and its decentralization of  authority over information.
 Until the Dot-com bubble burst in the 2000s, the relationship between sender and 
receiver in media was always divided.23 However, with the rise of  new media “interactivity” 
and “user-generated content,” ordinary citizens now have accessible and inexpensive ways to 
participate in debates of  public importance.24 In the structural organization of  new media, the 
long-separated trends of  mass monologue and digital dialogue converge, making everyone who 
uses the Internet both a sender and receiver of  information regarding conflict.25 Additionally, 
through new media, citizens who were once passive observers in war have become active 
participants, immersed in conflict and the images it produces.26 This changing relationship 
between media, conflict, and ordinary citizens means that the media landscape proliferated by 
new media is one not of  structural similarity, but of  structural difference, and has allowed the 
17  O’Loughlin, Ben and Andrew Hoskins 2015 “Arrested War: Third Phase of  Mediatization”, Information, 
Communication, and Society 18(11): 1320-1338. pp.1324-1325
18  Kaempf, Sebastian 2013 “The Mediatization of  War in a Transforming Global Media Landscape”, Austra-
lian Journal of  International Affairs 67(5). p.13
19  Ibid. p.8
20  Banham, Cynthia 2013 “Legitimizing War in a Changing Media Landscape”, Australian Journal of  Interna-
tional Affairs 67(5): 605-620. p.609
21  Song, Felicia Wu 2010 “Theorizing Web 2.0: A Cultural Perspective”, Information, Communication, and Society 
13(2): 249-275. p.251
22  Ibid.
23  Rid, Thomas and Mark Hecker 2014 War 2.0: Irregular Warfare in the Information Age London: Praeger Securi-
ty International. p.5
24  Banham, Cynthia 2013 “Legitimizing War in a Changing Media Landscape”, Australian Journal of  Interna-
tional Affairs 67(5): 605-620. p.609
25  Rid, Thomas and Mark Hecker 2014 War 2.0: Irregular Warfare in the Information Age London: Praeger Securi-
ty International. pp.6-7
26  O’Loughlin, Ben and Andrew Hoskins 2015 “Arrested War: Third Phase of  Mediatization”, Information, 
Communication, and Society 18(11): 1320-1338. p.1325
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empowerment of  many new media actors.27 This diversification of  media actors that has been 
made possible by the expansion of  new media has resulted in a shift from a multipolar landscape 
to a heteropolar one, and has limited the monopoly over media manipulation.28

  States have been attempting to control the representation of  their wars since the oldest 
forms of  media.29 In addition to empowering individual citizens, the digital technologies of  new 
media allow for ever-more instantaneous forms of  war reporting as well as the emergence of  
multiple media actors.30 This makes it more difficult for states to monitor the release of  information 
as they did in old media.31 In contrast to previous eras, non-state actors and individuals are now 
able to challenge state-policed war narratives and information, thus changing the dynamics of  
the manipulation of  media as well as the nature of  conflicts being fought.32 As a result, states 
lack the amount of  control they once possessed with older mediums.
 Overall, the emergence of  new media breaks down the division between sender and 
receiver, alters the media landscape from multipolar to heteropolar, and breaks the monopoly 
held by state governments over older media forms. While the technology of  today has allowed 
for the continued use of  both new media and old media, the mediatization of  conflict has 
changed due to the emergence of  the newer forms.

Changed Mediatization

 After distinguishing the differences between old and new media, it is now possible to 
evaluate how the mediatization of  conflict has changed over time with the use of  these forms. 
Unlike in previous decades, media is no longer only a tool monopolized by state governments 
to release propaganda and favorable statistics. Instead, the media of  today favors the 
empowerment of  the ordinary citizen and more surprisingly, the non-state actor.33 This change 
in the mediatization of  conflict can be attributed to three things – an altered structural media 
organization, a change in the behaviors of  both state and non-state actors, and an evolution in 
the nature of  conflicts themselves.

As mentioned above, the structural organization of  media has changed with the 
emergence of  new media. Since the early evolution of  old media forms, the division between 
sender and receiver had materially and politically conditioned the nature of  the relationship 
between media and conflict.34 War was fought between two states, and the media was a tool by 

27  Kaempf, Sebastian 2013 “The Mediatization of  War in a Transforming Global Media Landscape”, Austra-
lian Journal of  International Affairs 67(5). pp.13-14
28  Ibid. p.14
29  Ibid. pp.13-14
30  Rid, Thomas and Mark Hecker 2014 War 2.0: Irregular Warfare in the Information Age London: Praeger Securi-
ty International. p.5
31  Pötzsch, Holger 2015 “The Emergence of  iWar”, New Media & Society 17(1): 78-95. p.81
32  Kaempf, Sebastian 2013 “The Mediatization of  War in a Transforming Global Media Landscape”, Austra-
lian Journal of  International Affairs 67(5). pp.13-14
33  Rid, Thomas and Mark Hecker 2014 War 2.0: Irregular Warfare in the Information Age London: Praeger Securi-
ty International. p.12
34  Kaempf, Sebastian 2013 “The Mediatization of  War in a Transforming Global Media Landscape”, Austra-
lian Journal of  International Affairs 67(5). p.2
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which state governments could control information and rally public support for their efforts.35 
However, the advent of  new media eroded the longtime division between those who released 
information and those who passively received it, thus making it so that everyone could create 
and share content relating to facts or opinions on war.36 This change resulted in a different 
mediatization of  conflict, where information was less filtered and events were shared in real-
time. In addition, the structural move from a multipolar to a heteropolar media landscape 
also changed conflict mediatization in that it prevented media from being as dominated by 
governments as it was in previous centuries.37 Through the multiplication and diversification 
of  media actors, the move from old media to new media allowed non-state actors to become 
empowered and to use the media to portray their own narratives related to the conflict (Rid and 
Hecker 2014: 12).

In addition to a change in media structure, the mediatization of  conflict has also evolved 
as a result of  the changing behavior of  both state and non-state actors. Before the dominance 
of  new media, states viewed the media as a largely inconsequential aspect of  war.38 Wartime 
information held by states during this time was often covert and protected, with the government 
focused mainly on winning the war through military victories and strategy.39 Non-state actors, 
on the other hand, did not have the resources to dominate messages in the old types of  media, 
and thus saw media primarily in the form of  their opponent’s telecommunications facilities.40 
The insurgent groups saw these facilities as either targets for attack or weapons for destruction, 
and only used the media as a means to strike at their enemies and weaken them militarily.41 In 
contrast to this time earlier period, media in modern day is used in a distinctly different context 
by both state and non-state actors. While state armies have a track record of  embracing new 
technologies for only internal use, governments have begun to understand the power of  using 
new forms of  media as another type of  weaponry.42 Thus, we have seen a vast expansion of  
the “military-industrial media entertainment network,” or MIME-NET, as a method by which 
states can maintain influence over the narratives portraying conflicts even within the more 
diverse and unrestricted new media of  modern times.43 In terms of  non-state actors, media has 
evolved from its classification as a military target into a platform with which many insurgent 
groups can sway public opinion to support their cause.44 With the use of  everyday technology 

35  Rid, Thomas and Mark Hecker 2014 War 2.0: Irregular Warfare in the Information Age London: Praeger Securi-
ty International. p.10
36  Kaempf, Sebastian 2013 “The Mediatization of  War in a Transforming Global Media Landscape”, Austra-
lian Journal of  International Affairs 67(5). p.2
37  Ibid.
38  Rid, Thomas and Mark Hecker 2014 War 2.0: Irregular Warfare in the Information Age London: Praeger Securi-
ty International. p.10
39  Ibid.
40  O’Hagan, Jacinta 2013 “War 2.0: An Analytical Framework”, Australian Journal of  International Affairs 67(5): 
555-569. p.556
41  Rid, Thomas and Mark Hecker 2014 War 2.0: Irregular Warfare in the Information Age London: Praeger Securi-
ty International. p.10
42  Ibid.
43  Der Derian, James 2002 “Virtuous War/Virtual Theory”, International Affairs 76(4): 771-788.
44  Rid, Thomas and Mark Hecker 2014 War 2.0: Irregular Warfare in the Information Age London: Praeger Securi-
ty International. p.10
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such as Twitter and Facebook, extremist groups with miniscule amounts of  military force can 
use the power of  images and media to achieve global impact and outreach.45 As a result of  these 
changes to state and non-state actor behavior, the way in which the media relates to conflict has 
changed drastically.
 While media structure and actor behavior have both transformed how media relates 
to conflict, perhaps the most sweeping change in the mediatization of  conflict has been the 
evolution of  conflict itself. The focus of  actors in war today is on the social and cultural aspects 
of  the global population, rather than military might.46 With information now being readily 
shared by both state and non-state actors, the use of  media plays an increasingly paramount role 
in the success of  military campaigns, and the war over public opinion is now the battleground 
on which many conflicts are fought.47 This essential change of  tactics means that neither side of  
a conflict can expect to dominate war narratives in the manner which was possible through old 
media.48 As a result, the mediatization of  conflict has allowed media to become a more essential 
component in how conflicts conclude, with both sides being able to employ tactics to manipulate 
media messages regardless of  their military power.49

Conclusion

 The mediatization of  conflict has occurred since the development of  mediums as old as 
paintings and panoramas.50 However, the recent evolution of  new media forms has caused the 
mediatization of  conflict to change. This change is largely the result of  the shifting structural 
organization of  media, the change in the behavior of  both state and non-state actors, and 
the evolving nature of  conflicts themselves. Moving forward, it will be interesting to see if  
whether the growing influence of  media over conflict will result in an increasingly-free flow of  
information, or in states taking back more one-sided control over media.

45  Bleiker, Ronald 2015 “Pluralist Methods for Visual Global Politics”, Millennium 43(3): 872-890.
46  Rid, Thomas and Mark Hecker 2014 War 2.0: Irregular Warfare in the Information Age London: Praeger Securi-
ty International. p.10
47  Der Derian, James 2002 “Virtuous War/Virtual Theory”, International Affairs 76(4): 771-788.
48  Rid, Thomas and Mark Hecker 2014 War 2.0: Irregular Warfare in the Information Age London: Praeger Securi-
ty International. p.10
49  Ibid. pp.11-12
50  Kaempf, Sebastian 2013 “The Mediatization of  War in a Transforming Global Media Landscape”, Austra-
lian Journal of  International Affairs 67(5). p.3
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When Bin Wu, a Chinese spy ordered to steal weapons-related technology, was told that 
“the U.S. was one of  the major enemies of  China and that China was preparing for a ‘long battle,’” 
this was not only referring to a military conflict.1 According to the People’s Liberation Army’s 
text, Science of  Military Strategy, “war is not only a military struggle, but also a comprehensive 
contest on fronts of  politics, economy, diplomacy, and law.”2 The Chinese strategy for economic 
espionage is part of  this holistic approach. The U.S. Trade Representative’s 2013 Special 301 
Report points out that, “Chinese actors are the world’s most active and persistent perpetrators 
of  economic espionage.”3 John Fialka, the author of  War by Other Means: Economic Espionage in 
America also states that, “[b]y far the largest, most problematic player is the People’s Republic of  
China” as China uses “U.S. technology and some of  the profits from a ballooning trade surplus 
with the United States to modernize its army, navy, and air force.”4

In this essay, I will examine how the United States can counter Chinese economic 
espionage by making specific recommendations to the US intelligence community. This paper 
will first examine the objectives, strategy, and methodology of  Chinese economic espionage, 
and then analyze how the U.S. can effectively counter these practices.

According to the United States’ Economic Espionage Act of  1996, economic espionage 
occurs when someone, steals, duplicates or receives a trade secret “knowing that the offense 
will benefit any foreign government.”5 Although Chinese cyber espionage has received much 
attention in recent years, China has been engaging in government-sponsored economic 
espionage directed at the U.S. for many decades. The Intellectual Property Commission Report, 
written by an independent and bipartisan initiative to assess intellectual property theft,6 notes 
that China is not only the global leader in using cyber methods to steal intellectual property, 
but also accounts for the majority of  global intellectual property theft.7 The fact that actors 
affiliated with the Chinese military and the Chinese government have systematically infiltrated 
the computer systems of  over one hundred U.S. companies and stolen hundreds of  terabytes 
of  data, including all forms of  trade secrets, such as proprietary technology and manufacturing 
1  United States Congress. Joint Economic Committee. “Economic Espionage, Technology Transfers and Na-
tional Security Hearings”. 105th Congress, 1st Session. Government Printing Office, 1997. p.17.
2  Office of  the Secretary of  Defense. “Annual Report to Congress, Military Power of  the People’s Republic of  
China 2009”. Office of  the Secretary of  Defense, 2009. p.14.
3  Office of  the U.S. Trade Representative, “2013 Special 301 Report”. Office of  the U.S. Trade Representa-
tive, 2013. p.13.
4  Fialka, John. “War by Other Means: Economic Espionage in America”. W.W. Norton, 1997. p.12.
5  United States Congress. “The Economic Espionage Act of  1996”. Government Publishing Office, 1996. p.2.
6  IP Commission. “Mission”. The Commission on the theft of  American Intellectual Property, n.d.
7  The Commission on the Theft of  Intellectual Property, “The IP Commission Report”. The National Bureau 
of  Asian Research, 2013. p.18.
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processes, highlights the breadth and extent of  the Chinese cyber espionage directed at the U.S. 
firms.8

What makes China problematic to the U.S. is not only that China is a global leader of  
economic espionage, but also that the Chinese government has been systematically involved 
in its execution. The U.S. House Intelligence Committee notes that, “there is a concerted 
effort by the government of  China to get into the business of  stealing economic secrets to put 
into use in China to compete against the U.S. economy.”9 According to Larry Wortzel, the 
former Commissioner of  the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, Chinese 
intelligence agencies support economic espionage as it can “improve competitive edge, cut R&D 
timetables, and reduce costs” for Chinese firms and companies.10 Chinese leadership considers 
the first two decades of  the 21st century to be a window of  strategic opportunity for China 
to focus on economic growth, independent innovation, scientific and technical advancement. 
China’s “National Medium and Long Term Plan for Science and Technology Development 
(2006-2020)” is a reflection of  this idea and is a self-styled “grand blueprint of  science and 
technology development” for the “great renaissance of  the Chinese nation.11 It promotes a policy 
of  “indigenous innovation” that involves “enhancing original innovation through co-innovation 
and re-innovation based on the assimilation of  imported technologies.”12 Specifically, China’s 
state council places emphasis on, and allocates money to, acquire and develop technologies from 
industries such as “biotechnology, space technology, information technology, laser technology, 
automation technology, energy technology and advanced materials.”13 As such, the National 
Medium and Long Term Plan for Science and Technology Development essentially captures 
the intelligence objectives of  the Chinese government. Wortzel points out that “[t]he strong 
correlation between compromised U.S. companies and those industries designated by the 
Chinese government as “strategic industries” further indicates a degree of  state sponsorship, and 
likely even governmental support, direction, and execution of  Chinese economic espionage.”14 
Wortzel has identified at least 7 Chinese intelligence agencies that can collect information for 
the state-owned industrial sector, which includes, but is not limited to, the Ministry of  State 
Security, the People’s Liberation Army’s intelligence department, or Second Department, the 
PLA’s Third, or Electronic Warfare Department and the PLA’s Fourth Department that focuses 
on information warfare, thereby complicating U.S. counterintelligence efforts against Chinese 

8  U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, “2016 Annual Report to Congress”. U.S.-China 
Economic and Security Review Commission, 2016. p.243.
9  Rogers qtd. in Schlesiger, Jennifer. “Chinese Espionage on the Rise in U.S., Experts Warn” CNBC.com, 
2012. n.p.
10  Wortzel, Larry. Testimony of  Larry M. Wortzel before the House of  Representatives, Committee on Ener-
gy and Commerce Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations on “Cyber Espionage and the Theft of  U.S. 
Intellectual Property and Technology”. The House of  Representatives, 2013. p.7.
11  McGregor, James. “China’s Drive for “Indigenous Innovation” A Web of  Industrial Policies”. APCO 
Worldwide, 2010. p.4.
12  Ibid.
13  Wortzel, Larry. Testimony of  Larry M. Wortzel Before the Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism, and Home-
land Security of  the House Committee on the Judiciary Hearing on “Enforcement of  Federal Espionage Laws”. 
The House of  Representatives. 2008. p.3.
14  See supra note 10.
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economic espionage.15

With respect to the methodologies used to obtain economic secrets, the Chinese 
government has taken a holistic approach by using open source collection, R&D centers, and 
human intelligence. Open Source Collection (OSINT) methodology uses publicly available 
foreign source information. Chinese government has successfully established The National 
Science and Technology Library, which operates an online retrieval system of  the vast holdings 
of  member libraries providing access to 4.9 million foreign journals, 1.8 million foreign science 
and technology conference papers, 900,000 foreign dissertations and reports, and 11 million 
foreign patents.16 The systematic and meticulous use of  publicly available foreign sources 
made it possible for the Chinese industries to shorten their R&D timelines and for the Chinese 
government to successfully implement its intelligence and information network or quinbao.17 The 
Chinese government also actively incentivizes foreign firms to set up their R&D centers in 
China through highly favorable governmental regulations and laws designed to obtain foreign 
advanced technology and promote Chinese technological innovations. R&D centers in China 
pose a considerable threat of  economic espionage due to increased risk of  illegal technology 
transfer through methods such as eavesdropping and wiretapping, which can be included in 
the field of  signal intelligence (SIGINT). With respect to human intelligence (HUMINT), the 
State Administration of  Foreign Experts Affairs in China maintains a large database to identify 
and contact foreign experts in various fields of  expertise, including approximately 440,000 
foreign experts, half  of  whom come from Japan or the West, entreating them to come work in 
China on an annual basis.18 These foreign experts working in China are sources of  actual and 
potential massive transfer of  technology and know-how. Furthermore, the Chinese government 
has sponsored and used advocacy groups based in the U.S. or China as another effective means 
for gathering intelligence on the science and technology of  foreign firms. For example, the 
Silicon Valley Chinese Engineers Association “aims to establish channels to allow members to 
engage in China’s rapid economic development.”19 China is also advantageous in that “the state 
has great power to compel citizens to cooperate and a far reach to retaliate if  citizens in China 
refuse to do the state’s bidding.”, as “[t]he legal system in China still responds to the direction 
of  the Chinese Communist Party.”20

With regards to the Chinese strategy to collect intelligence, “only a small percentage is 
for actually clandestine work” which makes it more difficult for U.S. intelligence services like the 
FBI to look for the “classical intelligence man,” as James Lilly, former U.S. Ambassador to China, 
put it.21 The conventional Chinese methodology to collect intelligence, commonly referred to 
as “thousand grains of  sand” method, relies on a much broader group of  untrained amateur 
agents who engage in economic espionage, including visiting scientists, students, businesspeople 

15  Ibid. p.5.
16  Hannas, William C., James Mulvenon, and Anna B. Puglisi. “Chinese Industrial Espionage: Technology 
Acquisition and Military Modernization” Routledge, 2013. p.35.
17  Ibid. pp.18-20.
18  Ibid. p.95.
19  Ibid. p.126.
20  See supra note 16.
21  Public Broadcasting Station. “From China With Love: China Is Different”. Public Broadcasting Station, 
2004. n.p.
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and academic scholars. David Wise draws the following analogy: “If  a beach was an espionage 
target, the Chinese would send in a thousand tourists, each assigned to collect a single grain of  
sand. When they returned, they would be asked to shake out their towels. And they would end 
up knowing more about the sand than anyone else.”22

For that reason, U.S. counterintelligence efforts have been “simply overwhelmed” by 
the Chinese strategy, according to Fialka.23 James Lilly states that “The FBI is ensnarled in a 
cess pool of  Chinese agents and their cases are all stuck at first base.”24 Accordingly, it is crucial 
for U.S. counterintelligence to efficiently collect information of  Chinese espionage perpetrated 
against U.S. companies and firms, given that the resources are severely limited in contrast with 
the Chinese strategy.

To that end, I suggest that the various intelligence and counterintelligence agencies, 
notably the CIA and the FBI, coordinate their efforts with a view towards crafting a comprehensive 
strategy to counter China’s economic espionage. For example, if  the FBI is investigating a foreign 
agent while he is on U.S. soil, but the CIA has to take over the investigation once he travels 
to a foreign country, the intelligence community would need to consider the efficiency and 
effectiveness of  this practice. That is, if  the CIA is investigating a foreign agent, the CIA should 
continue its investigation even when that agent is on U.S. soil and then share the information 
with the FBI. This could save the FBI from using its limited resources to open and close an 
investigation. Furthermore, the office of  the U.S. government that is currently responsible for 
developing the U.S. government National Counterintelligence Strategy “does not appear to 
have practical authority to make structural changes within the US intelligence community” 
toward the goals “of  strengthening secure collaboration, responsible information sharing and 
safeguarding and effective partnership among the counterintelligence organizations.”25 As such, 
the intelligence community would need to push towards not only sharing but also safeguarding 
crucial information to effectively mitigate Chinese economic espionage. 

Counterintelligence agencies can also encourage U.S. companies and employees to 
report any suspected economic espionage by offering financial incentives to tips leading to 
successful prosecution. If  money is one of  the motives for spying, then money can be one of  
the motives to report it. Likewise, a potential counterintelligence “agent” maybe reluctant to 
spend the time and effort to report such suspicious activity if  there is no financial incentive. The 
counterintelligence community should also be cognizant of  and sensitive to the needs of  firms 
and employees that their trade secrets be protected from disclosure in the course of  prosecuting 
the economic espionage, in order to encourage more business firms to come forward and report 
the theft of  their trade secrets, actual and potential. U.S. counterintelligence has the potential 
to make up the limitations of  their resources, and to efficiently collect critical information to 
mitigate Chinese economic espionage, by not only offering financial incentives to tips leading to 
successful prosecution but also by assuring that trade secrets will be protected from disclosure in 
the course of  prosecution.

22  Wise, David. “Tiger Trap: America’s Secret Spy war with China”, Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2011. 
pp.10-11.
23  See supra note 1. p.130.
24  Lilly qtd. in Ibid.
25  See supra note 8. p.301.
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Finally, counterintelligence agencies can encourage and support the U.S. firms to 
formulate, adopt and implement best practices. This should be done to adequately protect their 
trade secrets and encourage the U.S. firms to formulate industry-driven best practices that meet 
their industry-specific needs, as well as advise on crafting policies with regards to human resources, 
physical security, information security and R&D compartmentalization.26 Counterintelligence 
agencies can also inform and share information with targeted private corporations when they 
detect China’s unlawful intelligence activity on the targeted corporations, so they can take 
remedial measures to better protect their trade secrets.

In conclusion, Chinese economic espionage against the U.S. poses a serious threat to 
not only our prosperity but also to our national security. The intelligence community should 
consider coordinating the efforts of  various intelligence agencies, offering financial incentives 
to tips of  any suspected economic espionage, and working with U.S. companies to adopt best 
practices to protect their trade secrets. Because U.S. intelligence agencies operate on limited 
resources, the U.S. needs to craft efficient and effective policies to counter Chinese economic 
espionage. And in an era when the U.S. and China are vying for power, these policies should be 
implemented sooner rather than later. Doing so will help the U.S. to exercise various options as 
well as place the U.S.-China relationship in the broader strategic context.

26  Executive Office of  the President of  the United States. “Administration Strategy on Mitigating the Theft of  
US Trade Secrets”, The White House, 2013. p.7.
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