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Analyzing The Relationship Between African and Jewish Americans Before, During, and After The Civil Rights Movement
By Meir Schochet 
	The Jewish people have had a complex and lengthy history in the United States of America, from the early arrival of Jews in the middle to late-1700s to plantations in South Carolina, to the huge uptick in Jewish migrants in the late-1800s as a reaction to persecutory events in Europe, to the expansion of several Jewish religious movements in the post-Great Depression era. Furthermore, the larger Jewish community in America has also been the target of extreme anti-Semitism and violent uprisings. To push back against these tides of hate and violence, the Jewish people have sought the help and cooperation of other minority communities so that the groups could mutually assist each other in the campaign for rights and privileges. One of the most memorable examples of this is the collaboration between Jews and African Americans during several crucial periods, most notably during the Civil Rights Movement. This unofficial coalition has been the topic of much discussion throughout the academic community on the true nature of the relationship between the two groups. There are multiple reasons why researchers believe this coalition can be categorized as being mutually beneficial. These reasons include the mutual oppression both groups had experienced historically, the larger Jewish community seeking to prevent the rise of fascism and Naziism in the United States, dialogue between Blacks and Jewish intellectuals in the early 20th century, and unified motivations through the labor movement after the first World War. However, despite these significant motivators, several other factors led to the relationship being a detrimental experience that hurt the current and future relationship between Blacks and Jews in America. These factors include widespread stereotype use by both communities as a tool to allow engagement with more exclusive communities like traditional whites, insular behaviors as a result of many years of oppression and violence, fear of consequences for activity in the civil rights movement, anti-Semitism and anti-Israel sentiment throughout Black communities nationally, the growth of Black nationalism in the latter half of the Civil Rights Movement era. Consequently, the Civil Rights era saw both early cooperations between Jews and Blacks as well as the dissolution of this alliance and a soured relationship to the present. However, the evidence overwhelmingly shows that the level of Jewish participation in this movement was much below modern assumptions, and was similarly a factor in the later worsening of this relationship.
Before discussing this topic, there are two important facts to note. One, groups such as “the Blacks” and “the Jews” are rhetorically created to help generalize and discuss large groups more simply. While it is shorter to do so, this helps break down the differences that many smaller groups within these larger wholes had. For example, Northern Jews would protest wildly in the South, while their southern counterparts were afraid of the repercussions these demonstrations would bring. When Northern Jews came to protest in the south, one teen phoned a visiting rabbi and admitted, “We are glad that you are doing what we would like to do but do not have the courage to do…[b]ut, please, do not endanger us, do not get our synagogue bombed.”[footnoteRef:1] Harold Cruse, a black author, wrote many of his novels with this in mind and believed that other historians should seek to discuss these groups, not merely as conglomerates, but as a large interweaving of many tinier communities. However, despite this, the overarching terms are a useful tool that allows for the quick and easy referencing of a specific body of people. So, here, when there is mention of these large and complex bodies in the above-mentioned shorthand, one must keep in mind that the generalization made is strictly a rhetorical device. Two, the idea that either mass cooperation or disagreements between members of this group occurred in a fashioned and structured timeline is false. Both sides of the argument here have occurred several different times throughout the decades of discussion, and thus it is difficult to truly draw significant chronological conclusions in this discussion as much as many historians would beg to differ. [1:  Leonard Dinnerstein, "Southern Jewry and the Desegregation Crisis, 1954–1970," American Jewish Historical Quarterly 62, no. 3 (1973): 235.] 

The first thing that ought to be discussed is the plethora of reasons why there was an expectation for significant cooperation between Black and Jewish Americans. Historical similarities are often the basis for mass cooperation. The French only assisted the revolutionary Americans because they were revolting against the historical rival of the French—the English. The perceived similarities between the American Black and Jewish communities (both having experienced significant oppression and violence) were thus believed to be the basis for the cooperation that both groups would participate in. Most obvious to the support of this claim is the extremely critical experience of both communities with slavery. Jews of course have an over 200-year enslavement documented in The Bible at the hands of the ancient Egyptians. Meanwhile, the global Black community similarly experienced a brutal level of slavery at the hands of Europeans throughout the time of the transatlantic slave trade. And most important here was that most Jews did not possess a significant number of slaves during the early years of the nation. For example, “while seventy-five percent of Jews living in the American south in 1830 owned slaves, most were middle-class urban dwellers with small numbers of domestic servants.”[footnoteRef:2] And most importantly, “In 1830… among 59,000 slave holders owning 20 or more slavers, only 23 were Jews.”[footnoteRef:3] This was the easiest method by which all individuals—not only educated ones—could relate the two massive communities. Similarly, another practice by which the members of each community could relate to each other was as a means to mutually advance the two historically oppressed groups. A vivid example of this is the Early German Jewish immigrants, who after migrating to America and seeing rampant anti-Semitism being the base for anti-immigrant sentiment, looked towards Black Americans—the most “vulnerable of American citizens”—as similarly situated and thus, the best people to ally with.[footnoteRef:4] Both communities, therefore, used historically similar backgrounds in addition to modern-day context to hopefully build a foundation upon which mutual assistance could thrive. [2:  H. L. Gates Jr. The Uses of Anti-Semitism (1996) quoted in Martin Fiebert, “Collaboration and Conflict. Five Phases in Jewish and Black Relations: An Examination of Tensions Between the Two Communities from before the Civil War to the Late 1990's,” International Review of Social Sciences and Humanities no. 1 (2011): 92.]  [3:  H. D. Brackman, The Ebb and Flow of Conflict: A History of Black-Jewish relations through 1900 (1977), quoted in Fiebert, 92.]  [4:  Fiebert, 92.] 

	Another significant aspect of the relationship between the two groups concerns timing. The inklings of the Civil Rights movement could be seen as early as the Reconstruction-era in American history, however, this increased exponentially with the turn of the century. As the world approached the post-World War One world, some people—especially Jews—looked towards Germany with fear of the rising hateful Nazi regime. What was even more frightening was the absence of fear, and even support for these people that were present in American life, with famous industrialists like Charles Lindbergh and Henry Ford publicly vouching for the dictatorship and their views. The Nazis began to enact anti-Semitic laws, including the ghettoization of the Jewish communities and the closing of Jewish businesses. American Jews here were fearful, and “believed that legal strictures abroad would resonate among Nazi sympathizers and bigots in America,” harkening America back to a worse time.[footnoteRef:5] Jews saw an opening here, and the logic for pursuing this relationship is clear. The fear was that the legal actions in Europe would resonate in America, reversing equality laws and making life difficult for Jews. As a result, the best way to prevent this was to ally with other groups who wanted to push for more equality, in the process paving a way for a free nation for all. The American Black community was the optimal target, not only because they were pushing for rights at the time, but because many influential black leaders, “intellectuals, labor officials, clergymen -- spoke out passionately against fascism.”[footnoteRef:6] The monumental fear spreading through the American Jewish community was thus an incredibly powerful motivator to seek an alliance with other historically oppressed groups, specifically Blacks. [5:  Fiebert, 94.]  [6:  J.J. Goldberg, Light, Camera, Reaction: when Hollywood stumbles, Jews take the fall (1996), quoted in Fiebert, 94.] 

	Perhaps most critical to the building of this relationship was the important interaction between members of both communities who could influence those below them on the social spectrum. The productive dialogue between members of the highest social caste, including intellectuals and artists increased by the 1920s as noted by historian Martin Fiebert. Furthermore, “among highly politically or intellectually developed Negroes and Jews there is little overt indication of antagonism,” which was heartening to hear.[footnoteRef:7] Especially amongst the leaders of communities, the fact that progressive dialogue could be attained was hopefully the exact push that could get the metaphoric ball rolling. [7:  Kenneth B. Clarke, “Candor about “Negro-Jewish Relations,” Commentary, no. 2 (1946).] 

However, dialogue amongst the bourgeoisie means just about nothing if the proletariat is unwilling to listen. As such, the vast labor movement in America after the First World War and during the Great Depression provided a strong foundation upon which cooperation between the groups could thrive. Labor unions began to thrive after this first World War and during the Great Depression and provided the basis for the foundation of the progressive, proletariat led organizations. The Civil Rights Congress (CRC) was one such organization. Formed from a merger of three different leftist groups including the National Negro Congress, International Labor Defense, and National Federation for Constitutional Liberties. As noted by historian Raymond A. Mohl, these organizations did not only fight for the civil rights of Blacks, but Jews as well, and the merger into the CRC in 1946 signified the true push for equality for all. Martin Fiebert notes that the growth of labor movements in the more radical socialist and communist wings provided another opportunity for useful interaction between Blacks and Jews. He further states that “the early struggles for labor rights attracted socially conscious individuals and to some degree laid the groundwork for the idealism and practical cooperation and eventual collaboration between Jews and Blacks during the Civil Rights era.”[footnoteRef:8] Idealistically, many individuals in both communities agreed with the labor movement, and thus, the “socially conscious” individuals helped lay the groundwork for the later collaboration. Harold Cruse, a famous Black author and academic wrote in The Crisis of the Negro Intellectual the famous argument that “the post-Depression Communist movement was at it’s core a tense alliance of Jewish Americans and African Americans.”[footnoteRef:9] This is understandable because the interaction between any significantly different groups is terse at times, but it is important to note that they worked together despite this terse nature, and tried their very hardest to achieve success. Another piece of evidence to support this claim is further emphasized by the Marxist and international Communist figure Karl Radek, who published a campaign in 1921 titled by author Eustace Mullins as “the Radek directive.” He notes that the directive “gave explicit orders to the Communist Party of America to stir up racial strife between white and black American citizens, to force the two groups together to create race riots, and to carry on relentless agitation for “Negro rights.”[footnoteRef:10] Important to keep in mind here is that this was published in Common Sense, and explicitly anti-communist American paper, so this source should be approached with caution. However, it does provide context for how individuals outside of the exact groups felt about the situation with Blacks, Jews, and the Communist Party. However, an even more explicit example can be shared, where one Miami woman in 1960 complained to Governor LeRoy Collins, and complained that “The Communists, [the] NAACP, and the Jews were promoting the mongrelization of the White race,” while another Floridan said that “every Jew organization in the country is behind the integration of the races.”[footnoteRef:11] It was a common sentiment amongst those against both groups, and this caused the further insularization of the two groups and a renewed focus on pushing for the advancement of the two of them. [8:  Fiebert, 93.]  [9:  Alan Wald, “Narrating Nationalisms: Black Marxism and Jewish Communists through the Eyes of Harold Cruse,” Science & Society, vol. 64, no 4, (2001): 403.]  [10:  Eustace Mullins, “Jewish Marxists Threaten Negro Revolt in America! Communists Plan Black Republic in the South,” Common Sense, no. 209, (1954): 1.]  [11:  Raymond A. Mohl, "‘South of the South?’ Jews, Blacks, and the Civil Rights Movement in  Miami, 1945-1960," Journal of American Ethnic History 18, no. 2 (1999): 8. ] 

The relationship between Jewish and African Americans throughout the early Civil Rights movement was thriving. The conditions created through historical oppression, fascism and Naziism, dialogue between intellectuals, and a strong labor movement all assisted to create a strong initial bond. However, as the years progressed, the movement began to experience significant growing pains, to the point of the alliance crumbling. Some of the issues that directly lead to this were mass stereotype usage by both sides, insular behaviors, fear of repercussions for activism, anti-Semitism and anti-Israel sentiment, and the growth of Black nationalism.
Often within communities of great size, opinions—including hateful and violent ones—become the norm in that community. Having had very little interaction with each other before the 20th century, the Black and Jewish American communities adopted opinions based around stereotypes to help gain access into more exclusive social circles, to deflect oppression against themselves, and to have a communal idea on what the other group was. These opinions helped degrade the relationship from the inside, similar to friends talking behind each other’s backs. To put this point in context, it must be noted that Jews and Blacks did have very little interaction until the 1920s. As historian Martin Fiebert notes, Blacks knew the Jewish people as the people of the Old Testament and the killers of Jesus, while Jews knew of Black enslavement and very rarely in minstrel shows, blackfaced. This separation of these groups thus founded many stereotypical ideas amongst the masses with no basis to reject those stereotypes. An investigation in New York found astoundingly the following conclusions. “Nearly 60 percent of Jews held some unfavorable stereotyped reaction toward Negroes and 70 percent of Negroes had some unfavorable stereotyped reaction toward Jews.”[footnoteRef:12] Further noted in this same paper, is that members of the Black community would embrace stereotypes about Jews as a way of “solidarizing and identifying himself with the dominant white group,” while Jews did the same since it “[offered] a basis for subjective identification with the dominant white gentile, serving as one of the bridges toward assimilation.”[footnoteRef:13] Essentially, both groups adopted bigoted stereotypes as a result of the separation of the two and then embraced the stereotypes in an attempt to assimilate and mix in with the dominant whites. And these weren’t even unbiased hopes. Again in this paper, it is noted that “Southern Jews [were] more secure than the [Northern and socially conscious Jews] status.”[footnoteRef:14] By allying themselves with the bigoted ruling whites, the Jews themselves experienced a more peaceful and secure living than Jews who either did not support the stereotypes or those who lived in the North. All in all then, it was this separation of these groups that inflamed their stereotypical beliefs, and it was the want to be more accepted into American society that allowed them to embrace and express these stereotypes. [12:  Clark.	]  [13:  Clark.]  [14:  Clark.] 

Furthermore, since Blacks and Jews continued to experience oppression not only from each other but also from outside communities, they became reactive. It is important to note however that this reactive behavior is different across communities for sure but even within the communities themselves since it was triggered by a unique experience. Specifically, “since each group experiences a specific type of bigotry, from a larger point of view, Jews experience religious while Blacks experience racial, it can make them reactive and insular against all groups including other minorities.”[footnoteRef:15] Experiencing hatred seemed to cause the overwhelming majority of these communities to react fearfully, turning inward for support from their communities, rather than turning outward for support and a larger group to push against the status quo. This too helped harm the relationship, because the insular nature of both groups prevented the free spread of information and ideas for the fear of the reaction of the other group, and perhaps even discrimination depending on the information that arose. [15:  Clark.] 

In addition to this, the location of many Jewish communities made it hard for the larger population to embrace the Civil Rights movement. Many communities resided in the South, and opinions that were pro-Civil Rights were unpopular and even dangerous. As such, the unwillingness of a large number of Jews to embrace this movement helped increase the divide between the communities. To understand why Southern Jews acted this way, context clues for the southern economy help inform. “Most Southern Jews are merchants, highly dependent on the goodwill of their neighbors for sustenance. They, therefore, find it wise to fit in with the accepted customs of the community. This means, especially in the smaller towns, that they hold membership in the local temple, avoid a public airing of controversial views, and claim as their own the community's standards of thought.”[footnoteRef:16] Essentially, doing anything that went against the views of their neighbors hindered their economic gains and thus their stability in the capitalistic United States. Furthermore, silence on the end of protesting the norms would allow the Jews “to continue living peacefully in the South.”[footnoteRef:17] Now that context clues are laid, it is worthwhile to expand upon the fact that while Southern Jews were scared to push back, Northern Jews were more than willing to travel down to the dangerous south and protest the situation. This was incredibly scary for the southern Jews who saw this as a risk to their safety. This can  be expressed in a quote from a teenager in the South who called a northern rabbi and expressed that, “We are glad that you are doing what we would like to do but do not have the courage to do,” followed by “please, do not endanger us, do not get our synagogue bombed.”[footnoteRef:18] Essentially, Northern Jews were leading a forefront assault for civil rights while Southern Jews requested that the northerners have caution and take into account the political climate of the south, and asked that they pull back their activism to protect southern Jews. These pleas were entirely rejected by the northerners. And still though, it must be kept in mind that even the northerners who ventured to the south were not the norm. “Most ordinary Jews with mainstream political allegiances rarely involved themselves in civil rights activities.”[footnoteRef:19] Indeed, as the rest of the South was unsure how to push civil rights, many Jews in the south believed that supporting integration would disturb the Jewish-White relationship resulting in a backlash against Jewish merchants and rampant anti-Semitism. And this hesitancy was not forgotten by Blacks who saw the passivity of the Southern Jews and scoffed. [16:  Dinnerstein, 233.]  [17:  Dinnerstein, 234.]  [18:  Dinnerstein, 255.]  [19:  Mohl, 9.] 

Along with this, there was also a rampant spread of anti-Semitic and anti-Zionist tropes throughout the wider Black American community thatcontinued to degrade the relationship between the two groups significantly. The most significant figure in this movement and a controversial figure by many other measures was Louis Farrakhan, whose anti-Semitic statements and rhetoric outraged and scared Jews.[footnoteRef:20] The clash here reached a peak in 1967 following the Yom Kippur war. “Some African American radical leaders denounced Israel as an expansionist, imperialist outpost of the United States and publicly announced their support for the Arab cause.”[footnoteRef:21] This angered many American Jews, who at this point had developed incredibly strong Zionistic beliefs, and took any criticism of Israel to be criticisms of Jews. This was best summarized in a 1984 article by Irving Kristol that described the sentiments of Jews. he states that “the upshot is that the long alliance between Jewish and black organizations is coming apart. Jesse Jackson has substituted Arab money for Jewish money. In foreign policy he is pro-Third World and anti-American, pro-PLO and anti-Israel—and he is on the way to making this the quasi-official foreign policy of the black community.”[footnoteRef:22] To American Jews, with the holocaust so fresh in memory, the idea of being anti-Israel was akin to Naziism almost. This was further worsened with the 1991 anti-Semitic riot in the Crown Heights neighborhood of Brooklyn and the subsequent murder of Yankel Rosenbaum by a mob of young Blacks.[footnoteRef:23] Overall, the Black community’s reaction and acceptance of the anti-Zionist tropes that were interpreted as anti-Semitic helped inflame the tensions here and further separated the already splintered communities. [20:  Fiebert, 97.]  [21:  Rachel Hardy, “African American – Jewish Relations in the 1960s: Struggling to find Common Ground,” Chrestomathy 10, no. 8, (2011): 178.]  [22:  Irving Kristol, “The Political Dilemma of American Jews,” Commentary Magazine, (1984).]  [23:  Murray Friedman, What Went Wrong?: The Creation & Collapse of the Black-Jewish Alliance, (New York: The Free Press, 1995).] 

Apart from these popular ideas within both the Black and Jewish American communities, some ideas were seen as fringe by the larger communities, yet still evoked fears and anger at the other group for even having individuals who embraced these ideologies. One such idea which fits this description was the growth of the Nation of Islam and Black Nationalism throughout the US in the later 1900s. Led by Louis Farrakhan, anti-Semitism under him spread like wildfire. “Farrakhan and others from the NOI accused Jewish doctors of infecting blacks with AIDS, Jewish public school teachers of poorly educating black children, and Jewish influences in Hollywood of depicting blacks negatively in the media.”[footnoteRef:24] This enraged Jews who fought back by claiming they have never committed such heinous acts, which was accepted by the majority of people. However, Farrakhan and his followers did not stop. He and some other black scholars have “suggested that the Talmud, the classic Jewish theological work, as well as the writings of the Jewish philosopher Maimonides promote a view of blacks as “less than human,” and treat blacks as "cursed" for the biblical sins of Ham.”[footnoteRef:25] Aggressive black nationalist organizations began to even reject Jewish assistance at all in the movement for equality. Most specifically, the Nation of Islam did this and questioned the motivations of the Jews involved in their movement. Overall, tensions from the aggression both sides perceived from each other helped separate the two groups once and for all from pushing for similar goals. [24:  Fiebert, 97]  [25:  Fiebert, 97] 

In conclusion, while promising at first, the collaborative movement between Black and Jewish Americans through the middle to late 1900s eventually dissolved. Despite being remembered through both communities significantly, the facts show that the movement was far less seamless and beneficial then it has been taught to be. With that in mind, this alliance should be remembered as both a significant part of the civil rights movement, but also not a model for how a progressive group should run.
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The Impact of Generational Differences within Florida's Cuban Community on the 
Presidential Election of 2020
By Mason Lichstrahl
Abstract
This research focuses on the impact that three Cuban generations had on the presidential 
election of 2020, by examining the influential factors that determine their political affiliation. 
Although Joe Biden’s loss in Florida was originally attributed to the Cuban community, later 
results showed only a slight marginal difference between Cuban votes for Donald Trump and Joe 
Biden. In previous elections, the Cuban community appeared united in their political preferences 
due to shared life experiences, but recently, a divide between younger and older generations 
emerged. This research explores this contrast and attempts to explain why it occurred. Surveying
90 Cuban residents from Miami-Dade County, 1/3 from each generation, I inquired about the
origins of their political views, in an attempt to distinguish what impact education, social media, familial political socialization, and the influence of American/Cuban leaders have had on how each generation voted in the presidential election of 2020.
Introduction 
Since the 2012 presidential election, the Cuban community in South Florida has been one of the most influential and significant political groups in Miami-Dade County. The Cuban population has consistently been above 34.1% as of the beginning of the 21st century.[footnoteRef:26] Cuban immigrants who settled in Miami during the late 1950s into the early 1990s heavily supported the Republican Party. However, the children and mainly the grandchildren of these Cuban immigrants shifted in political opinions, most commonly supporting the Democratic Party. This project analyzes this political trend by conducting surveys with Miami-Dade County citizens to examine familial political views across generations and explain how the Cuban community’s shift in political affiliation occurred. It also aims to elaborate on the educational and familial political socialization influences that cause younger Cubans to change political parties. The understanding of Cuban immigrants and Cuban-American voting preferences and their leftward shift is valuable as their impact will continue to be felt in future elections. [26:  United States Census Bureau, “ QuickFacts Miami-Dade County, Florida” (2020), https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/miamidadecountyflorida, (Accessed November 12, 2020).] 

The 2020 presidential election was a close fight for both candidates, President Donald Trump and former Vice President Joe Biden. However, one state that had a surprisingly large marginal difference was Florida. With 99% of the votes in, President Trump received 5,668,731 votes (51.2% of the vote), and former Vice President Biden received 5,297,0245 (47.9% of the vote).[footnoteRef:27] President Trump carried the state by more than 300,000 votes, and Republican support by Cubans was evinced.  [27:  The Associated Press, “Understanding the Election” (2020), https://www.ap.org/media-center/understanding-the-election
 (Accessed November 12, 2020).
] 

According to the Migration Policy Institute, the mass immigration of Cubans into South Florida from the 1950s to the early 1990s can be categorized into four distinct stages: the Historical Exiles (1959–62), the Freedom Flights (1965–73), the Mariel Boatlift (1980), and the Balsero (rafter) Crisis (1994). In total, over 750,000 Cubans fled the dictatorship of Fidel Castro.[footnoteRef:28]   [28:   Jorge Duany, Cuban Migration: A Postrevolution Exodus Ebbs and Flows (Migration Policy Institute, 2017), https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/cuban-migration-postrevolution-exodus-ebbs-and-flows, (Accessed November 12, 2020).] 

Each of these stages have specific characteristics, such as different push/pull factors that led to Cubans wanting to leave or ways in which they departed from the island. The Historical Exiles mainly included middle and upper-class members of the Cuban community, who were  supporters of the ousted Batista government and did not want to live in communist-ruled Cuba. The second wave of Cuban immigration, the Freedom Flights, consisted of mainly blue-collar and service workers. They left Cuba as many experienced the lack of political freedoms and economic hardships.[footnoteRef:29] Between 1959 and 1964, the first wave brought nearly 250,000 Cubans to the United States; the second wave between 1965 and 1973 involved approximately 300,000 migrants.[footnoteRef:30] The establishment of a new home in South Florida by Cubans from a variety of class backgrounds encouraged others to make the same journey. [29:   PBS, “Cuban Exiles in America” (2005), https://www.pbs.org/wgbh/americanexperience/features/castro-cuban-exiles-america/, (Accessed November 12, 2020).]  [30:   Susan Eckstein, The Immigrant Divide How Cuban Americans Changed the U.S. and Their Homeland (Routledge 2009), (Accessed November 12, 2020).] 

One significant event in the history of Cuban immigration to the U.S. occurred in the 1980s and is referred to as “Mariel.” According to Gastón A. Fernández, a researcher in migration studies, the Mariel wave — comprising nearly 125,000 Cubans — differed from previous waves.[footnoteRef:31] A large influx of economically diverse immigrants during a short period caused an increased focus on these groups. Unlike the two prior waves, these Cubans spent most of their adult lives in a Cuban society run by a revolutionary government.[footnoteRef:32] Despite experiencing cultural difficulties, these immigrants adopted similar patterns of assimilation like the first two waves, ultimately uniting generations of Cuban immigrants.  [31:   Gastón A. Fernández, Race, Gender, and Class in the Persistence of the Mariel Stigma Twenty Years after the Exodus from Cuba (Sage Publications, Inc. on behalf of the Center for Migration Studies of New York, Inc., 2007), https://www.jstor.org/stable/27645686?seq=1, (Accessed November 12, 2020).]  [32:  Duany, Cuban Migration: A Postrevolution Exodus. ] 

The last major wave of Cuban immigration occurred from 1993 to 1995. The most critical event was known as the Balsero Crisis, which occurred in 1994. Balsero was a pivotal moment for Cuban immigration due to the tremendous number of rafts that washed up on the shore of Miami Beach. The main motivation for many to flee Cuba in this wave was the collapse of the Soviet Bloc, worsening the failing Cuban economy.[footnoteRef:33] With rising social tensions, political reform demands, and an economic recession, migratory pressures increased dramatically. Throughout this period, 61,200 Cubans entered the United States, with 30,900 Cuban rafters arriving in a one-month period.[footnoteRef:34]  [33:   Felix Masud-Piloto, From Welcomed Exiles to Illegal Immigrants: Cuban Migration to the U.S., 1959-1995 (Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 1995), (Accessed November 12, 2020).]  [34:    PBS, “Cuban Exiles in America” (2005).] 

When compared to the Cuban community in America, Puerto Ricans and Mexicans tend to support more liberal beliefs instead of conservative beliefs. This can be due to their place of origin. Puerto Rican and Mexican immigrants arrived in the United States due to economic hardships occurring in their country, while Cubans fled their homeland due to a communist revolution.[footnoteRef:35] These three communities have undergone different experiences that led them to immigrate to the United States. As a result, they view politics differently. One common characteristic that these three Latino communities share is that the third generation tends to express more Democratic ideals. The Cuban community’s older generations are fascinating, as the majority steadfastly stand by their political beliefs of unwavering conservative values.  [35:   Sergio Diaz-Briquets, Political and Economic Migrants in America: Cubans and Mexicans (Springer, 1987), https://www.jstor.org/stable/657598?seq=1, (Accessed November 12, 2020).
] 

When studying past presidential elections, it becomes evident that Republican presidential candidates such as George W. Bush received substantial support from the Cuban community and consequently won the presidency. In 2004, George W. Bush, the Republican presidential candidate, won 78% of the Cuban vote in the state of Florida. However, in 2012, Republican nominee Mitt Romney won only 47% of the vote among this group.[footnoteRef:36] It was throughout the presidential elections of 2008 and 2012 that the Democratic nominee for the presidency, Barack Obama, proved the influence of Cuban voters in presidential elections. A major reason for why this trend began to occur around the 2012 presidential election was due to more younger Cuban-American voters voting for the first time. This movement of Cuban voters shifting away from the Republican Party and toward the Democratic Party can be detected in the 2016 and 2020 elections. [36:   Jens Manuel Krogstad and Antonia Flores, Unlike other Latinos, about half of Cuban voters in Florida backed Trump (Pew Research Center, 2016), https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2016/11/15/unlike-other-latinos-about-half-of-cuban-voters-in-florida-backed-trump/, (Accessed November 12, 2020).] 

Once Florida became a projected red state in the 2020 presidential election, the mainstream media reported that the main disrupter for former Vice President Biden's path to victory was the Miami-Dade Cubans. However, there are several issues with that statement. First, there is growing support for the Democratic candidates among Miami-Dade’s Cuban community. In 2016, former Secretary of State Hillary Clinton received 41% of the Cuban vote in the county.[footnoteRef:37] However, in 2020 Joe Biden received more support among this demographic. The main issue was that the Biden campaign performed worse among the Hispanic population, compared to Clinton.[footnoteRef:38] Although Biden’s outcome in Florida was poor, the Cuban community proved that it is steadily shifting to the left, despite the majority of the community voting Republican. [37:    Krogstad and Flores, Unlike other Latinos.]  [38:    National Public Radio, “Why Joe Biden Saw Mixed Success With Latinos” (2020), https://www.npr.org/2020/11/05/931378189/what-we-know-about-the-latino-vote-in-some-key-states, (Accessed November 12, 2020).] 

	This paper seeks to confront the influence of Cuban voters while analyzing the reasons for their voting patterns, including social media, the political leaders of Cuba and the United States, education, and the influences of political socialization through family. My argument is that there are two main factors influencing the second and third-generation of Cubans that are causing a shift from conservative beliefs to liberal ideas: education and familial political socialization. Further support of this argument is that Cuban leaders heavily influence the first generation due to their past experiences, which are not as deeply shared by the second or third generation. 
Researchers from various fields studied the factors that influence political preferences and some sought to understand how these attributes affected Cuban-Americans’ voting patterns. Guillermo J. Grenier, chair and professor of the Department of Global and Sociocultural Studies at Florida International University, interviewed 1,811 Cuban-Americans from the four different waves of immigration in the late 20th century. He found the majority of these Cubans from this time share one commonality: support for the Republican Party.[footnoteRef:39] [39:    Guillermo J. Grenier, The Creation and Maintenance of the Cuban American "Exile Ideology": Evidence from the FIU Cuba Poll 2004 (University of Illinois Press on behalf of the Immigration & Ethnic History Society, 2006), https://www.jstor.org/stable/27501696?seq=1, (Accessed November 12, 2020).] 

Melissa Humphries, Chandra Muller, and Kathryn S. Schiller, researchers at the Southwestern Social Science Association, evaluated adolescent political socialization by comparing Latin/Caribbean and Asian immigrant young adults to white young adults born in the United States.[footnoteRef:40] They concluded that more highly educated individuals were most likely to decide their political opinion. In comparison, less highly educated immigrant children from countries in Asia and Latin American/Caribbean were less likely than the white, American-born subjects to veer from their parents’ beliefs. [40:   Melissa Humphries, Chandra Muller and Kathryn S. Schiller, The Political Socialization of Adolescent Children of Immigrants (Wiley, 2013), https://www.jstor.org/stable/42864141?seq=1, (Accessed November 12, 2020).] 

Another influence that shapes individuals’ political preferences is the media, especially social media. Hunt Allcott and Matthew Gentzkow, professors of economics at New York University and Stanford, conducted a study on how social media impacted the 2016 election between Hillary Clinton and Donald Trump.[footnoteRef:41] Allcott and Gentzkow estimated that the average US adult read and remembered multiple false news articles during the 2016 election period, with most viewing more pro-Trump reports than pro-Clinton reports. They discovered social media affected individuals’ beliefs and voting decisions. [41:   Hunt Allcott and Matthew Gentzkow, Social Media and Fake News in the 2016 Election (American Economic Association, 2017), https://www.jstor.org/stable/44235006?seq=1#metadata_info_tab_contents, (Accessed November 12, 2020).
] 

Unlike Grenier’s research, which focused only on Cuban-born immigrants, this study evaluates the factors of political socialization that impact three generations of Cuban-Americans. In contrast to the study by Humphries, Muller, and Schiller, this research examines the effects of education on multiple generations of individuals sharing a nationality, while their study examined one generation from individuals of various nationalities. Finally, while the research by Allcott and Gentzkow explores the effects of social media on the voting patterns of Americans in general, this research focuses on how social media affects individuals of Cuban heritage. This research paper references the political academic literature as well as the literature related to social media, child psychology, culture, and education to analyze factors affecting Cuban-Americans’ voting patterns.
Method 
I conducted a survey in both English and Spanish with 90 Cuban-Americans residing in four Florida counties— Broward, Miami-Dade, Monroe, and Palm Beach— and asked a series of questions to ascertain their political beliefs. 
The survey for first, second, and third-generation Cuban individuals began with questions using the Likert scale, a numerical system in which each number correlates to feelings of varying degrees. The numeric values can be translated despite language barriers. There are six numbers on the scale and thus six options ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree, including a middle number signifying neutrality and the highest number representing “unclear.”
	Scale 
	Scale Meaning 

	1
	Strongly agree with the statement 

	2
	Agree with the statement

	3
	Neutral about the statement

	4
	Disagree with the statement

	5
	Strongly disagree with the statement

	6
	Unclear about the statement



Figures one through fourteen represent the results from the survey. Figures one through ten use the Likert scale, while figures eleven through fourteen do not. The results are gathered from a total of 90 people across three generations. The first generation was broken down by 56% women and 44% men, the second generation was 53% women and 47% men, and the third generation was 51% men and 49% women.

Qualitative Data
I interviewed 45 participants (50% of the total) asking them open-ended questions and recording their answers. Questions included the following: “Have Cuban political leaders influenced your political beliefs, and if so what strategies did they use?”, “Have you ever attempted to have your children understand and adopt your political perspectives?”, and “Do you support political candidates on social media, and if so why and which platforms?” Then I organized the main themes, such as Barack Obama, social media, Fidel Castro, etc, according to common words/phrases used among participants. A percentage is concluded from the number of times the themes are mentioned by dividing the number of people mentioning the theme by the total number of individuals asked the question.[footnoteRef:42]  [42:  Irving Seidman, Interviewing as Qualitative Research: A Guide for Researchers in Education and the Social Sciences (Teachers College Press 2019), (Accessed November 12, 2020).
] 


Limitations
First, the sample participants were chosen by convenience and are not a representative sample of the South Florida population of Cuban-Americans. Although the surveys were available in English and Spanish, the follow-up questionnaire was only available to English speakers since I do not speak Spanish fluently.  This could make it more difficult for first-generation Cuban immigrants to explain their views. Lastly, many areas I visited were under Covid-19 restrictions, resulting in limited personal interactions. It may have been by chance that the participants from the younger generation were highly educated compared to participants in the first generation. Additional research should be done to see if my results can be replicated; if the sampling was not done scientifically, it is possible that more educated people in the third generation were sampled. 
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Qualitative Data 
50% of survey participants were interviewed, and I detected patterns after analyzing the participants’ responses. One of the trends involved the negative connotation of Fidel Castro, which occurred 78% of the time among Cuban immigrants. Contrastingly, only 11% of American-born Cubans referenced Fidel Castro. It is worth noting that other political authorities were alluded to, but not to the same extent. These leaders included Joe Biden, Donald Trump, George W. Bush, Barack Obama, Hillary Clinton, Raul Castro, and Ronald Reagan. 
A relatively low percentage claimed social media directed their political beliefs: 13% of the first generation, 17% of the second generation, and 21% of the third generation. Many participants did not realize social media acts as an influential factor in their political beliefs. This illustrates that political influence is stronger on a macro level, rather than a micro level.
The interview also involved comprehensive questions surrounding parent and grandparent influences. More than 78% of third-generation participants believed their parents and grandparents attempted to change their political beliefs. They claimed it was this attempted endeavor that prompted them to rebel and consider more liberal ideals. This is interesting, as 32% of Cuban immigrant parents and grandparents and 28% of second-generation Cuban parents claimed to influence their child’s politics through discussion, as they believed it was important to steer them away from the Cuban government they left behind. 
Another question participants answered revolved around the education they received and its impact on their lives. 79% of third-generation participants explained that receiving higher education guided them towards more liberal beliefs. 55% of second-generation participants noted that achieving higher education provoked more liberal thinking. 12% of first-generation participants explained that pursuing higher education led them to think more liberally. When applied to voting trends, this data illustrates that the younger generation is most likely to be influenced by their education.

Discussion 
The data in Figures 1 and 2 captures the differences among three generations’ sentiments toward political leaders to understand how much Cuban political authorities continue to inform Cuban-Americans’ beliefs. In the case of the multigenerational Cuban-Americans’ political beliefs being influenced by previous Cuban leaders, 83.3% of the first-generation felt influenced, whereas in the second-generation, 20% experienced influence, and only 16.6% in the third generation. This indicates younger voters are not connected to former Cuban leaders or their influences. This could be a potential reason for why they vote for a Democratic Party’s candidate for president in recent elections. Additionally, the results show that past Cuban leaders have an impact on the first generation, explaining their gravitation towards Republican voting. 
Figures 5 and 6 show the participants’ current stance on supporting the Democratic and Republican parties. My data supports Grenier’s previous results, which states the first generation carries anti-socialist beliefs. This discovery simultaneously supports my statement that the first generation remains steadfast in their political beliefs due to their experiences in Cuba. Unlike Grenier’s results, my data illustrates that second and third-generation voters appear more concerned with American issues compared to the first generation’s focus on past experiences in Cuba. When asked “What beliefs does the Republican Party hold that are important to you?” 87% among the first generation mentioned anti-socialism, while only 35% among second generation and 16% among the third generation bring up anti-socialism. 
Political socialization within the family is further explored in Figures 7 and 8, questioning if children carry the same political beliefs as their parents and grandparents. Figure 8 shows the extent to which the second and third generations share certain political beliefs with their parents/grandparents. In the first generation, 70% shared political beliefs; in the second-generation, 50% held shared political beliefs, while in the third-generation, only 33.3% shared political beliefs. In the interviews, a little more than 78% of third-generation participants believed their parents/grandparents tried to force their political beliefs on them. On the other hand, 28% among the second generation and 32% among the first generation experienced parental influence. This reveals that increasingly younger generations of Cuban-Americans veered left in possible defiance of their parents’/grandparents’ political beliefs. This data is unexpected since Sergio Diaz-Briquets mentions that in other Latin cultures, children typically hold the political beliefs of their parents, a trend fading in the American-Cuban community. 
The category of education and its impact on political beliefs is explored in Figures 9 and 10. Unlike a study conducted by Humphries, Muller, and Schiller, my study focused on how the education level received over multiple generations of a nationality affects their voting patterns.  3.3% of the first-generation Cuban-Americans received higher education, while 10% of the second generation and 23.3% of the third generation obtained higher education. Second-generation and third-generation participants were more likely to achieve a higher level of education than the first generation, as resources were more accessible. This data shows the correlation between an increase in higher education and increase in support for Democratic candidates for president, especially the support for the most recent candidate, Joe Biden. Data from the interviews shows that 79% of participants in the third generation felt that their higher education guided them towards more liberal beliefs and voting for Democratic candidates for president. 55% of second-generation participants claimed higher education led them to think more liberally and vote for Democratic presidential candidates. Unlike the second or third-generation participants, only 12% of the first generation felt that earning higher education provoked them to think liberally and vote for Democratic presidential candidates.
These voting patterns and their shifts over time are depicted in Figures 11, 12, 13, and 14, as they present all three generations voting between the 2008 and 2020 elections. The trends indicate that Cuban immigrants are more likely to remain conservative throughout their life. Figure 11 shows that out of the ninety participants surveyed, 58.8% voted for John McCain, while 27.7% voted for Barack Obama. Figure 14 shows that 52.2% voted for Donald Trump and 41.1% voted for Joe Biden. My data is similar to Krogstad and Flores’ research, as I am comparing votes received by Republican candidates to Democrat candidates over two elections. A key difference between the studies is that I focused on the 2008 and 2020 elections, while Krogstad and Flores concentrated on the 2004 and 2012 elections. Though this statistical difference between the 2008 and 2020 presidential elections may be small, it is significant due to older generations' experience with Castro’s policies, compared to the second and third generations’ support for Democratic nominees.
The category of social media’s influence on political ideals is explored in Figures 3 and 4. The results showed that over 60% of all three generations strongly disagreed that social media had little impact on their political opinion. The remaining less than 40% agreed that social media impacted their political beliefs. Studies conducted by Allcott and Gentzkow do not support my research data, which is that social media does not greatly influence the Cuban-Americans’ political beliefs. Although there is a significant gap in social media usage, this factor does not explain why this community’s political views are changing.

Conclusion 
After completing a survey and interview, my research concluded that out of the four influential factors used to determine political voting patterns in the Cuban community, education was the most significant. The availability of education has grown as each generation passes, allowing newer generations to learn and construct new, independent ideas apart from their elders. Political socialization was also a contender for the political shift within the Cuban community. The data collected exhibits that first-generation Cubans felt their political beliefs had not been imposed upon them and that they shared the same beliefs as their family. However, the second and third generations’ responses leaned towards having beliefs forced upon them and not sharing the same beliefs as strongly. This supports my statement that despite familial political socialization having an influence on the beliefs of younger generations, they may stray from their parents’ and grandparents’ beliefs as they grow and become educated. Lastly, the data accumulated showed that first-generation Cubans are impacted by past Cuban leaders, whereas the second generation is not as influenced and the third generation is hardly affected at all. A possibility may be that the first generation experienced Cuban leadership themselves, while the second and third generations experienced American leaders. 
One factor that did not give clear results was social media. Although many among the second and third generations use social media, there was insufficient data to determine whether this was a factor. The first generation hardly interacted with social media and felt it was not impactful for them. The survey and interviews I conducted supported an already known trend that, over time, generations become less unified and conservative due to environmental factors.
This research is beneficial for future studies that focus on evolving voting patterns in other minority groups and the factors that determine this change, as they can compare their data with the information found in this research about the Cuban community. Furthermore, future politicians and their teams can use studies like this on the campaign trail to target a specific community's political desires. In doing so, politicians and their teams will understand how to persuade the second and third generations for their votes, by focusing on the importance of education and good American leadership that they expect from politicians. When targeting the first generation, politicians can communicate that they are unlike Fidel Castro and will lead in a pragmatic, democratic manner.
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How Germany Shaped the European Response to the 2009 Eurozone Crisis

By Lauren Weinsier
Abstract
The 2009 Eurozone crisis threatened the viability both of the individual economies of European Union (EU) member states and European integration as a whole. This balance-of-payments crisis revealed the deficiencies of having one common monetary policy without a common fiscal policy to counteract macroeconomic imbalances. Consequentially, it rendered the need for new, distinct structures of governance at the European level to rescue Eurozone member countries unable to repay government debt, including Portugal, Italy, Ireland, Greece, and Spain (PIIGS). Much scholarly literature has examined the new institutions developed in response to the debt crisis, like the 2010 European Financial Stability Facility and European Stability Mechanism. However, less research speaks specifically to the central role Germany played in shaping the direction of European policy. This paper conducts an in-depth study on Germany as a strategic actor at the European level. It will examine the political implications of the European debt crisis through a theoretical framework, looking particularly at how Germany successfully uploaded its preferences to the EU policy arena. The study will proceed in the following three sections. First, it will introduce the liberal intergovernmentalist approach and the pace-setting theory to show why certain member states are better able to shape European policy than others. Afterwards, it will argue that the economic crisis rendered a need for a regional hegemon to provide leadership, and that Germany’s position as a dominant economy and key creditor state pushed it into this pace-setting role. Later, the paper will conduct an empirical examination of Germany as a strategic pace-setter in the euro crisis to analyze how and why European institutional developments came to reflect German ordo liberal preferences. Finally, the paper will conclude on a note that the outcome of the Eurozone crisis fits the liberal intergovernmentalist framework, as Germany has used its regional power as a pace-setter to successfully upload its national economic preferences to the European level. Nevertheless, the role of domestic political and institutional constraints in Germany, paired with a rising discontent among EU member states with the German fiscal model, suggests a limit to German hegemony in Europe. Its capacity and international legitimacy to influence change at the European level may not be omnipotent.
Literature Review
The 2009 Eurozone crisis presented the EU with a political and economic challenge that
threatened the lifespan of the euro, the domestic economies of member states, and the European
integration project as a whole. This explosive economic crisis revealed the institutional
deficiencies inherent within the European Economic and Monetary Union’s (EMU)
asymmetrical design – one which proposed a common monetary policy without a common
economic policy. The need for stronger budgetary oversight and banking supervision to ensure
the survival of the euro triggered a subsequent phase of institution building that aimed to
coordinate fiscal policy among Eurozone member states (Braun 2013). Many scholars have
noted the compatibility of these institutional developments, including the 2011 “Euro-Plus Pact”
and the 2012 Fiscal Compact, with German ordo liberal preferences (Schimmelfennig 2015: 3;
Art 2015: 187). In fact, the construction of the EMU and its subsequent reforms in the onset of
the Eurozone crisis embody some of the most important tenets of German monetary policy,
including price stability, avoiding debt mutualization, and prohibitions against buying sovereign
debt by the European Central Bank (ECB). The alignment of German preferences with European
policy has engendered a debate over the Germanization of the EU’s monetary and fiscal
institutional design (Art 2015). In order to rescue the Eurozone, Germany reshaped European
economic institutions in its own image. Consequentially, the line between German national
economic preferences and European economic policy has become indistinguishable.
The post-crisis development of European-level institutions by a purposeful actor speaks more broadly to Johan Olsen’s examination of the “what’s” and “why’s” of Europeanization. Olsen draws from an institutional and power dynamics perspective to explain why European-level institutions look the way they do. Institutional change reflects the preferences of the most
powerful actors, and these preferences are motivated by existing structures, histories, and
dynamics within political society (Olsen 2002: 925-926). In line with the historical
institutionalist approach, Olsen posits that institutions shape the corridor in which actors make
decisions (Capoccia & Kelemen, 2007: 349). Additionally, Olsen’s proposition that strong
countries shape European policy is complemented by additional literature that argues that the
euro area pre-crisis policy paradigm was not prepared to handle the economic crisis (Braun
2013). This in turn left an institutional void that only Germany, as the dominant economy and
primary creditor state, could fill. Thus, the failure of pre-crisis contingency plans, paired with
Germany’s relative power distribution in Europe, allowed for Germany to shape the EMU’s
institutional design in line with its “locked-in” ordo liberal principles in the years directly
following the crisis. Europeanization through fiscal coordination at the European level was a
product of institutional interwovenness between the EU and its most powerful member state.

Background Information
The 1989 Delors Report on Monetary Union outlined the decision to coordinate monetary
policy at the European level without any equivalent system of fiscal coordination (Maes 2004:
33). This decision was the outcome of broader Franco-German debates between the West
German “economists” and the French “monetarists.” While West Germany preferred to
coordinate economic policy before fixing exchange rates, France worried the costs of fiscal
federalism would jeopardize European integration efforts toward EMU – the first step which was
to be the completion of the Single Market (Maes 2004: 21; Art 2015: 189). Additionally, the
French, Italian, and Belgian aversion to drastically restructuring their domestic economies for the
possibility of achieving monetary union, paired with the “monetarist” belief that fixing exchange
rates would inevitably invite economic cooperation, led to a monetary union being adopted first.
One of the implications of this asymmetrical institutional design was an incentive for
Eurozone member states to take on more debt than they could manage. Because all members
shared the same currency and single monetary authority (the ECB), poor countries like Greece
were able to borrow for any amount they wanted with the credit score of say, Germany. This
structural problem became apparent with the onset of the 2007 global financial crisis, which
revealed the implications of Greece’s reckless borrowing and spending having gone largely
unchecked (Cini & Borragán 2019: 391). Compounded by the bailouts of European private
banks, Greece’s sovereign debt crisis quickly turned into Europe’s problem and precipitated a
need for reform. To combat member states’ deep recessions and high budget deficits, the EU
implemented various elements of euro area governance directed toward financial support and
increased surveillance mechanisms, including an EU-IMF package for Greece and a commitment
by the ECB to unlimited bond purchases on secondary markets (Hall 2014: 11). However, these
loans came with conditions. Countries like Greece, Portugal, and Spain received emergency
financial support, but at the cost of adopting austerity policies that starkly uprooted their
traditional fiscal systems. Germany in particular had a vested interest in overseeing that indebted
countries fulfilled the conditions attached to their loans (Cini & Borragán 2019: 393). As a
northern creditor state, Germany had a strong incentive to minimize its burden of adjustment.

Section 1: A Theoretical Examination: Liberal Intergovernmentalism and Pace-Setting
Germany’s central role in driving post-crisis institutional reform can be understood
through the liberal intergovernmentalist lens, which prescribes states as the most important
actors. Two competing theories exist for explaining the origins and development of European
integration – essentially, why Europeanization has taken the route that it has. Ernst Haas’s neofunctionalist perspective defines integration as a process that, once started, undermines the
sovereignty of states beyond governments’ expectations (Haas 1958). Essentially, Haas argues
that supranational actors, rather than states, drive the integration process forward, and that
cooperation in one area will inevitably lead to cooperation in another. Classic
intergovernmentalism, on the other hand, views integration as a choice that ultimately
strengthens the nation-state. When states move forward, they are willing and get a benefit
(Hoffmann 1966). This state-centric position supports Olsen’s purposeful choice framework for
understanding European-level institutional development, as well as Dr. Katrin Auel’s depiction
of the national government as a gate-keeper who determines state access to the European policy
level (Olsen 2002: 929; Auel 2006: 255). In both cases, states have the discretion to either accept
or reject institutional change - change reflects the will, power, and understanding of state actors.
Hoffman’s classic intergovernmentalism model failed to acknowledge the role domestic
actors and national preferences play in shaping state interests. This oversight engendered the rise
of liberal intergovernmentalism, which views Europeanization as a two-level game that reflects
the national economic preferences of the most powerful EU member states (Moravcsik 1998).
Essentially, the national polity demands European cooperation in line with their economic
interests, and this integration is supplied through inter-state negotiations which reflect the
relative bargaining power of euro area members. Thus, through inter-state bargaining, the most
powerful states are able to project their national policy preferences onto the EU level – a concept
known as “uploading.” Strong countries shape the European policy that less powerful Eurozone
members then “download” into their own national policies (Alecu de Flers & Müller 2010: 12-
18). In principle, all states would want to align European policy with their own national
economic interests, as this minimizes the subsequent costs of EU-policy receipt. In shaping
European policy from the bottom-up, states can decrease misfit between domestic and European
policy and thus more easily implement policy outcomes at home. Germany, France, and the
United Kingdom, for example, are some of the best compliers with EU policy, as they typically
exert the most influence over the outcome (Börzel 2002: 194; Alecu de Flers & Müller 2010: 7,
14). However, states differ in both their policy preferences and action capacities when it comes
to molding EU-level policy. Varying levels of willingness and ability determine which strategies
states pursue in responding to Europeanization.
Tanja Börzel outlines three different strategies states pursue in Europeanization efforts.
Both the extent of a state’s role in developing European-level institutions and the degree to
which such institutions penetrate its own national governance system is determined by that
individual state’s capability and preferences (Börzel 2002; Olsen 2002: 923). Pace-setters
actively shape European policies according to their domestic preferences. Known as “leaders” or
“pioneers,” countries like Germany and the Netherlands are highly incentivized to harmonize
high standards at the European level to render their cross-border policies more effective, diffuse
their implementation burden, and reduce adaptation costs. Moreover, their high level of
economic development, staff power, and expertise paired with a substantial presence in European
negotiating networks gives these countries the capacity to do so. On the other side of the
spectrum are foot-draggers whose underdeveloped regulatory structures, lack of money and staff
power, and aversion to strict, EU-wide standards both prevent and dissuade them from pushing
European-level policy. Instead, countries like Portugal and Greece seek exemptions or
concessions from strict European measures by blocking them. Finally, fence-sitters neither push
policies nor try to block them. Their middle-ground capacities and incentives render it more
useful to form strategic coalitions with the other two groups on a case-by-case basis.

Section 2: Examining the Power of the Pace-Setter With Regard to the Eurozone Crisis
The Eurozone crisis rendered a need for a regional hegemon to organize a new
institutional path, and Germany’s position as a dominant economy and key creditor state pushed
it into this pace-setting role. Hegemonic stability theory posits that global stability and economic
openness is dependent on the preeminence of a single power. In line with the liberal
intergovernmentalist approach, hegemony is typically determined by the relative power
distribution of states (Krasner & Webb 1989: 183; Moravcsik 1998). Krasner and Webb’s
reference to power dynamics explains why EU states looked to Germany, as the leading
economy, to provide leadership and stability during the crisis (Bulmer 2014: 1245). The desire
for economic stability overrode the wish for sovereignty, as EU states were more than willing to
embrace the German vision of world order in exchange for a regional hegemonic leader.
Before exploring whether or not Germany’s programs lived up to its hegemonic
expectation, it is first important to understand why these programs had such a momentous
impact. Path dependency theory postulates three phases for the constitution of an institutional
path – the preformation phase, the path formation phase, and path dependence. Many scholars
have stressed the relationship between path-dependent processes and the critical juncture phase.
A critical juncture, such as the euro crisis, represents a “situation in which the
structural…influences on political action are significantly relaxed” (Capoccia & Kelemen 2007:
343). Such an event occurs right before the path formation phase, during which the range of
institutional choice state actors have begins to narrow. Thus, a critical juncture greatly expands
both the number of institutional alternatives from which powerful political actors can choose, as
well as the impact the decisions made by these actors have on affected populations.
Capoccia and Kelemen’s research on critical junctures is supplemented by Benjamin
Braun’s emphasis on the “emergency” phase of an economic crisis (Braun 2013). According to
Braun, whether or not a country or countries effectively plan for a crisis determines the degree to
which a critical juncture uproots existing institutions. A critical juncture has two chronological
phases – emergency crisis management and the subsequent phase of institution building.
Essentially, the formation of new institutions is a consequential outcome of a lack of crisis
preparedness. Despite the likely possibility of a sovereign debt crisis, given common exchange
rates and a common currency with asymmetrical fiscal designs, the EU failed to ideationally and
institutionally prepare for this scenario. The spirit behind articles 123 and 125 of the Treaty on
the Functioning of the EU (TFEU), which deemed sovereign default a developing country
problem, speaks to possible reasons behind this failure (Braun 2013: 428). Regardless, the
Eurozone’s lack of preparedness precipitated the need for both Germany and the ECB to step in
and reshape the EMU’s institutional structure. The ECB, for example, committed to unlimited
bond purchases which contradicted TFEU Articles 123 and 125, while Germany stood as the
highest contributor to financial support packages conditional on austerity measures (Cini &
Borragán 2019: 393). Thus, the critical juncture, as propelled by the financial crisis and
intensified by a lack of crisis preparedness, allowed for Germany to step into a hegemonic
position within the Eurozone and to reshape the EU’s institutional design alongside the ECB.
Germany was able to take on this pace-setting role because it had the resources and
capabilities to do so. European integration had previously been defined by Franco-German
cooperation. However, Germany’s high comparative economic standing to France in 2011 - in
terms of its low unemployment rate, high GDP, stable labor costs and maintenance of a moderate
budget deficit – rendered Germany the clear hegemonic contender (Bulmer 2014: 1252-1253;
Art 2015: 197). The question then becomes why Germany was so well off. The very modest rise
in German unemployment as compared to other EU member states can be partly explained by the
2005 Hartz IV reform, which reduced unemployment benefits and tightened the job search rules
and conditions for benefits recipients. Many scholars attribute Germany’s ability to weather the
recession to this introduced internal flexibility and labor market efficiency (Chih-Mei 2018:
744). The Hartz reforms acted as a sort of pre-crisis planning which, according to Braun, reduced
the critical juncture effect of the crisis and thus minimized the need for subsequent institutional
reform. Moreover, these reforms that served the “social market economy” complemented
preexisting German ordo liberal principles of monetary stability and fiscal conservatism. Hence,
neither Hartz IV, nor the Eurozone crisis drastically uprooted existing German institutions.
Aside from its economic strength, both a German consensus on ordo liberalism at home and the adoption by other EU member states of aspects of the German economic model contributed to Germany’s pace-setting role (Art 2015). Whereas member states like Great Britain faced extreme domestic partisan divides as to their economic ideologies, German public opinion was fairly unified in accordance with ordo liberal principles. These domestic sources of consent
reinforced Germany’s hegemonic role (Bulmer 2014: 1250). Moreover, Germany’s strong
leadership role in the European integration process prior to the financial crisis allowed for it to
export aspects of its economic model to other Eurozone countries. Austrians, Belgians, and the
Dutch, for example, had all fixed their currencies to the German mark. This domestic and
regional support, paired with effective pre-crisis planning, fortified and strengthened Germany’s
Eurozone leadership standing and its subsequent power to push policies at the European level.

Section 3: Germany as a Pace-Setter in the Euro Crisis: A Case Study
Germany’s high level of economic development paired with its domestic and international legitimacy allowed for it to act as a strategic pace-setter in the euro area crisis. Consequentially, German preferences for ordo liberalism and intergovernmental solutions were uploaded to the European policy area. Monetary stability and fiscal conservatism lie at the core of the German economic model. At no point has Germany allowed its loyalty to a strong state role and a “social market economy” to be weathered by European monetary integration. In fact, by modeling the ECB after the Bundesbank and establishing strict convergence criteria through the 1997 Stability and Growth Pact (SGP), Germany made so that the EMU reflected its austerity preferences (Art 2015: 193; Bulmer 2014: 1247). Thus, it came as no surprise that to resolve the financial crisis, Germany sought a system of economic governance consistent with the ordo liberal framework. 
While Germany’s preference for an ordo liberal monetary and fiscal policy stayed consistent before and after the Eurozone crisis, its strategy to realize this preference changed. Whereas Germany agreed to a supranational approach to instill austerity within the EMU, it preferred to address the sovereign debt crisis through ad hoc intergovernmental solutions (Schoeller & Karlsson 2021: 200). As a northern creditor state with a high solvency and credit rating, Germany favored national adjustment to mutualized adjustment. Unwilling to be forced into “bailing out” indebted member states through supranational rescue funds and Euro bonds, Germany preferred to push the most of the burden of adjustment onto the periphery
(Schimmelfennig 2015: 5). As Germany was the country with the strongest bargaining power,
the outcomes of interstate negotiations were to reflect its intergovernmental preferences
(Moravcsik 1998). Ultimately, fiscal policy coordination reflected the ordo liberal and
intergovernmental preferences of the most powerful EU member state.
German policies of fiscal discipline and strict conditionality were not uploaded immediately to the European level. When first presented with the news of Greece’s severe fiscal deficit, German Chancellor Angela Merkel refused to accept Greece’s “responsibility to reform” and thus denied the indebted country any direct bilateral aid (Jones 2010: 21). However, as Greece’s debt intensified and spilled over into a European problem, Merkel adjusted her policy toward Greece and other Eurozone members facing financial ruin. The resulting policies uploaded to the European level – namely, the “Euro-Plus Pact,” Fiscal Compact, and inclusion of the IMF in bailout funds - reflected the German austerity discourse (Bulmer 2014: 1254). The “Euro-Plus Pact,” adopted in March 2011 as a successor to the SGP, was an intergovernmental instrument driven by Germany and France to trigger economic convergence amongst euro area members.Similarly to the subsequent 2012 Fiscal Compact, it aimed to achieve competitiveness,
employment, and public financial stability through non-binding, voluntary measures.
Furthermore, by including the IMF in bailout actions and objecting to the creation of Euro bonds,
Germany successfully enforced a restrictive control of bailout policies.
Merkel was more concerned with national economic interests than with European solidarity. Consequentially, she failed to stem Greece’s deficit at the crisis’s onset, thus contributing to the spread of the crisis and need for rescue plans across the Eurozone (Jones 2010: 33). Discourse over whether lender or borrower states are to blame for the crisis have contributed to a larger debate over what type of hegemon Germany was. Miguel Otero-Iglesias and Hubert Zimmerman propose Germany acted as a “benign hegemon” in exercising its policy of fiscal restraint (Zimmerman & Dür 2016). Once Merkel realized the increasing risks and spillovers of the Greek crisis, she stepped in to prevent indebted countries from defaulting and ultimately saved the euro. On the other hand, Matthias Matthijs purports Germany has abused its dominant position through acting as a “reluctant hegemon” (Zimmerman & Dür 2016). In advocating for sound money over growth policies, Germany has not provided the market for distress goods, stable exchange rates, and counter-cyclical long term lending as expected by the hegemonic stability theory. In this sense, Germany is less so a pragmatic, stabilizing leader and more like a strict rule promoter.
The political contestation over German economic leadership in the Eurozone crisis
supports the “reluctant hegemon” theory. Germany’s economic revival as opposed to other
floundering European economies can be partly attributed to its promotion of strict economic
management. As a strategic pace-setter with considerable bargaining power, Germany uploaded
national, rather than European preferences, to the EU level. This suggests that rather than
implement these policies as a “benign hegemon” to aid other euro area countries, Germany more
so sought to protect its own economic position as a “reluctant hegemon” within the Eurozone.
Merkel did not help Greece at first, and when she did, it was with the sole intent to save the euro
(Jones 2010: 21). Furthermore, by objecting to the creation of Euro bonds, Germany chose to
nationalize rather than mutualize adjustment to lessen its burden of adjustment. Its refusal to pay
for indebted member states, despite the potential stabilizing benefits for the Eurozone, shows that
Germany only sought policy integration to the extent it would serve its own national preferences.
By exporting its own economic model to the Eurozone, Germany has minimized the “misfit” between European rules and its own national ones. In turn, it has lowered the costs in
downloading these policies at the domestic level (Börzel 2002: 196). Article 115 of the German
Basic Law outlines the balanced budget rule, which essentially provides constitutional provisions
for managing public debt. This original principle of fiscal federalism was revised in 2009 to
introduce the German debt brake – a reform requiring a structurally close-to-balanced budget
reflected in post-Eurozone crisis reforms like the 2012 Fiscal Compact (Burret & Feld 2013:
262, 275). Essentially, Germany filled the institutional void left by the financial crisis with
programs based upon its own economic institutions. It did so with little regard for the
adaptational pressures this imposed fiscal federalism would have on indebted southern member
states. This commitment to stability over solidarity culture ultimately serves to champion
Germany as an exporting state, hence contributing to its rather disappointing hegemonic role.
Conclusion
In line with the liberal intergovernmentalism paradigm, Germany has only uploaded policies to the European level in line with its own national economic interests. Its relatively high
distribution of power as the Eurozone’s most powerful creditor state, paired with the institutional
void left by the Eurozone crisis, has allowed for it to step into this pace-setting role. Consequentially, European measures aimed toward fiscal coordination have reflected German
ordo liberal and intergovernmental preferences. Policies like the “Euro Plus Pact” and the Fiscal
Compact have minimized implementation costs for Germany at the expense of increasing misfit
for indebted euro area members. Ultimately, Germany has benefited from its dominant role in the
Eurozone crisis as a strategic pace-setter at the European level. The political implications of the
sovereign debt crisis have rendered German and European policy practically the same.
Nevertheless, political constraints at home paired with concerns of international legitimacy beget the question of whether Germany will continue to play a dominant role in shaping European policy. Opposition from the FCC and the Bundesbank to certain Eurozone solutions, along with rising Euroscepticism from the German public and parties like the CSU and FDP demonstrate how European policy is being contested and rejected at the domestic level (Bulmer 2014: 1258). Further, the blind acceptance of austerity measures may have been necessary for southern states to receive emergency financial support at the onset of the crisis. However, detrimental political implications for states like Greece and Spain may lead them toward a more relaxed fiscal policy in line with preexisting institutions (Hall 2014: 23). Nevertheless, at this time, Germany still very much remains the victor of post-Eurozone crisis fiscal policy reform.
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Voting Turnout and its Implications for Democracy
By Madeline Stewart
Introduction
Since the first European Parliament (EP) election in 1979, which saw a 61.99 percent voting turnout on average, there has been a steadily declining turnout. For example, in 1999, the European Union’s (EU) voter turnout sharply decreases from 56.67 percent to 49.52 percent.  Researchers argue about the reasoning behind low turnout, with theories ranging from low interest to low-stake voting. They argue that many citizens within the EU — until 2019 — felt apathy or enfeeblement toward the voting process, viewing their national elections as a more important arena to participate in (Franklin et al, 2011). 
Along with apathy, the EP elections have been historically predictable. Throughout 1999 to 2014, the same party, the European People’s Party (EPP), won. Even before the EPP’s string of success, the victory of parties frequently switched between the Conservative and the Labor Party. For this reason, numerous EU citizens believe there is no reason to vote. The presence of voter apathy persisted despite stable trust of the EU institutions, with many citizens holding no desire to exercise their democratic right to vote and growing complacent with the EU in favor of focusing on local issues. However, even the trust in the EU by its citizens was disrupted in 2008 and has not fully recovered since. 
In 2008, a euro crisis threatened the foundations of the EU by causing debts to surge across EU countries such as Greece. In light of this economic dilemma, the EU demonstrated an inability to respond to financial crises. The crisis degraded trust of international institutions like the EU, which dropped voter turnout by an average of 3 percent. This decreasing turnout and the subsequent indifference voters held towards politics became a defining characteristic of EU elections. Up until 2019, EU citizens preferred to remain disengaged with politics on the international level and chose not to create a habitual voting culture. Aside from EU states like Belgium and Luxembourg where voting is compulsory, the predictability and low-stakes style of EP elections led to a lack of voting interaction from member states. 
Voter Volatility and 2019
        	Given the historical trends of low voter turnout in EP elections, the sudden increase in voter turnout in 2019 serves as a shocking outlier. The 2019 voting turnout increased to 50.66 percent, rising by just over 8 percent from the 2014 election. It is important to note that these numbers from the European Parliament are likely skewed by the inclusion of turnout from countries such as Belgium and Luxembourg, where voting is compulsory. However, the uniform increase stands out, nonetheless. Before 2019, researchers like Peter Mair suggested that the EU was following a trend where democracy would be redefined without the emphasis on popular sovereignty, due to the then-steady decline in voter turnout. Although the election in 2019 challenges this theory, it still falls in line with Mair’s idea of voter volatility, which she describes as the idea that voting predictability will decrease as people lose interest in partisan commitment and instead vote based on their niche interest.
In the past, low turnout stood as a characteristic, but the wildly unpredictable outcome of the 2019 election warrants a in-depth look into the evolving trends across the EU. Before the 2019 election, there were theories that low turnout signalled toward a transition in democracy, where a declining interest in politics would thereby lead to a reliance on professionals and scientists to make policy decisions instead of elected politicians (Mair, 2006). This transition would have led to an unknown form of democracy within the EU, but there was no doubt that the EU would remain democratic. The sharp increase in voter turnout seen in the 2019 election not only overthrows the previous theory, but also stands as a drastic threat to democracy. Whereas past elections display an indifference towards politics, the 2019 election illustrates anger and dissatisfaction with mainstream politics, where voters are beginning to turn to polarized political parties for change instead of traditional partisan groups.
PARTISAN PARTIES AND POLARIZATION
        	The 2008 European debt crisis led to a deep distrust of the EU among its citizens, as reflected in voter turnout. The refrain of “there is no alternative” rang from institutions of the EU, claiming that the only way to climb out of an economic downturn was through austerity and structural reforms, but voters were dissatisfied with the EU’s response (Hobolt et al, 2016). Voters, especially those who were deeply affected by the 2008 crisis, only saw the ineffectiveness of those in power. Voters were no longer satisfied with mainstream parties and their agendas, leading to the rise of challenger parties. Challenger parties reject the methods of mainstream parties, claiming they can provide the radical change the EU desperately needs to function efficiently. These polarized parties often focus on niche policies such as environmentalism, immigration, or integration; and since the 2008 crisis, these groups have been gaining more power within politics. With the rise of these challenger parties, mainstream parties have subsequently been pushed to the side, maintaining their downward trend of popularity while challenger parties establish themselves as the replacement. 
        	The 2008 crisis served as a trigger for the downfall of mainstream parties, but it was certainly not the only cause. Slackening partisan commitment has been a trend since the 1980s across the EU, with voters engaging with voting campaigns at lower levels (Mair, 2006). Instead of aligning themselves with a party, EU citizens are voting based on policy preferences, leading to an unpredictable outcome of voting until the day of the election. In the past, voting was somewhat predictable, as people tended to vote on party lines. However, as voters choose to align themselves with policies rather than parties, it is evident that voters are no longer seeing mainstream parties as a representative of themselves, but rather an external source to watch. Voters’ consumption of politics can be likened to watching a television show; they no longer connect directly with politicians and watch the political arena from afar without feeling a direct connection to the party’s policies. Political leaders, in response, have begun to distance themselves from voters, labeling themselves as self-sufficient in a way that doesn’t require direct voter support, (Mair, 2006). When EU citizens and politicians no longer engage with one another, and instead dissociate from each other, the result is indifference and detachment from mainstream parties. Rather than fighting to maintain membership and interaction, mainstream parties have allowed themselves to evolve into a governing class. They remain in power and interact with policies without the direct involvement of popular voting. The result of this separation is a decline of loyalty, degrading the historical bond between mainstream parties and EU voters. 
The decrease in mainstream party loyalty is further exacerbated by the idea that European Parliament (EP) elections are ‘second order national elections’ (Franklin et. al, 2011). In the EU, EP elections are not monumental or decisive, creating a perceived uselessness for party membership among voters. Instead, it can be argued that the European Council (EC) maintains a significantly higher amount of influence among EU politics. However, the EC is not elected through popular voting; the EP determines the president of the EC. This creates a general lack of influence from voters in the state of the EC. This gap in connection between voters and government creates what Franklin and Hobolt describe as “democratic deficit.” There is simply too much of a gap between voters and their control over policies in the EU, creating a frustration and eventual indifference among voters. Over the course of the 1980s and the 1990s, continuing until the 2008 crisis, this democratic deficit and detachment from mainstream parties allowed for the 2008 crisis to become a breaking point. With the dissociation between mainstream parties and voters, along with the democratic deficit felt by voters in elections, there continues to be no apparent incentive for mainstream party loyalty. Instead, the combination of a decline in mainstream parties and increase in voter apathy threatens the future of their existence. 
        	Though mainstream parties such as the European People’s Party (EPP) are continuing to keep most EP seats, the 2008 crisis marked a steady decline in their influence. The proportion of seats in the EP controlled by the EPP witnessed a drop from 36 percent in 2009 to 21 percent clearly demonstrates this fact. Two parties that have demonstrated the most growth in the last ten years are the Greens Party and the Identity and Democracy (ID) Party. Challenger parties like these have risen nationally, but 2019 marked the first year these parties received over 10 percent of the popular vote each in an EP election. In reference to the Greens Party and the ID Party, the issues they champion are climate change and immigration. With recent events, such as devastating heat waves and the 2011 Syrian refugee crisis, citizens within the EU are frustrated with what they consider to be an appalling lack of response among mainstream parties. Challenger parties, though vastly different from each other, provide and promise the change that mainstream parties have not supplied. In this way, the decline of mainstream parties becomes directly connected to the rise of challenger parties.
        	 It is important to note that these challenger parties, despite incredible differences between each one, are inherently polarized. Voters find them appealing because they reject traditional politics and claim to be a voice for people in the wake of corruption (Hobolt et al, 2016). Whereas the historical role of political parties has become separated from voters, challenger parties declare to work alongside people, appealing to the apathy that voters have faced since the 1980s. In comparison to mainstream parties on both the national and international level, challenger parties are untarnished by past crises, which mobilizes them to declare extreme positions and get involved in policy areas that mainstream parties may not have the same liberty of doing. Though most challenger parties have not emerged into a position of power on the national and international level, they have skyrocketed in popularity, making up around 23 percent of the 2015 nation election’s vote share (Hobolt et al). Though this number may appear small in the broad scope of national elections, this number was just under 10 percent in 2005. On a national level, this jump in popularity for challenger parties has potentially drastic implications for international politics. These challenger parties are not yet in government positions but can influence public opinion in a way that prevents cooperation on an international level. They can donate, petition, and lobby in order to change policies within their respective countries, using traditional methods of policy change to threaten the dismantling of modern democracy.         
 	This perfect storm of a decline in mainstream parties and an increase in polarization has led directly to the volatility of voters within EP elections. The sudden presence of challenger parties on either side of the political spectrum creates unpredictability in election results. However, there may be an explanation to why turnout was so high in the 2019 EP election. Allen Wilford, in his study, describes that voting turnout is high when there are distinct party choices with low chances of coalition and high polarization. In the scope of the 2019 election, there were distinct, numerous party choices, which resulted in, a moderate turnout, in accordance with Wilford’s study. In comparison to past low turnouts in EP elections, this conclusion makes intuitive sense. The turnout itself in the EP election was not high, but its sudden increase stands to be impressive given the aggregate voting turnout in past years.
 The Implications on Democracy
        	With the decline of mainstream parties and the rapid increase in popularity of polarized parties, the concern for the future of democracy shifts to democratic backsliding. Democratic backsliding is already been an issue in Europe, with the most prominent example coming from Hungary in 2020 when an alt-right party came into power and took over their economy, court, media, and electoral process (Sitter et al, 2019). Similar issues have taken root in Poland and Romania. Democratic backsliding creates an especially potent problem in the EU, as it is specified that before a country is admitted as an EU member, it must have a stable democracy. However, the recent democratic backsliding in EU nations has made it painfully clear that the regional institution lacks necessary mechanisms to prevent democratic degradation after members are admitted. Various EU crises, whether it be the euro crisis or the Syrian refugee crisis, have resulted in polarized challenger parties appealing to voters in ways mainstream parties could not, opening the door to increasingly radicalized movements. This populism can be referred to as an illiberal approach to democracy. But, according to the European Union, democracy simply refers to liberal democracy, not radicalized populist movements (Sitter et al, 2019). Though the EU does not approve of these usually far-right winged governments establishing themselves as members of the EU, there is currently no method of removing or changing these systems of government. Instead, these governments are inadvertently allowed to thrive, allowing a spread of their movement to take root in other member states.
What makes these parties a threat to democracy is that idea that democratic backsliding is an open-ended process without a defined goal (Sitter et al, 2019). This allows for challenger parties to declare corruption and inadequacies among established government mechanisms without elaborating on their end goals. In other words, it allows challenger parties to antagonize as many people into support as possible without needing to define a specific end goal. These parties do not form by accident. They strategically seek policies that go against the liberal democracy of the EU yet do so in a way that does not trigger a reaction from the EU. In the case of anti-immigrant challenger parties, they capitalized on the refugee crisis to gain popularity and utilized already tense immigration relations to stir anti-immigration sentiments within countries such as France, Italy, and Germany (BBC, 2019). An obvious example of these sentiments is the 2021 approval within the French Senate to ban Muslim minors from wearing a hijab in public. Their reasoning cites addressing religious extremism, but the reality is thinly veiled racism provoked by anti-immigrant sentiments deeply rooted within French society. Though many polarized challenger parties have yet to make it to national or international power within the EU, their influence is palpable. They, along with their vocal supporters, place an undeniable pressure on national governments, and thereby the EU, to bend to their policies. Without proper mechanisms to handle challenger parties that inevitably promote democratic backsliding, the EU is powerless against an increasingly polarized political arena.
Conclusion 
        	Due to its shocking turnout increase, the 2019 election shattered the expectations of previous researchers, who speculated a future of low voter turnout and limited democratic interaction. Instead, this election provided an unprecedented and potentially threatening outlook into the future, where voters will vote on a policy basis, and will likely vote on polarized challenger parties. While challenger parties are nothing new to the history of politics, their correlation with the increase of democratic backsliding is concerning for the future of the EU. Radical parties that promote illiberal democracy challenge the structure of the EU's liberal democracy, but a lack of preventative mechanisms within the EU allows them to thrive. With the continued weakening of mainstream parties’ power in EP elections, the rise of challenger parties creates an international threat to democracy.
The question that confronts researchers now is what will happen once these parties reach a higher position of power within the EU. The illiberal design of radicalized parties seeks to centralize executive power, but most of their designs are inherently nationalistic. One can speculate, based on this information, that the EU could be dissolved or the chance may be taken to create a full integration of EU countries under one strong central government. Neither outlook appears incredibly optimistic. While democratic backsliding progresses within the EU and challenger parties establish themselves into power, the EU is left with the question of what to do about this growing threat. Either the EU can operate as historically done and only act when a crisis is at their front door, or they can establish enforceable reforms that will hold nations accountable to liberal democracy. Regardless of speculation, only time can tell whether the high turnout in 2019 will become a pattern of voter volatility. Given the information presented in this paper, democratic backsliding will most certainly continue down this path and high voting turnout, alongside with the subsequent rise of polarized challenger parties, will become a new EP voting characteristic.
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Fiscal Union and Intergovernmentalism in the European Union
By Lauren Weinsier 

Abstract

The 2009 Eurozone crisis precipitated major advances in European integration. The crisis
revealed the insufficiency of an economic and monetary system with a centrally-decided
monetary policy but no coordinated fiscal policy. In doing so, it served as a trigger for
institutional change in the European Union (EU) in an attempt to save the single currency.
Interestingly, this integration has not materialized into a new era of supranationalism. Contrary
to the traditional Community method, power transfers to traditional supranational actors have
been limited. Instead, intergovernmental policy coordination within the field of economic and
monetary union (EMU) has occurred through deliberation between bodies like the European
Council and Eurogroup along with delegation to de novo bodies. Scholarly literature has
examined both this integration paradox and the EU’s asymmetrical balance of monetary and
fiscal union policy. However, minimal research has been done on why national leaders chose
intergovernmental policy coordination over a supranational solution to the Eurozone crisis. By
drawing upon secondary sources in the literature and using the new intergovernmentalism (NI)
theoretical approach, I will argue that this preference among euro area leaders, which fits the
expectations of the NI school of thought, was driven by fear of a referendum disaster, the
divergent national preferences among member states, and the urgency of saving the single
currency. This paper will first review previous literature on the integration paradox and NI
theory with regard to the Eurozone crisis. It will then provide a brief background on the EU’s
road to EMU as well as the precipitative role the Eurozone crisis had on European integration.
Third, the history of treaty ratification crises in the EU will be presented to show the rising
Euroscepticism among EU citizens and opposition to traditional supranational methods. Later,
cleavages among member states will be discussed in relation to their national economic
preferences and opinions toward economic union. Afterwards, the importance of the euro’s
survival to EU member states paired with the Union’s characterization as an inefficient reformer
will explain why member states deemed bypassing the Community method necessary. Finally,
the paper will conclude on a note that this story fits the NI framework because member states
want to coordinate with one another without transferring power to supranational institutions.
Nevertheless, I will argue that over time, future crises within the EMU field will necessitate
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Literature Review
The 2009 existential Eurozone crisis of the EU and the consequential rise of
intergovernmental bodies, including the European Council, have engendered new debates over
the declining role traditional supranational institutions will play in future European integration.
The Euro crisis spurred further integration in the area of fiscal policy to save the single currency.
However, this deepening of integration occurred outside of the traditional Community method –
a testament to the desire of member states for further policy coordination without transferring
power to supranational bodies. This phenomenon is known as the integration paradox and has
explained the unprecedented degree of integration in economic governance within the EMU in
the post-Maastricht period (Bickerton et al., 2014; Puetter 2014). Essentially, member states
prefer treaty change outside the traditional treaty framework (Smeets & Zaun 2020). Rather than
empowering traditional Community institutions like the European Commission, EU member
states favored a more prominent deliberative role played by the European Council and the
Eurogroup along with delegation to de novo bodies like the European Stability Mechanism
(ESM) to implement institutional changes in response to the Eurozone crisis.
The deepening of integration without supranationalism aligns with expectations within
the NI school of thought. Considered a “milder” version of classic intergovernmentalism, the NI
theory is a distinct phase of European integration which places deliberation at the forefront of
EU decision-making (Puetter & Fabbrini 2016). This centrality of consensus within
intergovernmental agreements reflects the decentralized nature of EU decision-making in the
post-Maastricht and post-Eurozone crisis periods (Bickerton et al., 2014). Furthermore, the NI
school emphasizes the central role the European Council and the Council of the European Union
play in this more informal development and implementation of EU policy (Puetter 2014). More so than the Commission and European Parliament, the Councils are the prime initiators of the
new policy initiatives which characterize the post-Maastricht period. Finally, the NI school
explains the integration paradox with reference to the changes in national preference formation
and the decline of the “permissive consensus” in EU member states.

Background Information 
While the 1970 Werner Report provided an initial blueprint for reaching EMU by 1980, it
 was not until the 1989 Delors Report on Monetary Union that the EU took significant steps toward achieving a single currency by 1999. The road to EMU was to take place in three stages,
over which the Union would see a convergence of economic and monetary policies among
member states, the establishment of the European Central Bank (ECB), the fixing of exchange
rates, and the introduction of the single currency. While monetary policy was to be decided at the
European level by the ECB, the Delors Report proposed no equivalent supranational institution
in the economic realm (Cini & Borragán 2019). This decision spoke to the larger Franco-German
debates between the “economists” and the “”monetarists” on European monetary integration.
Whereas “economist” member states like West Germany wanted to coordinate economic policy
before fixing exchange rates, “monetarists” like France viewed economic cooperation as a
natural by-product of fixing exchange rates (Maes 2004). While monetary union was necessary
for the completion of the Single Market, the risks for “fiscal federalism” were considered much
more costly (Bean 1992). Thus, a monetary union was adopted first. Finally, the Maastricht
convergence criteria, negotiated in a 1990 intergovernmental conference and required for EMU
membership, were designed to measure a country’s readiness to adopt the euro. The criteria
outlined a series of macroeconomic indicators including price stability, exchange rate stability,
the soundness of public finances, and durability of convergence (Cini & Borragán 2019).
	Problems within the EU’s asymmetrical institutional design of monetary and fiscal policy
became apparent with the 2008 financial crisis, where Greece’s sovereign debt crisis quickly
turned into Europe’s problem. The resulting 2009 Eurozone crisis exposed flaws within the
institutional design of the EMU and the need for reform. Clearly, earlier attempts to manage the
EMU, such as through the 1997 Stability and Growth Pact, had failed to ensure member states
continue their budgetary discipline efforts after the introduction of the euro. In response to the
crisis, the EU embarked on a series of eurozone rescues including a fiscal stimulus package, a
coordinated rescue of banks, emergency loans for member states and eventual unlimited bond
purchases by the ECB (Cini & Borragán 2019). After the immediate crisis response, however,
the EU continued to implement major institutional reforms in line with the NI school of thought.

Section 1: Fear of a Referendum Disaster
	The Eurozone crisis made euro area leaders aware that supplementing the EU with fiscal union was not only a good, but necessary idea to ensure the survival of the single currency.
Greece’s sovereign debt crisis and its contamination of the rest of the eurozone exposed the
institutional weakness of the EMU that gave member states full control over national fiscal
policies despite them sharing a common currency. The need for a coordinated fiscal policy
quickly became an urgent matter to ensure the survival of the euro. However, fear of a
referendum disaster due to the background of treaty ratification failures, the recent passing of the
Lisbon Treaty, and the rise of Eurosceptic attitudes and political parties in Europe rendered a
supranational fiscal solution unattainable. The euro area leaders knew they would not be able to
achieve a drastic treaty change. Thus, rather than transferring new powers to the supranational
level, leaders chose to coordinate fiscal policies in an intergovernmental way outside of the
treaty framework.
	The Eurozone crisis occurred just four years after the failed Constitutional Treaty (CT)
and right against the backdrop of the Lisbon Treaty ratification. Both of these treaties faced
referendum disasters which hindered the process of European integration. The French and Dutch
voter rejection of the CT in 2005 carried tremendous weight, as it symbolized the growing
popular alienation from the EU in the 2000s (Vasilopoulou 2012). This rejection by two
founding EU member states disallowed for the simplification of the EU’s operation and the
clarification of its rules. Just these two “no” votes left the CT effectively dead – a risk euro area
leaders were not willing to take with the single currency after the Eurozone crisis. Later, the Irish
rejection of the Lisbon Treaty in 2008 engendered yet another ratification crisis. Not only did the
Irish “no” revive anti-EU and Eurosceptic forces, but it hurt European markets and the EU’s
global standing (Cini & Borragán 2019). Referenda are a risky ratification strategy. Governments
are more likely to choose referenda when they predict low reward from a treaty reform (Finke &
König 2009). Hence, the urgency of saving the euro rendered a supranational solution through
the treaty framework too much of a gamble for euro area leaders. Especially against the
background of rising Euroscepticism in Europe, leaders knew treaty ratification in the fiscal
policy area was unlikely. Thus, they had no option but to go the intergovernmental route.
The likelihood of another treaty ratification crisis was compounded by the fact that the
Lisbon Treaty had just been passed in 2009, and there were no inclinations in Europe for another
major treaty change. Despite calls for treaty reform to provide the EU with the capabilities for
effective economic governance, member states preferred the exploitation of existing EU
competences rather than the creation of new ones. Thus, instead of whole-scale treaty reform,
member states pursued piecemeal and provisional amendments to achieve closer European
integration (Cini & Borragán 2019). The lack of eagerness to pursue treaty reform after Lisbon, especially due to rising Euroscepticism, contributed to the fear of a referendum disaster among
euro area leaders. With the Eurozone crisis happening against the backdrop of a general antitreaty reform mood, leaders needed to find another way outside the communitarian method to
achieve further fiscal policy coordination among member states.
	Finally, both Eurobarometer polls and the rise of Eurosceptic parties indicated an
increasing sense of populism in Europe which rendered a major treaty reform unlikely. The EU’s
inability to deliver effective policy solutions to the Eurozone crisis created fertile ground for the
emergence of populist movements and political parties. Europeans were increasingly questioning
the output legitimacy of the EU – defined as the extent to which citizens accept EU policies as
“effective solutions to common problems” (Scharpf 2006). Eurobarometer polls, in particular,
show a dramatic drop in public support of European integration between 2008 and 2010 – a
direct response to the Eurozone crisis (Cini & Borragán 2019). This public turn against further
European integration confirmed the worries of euro area leaders that a large portion of the
electorate was likely to refuse any proposals aimed at further fiscal interdependence. Mass
Euroscepticism in Europe paired with the increasing importance of plebiscitary politics in the
European integration process rendered it unlikely that a treaty referendum would pass
(Vasilopoulou 2012). Hence, leaders would need to coordinate fiscal policy in a decentralized
manner outside the traditional Community framework.
Populist parties across Europe have capitalized upon mass Euroscepticism to gain popular support amongst European citizens. Increasing support for Eurosceptic parties has in turn threatened the euro area-centric visions of mainstream parties like the German Christian
Democratic Union (CDU), thus making major treaty reform in favor of further European
integration less likely. The success of the Eurosceptic and populist party, Alternative für Deutschland (AfD), in the 2017 German elections came at the expense of Angela Merkel’s CDU
and Martin Schulz’s Social Democratic Party, both of which were unable to reassert engagement
with euro area reform (Cini & Borragán 2019). Elsewhere in Europe, the right-wing populist
United Kingdom Independence Party rose in public rankings, with the party producing 24
Members of the European Parliament in the 2014 European Parliament elections – the most of
any British party (BBC News 2014). The rise of Eurosceptic parties against the backdrop of the
Eurozone crisis testified to the lack of public support for further fiscal integration. Rising
populism in Europe paired with the anti-treaty reform mood and background of treaty ratification
crises rendered a non-supranational solution necessary to save the single currency.

Section 2: Divergent Preferences of the Member States
Euro area leaders’ fears of a referendum disaster were compounded by member state
disagreements over the means through which to save the single currency. Whereas the euro area
countries ultimately agreed on the common goal to save the euro, discussions over how to do so
revealed sharp cleavages between northern creditor states and southern indebted ones over the
distribution of adjustment costs. In line with the liberal intergovernmentalist school of thought,
member states’ national preferences reflected their economic interests based on their fiscal
position (Moravcsik 1998). Whereas richer northern states like Germany and the Netherlands
favored national adjustment, the more heavily indebted southern countries, including Greece,
Italy, and Spain, preferred mutualized adjustment (Schimmelfennig 2015). Understandably so,
the northern member states, all of whom shared high solvency and credit ratings, did not want to
bail-out the indebted member states through Eurobonds or rescue funds. Germany, in particular,
detested the idea of orienting fiscal rules toward the weak through mutualized adjustment
(Zimmermann & Dür 2016). Rather, Germany preferred to keep institutions of financial assistance more intergovernmental so as to push most of the burden of adjustment onto Europe’s
periphery.
	Ultimately, the outcomes of the negotiations reflected the relative bargaining power of the states, with Germany’s opposition to a supranational resolution fund for European banks and to the “Europeanization” of sovereign debt warranting an intergovernmental solution (Moravcsik
1998). As Germany was the country with the strongest bargaining power, further fiscal
integration was to reflect its preferences (Schimmelfennig 2015). Thus, while it was in
Germany’s best interests to save the euro, the country’s unwillingness to centralize decisionmaking in the case of coordination problems directed euro zone leaders toward a more
intergovernmental solution. Because supranational funds or Eurobonds meant higher costs and
less control for the northern creditor states, Germany preferred to keep areas of financial
assistance under an intergovernmental jurisdiction. Germany did provide supranational
institutions like the Commission with new monitoring powers in areas of fiscal and economic
surveillance, as it was in their best interest to ensure the credible commitments of poorer member
states to euro zone stability (Schimmelfennig 2015; Moravcsik 1998). Ultimately, however,
room for Commission leadership remained limited as fiscal integration reflected the
intergovernmental preferences of the most powerful EU member states.
While Germany saw the benefits in further fiscal policy coordination, certain member states were not on board with the idea of economic union. Britain, in particular, objected to a greater coordination of macroeconomic policies and further budgetary discipline. In December 2011, Britain refused to accept proposed treaty amendments for a fiscal union among the 27 EU
member states (Baker & John 2011). As a result, the Treaty on Stability, Coordination and 
Governance could not be incorporated into the Treaty on European Union (TEU) and Treaty on the Functioning of the EU (TFEU). Instead, the Treaty created an intergovernmental, extra-EU
arrangement that did not include Britain (Cini & Borragán 2019). Britain’s resistance to
deepening fiscal integration thus rendered an intergovernmental treaty necessary to ensure
stricter compliance with budgetary discipline measures under the Stability and Growth Pact.
Unable to go through the traditional Community method due to Britain’s opposition, euro area
leaders were forced to undertake an intergovernmental solution outside the treaty framework in
order to coordinate fiscal policy among eurozone members.
Section 3: Urgency of Saving The Euro
As discussed in section one of the paper, the urgency of saving the single currency
demanded intergovernmental solutions due to fear of treaty reform not passing. There was a
general consensus among euro area leaders that losing the single currency was not an option.
Whether it be a wealthy creditor country or one that was heavily indebted, most governments
agreed to the urgency of saving the euro and the eurozone. In fact, German Chancellor Angela
Merkel, French President François Hollande, and Italian Prime Minister Mario Monti all
expressed their commitment “to defend, preserve, and consolidate the eurozone” (Schimmelfennig 2015). This accord that the fate of the euro was tied up with that of the EU was
met with a general consensus over both the unfeasibility and inefficiency of drastic treaty reform.
As a result, euro area leaders sought to assign authority in an intergovernmental manner without
transferring powers to supranational bodies.
The urgency of saving the euro demanded quick and proficient solutions in the face of
changing economic circumstances. However, the EU has proven itself to be an inefficient
reformer by ultimately providing sub-optimal compromise arrangements (Zimmermann & Dür
2016). Such sub-optimal solutions can be attributed to the “joint decision trap,” in which the communitarian reliance on the consensus of member states and institutions engenders “lowest
common denominator” decisions (Scharpf 1998). Through the traditional Community method,
national leaders are unable to construct innovative solutions to joint problems: in an attempt to
satisfy all member states, no state receives an ideal solution. The need for unanimity at the
supranational level slows the pace of European integration. Because the Eurozone crisis
demanded policy coordination over the more sensitive policy areas of spending and taxation,
divergent national preferences would likely block effective reform of the euro. Should euro area
leaders have undergone a communitarian method, the single currency likely would have
remained unreformed and thus a threat to the survival both of the eurozone and the EU as a
whole. As saving the single currency necessitated greater fiscal interdependence among eurozone
member states, euro area leaders knew they would need to take a more intergovernmental route.
Moreover, once an EU law is effected, it is nearly impossible to amend it (Scharpf 1988).
To change an EU law requires reopening and successfully closing negotiations with all 27
member states along with the European Parliament – a task which is very rarely achieved. Thus,
euro area leaders were encouraged to work outside the convoluted and often futile treaty
framework in their search for optimal policy solutions to the Eurozone crisis. The reliance on
unanimous member state cooperation to revise major treaties rendered decentralized bargaining a
more “naturally” efficient policy-making method (Moravcsik 1999). The 1979 creation of the
European Monetary System (EMS), for instance, was initiated through a soft-law resolution of
the European Council rather than through an official amendment to the Treaty of Rome (Ibid).
As opposed to the communitarian method, interstate governmental bargaining proved a better
engine through which to initiate, mediate and mobilize the most optimal policy solution at that
time. Thus, the prospect of a sub-optimal policy solution both from the “joint decision trap” and the unlikelihood of treaty reform at the supranational level directed national leaders toward
intergovernmental policy coordination.
Ultimately, the urgency of the Eurozone crisis paired with insufficient crisis provisions in
the Maastricht Treaty contributed to the bypass of the Community method. Specifically, the no
bail-out clause outlined in Articles 123 and 125 TFEU prevented struggling member states from
receiving financial support from the ECB, EU or other eurozone countries (Sarotte 2010). Yet, as
Greece’s financial situation continued to plummet, some sort of financial support proved
necessary to stem the Eurozone crisis. As a result, heads of state and government had to work
outside the Treaty to establish a mechanism which could provide Greece with conditional
bilateral loans – namely the Troika. The Troika, which included representatives from the
Commission, ECB and IMF, emerged as a crisis manager to negotiate and monitor the
implementation of financial assistance packages in Greece (Cini & Borragán 2019). Thus, not
only did the Eurozone crisis reveal the necessity of a permanent bailout procedure among euro
area member states, but it made clear the need to establish this procedure outside the scope of
European law. A quick and efficient amendment of the TFEU was not an option. Thus, euro area
leaders embraced institutional change through intergovernmental methods to prevent the
financial plight of certain eurozone members.
Finally, euro area leaders needed to establish a permanent euro area assistance fund to
provide further financial help to struggling eurozone countries. The urgency of this fund
demanded a quick intergovernmental solution focused solely on taxation and spending. Thus, the
European Stability Mechanism (ESM) was created in July 2011 with the signing of an
intergovernmental treaty outside the Community framework. Power delegation to a de novo body rather than to traditional supranational institutions aligned with the NI school of thought, which assigns the creation of de novo bodies as evidence of the integration paradox (Bickerton & al., 2014). Not only do de novo institutions allow member states to circumvent a convoluted treaty reform process, but they have an issue-specific nature and a strong intergovernmental strand which prevents “mission creep” (Scipioni 2017). Unlike the Commission over which member states have limited control, euro area leaders enjoyed greater shared authority over the ESM and were thus able to enforce its narrow eurozone stability mandate. Thus, giving the role of euro area financial assistance to the ESM rather than to the Commission allowed leaders a greater degree of control over the crisis. In light of the urgency of saving the euro, member states could ensure the ESM remained focused on key fiscal policy objectives.

Conclusion: The Right Time for New Intergovernmentalism
This paper will conclude on a note that this story fits the NI framework because member
states want to pursue further integration while simultaneously resisting supranationalism. The
financial crisis made clear that the EMU required more interdependence than allowed for under
the initial institutional design. However, this was not the right time for a supranational solution.
First, the background of treaty ratification crises, anti-treaty reform mood, and rise of
Eurosceptism made a referendum disaster likely. Second, divergent member state preferences
over the distribution of adjustment costs paired with the relative bargaining power of states
prevented a supranational resolution. Finally, the urgency of saving the single currency
highlighted the inefficient reform procedures of the communitarian method and the need for
strong member state oversight. Thus, euro area leaders chose to cooperate through decentralized
interstate bargaining and de novo bodies rather than through traditional supranational institutions. As a result, leaders were better able to monitor euro area financial assistance and thus ensure the survival of the euro, the eurozone and the EU as a whole.
	Nevertheless, I will argue that over time, future crises within the EMU field will
necessitate an incremental incorporation of centralized fiscal policy into the EU framework.
While the intergovernmental measures adopted in direct response to the Eurozone crisis were
necessary to save the euro, they were not meant to be permanent solutions to the EU’s
asymmetrical balance of monetary and fiscal policies. A mix of veto, enforcement and
compliance dilemmas between 2010 and 2012 exposed the inability of these measures to provide
effective and legitimate long-term solutions to the Eurozone crisis (Fabbrini 2013). The
requirement for only twelve out of the 17 euro area member states to sign on to the Fiscal
Compact Treaty, for example, is likely to engender future enforcement problems in the area of
EMU (Ibid). There needs to be a crisis for the EU to realize they need a new design. Thus, holes
within the intergovernmental method will propagate a more traditional, supranational framework.
I argue a similar communitarization process will occur within the EMU as did with the
Schengen area. The Schengen area also started as an intergovernmental treaty outside the EU
framework with an initial goal to remove internal border controls. However, the 1999
Amsterdam Treaty incorporated Schengen into the EU as member states sought more common
rules regarding external borders. I predict this same process will occur within the field of EMU.
As member states continue to face the challenges of uncoordinated macroeconomic policies
against a backdrop of monetary union, they will seek additional steps toward an EU-wide fiscal
policy that demands supranational solutions. Thus, while intergovernmental remedies in line
with the NI framework were necessary to prevent the destruction of the euro, a further
centralization of powers is to come.
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The Economic, Social, and Political Impacts From the Refugee Crisis - Germany
By Jennifer Nowak


Since 2015, over 1 million refugees have been able to enter Germany and start new lives. Many challenges were posed towards the German government as not only refugees were coming
in and needing help, but the German people also varied in their opinions and outlooks on how to
integrate these new migrants within their communities. Each political party had different views
on immigration and allowing refugees within the borders, which caused much discussion on
what should be done in combating this issue. Germany is one of the most developed countries
within the EU and serves as a leader amongst other nations. This allows for its government and
economic system to be more advanced compared to some of its neighbors. However, with an
influx of refugees, there was also a need for change to be able to adapt with the new number of
people needing governmental help as well. As the new inhabitants entered, Germany suffered
various economic, social, and political consequences. The labor market fluctuated as immigrants
who came into the borders needed jobs and places to live. Unemployment rates skyrocketed as
many refugees were uneducated and unemployed. This created a strain in funds towards refugee
support, and thus sparked many social and political issues as well. Because of the economic
strain from the refugee crisis, German natives were not as supportive of the immigrants since
they saw it as a threat towards their national identity. In turn, political parties fluctuated in their
response and support because of the differing opinions from the German people on the refugee
crisis. As many natives viewed the crisis as a threat, the AfD, or Alternative für Deutschland,
was surprisingly able to gain much support as the far-right initiative. Through the refugee crisis,
Germany was pushed as one of the main countries to help support migrants causing change to be
facilitated between its economy, social state, and political systems.
	The German refugee crisis began in 2015 and centered around the conflict that occurred
amongst the Syrian government causing many individuals to flee Syria and seek asylum from
neighboring and nearby countries in hope to gain safety from war. Over 3 million individuals
needed help and neighboring countries such as Turkey and Hungary, brought in a massive
amount of refugees in addition to their native inhabitants. With such an influx of migrants,
tensions rose as new refugees were unable to adjust and integrate well within their host
communities, while also not being able to receive basic necessities such as food and shelter. Not
only did the refugees struggle with providing for themselves, but the hosting countries also
struggled in maintaining their economies and societies (SAGEPUB). As the war in Syria
continued, many refugees attempted to reach Germany, where it was seen as a stable
environment with opportunities for individuals to grow. However, the EU had created the Dublin
Regulation for Syrians which caused refugees to register and have an approved asylum from the
EU country it entered, before being able to move. With Angela Merkle as chancellor during the
crisis, she suspended the EU’s Dublin Regulation and allowed for refugees to seek asylum in
Germany without the asylum check until later on. This allowed refugees to pass through other
countries to reach Germany and gain asylum there while also receiving their asylum check later
on, which became known as Merkel’s Open Door Policy. Although she was able to allow all
refugees to seek asylum within Germany, there were varying differences in the way the German
natives thought of the crisis.
Within Germany, there are 6 major political parties that regulate and make decisions
within the German government. These include Die Linke (The Left), Die Grünen (The Greens),
the SPD (Social Democrats), the FDP (Free Democrats), the CDU/CSU (Christian Democrats),
and the AfD (Alternative for Germany). Each party had varying opinions on how the refugee crisis should be controlled, which caused much discussion amongst leaders, although some of the
parties were able to have similar values and ideas towards integrating refugees. The Left party
was very welcoming towards refugees and supported asylum seekers within Germany. They
believed that each individual should have an equal chance of receiving asylum and that there
should be no upper limit to refugees within the country. The Green party was one of the most
supportive parties within the refugee crisis and was also very welcoming towards refugees into
German communities. They saw the refugees as German responsibility to ensure they were safe
and comfortable within their communities. Much of the Green party's initiatives centered around
labor and education reforms for refugees as many of them were uneducated as well as unable to
find jobs to support them and their new life. With gaining an education as well as job support,
they also advocated towards a point system to grant citizenship. As refugees were able to
integrate better within society, the point system would allow them to prove their progress
through jobs, language courses, etc. in order to gain citizenship. The SPD, one of the parties
centered more in the middle, advocated an equal spread of migrants within the EU, rather than a
large concentration of them within Germany. They did not want to impose an upper limit as SPD
leader Martin Schulz said, “"What would we do with the first refugee to reach the European
border once the quota is reached? Would we send them back to a certain death?”. This shows
how he is able to recognize the difficulties between both parties in order to accommodate both
the refugees, but also their own homeland. Their ideas centered around settlement and
integration: allowing refugees to move and integrate well within German individuals and
communities. They viewed the refugee crisis as an advancement opportunity to allow Germany
to grow and develop more as a country. The SPD was a welcoming party towards the refugees,
but also believed in setting certain boundaries to allow for an organized and successful integration. Very similarly to the SPD, were the FDP who also viewed the migrants as an
opportunity for Germany. They had a five point plan to try to help Germany as well as other
countries regain control of their economies and governments due to the rapid migration of the
refugees that left many countries scrambling to regain stability. The plan included allowing
refugees to have jobs and integrate them better through the government, as well as sending help
back home to their native countries. They also wanted to send help towards neighboring
countries also faring through the refugee crisis and ensuring the refugees felt welcome as they
did not want to turn anyone away at the border. The CDU/CSU, led by Angela Merkel and
chancellor of Germany during the time, advocated towards a welcoming integration, however
believed there should be a few stricter laws in order to ensure successful integration. Many
Germans were concerned with the overuse of resources towards the refugees, rather than on their
own people. Merkel wanted to be able to compromise and allow as many refugees in, however in
order to do so, she also highly encouraged individuals to find jobs and labor opportunities
beforehand within Germany in order to prove their income and show they would be able to
provide for themselves. Merkel was also a heavy advocate of creating a spread of migrants
across the EU, rather than having them centralized within Germany. The AfD was the far right
political party which had a “zero immigration” policy as they wanted to limit and reduce the
amount of refugees entering. They focused on prevention and deterrence in keeping Germany
free of refugees and wanted to reject asylums to help those who needed it. Although almost all of
the political parties were supportive of the refugee crisis, there was still disagreement between
parties and supporters on what should have been done. The differences between groups prompted
much discussion between leaders and amongst the government which is supportive of the
economic, social and political consequences that occurred from the refugee crisis.
	Due to the influx of refugees that entered Germany, the country's economy had to
respond as well. Unemployment amongst foreigners increased greatly within the first few years
of the refugee crisis as many migrants entering into Germany were unable to find labor. During
2015, at the start of the crisis, refugees needed an approved asylum in order to be able to legally
apply for work, making it difficult to find a job as well since many refugees came through
Merkel’s Open Door policy which allowed for asylum checks to be done later on. Because of
this, unemployment was high as refugees were unable to find work. (Gehrsitz 2017). The
government funded their monthly expenses to help pay for necessities as well as rent and health
insurance. (Deole 2020) Although refugees struggled to find employment, the crisis was tough
on the labor market as well as with such a large influx of job seekers the market was unable to
accommodate the needs of refugees. Once refugees were able to get approved asylum, the
amount of jobs available was not able to provide for the amount of job seekers, making it
difficult for many refugees to find employment. Through the CDU/CSU, they had believed that
there should be no upper limit imposed on the entry of asylum seeking refugees, however Merkel
made it difficult for refugees to be able to stay because of the approved asylum refugees would
need in order to find labor. Although no upper limit was imposed, the requirement of approved
asylum already eliminated much of the refugees being able to stay for prolonged periods due to
inability to support themselves. Refugees coming in also had to be able to assimilate by
understanding and speaking the language, as well as having an education. This made it difficult
to find employment when many of the refugees had little to no knowledge of the German
language and did not have as high of an education. Their lower qualifications would make them
less desirable for hire, compared to others who may have had better qualifications or versus the
native Germans who were already prepared for the workforce. Approved asylum status as well as
formal education and language fluency took time, which many of the refugees did not have and
is the reason for the prolonged difficulties of them gaining employment (Deole 2020).
Difficulties in being qualified for many formal and well paying jobs created the divide in
unemployment for refugees and caused economic backlash as the balance between job seekers
and available jobs became divided. However, as refugees were able to find jobs later on after
asylum checks, there was economic opportunity and growth that came with it as the younger
generation took over the workforce. With a primarily older population, the entering refugees
were able to replace and take over many jobs to bring more opportunity towards younger people.
Jobs that were not necessarily enjoyable and more minimum wage jobs were done by the new
refugees as they needed the labor and cheap pay. As refugees struggled to find jobs, it also
caused a lack of integration for them as well as they were unable to find employment within their
communities as well as support themselves and be financially independent. The difficulties
caused on the labor market and finding employment amongst incoming migrants also created
strains within society as well.
The large amount of refugees coming into Germany caused social consequences as the
country and communities the natives knew became disrupted. Issues arose as many Germans had
the preconceived notion that with the large influx of migrants, crime rates would increase. This
became a big concern and issue amongst German citizens as they began to believe and see the
rise in criminal activity and assumed it was due to the refugees. Stress was emplaced on natives
causing them to not be as supportive towards refugees and created a social divide through the
fear many had against the immigrants. Through studies examining the actuality of the crime
rates, it was found that although crime rates did increase, it was not in totality to refugees
committing murder or intense crimes, which was what many Germans viewed the situation as.
	Through research on the crimes amongst non-natives, it was found that some of the crime rates that increased were due to “violations related to asylum or right-of-residence laws” causing an inflation of violations that would be portrayed through crime rates (Gehrsitz 2017). Coupled with the fear of crime, Germans viewed the refugees as a threat to their nationality and German
identity. The fear of new religions and culture taking over their homelands also caused some
difficulties in the integration of refugees as well as the acceptance of natives within their country.
Germany is a predominantly Catholic and Protestant country, however many refugees entering
were Muslim which created the fear that the Muslim religion would take over their land. The
integration process was difficult as Germans wanted the refugees to give up their upbringings
and assimilate within German culture, however this is very difficult to do when the refugees also
have their own culture and home. The idea that any individual could “become a German” was
frightening to the German people who prided themselves on their culture and heritage. Right
winged supporters viewed this as a threat because of the refugees coming in and potentially
overpowering and taking over their own land (Inken 2017). The different beliefs were also a
factor in allowing better integration for refugees within Germany. The increase in crime rates
instilled fear amongst German natives in the migration of refugees and created ambivalent
attitudes towards the crisis and immigrants entering Germany. Through Merkel’s Open Door
Policy, much of the country was supportive towards refugees as they attempted to integrate them
into society and donate towards those in need. However, there was also a rise in opposition
parties, seeing refugees as a threat (Engler 2016). Attacks and protests on shelters and
neighborhoods with primarily refugee inhabitants arose as anti-immigration agendas became
prominent within right-wing political parties and supporters. Protests against asylum seekers in
shelters, camps, and neighborhoods were on the rise with the increase of supporters for right winged anti-immigration beliefs. The change in social attitudes amongst German individuals
caused there to be a shift in political support throughout the country.
The refugee crisis also provoked a change within the political system and government.
Voting behavior shifted as the social consequences from the crisis caused many Germans to
change their opinions and beliefs. The AfD, or Alternative for Germany, was the very
right-winged political party. It formed in 2013 and had never gathered as many supporters up
until the start of the refugee crisis. It was able to narrowly win seats within the Bundestag by its
voters and since then has been able to slowly grow. With the refugee crisis beginning in 2015,
the 2016 elections had varied results that came as a shock as the AfD had gained many
supporters for their anti-immigrant policies and views (Gehrsitz 2017). Coupled with the social
consequences from the refugee crisis, it can be seen how many individuals decided to shift over
to support the AfD due to the ideas of refugees posing a threat to German society. The social and
economic consequences from the refugee crisis posed as an influence towards the political
outlook and voting behavior of many individuals. There was an increase in the amount of support
towards the AfD, while the CDU/CSU declined in support and popularity. It was found that
within the “new states” in Germany, there was higher support towards the AfD compared to the
“old states”. This meant that more of the Eastern German states supported their views rather than
the western states who leaned more towards the left-leaning parties during the refugee crisis
(Dudasova 2016). From polling, the rise in the AfD created over a 20% increase in support
where half of the supporting voters came from blue collar jobs and the other half were able to
come from unemployed. This may be due to the idea that refugees are coming into the country
and replacing many of the German natives' jobs and taking more of the government help towards
the refugees, rather than the unemployed German natives. The backlash it created caused for more support to be towards the AfD in order to bring back the attention towards its own German
people, rather than the refugees. Many supporters were also afraid of the Mulism and Islamoic
religion and culture. Supporters felt that the German identity was threatened and therefore
supported the anti-immigratin policies in order to restore German culture and stability (Inken
2017). It is also argued that the AfD was able to gain so much support as it was the only
right-leaning party available. The AfD had a zero immigration policy, while all others supported
some refugees coming into the country which may have made it difficult for voters to be able to
freely express their opinions on the refugee crisis. They had no other choice but to vote for the
AfD as no other political party supported the anti-immigration ideas. The refugee crisis caused a
shift in voting behavior because of the different ideas and opinions that arose from the influx of
refugees within Germany.
The refugee crisis not only affected the countries that caused its inhabitants to flee, but
also the neighboring countries that had to take over and provide help to them. The crisis created
many economic, social, and political impacts upon Germany, although not all of them were bad.
Through the crisis, Germany was able to grow and use it as an opportunity to help others, but
also further develop as a country through each system. Its economy and labor market was able to
expand allowing many individuals to have jobs and provide a boost in the economy. Although
unemployment was also at a peak because of the influx of job seeking refugees, asylum granted
individuals were able to create job growth and help foster growth within the economy. Socially,
the Germans had many viewpoints on the refugee crisis and while many individuals attempted to
provide help through donations and support, there was also a great opposition that created a
divide and further the integration process for migrants. Because of the social and economic
consequences caused by the refugee crisis, the political voting behaviors also saw a shift as supporters seemed to change their opinions on the influx of refugees. The AfD was able to gain
more support throughout the concerns of the German natives as they viewed many of the
refugees as a threat to their own homes. Now, almost 6 years later, many refugees are able to
coexist peacefully with the rest of the German communities and many have found jobs and are
integrating well within society. Although there is still opposition amongst citizens and leaders
over what must still be done about the crisis, there is a much better understanding and ability to
control the larger population within Germany.
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The Pandemic and the fragility of Globalization
By Zachary Van Siclen

Since the end of the Cold War, the world has gotten smaller and smaller. Direct competitors on the world stage not only conduct regular diplomacy, but more often than not are economically intertwined to an unprecedented degree. Globalization has created an international dogma where most every nation relies on another in some way. Until recently, interdependence has grown with little to no pushback. In the political world of Europe and America, populist and isolationist movements gained popularity within the past 5 years. Politicians preaching an end to frivolous entanglements and a return to economic self-sufficiency made a lot of headway for a brief period. As these trends seemed to fade away, the world was hit with the greatest crisis of the global age in the form of the coronavirus pandemic. The pandemic quickly exposed the fragility of the modern world order, which quickly buckled under the pressure of economic hardship. Collapse of global trade and harsh supply shocks caused criticism of globalization to flare up again, and gave increased validity to asking the question: Is the world too interdependent?
	The answer is not a simple yes or no. The current global system has allowed for most of the world’s people to live more comfortably than ever before. However, this system has been exposed as unreliable. The issue becomes how to preserve these comforts while eliminating the unreliability. Extreme isolationist measures are unlikely to maintain living standards, despite how popular they have become in some political circles. However, it is clear now that these faults in the system cannot go without some assessment at a national level. The major powers of the world need to take a deep look inwards and decide upon how much they are willing to economically rely on strategic competitors. Global corporations must also decide what to do to mitigate risk with global supply chains. A reckoning for globalization has been wrought by the pandemic, and while it should not spell an end for interdependence, there are lessons from the past two years that can be used to restructure the world economic order to maintain living standards while minimizing cost and risk.
	In 2016, the platform of bringing jobs home, reducing the number of immigrants in the workforce, and slashing economic dealings with other nations—particularly China—was a very popular one. In the United States, it showed in the form of Donald Trump winning the Presidency. In the United Kingdom, Nigel Farage and Boris Johnson successfully spearheaded Brexit to a victorious referendum vote. In France, Marine Le Pen and the far-right National Rally party nearly won the Prime Minister race. Across the West, a wave of populism and nationalism sought to disrupt the system of globalization that they believed was ruining their countries. But while they saw success in national political arenas, the reality was that not much came of it. A lot of posturing was done, but at the time the world was in a place there was no reason to disrupt entanglements. Despite all that was said, the US maintained business relations with China. What was said, however, allowed China to retaliate in kind. At a time when it looked like the United States was ready to turn its back on the world, Beijing chose to champion globalization and the interconnected state of the world economy. Had things developed differently, this stance would have helped to curry favor with those the US neglected by turning inwards, particularly in developing nations. However, much like the West’s apparent turn inwards, this was more posturing than anything. In truth, China engaged in practices of economic nationalism as much as, if not more than, the other economic superpowers who spoke of increased self-reliance. Government policies such as large subsidies for state-owned enterprises, low protection of intellectual property, restrictions on foreign investment, and other protectionist measures reveal the true intentions of the Chinese government (Solis, 2020). The Trump presidency made it seem easy to frame this as a US-China issue, but in Europe as well policy on China changed. Chinese policy to subvert democracy in Europe and distort trade markets drove a wedge between the EU and China, creating a push to disentangle within the EU as well (Winkler, 2021). Mistrust towards the largest economic superpower of the day was at an all-time high. This was before anyone was aware of the pandemic, and how China attempted to cover up the health crisis growing within its borders. “The virus has bred mistrust… public attitudes in the west now show a high level of antagonism towards China” (Farrer, 2021). The pandemic has only heightened feelings of hostility towards China.
	When lockdowns first began in early 2020, ideas of isolationism and nationalism were not quite as popular as they had been four years prior, but they were still fresh in the mind of many. As the world shut down and nations cut themselves off, isolationism was given a more serious look. “The pressures of the pandemic have delivered a stark realization about how much countries rely on imports and products enmeshed in the global supply chain” (Farrer, 2021). The forces of the global economy also helped COVID-19 to quickly spread across the globe. Additionally, the supranational organizations that should have helped craft a consistent global response to fight the disease all failed. The UN, EU, WHO, and WTO all showed their greatest faults: at the end of the day, none are more powerful in a nation than the decisionmakers elected or leading that nation. As much as they may have advised, created guidelines, or offered aid, their efforts had no way to overpower independent policymakers in nations. This naturally meant that responses to coronavirus varied wildly, and cooperation was minimal.
	After decades of shows of support, multilateral action, and growing free trade deals, the systems and organizations that should have allowed the nations of the world to work together against a great crisis immediately failed when faced with a real threat. Instead of cooperating and working together as a global community, many turned inward—as is their right and duty as a state—and focused on the needs of their people. It became clear that despite the entanglements, trade, and obligations to each other, global actors were at the end of the day still competitors despite what it would seem on paper. This relationship quickly became problematic as trade halted. Global shortages occurred in areas where countries relied heavily on others. In France, for example, the state had to scramble to create sufficient mask production at home to compensate for the shortage (Farrer, 2021). Prime Minister Macron also called for supermarkets to try and only sell local, earning him the criticism of being too nationalist (OELLERICH, 2021). But it is a perfect example of what overreliance on competitors can do. When push comes to shove, a state will look out for itself and its peoples interests before the interests of others. In the world of postmodern values before the pandemic, when most major world economies had a largely comfortable population at home, this meant there was a greater tolerance for outreach and cooperation. But when the population is threatened, cooperation will halt until basic needs are met. Another example of this communication breakdown can be seen in vaccine development and distribution. Different nations had different levels of support for production and different qualifications for what they were willing to distribute to their population (Farrer, 2021). Not even mentioning differences in distribution or promotion of vaccines, this demonstrates an area in which global superpowers should have been united, fighting for the good of the world. Instead, each rushed out different products in order to be the first to provide for their own.
	The breakdown of the world economy also highlighted the fact that globalization has not created a world of shared benefits and shared responsibilities. The economic growth that interconnectedness has allowed for has primarily benefited already developed countries, and when that interconnectedness fails, it is primarily developing countries that feel the hardships. A study during the pandemic showed that in the developing world, the direct health impact on households was lessened, but the economic vulnerability was greater (Apiiah, 2021). This is largely because many of these economies have been trapped as exporters, and an inability to develop a more well-rounded economy has meant that when global trade falters, their economy is shaken to its core. Countries like Kenya, Ghana, and the Ivory Coast have taken some of the hardest hits as the commodities they export the most sit on their shores, unsold (Apiiah, 2021). Their relationship with developed countries makes it extremely difficult for them to try and decouple to properly develop their economies. Prior to the pandemic, they had seen growth in SMEs and the middle class, but when the source of most of the country’s GDP collapses, these are the areas which begin to struggle the most. Where the developed world can pick up immediately once the pandemic ends with an intact middle class, manageable unemployment, and healthy amount of local business, these are the areas in which the developing world have been set behind years. They face further economic breakdown as well, as a slowdown in countries upon which they rely has created a ‘broken growth model’ (Strohecker, 2021). Several decades of progress have all been overshadowed by the fact that their economies are reliant on the global system working, and that interdependence has created vast vulnerabilities and inequities. More than ever governments in the developing world are looking to complete development projects that will create greater autonomy, but interdependence and a colonial legacy have left them trapped in the current system (Apiiah, 2021).
	Interdependence certainly has its benefits, particularly maintaining peace amongst global superpowers, but decreasing reliance on competitors is rightfully becoming a priority of many states in the wake of the breakdown of trade. Total isolationism is of course impossible with how entangled the world remains. Attempting to pull back from the world in an extreme degree, as Trump did “without competence” (Kupchan, 2020) is also ill-advised. Still, perhaps it is time for nations to look more seriously at some isolationist measures without attaching the dirty word of nationalism to them. Strengthening domestic manufacturing is part of it, reducing free trade agreements is part of it, but these do not paint the whole picture, and also do not help maintain the middle class in a meaningful way. The answer may perhaps lie in adjusting the parameters of modern globalization in its scope. The world ought to stay connected in a meaningful way—it’s nearly impossible that it won’t—but countries could look to their more immediate circles if they need to rely on anyone. That is to say, the world shouldn’t turn its back on each other entirely, but emphasizing ties to those in the most direct contact and with the closest proximity could be an alternative to the current totally global system. For example, producers looking to sell in the United States could produce closer to home in Mexico, where the price of labor is already cheaper than China (Farrer, 2021). This would be a huge benefit to corporations looking to sell goods in America, as they would spend less on labor, less on transport, and also create a supply chain for the region that is more insulated to crisis. This is impossible with some products, particularly raw commodities, but for a lot of finished goods supply lines could be shrunk and regionalized. Take for example a car manufacturer, currently producing primarily in China or Southeast Asia, with sparse production in North and South America. It could be beneficial for many reasons to migrate the bulk of their production to more regions such as Central and Eastern Europe, Sub-Saharan Africa, and Central America. This would allow the manufacturer to create independent, flexible supply lines, and maintain a steady flow of production to a regional bloc. It also creates a system beneficial to both developing and developed nations. Developing nations could shift their economy from the export of raw materials to a more balanced export diet, allowing for greater transition at home, as well as increased self-sufficiency. For the developed world, it means minimal change to the prices of goods in the long run. 
	Such a system of regional economic blocs would inevitably change diplomatic ties as well. It would promote freer trade amongst neighbors, but also lead to less engagement with producers of substitute goods further abroad. It likely would not spell the end of global entanglements, but a slow thinning of the branches for many nations. For most, longstanding alliances are not dependent on trade relations, and could be maintained with ease. One of the main failings of Trump’s attempt at isolationism was the sporadic and seemingly random decisions to turn our back on key allies (Kupchan, 2020). This is not a necessary element of beneficial isolationist practices. Key alliances across the globe could continue as normal through increased regional economic activity and reduced global trade. This regional globalization does create a large question in the form of relations between the West and China. Both stand fundamentally opposed to each other but are forced to coexist at face value due to economic interdependence (Winkler, 2021). But if both relied more on neighbors than each other, what would this do to relations? Outright violence can be pretty easily dismissed. The greatest existential threat to capitalist democracy—the Soviet Union—never directly engaged NATO, and it is fair to say it is in no one’s interest to start a world war in the nuclear age. For the majority of the population on each side, the other would be an issue that is easier to ignore. Life no longer relies on the other. However, attempts at subversion that both already engage in would likely become more open and direct. Cybersecurity would be a critical development for all major powers in this new era. “In fighting for the new economic order, setting standards on cutting-edge technologies will be at the forefront” (Solis, 2020). Even with more direct hostile engagement, the United States, China, and Europe ought to all be able to happily coexist as more regional hegemons, realizing it allows them to maintain status and stability.
	A more regional flavor of globalization could hugely benefit nations and corporations while also mitigating the risks of global trade. The greatest question mark surrounding this possible future is its feasibility. Despite it becoming an increasingly popular discussion topic, and a real consideration in some industries, there is yet to be an earnest exodus from producing in China (Imperial Business Insights, 2021). Short term economic costs of packing up and totally changing distribution strategies would be extremely high. For many businesses, this immediately dissuades the notion. This is especially true for Anglo-Saxon model multinationals, who favor focusing on short term gains and profitability (Imperial Business Insights, 2021). Were the pandemic to last longer, maybe these corporations would consider it, but it would not fit their short-term scheme or goals. Of course, the damage done to their bottom line by the pandemic could prompt revisiting this policy, and certainly a consideration into increasing presence and gains globally. There is also the fact that the Anglo-Saxon model is not a universal one. As the name suggests, it is most popular in the United States and United Kingdom, while in Europe and Asia there tend to be more far-sighted corporations (Imperial Business Insights, 2021). Were some of these to entertain the idea of a more flexible, regionalized distribution model, it is possible others see it pay off and follow suit. It would only take a few successful innovation stories to inspire copycats across industries, leading to a revolution in the global ecosystem.
	Another difficulty facing this regional development would be the need of government policy of several nations complementing business decisions of huge multinationals. Cooperation amongst competitors is unreliable, and it can be difficult to guess how policymakers, constituents, pundits, executives, board members, or any other decisionmakers influencing the process would all act. It is probably a safe assumption that those in power want to be profitable as quickly as possible, and that the people want stable prices close to what they are used to. There would certainly be growing pains, and the process would not be quick. Restructuring the global economy would take years to get to a new norm and a relative equilibrium. State policy especially would lag behind corporate decision-making by several years, and if it is unpopular may be held up further. But eventually the law of the land will come to reflect the new norm created, and the benefits of a regional system will be reaped.
	Restructuring the world’s economy is not a flawless plan. It has huge foreseeable risks, and likely even greater unforeseeable ones. On top of that, it is a grand undertaking requiring a number of global actors to work for the long term. Perhaps it is too idealistic entirely, hoping that multiplying the number of hegemons won’t create utter chaos and a breakdown of diplomacy. But one thing is clear—the current order has failed. For decades a system of interdependence and cooperation has been fostered under little pressure. Relying entirely on other nations for crucial goods and services worked well in an age with no perceivable threat to the order. Organizations were in place to maintain cooperation and coexistence, with the thought being that they could mediate and solve most any crises faced by the global community. Until the pandemic, they had. But when faced with a threat greater than a small regional conflict, all these systems buckled. Reliance on others failed. The organizations entrusted to help nations work together through this crisis were unable to do so, and to some degrees totally ignored. COVID-19 did not destroy the institutions of trade and cooperation, but it did reveal their true fragility. Over the course of three months, the nations of the world turned their backs on each other to solve the crisis at home, despite all suffering from the same crisis.
	The current state of global order cannot continue. However, total isolationism and disentanglement as some call for is not only impossible, but also ill-advised. Actors on the global stage must now face a decision between control and safety or short-term profitability. The former would entail much growing pain and uncertainty in restructuring the systems of commerce and cooperation over several years. For some countries or corporations, a single misstep could be catastrophic. But resting on laurels and working to maximize profitability while assuming the status quo will resume seems fruitless. It makes the major assumption that something like the coronavirus pandemic will never happen again. If and when another catastrophe shocks the global economy, it will break down harder than before, and by then it will be too late to create a system more insulated to crisis. Political actors must look to maintain essential relationships, cut down on superfluous ones, and create stronger cooperative bonds with those in their immediate sphere. Economic actors must look to insulate themselves against the catastrophe, and truly embrace new global markets. In becoming larger, they also look to become smaller and more regionally secure. A global ecosystem featuring regional blocs that are more politically and economically reliant on each other than those further away would help maintain the benefits of cooperation while mitigating some of the greatest risks. In a system like this, catastrophe in Europe, for example, may not mean catastrophe in the Americas, Asia, or Africa, who are less dependent on European markets. Further, it actually creates a scenario in which the powers of the other regions of the globe are better poised to provide aid, as their economic system has not suffered the same shock. The world does not need to disconnect from itself, but it also does not need a system in which the greatest powers preach about connecting the world while only working in service of themselves.
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The Economic Effectiveness and Legal Coherence of the World Trade Organization
By Robert Overstreet

Introduction
The World Trade Organization (WTO) is the main institution that regulates global trade.
The modern international trade rules are based on WTO agreements and the WTO facilitates
relations between members. This paper will first analyze how the central principles of the WTO
and the primary WTO agreements act to liberalize global trade. Then, the strengths and
weaknesses of these institutional arrangements will be evaluated.
Principles of the WTO
Most–favored–nation (MFN) treatment is a central tenet of the WTO and one of the basic
principles in international trade which increases global trade liberalization. MFN treatment
means that if privileges are granted to one state in a treaty then all parties to the treaty must
receive these benefits as well. MFN prohibits discrimination, grants advantages to all parties to a
treaty, and must be accorded “immediately and unconditionally”, which prevents the strategic
behavior of delaying benefits or demanding a favor in exchange. MFN is an important
supporting factor for equality among states when considering differences in their size and power.
Without MFN treatment, smaller and less economically powerful states would be unable to gain
recourse against stronger states that impose trade restrictions or other discriminatory practices.
MFN treatment only applies to like products. The condition of “likeness” can be difficult to
identify, but there are criteria that can be used: properties, nature, and quality; their end uses in a
given market; consumers’ tastes and habits; and the tariff classification of the products based on
the Harmonized System (Herdegen, 2016, p. 222). The Appellate Body compared “likeness” to
an accordion in Japan: Taxes on Alcoholic Beverages– Report of the Appellate Body (1996).
“The accordion of ‘likeness’ stretches and squeezes in different places as different provisions of
the WTO Agreement are applied” (Herdegen, 2016, p. 214). However, the Appellate Body would certainly take into account the intent of the measure, whether or not this is a protectionist
measure in intent or a legitimate regulatory objective. MFN treatment also has exceptions that
exclusively apply to developing countries. Developing countries are exempt from MFN clauses
applied to finished and semi–finished products originating in these countries (Herdegen, 2016, p.
215).
The national treatment principle goes hand in hand with the MFN principle in preventing
discrimination in the international trade system. National treatment refers to the equal treatment
of “like” goods, services, and intellectual property after these products have entered the market.
This means that domestic products cannot be promoted through a tax on the imported product or
other discriminatory practices like restricting marketing or imposing unequal regulations after
the product has entered the market. Two primary exceptions to this principle are government
procurement for the purpose of governmental purposes, not commercial resale; and subsidy
payments that are made to domestic producers in accordance with WTO provisions (Herdegen,
2016, p. 230).
Proportionality is a common factor that is considered in these agreements. According to
this principle, any limitation to trade can only be justified to the extent that it protects a
legitimate interest.
Reciprocity is another important principle of the WTO. Reciprocity means that state
behavior invokes reaction, or reciprocation, from other states. Reciprocity can be both negative
and positive. Benefits and obligations are reciprocated among WTO member states, with some
exceptions for developing states. Not following WTO rules can result in sanctions, duties, and
suspension of concessions.
WTO Treaties
Next, we will consider the WTO treaties that establish the rules governing the system of
international free trade. Treaties are by far the most important source of international law. A
treaty is very similar to a contract. It is a written agreement between two or more states that is
legally binding when it enters into force. The treaty is made up of the rights and obligations of
the involved parties. A treaty must also be governed by international law, meaning that
agreements that are enforced by national laws are not considered treaties (Murphy, 2018, p. 83).
Treaties are the lynchpin of international law because they facilitate agreements that are
obligatory in nature.
The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) is an agreement to promote free
trade by eliminating tariffs and other barriers to trade as well as discriminatory practices in the
trade of goods among states. GATT also allows members to prevent dumping by levying duties
that match the price difference between the products and the quantity of products that were
dumped (Herdegen, 2016, p. 297–298). Dumping is a strategy used to gain market share by
exporting products at a price lower than their market value in order to drive out competition.
GATT has a multitude of exceptions that must be interpreted narrowly and in accordance with
the proportionality principle. Notable exceptions include those necessary to protect public
morals, human, animal, or plant life or health (Herdegen, 2016, p. 236).
The Agreement on the Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures (SPS)
expands on GATT exceptions to provide standards by which sanitary and phytosanitary measures may affect international trade. This effectively creates parameters that must be met to limit trade for sanitary or phytosanitary reasons, which are: their limitation to the necessary extent; support by scientific evidence; and guidance of the risk assessment by international standards (Herdegen, 2016, p. 251). The scientific evidence that is presented must be recognized as legitimate. In Japan: Measures Affecting the Importation of Apples, the Appellate body determined that only recognized scientific methods are acceptable and unproven hypotheses are inadequate (Herdegen, 2016, p. 253).
The Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade (TBT) applies to technical regulations and
regulations to product characteristics which can result in barriers to trade because of the effect
that these regulations have on consumer behavior. Technical regulations can have protectionist
effects if they favor domestic products. However, this agreement is far more lenient because it
does not result in outright denial of market access. An example of a technical regulation that may
present a soft barrier to trade is the voluntary label “dolphin safe” for imported tuna in the US
(Herdegen, 2016, p. 258). This was subject to a lot of deliberation in the WTO because of the
potential effects on consumer behavior from the labeling of imported tuna.
The General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) promotes global free markets in the trading of services, except those that are supplied by governments. This agreement is often not obligatory in nature. Instead, states take on commitments to provide these services in accordance with the MFN principle. GATS is quite nuanced in comparison to the other agreements and exceptions to this agreement are more broadly interpreted while maintaining the proportionality principle.
The Agreement on Trade Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS)
attempts to protect intellectual property rights because the scope of intellectual property rights is
territorial. Without sufficient protection of intellectual property rights, states are incentivized to
limit trade in order to protect their intellectual property. TRIPS protects and enforces intellectual
property rights with the goal of promoting technological innovation and the transfer and
dissemination of technology. TRIPS covers copyrights, trademarks, geographical indications,
industrial designs, patents, designs of integrated circuits, undisclosed information, and
anti–competitive practices in contractual licenses (Herdegen, 2016, p. 273). However, there are
notable exceptions for patents of pharmaceuticals and biotechnological inventions in the interest
of providing sufficient and sustainable access to pharmaceuticals and medical developments for a
reasonable price to the consumer. There are also some exceptions for developing countries.
The Subsidies and Countervailing Measures Agreement (SCM) attempts to control the
use of subsidies which can distort competition in free markets, tightening the subsidy
requirements of the GATT. A subsidy is a financial contribution, income, or price support from a
government that confers a benefit greater than the recipient would receive in the relevant market
in the same situation. Only subsidies that benefit a specific company, group of enterprises, or a
specific industry may be limited. Thus, incentives and aid to businesses across the board are
exempt to these limitations, as are exchange rate manipulations. Subsidies contingent on export
performance or the use of domestic goods over foreign goods are explicitly prohibited. Subsidies
that are prejudicial to another member or harm the domestic industry of another member are
categorized as ‘actionable subsidies’. These subsidies are permitted, but should be employed in a
way that does not cause detrimental effects to other member states (Herdegen, 2016, p. 287–293).
The Agreement on Agriculture (AoA) attempts to gradually reduce agricultural subsidies
to promote the free trade of agricultural products. There are certain distortive agricultural
subsidies that are subject to reduction commitments (Herdegen, 2016, p. 295).
Institutional Strengths 
The first strength of the WTO and its system of liberalizing global trade is its institutionally binding incentives. There are several forces that are favorable towards increasing
and sustained WTO membership. A stable set of rules that establish reliable free trade allows for
the development of a reliable system of trade. Free trade tends to create a stable system of
reciprocity while protectionism invokes an escalation of negative reciprocity which can lead to a
trade war. Additionally, there is an incentive to join the WTO earlier than other states. The cost
of membership rises over time because states that join the WTO must negotiate with all member
countries to gain membership. The European Community and the members of GATT 1947
became the founding members and all other members had to negotiate to be accepted.
Furthermore, developing countries are incentivized to join by the many exceptions for
developing countries. Nevertheless, these exceptions are narrowly interpreted and often not as
favorable in practice as they appear on paper. Considering the dominance of the organization,
states are pressured to “join the club” to have their voice heard. There is considerable power in
membership because decisions require a consensus. A decision can be held up by a single state
with a grievance. In addition, it is nearly impossible to leave the WTO once membership has
been established. The WTO presents immense institutional pressure to comply with
commitments, especially for less powerful states. The WTO has extensive influence in global
trade with 164 members. Approximately 98 percent of all global trade is governed by the WTO.
WTO agreements have become customary international law because of the scope of WTO
influence.
The result of the institutional “stickiness” of the WTO is that states are bound to uphold
the treaties that they become a party to. The obligations to uphold these treaties are established in
customary international law and they are clearly articulated in Article 26 of the Vienna
Convention on the Law of Treaties (VCLT). This article outlines the principle of pacta sunt
servanda, which means “agreements must be kept”. Of course, it is not always that simple. It is
possible that a treaty conflicts with the national law of a state. Article 27 of the VCLT states that
a party to the treaty cannot invoke their national law as grounds for violating the terms of a
treaty. According to article 28 of the VCLT, parties to the treaties are not responsible for treaty
violations that occurred before the treaty entered into effect. For instance, in Questions
Concerning the Obligation to Prosecute or Extradite (Belgium v. Senegal), the ICJ ruled that
Senegal was not obligated to uphold the Convention against Torture by prosecuting Hissène
Habré because he had committed these acts before Senegal became a party to the treaty (Murphy,
2018, 94–95). When a state becomes a party to a treaty, then the entire territory of the state is
bound by the treaty.
Economic Benefits of Free Trade
From a simplistic economic standpoint, free trade creates more overall surplus when
compared to protectionism. Consumers benefit worldwide from the lower prices that result from
free trade because of the greater supply, resulting competition, and lack of tariffs. If a state has a
resource endowment in abundance then that state is likely to support free trade of that resource.
Economic Flaws of Free Trade
On the other hand, the economic benefits of free trade are unequally distributed to
consumers. Domestic producers will suffer under free trade if they are unable to compete with
foreign competition. If a state is lacking in resource endowments, then the state is likely to
oppose free trade of that resource. Thus, it may be perfectly rational for a state to pursue
protectionist trade policies. In fact, protectionist policies are a hallmark of a developing
economy. It is extremely difficult for developing industries to compete with fully developed and
globalized industries.
Legal Coherence of the WTO
The WTO lacks legal coherence due to the many exceptions to the WTO agreements.
These exceptions must be interpreted by the Appellate Body which lacks an enforcement
mechanism as previously established. For instance, preferential free–trade agreements are
exempt from the application of MFN to all members of the WTO. This is a huge exception
considering the approximately 250 regional and bilateral trade agreements in place today. In
China–Publications and Audiovisual Products, the Chinese government invoked the public
morals exception of the GATT to restrict the importation of foreign publications and media. They argued that the importation of these products damaged their censorship regime. The clarity of WTO treaties are muddied by their many exceptions.
After a series of unfavorable rulings towards the US in the WTO Dispute Settlement
Body, the US utilized the requirement of a consensus to block certain appointments to the
Appellate Body under the Obama administration. Under the Trump administration, all Appellate
Body appointments were blocked. The US has continued blocking appointments under the Biden
administration. Appellate Body members serve finite terms, and thus, it has been rendered
useless as the sitting arbitrator's terms have expired. The WTO grants a right to appeal in the
Dispute Settlement Understanding, so defendants can effectively block their case by appealing.
Needless to say, it is unlikely that the parties to disputes will agree to refrain from appealing and
accept the initial WTO panel reports.
The dispute settlement procedure, once considered the “crown jewel” of the WTO, has
been tarnished. The lack of a functioning appellate body is not just legally incoherent, it
effectively destroys the enforcement power of the WTO. This severely damages the legitimacy
of the institution worldwide. The lack of enforcement power undoubtedly results in an expansion
of protectionist measures. States are very strategic and will enact protectionist policies when
favorable. In the past, states have held foreign goods in customs for an extended period of time,
until this became impractical for the exporting country or the goods expired. China is taking
advantage of the lack of WTO enforcement power; repeatedly violating the TRIPS agreement by
stealing intellectual property from developed nations. Intellectual property theft costs US
businesses billions of dollars per year while robbing US citizens of jobs and the government of
tax revenues.
Instead of arbitration, states are resorting to other forms of recourse such as tit-for-tat
measures and a system of concessions. These measures move us closer towards global
protectionism. Article 25 of the WTO Dispute Resolution Understanding presents alternatives to
the established dispute resolution system. Using these guidelines, the European Union and
several other members have established the Multiparty Interim Appeal Arbitration (MPIA). This
arbitration panel acts as a substitute for the Appellate Body. Those that agree to abide by the
arbitration award are bound to uphold its decisions. The WTO dispute settlement body is
informed of the MPIA’s decisions, but they are not formally adopted by it. For the states outside
this agreement, these decisions carry no weight and go into a legal void.
Each of these alternatives could presumably create a valid replacement to the previous
dispute settlement procedure, but a formal adaptation of one of these systems faces serious
challenges. Without US support this system would have weakened legitimacy. Furthermore,
deviating from established procedures will create uncertainty and more enforcement difficulties.
Clearly, the US holds a lot of power in the future of the WTO. The US is sending a
message to the WTO that they are dissatisfied with past decisions. Lack of enforcement power
also preserves the sovereignty of states to enact their own trade policies. However, US interests
suffer from lack of enforcement measures, particularly with regards to the enforcement of the
TRIPS agreement. Whether there will be a resolution to this situation in the near future is
uncertain. As tensions rise, reciprocity could be a key factor in the escalation of global
protectionist measures.
Conclusion
The WTO created an international system of free trade through its guiding principles and
treaties. Economically, free trade benefits consumers and producers with a competitive
advantage. Producers that are not competitive internationally, particularly in developing
economies, suffer under free trade. Certain exceptions to the treaties try to address this issue. The
WTO has strong institutional power but has declined in its enforcement power because the US
has continually blocked appointments to the Appellate Body. This weakens the system of
international free trade and raises questions about its future.
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Political Mechanisms Through Which Terrorist Organizations Establish Legitimacy 
By Amanda Benitez


	In the contemporary era, it is common for terrorist organizations to transition into insurgencies and quasi states. Studying the political regimes through which terrorist organizations establish legitimacy is vital to understanding how informal institutions impact global structures. The purpose of this analysis is to assess the political mechanisms through which terrorist groups establish legitimacy domestically and globally. From the perspective of comparative politics literature, legitimacy is denoted as the “value whereby someone or something is recognized and accepted as right and proper” conferring “authority and power” to said organization (O’Neil 44). To support this argument, I will be discussing three case studies: (1) the affiliation of the Sinn Féin with the Provisional Irish Republican Army (IRA), (2) Hezbollah’s military power in Lebanon, and (3) the international support provided to the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia—People's Army (FARC). Throughout this discussion, emphasis will be placed on how the legitimization of terrorist groups has affected Europe.
	Modern definitions of terrorism are often vague and inherently controversial as different scholars and governments hold distinct political ideologies about the concept. Legal definitions of terrorism are limited in that they “reflect the priorities and particular interests of the specific agency involved” (Perry 270). The conceptualization of terrorism by scholars can be biased by personal political ideologies and even cultural backgrounds. According to scholar Kurt Cronin, this misrepresentation culminates into a label that “is dangerously misleading” and makes “it more difficult to understand the group” (Byman 14). Although the United Nations (UN) has yet to declare an agreed-upon definition of terrorism, in 2004 the UN Security Council Resolution 1566 on Threats to International Peace and Security Caused by Terrorist Acts, defined terrorism as:
“criminal acts, including against civilians, committed with the intent to cause death or serious bodily injury, or taking of hostages, with the purpose to provoke a state of terror in the general public or in a group of persons or particular persons, intimidate a population or compel a government or an international organization to do or to abstain from doing any act” (United Nations Security Council 2). 

Similarly, the European Union legally defined terrorism through article one of the Framework Decision on Cobatting Terrorism in 2002 as:

“committing or threatening to commit criminal actions by armed forces that seriously damage a country or international organization with the aim of seriously intimidating a population, or unduly compelling a Government or international organisation to perform or abstain from performing any act, or seriously destabilising or destroying the fundamental political, constitutional, economic or social structures of a country or an international organisation” (The Council on the European Union 4).

Nonetheless, these definitions are insufficient for the purposes of this paper as they fail to express the lack of legitimacy of terrorist organizations. As described by scholar Daniel Byman, “even though Hitler, Stalin, and Mao killed tens of millions of people, calling them terrorists doesn't offer much insight” (14). The primary distinction between a government and a terrorist group who are provoking terror by using violence is that while one may have political claims of power and autonomy, the latter does not. Moreover, the Framework Decision on Combatting Terrorism 2002 describes terrorist groups as “armed forces.” This connotation fails to consider mechanisms through which terrorist groups incite terror without the use of weapons, such as using social media or criminal actions via the internet. Recognizing the ambiguity and inherent limits of the following definition, the following criteria––representing an amalgamation of perspectives––will be used throughout this discussion in reference to terrorism: (1) an informal organization or non-state actor who (2) commits or threatens to commit criminal action(s), (3) with the purpose of inciting terror, (4) in order to intimidate a population, compel a government/government official/internation organization to do or abstain from an act, destabilize or destroy the socioeconomic and/or political strucutures of a sovereign nation and/or international organization, or all of the above. 
	The affiliation of the Sinn Féin political party in the United Kingdom as the political wing of the IRA legitimized the terrorist organization’s ideology of Irish self-determination through the political mechanisms of a democratic regime. The IRA emerged as part of the Irish Republican movement as an insurgent terrorist organization with the goal of unifying the “six counties of Northern Ireland with the Irish Republic and the end of British involvement in Northern Ireland” (Jackson 83). The IRA was declared a terrorist organization by the United Kingdom after being held responsible for multiple bombings, shootings, and attacks (Jackson 83). This includes the tragic events of Bloody Friday in 1972 where more than 20 bombs were exploded in Belfast killing nine individuals and injuring 130 (History.com Editors). Sinn Féin was established in 1905 as a left-wing Irish Republican Party whose name translates to ‘We Ourselves’ (Politics.co.UK). This political party’s principal aim is Irish reunification and nationalism (Politics.co.UK). Since the IRA declared ceasefire in 2005, Sinn Féin has grown to function as a political party without the support of an active IRA (Hueckel 1). However, the contemporary view of the Republican movement is that there were two operations: the terrorist IRA and the political Sinn Féin as its auxiliary (Public Broadcasting Service). Sinn Féin’s previous president, Gerry Adams, has insisted that “there would be no peace process if it were not for the IRA” (Hueckel 1). 
	In democratic states––such as the United Kingdom––political legitimacy is often derived from popular support of government decisions by citizens through “the system of laws and procedures presumed” (O’Neil 46). Political parties are essential in this process as they “articulate an ideology and a set of goals” that bring voters together and maintain leaders accountable for their fulfillment of those goals (O’Neil 161). As the second-largest party in the Northern Ireland Assembly, Sinn Féin has given the IRA a democratic means to their political ends (Politics.co.UK). Instead of pushing for Irish unification and independence from England through violent attacks, this political party is able to garner support for Irish independence through votes and representation in the English Parliament. In the General Election of 2019, Sinn Féin received 22.8% of the Northern Irish vote winning seven of Northern Ireland’s 18 seats (Politics.co.UK). Furthermore, support for the party in the Republic of Ireland has been growing in recent years. The legitimization of the IRA’s ideology as an informal institution through its affiliation with Sinn Féin is essential to global structures because it demonstrates how the ideas of non-state actors can be legitimized through existing political structures and popular support. 
	While terrorist groups within democratic nations may seek legitimacy through political channels, in weak states––where corruption is rampant, infrastructure is insufficient, and the economy is failing––different mechanisms may be utilized. Hezbollah has established their legitimacy within Lebanon and internationally through its robust military capability. Signifying the ‘Party of God’ in Arabic, Hezbollah was formed in 1982 after the Israeli invasion of southern Lebanon as the leader of Islamic resistance to Israel (Congressional Research Service). In their 1985 manifesto, Hezbollah declared the organization’s objective of expelling Western powers––including Israel Defense Forces (IDF)––from Lebanon, subscribing to Islamic nationalism, and advocating for the destruction of the Israeli state (Robinson). According to the Congressional Research Service, the United States, among various nations, has designated Hezbollah as a foreign terrorist organization (Congressional Research Service). Hezbollah is responsible for various terrorist attacks, including the suicide bombing of barracks housing U.S. and French troops in Beirut in 1983 that killed more than 300 individuals (Robinson). Additionally, in 2005, the group was implicated in assassinating the former Lebanese Prime Minister, Rafik Hariri, in a car bombing that also killed 21 individuals (Congressional Research Service). 
	As the world’s most heavily armed non-state actor, members of Hezbollah have been described to be “trained like an army and equipped like a state” (Center for Strategic & International Studies). The International Institute for Strategic Studies’ 2020 Military Balance claims that Hezbollah has up to 20,000 active personnel and 25,000 reserves (Congressional Research Service). In addition, Hezbollah has an arsenal of “small arms, tanks, drones, and various long-range rockets” (Robinson). As of 2006, the organization held around 15,000 rockets and missiles. However, today, the organization’s arsenal has increased to about 130,000 rounds (Center for Strategic & International Studies). 
	Assessing Hezbollah’s legitimization through its military power is important to understanding international structures when viewing the rise of informal militant groups in unstable states with public unrest or violence. This has become increasingly prominent in the past 50 years in parts of Latin America, Africa, and Asia possessing an overwhelming capacity for violence (O’Neil 198). As a result of Hezbollah’s military prowess, the organization has come to occupy and control Lebanon’s Shiite-Majority regions with relative impunity (Robinson). The organization is even praised as in 2017, Lebanese President Michel Aoun declared that “Hezbollah is a significant part of the Lebanese people” and is a “principal element of Lebanon’s defense” (Orion 1). Additionally, Hezbollah has established social services networks including infrastructure, health-care facilities, youth programs, and schools in order to further garner support from the public (Robinson). As citizens of weak nations where poverty and corruption are rampant seek leaders to provide them with resources and safety, terrorist organizations, such as Hezbollah, are likely to step into the role of an informal government in these regions. In that manner, terrorist groups and informal institutions transition into quasi states through the use of force and violence. 
	Globalization continues to make international connections stronger and state actors interdependent on each other. Not only do the domestic conditions in which terrorist groups exist determine the mechanisms through which they seek legitimization, but the relationship between the international community and informal institutions has also become vital in this process. The FARC in Colombia has established their legitimacy through the support of foreign state actors who share a similar ideology to theirs. Established in 1964, the FARC is one of the longest surviving insurgency groups in history (Nader 72). Following a Marxist- Leninist ideology, this organization seeks to destabilize and overthrow the Colombian government in hopes of combating inequality of wealth in Colombia and establishing communism in the nation (British Broadcasting Corporation). This organization’s terrorist attacks include––but are not limited to–– “kidnapping, hostage-taking, narco-trafficking, assassinations,” and car-bombings (Nader 72). The FARC is responsible for the 2015 bombing of the Tansandio pipeline which caused 10,000 barrels of oil to contaminate waterways and resulted in 150,000 people losing access to water (Mapping Militant Organizations). 
	Support from foreign state actors has been essential in the FARC’s legitimization as a group with organizational strength. In the 1970s––before the group became involved in narco-trafficking––external ideological partners, such as Cuban and Russian communist groups, financially supported the FARC’s terrorist ventures (Cook 21). From a military perspective, FARC members trained in military academies in the Soviet Union and Vietnam that had been set up to prepare the guerrilla fighters for a command structure (Cook 26). Moreover, in 2019 Colombia’s president, Ivan Duque, threatened to denounce Cuba at the United Nations for refusing to turn over two FARC commanders believed to be living on the island (Associated Press). 
	Assessing how foreign state actors contribute to the legitimization of terrorist groups is essential to understanding the manner in which international influences can contribute to nondemocratic rule. Additionally, it can provide insight into Coup d’Etats by informal groups that are backed by foreign governments. For instance, in 1953 the United States “played a significant role in overthrowing the democratically elected government in Iran by supporting the Iranian coup d’etat (O’Neil 188). By garnering support from ideologically similar nations, the FARC is able to establish an international network of economic and political support for their cause. 
The primary lesson learned from this discussion is that in all three terrorist organizations discussed––the IRA, Hezbollah, and the FARC––political parties have been established in their respective governments expressing their ideology. This begs the question of whether democratic regimes provide informal institutions the means through which they can express their views without the use of violence. Due to the limited scope of this paper, the extent to which terrorist groups were successful in their legitimacy efforts was not studied. Further investigations should evaluate which methods of legitimization have been more successful and why.
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