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Letter from the Staff
Dear Reader,

Volume VI - Edition I of The Podium Magazine is even larger and more varied 
than the last, including our newest Student Art Section inspired by Mrs. Kaplan and the 
Art Department. Almost one year exactly since Belmont Hill first shut its doors under 
the clouds of the pandemic, the student experience has changed in almost every di-
mension. As always, we’re still committed to offering students and faculty alike a place 
to share sound opinions and research with the School in the tradition of the magazine, 
now in its sixth year.

Edition I will begin with three op-ed winners: Daniel Bittner, Jack Kendall, and 
Arec Keomurjian. Daniel writes about the Capitol insurrection on January 6th and po-
tential surveillance laws thereafter; Jack and Arec took different perspectives to the is-
sue of standardized testing and its role in the college admissions process, now dramati-
cally changed during the pandemic. Congratulations to these three winners -- each will 
receive a print version of the magazine and a gift-card reward.

Our research section spans from autonomy in Taiwan to the origins of the 
French Revolution and Northern tactics in the Civil War. This edition’s Featured Per-
son, by senior Abe Tolkoff, illustrates the unlikely political origin story of Senator Joe 
Manchin (D-WV) and his tight-rope walk between party lines. Lawrence Tang and Jason 
Wong explore the benefits and challenges of the new school schedule, and what should 
stay into next year. Last, Will Seward argues for a five-day in-person school week even 
during the pandemic and Luke Carroll describes the history of Senator Warren’s an-
ti-corruption legislation in Congress. 

This edition’s Polling Project asked the school to share its opinion on President 
Biden’s first thirty days in office and his Cabinet appointees, including quotes from re-
spondents. The Student Art Section includes ceramic pieces, woodwork, and other art 
from students across grade levels.

See the new Podium Online website at https://the-podium.org/

Luke Carroll ‘22 | President

Howard Huang ’22, Kevin Jiang ’22, and
Abe Tolkoff ’21 | Executive Editors

Owen Gerah ’22, Luke Hogan ’22, Jack Kendall ’22,
Arec Keomurjian ’22, Alex Lo ’23, Charles March ’22,
Thomas Madden ’22, Will Seward ’22, Morris Smith ’22,
Lawrence Tang ’22, and Jason Wong ’23 | Podium Staff
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How to Prevent Jan. 6th
Author- Daniel Bittner ’22
Section-Op-ed Winners

On January 6, 2021, Americans 
throughout the nation gazed at their tele-
visions in fear and distress as they wit-
nessed one of the most egregious attacks 
on federal property in recent memory. 
Although this insurrection on the United 
States Capitol represented a horrifying 
breach of a supposedly secured build-
ing, presenting a major threat to elected 
Congressmen and governmental officials, 
the events of that day do not warrant new 
or stricter domestic surveillance laws on 
the American public. Rather, in examin-
ing the intelligence failures of the insur-
rection, the only plausible modification 
in legislation should be in considering 
whether to redistribute the power to de-
ploy state and federal troops.

Despite the insurrection initially 
seeming like a secret and well coordinat-
ed event, no detailed surveillance beyond 
what would be accessible by any ordinary 
citizen was necessary to predict and fors-
ee the potential magnitude of the attack. 
In fact, any individual throughout the 
United States with an electronic device 
and access to social media platforms could 
have witnessed the numerous tweets and 
posts foreshadowing the event. On multi-
ple occasions throughout the months and 
days prior to the attack, President Trump 
on his public Twitter account announced 
that he expected a large crowd of sup-
porters to gather in Washington DC on 
January 6th just a walking distance away 
from the Capitol. Additionally, Trump 
on numerous occasions even retweeted 
statements from his supporters who de-
scribed in militaristic terms that a “caval-
ry” of the President’s presumably violent 
supporters would arrive there according 
to his lead. Furthermore, just by following 
this simple trail of the President and his 
supporters’ tweets, any ordinary Ameri-

can could quickly discover that at a min-
imum the Capitol building, in which the 
counting of the electoral votes would oc-
cur, would require extra security person-
nel on January 6th. Thus, stricter surveil-
lance laws to gather more detailed public 
information would not have prevented 
the failure to recognize the magnitude of 
the attack. 

In fact, it can be clearly inferred 
that if governmental officials had done 
only a basic amount of research regard-
ing the event, they could have deployed 
extra and adequate personnel. For exam-
ple, despite lacking one singular leader 
such as the President and being planned 
only a few days prior, governmental of-
ficials had no problem deciphering when 
and where Black Lives Matter protests 
would occur. During these protests, 
which were much more frequent and 
numerous, and thus should have each re-
ceived less individual attention from the 
federal government, state and federal 
officials were able to adequately prepare 
for and deploy extra security personnel 
in each state. However, in the attack of 
the Capitol, which was much more pre-
dictable by being promoted on numerous 
social media platforms over the course of 
multiple months by even the most prom-
inent individual in the nation himself, 
governmental officials were strangely 
unable to adequately prepare.

Furthermore, neither a lack of 
governmental insight nor an inability to 
adequately deploy troops were the cause 
of the security failure. Rather, one major 
reason that the Capitol was unprepared 
for the attack pertains to the distribu-
tion of power to deploy troops in DC and 
on federal grounds. As opposed to most 
states, in which the governors essentially 
have the power to deploy the national 
guard, since DC is not considered a state, 
any request from the mayor of DC to 
deploy the district’s national guard must 
pass through multiple layers of presiden-
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tially-appointed federal authorities. While 
in order to deploy troops in the actual city 
of Washington DC, the DC mayor must first 
pass her request through the Secretary of the 
Army and the Secretary of Defense who are 
essentially under the command of the Presi-
dent of the United States, the mayor lacks any 
major power on federal grounds such as the 
capitol, as instead the Secretary of Defense 
who is subject to the President’s orders con-
trols the deployment of troops. This complex 
and convoluted system of power, in which 
federal authorities who are eclipsed by the 
President’s jurisdiction have ultimate control 
over the national guard, prevented an unbi-
ased official from making a rational decision 
on January 6th against the insurrection.

Thus, to prevent such an event from 
repeating itself, there are two potential leg-
islative solutions. The first solution is to re-
move the president’s ability to control the DC 
national guard by instead granting the power 
to deploy troops directly to the major of DC. 
Thus, an official directly elected by the district 

itself can control the national guard instead of 
the President of the United States, who may 
have ulterior and potentially unjustified mo-
tives. Such a redistribution in power, which 
would have to be approved by Congress in 
order to come to fruition, would resolve this 
issue in a decisive manner that would likely 
prove popular not only in DC, but also in the 
entire nation.

However, another more audacious 
and perhaps unpopular solution to this issue 
would be to grant statehood to the District 
of Columbia. As a multitude of individuals in 
DC have fought for statehood for many years, 
this issue of unbalanced distribution of power 
could propel such advocates to victory, as by 
obtaining statehood, the power to deploy the 
local national guard would be immediately 
directed to the local government. While this 
latter solution would likely be more contro-
versial, it represents one additional remedy to 
preventing such a domestic catastrophe from 
repeating itself.

An attack by Trump supporters on the Capitol on January 6th shocked the nation.        Associated Press
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The Controversy over Standardized Testing
Author-Jack Kendall ’22
Section-Op-ed Winners

3

While standardized testing is remark-
ably important in the college admissions 
process, the process is highly flawed and 
needs improvement. The test exists solely to 
compare the academic successes of separate 
students applying to various colleges. While 
standardized testing is still important in the 
college process, the testing can not accurate-
ly compare students based on their scores, as 
there are several concerns about fairness and 
equal opportunity.

Standardized testing is indeed nec-
essary for the college process but needs im-
mense improvement. Some colleges may not 
be able to receive all required information 
solely off a student’s GPA and high school 
transcript. A top student at a less academically 
rigorous school will most likely have a higher 
GPA and transcript as opposed to a regular 
student at a highly challenging academic in-
stitution. Colleges need to differentiate these 
students fairly and equally, as their respective 
transcripts and GPAs do not necessarily rep-
resent their intelligence. Standardized testing 
represents a universal measure of intelligence, 
taken under identical conditions. 

While there are some important factors 
to having standardized testing, the current 
system is highly flawed. A major concern is 
that standardized testing is a representation 
of familial wealth rather than intelligence. A 
2009 New York Times study found that there 
is a direct correlation between the wealth 
of a family and SAT scores. Families making 
upwards of 200,000 dollars gross income per 
year scored an average of 560 on the writing 
section of the SAT, while Families making 
under 20,000 scored an average of 430. As 
gross annual income increased in the families, 
so did the scores of the students. Therefore 
the current method of standardized testing 
is a representation of wealth, not necessarily 
intelligence. Families who can afford to send 
their children to test preparation classes and 
private tutors are going to see better results 

on the SAT and ACT than families who can not 
afford this luxury. 

Furthermore, standardized testing is 
not entirely fair to certain types of students. 
While there are some accommodations in 
place for those with learning disabilities, there 
is still a lack of help provided to students with 
other mental struggles. The tests are designed 
for a specific type of student, and all students 
who stray from that norm are automatically at 
a disadvantage. 

Finally, standardized testing does not 
necessarily predict future success at colleges, 
one of the main points it aims to achieve. A 
2019 Los Angeles Times study found that The 
six-year graduation rate for those with SAT 
scores between 900 and 1090 was 81% com-
pared with 83% for those with SAT scores 
between 1100 and 1600, the highest score 
possible. The rate of students returning for a 
second year was 91% for those with the low-
er scores and 94% for those with the highest 
scores. This data shows no real discrepancy 
between students earning a mediocre 1100 on 
the SAT and students earning a perfect score 
of 1600. Therefore the test is not an accurate 
depiction of future success at colleges.

Overall, standardized testing is a neces-
sary part of college admissions. Colleges must 
be able to interpret the intelligence of dif-
ferent students and compare them on a fair, 
equal, universal standard; however, the SAT 
and ACT are too flawed to continue having an 
impact on college admissions, as it is mainly a 
measure of financial wealth not current and 
future academic success. Both of these tests 
need to be reformed largely to ensure that all 
students are fairly treated. 
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The SAT is a Necessity
Author-Arec Keomurjian ’22
Section-Op-ed Winners

4

As more and more colleges and univer-
sities go test-optional, standardized testing 
has become less significant for college admis-
sions and applications. Although the SAT Sub-
ject Tests and SAT Essay were recently abol-
ished, standardized testing should still remain 
a part of the college admissions process. 

Though Grade-Point Average has been 
evidenced to be a greater indicator of a stu-
dent’s success in college than standardized 
testing, a committee from the University of 
California collected data that undermines this 
existing research, concluding that SAT scores 
are, in fact, equally as good of indicators. The 
report states, “for any given high school GPA, 
a student admitted with a low SAT score is 
between two and five times more likely to 
drop out after one year, and up to three times 
less likely to complete their degree compared 
to a student with a high score.” Standardized 
testing also provides students who are more 
disadvantaged or who have access to fewer 
resources with the ability to demonstrate their 
academic caliber at a relatively lower cost in 
comparison to joining a sports team or taking 
up an instrument. 

Furthermore, without test scores, the 
college admission process would be more 
heavily reliant on high school GPA, which may 
provide teachers and schools incentive to dole 
out better grades or conduct grade inflation. If 
grade inflation were to occur more prevalent-

ly across the country, students’ GPAs would 
lose their merit as it would no longer accu-
rately measure their academic performance. 
Standardized tests thus serve as methods to 
combat possible grade inflation. Also, the dif-
ficulty of school curricula varies from school 
to school; straight A’s at a public school may 
coincide with B’s at a more rigorous private 
school. Standardized tests thus provide an 
opportunity for students at more challenging 
schools to compete through their test scores 
against students at less demanding schools 
who might have better GPAs. Finally, with the 
discontinuation of SAT Subject Tests, the AP 
exams remain as the only standardized test 
for specific subjects. The AP’s also provide 
students with college credit and exposure to 
what college classes are like, which is an indis-
pensable experience. 

Some believe standardized testing is 
not a good indicator of academic merit; they 
argue it tests the ability to look for certain 
patterns in the questions or cram before their 
test date. However, if SAT and ACT require-
ments are relinquished, an opportunity for 
students who attend more difficult schools 
or those who are more disadvantaged to il-
lustrate their academic ability to colleges. 
Though they do have shortcomings, such as 
cheating scandals, standardized tests are es-
sential to the college admissions process. With 
possible modifications to the current tests or 
with the establishment of alternative testing 
opportunities, an improved standardized test 
can be established. 
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The Oil Weapon
Author- Sreetej 
Digumarthi ‘21
Section-Research Papers

Twenty minutes after President 
Richard Nixon finished his breakfast in his 
Key Biscayne, Florida compound, dubbed 
the “Winter White House,” on October 6, 
1973, he received distressing information 
from Henry Kissinger, his National Secu-
rity Advisor and the United States Secre-
tary of State.1 In a 9:25 a.m. call from New 
York, Kissinger informed Nixon about an 
unanticipated development in the Middle 
East: “Fighting has broken out on the Go-
lan Heights and along the Sinai.”2

The Yom Kippur War, named after 
the Jewish holiday it started on, began 
when Egypt and Syria opened a two-front, 
surprise assault on their neighboring coun-
try, Israel. The two Arab nations sought to 
recapture territories that they had lost to 
the Israelis six years earlier in 1967’s Six-
Day War, namely the Golan Heights for 
Syria and the Sinai Peninsula for Egypt.3 
The initial attack came as a surprise to 
the Israelis as they misinterpreted intelli-
gence that suggested an attack was immi-
nent and as their means of communication 
and transportation were shut down due 
to the religious holiday.4 As a result, the 
two Arab nations had great initial success. 
Pushing from the south, the Egyptians, as 
a part of Operation Badr, crossed the Suez 
Canal into the Sinai Peninsula, territory 
that they had possessed just six years pri-
or, and gained control of the Bar Lev Line, 
a series of Israeli fortifications on the east 
side of the Suez. From the north, the Syr-
ians also pushed into Israeli territory and 
gained control of Israel’s Eye, a strategical-
ly important vantage point perched 6,500 
feet high on Mount Hermon.5

Despite the strong start of Egypt and 
Syria, the mobilization of two Israeli mili-
tary divisions and American involvement 
in the conflict on behalf of the Israelis 
soon shattered Arab dreams of a quick and 

decisive victory. As the fighting dragged 
on, the war expanded to include troops 
from three more nations all on the side 
of the Arab coalition - Saudi Arabia, Iraq, 
and Jordan.6 Seeing its ally, Israel, struggle 
against a coalition that was also backed by 
Soviet arms, the United States began to 
assist the Israelis, supplying them with 
100 fighter jets and over 55,000 tons of 
military equipment, including artillery, 
tanks, and ammunition, through airlifts 
and sealifts.7 With America’s entrance 
into the conflict came an unexpected shift 
in momentum as the Israelis pushed past 
their prewar boundaries, quickly advanc-
ing within sixty-two miles of the Egyptian 
capital of Cairo and within twenty-one 
miles of the Syrian capital of Damascus.8 
Thus, realizing that force of arms could 
not dislodge Israel from its occupation of 
Arab territory, especially with the Israelis 
receiving support from America, the Arab 
oil-producing nations, led by Saudi Ara-
bia, sought to force the United States into 
a more neutral position by attacking the 
US economy with a joint oil embargo.9

The oil embargo imposed on the 
United States by the Organization of Arab 
Petroleum Exporting Countries (OAPEC) 
eventually led to an unlikely friendship 
between democratic America and mo-
narchical Saudi Arabia. However, the 
embargo first strained the relationship 
between the two countries. It not only 
severed their economic ties, which were 
almost exclusively based on the trade of 
oil, but also brought the two nations to 
the brink of war.10 As the embargo contin-
ued, however, the US Secretary of State, 
Henry Kissinger, realized the importance 
of Saudi Arabia and its oil to America and 
started to engage in “shuttle diplomacy” 
with the belligerents of the Yom Kippur 
War, resulting in the removal of the em-
bargo on March 18, 1974.11 The period that 
followed would see the rapid mending 
and strengthening of the broken US-Sau-
di relationship through greater econom-
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ic cooperation, arms sales, and development 
projects.12 Although the OAPEC oil embargo 
initially destroyed relations between Saudi 
Arabia and the United States, it played a key 
role in the development of their economic, po-
litical, and military partnership.

Background: US-Saudi Relations and OAPEC
Since the US formally recognized the 

Kingdom of Hejaz and Nejd, later the Kingdom 
of Saudi Arabia (KSA), on May 1, 1931, Ameri-
can interests in the desert kingdom have re-
volved around its copious oil resources, despite 
cultural and political differences.13 In 1938, an 
American corporation, Standard Oil Company 
of California, discovered oil in the country five 
years after beginning to explore for it. Six years 
later, in 1944, Standard Oil of California, along 
with Texas Oil Company (Texaco), formed the 
Arabian American Oil Company (ARAMCO), 
and Mobil and Exxon later joined them.14 Over 
time, as ARAMCO grew, the company became 
the largest American investment abroad, and 
the Saudis became the world’s largest export-
er of oil; however, the US maintained near-full 
control over the Saudi oil fields.15

In December 1972, Saudi Arabia, under 
King Faisal, began to push back against Amer-
ica’s complete ownership of ARAMCO, now 
the wealthiest oil company in the world. Con-
trolling 95% of the KSA’s oil facilities and fields, 
including the planet’s most productive field, 
ARAMCO, with its infrastructure alone worth 
$1.2 billion, was so massive that it was likened 
to a “country within a country” in a 1974 New 
York Times article penned by Leonard Mosley.16 
After 28 years of US dominance over ARAM-
CO and months of negotiations with the four 
American oil corporations, the Saudis acquired 
a 25% participation stake in the company in 
1972, and, with it, greater control over their oil 
resources.17 The four companies that constitut-
ed ARAMCO also agreed to gradually expand 
Saudi ownership to 51% by 1982.18

Despite this Saudi demonstration of 
power, however, the US continued to ignore 
the KSA’s growing influence and still viewed 
the kingdom merely as a source of oil. Hen-
ry Kissinger epitomized America’s attitude 

towards the Saudis in a July 20, 1973 meeting 
among top government officials regarding US 
policy in the Middle East, saying, “We wouldn’t 
give a damn about Saudi Arabia if it didn’t have 
most of the oil in the region.”19

The developments in Saudi Arabia 
served as a microcosm for the changes occur-
ring throughout the Middle East. In 1960, after 
ARAMCO slashed oil prices and consequent-
ly decreased Saudi petroleum revenue by $30 
million, the KSA led the formation of the Or-
ganization of Petroleum Exporting Countries 
(OPEC).20 Initially joined by Iraq, Iran, Kuwait, 
and Venezuela, the Saudis hoped to use the or-
ganization to give its members more control 
over the production and pricing of their oil.21

Eight years later, in 1968, the Saudis 
co-founded a second group, this time exclusive 
to the Middle East: the Organization of Arab Pe-
troleum Exporting Countries (OAPEC). OAPEC 
differed from OPEC not only in its members but 
also its aims. While OPEC’s goals were exclu-
sively economically motivated, the members of 
OAPEC had political motives as well.22 The or-
ganization’s constituent nations shared a com-
mon animosity towards Israel that stemmed 
from the creation of the Jewish state in half of 
Arab Palestine’s territory in 1947 and Israel’s 
occupation of three-quarters of Palestine’s re-
maining territory in 1949. In the decades fol-
lowing Israel’s creation, Egyptian President 
Gamal Abdel Nasser promoted pan-Arabism in 
the Middle East, and calls for Arab unity, cen-
tered around the plight of Palestine, grew.23 
This unity manifested in the form of a joint oil 
embargo imposed on the United States by five 
future OAPEC members in response to Amer-
ican support for Israel during 1967’s Six-Day 
War. Although the embargo was ineffective 
due to insufficient Arab participation and the 
high rate of domestic oil production in the US 
at the time, it represented the first concerted 
Arab effort to use the “oil weapon” to achieve 
their political goals.24

As OPEC gained members through the 
decade, it also gained dominance over the glob-
al oil market. By 1970, the organization was re-
sponsible for 86% of world oil exports and half 
of the world’s oil production, and its Arab bloc 
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produced the vast majority of this oil.25 How-
ever, the Arab nations, several of which were 
now unified under OAPEC, felt that they were 
being exploited by the foreign companies op-
erating within them that dictated the produc-
tion and pricing of their oil.26

In the early 1970s, OAPEC reached a 
breaking point as it felt prices were too low 
and began to assert itself over the multination-
al oil companies. Oil prices had massive impli-
cations for the economies of the organization’s 
members. In the case of Saudi Arabia, the oil 
industry contributed 90% of its governmental 
budget and 64% of its gross domestic product 
(GDP).27 With their economies so dependent 
on oil, the Arab nations pushed for price hikes 
and succeeded due to their unity and domi-
nance over the global oil market. In the Feb-
ruary 14, 1971 Tehran Agreement and the April 
2, 1971 Tripoli Agreement, foreign corporations 
agreed to raise oil prices over the course of 
five years, and, between 1970 and 1973, OAPEC 
drove these companies to lift the price of oil 
up from $1.80 per barrel to $3.07 per barrel. 
OAPEC also raised its share of oil profits from 
50% to 55%. Regarding this assertion of power 
by the Arab members of the organization, an 
OPEC official later commented, “After the Teh-
ran agreement, OPEC got muscles.”28

While some world leaders feared the 
growing influence of OAPEC, President Nixon 
and much of his administration did not. Brit-
ish Prime Minister Ted Heath warned Nixon 
about the “growing peril” of the organization 
and told him that “All the signs are that this sit-
uation is going to get worse, not better.” Wash-
ington D.C., however, considered concerns 
of OAPEC’s growing power “overly alarmist.” 
Nixon himself believed that, if the organiza-
tion continued to increase prices and assert 
control over multinationals, “the inevitable re-
sult is that they will lose their markets.” How-
ever, the President would later find out that he 
had misread the situation by underestimating 
his country’s reliance on Middle Eastern oil. 
Nixon’s misjudgment, combined with shifting 
energy and economic policies and a rising de-
mand for oil, created a perfect-storm scenario 
for the Saudis and OAPEC to exert more con-

trol over oil pricing and use the oil weapon for 
a second time, this time successfully.29

Background: US Reliance on Foreign Oil
While OAPEC was realizing its collective 

power abroad, America was growing increas-
ingly reliant on foreign oil and, consequently, 
more vulnerable to the oil weapon. In the years 
leading up to the OAPEC oil embargo, United 
States oil consumption rose dramatically as the 
nation’s energy demands rapidly increased. In 
1950, the US consumed 6.5 million barrels of 
oil per day (mbd) and relied on coal for 38% of 
the country’s energy needs. Twenty years lat-
er, in 1970, American consumption of oil rose 
126% to 14.7 mbd. By 1972, production of coal 
had stagnated, and it only fulfilled 17% of the 
country’s energy needs. The Clean Air Act, un-
der President Lyndon B. Johnson contributed 
to this shift from coal to liquid fossil fuels. The 
act discouraged the burning of coal in favor of 
alternative sources of energy such as oil. Fur-
thermore, a 1965 amendment to the act created 
new emission standards for cars, ushering in a 
new generation of car engines that polluted 
less but consumed 10% more gas. Thus, control 
of the US economy was ceded to oil, which ful-
filled 42% of American energy demands and 
became the country’s largest source of ener-
gy.30

Although American consumption and 
reliance on oil was increasing, much of this oil 
was not being produced domestically. In the 
decades leading up to the OAPEC embargo, the 
US had a surplus of oil due in part to govern-
mental policies that protected the domestic oil 
industry by limiting imports. The nation had 
such an excess that domestic oil production 
was artificially lowered, and some even en-
couraged oil to be wasted by driving more than 
needed. However, the aforementioned rapidly 
rising demand for oil along with the growing 
influence of environmentalists and the do-
mestic policy of President Nixon soon turned 
this surplus into a shortage. Environmentalists 
opposed deepwater ports that would have al-
lowed the US to hold supertankers that trans-
ported as much as 500,000 tons of oil rather 
than tankers that transported 80,000 tons, 
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delayed the construction of the Trans-Alaska 
pipeline, and fought against offshore drilling 
in US waters. As a result, they severely inhibit-
ed the expansion of the domestic oil industry, 
which consequently could not meet the na-
tion’s growing energy demands. Furthermore, 
governmental protection of the domestic oil 
industry ended. In 1971, President Nixon en-
acted price controls that set a maximum price 
for oil in the country, a stark contrast from his 
predecessors who kept prices high by limiting 
imports. Not only did the guaranteed low pric-
es encourage Americans to consume more oil, 
but they also disincentivized production by 
American companies due to lower profits and 
discouraged companies from finding new sites 
for domestic oil production.31

Thus, with oil consumption rising to 
meet increasing energy needs and domestic 
production of oil decreasing due to environ-
mentalism and new governmental policies, 
the stage was set for American overreliance on 
foreign oil. Between October 1970 and October 
1973, United States oil imports more than tri-
pled from 1.19 mbd to 3.74 mbd, and OPEC ac-
counted for 2.56 mbd of this total, amounting 
to 68% of all US imports.32 America was grow-
ing especially reliant on Saudi Arabian oil. In 
1973, US imports of Saudi oil rose from 351,000 
barrels per day in January to 744,000 just nine 
months later in October.33 As a result of the 
increase in imports as well as newly raised 
oil prices, American spending on foreign oil 
soared 515% from $3.9 billion to $24 billion be-
tween 1972 and 1973.34

President Nixon’s ending of the Bretton 
Woods system on November 15, 1971 also con-
tributed to increased American spending on 
foreign oil as it compelled OAPEC to seek high-
er prices.35 The Bretton Woods system, which 
had been in place since 1944, had fixed the 
prices of foreign currencies to the US dollar, 
which, in turn, was fixed to the price of gold 
at $35 per ounce.36  Two decades later, how-
ever, due in part to American military spend-
ing and foreign aid, the United States did not 
have enough gold to back up its currency, re-
sulting in its overvaluation. This overvaluation 
led to over-speculation of the dollar abroad 

and weakened America’s place in world trade. 
President Nixon’s predecessors had enacted 
various measures attempting to combat the 
overvaluation, such as discouraging foreign in-
vestments, but did so to no avail. By the time of 
Nixon’s presidency, the situation had deterio-
rated further, and he decided to take the US off 
the gold standard, resulting in the devaluation 
of the dollar.37 As America’s currency devalued 
between 1971 and 1973, the value of OAPEC rev-
enues, derived from oil priced in terms of a US 
dollar that was now less valuable in relation to 
other currencies, diminished as well, influenc-
ing the organization to demand higher oil pric-
es to compensate for decreased profits.38

On October 16, 1973, in the midst of the 
Yom Kippur War, multinational companies 
proposed to raise oil prices by 15% in an at-
tempt to placate OAPEC, but the organization 
rebuked the offer. Instead, it set the price of oil 
on its own accord for the first time in its his-
tory, increasing it by 70% from $3.01 per bar-
rel to $5.11 per barrel. Building upon the in-
creased Arab assertiveness that secured Saudi 
Arabia a 25% participation stake in ARAMCO 
just ten months prior, OAPEC was now enact-
ing concrete policies for its own financial ben-
efit. From this watershed moment, Saudi Ara-
bia and OAPEC gained newfound confidence 
in their collective influence, setting the stage 
for a second use of the oil weapon for political 
purposes just four days later.39

The Brink of War:
On October 20, 1973, America’s 42-year 

relationship with Saudi Arabia entered its 
darkest period ever, as the Saudis wielded the 
oil weapon a second time, breaking the two 
nations’ economic bond and soon bringing 
them to the brink of war. Two days prior, the 
KSA had cut back production of oil by 10% and 
had warned that “[it would] stop supplying the 
United States with oil” if America continued to 
support Israel in the Yom Kippur War.40 Again 
undaunted by Saudi oil power, President Rich-
ard Nixon asked Congress for a $2.2-billion aid 
package to bolster the Israelis in the conflict.41 
In response, OAPEC imposed an oil embargo on 
the US that severed the oil-based economic ties 
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between Saudi Arabia and America.42

After two failed United Nations Security 
Council (UNSC) ceasefire resolutions, the Yom 
Kippur War finally ended nineteen days after 
its start on October 25, but tensions between 
the United States and Saudi Arabia persisted. 
In addition to a ceasefire, the final UNSC res-
olution required Egypt, Israel, and Syria to 
return to their October 22 positions and sent 
UN peacekeepers and observers to the region 
to ensure that the combatants followed these 
terms.43 Despite the war’s end, Saudi Arabia 
and the United States remained at odds. The 
two countries had been on opposite sides of 
the same war, with 8,000 Saudi soldiers bat-
tling against American weaponry, and Israel 
still occupied the territories that the Arab co-
alition had fought to recover. Now, as the em-
bargo continued to withhold oil from the US, 
the economic bond between the countries was 
in danger of becoming irreparably damaged.44

On November 7, hopes of mending the 
broken economic relationship further dimin-
ished. In response to the oil weapon, President 
Richard Nixon announced a bold new energy 
plan to the country, dubbed Project Indepen-
dence, that called for complete American ener-
gy self-sufficiency through increased domestic 
production of oil as well as increased use of 
coal and nuclear power. However, American 
energy independence would spell the end of 
US-Saudi economic relations, which were al-
most exclusively based in the oil trade. Nixon’s 
overconfidence about potential energy inde-
pendence also re-enforced his unwillingness 
to deal with Saudi grievances towards Israel, 
further inflaming KSA officials.45

As the political divide between the two 
countries widened, the Saudis continued to 
pressure the US into giving into OAPEC de-
mands. On November 9, Secretary of State Hen-
ry Kissinger met with Saudi officials, including 
King Faisal, to convince them to either remove 
or loosen the embargo. The Saudis, however, 
rebuffed Kissinger and linked the removal of 
the embargo to an Israeli withdrawal to their 
pre-1967 borders. Faisal also wanted the US to 
bring the Israelis to the negotiating table for 
peace talks with Egypt and Syria.46 At the time 

of Kissinger’s demand, the KSA had cut oil pro-
duction 25% from 8.3 mbd in September to 6.2 
mbd, a level 32% lower than the pre-embargo 
forecast of 9.1 mbd.47 Although America was 
not receiving any OAPEC oil due to the embar-
go, the Saudis hoped that these cutbacks would 
make US allies, who still relied on the orga-
nization’s oil, pressure the United States into 
pursuing a more favorable policy towards the 
Arabs.48

Over the next ten days, the Saudis, with 
increased confidence in the power of their oil 
weapon, added two more items to their list of 
demands. On November 17, King Faisal insist-
ed that the US oppose Israeli authority over 
Jerusalem, a major city that the Arabs had lost 
in the Six-Day War.49 Two days later, in an in-
terview with the Middle East Economic Sur-
vey, the Saudi oil minister, Sheikh Ahmed Zaki 
Yamani, demanded that the four US constitu-
ent corporations of ARAMCO give the Saudis 
a majority stake in the company. The Saudis 
owned 25% of the company, with the rest split 
between Exxon, Texaco, Mobil, and Standard 
Oil of California, but now wanted an addition-
al 26% to be given to them immediately, nine 
years earlier than was scheduled in their 1972 
agreement.50

As Saudi demands and pressures accu-
mulated, the kingdom brought itself danger-
ously close to armed conflict with the US. In 
a press conference held on November 21, two 
days after the newest Saudi demand, when 
questioned whether or not the United States 
would consider a strike on the Middle East, 
Henry Kissinger replied, “It is clear that if pres-
sures continue unreasonably and indefinitely, 
that then the United States will have to consid-
er what countermeasures it may have to take.”51 
In his 1982 memoir titled Years of Upheaval, 
Kissinger wrote about the situation retrospec-
tively and explained, “These were not empty 
threats. I ordered a number of studies from the 
key departments on countermeasures against 
Arab members of OPEC if the embargo contin-
ued. By the end of the month, several contin-
gency studies had been completed.”52

The Saudis, recognizing that America’s 
need for oil could lead to a potential invasion, 



Volume VI • Edition I March 202112

were also preparing for violence. In a Novem-
ber 22 interview in Copenhagen, Denmark, 
Sheikh Yamani responded to Kissinger’s threat 
of “countermeasures” and stated, “If the Amer-
icans are thinking of a military action … this is 
a suicide. There are some sensitive areas in the 
oil fields in Saudi Arabia, which will be imme-
diately blown up … Now you can imagine what 
kind of gambling this could be.”53 Aware that 
they could not defeat America in a military 
conflict, the Saudis knew that they still posed 
a major threat to the US as they could destroy 
their own oil resources and cripple the Ameri-
can economy.

Nevertheless, Kissinger was not the 
only senior American official who viewed an 
invasion as a potential solution to the nation-
al security threat that the Saudi oil embargo 
presented. James Schlesinger, responsible for 
America’s national defense policy in his role 
as the Secretary of Defense, also had a plan in 
place for a military engagement with the Sau-
dis. In a November 29 meeting between top 
Washington D.C. officials regarding the US 
approach to the embargo, Schlesinger bluntly 
stated, “We have been talking about using the 
Marines.”54 The Secretary of Defense conveyed 
a similar sentiment to the British Ambassador 
to the United States, telling him, “It was no lon-
ger obvious … that the United States could not 
use force.” Schlesinger’s comment prompted 
Britain to prepare for potential US military ac-
tion. The British government determined that 
the most likely approach for a possible US in-
vasion of the KSA was for the United States to 
attack Saudi Arabia, seize its oil fields, and oc-
cupy the country for ten years.55

Even with war on the horizon, Hen-
ry Kissinger did not make an honest attempt 
to cool tensions, equating compromise with 
weakness.56 Although he publicly stated that he 
was “hopeful” that there would not be conflict, 
he seemed unwilling to end the embargo with 
diplomacy in private.57 On November 25, 1973, 
speaking to the Deputy Assistant to the Presi-
dent for National Security Affairs, Brent Scow-
croft, about Nixon’s wish to send a diplomat to 
Saudi Arabia, Kissinger said, “He does that and 
he is in deep trouble with me,” as it would put 

the United States “in the position of the sup-
plicant.”58 Instead, Kissinger resolved to engage 
in diplomacy and initiate peace talks between 
Israel, Egypt, and Syria only if OAPEC removed 
the embargo. In the aforementioned Novem-
ber 29 meeting among top Washington D.C. 
officials, Kissinger stated, “I have been telling 
the President that we should say to the Arabs 
that we will make progress when you lift the 
embargo – not that the embargo will be lifted 
as we make progress.” However, the Secretary 
of State would later find out that the United 
States was in no position to link peace talks 
with the embargo and that he had misjudged 
the situation more broadly.59

Kissinger thought that his strategy 
would succeed as he assumed that the Arabs 
needed the Americans more than the Amer-
icans needed the Arabs, but the opposite was 
true. The Secretary of State believed that, since 
the Israelis had relied on American weaponry 
during the Yom Kippur War, only the US could 
bring them to the negotiating table. As a result, 
he was convinced that the United States was 
in the dominant negotiating position as only 
his country could fulfill the Arab demand for 
peace talks. Through his linkage of peace talks 
with the oil embargo, Kissinger also aimed to 
frame the KSA as the root of instability in the 
Middle East as, if the Saudis did not repeal the 
embargo, they would seem to be the ones de-
laying peace talks. In reality, Kissinger himself 
was the one delaying talks, with the Near East 
Bureau saying that his actions and foreign pol-
icy were making “it more difficult if not impos-
sible for the US to use its influence on behalf of 
a peace settlement.”60

In less than a month, the embargo re-
vealed the American economy’s dependence 
on Saudi oil, dictating a shift in tone from some 
American policymakers. Oil access, not optics, 
represented the more pressing matter. On De-
cember 9, Sheikh Yamani announced that the 
oil embargo would most likely be removed 
sometime in 1974.61 Although the statement 
hinted at a cooling of tensions between the two 
countries, urgency was building among top US 
officials, including President Nixon, to get the 
embargo removed sooner. Nixon, beginning to 
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understand the power of the oil weapon, had 
expressed his fear of an energy crisis in the 
United States if OAPEC did not lift the embar-
go, warning the nation in a November 25 ad-
dress from the Oval Office, “The sudden cutoff 
of oil from the Middle East had turned the se-
rious energy shortages we expected this win-
ter into a major energy crisis.”62 Furthermore, 
on November 9, the US ambassador to Saudi 
Arabia, James Akins, had warned that Amer-
ica would face oil shortages in the winter if 
the embargo was not loosened “in a matter of 
days.”63 While Nixon and Akins were coming to 
their senses about the Saudi threat, Kissinger 
continued to believe that the US had the upper 
hand over the Saudis. It would not be for an-
other month until the Secretary of State rec-
ognized the dire situation of the United States, 
and, in the meantime, Saudi pressures contin-
ued to mount.

Despite Yamani’s outwardly conciliato-
ry statement, the Middle Eastern kingdom put 
further pressures on the US the next day to give 
in to Arab demands. On December 10, OAPEC 
announced that a previously postponed 5% oil 
production cutback for January would move 
forward, amounting to a total of 28.75% in cuts. 
By reducing production, OAPEC hoped to pres-
sure the United States into bringing Israel to 
the negotiating table as the cutbacks negative-
ly affected American allies such as Japan, Italy, 
Belgium, and West Germany.64

The next week, on Christmas Day, 
Sheikh Yamani gifted America and its allies 
with the unexpected cancellation of the Janu-
ary cutback and replaced it with a production 
increase of 10% in response to newly stated 
attitudes from Japan and Belgium that were 
more favorable towards the Arabs in their con-
flict with the Israelis.65 Although OAPEC can-
celed the cutback, relations between the KSA 
and United States did not improve, with both 
sides refusing to compromise. Kissinger con-
tinued to delay peace talks, directing his staff 
on December 28, 1973, “We should hold up the 
peace talks.”66 Furthermore, Yamani vowed to 
continue the oil embargo on the US until the 
Arabs got “fruitful results” and now wanted 
to nationalize all American oil holdings in the 

kingdom as well as the rest of the Middle East.67

Energy Crisis and Shuttle Diplomacy:
As winter fell upon the United States, 

Kissinger soon realized that the Saudis were in 
the dominant negotiating position as the pow-
er of the oil weapon became clear. The worries 
of Nixon and Akins had come true, and an en-
ergy crisis now swept across the US due to an 
oil shortage caused by the embargo, reduced 
domestic oil production following Nixon’s 
aforementioned price controls, and the higher 
energy demands of the winter.68 Oil prices had 
also quadrupled to $12 a barrel by January 1974, 
causing gas prices to rise 466% from $0.53 per 
gallon to $3.00 per gallon.69 To get this scarce 
gas for their cars, Americans waited in lines for 
as long as two hours.70

Attempting to combat the energy crisis, 
the US government, as well as American citi-
zens and businesses, tried to decrease oil con-
sumption. Measures taken to accomplish this 
goal included gas stations taking appointments 
for customers, stations only providing gas to 
regular customers, a 55 mile-per-hour speed 
limit on highways, imposing limits on the 
amount of gas customers could buy, walking 
instead of driving, closing stations on Sundays, 
carpooling, lowering home temperatures, and 
rationing electricity.71

However, these measures were insuf-
ficient, and the United States soon erupted 
into chaos. With 20% of gas stations out of gas, 
many Americans grew desperate to get fuel 
for their cars. In their desperation, Americans 
rioted at gas stations, shot and stabbed others 
in gas lines, prostituted themselves, siphoned 
gas from other cars, installed locks on their 
tanks to prevent siphoning, camped at sta-
tions overnight, hijacked gas trucks, and even 
bought their own gas stations.72 On the other 
hand, in the Middle East, the Gulf Oil Corpo-
ration reported $230 million in profits in the 
fourth quarter of 1973 due to increased oil pric-
es, a 153% increase from the $91 million it had 
made in the same quarter of the previous year, 
demonstrating that OAPEC could flourish even 
without American oil purchases.73

Furthermore, strikes became increas-
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ingly common in the United States, especially 
among truckers, exacerbating the drop in eco-
nomic productivity that stemmed from the oil 
shortage. Independent truckers, who trans-
ported 70% of the country’s goods, were losing 
time and money as they now had to stop to re-
fuel on their routes much more frequently due 
to gallon limits on gas purchases. On December 
3, 1973, a trucker named J.W. Edwards ran out 
of gas on I-80 in Blakeslee, Pennsylvania. Us-
ing his radio, Edwards summoned hundreds of 
other truckers to his location in a strike against 
problems caused by the fuel shortage and high 
gas prices, creating a twenty-four-mile-long, 
1,000-car jam. Thousands of truckers joined 
the protest, and it quickly spread to ten states. 
After three days of unrest, the strike ended 
peacefully in each state except Ohio, where the 
National Guard forcefully removed trucks and 
dispelled strikers with tear gas.74 However, this 
strike would not be the last, as shown by an-
other protest just two weeks later and a violent 
11-day strike in February 1974 in which two 
truckers were killed and many others injured.75

Seeing the severity of the domestic 
troubles that arose from the energy crisis, Sec-
retary of State Henry Kissinger finally began 
to appreciate the power of the oil weapon and 
dramatically altered his approach to US policy 
in the Middle East. Knowing that the removal 
of the OAPEC embargo depended on success-
ful US mediation between the combatants of 
the Yom Kippur War, Kissinger commenced his 
new strategy of “shuttle diplomacy.” For the 
next five months, Kissinger “shuttled” back 
and forth between Washington D.C. and the 
Middle East, as he gave into OAPEC and Saudi 
demands for mediation and attempted to ease 
tensions between the Arabs and the Israelis, 
hoping to convince the organization to lift the 
embargo.76

Kissinger’s first trip took him to Aswan, 
Egypt on January 11, 1974, where he met with 
Egyptian President Anwar Sadat. A week be-
fore Kissinger’s arrival, the Israelis had ap-
proached the Egyptians with a proposal for 
disengagement, indicating to the Secretary 
of State that the two sides were now ready to 
make a deal with each other. With Nixon en-

tangled in the Watergate scandal in Washing-
ton D.C., Kissinger led negotiations between Is-
rael and Egypt himself. For the Israelis to sign 
an agreement, they required the reopening of 
the Suez Canal, access to the Suez, the Strait 
of Bab el-Madeb, and the Strait of Tiran, and 
the building of Egyptian cities near the canal 
to dissuade Egypt from initiating another con-
flict in the future. After a week of negotiations, 
Egypt accepted nearly all the Israeli terms, and 
the two sides came to an agreement that also 
created a United Nations buffer zone on the 
east side of the Suez.77

With one agreement now signed, 
Kissinger turned his focus to negotiating a 
peace between Syria and Israel. After seeing 
the Secretary of State’s progress with Egypt 
and Israel, OAPEC lifted the embargo on March 
18 but planned to reassess the removal on June 
1. Kissinger, knowing that he needed to make 
a deal between the Israelis and Syrians by 
that date or risk the reestablishment of the 
embargo, hurried to prepare the two nations 
for negotiations. After nearly two months 
of preparations in Washington D.C. through 
separate meetings with Syrian and Israeli of-
ficials, Kissinger “shuttled” to Jerusalem. One 
week later, the two sides were on the verge of 
a settlement but still disagreed on who should 
possess Quneitra, a town in the Golan Heights 
which both claimed as their own. Two weeks 
later, Israel agreed to give the town to Syria, 
and, after two more weeks of intense nego-
tiations, the two sides finally reached a full 
agreement on May 31, the day before OAPEC 
reassessed and then permanently removed the 
embargo.78

Foes Turned Friends:
In the aftermath of the Arab oil embar-

go, the relationship between the US and Saudi 
Arabia took a sharp turn and emerged stronger 
than ever. The Saudis were producing more oil 
than they ever had, increasing their produc-
tion by 123% from 3.80 mbd to 8.48 mbd be-
tween 1970 and 1974, and, consequently, the 
kingdom was now the world leader in oil pro-
duction.79 The increased oil production coupled 
with profits that, at $10 per barrel, were 900% 
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greater than pre-embargo levels, dramatically 
raised Saudi revenue.80 After earning $7 billion 
in oil revenue in 1973, the Saudis earned $25.5 
billion in 1974, expanding their government’s 
budget 282% from $3.4 billion to $13 billion.81

Meanwhile, the United States had 
plunged into the nation’s worst economic re-
cession since the Great Depression due in large 
part to the embargo. During the two-year re-
cession, US GDP dropped for six straight quar-
ters, from $1.241 trillion in the fourth quarter 
of 1973 to $1.168 trillion in the second quarter 
of 1975. In the same period, the unemployment 
rate skyrocketed from 4.9% to 8.7%. Inflation 
rates soared too, rising from 7.4% in the third 
quarter of 1973 to 12.2% in the fourth quarter 
of 1974. To combat the crisis, President Gerald 
Ford enacted tax cuts and deficit-spending, 
and, although successful in repairing the econ-
omy, the policies increased the national deficit 
twenty-fold from $5 billion in the third quar-
ter of 1973 to $102 billion in the second quarter 
of 1975.82

In the midst of this recession, the Unit-
ed States turned to an unlikely source for help: 
Saudi Arabia. Drawn to the KSA’s new wealth, 
the US hoped to strengthen ties with its for-
mer foe to boost the American economy and 
finance the growing deficit through a strate-
gy called “petrodollar recycling,” in which the 
Saudis would pour money from American oil 
purchases back into the US economy through 
greater economic cooperation, arms sales, and 
development deals. Having seen the power of 
the oil weapon, the United States also hoped 
that a strong relationship with the KSA would 
convince it to refrain from future embargoes 
and ensure uninterrupted access to oil.83 Secre-
tary of the Treasury William Simon expressed 
this sentiment about a potential relationship 
with the Saudis, writing, “For the U.S., the pri-
mary interest is our continued access to Saudi 
Arabian oil in adequate quantities.”84

The détente between the two countries 
moved quickly, indicating the mutual gains 
possible from a partnership. On April 5, 1974, 
just eighteen days after the removal of the em-
bargo, the United States and Saudi Arabia is-
sued a joint statement that ended the period of 

tensions between them, even though a peace 
agreement between Syria and Israel had not 
yet been made. In the statement, John F. King, a 
spokesman for the United States State Depart-
ment, declared that the US hoped “to broaden 
and deepen the entire range of Saudi-Ameri-
can relations.” This goal would be fully realized 
just two months later.85

On June 6, 1974, President Nixon and 
Secretary of State Kissinger met with Fahd Ibn 
Abdel Aziz, a Saudi Arabian Prince, and host-
ed a lunch for him and 73 guests in the Blair 
House, a tradition normally reserved for gov-
ernment heads. Henry Kissinger stated that 
the President and Prince discussed provid-
ing military and scientific aid to the kingdom. 
Through this aid, the Americans aimed to com-
bat Soviet and communist influences in the 
region and protect the nation’s oil facilities. 
Gerald L. Warren, the deputy press secretary 
for the White House, remarked that the visit 
set “the stage for a higher level of cooperation” 
with Saudi Arabia. This “higher level of coop-
eration” would manifest just three days later 
in a formal agreement between the countries.86

The signing of an extensive econom-
ic and military pact on June 9 paved the way 
for a robust US-Saudi relationship in the years 
that followed. The pact established the US Joint 
Commission on Economic Cooperation whose 
goal, according to Secretary of the Treasury 
William Simon, was “to develop a link of re-
lationships that will permeate many levels of 
economic life.” In the commission, the Saudis 
paid the Americans over $1 billion to advise 
them on a wide array of bureaucratic issues.87 
In return, the US hoped to recycle the KSA’s 
petrodollar wealth back into the US economy 
through the awarding of contracts to Amer-
ican companies as well as Saudi investments 
in American bonds and treasury bills. Henry 
Kissinger and Prince Fahd Ibn Abdel Aziz both 
praised the agreement, with the former calling 
it a “milestone in our relations with Saudi Ara-
bia” and the latter calling it “an excellent open-
ing in a new and glorious chapter in relations 
between Saudi Arabia and the United States.”88 

Just five days after the signing of the pact, the 
two countries would see another milestone in 
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their relationship.
On June 14, Nixon arrived in Jidda, Saudi 

Arabia to meet with King Faisal.89 Although the 
president’s visit did not result in a new agree-
ment, it was a landmark event in relations be-
tween the countries, marking the first time a 
US president visited the kingdom.90 The meet-
ing further strengthened the growing bond be-
tween the two nations, with Faisal referring to 
his home country as America’s “friends in this 
part of the world.”91 The monarch’s reference to 
the Americans as “friends” contrasted with the 
aggressive rhetoric between the two nations 
just months prior when they were on the brink 
of war, demonstrating the rapid strengthening 
of their relationship.

Three days after Nixon left Saudi Arabia, 
the US Treasury began to engage in discussions 
with the KSA about recycling its petrodollar 
wealth into the United States economy through 
the purchase of Treasury securities.92 A month 
later, on July 20, 1974, the day that the Saudis 
announced their massive $13 billion budget for 
the 1974-1975 fiscal year, Secretary of the Trea-
sury William Simon met with King Faisal and 
Minister of Finance Mohammed Abul Khalil in 
Taif, Saudi Arabia seeking investments in the 
US.93 That same day, Sheikh Yamani, promised 
that the kingdom would invest in American 
Treasury securities, and, on September 6, the 
Saudis followed through on Yamani’s promise 
with the purchase of US Treasury bonds for an 
unspecified amount in the billions.94

In the aftermath of the pact, American 
businesses increased their presence in Sau-
di Arabia through increased exports of goods, 
such as agricultural products. After exporting 
$6.6 million worth of agriculture to the king-
dom in May 1974, before the pact, the US sent 
over $11 million worth of agricultural goods to 
its new economic ally in June 1974. John Park-
er, a member of the United States Department 
of Agriculture’s economic research group, at-
tributed the sharp rise in exports to the king-
dom’s new petrodollar wealth in a July 8 article 
in Foreign Agriculture.95

Over the next two months, US business-
es also expanded their ground-presence in the 
KSA, recognizing the business opportunities 

that awaited them in a country now flush with 
cash. On August 24, 1974, the kingdom award-
ed an American company, the Daniel Interna-
tional Corporation, a contract to build a hotel 
in Jeddah.96 The next month, Detroit-based ve-
hicle manufacturer General Motors, America’s 
largest corporation in terms of revenue in 1974, 
announced its intentions to expand operations 
into Saudi Arabia through the construction of 
a 250,000-square-foot factory near Jeddah in 
1976.97 General Motors was to own 60% of the 
new operation while private Saudi groups were 
to own the remaining 40%.98 The expansion of 
the American private sector into a country that 
had severed its main economic tie with the US 
just months prior showed how quickly United 
States policy towards the Saudis changed as a 
result of the embargo and the new Saudi pet-
rodollar wealth.

Despite announcing a plan for complete 
energy independence in November 1973, the 
United States immediately increased its oil 
imports from Saudi Arabia following the re-
moval of the embargo. In December 1974, the 
US imported a then-record 749,000 barrels of 
crude oil from the kingdom to meet increasing 
demand and compensate for decreases in do-
mestic production following rapprochement 
with the Saudis. The next December, imports 
would cross one million barrels per day for the 
first time, marking another milestone in the 
42-year US-Saudi relationship as the US was 
quickly re-establishing the KSA as a reliable 
source of oil.99

In addition to economic cooperation, the 
June agreement also set the stage for increased 
military cooperation between the countries 
through the establishment of a joint security 
commission. According to the pact, the com-
mission’s goal was to “[modernize] Saudi Ara-
bia’s armed forces in light of the kingdom’s 
defense requirements especially as they re-
late to training.” US officials hoped to use the 
commission to boost the American economy by 
selling the Saudis arms and training their mil-
itary for pay.100 By strengthening the Saudis, 
America also hoped to combat the influence of 
the Soviet Union in the Middle East, preempt 
incidents like the Yom Kippur War, and pro-
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tect the region’s oil facilities.101 On September 
9, Secretary of the Navy John William Mid-
dendorf and Chief of the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers W.C. Gribble Jr. met with 
King Faisal and the Saudi Minister of Defense 
and Aviation, Prince Sultan Ibn Abdel Aziz, to 
discuss the development of the kingdom’s mil-
itary.102 The next month the US State Depart-
ment announced the completion of a survey of 
Saudi military needs for the next decade, and, 
on November 23, almost exactly one year after 
Kissinger had threatened military counter-
measures against them, the US provided rec-
ommendations to the Saudi government for 
the modernization of its army.103

Following the recommendations, the 
Saudis and Americans agreed to a series of 
training deals and arms sales. In one deal, the 
US signed a $335-million contract with the 
KSA to modernize the Arab nation’s military. 
As a part of the contract, the Department of 
Defense gave a $77-million subcontract to the 
Vinnell Corporation to train the Saudi army, 
marking the first time a private American com-
pany was awarded a contract to train a foreign 
army. Vinnell’s contract was specifically for the 
training of the Saudi Arabian National Guard, 
which comprised 26,000 men and protected 
the kingdom’s oil fields and facilities – still the 
main American interest in the region.104 Other 
deals included a $139-million contract award-
ed to the Bendix Corporation to provide the 
Saudi military with a logistics system and a 
$146-million contract awarded to the Northrop 
Corporation to train pilots and mechanics for 
F-5 fighter jets.105 US policy towards the KSA 
drastically shifted as a result of the OAPEC oil 
embargo as demonstrated by the Americans 
training the Saudis to use military equipment 
and protect their oil fields a year after plan-
ning a potential invasion of those same fields.

The US also agreed to several arms 
sales with the Saudis. In the fiscal year of 1975, 
America sold $2 billion worth of arms to Sau-
di Arabia, up from just $15.8 million five years 
prior and nearly triple the previous year’s total 
of $700 million.106 One of these transactions, 
the sale of sixty F-5 fighter jets, exceeded the 
previous year’s sales alone with a cost of $750 

million. Although the deal included spare parts 
and training for Saudi pilots, the kingdom paid 
a highly inflated price for the planes, normal-
ly priced at $2.7 million each or $162 million 
for sixty, signifying that the US was taking 
advantage of its new ally’s wealth to boost its 
own economy.107 Henry Kissinger displayed 
his change in attitude towards the kingdom as 
well as the strength of the two nations’ bond, 
saying, “I do not know of anything that is non-
nuclear that we would not give the Saudis.”108 
Saudi Arabia was now at the center of US poli-
cy in the Middle East, receiving treatment sim-
ilar to America’s longstanding ally, Israel.

The Saudis also recycled petrodollars 
back into the US economy through develop-
ment deals. On April 20, 1976, America con-
verted the Mediterranean Division of the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) into the 
Middle East Division. Although technically en-
compassing the entire Middle Eastern region, 
this section of the Corps mainly undertook 
projects in Saudi Arabia, with its headquarters 
in Riyadh, the Saudi capital city. In addition to 
Riyadh, there were offices created in Virginia 
to help design and build new infrastructure in 
three developmental districts – Al Batin, Jid-
dah, and Riyadh.109 The $14 billion undertak-
ing, which was planned in 1975 and scheduled 
to be completed in 1982, dwarfed the $210 mil-
lion in development the Corps had done in the 
kingdom in the previous twenty-five years.110

The two biggest projects that the Corps 
undertook were the Saudi Naval Expansion 
Program (SNEP) and the construction of King 
Khalid Military City (KKMC). SNEP account-
ed for $2.5 billion or close to 18% of the entire 
program’s cost. As a part of SNEP, the USACE 
constructed two deepwater ports in Jiddah 
and Jubail and built headquarters for the Saudi 
navy in Riyadh. At a cost of $8.5 billion split be-
tween thirty separate contracts, the Corps’ big-
gest project was the construction of the KKMC, 
which accounted for over 60% of the total bud-
get. The King Khalid Military City was so ex-
pensive as it was just what its name implies – a 
city for military use. Shaped like an octagon, 
the KKMC could hold 70,000 military person-
nel and included schools, housing, a city center 
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with retail stores, and training facilities.111 The 
two development projects again showed the 
profound effect that the OAPEC oil embargo 
had on US-Saudi relations: the US was now in-
vesting manpower and time to develop its for-
mer foe’s infrastructure.

In addition to the two major projects, 
the Corps also built 2,500 miles of roads, a 
$400-million military academy, a center to 
train engineers, two airports for $350 million 
each, a $50-million college for women, schools, 
a zoo, mosques, hospitals, and more.112 Further-
more, the USACE constructed a port at Ras al-
Mish’ab to transport materials for the develop-
ment projects.113 Private American businesses 
were also heavily involved in Saudi develop-
ment, as shown by the previously mentioned 
Daniel Corporation hotel and General Motors 
factory.114 Not only did America help its econ-
omy recover from a recession by injecting it 
with Saudi petrodollar wealth and restoring 
the oil flow, but the US also ensured that the 
oil weapon could not be used against it again 
and set the stage for future cooperation with 
the KSA.

Conclusion:
After spending decades building a re-

liance on foreign oil, a process accelerated by 
rising energy demands, increasing oil con-
sumption, environmentalism, and the poli-
cies of Nixon and his predecessors, the United 
States was at the mercy of Saudi Arabia during 
the 1973 OAPEC oil embargo. Initially, as the 
US still failed to recognize the power of the 
oil weapon, the embargo severed the grow-
ing economic bond between the two nations 
and brought them dangerously close to war. 
However, Kissinger’s eventual acknowledg-
ment of Saudi oil power after the US plunged 
into an energy crisis and his ensuing “shuttle 
diplomacy” brought an end to the embargo, 
and, in turn, the period of tensions between 
the US and the KSA. In the aftermath of the 
embargo, America, now aware of Saudi Ara-
bia’s formidable power and its new petrodollar 
wealth, looked to rapidly mend relations with 
its former adversary, perhaps fearing another 
wielding of the oil weapon. In the years that 

followed, Saudi Arabia cemented itself as one 
of the United States’ key allies in the Middle 
East through increased economic cooperation, 
a series of military deals, and numerous devel-
opment projects.  The economic, political, and 
military bond that developed between Saudi 
Arabia and the United States in the 1970s set 
the stage for their modern partnership.

The strength of this modern partnership 
and the repercussions of the OAPEC oil embar-
go on US-Saudi relations were on full display 
during the Gulf War. From 1980 to 1988, Iraq, 
led by dictator Saddam Hussein, accumulat-
ed $37 billion of debt as a result of loans taken 
from Arab creditors during the Iran-Iraq War. 
Hussein implored the United Arab Emirates 
and Kuwait to cancel their share of this debt, 
but they refused to do so.115 In retaliation, Iraq 
invaded and annexed Kuwait on August 2, 1990, 
an aggressive move that threatened Saudi Ara-
bia’s national security. Thus, President George 
H.W. Bush commenced Operation Desert Shield 
– the deployment of 500,000 American troops 
to the KSA in case the Iraqis attacked. After 
diplomacy failed to solve the conflict, the US 
began Operation Desert Storm on January 15, 
1991 and attacked Iraq from Saudi Arabia with 
forty allies. After six weeks of aerial attacks 
and a four-day ground invasion, the US and 
its allies defeated Iraq and liberated Kuwait.116 
America owed much of this success to its eco-
nomic, political, and military bond with Saudi 
Arabia that stemmed from the OAPEC oil em-
bargo. Not only did the bond allow for the US 
to deploy half-a-million troops to the Arabian 
Peninsula in the first place, but American mil-
itary operations during the war also depended 
on the same infrastructure that the USACE had 
built in the immediate aftermath of the embar-
go.117 Furthermore, the United States’ swift and 
powerful response to the Saudis being threat-
ened demonstrated the continued strength of 
their relationship and the importance of Saudi 
Arabia in American policy in the Middle East.

 The US-Saudi bond remains 
strong to this day, even as anti-KSA sentiment 
grows in America due to the country’s human 
rights abuses and suspected involvement in 
the 9/11 attacks.118 Although the Saudis only 
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accounted for 6% of US petroleum imports in 
2019, compared to 49% for Canada and 7% for 
Mexico, economic ties between America and 
Saudi Arabia have strengthened since the 1970s, 
especially in terms of arms sales.119 In 2010, the 
US, under President Barack Obama, sold the 
kingdom $60 billion of aircraft in the largest 
arms sale in American history.120 More recent-
ly, in 2018, President Donald Trump moved 
forward with the sale of $110 billion in arms 
to the nation over the course of ten years de-
spite public backlash stemming from the Saudi 
assassination of journalist Jamal Khashoggi.121 
President Trump also announced the deploy-
ment of 3,000 troops to the nation on October 
11, 2019 to protect Saudi oil fields from Iranian 
bombings.122

Although the relationship between Sau-
di Arabia and the United States remains strong 
for now, it may soon be strained once again as 
opposition grows to US military support for 

the Saudis and as a shift to clean energy threat-
ens to diminish further the oil weapon’s once 
formidable power. However, regardless of the 
future of the US-Saudi relationship, the OAPEC 
oil embargo has shaped and defined near-
ly fifty years of relations between the United 
States and Saudi Arabia, and its legacy persists 
through a robust economic, political, and mili-
tary partnership.

Cartoon on the “Oil Weapon” (1973)                    Greg Behrendt
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As time progressed in the pre-war 
United States, a wedge of division buried itself 
deeper and deeper into the Union. The issue 
of slavery, its morality, and its legal existence 
erupted  between the North and the South 
with little middle ground. The economies of 
the North and South also continued to diverge, 
as the North concentrated on industry and 
manufacturing, while the South remained 
fixated on cotton and agriculture. The North 
progressed to factories and modernized cities, 
and the South sustained a substantial depen-
dence upon slavery as an institution to bear 
the weight of their agricultural economy. No 
longer contingent upon each other to stim-
ulate economic growth, this growing apart 
set the stage for complete polarization. With 
power always up for grabs, control of the fed-
eral government was uncertain. The Compro-
mise of 1850 represents the point of no return 
for America, at which point civil war became 
unavoidable. Many elements of the relation-
ship (or lack thereof) between the northern 
and southern regions deteriorated the state 
of Union to the point where civil war became 
certain: the purely social divisions between 
the North and South, legal conflicts such as the 
Compromise of 1850 and the Fugitive Slave 
Law, and finally, secession itself.

Broadening the extent of social division 
in America, the influence of various anti-slav-
ery societies in the North and the controver-
sial Supreme Court Case, Dred Scott v. Sanford 
of 1857, brought forth the imminence of civil 
war, or in the very least regional conflict. 
Anti-slavery societies in the North, such as 
the American Anti-Slavery Society, exempli-
fied one end of the spectrum on abolition. The 
abolitionist society, founded by a newspaper 
publisher by the name of William Lloyd Gar-
rison in 1833, promoted the instantaneous 
emancipation of slaves throughout the United 
States. The Society directly contended with 
other American attitudes of the time, such 
as William A. Smith, a clergyman and college 

president who endorsed the notion of slavery 
on account of strictly racial reasonings. At the 
Society’s founding meeting in 1833, members 
professed that all slaves should be granted the 
identical rights in all walks of life as White 
men. The abolitionist belief grew popular 
among the North and illustrated a Southern 
“enemy,” and only five years after the found-
ing of the Society, it had amassed over 250,000 
members across 1,350 chapters.

Conversely, the Supreme Court’s in-
flammatory decision in the 1857 case, Dred 
Scott v. Sanford, embodies an opposing view 
of the rights and powers of Southern slave 
owners. The verdict discredited the Missouri 
Compromise of 1820, federal legislation that 
had bottled up issues on slavery (and runaway 
slaves) for over a generation. This progres-
sively reinforced steadfast positions on both 
sides. The Supreme Court decision, an unan-
ticipated triumph for the South, maintained 
that because slaves were private property, 
they could be taken into any territory and 
lawfully detained there in slavery even in the 
North. This blow upon Northern sovereignty 
reasoned that the 5th Amendment prohibited 
Congress to seize property with the absence 
of due process of law. The Court even ruled 
that the Missouri Compromise existed uncon-
stitutionally, and that Congress possessed no 
power to outlaw slavery from territories. De-
scribed as a “lethal wedge between North and 
South,” Dred Scott infringed upon the rights 
and sovereignty of the North, and implied 
that free states of the North are not actually 
free, as slave owners may capture and return 
slaves back to the South. Social division, ubiq-
uitous in the years leading up to the Civil War, 
drove a wedge between the already splintered 
relationship of the Northern and Southern 
territories, conducting the path towards the 
looming War. 

The Compromise of 1850 and the Fugi-
tive Slave Law symbolized the tipping point in 
America’s struggle over the polarizing issue of 
slavery. Civil war became inevitable when the 
most basic interests of the North and South 
became to undermine the other. The Compro-
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mise of 1850, an attempt to resolve the inten-
sifying challenge of slavery, largely failed in 
its purpose and garnered negligible support 
in both the North and the South. The Compro-
mise welcomed California as a free state, up-
setting the balance in the Senate against the 
South. Utah and New Mexico became open to 
slavery under the regulations of popular sov-
ereignty. In arguing against the Compromise 
of 1850, Senator John C. Calhoun of South Car-
olina stated that if they could not settle, then 
the Senate should let the states agree to sepa-
rate and part in peace. To this, Daniel Webster 
of Massachusetts responded that “there can 
be no such thing as peaceable secession.” With 
settling out of the picture, only one option 
lingered in the air, and Webster made his case 
abundantly clear. He specified that the seces-
sion Calhoun had mentioned would produce 
“such a war as I will not describe.” The Com-
promise of 1850 marked an unwillingness of 
the North and South to cooperate, leaving one 
option to be inevitable: War.

Furthermore, the Fugitive Slave Law, an 
element of the Compromise, triggered signif-
icant hostility and opposition in the North to 
any form of future compromise. The law es-
tablished extreme punishment for those who 
provided assistance to fugitive slaves. It also 
required all law enforcement officers to en-
gage in capturing fugitive slaves in free states, 
and once captured, the law denied these slaves 
not only the right to testify on their own 
behalf, but also the right to a jury trial. This 
dramatic act bolstered the antislavery cause in 
the North, compelling moderates to join the 
cause as well. Moreover, the act set a danger-
ous precedent for abolitionist Northerners 
who aid the escaping of slaves, or who refuse 
to aid slave-catchers, as they became subject 
to hefty fines and jail sentences. The Compro-
mise of 1850, merely a metaphorical bandage 
on the wounds stricken by slavery, did not by 
any means heal the problem and at best ex-
tended the tense peace for a few more years. 
Stirring up division, the Compromise only de-
layed the very civil war it had rendered ines-
capable, as only two options resulted: settling, 
or war.

After decades of havoc wreaked upon 
the Union by social and legal divisions, the se-
cession of 11 Confederate states embodied the 
last nail in the coffin of unity, thereby deem-
ing civil war inevitable. Commencing with 
the secession of South Carolina on Decem-
ber 20th, 1860, 11 states would also continue 
ahead with secession in the next six months. 
In President Lincoln’s inaugural address, he 
vowed that secession remained to be entirely 
unreasonable, as the country could not phys-
ically divide or split. There did not exist any 
opportunity to turn back once states had se-
ceded, and a “geological truth” stood to cause 
controversies as well. Though war didn’t begin 
with secession, the issues of debt, federal 
buildings, and American military on Confed-
erate “territory” made conflict certain. Fur-
thermore, secession also epitomized the idea 
that state rights reigned supreme within the 
Union when the truth was a balance of pow-
er. Allowing states to secede would have set a 
dangerous precedent, and drastically weaken 
the recently-bolstered federal government. 
The Southern states seceded nonetheless, 
as the Southern economy couldn’t function 
without slavery. The idea of “King Cotton” in 
the South represented how cotton and slav-
ery were woven into the Southern economy. 
As a result, the inevitable began to occur; the 
federal government’s Fort Sumter, in Charles-
ton Harbor, maintained provisions that would 
last just a few weeks. Lincoln was forced to 
make a difficult decision to restock the Fort 
and undeniably face the South Carolinians in 
an attack against a federal fort. Lincoln sent 
Union troops to maintain provision in the 
fort, where Confederate soldiers fired the first 
shots of America’s bloodiest war to date. Fol-
lowing decades of disunity due to social and 
legal divisions, the secession of 11 Southern 
states proved to be the finishing blow. 

Several influences debilitated the Union 
to a point where the likelihood of a civil war 
proved to be undeniable: Social divisions 
between the North and South, legal divisions 
including the Compromise of 1850 and the 
Fugitive Slave Law that was ratified with it, 
and lastly, the act of secession. While it is ob-
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vious that the seeds of conflict and war were 
sown long before 1861, the question that must 
be addressed if civil war was ever genuinely 
inevitable (or when in American history the 
tides could have turned to peace). In the grand 
scheme of the relationship between the North, 
South, and Slavery, war could have very easily 
been avoided if addressed earlier in history. 
Slavery remained the foremost catalyst in 
the schism between North and South. If the 
South could have weaned off of their reliance 
on slaves and the idea of “King Cotton” (and 

perhaps followed the North into an indus-
trial economy), the Civil War may not have 
occurred. Even something simple such as if 
the cotton gin was never invented would have 
forced the economic end of slavery as a profit-
able institution. Nonetheless, slavery persist-
ed, and with it, unrest in the Union. The seeds 
of war were planted, and with the Compro-
mise of 1850, they began to poke their stems 
out from under the soil. With secession and 
the attack on Union soldiers replenishing Fort 
Sumter with supplies, the Civil War began.

Fort Sumter in April 1861 flying the Confederate Flag after the attack            National Park Service
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 The French Revolution in 1789 marked a 
dramatic shift in European history. Since most 
other nations at the time were ruled by an 
absolute or constitutional monarchy, the revo-
lution set a new precedent for radical change. 
Prior to the revolution, France was also ruled 
by a monarchy. From 1589 to 1610, Henry IV 
governed the state. Being a politique, Henry 
followed the will of the people, but lacked 
complete control over the country due to the 
devastation from the war of the Three Hen-
rys and other civil conflicts. This limitation 
of state sovereignty shifted, however, when 
the minister of Louis XIII, Cardinal Richelieu, 
took control. Richelieu removed power from 
the nobles and other groups, centralizing the 
monarch’s power and laying a path for French 
Absolutism. King Louis XIV later followed 
this road by augmenting Richelieu’s reforms 
and becoming an absolute monarch. Upon 
the reign of Louis XV and Louis XVI, howev-
er, a lack of substantive reforms and financial 
decisions led to a loss of monarchical power 
and ultimately the French Revolution. With 
the revolution marking a dramatic change in 
the course of European history, many histo-
rians have written contrasting views about 
the cause of the uprising. In his book War 
and Peace, Leo Tolstoy argues his belief in 
determinism, explaining that major events 
in history, such as the French Revolution, are 
predestined to occur based on past actions. 
Conversely, Thomas Carlyle, in his novel On 
Heroes, Hero-Worship and the Heroic in 
History, lobbies that the course of history is 
shaped by decisive rulers and their reforms. 
While Tolstoy’s belief in the inevitability of 
history aligns with France’s destiny for a rev-
olution and rise of a powerful leader in Max-
imilien Robespierre, Carlyle is also correct in 
the sense that Robspierre’s decisive reforms 
shaped the immediate course of the Revolu-
tion.
 Originating with Cardinal Richelieu, 
France’s poor financial decisions led to an un-

avoidable economic crisis. After accumulating 
much debt from the destructive 30 Years War, 
Cardinal Richelieu and later Cardinal Mazarin 
struggled to find ways to raise money. The pri-
mary cause of this strife was the archaic privi-
lege that allowed the nobles to avoid taxation. 
Since tax at the time was collected based on 
land and income, the accumulated privilege 
led the government to lack a large portion of 
revenue that could have been used to further 
centralize the state. In essence, the privilege 
of the nobles weakened the state’s ability to 
pay for armies and increase sovereignty. Later 
in the seventeenth century, King Louis XIV 
further added to the debt through many un-
necessary wars. With the idea of conquering 
as the highest character of a ruler, Louis con-
tinued to fight, though extending the state’s 
borders minimally. In order to control the 
nobles, Louis XIV forced them to live at Ver-
sailles, however the upkeep of this palace also 
accumulated debt. Under Louis XV, the War of 
Austrian Succession and 7 Years War brought 
debt levels to an extreme, servicing the debt 
to nearly 50% of the state’s budget. With 
another quarter of the state’s money going to 
the military and 6% to Versailles, France was 
left with only 19% for other matters. The poor, 
at this time, faced the heaviest burden, as they 
struggled to sustain themselves because of 
the significant tax to both the church and the 
state, roughly cutting their earnings in half. 
With a firm reliance on agriculture to survive, 
a tipping point for the peasants was destined 
to occur. The simmering frustration and de-
sire for change came in 1788, when a famine 
escalated the prices of bread and increased 
unemployment. This inevitable occurrence led 
to a hunger for revolution among the poor.
 King Louis XVI’s power was also des-
tined to decay because of previous inadequate 
reforms. Beginning in the seventeenth cen-
tury, Louis XIV forced the nobles to live at 
Versailles, and centralized his power without 
dissent. In the following century, however, the 
regents of Louis XV released the nobles from 
Versailles, setting up the French Monarchy for 
failure. Although Louis XV was able to assert 
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his absolute authority over the courts, his pre-
decessor did not share the same authoritative 
personality. Louis XVI instead desired popu-
larity and love from the people, thus giving in 
to the Paris Parliament and losing his control 
over the nobility. With no say in the courts, 
Louis XVI resorted to calling an Estates Gen-
eral to address the state’s debt problem. The 
event itself reflected weakness in the king, 
as the last Estates General was called in 1614 
before the absolute monarchy. Moreover, 
the French estates had dramatically changed 
since the previous event, as the wealth divi-
sions among classes were no longer accurate. 
Upon convening in 1788, Louis XVI proposed 
a tax on all property including the nobles and 
clergy who were exempt from tax at the time. 
This plan seemed futile however, because 
with the new block voting system, Louis XVI 
needed two estates to vote in his favor. After 
a deadlock in voting, the merchants of the 
3rd estate, or Bourgeoisie, desiring equali-
ty before the law, decided to take action and 
created their own National Assembly. Without 
the clergy, nobles, or peasants on his side, and 
a personality based on popularity, the king 
inevitably succumbed to the assembly.
 Although the National Assembly in-
stituted many classical liberal ideas and ap-
peared to claim power from the king, the 
urban poor, or sans-culottes, had the most 
power and desired radical reform. In the Great 
Fear of 1789, the sans-culottes burned the 
houses of many nobles because of their dislike 
towards feudalism, the price of bread, and 
gamelaws. This aggressive act demonstrated 
the urban poor’s strength in numbers as they 
forced the nobles to flee the country and un-
officially ended feudalism. A few years later, 
on August 10 of 1792, the sans-culottes further 
displayed their capability as they stormed the 
Tuileries Palace, leading to the suspension of 
the king. With such power, it was destined 
that the radical ideas of the sans-culottes 
would prevail. At the National Convention 
the more radical Mountain party was able to 
arrest the Girondists because the Montag-
nards had the sans-culottes on their side. Now 
with this new radical party in power, it was 

inevitable that a leader of the sans-culottes 
would emerge to maintain their ideological 
rule. Since there were many enemies to the 
radical beliefs of the sans-culottes both within 
France and among other European countries, 
the leader would require supreme authority 
to make quick decisions and overcome the 
internal and external enemies. In this case, 
Maximilien Robespierre surfaced as the leader 
of the Committee of Public Safety, essentially 
a dictator. Although his rise to power was pre-
destined, Robespierre’s reforms were decisive 
and beyond what was expected.
 Maximilien Robespierre shaped the 
course of the revolution through his many 
and radical reforms, including his control over 
the economy. As a great admirer of Rousseau, 
Robespierre viewed the division of labor as 
inequality. Thus, the Maximum Prices Edict 
set maximum bread prices, capped wages, 
and allowed the government to control who 
worked where and when. By managing jobs, 
Robspierre was able to limit the power of the 
internal enemies, or Royalists. The govern-
ment also rationed food for the benefit of the 
sans-culottes, as they had the most power. To 
emphasize fairness, Robespierre instituted 
‘the bread of equality’, forcing all people to eat 
the same bread. By nationalizing industries 
and controlling the economy, Robespierre 
decisively veered away from the French Revo-
lution idea of classical liberalism and towards 
a socialist society. New to Europe, this socialist 
society helped Robespierre maintain his pow-
er and continue the revolution.
 In 1794, Robespierre boldly created a 
Republic of Virtue with a new religion and 
calendar, ultimately leading to his demise. Ca-
tholicism was eradicated from France and the 
Worship of the Supreme Being took its place. 
This new religion believed in a supreme being 
that washed up on Earth, similar to Deism. 
Additionally, the new, more rational calendar 
was made to correspond with the religion, as 
it marked a new beginning and did away with 
the Catholic names of months and holidays. 
Robespierre saw the new religion and calen-
dar as a supplement to the government’s rad-
ical change and a way to centralize the beliefs 
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of the people. The Worship of The Supreme 
Being differed greatly from Catholicism be-
cause of its focus on supporting Robespierre 
over the religion itself. Both the religion and 
calendar were unpopular with the peasants 
who preferred the traditional structure of Ca-
tholicism, with a rest day on Sunday and many 
festivals throughout the year. These reforms, 
although unexpected, were not the most radi-
cal of Robespierre’s ideas.
 While Robe-
spierre’s initial role 
on the Committee 
of Public Safety was 
to make quick deci-
sions against foreign 
powers and royal-
ists, he vehemently 
dramatized this idea 
and began to crush 
his own internal en-
emies. By instituting 
the Law of Suspects, 
Robespierre allowed 
anyone who was 
suspected of not 
supporting the rev-
olution to be arrest-
ed. Additionally, the 
Law of 22 Prairial II 
permitted group tri-
als because individ-
ual trials could not 
keep up with the de-
mand. To promote 
more convictions, 
verbal evidence 
was accepted in the jury and the sans-culottes 
often served as the judge. The Guillotine was 
also invented in this period to allow for quick-
er executions. Robespierre used this system 
to eliminate several of his political enemies 
including Jacques Hebert, a more radical voice 
of the urban poor, and a conservative, Jacques 
Danton. At the time, Danton opposed Robe-
spierre’s ascension to absolute power and 
many of his reforms, including the Republic 
of Virtue. Robespierre thus saw it necessary 
to eliminate Danton before he gained more 

followers. However, both the mass trials and 
killing of individual enemies, received severe 
backlash from the public. On July 27th, 1794, 
while delivering a speech about more power 
for conviction, Robespierre was shouted down 
and later arrested and killed. This day, known 
as the Thermidorian Reaction, thus marked 
the end of Robespierre’s rule over France.
 In conclusion, Leo Tolstoy is correct 
about the inevitability of the French Revo-

lution because the 
many poor financial 
decisions and re-
forms by the mon-
arch set up for a rise 
of the sans-culottes, 
change of power, 
and many radical re-
forms. Thomas Car-
lyle, however, in-
stead believing that 
Robspierre alone 
shaped history, was 
also accurate in the 
sense that Robespi-
erre’s control of the 
economy, Republic 
of Virtue, and dev-
astation of internal 
enemies, may not 
have occurred with 
a different ruler. 
In the end, while 
Carlyle’s beliefs 
may more precisely 
reflect Robespierre’s 
role in the revolu-

tion, Tolstoy is more accurate about the entire 
history of France. A revolution swings from 
left to right like a pendulum, and although 
Robespierre may have swung the pendulum a 
little farther to the left, it quickly went back 
to the right with the conservative Directory 
soon taking power. While Carlyle would argue 
that Robespierre’s terrorizing legacy lingered 
among the French people, Tolstoy believed 
that Robespierre’s reign was just another step 
in the inevitable chain of history.

Maximilien de Robespierre    Musée Carnavalet, Paris
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China is one of the largest countries 
in the world. Not just in landmass, but also 
with the population. The driving issue with a 
large population is pollution. Pollution is not 
only harmful to humans, but also the natural 
world. This includes animals, bodies of water, 
and even the very air integral to everyone’s 
survival. China has set itself a precedent of 
destruction and disregard for the human race’ 
and the planet.

China has suffered environmental issues 
for centuries. Back in the dynastic days, rulers 
would horde many of China’s plentiful natu-
ral resources and use them to promote eco-
nomic growth over ecological preservation.1 
Issues with China’s environment only recently 
became seriously noticed in 1972, at the first 
United Nations Conference on the Human 
Environment (also known as the Stockholm 
Conference).2 It was a revolutionary meeting 
because the conference was the first major 
international environmental gathering and 
made the environment important to coun-
tries around the world. Now with most major 
powers in the world focusing on the climate, 
China was pressured to create environmental 
institutions in an attempt to halt their drastic 
climate damage. Chinese clear omission of this 
led many countries to criticize and disapprove 
of China.3 Yet despite all of this, China’s insti-
tutions failed for the most part, and laws were 
passed encouraging economic development 
over the environment. The problem worsened 
Chinese leader of the time, Deng Xiaoping, 
passed more power to provinces and local 
governments.4 These provincial governments 
were called township and village enterprises 
(TVEs). TVEs made up a third of China’s annual 
GDP and thus were integral to China’s grow-
ing economy. The reason for their success was 
these groups focused deliberately on the econ-
omy over the environment, and since the TVEs 
have little federal overview, they got away 
with many terrible acts against the environ-
ment.5 

China has undergone a vast amount of 
environmental degradation in the past thir-
ty years. Issues like desertification (people 
require a great deal of farmland to be fed, 
so forest were cut down in bulk), lack of bio-
diversity (lots of poaching against animals 
like tigers and shark), and steep population 
growth (lots of people need lots of resources 
like cars, energy, food, etc.)6. Despite the nu-
merous problems China faces, these are little 
compared to China’s air pollution and water 
contamination. 

Air quality has been a well-known and 
little addressed environmental issue through-
out China’s cities. This severely affects the 
highly populated urban centers of China 
like Beijing, the nation’s capital. The Chinese 
Communist Party (CCP) has yet to effectively 
deal with this causing anger among the mil-
lions of residents young and old who suffer 
and some call it “an air pollution catastrophe.”7 
The Environmental Protection Agency’s air 
quality scale is a form of rating of air quality 
using numbers. A score of 300 or more is very 
dangerous. In Beijing, there was a time where 
the air was worse than a 300 score.8 Reports 
claim 500 is no longer an unusual rating, and 
the highest reporting has been upwards of 
886. China’s massive manufacturing industry 
is partially blamed because of all the factories 
releasing chemicals into the air near densely 
populated areas.9 A report from the World 
Bank estimates that 1% of the 560 million 
people in China living in cities breathe safe 
air by EU measurements.10 Gas-powered cars 
are also a significant contributor to air quali-
ty because so many are in use at a given time. 
Estimates suggest cars produce about 12% 
of China’s air pollution.11 The most magnan-
imous part though is the energy production 
industry. China burns a lot of coal which is 
extremely cheap and relatively effective, but 
horrendous for the environment and the air. 
China’s coal-burning produces 58% or more 
of its energy. This scale of burning releases 
incredible amounts of carbon dioxide into the 
atmosphere.12

China’s water pollution is just as bad as 
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its air. Although water pollution is a consid-
erable issue for China, it is not as palpable as 
air pollution making it more difficult to quan-
tify. But still some studies have shown half of 
China’s surface water is so contaminated that 
it cannot even be treated to be safely consum-
able.13 Another study shows that a quarter is 
unable to be used for industrial purposes. The 
underground water supply in China is worse 
with 90% being somewhat polluted.14 50% of 
China’s population cannot find or use clean 
water and 60% of the rural population consis-
tently rely on dangerously tainted water. Wa-
ter pollution is widely ignored by the CCP and 
outside countries because it is not as visible 
as air pollution. The widespread pollution is 
from unchecked factories pouring their excess 
waste into neighboring rivers and lakes and 
fertilizer used in farms which mix with the 
underground water.15 Another startling per-
centage from China Water risk says, “...while 
being home to roughly 20% of the world’s 
population, China only has 7 percent of the 
world’s fresh water reserves.”16 Water pollu-
tion should be a key issue for the CCP, but not 
enough is yet known or released to the public 
to understand it for sure.

The overarching reason for China’s 
rampant pollution is its rapid industrial-
ization. As mentioned earlier, the Chinese 
government focused primarily on economic 
growth to keep up with the western powers. 
This led to a hundred years of revolution in 
only thirty years time. China’s rapid indus-
trialization was not all bad as it pulled 600 
million Chinese out of poverty. The GDP also 
increased by 540% (150 billion dollars (1978) 
to 8,227 billion dollars (2012)). China demon-
strated remarkable economic prowess after 
years of turmoil (Ten Lost Years).17 The cause 
that allowed China to achieve this is its im-
mense population (“...the contribution of labor 
to GDP growth is decreasing. It contributed 1.4 
percentage points of GDP growth in 1979-1989, 
0.5 percentage points in 1990-2002, and 0.3 
percentage points in 2003-2012.”)  and an in-
crease in capital accumulation (“Capital accu-
mulation accounted for 6.9 percentage points 
of the 10.5 percent average annual increase in 

GDP in the last decade, 5.7 percentage points 
of the 10.1 percent average annual increase in 
GDP in 1990 to 2002, and 7.2 percentage points 
of the 9.7 percent average annual increase in 
GDP in 1979 to 1989.”).18 The one-child policy 
that was instituted in the later years of China’s 
industrialization critically slowed this advan-
tage because fewer children were being born 
while the former working-class retired, cre-
ating an imbalance. China is also a country in 
which almost everything is dependent on the 
CCP. This was evident during the 2008 reces-
sion. The government invested four trillion 
dollars into China’s economy to keep it afloat 
and it worked. But this kind of funding and 
hand-holding is unsustainable. It requires too 
much money and companies become reliant 
on government backing.19 China’s rapid in-
dustrialization had many benefits to its pop-
ulation and economy, but was unchecked and 
moved too fast which provided many cracks 
like environmental issues and independent 
economic recovery.

Air pollution is mostly created in Chi-
na by massive coal burning plants and affects 
people living near them the most. The pollu-
tion is usually formed by a combination of sol-
id particles like soot and gases like carbon di-
oxide.20 Both are byproducts of coal factories. 
A specific kind of air pollution which is prev-
alent in China is called smog. Smog is a partic-
ularly dangerous kind of air pollution and is 
especially harmful to people with pre-existing 
repository issues. It is formed by a certain gas 
(usually in cities) called Ozone. Ozone is made 
by sunlight reacting with another gas called 
Nitrogen Oxide. Smog is usually found in big 
cities and appears as smoke and is very hazy.21

Air pollution like smog can cause many 
health problems to humans in hazardous 
conditions. Extended time in heavily polluted 
areas will cause many serious issues all over 
the body. The most obvious group of organs at 
risk are the respiratory system.Breathing in 
polluted air irritates airways from your nose 
and mouth and this causes muscles constrict 
around airways. Too much mucus is produced 
and the airways begin to swell.22 It can be com-
pared to an asthma attack. Polluted air makes 
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infections worse, lungs weaker, and smaller 
airways so less air coming into the body, this 
hampers the lungs ability to filter air, so the 
effects only worsen over time. Some common 
diseases and issues located in the respiratory 
area from air pollution are frequent asth-
ma attacks, more infections in the throat, 
decreased airflow, excess mucous, and lung 
cancer.23

Figure 1 24

While the lungs get most of the atten-
tion when pondering air pollution health 
complications, the heart is at risk as well. It is 
highly susceptible to damage from pollution 
because after polluted air is put into blood 
from lungs, the blood gets pumped into the 
heart.25 The contaminated blood can lead to ir-
regular heartbeats which makes plaque fall off 
the walls of veins and build up blocking prop-
er blood flow. Irregular heartbeat (arrhyth-
mia), heart attacks, systemic inflammation, 
and blood clots are all typical from exposure 
to air pollution.26

Figure 2 27

Following the heart, the brain is next 
to experience the impact of air pollution. The 
quality of blood flow from unhealthy heart 
and blood clots damages the brain. Polluted 
blood gets directly into the brain and can in-
duce mental difficulties like anxiety and head-
aches.28 Tiny particles of air pollution that 
enters the brain through the nose or eyes can 
be linked to dementia (unsure about direct 
connection) and damages cognitive functions. 
Strokes, headaches, anxiety, reduced IQ, and 
behavioral problems are all brain issues stem-
ming from air pollution.29

Figure 3 30

While everyone in polluted districts is 
at risk, pregnant women, children, and the 
elderly are most likely to develop more de-
manding symptoms. Polluted blood causes 
systemic inflammation and may trigger labor 
or affect baby development. There is another 
uncertain link to autism theorised to be from 
systemic inflammation.31 Babies born could 
expect a preterm birth, low birth weight, and 
systemic inflammation themselves. Children 
have also been at a particularly high risk from 
air pollution. Some say it is because children 
are outside more and breathe faster than 
adults meaning more polluted air enters their 
system. Children also have developing lungs 
which makes them more sensitive to pollution 
than an adult. The elderly are endangered by 
air pollution because their aging body is un-
able to fight back the pollutants. This could 



Volume VI • Edition I March 202139

trigger pre-existing conditions to act up.32

Figure 4 33

Air pollution effects on health have 
been studied for years. Although we under-
stand how air pollution is made and the way it 
interacts with the human body and the envi-
ronment, little has been done to handle it. One 
specific case study that adeptly conveys Chi-
na’s obstinance from auspicious dealing with 
pollution are called “cancer towns”. There are 
459 recorded instances of this spanning from 
almost every province in China’s mainland.34 
Studies say that residents of these towns are 
more likely to develop diseases like cancer 
than national and global standards. Most cases 
are in close proximity to expansive coal burn-
ing plants most likely produces alarming rates 
of air pollution. Cancer rates in China have in 
general risen by an estimated 80% in the past 
30 years not just from these cancer towns, but 
an overall increase in frequency from pol-
lution. Coincidentally those were the thirty 
years China began to pollute more than it had 
ever. Cancer towns however are still not being 
dealt with and many local officials repeatedly 
deny their very existence.35 While the local 
governments who are causing these catastro-
phes reject evidence, the federal government 
is beginning to concede and admit to. In fact, 
the Ministry of Environmental Protection 
mentioned cancer villages in its latest five-
year plan. Many environmental activists say 
this a considerable step, but the initial prob-

lem remains. Cancer towns represent China’s 
recklessness with their environment as it is a 
cancer hazard to live in a particular residen-
tial district.36

China has endured other travesties like 
cancer towns. Experts claim that 1.6 million 
deaths or 17% of yearly Chinese deaths are 
caused by pollution of many varieties.37 An-
other place where pollution is pervasive is in 
Northern China. “Researchers with the Energy 
Policy Institute at the University of Chicago 
(EPIC) said average lifespans north of the Huai 
river, where China supplies mostly coal-fired 
winter heat, were 3.1 years lower than in the 
south, which is not covered by the state heat-
ing policy.38 EPIC’s study cites long-term smog 
exposure as a primary cause of the difference.” 
The very thing that was intended to benefit 
the people ended up killing them. Moreover, 
the same study saw that 10 micrograms per 
cubic meter of additional long-term exposure 
to smog reduces life expectancy by 0.6 year 
and the national average is 35 micrograms. 
This research was conducted in 154 cities from 
2004 to 2012 all over the country,but anom-
alies were found mostly in the mentioned 
zones.39 Concerned citizens have said, “If a 
decrease in life expectancy is the consequence 
of rapid superficial industrial growth, then 
what is the point?”40 A vast amount of deaths 
were cardiorespiratory illnesses which come 
directly from air pollution. 

China has earned the title as the most 
polluted nation in the world. 22 out of the 50 
most polluted cities in the world are within 
China’s borders. China also produces the most 
carbon dioxide out of every single country 
combined. They surpassed the United States 
in 2006.41 The exact measurements in past 
years have shown this gap. An article from 
the news website USA Today states that in 
2017, the U.S. produced  5,269.5 million metric 
tons of carbon dioxide while china produced 
9,838.8 million metric tons. The difference 
between the two is almost unquantifiable. But 
when the data is looked at, American citizens 
produced 16.2 metric tons per person and Chi-
nese citizens produced half that at (7.1 tons per 
person). So the numbers offset each other. 42
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Figure 5 43

China’s impact on climate change has 
been revolutionary as well. An organization 
named Carbon Brief, is dedicated to spreading 
knowledge and awareness about carbon emis-
sion from all countries, suggesting China is re-
sponsible for 10% of all climate change. This is 
astounding becausing China has been involved 
in releasing emission for a fraction of the time 
of other western countries. Their contribu-
tions have tripled over the past thirty years in 
which China has been industrializing.44 China 
was a relatively insignificant emitter until this 
phase when they entered their industrial era. 
Even though their additions to global warm-
ing are great, they would be noticeably more 
intense if it were not for their high aerosol 
count. Many kinds of aerosols absorb sunlight 
which prevents the heat from even entering 
the inner atmosphere. China produces a mind 
boggling amount of these as well, “China is 
responsible for 28% of the sulphate current-
ly in the atmosphere, 24% of nitrate aerosols 
and 14% of black carbon.” Regrettably for 
China, though, the aerosols are key factors 
to air pollution. They are so bad that the U.S. 
and the E.U. are both trying to limit the num-
ber of aerosols China can produce because of 
their effects on health. But downside to these 
potential sanctions is global temperature 

will rise considerably.45 Professor Dominick 
Spracklen, an associate professor of aerosols 
and climate at the University of Leeds, makes 
the statement that, “This means that it will be 
difficult to achieve rapid reductions in near-
term global warming through the control of 
Chinese air pollutants overall — a focus on 
greenhouse-gas emissions, in particular, will 
be required.” In conclusion China is in a pre-
dicament as the only way to lower their cli-
mate change benefaction is to reduce strictly 
greenhouse gases, before focusing on aerosols 
and air pollution. 46

Figure 6 47

The reason China has not already made 
the speedy switch many other countries are 
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making now to greener energy sources is of 
its gargantuan coal industry.. China is by far 
the largest coal importer and consumer in 
the world meaning it would be crippling to 
China’s energy grid and the coal world trade 
if they cut out all coal. There is also a logic to 
why China commenced and continues to use 
coal. Coal is cheap and easy to use, so the per-
fect kick start for their rapid industrialization 
phase.48 And China has now built up a depen-
dence on it where hundreds of millions rely 
on coal burning as a stable energy source. If a 
switch is to ever come, it will take decades of 
preparation (building infrastructure) and slow 
phasing out. It would also take billions or even 
hundreds of billions of dollars to redirect its 
population.49 The coal industry in China will 
also probably never leave as it is so integral to 
the functioning of the Republic.

Although the government has been 
moderately secretive about climate issues 
they have spent ample sums of money on 
it. The main incentive for CCP to do this is 
to keep both their citizens content and in 
line,but also to please other countries. In 2018 
the Chinese government released that it spent 
an estimated 255.5 billion yuan (37.15 billion 
U.S. dollars) on it.50 They also planned to up-
grade all of their coal plants to be more to be 
“ultra-supercritical” plants.This means the 
factories will be more efficient and emit less.51 
The Center for American Progress says that by 
2020, “every coal plant operating in the Unit-
ed States would be illegal to operate in China,” 
because of emissions laws, but this is unlikely 
as China is the one who usually fails to meet 
these guidelines.52 China is also enacting a 
plan to use natural gas as an energy source. 
Natural gas emits 60% less carbon dioxide and 
other greenhouse gases into the atmosphere 
while being processed. China’s dedication is 
shown by the fact that it is the third biggest 
consumer of natural gas in the world (America 
is first). China has invested in liquid natural 
gas as well and is the second biggest importer 
for liquid natural gas on the planet.53 Liquid 
gas is far better at being condensed so easi-
er transportation and storage than normal 
natural gas. A substantial way China could 

impact its environmental footprint is by con-
verting many houses which actively use coal 
to consuming natural gas instead. A main way 
China is getting this is by buying a lot of liq-
uid natural gas from the U.S. Doing this both 
allows China to have more gas, but also it can 
balance the trade surplus between the two 
countries.54 Very unlike how China normal-
ly behaves, tried to spread a little awareness 
and support for the environment. They have 
events like “Annual Nationwide Energy-Sav-
ing Publicity Week’’ or “Nationwide Decrease 
Carbon Day” to accomplish this. As well as 
spreading knowledge and converting from 
coal, restrictions on cars with fuel consump-
tion deficiency have been suspended as to 
reduce car emissions which contribute much 
to China’s pollution.55 By doing this they also 
encourage electric cars which also have no 
emissions. China is the current biggest mar-
ket for electric vehicles with 2.3 million be-
ing used daily.56 Carbon dioxide is the most 
blamed and one of the most influential gases 
to global warming, but many other gases also 
have similar negative effects. China has put 
forth plans to deal with other less known gas-
es like methane which, “traps 25x more heat 
in the atmosphere than carbon dioxide” and 
nitrous oxide, “one pound of nitrous oxide has 
300 times the warming effect of one pound of 
carbon dioxide.” China and the CCP are al-
most as careless with these gases in the past as 
with carbon as they contributed 16.2 percent 
of global methane emissions (1.6 billion tons) 
and 14.5 percent of nitrous oxide emissions 
(410 million tons) in 2018.57 China has entered 
a few environmental protection agreements 
like the 2009 Copenhagen Accord and the 
Paris Climate Agreement. And now since their 
long-lasting commitment, China says they are 
in a position of leadership for global environ-
mental protection. President Xi Jinping em-
phasizes this further by saying China is now 
ready to be“guiding international cooperation 
to respond to climate change.”58 What China 
is currently doing to quell their environmen-
tal footprint can be concisely summarized in 
a report by the National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory. “Widespread use of alternative 
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fuels and advanced vehicles, including plug-in 
electric vehicles (PEVs), can reduce our na-
tional dependence on petroleum and decrease 
the emissions that impact our air quality and 
public health.”59

China has set forth many ambitious 
goals over the past few years. Many of them 
seem outlandish and unreasonable for a 
country the size of China to complete in such 
a narrow time period. Perhaps China’s most 
aggressive objective is to reach a net-zero 
status by 2060. Having net-zero emissions 
means absorbing more greenhouse gases than 
are put out. Only two countries have achieved 
this and they are Bhutan and Suriname. China 
plans to reach their peak emissions by 2030 
and then slowly reduce from there.60 They 
have many procedures in place to make sure 
this happens. One of these is abolishing gas 
driving cars by 2035.61 Although this is un-
likely, electric vehicles have become popular 
and China is as not impossible as it may seem. 
They also plan to be net zero for carbon diox-
ide by 2050. Carbon Dioxide emissions are the 
main driving force of climate change. One way 
China plans to accomplish this is switching al-
most all coal plants into clean energy sources. 
The numbers say China could make coal con-
tribute only 5% of China’s power if they do it 
correctly. Other ways to reduce carbon while 
the change is happening is to bury the carbon 
underground or burn certain plants that make 
it difficult to locate carbon.62 After carbon Chi-
na intends to be net-zero for all other gases 
like methane by 2060. Reforestation should 
deal with the remaining gas experts say. En-
vironment and pollution advisers say China 
should take a less aggressive path until 2030 
then cut emissions by 10% every year after 
that, “the rate of emissions reduction starting 
to increase after 2030 would actually be in 
response to China taking more forceful action 
from 2020 to 2030, but the result of these ac-
tions will be clearer after 2030,” reports Chen 
Ji, a principal at the Rocky Mountain Insti-
tute in Beijing who studied China’s long-term 
decarbonization.63 This all will prove very 
arduous, but beneficial to both the planet and 
China’s citizens. 

China is in a dire situation. This issue 
was primarily caused by China supporting and 
nurturing its economy over its environment 
and by extension, pollution levels. But lately 
China has been acknowledging and taking 
responsibility for this declining environment 
and the effects it is having on people living in 
the country. An environmental lawyer named 
Wang Canfa puts it well, “it shows that this 
issue, of environmental pollution leading to 
health damages, has drawn attention.”64

A clear example that China has the po-
tential to succeed and save itself is the Covid 
19 crisis. Despite all the misery the pandemic 
has caused, the epidemic proved to be one of 
the least damaging periods to public health 
from pollution. Air pollution particles called 
PM2.5 (tiny particles under 2.5 micrometers) 
fell by 10.8%. This had an enormous impact 
on China’s air quality.65 The same study also 
showed only 33 micrograms of PM2.5 were 
found per a cubic meter of air compared to 
usual 35 micrograms. This is an impressive 
feat, but WHO (World Health Organization) 
recommends 10 micrograms as a safe amount. 
Some have theorized China’s pollution fell 
because of forced lockdowns and hampered 
car and industry activity (coal factories).66 
Shortly after the lockdown China produced 
above average pollution in order to recover 
its economy, but during the lockdown there 
were a recorded 60,000 less pollution related 
deaths.67 It all shows that China has the abili-
ty to reduce their pollution and keep people 
healthier.

China has a long journey to make before 
it can reach many audacious goals. Past sta-
tistics have proven China to be a wasteful and 
exceedingly polluting country with millions 
having died due to incomprehensible negli-
gence. Health effects are alarming and the en-
vironmental stability is unbalanced to say the 
least. Despite all of these negative comments, 
China has the resources, money, and man-
power to overcome this adversity. They have 
a responsibility to their 1.3 billion citizens and 
the 7 billion other inhabitants of Earth to fix 
this. And if they cannot or will not, the entity 
of the world will pay the price.
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Gibson, Carolyn. “WATER POLLUTION IN CHINA IS THE COUNTRY’S WORST ENVIRONMENTAL 

ISSUE.” Borgen Project (blog). Accessed December 27, 2020. https://borgenproject.org/wa-
ter-pollution-in-china/#:~:text=China%27s%20water%20supply%20has%20been,of%20
China%27s%20cities%20is%20contaminated.

            The Borgen Project was a site that explained how water pollution is the worst kind of pol-
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Lallanilla, Marc. “China’s Top 6 Environmental Concerns.” Live Science, March 15, 2013. Accessed 
December 26, 2020. https://www.livescience.com/27862-china-environmental-problems.
html.

            This resource by Live Science helped me greatly while researching the specific causes of 
China’s pollution. It helped lay a good foundation for air pollution as well. This site also 
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plenty of well-researched opinions and facts, and it helped me build a good case study 
about it.

Sustainable Development. “United Nations Conference on the Human Environment (Stockholm 
Conference).” Sustainabledevelopment.un.org. Accessed December 26, 2020. https://sus-
tainabledevelopment.un.org/milestones/humanenvironment.

            This website by Sustainable Development provided many specifics about the Stockholm 
Conference which was the first major meeting about the environment. It was a minor 
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Kumiko Lamp
Artist-Will Marra ’23
Section-Student Art

Each piece of wood was hand-cut and assembled into four patterned panels on 
each side. The legs were sanded and finished with oil. Kumiko art has existed in Ja-
pan since 600-700 AD, as a functional yet extremely delicate form of hand-craft-
ed design. Elaborate light fixtures were an important symbol of status and wealth.
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Spider Clock
Artist-Nate Voss ‘24
Section-Student Art

52

The spider body was carefully sculpted in clay and the wire-covered legs were added after the 
glaze firing. The first recorded ceramic clocks began as a decorative tradition in wealthy Ger-
man households in the 1850s. Since then, they’ve become an impressive art form around 
the world and continue at Belmont Hill, fully-functional and on display in the Robsham.
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Floating Boxes
Artist-Ceiba Wild ’24
Section-Student Art

53

Attached two boxes to the main support to create a floating effect. The glaze, tick marks, 
and colored lids were all hand-painted. Ceramic pieces as an art form have existed in al-
most every culture and every continent dating back thousands of years, first (likely) dis-
covered in modern-day Czechoslovakia. The above glazing and painting technique was 
common on Chinese porcelain and so-called “fina china,” first developed in England.
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Author-
Section-Miscellaneous



Volume VI • Edition I March 202156



Volume VI • Edition I March 202157





T
h

e 
P

o
d

iu
m

 |
 F

ea
tu

re
d

 P
er

so
n

5
9

Volume VI • Edition I March 2021

Senator Joe Manchin (D-WV)
Author-Abe Tolkoff ’21
Section-Featured Person

Senator Joseph Manchin III (D-WV) 
is not a relatively well-known figure in 
national politics. Unlike many of his Dem-
ocratic colleagues in the Senate, he did 
not seek the presidency in the 2020 elec-
tion, nor did he campaign frequently for 
President Biden, or make the short list for 
a coveted Cabinet position. That said, the 
reason he remains a key figure in Amer-
ican politics, and will for the next two 
years can be found in the first sentence 
written above. He is the Democratic Sena-
tor from West Virginia. In the state where 
former President Trump won the 2020 
election by a margin of 38.9 percentage 
points, the Republican incumbent Senator 
beat her Democratic challenger by more 
than 43 points, and all three of the state’s 
seats in the House of Representatives are 
held by Republicans, Senator Manchin has 
won, and continues to do so. However, 
he is not what many would describe as a 
“typical” Democrat. He is firmly pro-life, a 
stance different from the vast majority of 
his party, and he is consistently in favor 
of fossil fuel sourced energy. 

Born on August 24th, 1947 in Farm-
ington, WV, he began his career as a busi-
nessman before turning to politics. Both 
his father and grandfather served as the 
mayor of Farmington and owned small 
businesses in the town. After graduating 
high school, he earned a degree in busi-
ness administration from West Virginia 
University in 1970. After spending a de-
cade working for his family’s business, he 
ran for a seat in the West Virginia House 
of Delegates in 1982. After serving for 
four years, he won a seat in the West Vir-
ginia Senate. In 2001 he was elected Sec-
retary of State of West Virginia, and after 
a four year term, won the race to be the 
34th governor of the state. As Governor, 
he was an active member of the Nation-

al Governors Association, the Southern 
Governors Association, and the Dmo-
cratic Governors Association. He served 
as the Chair of the National Governors 
Association for a few months, as well as 
the chair of the Democratic Governors 
Association. 

Needless to say, as the only state-
wide elected Democrat in West Virginia, 
his electoral success is owed to his politi-
cal savvy and views that cross party lines. 
While his personal focus has been on 
energy policy—Manchin currently serves 
as the Chair of the Senate Energy Com-
mittee—his office requires him to take 
positions across all issues. Most notably, 
he was endorsed by the National Rifle 
Association (NRA) during his 2012 Senate 
campaign and following the Sandy Hook 
shooting, he co-sponsored a bipartisan 
comprehensive background check bill 
which eventually failed. Many progres-
sive Democrats have called for the elim-
ination of the filibuster which would 
remove the sixty vote requirement for 
legislation to pass in the Senate and sig-
nificantly ease the passage of bills given 
Democrats’ tight majority. Manchin has 
vocally opposed this effort, in addition to 
other “progressive” plans like increasing 
the number of justices on the Supreme 
Court, and raising the federal minimum 
wage to fifteen dollars per hour. His op-
position, paired with the concurrence of 
fellow Democrat Kyrsten Sinema, all but 
ensures that none of these proposals will 
pass the current Congress, placing Man-
chin in the key position of a moderator of 
the Democratic agenda. 

According to FiveThirtyEight’s 
“Trump Score,” a tool which documents 
the frequency that members of Congress 
voted with the former president, Man-
chin has a career record of 50.4%. Com-
pared to his Senate Democrat colleagues, 
he ranks the highest among them, tied 
only with Senator Kyrsten Sinema (D-
AZ). His ranking is, however, roughly 
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fifteen percentage points lower than the most 
liberal Republican, Susan Collins (R-ME) who 
Manchin endorsed over her Democratic rival 
Sara Gideon in 2020. However, Senator Man-
chin’s political relevance is rooted in the fact 
that the Senate is currently split 50-50 with 
Vice President Harris serving as the tie-break-
ing vote. In this way, Manchin has the ability 
to seriously help or hinder Democrats’ agenda 
in the coming two years, assuming the power 
balance remains the same. For example, Sen-
ate Republicans have expressed opposition 
to President Biden’s proposed COVID relief 
package to which Democrats have respond-
ed by moving to pass the bill through budget 
reconciliation, a process that only requires a 
simple majority as opposed to the typical sixty 
vote minimum. Manchin has expressed his 
displeasure with voting for such a measure, 
meaning that he personally controls the fate 
of this bill. As President Biden moves down his 

legislative agenda list, Manchin will likely be 
the first person he calls to ensure the Senator 
will vote for the bill. 

As Senator Manchin’s name becomes 
increasingly present in political conversations, 
the question must be raised of the fate of such 
politicians in Washington. The 2016, 2018, 
and 2020 elections saw the solidification of 
party unity within states, and we today have 
the fewest number of split Senate delegations 
since the ratification of the 17th Amendment 
in 1914 (which made Senators directly elected 
state-wide). A move towards hyper-partisan-
ship in the political landscape makes those 
willing to work across the aisle or vote with 
the other party’s president increasingly vul-
nerable to primary challenges and inter-party 
ire. Manchin faces a difficult battle, but re-
mains one of the most powerful men in Wash-
ington—so long as he holds his seat. 
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Courtesy: manchin.senate.gov
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Returning to a Past Schedule
Author-Jason Wong ’24
Lawrence Tang ’22
Section-Miscellaneous

Due to the pandemic, the class 
schedule at Belmont Hill has changed 
from the normal three days of 40 min-
ute blocks and two days of long blocks to 
the new four days of long blocks and one 
day of 40 minute blocks. As we progress 
through the year, the question of wheth-
er or not we should continue with this 
new schedule or revert back to our old 
schedule, or even a compromise between 
the two come fall. With the new schedule 
comes some pros and cons.

In this newly formalized schedule, 
there has been a considerable reduction 
of class meetings per week, even though 
the in-class time levels out with last year. 
With this alteration, students only have 
to prepare for the full five classes once 
per week (before Wednesdays), meaning 
homework tends to be more spread out 
between the week. Furthermore, with the 
newly-lengthened advisory time, more 
DEI work has been included along with 
a plethora of other events. This advisory 
block has overall been a helpful change 
in our schedule, and should be taken into 
consideration when deciding what the 
schedule should be like next year.

Also with the new schedule, 
Wednesdays have become (regrettably) 
remote, starting at 8:30 AM, similar to the 
“normal” late start. With this remote day, 
teachers have sometimes made classes 
optional or asynchronous, allowing stu-
dents to have even more of a relaxing and 
calming day instead of attending Zoom 
meetings for the full duration of all class 
periods. Students have benefitted from 
this asynchronous day, with the ability to 
sleep in and to have less actual synchro-
nous class time. This idea of asynchronous 
classes should be taken into consideration 
as well in developing the new schedule, 
even when considering our in-person 

future ahead.
Lastly, the new schedule has al-

lowed for students either to opt out of 
sports or to attend drama and theater 
-- flexibility that didn’t exist in the past. 
Once classes end at 1:30 PM, some stu-
dents choose to stay at school to attend 
sports, just as with previous years, but 
also have the ability to go home and 
rest or to engage in the drama program. 
In previous years, the schedule did not 
place as much emphasis on the theater 
program, but this new schedule does.

Despite its many benefits, the 
current operating schedule for the school 
is an enormous disruption to the usual 
business at Belmont Hill. Although ath-
letics and sports practices are still offered 
as optional choices to students, they 
only run for two days per week and have 
much less choice as well as games. This 
is often seen as a disadvantage of the 
present schedule due to the lack of sports 
engagements.

The pandemic schedule is also 
characterized by its serious inflexibility 
and little free time. Students have far 
less time to meet their teachers for extra 
help. They also lost most of their social 
time outside of classes as the school ex-
pects students to leave campus as soon as 
classes end. This greatly reduced the time 
students spend with their peers chatting, 
eating lunch together, or just hanging 
out. While COVID prevention is a source 
of the limits on social activity, even 
reasonable and safe social time has been 
cut to its minimum these past twelve 
months.

While all the classes have at least 
one day via Zoom and the majority of ex-
tra help are done through Zoom as well, 
clubs are usually forced to have Zoom 
meetings when no in-person option 
exists. Many students have complained 
about the excessive integration of Zoom 
into their daily life -- Zoom fatigue has 
invaded our school like many others. 
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With the new schedule, not only Zoom is often 
used for classes, club activities are looking 
into a screen as well. 

While the pandemic schedule has its 
advantages and disadvantages, it is designed 
to be a balance between the danger of COVID 
infection and having a class experience as 
similar to previous years as possible (and, 
simply, as productive). Returning to the old 

schedule will certainly bring students and 
faculties a sense of normalcy in this turbulent 
time because they are familiar with it, so we 
look forward to the return of the old schedule. 
Nevertheless, the pandemic is in some ways a 
valuable opportunity for the school to change 
its operation before settling back in to anoth-
er rigid schedule.

Belmont Hill’s Current Hybrid Class Schedule on Virtual Wednesdays  BH Communications
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Back to School Full Time
Author-Will Seward ‘22
Section-Miscellaneous
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 Last week, Belmont Hill announced its 
plan to return to in-person learning five days 
a week immediately following Spring Break in 
March. This change will keep the current long 
block schedule on Monday, Tuesday, Thursday, 
and Friday; the only difference is that virtu-
al Wednesdays will now also be in-person, 
again keeping the same Wednesday class block 
schedule. Although this learning adjustment 
will contribute to a sense of normalcy return-
ing to school, many students appreciate the 
value of virtual Wednesdays in breaking up 
the otherwise tedious school week.
 There is no question that one of the 
most resounding differences between regular 
years at Belmont Hill and these unprecedent-
ed times is taking classes at school five days 
a week. Although Zoom offers a sufficient 
substitute for in-person instruction (or, in 
the very least, for the flow of information 
if not social life), nothing beats direct con-
tact between students and faculty. Teaching, 
learning, and fostering relationships come 
much more naturally, and being in-person is 
much more beneficial than staring at someone 
through a computer screen. 
 With the return to a five-day in-per-
son schedule, both students and faculty alike 
may expect an increased sense of normalcy on 
campus. Without Zoom Wednesdays to break 
up the week, more meaningful interactions 
can take place between students and facul-
ty, as meeting three times a week in-person 
presents many more opportunities to check 
in about academics or have conversations 
outside of the classroom. In addition, having 
class in-person for the extra day will increase 
academic engagement. Learning in the class-
room is much more natural to participate in 
than staring at someone through a computer 
screen, and learning at home may present 
more distractions and opportunities to zone 
out. Finally, having every class meet on cam-
pus in a single day will heighten the sense 
of normalcy, as 40 minute periods will occur 

in-person for the first time since March of last 
year. 
 Although the schedule adjustment to 
accommodate having school on campus during 
Wednesday classes will be advantageous in 
numerous ways, many students look forward 
to online days to break up the otherwise 
physically and mentally exhausting school 
week. Having one day at home offers students 
a chance to recharge after a draining two 
days in school, affording time to sleep in and 
get more work done than usual school days. 
Moreover, not all teachers decide to synchro-
nize their classes, instead electing to assign 
asynchronous work for students to complete 
individually. This may mean students have 
as little as two or three classes during online 
Wednesdays, allotting more time for students 
to pursue hobbies or other interests outside 
of the classroom; this is hugely beneficial for 
mental health, especially in these times where 
social interaction can be difficult. 
 In conclusion, returning on campus in 
place of virtual Wednesday classes has many 
benefits and drawbacks too. Although the new 
schedule offers a better learning environment 
and affords more time for student-faculty 
interaction outside of the classroom, many 
students look forward to a day at home to 
break up the long school week, using the time 
to recharge and get ahead on work. However, 
even with the disadvantages of returning to 
school full-time, it would encourage everyone 
that the COVID pandemic is in decline, and 
that there is a light at the end of this virus-in-
fected tunnel. 
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To date, Massachusetts’ junior senator, 
Elizabeth Warren, has served only one full 
term in the U.S. Senate. Yet she has attracted 
extraordinary national attention and recogni-
tion, particularly concerning her highest legis-
lative priorities. Senator Warren’s Plan to End 
Washington Corruption covers nearly every 
aspect of lobbying and seeks generally to curb 
the excessive influence of money in politics 
-- an influence that has grown seemingly ex-
ponentially over the past few decades. In her 
proposal (and other forms of legislation), Sen-
ator Warren documents the history of vastly 
increased political action committee (PAC) 
spending since the 1970s, as well as the rise of 
so-called “dark money” 501(c)(4) organizations 
in federal politics. Her proposed plan includes 
the imposition of taxes on lobbying efforts 
over $500,000; revised and improved ethical 
professional conduct standards for the feder-
al judiciary; a ban on stock trading by federal 
elected officials; an end to lucrative “golden 
parachute” severance packages for corporate 
executives who move into appointed posi-
tions in the federal government; and various 
additional measures specifically intended to 
reduce and blunt the corrosive influence of 
money in politics.

Senator Warren’s policy crusade, how-
ever, has been years in the making. In 2018, 
Senator Warren introduced the 289-page 
Anti-Corruption and Public Integrity Act (S. 
3357). Although the bill was initially denied 
consideration in the Senate, Senator Warren 
pursued further action in the Democratical-
ly-controlled House, where Representative 
Jayapal (WA-7) agreed to introduce the bill. 
While House members amended aspects of the 
proposed legislation -- ultimately converting 
it into a broader anti-corruption bill -- the 
final draft legislation contained most of Sen-
ator Warren’s key provisions. Although the 
amended bill was again not considered on the 
Senate floor, Senator Warren’s leading efforts 
on this front reflect a renewed hunger among 

elected officials for anti-corruption legislation 
-- a hunger which is very much alive and well 
in the broader electorate.

Senator Warren’s advocacy concerning 
anti-corruption measures began well before 
her political career. Having previously pub-
lished thirty-one books and considerable 
research on the topics of financial stability, 
consumer debt, and the American banking 
system (among other topics), Senator Warren 
was perfectly poised to take on issues sur-
rounding the influence of money in politics. 
Under one of her now-familiar catch-phrases, 
“big, structural change,” Senator Warren re-
leased Ending Washington Corruption during 
her 2020 campaign for the Democratic presi-
dential nomination, as the first of many pro-
posed “plans” on the campaign trail. Although 
her campaign lasted only fourteen months, 
Senator Warren achieved the third-highest 
delegate count and was credited with drawing 
then-nominee Joe Biden’s priorities more in 
line with her own -- starting with the Wash-
ington Corruption plan. From pushing for a 
specific, economic-focused team on Biden’s 
Unity Task Force (following his ultimate nom-
ination) to withholding her endorsement until 
several policy goals had been agreed to, Sen-
ator Warren never relented on the issue that 
launched her campaign months earlier. And 
those ideas, that “pretty much nobody wanted 
to hear” from a professor ten years ago (Sen-
ator Warren; March 5, 2020), will soon sit on 
the President’s desk.
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