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While many who are pro-choice believe that empathy and advocacy for the health and safety of 
women are strong arguments in support of abortion, this reasoning can cause a roadblock in abor-
tion discussions. You can say “life doesn’t begin at conception” until you’re blue in the face, but this 
won’t change the minds of firm pro-life believers. Thus begins the search for a concrete reason why 
abortion must be legal. In order to find a concrete argument, we can look to the economic and legal 
complaints of pro-lifers, and explain the ways that access to legal abortion better addresses these 
problems.

In order to understand the abortion debate, it is necessary to understand the legislations that un-
derpin the conversation. American law is determined by both the Constitution and legal precedent, 
which is the ever-growing collection of legal decisions made by the judicial system. These decisions 
reveal the legal system’s interpretation of the law, and are important in finding legal solutions to 
modern problems such as abortion. Roe v. Wade, a Supreme Course decision in 1973, is the most 
important landmark abortion case. After becoming pregnant with her third child and finding herself 
unable to legally have an abortion in her home state of Texas, ‘Jane Roe’ filed a lawsuit against her lo-
cal district attorney Henry Wade, alleging that “Texas’ abortion laws were unconstitutional.” The case 
was appealed to the Supreme Court, which issued a ruling that “the Due Process Clause of the Four-
teenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution provides a “right to privacy” that protects a pregnant 
woman’s right to choose whether or not to have an abortion.” They also ruled that “this right is not 
absolute, and must be balanced against the government’s interests in protecting women’s health and 
protecting prenatal life.” A poll taken in July of 2018, amid national turmoil following the proposed 
overturn of the Roe v. Wade ruling indicated that “only 28% of Americans wanted the Supreme Court 
to overturn Roe v. Wade, while 64% did not want the ruling to be overturned.” While many states have 
made it clear that they wish to ban abortions, Roe v. Wade protects women’s rights at a national level. 
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If you’ve ever researched abortion laws, you will have run into one specific legal principle very fre-
quently: the Right to Life. This principle is frequently used to justify the responsibility of the state to 
protect the lives of innocent fetuses from abortion. However, enshrined in American legal precedent 
along with the Right to Life is the Right to Bodily Autonomy. The Right to Bodily Autonomy refers to 
the right of any person to self-determination over their own body. This principle deems all noncon-
sensual actions against the body of another person illegal, and actually supersedes the Right to Life 
in many instances. For instance, competent adults are allowed to refuse medical treatment because 
of this law. If you’ve ever wondered why you have to sign up to be an organ donor, it’s because of 
bodily autonomy. The government cannot force you to donate blood or bone marrow, even if these 
donations would save someone’s life. In case you didn’t catch that, here it is again: the government 
cannot force you to save someone’s life. And, this argument applies even if you believe that life 
begins at conception: the government cannot force you to save the life of a baby. And, the same way 
that you can’t be forced to give or receive a kidney, you cannot be forced to grow a baby inside your 
own body against your will. 

When you go beyond legality, there are numerous other ways that abortion makes sense despite 
pro-life rhetoric. For example, many pro-lifers don’t want their tax dollars to go towards funding 
healthcare from which they do not benefit, such as Planned Parenthood. However, access to legal 
abortions make fiscal sense. One myth is that tax dollars go towards institutions like Planned Parent-
hood, when in fact, most reproductive care is funded by Medicaid insurance reimbursements. Mak-
ing abortions illegal doesn’t mean that they will cease to happen. Instead, women become desperate, 
and have unsafe abortions in non-medical environments. Many of these abortions lead to extreme 
health complications, landing women in the hospital. This means that excess medical resources are 
used, which wouldn’t be necessary if the woman was allowed a safe abortion in the first place. If 
the woman chooses not to have an unsafe abortion, she may either choose to raise the unplanned 
child herself or give them up for adoption. Neither of these options is financially viable. First, let’s go 
through what happens if a prospective mother keeps her unplanned child. Many individuals who 
have abortions are those who are unable to support a child. Thus, a lack of access to abortions affect 
minorities and the poor disproportionately. People who are financially disadvantaged are more likely 
to take advantage of social programs like welfare, which is federally funded with (you guessed it) tax 
dollars. If you allow impoverished women access to safe abortions, they are able to control the size of 
their families and improve their economic standing, reducing their need for government assistance. 
The second option is putting an unwanted child up for adoption. While this might seem like a good 
solution, ABC News reported in 2006 that “taxpayers are spending $22 billion a year – or $40,000 a 
child – on foster care programs.” Comparatively, according to the Guttmacher Institute, the cost for 
an abortion in the US is anywhere between $75 and $3,000 depending on the term of the pregnancy. 
So, if the concern is taxpayer money, legal abortions are the way to go.

The American government and Constitution have unknowingly made some of the best arguments 
for a woman’s right to choose. When you think about it, this makes sense; American society and gov-
ernment is obsessed with the idea of personal freedom, manifested in their gun laws and rejection of 
free healthcare for fear that someone might make them go to a preselected doctor. However, when it 
comes to the marginalized in society, the American government suddenly wants a say in their per-
sonal freedoms. 

Regardless of political opinion, America’s stance on abortion is written in their constitution. They 
believe unequivocally in the freedom to choose what happens to their bodies, as they should. Where 
they get it wrong is not accepting that this right extends to all members of society, no matter how 
badly you wish to control them. 

Amalia Mairet is an incoming senior at SMUS.



During a global pandemic, it is more important for individual citizens to take recommended actions 
and fulfill their civic responsibility in order to stop the spread of a virus. As the world works together 
to contain COVID 19, the vast majority of public health officials have set out recommended, and of-
ten required, actions. They encourage people to wash their hands often, stay two meters apart, and 
wear masks. 30 states, including California, Hawaii, and New York require people to wear masks when 
outside of their homes. However, many, particularly in the US, are fighting against mandates to wear 
masks and are using misinformation to back up their claims. In a time as serious as a global pandemic, 
misinformation directly causes people to lose their lives. It is becoming apparent now, more than ever, 
the true dangers that lie in misinformation. 

The debate over masks, particularly in the US, has become politically polarizing and is causing both 
Republicans and Democrats to become even more entrenched in their own political views. As we live 
through a pandemic, we’re also living through a time where doctoring posts on social media and the 
use of social media as a major source of news is increasing. It is easy to photoshop supposedly ‘scien-
tific’ posts claiming that masks are harmful to the wearer. These posts can then be shared thousands of 
times before anyone realizes they are fake. News and information can spread incredibly quickly which 
is worrying when the information that is spreading is not only untrue but also harmful. 

The battle against misinformation started long before the coronavirus, but has become more im-
portant in recent months. In January 2020, the BBC developed a team that runs “BBC reality check,” in 
which they follow up on stories, articles, and social media posts that might contain misinformation. 
Recently, they looked into the mask debate and systematically debunked the common claims that 
masks deprive your body of oxygen, cause carbon dioxide poisoning, and harm the immune system. 
Furthermore, Facebook recently suspended the anti-mask group “Unmasking America” for violating 
Facebook’s policies against the spread of misinformation related to COVID 19. 

Attempts to stop the spread of misinformation are important because in a time where governments 
and health officials are calling for unity, the pandemic is being exploited and politicized to create fur-
ther divisions. Instead of wearing masks to promote safety, it is becoming a symbol of political identi-
ty. Trump is on record saying that wearing a mask is “not for him.” He talks about masks in ways which 
reinforce the idea that the decision whether to wear a mask is a political choice. 

It seems that America is becoming more polarized every day. Both sides see the other as the prob-
lem. However, hope is not lost. The American nonprofit, Beyond Conflict, studies polarization and 
global conflicts. They recently conducted polling which shows that Americans are not as polarized as 
they think they are. In fact, both sides “overestimate how much mutual disdain there is.” When isolated 
incidents are reported on the news such as armed right-wing militia groups in Michigan protesting 
stay at home orders, or mayors and government defying shutdown orders and opening up stores, it is 
easy to fall into the assumption that the “other side” must all be that way or think the same way when 
in reality that is not true. The actions of a few people do not define an entire political party or group of 
beliefs. While this is not an example of misinformation, it is an example of a lack of information which 
can be just as harmful. Assumptions based on little data only serve to increase polarization and hate. 

650,000 people worldwide have now died from the coronavirus. 149,000 people who have died were 
American citizens. It is evident, now more than ever, that the spread of misinformation is a deadly 
threat. It is time that the US government depoliticized the choice to wear a mask and unite their people 
in order to fight COVID-19 together. 

Kate O’Connor (‘20) is a Managing Editor at SPR. She is heading to the University of Toronto to 
study Politics, Philosophy, and Economics.
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I have, like millions of others, been expectantly waiting for the presidential election of the Unit-
ed States. As the date approaches, the American government faces the challenge of maintaining its 
democratic processes while fighting off a deadly pandemic. One of the proposed strategies to circum-
vent mass agglomerations of voters is vote by mail, otherwise known as absentee voting. However, the 
Trump administration has feverishly attacked the idea. Subsequently, a heated debate has taken force 
in which voting by mail has been disputed as either a promising and alternate voting method, or as a 
possible liability to the integrity of the 2020 presidential elections.

Although we could make the case that extraordinary situations require extraordinary accommoda-
tions so that the engine of democracy continues to run smoothly, voting by mail in the United States is 
not new, or extraordinary. Despite the fact that, according to the U.S census bureau, nearly one fourth 
of voters in the 2018 midterm elections voted by mail and that there is no evidence that voting by mail 
is particularly fraudulent, President Trump has said that “mail-in voting is horrible, [and] it’s corrupt.” 
The president’s remarks are particularly strange considering that him, the First Lady, and his daughter, 
Ivanka, have all voted by mail in the past. The reason why the current administration opposes mail by 
vote evades both me and the American public, but I am not above speculation. 

One compelling reason to think why the President may try to shut down the expansion of voting by 
mail (with the exception of Florida, a swing state where he endorsed it) is that it enables more people 
to exercise their political will upon the presidential institution. The President has not been able to se-
cure his reelection according to forecasts, nor has the administration been able to raise his approval 
ratings in a sufficient way that foreshadows a favourable outcome. The President’s outcry becomes 
more discombobulating still, and more telling, when one considers that he proposed delaying the 
election process – an idea which has been condemned by both the GOP and the Democrats. The mat-
ter, either way, is out of Mr. Trump’s hands. The Constitution clearly states that the ability to choose 
the day in which the electoral college votes is up to Congress. As for the adoption of the voting by mail 
method, as of April of this year, thirty states have no limitations on absentee voting and five states have 
voting by mail as their default. Whether the remaining states are able and willing to accomodate vot-
ing by mail or not, it is crucial and of utmost moral importance that the electorate should not be fed 
misinformation about their voting choices. 

There is only one, but very dangerous, downside of the adoption of voting by mail. It is almost cer-
tain that if Mr. Trump loses the presidency, he will seek to undermine the legitimacy of the election. 
We know this will be the case as Mr. Trump has suggested so verbatim. In an interview with Fox News 
Sunday, the President stated the following: “I think mail-in voting is going to rig the election. I really 
do.” When asked whether he would challenge the results of the election, he simply answered, “I have 
to see.” If it is the case that voting by mail is adopted more widely, the Democratic Party may have to 
brace itself against the accusations of a raging despot and his claims to the oval office. Though I hope 
– and highly suspect – that the GOP is neither willing nor has the strength to get down and dirty into 
another fistfight over the legitimacy of an election. 

In such a crucial and cruel moment in American history, it is shameful that the President spends 
even the slightest breath in disseminating misinformation to the electorate. If his remarks are made 
out of ignorance, then the president exposes himself as utterly incompetent or at the mercy of an 
incompetent staff. If his remarks are made with the knowledge that they are inaccurate, then he con-
cedes to being incredibly callous and morally deplorable. As it stands right now, voting by mail seems 
to be a safe, though perhaps difficult to implement, voting alternative that the Trump administration 
should consider as a serious and legitimate tool to make the process of voting safer. 

Alan Iturriaga (‘20) is a Senior Editor at SPR.
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The adamant denial of the world’s changing 
climate has been around since scientists started 
to share their research. Climate change deniers 
use various methods that purposely spread mis-
information. They use fake experts, argue that 
the problem is too hard to tackle, say the present 
is more important, and discredit the scientists 
and their research. Although the staggering 
majority of scientists believe we are in an an-
thropogenic climate crisis, there are still pockets 
of American (and other countries’) societies that 
deny these findings to some extent. It is notable 
that climate denial comes in different forms. 
Some believe the whole thing is false while oth-
ers acknowledge the existence of climate change 
but do not see it as a pressing issue, and think 
activists and scientists are exaggerating it. 

The use of experts who do not have the nec-
essary credentials is a mode of persuasion 
frequently present in propaganda. There are 
different mediums used to discuss climate 
change, one of them being books. Numerous 
books going against scientific consensus around 
climate change get produced in different coun-
tries and are rarely connected to scientists who 
hold advanced degrees in natural sciences. 
However, they are often connected to conserva-
tive think tanks (Dunlap 693). In the peer re-
viewed study “Leading Voices in the Conserva-
tive Choir: Conservative Columnists’ Dismissal 
of Global Warming and Denigration of Climate 
Science,” the writers looked at multiple conser-
vative newspapers. Elasser and Dunlap looked 
at newspaper editorials on a conservative news 
source, www.townhall.com, and found that 
opinion editorials are often used in the spread 
of climate change skepticism (Elsasser, Dunlap 
754). Upon searching “climate change” on the 
Townhall site in 2019, an article came up titled 
“Climate Change is a Hoax,” while another has a 
paragraph reading “the leadership of the climate 
cult is made up of adults who privately know 
better and children manipulated by people 
they’re supposed to be able to trust. They’re 

a doomsday cult that continually moves the 
goalposts” (Derek Hunter). These articles are not 
written by climate change experts, just people 
who have strong opinions. 

Blogs are another medium where many fake 
experts can be found. Bloggers share their per-
sonal feelings but can have a profound impact 
on their readers and therefore public opinion. 
These bloggers often call themselves “Citizen 
Scientists” (Elasser, Dunlap 755). Those who 
read these blogs have a deep trust for the news 
they are provided, more than a typical news 
source. In the peer reviewed paper “Internet 
Blogs, Polar Bears and Climate-Change Denial 
by Proxy,” the authors looked at 90 blogs. One 
they looked at, “Watts Up With That,”  provides 
a strong stream of climate change denial posts 
and received more than two million unique 
views a month (Jeffery A. Harvey et al. 282). Of 
the 90 blogs looked at, 80% of them used Polar 
Bear Science by Susan Crockford as evidence. 
The issue is that Crockford is not an expert in 
anthropogenic global warming (AGW), having 
neither done any research nor ever published 
in a peer reviewed journal. Although Crock-
ford is not an expert, she was called “one of the 
world’s foremost experts on polar bears” by the 
Heartland Institute . Crockfords argument is 
that polar bears will evolve to their changing 
environment (Jeffery A. Harvey et al 283). It is 
harmful to public opinion to have her identified 
as an expert when she is spreading scientifically 
disproven information. In “Internet Blogs, Polar 
Bears and Climate-Change Denial by Proxy,” the 
authors provide suggestions on how to learn if a 
piece is based on scientific studies. One of their 
main suggestions is to “follow the credentials,” 
because the majority are not there (Jeffery A. 
Harvey et al 284). 

It is not the science that people have an issue 
with in terms of climate change, but rather how 
the findings have an impact on people’s lives 
(Hayhoe, Shwartz). This issue is something that
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-climate deniers grab on to. Skeptical Science 
is a reputable blog by John Cook (an Australian 
cognitive scientist also trained in solar physics,) 
where he rebuts climate change deniers argu-
ments. He found “it’s too hard” to be a frequent 
argument (Elsasser, Dunlap 765). Many com-
panies and people are too concerned with their 
immediate needs. The car industry is a clear 
example of this. They have been trying to resist 
amendments to their companies for a long time 
(Sandra Laville). “The sector has dug in hard to 
dampen rising vehicle emissions and fuel econ-
omy standards. Through their lobbying, auto 
companies have delayed the transition of a sec-
tor sucking up a huge proportion of oil demand 
globally”, said Edward Collins who wrote The 
Carbon Policy Footprint. When Sandra Laville 
was writing Car Makers and Climate Change, 
she contacted many of the offending companies 
(Fiat Chrysler, Ford, Saimler, BMW, Toyota and 
General Motors,) and they all informed Laville 
that they were working to meet environmental 
goals, but other considerations such as what 
customers prefered, the reality of the market and  
infrastructure development had a large impact 
on them (Sandra Laville). In other words, “It’s 
too hard.” Julia Poliscanova, the clean vehicles 
director for the NGO Transport & Environment 
believes the car industry is trying to gain the 
last bits of profit from current car models. They 
do this by “questioning every aspect of electric 
technology.” Car companies attempt to excuse 
their actions by arguing their work is onerous. A 
struggling economy does impact action because 
the public sees fighting against climate change 
as something that can wait (Dunlap 694). It is 
the ultimate procrastination of a hard to handle 
project.

Riley E. Dunlap, an Environmental Sociology 
Professor at Oklahoma State University, wrote 
in his paper “Climate Change Skepticism and 
Denial: An introduction” that a common strate-
gy is to “manufacture uncertainty” by attacking 
scientists and their research. One of the ways 
to realize if an article is scientifically backed is 

to “follow the language” because often in writ-
ing by climate change deniers, many insults 
are thrown at scientists (Jeffery A. Harvey et. al 
284). The climate scientists are called alarmists, 
green-terrorists, eco-fascists and all their re-
search are referred to as scams. The 2009 email 
scandal Climategate sufficiently dented the pub-
lic’s opinion of scientists’ legitimacy, however, it 
was exaggerated and warped by those looking to 
gain from climate change denial (Dunlap 694). 
The “Keystone Dominos” effect, which is when 
one aspect of research is questioned, has dan-
gerous implications because when the public 
sees one aspect of evidence challenged, they 
then correlate all related evidence with one mis-
take (Jeffery A. Harvey et. al 282). It is common 
to find neither context nor evidence backing up 
arguments against the science community. An-
other way deniers attempt to discredit scientists 
is by using religious metaphors. They say sci-
entists and activists are extremists focusing on 
environmental beliefs (Juliet Roper et. al). Sci-
entists are also held to unreasonable standards 
where all their research methods get questioned 
(John Cook). 

The denial of climate change will not go 
away anytime soon. When reading on the topic, 
there are certain things readers should keep in 
mind. For example, experts used for arguments 
must come with credentials. The world is in the 
middle of a climate crisis and although corpo-
rations and many people find it easier to focus 
on quicker and simpler problems to solve, that 
is not an option. In addition, scientists do make 
mistakes and not all research is perfectly accu-
rate. However, there is a near consensus in the 
science community about the pressing reality 
of climate change. Understanding the rhetoric 
behind climate change denial is an important 
step in combating the ignorance surrounding 
the issue. The world has run out of time for the 
superfluous debate on anthropogenic climate 
change. The time for arguing is over, it is time for 
action. 
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*Research sources are released per request, contact the Editorial Board at 

smuspoliticalreview@outlook.com.



Deglobalization and the Future of Global Supply Chains
August 14, 2020 by Yuyang Jiang

Globalization, a trend that has really been gaining momentum in the past decade, was revealed to be 
a vulnerable process with the onset of COVID 19. Not only are flows of ideas, investments, and informa-
tion faster than ever, a pandemic originating in one region will also inevitably spread to every corner of 
the world. When each country cannot even handle its domestic disarray, proactive assistance on an in-
ternational scale also comes to an end. Economic interdependence thus shatters into pieces. When the 
healthcare sector is pressured by massive demand and limited supply of face masks and Personal Protec-
tive Equipment (PPE), the question of self-reliance pushes many countries to pursue more protectionist 
approaches in politics. 

Even before the virus, signs of economic disintegration were surfacing. The relationship between Chi-
na and the U.S, the two largest economies in the world, is at its historical low. With ambiguous rhetoric, 
Trump’s administration has questioned the detrimental effect of China’s trade policies on America’s na-
tional security and aimed to gradually make America independent from China’s economy. Apps, such as 
TikToks and Wechat, will be permanently banned from the U.S. China, on the other hand, continues its 
hard, uncompromising foreign policy under President Xi’s regime. The new security law established in 
Hong Kong gives the Beijing government extensive power over Hong Kong’s legislation, which directly con-
tradicts the “one country, two systems” principle promised by the Chinese government. Such bold moves 
undoubtedly heightened the tension between China’s authoritarian control and the U.S’ democratic ideals.

Additionally, the virus heightens the existing problems. With China in lockdown, many organizations 
and corporations highly dependent on China find that their normal operations face major disruptions. 
Clearly, the single-sourcing model approach that the current global supply chain relies on has many fun-
damental flaws that the current pandemic is bringing to light. To adapt to the new normal, many countries 
began to consider turning production inward to gain more economic sovereignty. Moreover, the fear of 
resource shortages led many countries to impose restrictions on foreign exports, especially critical supplies 
that are needed globally. Indeed, globalization is slowly declining, and COVID 19 was the beginning of a 
new era marked by inward thinking and conservative diplomacy. 

However, there are better alternatives than protectionism. Historically, during periods of turmoil, the 
world economy suffers greatly from international cooperation and unstable politics, for example, the Great 
Depression following the First World War. Yet the economy does bounce back after some time. By establish-
ing different NGOs and agreements on tariffs and trade, the international community found a new way to 
facilitate economic growth. Perhaps, during this unprecedented time, the economic problems at hand also 
require innovative thinking and solutions. Perhaps, COVID 19 cautions us that we currently rely too much 
on outdated processes. With new technologies and rapid growth in internet-based industries, the global 
supply chain should become more flexible in finding alternative suppliers to prepare for a new normal that 
pandemics and many other unforeseen disasters in the future will bring. In fact, the development of a more 
resilient supply chain system requires even more international cooperation rather than protectionism and 
isolation. Some coping strategies proposed by the international community include a management plat-
form that provides real-time data on shipment and production of critical supplies, easing of export restric-
tions, as well as a strict guideline on the price cap. A “LIT” (lenience, innovation, and transparency) future 
of the global supply chain has been illustrated, but its implementation still lies on whether each country 
can collaborate despite individual profits and differences. 

Just like the uncertain future of the Coronavirus, international politics is also at a major turning point. 
Whether the future of state politics and economic cooperation is optimistic or pessimistic, we are witness-
ing and learning, all while attempting to solve this incredibly complex global supply issue. 

Yuyang Jiang (‘20) was a member of the SMUS Economics Club and is heading to the University of Toron-
to to study Finance and Statistics. 9
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