The latest News Around Us in July_02
Biden Targets Big Business in Sweeping Executive Order to Spur Competition
Brent Kendall & Ryan Tracy - WSJ
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WASHINGTON—President Biden signed a broad executive order that aims to
promote competitive markets across the U.S. economy and limit corporate dominance
that the White House says puts consumers, workers and smaller companies at a
disadvantage.
The order, the centerpiece of a new Democratic emphasis on restraining the nation’s
most powerful companies, lays out a detailed plan to address what the Biden
administration sees as trouble spots across industries, from everyday consumer
concerns—hearing aids and baggage fees—to some of the most cutting-edge issues
facing the government, such as first-ever antitrust regulations for internet platforms.
Mr. Biden’s effort isn’t a hard mandate but instead a road map that encourages U.S.
agencies to adopt policies that push back against corporate consolidation and
business practices that might stifle competition and lead to higher prices and fewer
product choices.
The eventual rules and regulations that follow from the White House’s direction are
likely to set up heated battles with top U.S. companies that could take years to
resolve.
Among the White House’s targets are agriculture, healthcare, shipping,
transportation and technology, as well as labor practices that the administration says
limit wages and mobility.

The executive order also seeks to promote affordable broadband and boost
consumers’ rights to repair products they own, an issue of concern to the
administration because of limitations imposed by an array of companies.
“Capitalism without competition isn’t capitalism. It’s exploitation,” Mr. Biden said
before signing the order.
“Without healthy competition, big players can change and charge whatever they want,
and treat you however they want. And for too many Americans that means accepting a
bad deal for things that you can’t go without.”
In total, Mr. Biden’s plan offers a mix of new ideas, an affirmation of some initiatives
already in the works, and a bid to revive some measures Democrats had proposed in
the past, though often in a more piecemeal fashion.
The president’s move, months in the making, comes as Democrats have made
competition policy and antitrust enforcement a key part of their agenda, arguing that
the federal government hasn’t done enough to preserve healthy, competitive markets.
Republicans have agreed in some circumstances, particularly in the tech sector, but
they, along with some business groups, have disputed arguments that the U.S. has
extensive problems with economic concentration. They contend the Biden
administration is starting from a faulty premise and risks making the U.S. economy
less productive as a result.
“We are concerned about the breadth of issues contemplated in and potential
implications of the Executive Order that could undermine rather than enhance U.S.
competitiveness,” said Joshua Bolten, president and CEO of the Business
Round-table, an association of chief executive officers.
The order’s targeting of the technology industry jeopardizes “free services that
consumers use to message and call loved ones, get directions, connect with healthcare
professionals, consume online content—including news and educational content—and
much more,” said TechNet, a group that represents senior industry executives.
Others in the business world stand to benefit if the Biden administration follows
through on the president’s order, and small-business groups, merchants and farmers
all voiced support for it.
The American Farm Bureau Federation said the president’s plan creates
opportunities to address industry imbalances. “More opportunities for farmers and
ranchers to sell their products will ensure they are paid fairly while providing more
options for America’s families,” said Zippy Duvall, the group’s president.
Mr. Biden’s order by itself doesn’t impose new requirements on the business
community. The success of the White House effort could depend on how hard—and
how quickly—government agencies push to implement his competition policies, which
are likely to face court challenges.
The Biden administration initiative follows a similar effort by the Obama White
House during its last year. That effort resulted in a handful of new rules before the

clock ran out on the Obama era and the Trump administration reversed some of the
measures.
The new order places a diverse set of initiatives under one roof and is more explicit in
pushing government agencies to take detailed steps to protect competition. It also
comes at the beginning of a presidential term, giving Mr. Biden’s appointees across
the executive branch more time to align their priorities and implement regulations.
A key architect of the order was Tim Wu, special assistant to the president for
technology and competition policy in the White House National Economic Council.
An academic before joining the White House in March, Mr. Wu wrote books and
papers arguing that large American corporations hold too much market power and
that numerous federal agencies could deploy their authority to help boost
competition.
The White House should create a new competition council to “pressure agencies to
open up closed markets while discouraging agencies from entrenching the industries
that they regulate,” he said in a 2020 paper he co-wrote with other former Obama
administration officials. Friday’s order creates such a council.
Work began on the order in earnest after Mr. Wu arrived at the White House in
March, a senior White House official said. Mr. Wu and other staff reached out to
regulatory agencies to solicit ideas about what to include in the order—and suggested
some of their own, the official said.
The strategy was to draft an order reaching across industries early in the
administration, allowing it to “get the ball rolling on each of these initiatives as
quickly as possible,” the official said.
The executive order also touches on issues Mr. Biden has highlighted for years and
on the campaign trail, including the use of non compete clauses to limit workers’
mobility.
On Friday, he called out clauses preventing workers from moving between
hamburger-chain restaurants: “Come on, is there a trade secret about what’s inside
that patty?”
Several pieces of the executive order could provide a springboard for plans already
being formulated at some government agencies, especially the Federal Trade
Commission, which shares antitrust authority with the Justice Department.
The order encourages the FTC to write first-ever rules barring certain types of
allegedly anti-competitive practices including “unfair competition in major internet
marketplaces,” according to the White House.
Mr. Biden’s new head of the FTC, Lina Khan, has previously voiced support for such
efforts. They are likely to spark a partisan battle on the five-member commission, as
Democrats and Republicans disagree on the extent of the agency’s legal authority.

The executive order also encourages the FTC to regulate large technology platforms
by establishing rules on “unfair data collection and surveillance practices.”
Taken together, the tech-related provisions foreshadow a regulatory push by the FTC
to limit the market power of large technology companies—one that could seek to
regulate how Amazon.com Inc. runs its e-marketplace and Apple Inc. runs its app
store, as well as data collection practices by the likes of Facebook Inc. and Alphabet
Inc.’s Google.
Big tech companies, which are also facing efforts in Congress to rein them in, have
vigorously disputed allegations that their size and conduct are anti-consumer and
anti-competitive, saying they have provided highly popular products and services at
no or low costs.
Some of the congressional efforts would go further than the executive order, for
instance by breaking apart large tech companies. New laws also have more staying
power than executive orders that can be undone by future presidents with the stroke of
a pen.
Outside of the tech space, the order asks the FTC to ban or limit noncompete
agreements and unnecessary occupational licensing restrictions, and to limit
employers’ ability to share wage and benefits data.
The White House also wants the commission to limit manufacturers’ ability to restrict
consumers from using independent repair shops or do-it-yourself solutions for fixing
products ranging from cellphones to tractors.
Mr. Biden also created a new to-do list for the Justice Department, including more
robust scrutiny of banking mergers and hospital consolidation.
On agriculture, the executive order elevates concerns from smaller farmers and
distributors who have said they feel beholden to dominant agribusiness concerns. Mr.
Biden directed the Agriculture Department to consider new rules that would make it
easier for farmers to win certain types of claims under a federal law designed to
preserve fair competition and trade practices in the industry.
The order also calls for new initiatives on meat labeling and protecting chicken
farmers from alleged exploitation.
For the transportation industry, the president is calling on the Transportation
Department to issue new rules that require airlines to better disclose certain fees and
to provide refunds when baggage is delayed or certain services aren’t provided.
The White House’s requests for the department, however, are less ambitious than in
other areas of the executive order and come as the department has faced criticism for
not doing more to battle airline consolidation.
The president is encouraging the Federal Maritime Commission that regulates
shipping and the Surface Transportation Board that regulates railroads to combat
what the Biden administration sees as a pattern of consolidation and aggressive

pricing that has made it expensive for American companies to transport goods to
market.
The Association of American Railroads has denounced Mr. Biden’s initiative, with
Chief Executive Ian Jefferies saying a proposal that would allow shippers served by a
single railroad to request bids from competing railroads would undermine the
“market-driven principle that keeps the industry viable.”
In the healthcare sector, the order calls on the Department of Health and Human
Services to combat high prescription drug prices and support lower-cost generic
drugs. It also directs HHS to consider issuing rules that would allow the sale of
hearing aids over the counter, an issue Mr. Biden highlighted repeatedly during his
remarks.
The order also targets internet-service providers. It encourages the Federal
Communications Commission to regulate pricing disclosures, contract termination
fees and deals between providers and landlords, which the White House says limit
broadband options for tenants.
In banking, the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau is encouraged to issue new
rules allowing customers to download their banking data from one bank and take it to
another.

Biden FIRES his head of Social Security Administration
Rob Crilly (Senior U.S. Political Reporter) - Dailymail.Com
President Biden on Friday fired Social Security Commissioner Andrew Saul, a
Trump-era holdover who had been accused of mismanaging the delivery of COVID
stimulus payments and union bashing.
He was asked to resign his post but was fired when he refused, according to a White
House official. Republicans immediately accused Biden of politicizing the role, as the
White House leveled the same charge at Saul.
'Since taking office, Commissioner Saul has undermined and politicized Social
Security disability benefits, terminated the agency’s telework policy that was utilized
by up to 25 percent of the agency’s workforce, not repaired S.S.A.’s relationships with
relevant federal employee unions including in the context of COVID-19 workplace
safety planning, reduced due process protections for benefits appeals hearings, and
taken other actions that run contrary to the mission of the agency and the president’s
policy agenda,' said the official.
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His deputy, David Black, resigned on Friday upon request.
However, Saul, 74, told the Washington Post that he would report for work on
Monday morning by logging on remotely from his New York home.
'I consider myself the term-protected commissioner of Social Security,' he said, added
that an email asking for his resignation was the first of the administration's plans for
him.
'It was a bolt of lightning no one expected,' he said. 'And right now it’s left the agency
in complete turmoil.'

Kilolo Kijakazi, currently the deputy commissioner for retirement and disability
policy at SSA, has been appointed acting commissioner in the meantime. Staff were
informed of the changes by email on Friday afternoon.
It follows a Justice Department legal opinion that Saul could be removed despite a
statute saying he could only be fired for malfeasance or neglecting his duties. It found
that a recent Supreme Court ruling meant that he could be fired at will. Saul, a
wealthy Republican donor and former women's clothing executive, was nominated in
2018 by President Trump.
His removal follows a turbulent six months during which Democrats on Capitol Hill
and campaigners for the disabled and elderly urged the Biden administration to fire
him.
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He clashed with unions representing the 60,000 employees who work for the S.S.A.
and was accused of dragging his feet during the roll-out of COVID stimulus payments
to millions of disabled Americans by being slow to share files with the Inland Revenue
Service.
Republicans said Social Security beneficiaries had the most to lose from the dismissal.
As word spread, Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell tweeted: 'This removal
would be an unprecedented and dangerous politicization of the Social Security
Administration.'
And in a joint statement, U.S. Senate Finance Committee Ranking Member Mike
Crapo and U.S. House Ways and Means Ranking Member Kevin Brady, said: “It is
disappointing that the administration is injecting politics into the agency, given that
Commissioner Saul was confirmed with bipartisan approval, worked closely with both
parties in Congress, and provided smooth benefit and service delivery during the
largest management challenge ever faced by the agency.'
As commissioner, Saul oversaw one of the biggest spending government departments.
It pays out more than $1 trillion each year to some 64 million beneficiaries. Trump
nominated him for the post in April 2018 bu Saul's involvement in the conservative
Manhattan Institute, which has repeatedly called for cuts to Social Security benefits,
drew immediate criticism.
'Like so many of Donald Trump’s nominees, Andrew Saul is utterly unqualified for the
position to which he has been nominated,' said the campaign group Social Security
Works at the time. 'He has no background in Social Security whatsoever.'

Massachusetts standoff reveals growing extremist threat
Tom Mockaitis (opinion contributor) - The Hill
Last Saturday, July 3, U.S. law enforcement members once again confronted heavily
armed extremists. The 11 men arrested along I-95 near Wakefield, Mass., are not,
however, white supremacists from the Oath Keepers, Three Percenters, or Proud
Boys but members of a little-known African American group, the Rise of the Moors.
The episode reveals that the threat from domestic extremist groups is widespread and
increasingly diverse.
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The incident began when a Massachusetts State Trooper stopped to assist drivers of
two vehicles refueling by the side of the road. Seeing that some of the men wore body
armor and were armed with pistols and long guns, the officer asked them for
identification, which they failed to provide.
Several of the men fled into the nearby woods, but they eventually surrendered. The
standoff lasted nine hours. To their credit, the officers resolved the situation
peacefully.
The group's leader said they were a militia from Rhode Island traveling to Maine to
engage in training on private land. The suspects insist they did nothing wrong and
were exercising their second amendment rights to "bear arms." However, the local
district attorney charged them with having unlicensed guns and other firearms
violations.
At their arraignment, the defendants denied the charges, and one claimed that the
court had no authority over him because he is a "foreign national." That refusal to
acknowledge legal authority indicates a core tenant of the group's ideology.
The Rise of the Moors are Moorish Sovereign Citizens, a subset of the
larger Sovereign Citizens movement. Sovereign citizens, most of whom are white,
reject the authority of the federal and state governments, refuse to pay taxes, and
consider themselves bound only by common law and answerable solely to the locally
elected sheriff.
White sovereign citizens have traditionally been racist and antisemitic, and many
white supremacists today harbor a deep distrust if not outright hostility to the
government.
Like their white counterparts, Moorish Sovereign Citizens reject government
authority, but their argument rests on a different premise. They insist that as Moors,
which they claim as the true identity of African Americans, they are the original
inhabitants of the United States.

This argument allows them to claim that they are not "sovereign citizens" but the true
government of the country. A variant of this theory argues that status of Moorish
Americans stems from a letter written by President George Washington to the Sultan
of Morocco in 1789.
The letter actually acknowledges the signing of a commerce treaty between the two
countries and contains Washington's promise of American friendship. Rise of the
Moors, however, interprets it as "evidence of Moors having sovereignty or supreme
power over the Americas."
While individual Moorish Sovereign Citizens, like their white counterparts, have
committed crimes, they have not done paramilitary training in groups. That fact
makes the stated goal of the 11 suspects worrying.
Why did they describe themselves as a militia? Were others planning to join them at
the site in Maine? Most importantly, are the Rise of the Moors a fringe group or
indicative of a broader movement? Situated in the context of militia activity in general
and the recent appearance of a more militant African American group in particular,
the Massachusetts incident becomes an even greater cause for concern.
In 2017, the Not F--king Around Coalition (NFAC), an all-Black militia, formed in
response to "racial inequality and police brutality." NFAC recruits veterans (just like
the Oath Keepers) and engages in paramilitary training at a site in Georgia.
The group is led by John Fitzgerald Johnson, also known as Grandmaster Jay, a
controversial figure who opposes Black Lives Matter, wants to establish an
independent Black nation in Texas, and has been accused of tweeting antisemitic
comments. NFAC has conducted marches in several cities, often in response to racial
incidents such as the March 2020 police shooting of Breonna Taylor in Louisville, Ky.
The group has been careful to coordinate its demonstrations with local police and has
avoided confrontations. A former member has been charged with shooting a Daytona,
Fla., police officer, and Grand master Jay has been indicted for allegedly pointing an
assault rifle at officers in Louisville, but NFAC as a group has not been involved in
any violent activity or civil disturbance.
NFAC and the Rise of the Moors have some characteristics in common with white
militias, but they differ in key respects. Both harbor a deep distrust of government and
share the belief that they must defend their own people.
For Black militias, however, that conviction stems from real oppression; for white
groups, it arises from a perceived loss of privilege. White militia members are also far
more numerous and have engaged in many more violent crimes. No African American
group has done anything remotely like the Jan. 6 insurrection.
These distinctions do not mean that Black militias are a good thing. All such
paramilitary groups should be disbanded.
All 50 states have laws or constitutional articles restricting or prohibiting
paramilitary activity by private citizens.

Forty-eight states have constitutional provisions subordinating all military bodies to
the civil authorities.
Twenty-nine states have laws banning the formation of private military groups
without government approval, and 25 states have laws prohibiting at least some
paramilitary activities.
However, many of these laws lack teeth, or there is a lack of political will to enforce
them.
The potentially dire consequences of continuing to ignore the militia menace are not
hard to imagine. A repeat of Jan. 6, either in Washington or at any number of state
capitols, could easily occur. Hate crimes perpetrated by groups, their members, or
fellow travelers are a virtual certainty.
If armed bodies of white extremists continue to train and appear on American streets
with impunity, threatened minorities are sure to respond with organizations of their
own. Armed engagements between rival groups akin to gang wars that plague so
many cities are a horrific but very real possibility.

His Helmet and Tactical Vest Read ‘PRESS,’ But He Just Went to the U.S. Capitol
to Storm It, Feds Say.
Adam Klasfeld - Law & Crime
Prosecutors claim that Matthew Thomas Purse posed as a member of the press in
order to storm the U.S. Capitol on Jan. 6, 2021.
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A California man spotted wearing a black helmet and tactical vest emblazoned with
the word “PRESS” used that outfit as a subterfuge to storm the U.S. Capitol on Jan.
6th, federal prosecutors claim in a recently unsealed complaint.
Court records show that prosecutors initially attempted to arrest Matthew Thomas
Purse, from Irvine, California, in mid-June, only to be rebuffed by U.S. Magistrate

Judge G. Michael Harvey, who had not been satisfied that he was not a member of the
press.
In a memorandum opinion dated June 15, the judge found that the government’s
application did “not provide an adequate factual basis to find probable cause to
believe that Purse had the requisite intent for some, if not all, of those crimes,
especially given his markings as a member of the press (whether he meets the
government’s definition of ‘being associated with the press’ or not) and the lack of
any statements or actions by him that he was anything other than an observer of the
events at the Capitol on January 6th.”
A little less than a two weeks later, prosecutors filed a sealed complaint, and they
succeeded in securing an arrest warrant on Friday. The unsealing of Purse’s charges
was first reported by BuzzFeed News. Purse faces four federal charges: entering and
remaining in a restricted building, disorderly and disruptive conduct in a restricted
building, disorderly conduct in a Capitol building, and parading, demonstrating, or
picketing in a Capitol building.
The FBI agent who signed the affidavit supporting his criminal complaint wrote that
he “does not believe that Purse is a member of the press media or associated with
having press credentials related to the U.S. Capitol.” The agent quoted a confidential
source telling the government that Purse “seems to admit he is not with press,” in his
since-deleted live-stream.
“Mission accomplished, we broke into the Capitol,” Purse said on the live-stream,
the informant allegedly told the FBI.
The government says that Purse does not have press credentials.
“Moreover, [the FBI agent] could not find any employment history for Purse for the
last six years while Purse has resided in California, or any employment history ever
related to any news media organization,” a footnote of the affidavit states.
“Although Purse has a website, the website appears to be primarily used for
live-streaming and does not contain original content.”
Prosecutors say that Purse entered the U.S. Capitol around 2:59 p.m., carrying a
long black pole with what appeared to be a recording device at the end of it.
Some 13 minutes later, Purse exited the building at 3:12 p.m., according to the
affidavit.
The docket in Purse’s case, which does not yet list a defense attorney, states that
authorities arrested him on Friday. His prosecution falls at a time when authorities
executed a flurry of arrests against people accused of assaulting journalists while
storming the Capitol.
One, 43-year-old Shane Jason Woods, has been accused of knocking down a
cameraman and assaulting a police officer. Another, Joshua Dillon Haynes, allegedly
destroyed journalists’ equipment.
“They had to run away from us and leave all their equipment so we destroyed it,”
Haynes texted an associate, according to court documents.

“i Kicked the fake news ass.”
By the Washington Post’s count, five such cases involving attacks on the media on
Jan. 6th were charged in a little more than a week. More than 165 people have
been charged with assaulting or resisting police officers.
(Photo from the FBI’s affidavit)

The art of Hunter Biden's latest deal
Kris Kolesnik (opinion contributor) - The Hill
Just when we had said good riddance to four years of family dealing during the
Trump era, Hunter Biden turns up like a bad penny. That howling you hear in the
distance is the Fox newsroom erupting in uproarious glee.
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According to an article in The Washington Post, Hunter Biden is about to dive into
the murky waters of the art world, and his dealer has set the price range for his work
at an eye-popping $75,000 to $500,000.
Paintings by even well-known impressionists from the 19th century can fall within
that price range. And they're all dead.
At first blush, this might seem like simply a refrain of Biden's joining the board of
energy company Burisma in Ukraine, in which he profited off his father's name when
the latter was vice president.
But in the Burisma case, no evidence was found of then-Vice President Biden doing
favors for his son's company. It simply looked bad. It was Hunter Biden shamelessly
sponging off his father's name while embarrassing his father.

In this case, though, Hunter's deep dive has the White House preposterously in tow.
According to the Post report, White House officials helped craft an ethics agreement
to govern purchases of the artwork. The agreement calls for the nondisclosure of
purchaser and purchase price, even to the First Son.
Why in the world would the White House have any involvement in this matter, either
with a ten-foot pole or one of any other length? Hunter Biden has just proven a
pattern of taking advantage of his father's position.
Just as it's impossible to legislate morality, it's equally unlikely that ethics constraints
can survive in a partnership between an operator like Hunter and the shadowy
spheres of the art world. This is a lose-lose proposition for the White House, and it
invites ridicule, conspiracy theories or worse.
Imagine the endless conspiracy possibilities there are, to the delight of right-wing
media, when you combine Hunter Biden, the White House and the netherworld of art.
There is already an abundance of secrecy in the art world; there's the oft-murky
secondary market; the potential for money- laundering and sanctions-evasion;
questions about real or fake gavel prices and purchaser identities.
Then, throw into the mix the Q-Anon conspiracy mindset, Hannity & Carlson et. al.,
Donald Trump, Russian bots ... the possibilities are endless for creating havoc,
politically. This is truly amateur-hour at the White House.
This is not to say that the White House or President Biden are in on the art of this
deal. But in negotiating the "ethics" deal, they are trying to nail Jell-O to the
proverbial wall. It legitimizes the illegitimate and the impossible.
If the president wants to be involved, he and his son should have family discussions
about how embarrassing this is for the president, and then walk away.
Ethics attorney Walter Schaub, via tweet, said the White House "outsourced
government ethics to a private art dealer." Well said.
There are two ways to make it as an artist. The first is the conventional route - go to a
prominent art school; get juries into shows; exhibit your work; earn solo shows; build
your resume. The more you sell, the higher the price you can charge. But first you
have to pay your dues.
The second way is to have a "Bigfoot" sponsor you. Jackson Pollack had Peggy
Guggenheim. Hunter Biden has, apparently, his father. What a life. For any artist,
that's the dream scenario. Hunter Biden never had to pay dues. His dream came true,
though, thanks to his dad.
The arrangement Hunter has with his New York dealer seemingly draws him into the
realm of art as currency, rather than art for the sake of art. The dealer sets his prices
artificially, or "subjectively." The dealer wants a hefty commission, so he subjectively
jacks up the price. Any typical artist who jacks up his prices, beyond what normal
purchasers will pay, will starve - but not if you've got a Bigfoot.

How did Pollack get so famous and collectible by randomly flinging paint onto a
canvas using his "drip style?" Because Pollack had art collector/socialite
Guggenheim supporting him and showing him off, giving him entrée into her world.
The difference between Hunter and Pollack, in the world of art as currency, is that
Pollack's works are still a great long-term investment; Hunter's likely are not. The
value of Hunter's works are most probably short-term - specifically, either four or
eight years long. After the Biden presidency, collectors will be dumping their Hunters.
And that's precisely why this Hunter Biden art arrangement stinks.
There is little value in his art other than Joe Biden's name. For that very reason,
given all the ethical hollowness of the last administration, the White House should
toss the ten-foot pole arrangement and wash its hands of the whole mess.
(Kris Kolesnik is a 34-year veteran of federal government oversight. He spent 19
years as senior counselor and director of investigations for Sen. Chuck
Grassley (R-Iowa). Kolesnik then became executive director of the National
Whistleblower Center. Finally, he spent 10 years working with the Department of the
Interior's Office of Inspector General as the associate inspector general for external
affairs.)

Russia, China, Iran Step Up Talks as Afghanistan Loses Border Control
Tom O'Connor - Newsweek
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China, Russia and Iran are stepping up talks geared toward preserving stability
across Central Asia, including in Afghanistan, where the country's government is

rapidly losing control of its borders to Taliban advances in the wake of a U.S.
military withdrawal.
As the U.S. pulled the last of its forces out of a 20-year war set to officially conclude
by the end of August, fighters of the Taliban movement have gained control of key
border crossings with neighboring Iran, Tajikistan and, most recently, Turkmenistan.
The Taliban, with which the U.S. struck a peace deal in March of last year, has
downplayed the prospect of a civil war erupting, and regional powers often critical of
the U.S. presence in Afghanistan are intensifying efforts to prevent such an outcome
in its absence.
"The situation is rapidly deteriorating," the Russian embassy in Washington
told Newsweek.
"We attribute it to the hasty pull-out of the U.S. and other NATO countries' troops."
Moscow has a long shared history across Central Asia, much of which was
incorporated into the Soviet bloc during the existence of the USSR. However,
Moscow's attempt to defend a communist government in Afghanistan in the 1980s was
thwarted by local resistance with international backing, including that of the U.S.
But the conflict among Mujahideen parties that followed Russia's exit gave rise to the
Taliban and Al-Qaeda, and the U.S. eventually found itself struggling to defend a
Kabul government for twice as long as the Soviets had.
Ironically, Russian is now claiming that the U.S. has a responsibility to prevent
another Afghan collapse.
Biden Says U.S. Military Mission In Afghanistan Will End Aug. 31
"Our criticism of the U.S. policy is aimed at encouraging Washington to take a more
comprehensive approach on addressing the issues in Afghanistan," the Russian
embassy said.
Russia's own efforts to do so are embodied in direct outreach to Afghan parties, the
embassy noted. Last week, Russian National Security Council Secretary Nikolay
Patrushev held security talks with Afghan counterpart Hamdullah Mohib in Moscow,
and on Thursday, Kremlin presidential envoy for Afghanistan Zamir Kabulov hosted
the Taliban.
The Russian strategy also involved international efforts, including the "extended
troika" that includes China, Pakistan and the U.S. In April, the parties agreed, the
embassy said, "that the withdrawal of foreign troops should be conducted in a
responsible manner, ensure a steady transition, the peace process should not be
disrupted, no fights or turbulence shall occur in that country."
"Unfortunately," the embassy added, "that is not the case."
China is also raising the alarm.

In Beijing, Chinese Foreign Minister Wang Yi is preparing a visit next week to
Turkmenistan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan, all of which neighbor Afghanistan and are
considered strategic partners by China.
The trio are also members of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, alongside
India, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Pakistan and Russia.
Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesperson Wang Wenbin told a press conference Friday
that all Shanghai Cooperation Organization members are "close neighbors of
Afghanistan and can play an active role in promoting the process of peace,
reconciliation and reconstruction in Afghanistan," which he noted was now "at a
critical juncture" due to the exit of U.S. and allied forces.
And, in comments mirroring the Russian position, he linked the top diplomat's visit
directly to this fluid situation.
"Against the backdrop of the hasty withdrawal of U.S. and NATO forces and the
complicated evolution of the situation in Afghanistan," Wang Wenbin said, "this
meeting is of important significance for properly dealing with the changing situation
in post-withdrawal Afghanistan, jointly advancing the peace and reconciliation
process, strengthening efforts to fight the three evil forces, namely, terrorist,
separatist and extremist forces, and effectively maintaining regional security and
stability."
Beijing views this "evil" trifecta as the greatest threat to both its own national
security and that of the region, which borders Xinjiang province, home to vocational
education and training centers that Washington has likened to "concentration camps"
for China's Uighur Muslim minority group.
China has repeatedly defended the sites as part of a broader counter-terrorism
strategy against Uighur militant groups such as the East Turkestan Islamic Party, or
Turkestan Islamic Movement, which has been active in Afghanistan as well as Syria.
As the U.S.-China geopolitical rivalry worsens, Chinese officials argue that
Washington is seeking to stir unrest in Xinjiang.
And, like Russia, China blames the U.S. for the deteriorating security conditions in
Afghanistan.
"As so many facts have proven, between the morally right thing to do in the world and
selfish interests, the U.S. always chooses the latter," Wang Wenbin said. "The U.S.
has been trying to force its so-called freedom and democracy on others and push for
regime changes around the world. This has led to conflict, war, terrorism, refugees,
among other complications that still persist today."
In the latest instance, he argued, "the U.S., in disregard of its responsibilities and
obligations, hastily withdrew from Afghanistan, leaving a mess and turmoil to the
Afghan people and regional countries," a decision that has "further exposed the
hypocritical face of the U.S. under the cover of 'defending democracy and human
rights.'"
As the U.S. pullout nears its completion, China also sees value in engaging Afghan
parties directly. The Taliban has reciprocated this message, with spokesperson Suhail
Shaheen telling This Week in Asia on Wednesday that the group saw China as a
"friend" whose security and investments are "very important for us."

HOSHANG HASHIMI/AFP/Getty Images. Afghan militia gather with their weapons
to support Afghanistan security forces against the Taliban, in Afghan warlord and
former Mujahideen leader Ismail Khan's house in Herat on July 9.
That same day, Taliban fighters seized a key border crossing with Turkmenistan in
Herat.
Across Afghanistan's western border, Iran has also reached out to both sides of the
conflict in the neighboring nation.
Tehran hosted both the Afghan government and Taliban officials in a two-day round
of talks that concluded Friday. The two rivals produced a six-clause statement in
which they rejected war and vowed to pursue a peaceful settlement. Iranian Foreign
Minister Mohammad Javad Zarif outlined his own vision for peace.
"Courage in peacetime is more important than courage in war," Zarif said, "because
one should show altruism and indulgence for the sake of peace, abnegate maximum
demands, and pay attention to the other side's demands, particularly in these
negotiations that there is no other party, as the two sides are brothers and are in the
pursuit of peace and calm for the Afghan nation."
"What I want from you," he added, "is to seize this opportunity and end the war in
Afghanistan as soon as possible and provide the people of Afghanistan with an
opportunity for development."
But concerns still exist as Afghan soldiers flee across the border amid Taliban gains.
Iranian Foreign Ministry spokesperson Saeed Khatibzadeh affirmed that Tehran
would address any threats in line with Iran's own interests and bilateral agreements
with Kabul.

"The Islamic Republic of Iran will take the necessary measures in accordance with
the laws and regulations and in accordance with the border agreements with
Afghanistan and within the framework of good neighborliness," he told reporters.
In Washington, President Joe Biden has highlighted the necessity of other powers
investing in a stable Afghanistan as the U.S. drew its longest-ever war to a close. He
noted in remarks Thursday that "there's a number of countries who have a grave
concern about what's going to happen in Afghanistan relative to their security."
It was up to them, he said, to augment their approaches.
"Countries in the region have an essential role to play in supporting a peaceful
settlement," Biden said Thursday.
"We'll work with them, and they should help step up their efforts as well."

The US is leaving Afghanistan. The Taliban is gaining. What happens now?
Jen Kirby - Vox.com
“Is the Taliban takeover of Afghanistan inevitable?”
That’s the question a reporter put to President Joe Biden this week at a press
conference on the US’s draw down in Afghanistan.
“No, it is not,” Biden said, noting that Afghan government troops greatly outnumber
the Taliban and are “as well-equipped as any army in the world.”
That may be true, but numbers alone don’t tell the whole story. The Taliban has
rapidly expanded its territorial control over the last week and is closing in on the
capital, Kabul.
On Monday, more than 1,000 Afghan soldiers reportedly fled into neighboring
Tajikistan to escape a Taliban advance. A US intelligence assessment has said the
Afghan government could fall in six months once US and other international troops
leave.
It makes it hard to see a Taliban takeover as anything other than extremely likely, if
not truly inevitable. For that reason, it’s worth thinking about what it would actually
mean if that were to happen. What does that look like? And how should the Biden
administration respond?
I spoke with Madiha Afzal, a fellow at the Brooking Institution think tank and an
expert on the region, to talk through some of these questions.
Afzal’s not necessarily convinced that a full Taliban takeover is imminent. “It could
happen down the road, but not without some significant fighting,” she told me. But,
she said, “The fundamental question facing the Biden administration is, whatever
government setup emerges in Afghanistan, will it pose a threat to the US?”
Our conversation, edited for length and clarity, is below.

Jen Kirby
I know it’s a very complicated situation on the ground in Afghanistan, but can you
give a basic overview of the landscape right now as the US withdraws?
Madiha Afzal
I think many of us feared that with withdrawal, without a peace deal between the
Taliban and Kabul, the most likely outcome would be some kind of a civil war. Not
necessarily an imminent Taliban takeover, but a civil war that could be a protracted
one.
Now, given the losses that Afghan security forces have suffered in the last few days
after US forces departed the Bagram Air Base, those rapid losses have led some to
believe it’s only a matter of time before the Taliban takes over — and, in fact, that
military takeover might be more likely, that the fight will soon move to provincial
capitals and cities and the Afghan security forces will have the same kind of losses
they’ve faced over the last few days.
But that may not necessarily be the case. It could be that the fight is stronger in
Afghan cities, provincial capitals, certainly in Kabul. There’s also the question of
what happens if the Taliban gets to Kabul and tries to take over Kabul. Does the US
step in in some way? Do NATO forces step in some way? That’s a question that was
raised, at least in some recent reporting.
So I think the most likely outcome is fighting that will soon move to Afghanistan’s
provincial capitals. But it doesn’t necessarily mean that a full Taliban takeover is
imminent. It could happen down the road, but not without some significant fighting.
Jen Kirby
As you said, it’s hard to know what will happen. But, from the US perspective, is that
the key goal? To keep the central government and Afghan security forces intact? Or
do you think the US government is thinking about the strategy differently as it leaves?
Madiha Afzal
That thinking is probably still evolving as the US views what is happening. I think an
eventual outcome, if one thinks about it — and this could be down the road — could
be a part of Afghanistan ruled by the Taliban, and one part of it, perhaps, ruled by a
government that is friendlier to the United States.
Would the US step in in some way to avoid Kabul being taken over by the Taliban? I
think that’s a question. In all the discussions that the US has been having with
Pakistan and other countries trying to establish the horizon counter-terrorism
capabilities, we don’t really have a satisfactory answer there, I think because nothing
has really been decided.
With all those discussions, to me, the fundamental question facing the Biden
administration is, whatever government setup emerges in Afghanistan, will it pose a
threat to the US?
Even if it’s complete — let’s go to the extreme — even if it’s a complete Taliban
takeover, does it pose a threat to the United States or not? The US doesn’t have to
give it aid. The US doesn’t have to give it legitimacy. The US may even sanction it. It
has certain tools. But if it exists, like it did in the 1990s, does it give haven to
AL-Qaeda? Does it allow its soil to be used to attack the United States?

That’s when this government becomes a problem for the United States. So if it’s a
small part of Afghanistan, or a significant part of Afghanistan, that is being ruled by a
Taliban government, again, the same question arises.
Jen Kirby
So the question is not so much whether or not the Taliban will take over, but rather in
what form, and if it acts like a rogue actor. But if the Taliban doesn’t, say, give safe
harbor to terrorists, then the US may not be as concerned, even if that’s an
uncomfortable position after 20 years of nation-building.
Madiha Afzal
Exactly. President Biden has been talking about the terrorist threat from Afghanistan
being a key concern. He alludes to that repeatedly, saying, basically, “Look, the
terrorist threat has morphed, it has gone elsewhere.” So, at least for his
administration, the central question around the Taliban’s ascendance would be: What
kind of threat does it pose to the US?
Jen Kirby
This may be an impossible question to answer, but do we have a sense of what the
Taliban might do, learning the lessons of 20 years? Perhaps they’re less eager to host
terrorists? Or maybe not?
Madiha Afzal
The answer to that is probably a little bit mixed, and maybe not satisfactory because
there is a lot we don’t know. The Taliban is good at rhetoric. It’s good at propaganda.
What it says is not what actually happens.
We should be very wary when it comes to the Taliban. There’s also a divide between
the Taliban political leadership — which seems to know how to use rhetoric and
propaganda — versus rural Taliban or foot soldiers who a) believe in the same
draconian, regressive forms of governance they did in the 1990s, and b) believe that
they’ve won a jihadist victory. And this means you don’t compromise, going back to
the way things were in the 1990s.
The Taliban political leadership isn’t fully clear on what it wants in terms of girls’
education, women going to work, and so on. It has just said it’s going to be in line
with Islam.
I think we ought to be wary of how much the Taliban has changed. That being said,
they seem to enjoy international legitimacy. Now, whether that’s just because they
want to use that to make the US get out of Afghanistan and then essentially go back to
the ways of the 1990s, that could be.
They’re on a diplomatic tour of sorts, having just gone to Iran. They sometimes visit
Pakistan. They’re making relationships with other countries, it seems, and countries
beyond those they were in touch with in the 1990s.
So will they want to be a pariah state, isolated as they were in the ’90s? I’m not quite
sure about that. They certainly want to fully take over Afghanistan at whatever cost.
What they want after that, in terms of their relationship with other countries and their
international status, that’s something where people think, “Maybe we can get them to
moderate based on their desire for international legitimacy.”
That’s the open question. I am severely skeptical of that.
Jen Kirby

That makes me think of the US peace deal with the Taliban, brokered under the
Trump administration, which seemed to give the Taliban the type of legitimacy it
craved. Was that, in retrospect, a turning point for the Taliban? Did that have any
influence?
Madiha Afzal
Absolutely. I think the US-Taliban deal signed in Doha gave the Taliban more
legitimacy than anything until then. The Taliban has been building on that legitimacy
since then. The fact that the Afghan government in Kabul wasn’t even party to that
deal, that the US agreed with the Taliban on things that it then got the Afghan
government to do, such as the release of prisoners. These are all things that really
bolstered the Taliban, whether we like it or not.
And, in some sense, it’s become an actor that is much more confident in itself after
that. People talk about Pakistan using its leverage over the Taliban. Well, a lot of
other actors now have less leverage over the Taliban to get them to do what they want
because the Taliban has been granted this international legitimacy, by the US more
than anyone else.
Jen Kirby
So from a US standpoint, do you try to leverage that? Now that you’ve had these
negotiations with the Taliban, do you try to work the gears diplomatically and try to
engage?
Madiha Afzal
Sadly, I think an unconditional withdrawal basically makes the peace process
redundant. The Taliban has shown that by its military strategy since.
Where our leverage existed was in this little time period that we had between the
Doha deal being signed and our final withdrawal. So, to me, our troops — as cynical
as that sounds — are where the leverage lay because that’s what the Taliban wanted.
It wanted US troops to leave. But it didn’t have to grant the US anything. It didn’t
have to do anything to get the troops to leave, so we lost that leverage by the
unconditional withdrawal that the president announced in April.
Jen Kirby
So essentially the US said, “Do those things and we’ll leave.” And then they didn’t
and we left anyway, but we still want them to do those things.
Madiha Afzal
Exactly. So you can see how the incentives fall away for the Taliban.
Jen Kirby
Does the US, do you think, still have to take the lead when it comes to the future of
Afghanistan? Or do you think it will shift elsewhere, maybe to NATO or the United
Nations?
Madiha Afzal
I think the Biden administration has been trying to say, “Look, regional countries
have a responsibility here, and they really need to step up.” Pakistan, Russia, China
— obviously Turkey’s important, India. That’s where the Biden administration is

pointing the finger. It depends on the outcomes. But I think there’s a serious
credibility problem for the US if it just looks away.
President Biden has, in terms of promising assistance, basically said, “This is a new
chapter where the partnership is not a military one, but we will be there for you in
other ways.” I think the US feels some burden of responsibility and, I think, will not
look away entirely — though the Biden administration would probably like to focus
on other things.
I think this is an administration that does care about its perception in the world, and
does not want to be thought of as abandoning Afghanistan. But whether that in
practice has any major effect beyond — not necessarily lip service, but rhetorical
support, we’ll have to see.
Jen Kirby
I’m wondering if there is another way to protect some of the gains in Afghanistan,
especially around human rights, but maybe not around the paradigm of a centrally
functioning Afghan government. Is there such an approach for the US to take?
Madiha Afzal
The US cannot be the one to sustain a centrally functioning government in
Afghanistan. Again, Biden talked about that quite candidly, saying it’s very difficult.
So how can those gains be protected? I think the US is banking on — kind of pun
intended — assistance: security, financial, economic, humanitarian, all sorts of
assistance. And that the Taliban will, militarily, face push back.
So perhaps it is looking at some outcome where there could be a decentralized
framework, where the cities have a different set-up versus the rural areas, and large
swaths of the country are ruled by the Taliban.
All of this will really depend on how things go militarily — whether the Afghan
security forces are really able to put up a fight in those areas. Because remember that
many of the gains we talk about — schools, employment — these were felt and seen in
the urban areas and not in the rural areas. So in some sense, the rural areas being
taken over by the Taliban may get some measure of stability in whatever form because
the fighting stops.
And so what happens to the urban areas? Is there a way for the US to help the
Afghans hold on to those gains a little bit longer? There’s a segment of Afghan
society that doesn’t want to let those gains go. I also know that many of them are
leaving. It’s a very dynamic situation.
So that one is hard to talk about without knowing how things are going to go
militarily. There is a bit of a wait-and-see approach because the assistance
announced is what it is. Given that and given the fighting power of the Afghan
security forces, can they put up a fight?
Jen Kirby
Do you think there is any scenario where the US would recommit or intervene
militarily in Afghanistan to do that?
Madiha Afzal
That’s a big question — the million-dollar question. People have talked about, well, if
an ISIS-like situation emerges, as with post-Iraq withdrawal and the rise of ISIS.
That’s not what we are necessarily worried about in Afghanistan. I think the

terrorism threat that emerges from Afghanistan will not be something we see in the
short term. It’s not going to be quick.
The worry is that once the Taliban has taken over some parts of Afghanistan [and US
troops have left], they start to let al-Qaeda or other terrorist groups do what they
want, and then al-Qaeda regroups or other terrorist groups [get stronger], and then
perhaps begin posing a threat to the United States. That’s the worry.
In that case, though, the US assumes counter-terrorism capabilities are going to be
enough. So, honestly, in this administration, I don’t really see that happening. I don’t
see the US military becoming involved again in Afghanistan.
Jen Kirby
It does seem very bleak, if I’m being honest. If there is a best-case scenario for
Afghanistan right now, even against long odds?
Madiha Afzal
Up to the US-Taliban deal signed in Doha, I thought maybe we could actually get a
decent deal signed. That was a pretty bad deal to begin with. Once it was signed,
things have just been downhill from there. So I thought things looked bleak in
February 2020.
They look far worse now. I am wary enough of the Taliban that I don’t see any
evidence that they will either go for a peace deal or change their ways, not want a
military takeover. I think perhaps the hope — and hope is not a strategy — the hope
lies in perhaps the Afghan government and security forces being able to muster
something up to hold them back. And I’m very sadly watching with worry.
Jen Kirby
Even in that scenario, it seems as if it will just generate more fighting, more violence,
which will be felt by the people of Afghanistan.
Madiha Afzal
That’s absolutely right. In the medium term, that just means bloodshed.
I can’t imagine what those in Afghanistan are thinking about the future. It requires a
lot of bravery just to be there, just to continue to go on doing the jobs they’re doing.
Women journalists in particular — so many attacked in the last few months. Going to
school may mean you don’t go home. It’s just horrible.

Cuomo's 'gun emergency': Illusion disguised as action
Jonathan Turley (opinion contributor) - The Hill
Much of politics is based on what behavioral economists call "action bias," the
compulsion "to act even if there's no evidence that it will lead to a better outcome."
That bias was evident this week when New York Gov. Andrew Cuomo declared a
gun-violence emergency, explaining that "we went from one epidemic to another
epidemic."
Cuomo's declaration will do little beyond satisfying a need to act. Indeed, its main
component - a law allowing citizens to sue gun manufacturers - will be as productive
as trying to win the New York Marathon by running furiously in place. Yet Cuomo

noted that crime fears have drained New York City of people and "they're not coming
back unless they feel safe." That demands action, even when it is purely illusory.

Getty Images
To be fair, politicians are not alone in action bias. A 2007 study showed the same
bias among soccer goaltenders who instinctively jump to the right (44.4 percent) or
the left (49.3 percent) without knowing where a penalty kick will land, even though
staying in the center (6.3 percent) is the optimal choice. But politics is about
perception so "doing something is better than nothing," even when nothing will likely
be achieved.
Cuomo's gun emergency package does include some concrete benefits not directly
tied to gun violence. Of the $138.7 million in funding, for example, $58 million will go
to summer youth programs.
The highlight of the package, though, is a new law allowing people harmed by
firearms to sue the manufacturers. Not only does that law face serious constitutional
challenges but similar lawsuits brought on similar grounds have failed miserably in
the courts.
The new law is written to get around a federal ban on such lawsuits. After a slew of
lawsuits against the gun industry on a variety of different claims, Congress passed the
Protection of Lawful Commerce in Arms Act of 2005, giving gun sellers and
manufacturers immunity from liability arising out of the criminal misuse of firearms.
The New York law focuses on an exception under the law if a company "knowingly
violated a state or federal statute applicable to the sale or marketing" of firearms.
However, the New York law is precisely what Congress sought to deter in lawsuits
designed to curtail Second Amendment rights by seeking "damages and other relief
for the harm caused by the misuse of firearms by third parties, including criminals."
The exception under the law expressly refers to knowing or reckless violations of state
reporting and qualification rules.

Cuomo himself may have undermined the law at its signing, declaring that it was
designed "to reinstate public nuisance liability for gun manufacturers." He hailed the
law as effectively reversing the federal legislation: "The only industry in the United
States of America immune from lawsuits are the gun manufacturers, but we will not
stand for that any longer.
" Sponsors and supporters specifically referred to the continuing effort to repeal the
federal law by using this law to effectively negate it - but states are not allowed to
simply negate or nullify federal laws under the Supremacy Clause of the Constitution.
The law itself does not help much. It advances a vague standard to hold gun
manufacturers and sellers responsible for the public nuisance of illegal gun use if
they fail to implement "reasonable controls" to prevent the unlawful sale, possession
or use of firearms within the state.
It only references the federal exception in defining "reasonable controls" to include
implementing programs to secure inventory from theft and prevent illegal retail sales.
If the law is narrowly confined to such reporting and qualification violations, it is
unlikely to have much of an impact on gun manufacturers. If it is used more broadly,
it is unlikely to be upheld by the courts. Either way, it is not the law being pitched to
the public.
New York City previously tried to use nuisance law to hold gun manufacturers liable
and even challenged the federal law as unconstitutional. It failed on both grounds in
2013 before the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit. In City of New York v.
Beretta, the Second Circuit left open what a "predicate statute" might look like for the
exception, but it rejected the prior nuisance statute.
New York responded by simply taking the same nuisance tactic and putting it into a
gun law. It is the type of argument that a number of judges (and Supreme Court
justices) would find too clever by half.
Even if the law passes constitutional review, there remains its ambiguous standard.
For decades, states and cities have tried to curtail gun sales through nuisance
litigation; they have uniformly failed because the effort is transparently an effort to
achieve gun control through litigation. They also have sought to hold companies
liable vicariously for the crimes of third parties.
Yet the Second Amendment is an individually-held right that the Supreme Court has
repeatedly protected from such clever legislative measures. Each law was popular
when enacted and then bemoaned when it became the vehicle for even greater
gun-rights decisions. New York has a history of reckless legislation on gun control,
and it previously earned the ire of some Supreme Court justices by abandoning
litigation.
Last year, the court was faced with a challenge to a New York law that imposed what
some of us viewed as clearly unconstitutional limits on the transport of lawful
firearms (even after it was upheld by lower courts). In passing the law, New York
officials publicly promised they were certain of the constitutionality of the law and
would litigate it all the way to the Supreme Court.

When the court accepted the case for review, however, the same officials bolted like a
flock of seagulls to avoid a decision, amending the law to moot the issue before the
court could strike it down. The court ultimately dismissed the case, over three
dissenting justices.
It was a rare instance in which the court resisted such a mootness ruling after a party
sought to withdraw - but, then, few litigants were as open about evading a contrary
decision. Justices Neil Gorsuch and Clarence Thomas specifically called out New
York for "manipulating" the docket by withdrawing an unconstitutional law just
before a final opinion.
Politicians have "action bias" because they know the public favors leaders of action
and rarely blame them when their actions prove to be costly failures. The question is
whether New York officials will keep this renewed pledge to litigate the law all the
way to the Supreme Court. There are at least three justices who likely are eager to see
them fulfill that pledge.
(Jonathan Turley is the Shapiro Professor of Public Interest Law at George
Washington University. You can find his updates on Twitter @JonathanTurley.)

China's 'wolf warrior diplomacy' has come to Wall Street
Linette Lopez (llopez@businessinsider.com)

Kevin Frayer/Getty Images Chinese President and Chairman of the Communist Party
Xi Jinping appears on a large screen as performers dance during a mass gala
marking the 100th anniversary of the Communist Party on June 28, 2021 at the
Olympic Bird's Nest stadium in Beijing, China.

China's assertive, nationalistic behavior - known as "wolf warrior diplomacy" - has
come to the financial markets.
This week Beijing punished a Chinese tech company that listed on the New York Stock
exchange, and announced rules to govern all Chinese companies listed abroad.
Consider this part of the Chinese Communist Party tightening its grip on power at
home, and closing its doors power from abroad.
It was only a matter of time before Beijing's heightened nationalism came to Wall
Street. This week, Chinese authorities punished Didi, a ride sharing company, for its
June 30 public debut on the New York Stock Exchange. Shortly after the Didi
crackdown, Beijing announced new measures that could restrict Chinese companies
going public abroad.
What all this is telling us is that Beijing is no longer going to tolerate its tech stars
making foreigners rich on foreign exchanges. And it is further evidence that China is
closing its society and economy to the West.
Bring it all back home
In order to more freely list on foreign stock exchanges, Chinese companies create
something called a "variable interest entity." In such an arrangement, a Chinese
company creates another company in a tax haven like the Cayman Islands where
foreigners can invest.
The Chinese company then signs an agreement that gives control and profits to the
Cayman entity, from which money is distributed to shareholders and the company
back in China. For years, Beijing generally looked the other way when it came to
VIEs.
Now, according to Bloomberg, Beijing's new regulations are designed to limit the
ability of Chinese companies to set up these entities. The proposed rules would govern
what data can and can't be shared abroad, target "illegal securities activities," and
set up extra-national laws Chinese companies would have to follow regardless of
where they are listed.
Didi shares are down around 20% since it's IPO, in part because Beijing announced
these measures, and in part because it has become a target for authorities at home.
On July 2, the Cyberspace Administration of China announced it was investigating
Didi. Two days later China's app stores were ordered to stop allowing users to
download Didi. The CAC claims that Didi was illegally collecting user data.
And perhaps that's true. But it's also likely that this is a signal that "wolf warrior"
aggression - a kind of Chinese diplomacy named after a hyper-nationalistic film- has
come to financial markets.
Two other Chinese tech companies listed in the US - Kanzhun and Full Truck Alliance
- also had their downloads halted by Chinese regulators. The almost 250 Chinese
companies worth $2 trillion in market cap listed on major US exchanges should all be
watching their backs.

China is closing
There are two main reasons for this seemingly sudden crackdown - one is China's
increasing antagonism with the West, and the other is the Chinese Communist Party's
own desire for power and self-preservation. Together they amount to the reality that
China is once again closing its doors to the world, reversing the opening that began
in the 1970s.
As part of a larger crackdown on civil society, the Chinese Communist Party has been
tightening its control over any sources of power that might challenge it at home. That
includes tech billionaires like Alibaba founder Jack Ma, who has recently been
publicly brought to heel by Beijing. And it includes tech companies, like Tencent and
Pinduoduo, another e-commerce giant.
Targeting tech companies that list abroad also puts pressure on Chinese companies
to consider an IPO to list in Shanghai or Hong Kong instead. It is no secret that
China's encroachment into Hong Kong prompted an exodus of financial firms from
the city. Making it the new landing place for Chinese tech companies to go public
could help it maintain its status as a global financial center.
It is also no secret that the US and China are at risk of what some call "decoupling"essentially breaking ties and creating a world with separate US or China-centric
technologies and financial centers. In some ways, because the two powers have
become so antagonistic, this is already happening. Domestically, Beijing has been
investing in technological advancements with the hopes making the country a
techno-superpower by 2025. Now it's calling its companies home.
What's doubly important is that none of the above is primarily about making China
rich. It's all about hoarding power for the CCP. Under President Xi Jinping that has
become Beijing's motivation above all else, and we should all expect it to act
accordingly - even when it means hurting its own domestic companies.
A chilling effect
Last year Congress passed the Holding Foreign Companies Accountable Act, which
requires foreign companies listed on US stock exchanges to be audited by the Public
Company Accounting Oversight Board's. If they refuse for three years in a row they
can be delisted. Last month, the Senate passed a law that would shorten the time
frame to two years in a row.
The problem with this is that so far, Chinese regulators will have absolutely none of
it.
This is a stare down. If Chinese companies listed here in the US do not comply they
will be delisted. If they do comply Beijing could come down hard on these companies
at home. In the meantime recriminations are flying. GOP Sen. Marco Rubio of
Florida called the Didi IPO "reckless and irresponsible" weeks before Beijing
clamped down on the company, arguing that Didi is a black box.
Rubio and Democratic Sen. Senator Bob Casey of Pennsylvania introduced a bill in
May that would prohibit companies from going public on US exchanges if they do not
comply with US regulators and submit to an audit from the Public Company
Accounting Oversight Board.

All of this pressure from Beijing and Washington will, without a doubt, have a
chilling effect on Chinese companies listing here in the United States. So yes, this is
another form of decoupling - and it's coming from both sides of the Pacific.

Taliban fighters execute 22 Afghan commandos as they try to surrender
By Anna Coren, Sandi Sidhu and Tim Lister - CNN

Over clear but unsteady video, the words ring out: "Surrender, commandos,
surrender." Several men emerge from a building; they are clearly unarmed.
Gunfire erupts. At least a dozen men are seen shot to death amid cries of "Allahu
Akhbar" -- God is Great.
The victims were members of an Afghan Special Forces unit: their executioners, the
Taliban. The summary killings took place on June 16 in the town of Dawlat Abad in
Faryab province, close to Afghanistan's border with Turkmenistan.
CNN has obtained and verified several videos of the incident and has spoken with
witnesses.
Videos show the commandos' bodies strewn across an outdoor market. After a fierce
battle to hold the town, the commandos had run out of ammunition and were
surrounded by the Taliban fighters, witnesses said.

Wakil Kohsar/AFP/Getty Images General Austin Miller, the top US commander in
Afghanistan, passes the flag of US-led Resolute Support mission to General Kenneth
McKenzie, the head of US Central Command, on July 12.
In one video, about 45 seconds long, a bystander can be heard saying in Pashto, the
local language: "Don't shoot them, don't shoot them, I beg you don't shoot them." The
bystander then asks: "How are you Pashtun killing Afghans?" The Pashtuns are the
main ethnic group in Afghanistan.
At the end of the video, another voice off-camera says: "Take everything off them."
In another video, a man can be heard saying: "Open his body armor." One fighter
can be seen taking equipment off the body of one of the commandos. The Red Cross
confirmed the bodies of 22 commandos were retrieved.
The killing of the soldiers stands in stark contrast to the Taliban's efforts to show it is
accepting the surrender of soldiers and, in some instances, paying them to go home as
it makes territorial gains across Afghanistan.

Rahmat Gul/AP The US military left Afghanistan's Bagram Airfield on July 5, and
didn't notify the new Afghan commander for more than two hours.

The Taliban posted a video three days after the fighting in Dawlat Abad, showing the
seizure of military trucks and weapons. The video claimed that "the Washington
guards, a CIA specially trained special commando who had been pursuing the
Taliban in Dawlat Abad, Faryab, were captured alive by the Taliban, disarmed and
handcuffed."

CNN General Hazir Azimi said his son was responsible for calling for air support but
none came.
The Taliban has denied the alleged executions, stating in a Twitter post on
Wednesday that the accusation is "fictitious" and accusing CNN of fabricating video
evidence.
"The report is from a fake scene combined with footage from another where 22
commandos were killed during clashes while carrying out an operation in Faryab
province," a Taliban spokesperson wrote.
In a statement to CNN Wednesday, Afghan Ministry of Defence spokesperson Fawad
Aman said the executions constitute a "war crime."
"This is not the first time the Taliban have shot dead our soldiers. The Taliban have
no mercy on anyone; From the military to innocent civilians are executed. The
Taliban cannot deny this crime. The video clearly shows the Taliban executing our
soldiers after surrender," Aman stated.
Human rights watchdog Amnesty International UK said that the killings amounted to
a war crime.
"This deeply disturbing footage is horrific and gives insight into the increasingly
desperate situation enveloping in Afghanistan. What we are witnessing is the
cold-blooded murder of surrendering soldiers -- a war crime," the group said after
CNN's reporting on the killings first aired Monday.

Javed Tanveer/AFP/Getty Images Afghan security personnel stand guard as Afghan
security forces fight the Taliban in Kandahar on July 9.
Samira Hamidi, Amnesty International's South Asia Campaigner, said: "This evidence
suggests that the Taliban's persistent claims to have changed their ways are
predicated on a lie and completely undermines their claims that they will respect
human rights in the peace process."
She added that Afghan authorities should "launch an immediate investigation into this
reprehensible act," and if they failed to bring perpetrators to justice, "the
international community and the International Criminal Court must step in."
They 'shot them all'
According to several witnesses interviewed by CNN in Dawlat Abad, the commandos
were shot in cold blood.
One man said the commandos arrived in the town with several tanks but ran out of
ammunition after two hours of fighting and received no support from the air.
"The commandos were surrounded by the Taliban. Then they brought them into the
middle of the street and shot them all," the witness said.
He also suggested some Taliban fighters were not from the region and may have been
foreign because he could not understand what they were saying when they spoke
between themselves.
A second witness -- a shopkeeper in the bazaar where the shooting took place -agreed some of the Taliban sounded foreign.
He said the commandos "were not fighting. They all put their hands up and
surrendered, and (the Taliban) were just shooting."

Family Handout Sohrab Azimi trained in the US.
Another shopkeeper corroborated this account: "I was so scared when the Taliban
started shooting the commandos. On that day everyone was scared. I was hiding in
my shop." He said he watched the shooting unfold through a small hole in the wall.
Local officials have criticized the dispatch of elite commandos to the town with no
reinforcement or air cover.
Abdul Ahad Ailbek, a member of Faryab's Provincial Council, said the force that
arrived did not know the area, nor which districts the Taliban controlled.
The Taliban claims defections
Across Afghanistan, tens of thousands of civilians have been displaced amid a surge
in fighting that followed US President Joe Biden's announcement that all US troops
will be withdrawn from the country by September 11.
Since then, the Taliban claims to have taken control of nearly 200 districts across
Afghanistan -- mostly in the north and north-west. In many areas, they have met little
resistance.
In a statement Monday, the Taliban said "thousands of soldiers" had "defected and
embraced the open arms of the Islamic Emirate," which it claims is the true
leadership of the Afghan people.
"Nearly two hundred districts were cleansed from their malicious presence," the
statement added.
According to the Long War Journal, which tracks territorial control in Afghanistan,
as of July 10, 212 districts were under Taliban control, with 76 under the control of
the government and 119 still contested.
In its statement, the Taliban claimed "fake videos and footage of years-old video
showing activities of Daesh [ISIS] militias are also passed off as recent actions
committed by the Mujahideen of Islamic Emirate."

Afghan special forces -- who are US-trained and better equipped than regular units -number some 11,000. But they are stretched thin as the Taliban steps up attacks
across the country.
Now without US air support or intelligence gathering, their mission is even more
challenging.
Afghan forces are sustaining heavy losses. CNN has obtained another video showing
the bodies of commandos killed by the Taliban in another part of Faryab province last
week. The Red Cross confirmed they collected more than a dozen bodies from that
location.
'There will be no takeover'
One of those killed in Dawlat Abad was a 32-year-old commando Sohrab Azimi, who
spent two years at a military school in the US and was due to marry his American
fiancée next month.
His father -- a retired general -- told CNN Azimi was responsible for calling in air
support. He did -- but it never arrived.
"Anyone would be angry if that happened to their son. Why didn't they support the
operation and why did someone tell the Taliban they were coming?" asked Gen. Hazir
Azimi.
"Afghanistan lost someone who was educated, who was the future -- I am so sad for
his loss."
Gen. Azimi had nothing but contempt for the Taliban. "They don't even respect dead
bodies and soldiers who have surrendered," he said.
Abdul Ahad Ailbek, the Provincial Council member, said the "Taliban are the
previous Taliban. They have not changed. Unfortunately, they do not have the
freedom for the people."
Afghanistan's National Security advisor, Hamdullah Mohib, has sought to reassure
Afghans the country will not fall to the Taliban. "There will be no takeover by the
Taliban," Mohib said Monday.
"The Afghan people are determined to defend our country, our people, and our
values."
When asked about the Dawlat Abad attack, Mohib claimed that many of the Afghan
National Security Forces's recent defeats stemmed from a lack of air support.
"The reality is that these were areas largely surrounded that couldn't be defended,
they needed to be supplied by air, and those soldiers ran out of ammunition," Mohib
said.
"There was a vacuum created as a result of the retrograde, but we're trying to fill that
gap." Mohib made the comments at a handover ceremony to formally pass command

authority of Afghanistan from top US general in Afghanistan Gen. Austin Miller to
Gen. Kenneth McKenzie, the leader of US Central Command.
Miller has repeatedly expressed concern about the pace of the Taliban's territorial
gains. He says a political agreement cannot be achieved amid the escalating violence.
"I'm one of the US military officers who's had the opportunity to speak with the
Taliban," Miller said.
"And I've told them ... it's important that the military sides set the conditions for a
peaceful and political settlement in Afghanistan. However, the civilians in Dawlat
Abad who spoke to CNN seemed wary of the Taliban and their intentions once
foreigners leave.
Several told CNN the Taliban had quickly introduced new rules after taking over the
area. Girls could no longer go to school and women could not go to the market unless
accompanied by a man. One witness to the commando shooting said: "The Taliban
said that if foreigners left Afghanistan they would make peace. How long will they
continue this killing of brothers in our country?"
Another witness to the attack said many people had left the town. He said he had one
message for the Taliban. "We are one Islam, we are one brother. Why are you killing
your brothers? Come and sit with us and talk about this."

The man suspected of masterminding the Haiti assassination told police he didn't
know anything about the attack, report says, as his brother claims he was framed
Ashley Collman (acllman@businessinsider.com)
The man suspected of masterminding the Haiti assassination told police he didn't
know anything about the attack, report says, as his brother claims he was framed
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Haitian authorities have called Christian Sanon the mastermind of President Moïse's
assassination.

A source close to the investigation told CNN that Sanon has claimed innocence.
Sanon's friends and family previously said they believed he was duped or framed.
See more stories on Insider's business page.
A Florida-based doctor accused of being the mastermind of the assassination of
Haitian President Jovenel Moïse has told the police that he knew nothing about the
attack, CNN reported, citing an anonymous source close to the investigation.
Christian Emmanuel Sanon, an evangelical pastor and doctor licensed to practice in
Haiti, was arrested over the weekend in connection to Moïse's killing.
"He doesn't know. He doesn't know. This is what he said since the day authorities
interviewed him," the CNN source said.
Haiti's police chief, Léon Charles, said Sunday that Sanon was the mastermind behind
Moïse's killing, saying he flew to Haiti in June with a plan to steal the presidency.
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But the source who spoke to CNN said that Sanon maintains his innocence.
Sanon was arrested at a complex with a sign outside reading "International Medical
Village," but inside police found boxes of ammunition and holsters for rifles and
pistols, the CNN source said.
Sanon told the police he didn't know anything about the items seized from the building
where he was staying, and that it was neither his home nor his property, CNN
reported.
Sanon's statements continue to raise questions about the quickness to which Haitian
authorities labeled him as a leader of the plot. Charles said there were two other
masterminds in the plot, but did not name them.

The New York Times reported that Sanon filed for Chapter 7 bankruptcy in 2013,
suggesting that it's unclear if he even had the money to pay for the hit on Moïse.
Friends and family of Sanon recently told the Associated Press and DailyMail.com
that he was a peaceful man and would not have been involved in an operation to kill
anyone, though they did say that he did want political change in the country.
Sanon's brother, Joseph, told DailyMail.com that he thinks his brother was being
framed. While Sanon is in custody in Haiti, he has not been formally charged with a
crime yet.

A good plan would deter China and protect Taiwan — but we don't have one
John E. Whitley (opinion contributor)
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The current bipartisan consensus on defense strategy is a bright spot in a highly
polarized Washington, but also masks disagreement on our Pacific approach,
including how to protect Taiwan and defense budget requirements.
After two decades of counter-insurgency warfare in the Middle East, most agree that
our military needs to refocus on (near) peer competitors.
And most agree that China is the long-term concern. Congress should take advantage
of this remarkable continuity between the Trump and Biden administrations to
develop a credible Pacific deterrence plan.
The loss of Taiwan would be devastating, breaking open the island chain that
constrains China's aggression. In addition to destabilizing the region, it would
provide the Chinese Communist Party a stepping stone for global maritime expansion
that would not only put at risk the estimated one-third of global shipping that passes

through the South China Sea, but would fundamentally weaken our ability to protect
American interests globally.
Defending a military attack on Taiwan can be broken into two phases.
First, we degrade and, if possible, deny an amphibious attack through conventional
missile strikes.
Second, we counter the landing in Taiwan to restore Taiwanese sovereignty and force
the war's end. When I led the Department of Defense's (DOD) central analytic office,
we closely studied the first phase because it provides a stressing test bed for tough
technological problems such as how to penetrate the "anti-access, area-denial"
environment China has created and how to reduce decision time between sensing
systems and shooters.
But some go further and want DOD to focus its capabilities on this first phase. This
view contends that we can absorb shrinking defense budgets by taking risk against
"all-domain conflict," focusing scarce resources on a more specialized naval and air
missile exchange capability. This is not surprising.
Ignoring the messy follow-on phases of combat - when the challenge moves from high
technological "shock and awe" to the hard-nosed realities of regaining sovereignty
and bringing war to closure - is nothing new. Post-invasion Iraq is a recent example,
but a more apt Pacific example is the bloody Korean War, when planners had
assumed new technology (atomic weapons) reduced the need to prepare for the entire
range of wartime challenges.
Are we about to repeat these mistakes? Focusing on the "deny phase" of the Taiwan
challenge to identify key technology gaps is sound, but specializing regional posture
investments, DOD's global mix of forces, and the overall defense budget for the first
half of the conflict could be catastrophic for two reasons.
First, it could make the loss of Taiwan more likely. To justify focusing on denying the
landing, advocates assume aggressive actions such as striking the Chinese mainland,
sinking the Chinese Navy, and authorizing these actions early when intelligence is
ambiguous.
But is this credible - has President Biden signed on to authorizing mainland strikes
against a nuclear power, even if allied resolve and intelligence is uncertain?
In reality, galvanizing American and international support for the defense of Taiwan
will take time once a conflict starts.
We will need Taiwan to hold on. If the plan relies on mainland strikes that never
occur, and we don't have the posture or forces required for the second phase, what
will the effect be on Taiwanese resolve?
A credible plan requires partnering with Taiwan and our allies now - based on
clear-eyed assessments of force and posture requirements - to deter and, if necessary,
defeat Chinese aggression.
Second, such a specialized force would increase risk across the globe. Taiwan is only
one of China's expansionist objectives and China is only one potential adversary.

China is engaging throughout Asia - the most recent Chinese shooting skirmish was
with India - attempting to divide countries and coerce them into China's sphere of
influence.
My experience as the acting Secretary of the Army was that success in the
Indo-Pacific region requires a holistic approach with U.S. military-to-military
engagement across the region.
In addition, a military force unable to sustain operations in Europe could embolden
an already aggressive Russia, placing countries such as Ukraine at further risk. And
a diminished military deterrent against regional threats could jeopardize hope for
diplomatic gains with places such as Iran.
Bipartisan agreement on national defense strategy is good for national security, but
there remains significant uncertainty about how to implement the strategy. Congress
should have this discussion now. We need a holistic Pacific plan that includes
credible protection of Taiwan, and a defense budget large enough to support these
aims.
Some are arguing for a reduced budget, specializing DOD on naval and air missile
forces while taking risks against the posture and ground combat capability required
to win in the Pacific. Before accepting these risks, Congress should ask, "What if we
are wrong?"
(John E. Whitley served in the Trump administration as Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Financial Management and Comptroller and served in the Biden
administration as the Acting Secretary of the Army. The views expressed here are his
alone.)

The Inhumanity of Joe Biden’s Travel Ban
Ellen Carmichael - National Review
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In January 2021, my husband and I happily welcomed our first child. While no one
could foresee just how many challenges and sacrifices would be required of
pregnancy and birth during a pandemic, we certainly didn’t anticipate how long
they’d last after she was born. Our heartache was not borne of the virus itself, but
instead the senseless public policy that keeps our family apart.
My husband is originally from Austria. He relocated to the U.S. when we married in
2017, but his family remains in Europe. Since then, we have spent a great deal of time
and money traveling to and from his home country to nurture deep connections with
the relatives we love.
Then, coronavirus happened. When COVID-19 began spreading in Europe, former
president Donald Trump understandably halted travel to the U.S. from a variety of
countries around the world, including the United Kingdom and 26 European nations.
Initially, the Trump administration planned for the travel ban to last just 30 days,
with the then-president explaining, “This is just a temporary moment of time that we
will come together as a nation and the world.”
At that time, the liberal Center for American Progress (CAP) decried President
Trump’s decision, arguing it would not “help to prevent a coronavirus outbreak” and
framing it as the Trump administration’s taking an “opportunity to once again attack
Europe.” CAP said there was “little basis for the ban” and even accused Trump of
“advanc[ing] Vladimir Putin’s agenda to divide the transatlantic alliance.” Really.
Unfortunately, as the deadly pandemic dragged on, so, too, did travel restrictions.
Every few months, we’d make plans to see our family, only to cancel them a few weeks
later. The pain of our distance intensified upon learning that I was pregnant, and as
we eagerly anticipated the birth of a new generation for both of our families, we held
out hope that we’d be able to share our joy with them in person soon.
Months went by, and there was no end to the travel ban in sight. That was until Trump
announced that, amid the roaring success of the COVID-19 vaccine program, he
would rescind all restrictions on European visitors, effective January 26, 2021. We
rejoiced at the prospect of being reunited with our family just in time for our
daughter’s arrival.
Our happiness and relief were quickly thwarted upon learning that President-elect
Joe Biden intended to reinstate the travel ban — a ban that remains in place today
and indefinitely.
As a result, my in-laws were not here for my pregnancy, our daughter’s birth, or even
her baptism. We have no idea when they can visit again. Our baby is changing daily,
as children do, and my in-laws are missing it all for no reason other than the Biden
administration’s refusal to “believe in science” and adhere to its own promises of
compassion for immigrants and visitors alike.

A favored policy argument among Democrats is that “the science is settled” and that
the science necessarily affirms whatever their existing views are. That is, unless the
science allows a return to normalcy post-pandemic. In the U.S., 335 million
COVID-19 vaccination doses have been administered, and even as the vaccination
effort slows, we are still inoculating more than half a million Americans daily.
As of this writing, 72 percent of the adult population has received at least one dose of
a coronavirus vaccine, which, according to Dr. Anthony Fauci, should be enough to
restore normality.
The vaccines clearly work. In recent days, daily COVID-related deaths in America
have plummeted to just double-digits, the lowest since mid-March 2020. Despite
worries about coronavirus variants, it turns out the vaccines are extremely well-suited
to combat them, leaving very few vaccinated people hospitalized and even fewer
dead. Cases are down, too, with new coronavirus diagnoses around 3 percent of what
they were at the pandemic’s peak.
While there are still sadly a small number of holdouts, America’s overall vaccine
response has yielded tremendous benefits to us at home and abroad. We’re doing
more and masking less here in the U.S., and we’re able to travel more freely across
the globe, too. In the spring, EU member states signaled they’d ease travel
restrictions on Americans, ultimately lifting all bans on travelers from the U.S. last
month. President Biden did not reciprocate.
As a result, planes departing the U.S. are filled with eager American travelers, while
those flying to the States are largely empty. To re-enter the U.S., American citizens
and legal residents only need to show an airline representative a current negative
COVID-19 test. Apparently, the Biden administration believes an identical test
administered to a European yields a false result.
While the Biden administration told European visitors they weren’t welcome in the
U.S., they enthusiastically opened our borders to visitors from other places, seeing
such policies as emblematic of the compassion his presidency would restore to the
White House. Immediately after Biden took office, illegal immigration at America’s
southern border exploded, with his administration embracing a more lax approach to
enforcing the country’s laws there, even as these migrants hailed from countries with
abysmally poor vaccination rates, such as Honduras.
Meanwhile, one of Biden’s first executive actions on Inauguration Day was to reverse
former president Trump’s “discriminatory bans on entry to the U.S.” that targeted
seven Muslim majority and African countries. His proclamation read: “[The Trump
Executive Orders] have jeopardized our global network of alliances and partnerships
and are a moral blight that has dulled the power of our example the world over. And
they have separated loved ones, inflicting pain that will ripple for years to come. They
are just plain wrong.”
For the Biden administration, European nations who maintain 21st century standard
health care, conduct frequent testing, offer widespread access to vaccines, and
publish transparent, timely data about their progress are just too much of a danger to
America’s public health. Unlike Syrians or El Salvadoreans whose entry aligns with

Biden’s politics, Spaniards and Swedes must languish in their separation from
American family members because their heartbreak is simply not compelling enough
to grant them visits with visas.
The Biden administration is clearly unmoved by their suffering, and they’re not
interested in arguments from businesses and foreign governments to act quickly.
They’ve ignored pleas from the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, airlines, and a whole
host of European diplomats who have expressed repeatedly how crucial it is to
normalize international business and permit the free movement of people through
allied nations.
With the travel ban now in its 17th month, they’ve begged for it to be lifted, or at the
very least, for Biden to issue guidance on when it will be. In both cases, the Biden
administration has refused, only providing vague answers about being committed to
safety and offering no firm timeline on when America will reopen to Europe.
For now, some travelers may score an exemption with special political or diplomatic
qualifications. But ordinary people are simply out of luck. The social-media
hashtag #LoveIsNotTourism is filled with heartbreaking accounts of couples and
families torn apart by the travel ban — Britons who haven’t met their grand kids yet,
Germans who can’t marry their American fiancées, French citizens living in the U.S.
who still can’t see their relatives.
News outlets such as BuzzFeed and the Washington Post have detailed the stories of
those who yearn, day after day, to finally exchange their video chats for holding their
loved one in their arms.
In America, coronavirus has robbed so many people of so much, from more than
600,000 dead to countless businesses shuttered throughout the country. It has stolen
time from us, too — special moments, big milestones, and just the “real stuff of life”
that makes it worth living. The Biden administration’s cruel, unjustified travel ban
only worsens the damage already done.
On the campaign trail, Biden told voters that he’d bring about a return to normal
relations with Europe and an end to “erratic policies” from the White House. He has
failed on both accounts. For an administration who promised us policies grounded in
science and compassion, they deliver neither, and real people are hurting because of
it.

