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Figure 1 This image symbolises the unequal treatment of the people of Tibet and their national 
sovereignty. Photo: TINA Photoshop 
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Abstract 

 

This article delivers a comprehensive critique of the protracted geopolitical 

subjugation of Tibet by integrating the analytical frameworks of public 

international law, structural realism, critical memory studies, and constructivist 

international relations theory. It argues that the historical annexation, modern 

colonisation, and continued military occupation of the Tibetan plateau—

entrenched by the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and facilitated by the 

hegemonic compliance or silent acquiescence of third-party states—constitutes 

an egregious manifestation of diplomatic malpractice. Through weaponising 

systemic historical revisionism, engineering unvouched unilateral decrees, and 

bypassing formal consultation with the populace of Tibet, the occupying regime 

operates in a predatory, unaccountable manner that directly subverts the 

international legal order and its due processes. 

Furthermore, this paper deconstructs the dual-track strategy of domestic 

repression and international gaslighting through which the regime exploits 

asymmetric economic interdependence and kinetic brinkmanship to enforce a 

regime of coercive normalisation. Through a rigorous critical synthesis of state-

sponsored mnemonic warfare—specifically the institutional dismantling of 

Tibet's cultural, linguistic, and geographical identity markers—the analysis 

exposes how external states manipulate two-level diplomatic games, trading 

normative legal duties for short-term market insulation and superficial prestige. 

Ultimately, this study demonstrates that the ongoing suppression of Tibetan 

self-determination and the selective denial of vital diplomatic protections do not 

merely represent a localised humanitarian crisis; rather, they reflect a profound, 

compounding systemic failure that erodes the structural integrity of the rules-

based global architecture, leaving a legacy of institutional duplicity, ignominy, 

and generational disrespect. 

 

 

Keywords: Asymmetric Interdependence; Coercive Normalisation; Cultural 

Imperialism; Diplomatic Malpractice; Geopolitical Aggression; Hegemonic 

Compliance; Institutional Duplicity; Mnemonic Warfare; Revisionist 

Historiography; Tibetan Sovereignty   
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Introduction: The Grammar of Subjugation 

 

Governments and individual leaders who endorse, execute, or capitulate to 

coercive, bullying tactics—intertwined with historical revisionism and rhetorical 

hostility aimed at eroding another nation’s historical facts, sovereignty, and 

popular will—demonstrate an utterly derelict and egregious breach of 

diplomatic conduct. The case of Tibet serves as a tragic paradigm of this 

systemic malpractice. For decades, the international community has witnessed 

the deployment of a dual-track strategy: the active implementation of repressive 

domestic policies within the Tibetan plateau, accompanied by a sophisticated 

campaign of international gaslighting. 

Whether feigning diplomatic goodwill or actively betraying a victimised nation 

across international, national, or regional platforms, predatory states utilise 

official decrees, unilateral frameworks, and staged multilateral forums to 

legitimise what is fundamentally an illegal occupation. By examining this crisis 

through established academic frameworks, we can deconstruct how the 

subversion of due legal process, the manipulation of collective memory, and 

the abandonment of good-faith diplomacy culminate in a catastrophic strategic 

and moral failure. 

This paradigm of structural subjugation is further compounded by a secondary 

layer of international betrayal, wherein third-party nations wilfully sacrifice 

normative legal obligations at the altar of asymmetric economic 

interdependence. When global actors intentionally ignore clear violations of 

sovereignty to secure immediate macroeconomic stability, they are not merely 

engaging in passive realpolitik; they are actively validating the strategic efficacy 

of geopolitical coercion and historical erasure. Consequently, the ongoing crisis 

in Tibet cannot be analysed in a vacuum, but must be recognised as a structural 

catalyst that reshapes modern international relations. By systematically 

dissecting this intersection of bad-faith diplomacy, mnemonic warfare, and 

hegemonic compliance, this article exposes how the collective abdication of 

global responsibilities ultimately compromises the very foundation of the rules-

based international order, leaving vulnerable populations completely exposed 

to predatory assimilation.  
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1. Legal Illegitimacy and the Subversion 

of Self-Determination 

 

The foundational error of the occupying regime, and of the third-party states 

that acquiesce to its narrative, lies in the assumption that prolonged physical 

control over a territory translates into legal sovereignty. In public international 

law, an unprovoked act of geopolitical aggression cannot extinguish the 

inherent rights of a state or its people. As James Crawford masterfully 

establishes, illegal acts, unilateral decrees, and external betrayals cannot 

invalidate a population's legal right to sovereignty (Crawford, 2006). The 

historical independence enjoyed by Tibet prior to the 1950 invasion means that 

any subsequent administrative or military frameworks imposed by Beijing lack 

original legal validity. Under the principle of ex injuria jus non oritur (law cannot 

arise from injustice), the sovereign statehood of Tibet remains legally intact, 

irrespective of contemporary political maps. 

Furthermore, the mechanics of the occupation violate the core tenets of 

international humanitarian law governing territorial administration. By 

engineering political structures without the input of the indigenous population, 

the occupying power violates a primary global mandate. Eyal Benvenisti proves 

that bypassing formal consultation with an affected population while overriding 

their existing legal processes constitutes a severe violation of global mandates 

and international occupation laws (Benvenisti, 2012). The systematic exclusion 

of the Tibetan leadership-in-exile and the local citizenry from genuine 

governance satisfies the legal definition of an oppressive, non-consensual 

regime. 

This exclusion strikes directly at the primary norm of the post-colonial global 

order: the right of a distinct people to govern their own destiny. Antonio Cassese 

provides the foundational text used to analytically defend a victimised 

populace’s inalienable right to self-determination against predatory states 

(Cassese, 1995). When global powers bypass formal consultation with the 

affected state and its citizenry, they are not merely engaging in realpolitik; they 

are actively complicit in subverting the international legal order, rendering their 

diplomatic decisions morally unaccountable and treacherous. 
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This severe subversion of legal norms is directly enabled by what Putnam 

(1988) characterises as a predatory manipulation of international agreements, 

where third-party states purposefully decouple their internal legal mandates 

from their global diplomatic conduct. By entering into arbitrary accords that 

insulate the occupying regime from legal consequences, these complicit 

nations transform the international arena into a lawless space where structural 

violence is normalised. Consequently, the denial of vital diplomatic protections 

to the Tibetan population does not just represent an isolated humanitarian 

crisis; it satisfies the structural parameters of an unprovoked act of geopolitical 

aggression that compromises the foundational rules of global statehood. By 

choosing a path of hardline denial and refusing to offer concessions, the 

occupying power, bolstered by the silence of its international counterparts, 

builds a legacy of profound strategic failure that directly threatens the normative 

baseline of global security.  
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2. Mnemonic Warfare and Cultural Erasure 

 

To sustain an illegal territorial claim, an occupying power must do more than 

deploy military force; it must launch an aggressive campaign of historical and 

cultural revisionism. In the context of Tibet, this manifests as the systematic 

dismantling of the historical, cultural, linguistic, and geographical markers of 

national identity. This process is highly calculated. Zheng Wang deconstructs 

how modern regimes manufacture deep historical revisionism and hostile 

rhetoric to justify modern geopolitical expansion and deflect foreign criticism 

(Wang, 2012). By filtering modern geopolitical claims through a manufactured 

lens of historical entitlement, the state attempts to rewrite verified facts at all 

official government levels. 

This manipulation of history is a recognised tool of political warfare. Duncan 

Bell explores how elite state actors purposefully manipulate historical narratives 

and collective trauma as a tool of political warfare to justify contemporary 

coercive, bullying tactics (Bell, 2006). By inventing a historical continuity that 

paints Tibet as an eternal, intrinsic component of the metropole, the regime 

seeks to strip the Tibetan people of their unique historical trajectory. Jan-

Werner Müller provides the necessary analytical tools to dissect this state-

sponsored institutional duplicity, tracking how the systematic rewriting of 

historical facts at official government levels serves to entrench autocratic power 

and suppress dissent (Müller, 2002). 

This process extends beyond textbooks into the material reality of the occupied 

territory, morphing into a form of cultural imperialism. Edward Said critically 

unpacks how powerful nations issue unilateral decrees and arbitrary 

declarations that actively suppress the voices, history, and agency of a 

victimised populace (Said, 1993). In Tibet, the renaming of geographic 

locations, the restriction of the Tibetan language in administrative spheres, and 

the state control of religious institutions represent a deliberate effort to alter the 

cultural landscape. By pretending diplomatic goodwill while executing these 

policies, the regime attempts to replace authentic Tibetan identity with a state-

sanctioned, homogenised narrative. 

This calculated erasure of identity parameters directly interfaces with what 

Achille Mbembe defines as the sovereign command over life, death, and spatial 
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existence, wherein an occupying regime subjects a population to a perpetual 

state of political and cultural fragmentation (Mbembe, 2019). By weaponising 

administrative mechanisms to overwrite indigenous geography and language, 

the predatory state enforces a violent structural topology that leaves the 

victimised population exposed to unchecked, state-sanctioned assimilation. 

This total destruction of a nation's historical and linguistic framework is not 

merely a domestic policy execution; it acts as a primary tool of geopolitical 

containment designed to permanently preempt any future claims to self-

determination. When third-party nations wilfully choose to turn a blind eye to 

this pervasive cultural degradation, they do not simply preserve trade 

avenues—they actively condone a malicious system of structural gaslighting 

that normalises historical erasure, leaving a legacy of institutional duplicity and 

generational disrespect for the international legal order.  
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3. The Illusion of Prestige and Strategic Miscalculation 

 

From a structural and analytical perspective, the decision to maintain a 

repressive occupation under a hardline policy of denial represents a profound 

strategic failure. While the occupying regime views the subjugation of Tibet as 

a demonstration of strength, international relations theory suggests it achieves 

the opposite. John Mearsheimer analyses the profound strategic failures and 

systemic miscalculations of aggressive regimes, proving that predatory bullying 

and an obsession with territorial expansion ultimately trigger destabilising 

regional blowback (Mearsheimer, 2001). The aggressive militarisation of the 

Tibetan plateau has permanently alarmed neighboring democratic states, 

accelerating counter-balancing coalitions that structurally encircle the 

aggressor. 

Furthermore, the regime's reliance on institutional duplicity to mask its domestic 

actions inflicts severe damage on its international standing. Alexander Wendt 

provides a constructivist framework to argue that institutional duplicity and 

ignoring global norms ultimately destroys a state's international standing, 

trading real power for a hollow, superficial prestige (Wendt, 1999). A state that 

operates in a predatory and treacherous manner on the global stage loses its 

social capital and normative authority. No amount of economic leverage can 

compensate for the deep-seated distrust generated by a legacy of dishonesty 

and the open defiance of international law. 

This strategic failure is compounded when states completely abandon the 

pathways of genuine diplomacy. G. John Ikenberry demonstrates how 

abandoning good-faith concessions, dialogue, and diplomatic engagement 

directly threatens the rules-based global order, squandering genuine strategic 

leverage (Ikenberry, 2001). When a state refuses to engage in meaningful 

dialogue regarding the autonomy of Tibet, it abdicates its global responsibilities 

and signals to the international community that it operates entirely outside the 

boundaries of rules-based behavior. 

This toxic convergence of regional overreach and normative isolation exposes 

the structural fragility of a foreign policy anchored entirely in kinetic 

brinkmanship. By weaponising regional frameworks to insulate itself from 

accountability, the state constructs a hollow hegemony that operates via short-
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term coercion rather than long-term systemic legitimacy. As Alastair Iain 

Johnston notes, when a state's institutional maneuvering in global forums is 

structurally designed to mask internal repression rather than foster 

socialisation, its diplomatic outreach transforms into an instrument of 

hegemonic insulation (Johnston, 2008). This calculated subversion of 

international engagement means that the regime's superficial pursuit of global 

prestige is continually cannibalised by its own overt acts of regional aggression. 

Ultimately, by refusing to offer genuine concessions or participate in transparent 

negotiations, the occupying power squanders its broader strategic leverage, 

translating what was conceived as an assertion of state dominance into a 

profound, generational vulnerability that destabilises both its peripheral security 

and its long-term standing within the global community. 
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4. Two-Level Deception and Necropolitics 

 

The diplomatic malpractice surrounding Tibet is not confined to the occupying 

power alone; it extends to third-party nations that engage in double-dealing. 

Many foreign governments utilise international forums, treaties, and accords as 

predatory tools to manipulate domestic audiences while simultaneously 

betraying their foreign counterparts or vulnerable nations like Tibet. Robert 

Putnam’s classic analytical framework breaks down how bad-faith state actors 

manipulate international forums and accords as predatory tools to satisfy 

domestic political factions while actively betraying their foreign counterparts or 

weaker nations on the global stage (Putnam, 1988). Foreign leaders frequently 

pay lip service to human rights in their domestic spheres to satisfy voters, yet 

covertly sign trade agreements and communiqués that explicitly recognise the 

aggressor’s fraudulent sovereignty claims over Tibet. 

This dual betrayal leaves a devastating humanitarian and political fallout on the 

ground. By turning a blind eye and closing their ears to subsequent violations, 

these states engage in a form of administrative violence. Achille Mbembe 

dissects the inhumane manner in which predatory regimes and complicit global 

actors selectively deny diplomatic protection, turning a blind eye to 

humanitarian fallout and reducing subjugated populations to a state of political 

erasure (Mbembe, 2019). The selective denial of diplomatic protection to the 

populace of Tibet leaves them exposed to draconian domestic policies, 

rendering global pronouncements of human rights completely hollow. 

This structural duplicity directly underpins the broader architecture of 

hegemonic compliance that shapes the international gridlock over the Tibetan 

plateau. By engineering a deceptive diplomatic equilibrium—where public 

moral denunciation is decoupled from covert macroeconomic appeasement—

third-party states structurally immunise the occupying regime from meaningful 

international liability. This dynamic transitions seamlessly into what Keohane 

and Nye (2011) define as the strategic exploitation of asymmetric 

interdependence, wherein the dominant state leverages its economic centrality 

to dictate the normative thresholds of foreign states. The resulting policy 

orientation is a calculated abdication of global responsibilities, transforming 

multilateral human rights bodies from mechanisms of state accountability into 
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theatres of performative diplomacy. Ultimately, this structural gaslighting leaves 

the people of Tibet trapped in a legally vacuumed space, proving that when 

great powers prioritise short-term market access over the baseline rules of 

sovereign integrity, they do not merely tolerate domestic repression; they 

actively institutionalise an unprovoked act of geopolitical aggression that 

reverberates across the entire global system. 
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5. Asymmetric Interdependence, Kinetic Brinkmanship, 

and Hegemonic Compliance 

 

The structural paralysis characterising the international debate over Tibet is not 

merely an isolated failure of international law, but the direct consequence of 

asymmetric economic interdependence and calculated kinetic brinkmanship. 

Within this geopolitical architecture, the People’s Republic of China (PRC) has 

masterfully executed a strategy of coercive normalisation. By weaponising 

access to its vast domestic markets and integrating its supply chains into the 

core infrastructure of global capitalism, Beijing has successfully raised the 

diplomatic and economic costs of defending the national sovereignty of Tibet to 

prohibitive heights. As Keohane and Nye (2011) theorise in their foundational 

framework on complex interdependence, asymmetric economic vulnerabilities 

are readily converted into raw political leverage, leaving dependent actors 

structurally constrained. This reality forces a critical re-evaluation of classic 

structural realist paradigms like those posited by Mearsheimer (2001); great-

power behaviour is no longer governed solely by military deterrence, but by the 

calculated manipulation of trans-state economic dependencies. Consequently, 

neighbouring states and Western counterparts find themselves trapped in a 

state of hegemonic compliance, where the vocal defence of human rights is 

systematically abandoned in favour of securing vital trade flows and avoiding 

punitive, state-sanctioned economic retaliation. 

This systemic capitulation directly reshapes how third-party nations navigate 

what Putnam (1988) terms the "two-level game" of international diplomacy. 

Rather than acting as objective guardians of the rules-based global order, 

middle powers and Western democracies engage in a performative duality—

offering superficial, domestic-facing rhetorical support for autonomy of Tibet 

while covertly reinforcing Beijing's core territorial narrative within bilateral trade 

accords to insulate themselves from economic shockwaves. This institutional 

manoeuvring aligns with Johnston’s (2008) analysis of how rising powers 

systematically manipulate the internal norms of global organisations, 

transforming multilateral forums from sites of accountability into instruments of 

hegemonic insulation. By choosing to appease an expansionist power to protect 

immediate macroeconomic stability, the international community inadvertently 
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validates the efficacy of geopolitical bullying and institutional duplicity (Wendt, 

1999). The ongoing debate over Tibet, therefore, exposes a profound systemic 

crisis: when global norms and international legal duties are subverted by the 

immediate demands of economic survival, the very foundation of state 

sovereignty is compromised, validating Shambaugh’s (2013) critique of a 

revisionist state that aggressively pursues regional dominance while abdicating 

the core moral and structural responsibilities expected of a true global leader. 

This complex matrix of material coercion and institutional insulation ultimately 

constructs an impenetrable rhetorical fortress, allowing the regime to insulate 

itself behind state-sanctioned defensive dogmas. Within this framework of 

strategic deflection, the state routinely weaponises manufactured narratives of 

historic grievance—such as the politically engineered "century of humiliation"—

to paint legitimate international legal scrutiny as a form of neo-colonial 

aggression. As Friedman (2022) notes, this tactical reversal allows a totalitarian 

state to cynically deploy anti-imperialist rhetoric to camouflage its own modern 

practices of regional colonisation and internal subjugation. By converting 

historical trauma into a defensive shield, the regime effectively shifts the 

parameters of global debate, moving the focus away from its own ongoing 

violations of public international law and toward the historic misdeeds of its 

critics. This structural gaslighting, bolstered by the hegemonic compliance of 

economically captured nations, transforms the international arena into a space 

of severe normative paralysis. Consequently, the global community's failure to 

dismantle these cyclical deflections does not merely perpetuate the political 

erasure of Tibet; it signals a profound collapse of rules-based accountability, 

leaving a compounding legacy of institutional duplicity and generational 

disrespect for the sovereign integrity of vulnerable peoples. 
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6. The Architecture of Collusion: Asymmetric 

Interdependence and the Network of Third-Party 

Complicity 
 

The structural degradation of the international system is rarely executed by a 

solitary aggressor; rather, it is actively entrenched by a wider network of third-

party states whose systemic capitulation transforms localised violations into 

permanent geopolitical realities. Within the context of prolonged territorial 

occupation and cultural erasure, this complicity manifests through a spectrum 

of diplomatic malpractice—ranging from the active abandonment of long-

standing bilateral treaties to the calculated execution of tactical abstentions 

within multilateral forums. By weaponising access to its vast domestic markets 

and integrating its supply chains into the core infrastructure of global capitalism, 

the primary revisionist state raises the diplomatic and economic costs of 

defending sovereign integrity to prohibitive heights. As Keohane and Nye 

(2011) theorise in their foundational framework on complex interdependence, 

asymmetric economic vulnerabilities are readily converted into raw political 

leverage, leaving dependent actors structurally constrained. Consequently, a 

vast cohort of external states—spanning major Western democracies, regional 

middle powers, and primary global economic actors—find themselves trapped 

in a state of hegemonic compliance. In these capitals, the vocal defense of 

international humanitarian law is systematically sacrificed in favour of securing 

vital trade flows and avoiding punitive, state-sanctioned economic retaliation. 

This systemic capitulation directly reshapes how third-party nations navigate 

what Putnam (1988) terms the "two-level game" of international diplomacy, 

exposing a profound layer of institutional duplicity. Rather than acting as 

objective guardians of the rules-based global order, these complicit states 

engage in a performative duality—offering superficial, domestic-facing 

rhetorical support for the victimised populace while covertly reinforcing the 

primary aggressor's fraudulent sovereignty narratives within bilateral trade 

accords to insulate themselves from economic shockwaves. Historically and 

contemporaneously, this betrayal has seen external powers abruptly terminate 

logistical and intelligence support to active resistance movements to achieve 

realpolitik balance-of-power objectives, while others have formally discarded 
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century-old legal recognitions of autonomy, stripping the occupied nation of its 

primary historical legal shields. This institutional maneuvering aligns with 

Johnston’s (2008) analysis of how rising powers systematically manipulate the 

internal norms of global organisations, transforming multilateral forums from 

sites of accountability into instruments of hegemonic insulation. By choosing to 

appease an expansionist power to protect immediate macroeconomic stability, 

these third-party states inadvertently validate the efficacy of geopolitical 

bullying and institutional duplicity (Wendt, 1999). 

The catastrophic strategic failure of this complicit cohort lies in their naive 

idealism and profound miscalculations over geopolitical recognition. Governed 

by a hollow obsession with immediate international prestige, these states 

operate under the illusion that short-term diplomatic concessions can appease 

a revisionist state without eroding the broader architecture of global security. 

As John Mearsheimer (2001) demonstrates, predatory bullying and an 

obsession with territorial expansion are insatiable; a state that successfully 

alters regional borders through coercion will inevitably expand its revisionist 

parameters. By completely abandoning good-faith concessions, dialogue, and 

diplomatic engagement—and by intentionally or inadvertently denying vital 

diplomatic protections to a victimised populace—this network of external states 

commits an unprovoked act of geopolitical aggression by proxy, squandering 

their own strategic leverage and abdicating their global responsibilities. 

Ultimately, by wilfully turning a blind eye and closing their ears to the resulting 

humanitarian and political fallout, they directly subvert the legitimate aspirations 

of a victimised populace and their inalienable right to self-determination, leaving 

a compounding legacy of institutional duplicity, ignominy, and generational 

disrespect across the entire global system (Mbembe, 2019; Shambaugh, 

2013). 
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7. Critical Analytical Synthesis of State Deflections and 

Historical Instrumentalisation 

 

To insulate this wider architecture of hegemonic compliance from legitimate 

global scrutiny, both the primary aggressor and its complicit third-party 

counterparts rely on highly coordinated strategies of rhetorical deflection and 

structural gaslighting. Within this framework of calculated obfuscation, any 

international defense of the victimised nation's sovereignty or cultural identity is 

systematically reframed by the occupying regime as a violation of its own 

sovereign domain. This tactical reversal is achieved by weaponising 

manufactured narratives of historical victimhood—such as state-engineered 

concepts of historical humiliation—to paint legitimate legal accountability as a 

form of neo-colonial aggression. As Friedman (2022) notes, this allows a 

totalitarian state to cynically deploy anti-imperialist rhetoric to camouflage its 

own modern practices of regional colonisation, internal subjugation, and 

historical revisionism. By filtering all contemporary diplomatic friction through a 

hyper-selective lens of historical trauma, the regime shifts the parameters of 

global debate, forcing international bodies to litigate the past misdeeds of 

Western states rather than addressing ongoing, verifiable violations of public 

international law. 

This manipulation of collective memory represents a highly sophisticated form 

of political warfare designed to enforce international paralysis. Duncan Bell 

(2006) explores how elite state actors purposefully manipulate historical 

narratives and trauma to construct a defensive shield on the global stage, 

transforming collective memory into an active instrument of geopolitical 

containment. By inventing a historical continuity that depicts the occupied 

territory as an eternal, intrinsic component of the metropole, the regime seeks 

to strip the local population of their unique historical trajectory. Jan-Werner 

Müller (2002) provides the necessary analytical tools to dissect this state-

sponsored duplicity, proving that the systematic rewriting of historical facts at 

official government levels serves to entrench autocratic power and insulate it 

from external human rights criticism. When third-party nations willfully choose 

to accommodate these deflections to preserve market access, they engage in 

what Edward Said (1993) identifies as the passive endorsement of cultural 
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imperialism—allowing a powerful nation to issue unilateral decrees and 

arbitrary declarations that actively suppress the voices, history, and agency of 

a victimised populace. This structural gaslighting completely neutralises global 

accountability mechanisms, converting what should be an open-and-shut case 

of territorial aggression into a permanently frozen diplomatic dispute. 
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8. Urgent Institutional Recommendations 

and Strategic Appeals 

 

To arrest the ongoing erosion of the rules-based global order and confront the 

systemic diplomatic malpractice surrounding Tibet, the international community 

must transition from performative rhetoric to assertive, legally binding 

countermeasures. First, international bodies and sovereign states must mount 

a unified legal and diplomatic counter-offensive against the occupying regime’s 

historical revisionism. Utilising the framework established by Crawford (2006), 

third-party states must formally declare that prolonged administrative control 

and unilateral decrees hold zero legal validity in overwriting a nation's original 

statehood. In alignment with Cassese (1995), international judicial forums must 

be leveraged to aggressively reaffirm the Tibetan populace's inalienable right 

to self-determination. This requires the immediate implementation of 

multilateral sanction regimes targeting officials complicit in cultural erasure, 

alongside the formal conditioning of bilateral trade agreements on verifiable 

transparency within the Tibetan plateau. Bypassing formal consultation with the 

affected population can no longer be dismissed as localised realpolitik; it must 

be treated as a severe violation of global mandates that triggers immediate, 

coordinated diplomatic isolation (Benvenisti, 2012).Second, global powers 

must urgently dismantle the structures of hegemonic compliance that allow 

asymmetric economic interdependence to silence defense of international law. 

As Keohane and Nye (2011) demonstrate, vulnerability in complex 

interdependence can only be neutralised through strategic diversification and 

the collective insulation of supply chains. Western democracies and regional 

allies must establish a unified economic defense pact to neutralise tactics of 

punitive, state-sanctioned economic retaliation. This economic decoupling is an 

absolute prerequisite for restoring structural integrity to international diplomacy. 

It strips the predatory regime of its capacity to manipulate what Putnam (1988) 

defines as two-level diplomatic games, forcing states to align their public human 

rights declarations with their private trade behaviors. Reversing this institutional 

duplicity is of paramount importance; continuing to tolerate bad-faith diplomacy 

trades long-term systemic stability for short-term market access, validating 
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Mearsheimer’s (2001) warnings regarding the catastrophic regional blowback 

born from unchecked great-power overreach. Finally, international institutions 

must proactively reclaim their normative authority to prevent the complete 

normalisation of geopolitical aggression and dismantle the cyclical rhetoric of 

state deflection. Multilateral forums must actively resist the internal 

manipulation tracked by Johnston (2008), erecting robust procedural barriers 

that prevent revisionist states from transforming human rights bodies into 

instruments of hegemonic insulation. Academic institutions, global media, and 

diplomatic circles must systematically expose and reject state-sponsored 

historical narratives—such as the weaponisation of manufactured historical 

grievances—that mask structural violence beneath a veneer of victimhood. As 

Friedman (2022) emphasises, failing to aggressively dismantle these deceptive 

ideological screens allows totalitarian regimes to exploit anti-imperialist rhetoric 

as a shield for active, modern colonisation. Denying vital diplomatic protections 

and turning a blind eye to humanitarian fallout must be recognised as an 

abdication of global responsibility that permanently damages a state's 

normative standing (Mbembe, 2019; Wendt, 1999). Implementing these urgent 

recommendations is not merely a matter of altruism toward Tibet; it is a critical, 

existential necessity to preserve the foundational principles of state sovereignty 

and ensure that the future of international relations is governed by the rule of 

law rather than the dictate of coercive force (Ikenberry, 2001; Shambaugh, 

2013). 
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Conclusion: A Legacy of Ignominy 

 

The ongoing geopolitical management of the Tibet issue by the occupying state, 

alongside the cynical miscalculations of its international partners, directly 

subverts the legitimate aspirations of a victimised populace and their inalienable 

right to self-determination. To allow historical revisionism, illegal claims of 

sovereignty, and continued colonisation to stand unchallenged is to leave a 

compounding legacy of institutional duplicity, ignominy, and generational 

disrespect. 

As the academic literature reinforces, a state's sovereign right to exist cannot 

be erased by the passage of time or the weight of repressive policies. True 

diplomatic professionalism and strategic wisdom demand a return to good-faith 

dialogue, strict adherence to international legal process, and an explicit 

rejection of the historical and cultural revisionism that seeks to delete Tibet from 

the modern world. 

Ultimately, the structural paralysis surrounding Tibet serves as a severe 

warning for the future viability of global governance. When international bodies 

and sovereign states permit asymmetric economic interdependence to silence 

the enforcement of public international law, they establish a dangerous global 

precedent where territorial integrity and mnemonic security are treated as 

tradable commodities. Confronting this institutional duplicity is of paramount 

importance; to leave these predatory practices unchallenged is to accept an 

international paradigm governed by raw material coercion rather than the rule 

of law. Restoring integrity to the global system requires an uncompromising 

commitment to dismantle state-sponsored historical engineering, reject 

hegemonic compliance, and systematically enforce vital diplomatic protections. 

Only by translating these critical analytical frameworks into collective, assertive 

countermeasures can the international community fulfil its shared structural 

responsibilities, reverse a legacy of systemic betrayal, and safeguard the 

foundational right of self-determination for future generations. 
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