***Framework/A2 Cheating
   Vagueness
We need to know how the alt happens and what the endpoint is – there are 3 of each 
Wendt 03 – International Relations, Theory Philosophy of Science at Ohio State “WHY A WORLD STATE IS INEVITABLE: TELEOLOGY AND THE LOGIC OF ANARCHY” Alexander Wendt University of Chicago January 2003 
Assuming that is possible, the questions for IR become what precisely is the end-state toward which the world system moves, and what is the mechanism by which it gets there? Three end-states suggest themselves: a liberal “pacific federation” of republican states, a realist world of nation-states in which war remains legitimate, and a world state. The first is associated with Kant (1991a; b) and the second with Hegel (1977), both of whom based their projections on explicitly teleological arguments.6 In rejecting the possibility of a world state, therefore, they agreed that, strictly speaking, anarchy would remain the organizing principle of the system, albeit different kinds of anarchy. As to the mechanism of progress, in different ways Kant and Hegel also both emphasized the role of conflict – Kant in his thesis of man’s “unsociable sociability,” and Hegel in his theory of the “struggle for recognition.” I am in no position here to engage in an exegesis and critical discussion of Kant and Hegel’s arguments. However, since I too see conflict as the mechanism behind the system’s development yet conclude that its end-state is not anarchy but a world state, it may be useful to introduce my argument by showing how it departs from theirs. There are three main divergences. One concerns the effects of conflict on state identity. While envisioning a tendency for conflict to generate a world of republican states, Kant did not see it creating a collective identity. His states remain egoists who retain sovereignty. On this score I follow Hegel’s analysis of the struggle for recognition, in which egoistic individuality is progressively transformed into collective identity, and eventually a state. A second concerns the units in the struggle for recognition. The struggle for recognition in Hegel is between individuals, and as a result his “universal state” at the “end of history” is a plurality of states (also see Fukuyama, 1992). Some critics have argued that Hegel’s reasoning is inconsistent, and that he should have argued for a world state.7 Be that as it may, I argue that the struggle for recognition has two levels, one between individuals and one between states (Ringmar, 2002; cf. Honneth, 1996), which will not end as long as the system is anarchic. Finally, there is the role of technology. Kant rejected a world state in part because the technology of his day precluded it (Carson, 1988: 177; Guyer, 2000: 416-7), and in positing an end-state in which war remained legitimate Hegel did not think its costs would become intolerable. Neither anticipated the dramatic technological changes of the past century. As Daniel Deudney (1999; 2000) convincingly argues, these have greatly increased the costs of war and the scale on which it is possible to organize states. In sum, and put in the language of teleological explanation developed below, my argument is that a world state is made inevitable by the interaction between a self-organizing, bottom-up process and a structural, topdown one: struggles for recognition mediated by technological change at the micro-level, conditioned by the logic of anarchy at the macro. 
   Reps
Reps kill policy making – your author 
Tuathail 96 (Gearóid, Professor of Government and International Affairs, Virginia Tech, The patterned mess of history and the writing of critical geopolitics: a reply to Dalby, Political Geography 15:6/7, p 661-5)
While theoretical debates at academic conferences are important to academics, the discourse and concerns of foreign-policy decisionmakers are quite different, so different that they constitute a distinctive problemsolving, theory-averse, policy-making subculture. There is a danger that academics assume that the discourses they engage are more significant in the practice of foreign policy and the exercise of power than they really are. This is not, however, to minimize the obvious importance of academia as a general institutional structure among many that sustain certain epistemic communities in particular states. In general, I do not disagree with Dalby’s fourth point about politics and discourse except to note that his statement-‘Precisely because reality could be represented in particular ways political decisions could be taken, troops and material moved and war fought’-evades the important question of agency that I noted in my review essay. The assumption that it is representations that make action possible is inadequate by itself. Political, military and economic structures, institutions, discursive networks and leadership are all crucial in explaining social action and should be theorized together with representational practices. Both here and earlier, Dalby’s reasoning inclines towards a form of idealism. In response to Dalby’s fifth point (with its three subpoints), it is worth noting, first, that his book is about the CPD, not the Reagan administration. He analyzes certain CPD discourses, root the geographical reasoning practices of the Reagan administration nor its public-policy reasoning on national security. Dalby’s book is narrowly textual; the general contextuality of the Reagan administration is not dealt with. Second, let me simply note that I find that the distinction between critical theorists and poststructuralists is a little too rigidly and heroically drawn by Dalby and others. Third, Dalby’s interpretation of the reconceptualization of national security in Moscow as heavily influenced by dissident peace researchers in Europe is highly idealist, an interpretation that ignores the structural and ideological crises facing the Soviet elite at that time. Gorbachev’s reforms and his new security discourse were also strongly selfinterested, an ultimately futile attempt to save the Communist Party and a discredited regime of power from disintegration. The issues raised by Simon Dalby in his comment are important ones for all those interested in the practice of critical geopolitics. While I agree with Dalby that questions of discourse are extremely important ones for political geographers to engage, there is a danger of fetishizing this concern with discourse so that we neglect the institutional and the sociological, the materialist and the cultural, the political and the geographical contexts within which particular discursive strategies become significant. Critical geopolitics, in other words, should not be a prisoner of the sweeping ahistorical cant that sometimes accompanies ‘poststructuralism nor convenient reading strategies like the identity politics narrative; it needs to always be open to the patterned mess that is human history. 
   Ontology

Ontology doesn’t precede and can’t account for material policy goals

Schlutsmeyer 05 Mark W. Candidate for the Degree: Doctor of Philosophy Dissertation Director: Larry M. Leitner, Ph.D “An Ecological Approach To Personal Construct Psychology” http://etd.ohiolink.edu/send-pdf.cgi/Schlutsmeyer%20Mark%20W.pdf?miami1122491629

Artificially splitting knowledge and reality also introduces an unnecessary subject/object dualism into the theory. This puts personal construct theorists in a theoretical bind. If it is “our own” structuring and activity that defines knowing, what role does “external” structure play in the process? Simply ignoring the role of external structure is problematic because the theory emphasizes that knowing is a reciprocal relationship between things that literally exist (Stojnov & Butt, 2002). What we know is neither dictated from the outside nor fabricated in an internal isolation booth. The problem is, how do we give reality due credit for our construction of it without denying human agency or providing an objectivist account of our relations with the world? A number of theorists sympathetic with PCP have made suggestions for how we might do this (e.g., Bohart, 1995; Noaparast, 1995; O’Hara, 1995; Warren 1998). However, none of these suggestions have addressed the ontological departure that leaves us in this problematic place to begin with. The goal of this chapter is to address this issue by 1) elaborating on personal construct ontology, 2) developing a description of the knowing process that does not deviate from the ontological assumptions underpinning it, and 3) discussing the implications of such an approach for understanding human agency and subjectivity in a constructivist framework. 
Reality exists external to ontology – the k isn’t a prerequisite 

Schlutsmeyer 05 Mark W. Candidate for the Degree: Doctor of Philosophy Dissertation Director: Larry M. Leitner, Ph.D “An Ecological Approach To Personal Construct Psychology” http://etd.ohiolink.edu/send-pdf.cgi/Schlutsmeyer%20Mark%20W.pdf?miami1122491629

The central argument I have made is that it is unnecessary for PCP to divorce knowledge from reality and emphasize the structure of knowing and the instability of “external” reality. Human subjectivity and agency can be understood as the continual creation of new patterns that are both similar to and different from other existing patterns of the real world—patterns that occur both “internally” and “externally.” This way of conceptualizing the process of knowing is consistent with the ontological assumption that the universe is simultaneously organized and continually changing. Many current elaborations of PCP imply that because we can’t escape our own skin, we cannot be sure that our constructs literally reflect reality accurately. As I have argued, sticking with personal construct ontology implies that construing is a real act that simultaneously “accurately” and “inaccurately” reflects other real processes at all times (including those that have previously occurred inside us), so such conclusions make no sense. If we must divide reality from knowledge, what we should state is that we always assume constructs “accurately” and “inaccurately” reflect other aspects of reality at all times in this sense—making meaning involves pulling together existing patterns to make new ones that (in spite of their newness) bear some resemblance to the old ones. 

   Ontology/Reps

Separation of meaning from objects makes solving impossible by trapping us in ethno-philosophical generalization – things exist outside of reps/ontology and we need to solve them

Miller 09 – London: Polity Press “Thinking through Things: Theorising Artefacts Ethnographically,” edited by Amiria Henare, Martin Holbraad, and Sari Wastell ( London: Routledge, 2007). http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayFulltext?type=6&fid=7978702&jid=CSS&volumeId=53&issueId=01&aid=7978701&fulltextType=DS&fileId=S001041751000068X

Adopting an approach they describe as “radically essentialist” (p. 2), they argue that “things might be treated as sui generis meanings” (3), by which they mean that the separation of meaning from object rests on a problematic and non-universal dichotomy. By arguing for a move from “worldview” to “worlds” (10), they posit that instead of multiple meanings that stand in relief to a singular, objective reality, there are multiple ontologies—or worlds—which each stand apart from one another. This interpretive slippage is therefore extendable to the way in which we understand any part of the so-called objective world, including “things.” The borders of ontology are not defined (are they cultural? political? temporal?). Instead, despite an ostensible resistance to reifying dichotomies, the emphasis on “multiple ontologies” in fact itself becomes the blueprint of radical dichotomization between cultures (or ontologies). By trying to move beyond material cultures and create a notion of “multiple ontologies,” the Introduction raises more problems than it solves. The move from “Perspectivalism” to “Perspectivism” (following Viveiros de Castro, e.g., 2004, among others) is supposed to decenter a confining Kantian analytic language. However, perspectivism, just like perspectivalism, also relies on a key moment of exteriority. In the Introduction to “Thinking Through Things,” perspectivism is only apprehended by the “ethnographic” framing of indigenous representations that, despite their seeming alterity, also use language to classify (power = powder in the editors' discussion of Cuban divination). Despite its methodological promises, thinking through things is more of an ethnographic conceit than a genuine analytic alternative. Whatever people might say with regards to substance and its effects, meaning cannot exist outside of human sociality. Objects, however, can, and do. It is the ability to both be defined by and transcend context that makes objects so interesting within our discussions of meaning, interpretation, and translation. The ramifications of the “multiple ontology” view are not only philosophical but also political. By diminishing the possibility of a shared ontology or interpretive framework, the authors of the Introduction also diminish the possibility of equal cross-cultural exegetical exchange. By celebrating the multiplicity of ontology, it is in fact the analyst who identifies these “ontological” approaches to the material world as specifically non-Cartesian. Focusing on “worlds” rather than “worldviews” claims to deny a form of conservative ethnography that in fact is perpetuated by this radical essentialism. Much as the editors of Thinking through Things assert that power is the powder used in divination, or that taonga (loosely translated in Māori as “treasured possession”) is incommensurable with property, or that Swazi law is in fact a “thing,” it is the centralizing force of the concepts of power, property, and law that permits this analysis. Their ethnographic examples and theoretical discussion bolster an anthropology in which genuine difference, and resistance to conceptual hegemony, is lost in ethno-philosophical generalization. I find the concept of “reverse anthropology” (Kirsch 2006) or provincialization (Chakrabarty 2001)—re-centering (even resisting) without denying a shared conceptual and analytic frame—much more efficacious in examining issues of meaning of shared concepts in different places, and assessing what might, in fact, not be shared (see Geismar n.d.) 
   Agency Inevitable 
Agency is biologically inevitable – any other definition of agency links to your offense 
Schlutsmeyer 05 Mark W. Candidate for the Degree: Doctor of Philosophy Dissertation Director: Larry M. Leitner, Ph.D “An Ecological Approach To Personal Construct Psychology” http://etd.ohiolink.edu/send-pdf.cgi/Schlutsmeyer%20Mark%20W.pdf?miami1122491629

 The important point here is that at all times similarity and difference are both newly created in our relationship with the world. Right now, as I glance around this room and all of this “information” is hitting my eyes, an equally new creation is unfolding. Retinal cell configurations and cortical cell configurations are making patterns; patterns that literally are correspondences with (similarities to) that which preceded them in time. 12 But in the very same moment, the creation of these correspondences involves a totally new reorganization of the processes these cells are comprised of. The same is true of the changes/similarities that will then be created after the visual cortex has done its work (e.g., processes of memory storage, etc.). As a result, all of my perceptions, ideas, linguistic expressions, and dreams are always both similar to and different from other real processes that they relate to. Implications for Agency. I will use a slightly different example to stick with this same point and carry its implications further. I might think about a previous conversation with my spouse once now and once an hour from now. My construal of the conversation might be similar on both occasions; I may remember the same gestures and apparent attitudes that I observed as she and I spoke. I may employ similar constructs during both of my reflective moments. But the two moments of construal also will be necessarily different. An hour from now, when I think of the conversation, an entire hour’s worth of life will have transpired—an hour that will contribute to the way my construal process will be bringing up the conversation afresh. I might employ the same memories and constructs, but I can never employ them again in the exact same fashion.  This implies that human agency is inevitable. An hour from now, my body will have to pull everything together all over again to reconstrue the conversation. That body and its “state of mind” will have changed by then and so is incapable of a complete replication of the old process. It will necessarily engage in a new process of organizing its neurons into new patterns that are both similar to and different from old ones—it cannot “know” the conversation with my spouse in any other way.  This agentic and bodily reorganization is equally important in relations that appear to be more deterministic such as the guitar and retina example described above. The properties of the guitar and the lighting may seem to dictate precisely what image will form on the retina, and thus dictate what I perceive. But the body’s process is always a newly generated one—so how the body reorganizes during guitar/retina relations can never be predicted by the guitar alone. Neither can it be predicted by the retina alone. What we perceive cannot be attributed solely to the structure of the knower or the known. Neural patterns that organize as I look at the guitar are similar to and different from the 13 guitar itself and they are similar to and different from previous neural patterns and other bodily processes. In this sense, the new patterns that comprise the activity of knowing are an active infusion of “inner” and “outer” patterns. I would suggest that this ongoing process of infusion itself is agency. Agency is not a process of making choices that are free from the constraints of external reality. It is a person’s continual melding of real processes that are both “external” and “internal” to the person. If you were to ask me to choose a description of the moving tractors that I can see outside my window right now, I might say “there are tractors making changes in the road,” “there are several people earning a living,” “there is earth being torn to bits,” “there are machines about to bury my house,” or “there is a new road to heaven being created for me,” among other things. According to personal construct ontology, the arrangements of neurons underpinning all of these possible constructions are similar to and different from 1) the real activities that occur in a real world, and 2) previous constructions I have employed. In the activity of bringing these processes together a new construction is generated—a new hypothesis to be tested 
***Link Defense/Turns
   Overview Effect (From The Cap K)
Space exploration allows for universal peace.

Dark the Third 6 – Associate Professor in Political Science

(Taylor, September 19th 2006, “RECLAIMING THE FUTURE: SPACE ADVOCACY AND THE IDEA OF PROGRESS”, http://taylordark.com/T.%20Dark%20--%20NASA%20conference%20paper.pdf)

Others have argued that the diffusion of human beings off the planetary surface will open up new opportunities for social experimentation, opportunities that were last seen, they suggest, in the original settlement of the New World and the American frontier. “On Earth it is difficult for . . . people to form new nations or regions for themselves,” science author T.A. Heppenheimer observed. “But in space it will become easy for ethnic or religious groups, and for many others as well, to set up their own colonies . . . Those who wish to found experimental communities, to try new social forms and practices, will have the opportunity to strike out into the wilderness and establish their ideals in cities in space.” In a burst of multicultural enthusiasm, Heppenheimer even suggests that “we may see the return of the Cherokee or Arapaho nation — not necessarily with a revival of the culture of prairie, horse, and buffalo, but in the founding of self-governing communities which reflect the Arapaho or Cherokee customs . . . ”25 Carl Sagan also sees more cultural diversity as humanity establishes new civilizations on different planets and other celestial bodies: “Each society would tend to be proud of the virtues of its world, its planetary engineering, its social conventions, its hereditary predispositions. Necessarily, cultural differences would be cherished and exaggerated. This diversity would serve as a tool of survival.”26 Zubrin likewise claims that Mars colonization will promote cultural diversity in a world where it is increasingly threatened by proximity and over-crowding. Space migration will also enlarge the pool of positive images of the future available to humanity – images that space advocates consider essential to motivate and guide purposeful activity. Many space advocates complain that optimistic images of the future have been displaced in recent decades by far more negative views. Sagan writes: “Where are dreams that motivate and inspire? Where are the visions of hopeful futures, of technology as a tool for human betterment and not a gun on a hair trigger pointed at our heads?” A rare exception to the spread of gloomy visions, according to Sagan, was the space program of the 1960s: “Apollo conveyed a confidence, energy, and breadth of vision that did capture the imagination of the world . . . It inspired an optimism about technology, an enthusiasm for the future . . . With Apollo, the United States touched greatness.”27 With a renewed commitment to space, the psychological and cultural health of America and humanity in general would surely improve. Space advocates also foresee a new era of peace and mutual understanding arising as a result of space travel. Sagan writes that “the unexpected final gift of Apollo” was “the inescapable recognition of the unity and fragility of the Earth.” Sagan continues: “I’m struck again by the irony that spaceflight – conceived in the cauldron of nationalist rivalries and hatreds – brings with it a stunning transnational vision. You spend even a little time contemplating the Earth from orbit and the most deeply ingrained nationalisms begin to erode. They seem the squabbles of mites on a plum.”28 Another space enthusiast, Frank White, argues for the existence of what he calls an “overview effect” in which humans who are launched into space achieve a veritable breakthrough in human consciousness. Those living in space “will be able to see how everything is related, that what appears to be ‘the world’ to people on Earth is merely a small planet in space, and what appears to be ‘the present’ is merely a limited viewpoint to one looking from a higher level. People who live in space will take for granted philosophical insights that have taken those on Earth thousands of years to formulate. They will start at a place we have labored to attain over several millennia.” Space dwellers will become aware that “we are one; we are all in this together; war and strife solve nothing.” White also suggests that “the multiplier effect means that sending a limited number of people into space can lead to a broad-based social transformation. The experiences of the few become new information for the many, serving as fuel for social evolution.”29

The overview effect solves all war.

Livingston 2 – M.D. in Business

(David, “The Ethical Commercialization of Outer Space”, http://www.davidlivingston.com/publications/The_Ethical_Commercialization_of_Outer_Space.pdf) 

Most astronauts claim to view Earth differently after having been in space. Often their commentaries show a world that is united in space, but unfortunately absent on Earth. When the Saudi-Arabian Prince Sultan Bin Salman al-Saud went into orbit in June 1985 he said, "I think the minute I saw the view for the first time was really one of the most memorable moments in my entire life."8 When asked by the interviewer how it changed his understanding of God, the Sultan said, "It really strengthens your convictions. To me, it's an opportunity to prove that there is no conflict being a Muslim, or any other religion. Looking at it from here, the troubles all over the world, and not just the Middle East, look very strange as you see the boundaries and border lines disappearing."9 U.S. Congressman Bill Nelson, who went to space in January 1986, said upon his return: "If the superpower leaders could be given the opportunity to see the Earth from the perspective from which I saw it—perhaps at a summit meeting in space in the context of the next century—they might realize that we're all in this with a common denominator. It would have a positive effect on their future decisions concerning war and peace.”10 Such space-based perspectives and their spillover effects on those of us unable to experience space firsthand may ultimately have a greater influence on our commercial space business practices than anything we do or say on Earth. Robert Bigelow of Bigelow Aerospace of Las Vegas was recently interviewed about his announcement to invest $500 million of his own money over the next several years to build a space cruise liner for Earth to moon tourism. Bigelow understands the limitations of our perceptions and the way we do things, especially since we have technology that enables us to do so much. When asked during his interview if his cruise liner would have defenses onboard in case of a meeting with a hostile ET, Bigelow replied: I'm not so sure exactly who the Klingons are. I think the jury is still out on whether or not it’s the human race. I think we have a huge divergence between our paths of improvement on spiritual maturity, while at the same time this century we compare that against the path of our technological advancements. You have to have some harmony. I think in order to be a member of a species that is a space-faring species that other species shouldn't fear, I think you have some type of meeting where your technological maturity is met to some degree with spiritual maturity.11
***Generic Alt 
   Transition War DA

Changing borders causes transition wars
Rosenstock-Huessy 78 – Professor at Dartmouth, Doctor of Law (1909) and Doctor of Philosophy (1923), University of Heidelberg “Planetary service: a way into the third millennium” By Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=YN41kwUsDikC&oi=fnd&pg=PR9&dq=%22changing+borders+*+war%22&ots=33x4PeBrr1&sig=bFJ-r4qNmij_hXOBYSE9N0xZpRo#v=onepage&q&f=false
But they would in fact be unchangeable, were we unable to create border-crossing points without resorting to war. The immense dilemma facing us today is not a lack of insight that the bomb cannot be thrown. No one is making that mistake, neither the Pope nor Khrushchev. What is missing is a powerful and enheartening means of changing borders without war. We are going to have to overcome borders without the bloodshed we have been used to in war. Perhaps it would be helpful to remember that we mortals have always been hemmed in by two kinds of prisons, the first being the world. That shows up on the map. There are houses and gardens and fences, the boundaries between towns, borders between countries, and finally even the borders between continents. These are all borders between the spaces in which we live. Once when l was an eleven year old boy, I drilled a hole in the door of my sister's room, and was severely punished for destroying the lovely door. I learned how dangerous it can be to move boundaries. Luckily there are other boundaries, In English the word "neighbor" does not mean just people living on the same street, but also the person whom a living man needs most at a certain hour of his life. (German has two different words.) There are also borders in time. The Nazis built borders in time as high as borders in space. Authors were required to put the year of their birth on the title page, just as if they were part of a stud farm. This allowed any stupid little boy to say, the author is too old for me, or any stupid old man to say, he is too young. Thus a border was created. 
   Friend/Enemy Inevitable

Friend/enemy distinctions are inevitable.

Moreiras, 04 – Director of European Studies at Duke, (Alberto, 2004, “A God without Sovereignty. Political Jouissance. The Passive Decision”, CR: The New Centennial Review 4.3, p. 75-76, Project MUSE, TH)

The promise or hope for the universal State—there is no promise without hope—even though “nothing indicates that even at that limit the problem will disappear” (Lacan 1992, 318), is the political horizon of the end of politics. Far from anticipating an actual situation where the realm of goods and the realm of desire will have become identical, it is a substitute for the inability to live up to the (Lacanian) ethical imperative not to yield on one’s desire. As an abandonment of radical perseverance in one’s being, it could also be perceived as an abandonment of sovereignty, a sort of abdi- cation. Indeed, Schmitt’s words on the essence of political existence absolutely resonate in Lacan’s notion of self-betrayal. For Schmitt, “for as long as a people exists in the political sphere, this people must . . . deter- mine by itself the distinction of friend and enemy. Therein resides the essence of its political existence. When it no longer possesses the capacity or the will to make this distinction, it ceases to exist politically. If it permits this decision to be made by another, then it is no longer a politically free people and is absorbed into another political system” (Schmitt 1996, 49).

Friend/Enemy distinctions are inevitable 

Norman 09 – Emma R. Norman, University of the Americas Puebla, Mexico, Department of International Relations and Political Science, " Applying Carl Schmitt to Global Puzzles: Identity, Conflict and the Friend/Enemy Antithesis", http://works.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1000&context=emma_norman, September 4, 2009, LEQ
The emphasis on the exclusive nature of identity construction leads to the conclusion that an inter-national (or other plurality of identities) context is required to provide the contrast necessary for the clear definition of a collective identity. But this theory does not stipulate that just any form of “other” is needed—neutral toleration of others, or half-hearted partnerships to foster security or prosperity fail on this model to provide the required clear definition. At some point, the intensification to the friend-enemy status on at least one front is, for Schmitt, required. But it is also inevitable. On this model, if one enemy disappears (as a direct result of enemy actions or for other systemic reasons) a vacuum is created that at some point needs to be filled.   An obvious illustration of this concerns the transition to a unipolar international order after the collapse of the Soviet Union. The effects of losing such a starkly defined “enemy” placed the collective identity and global role of the United States in serious question, both internally and externally. This blurring of a solid sense of national identity was reflected in U.S. foreign policy during the 1990s and thereafter, which has lacked a clearly defined geopolitical strategy.24 This was reflected in the continuous wavering over whether and how to intervene in some admittedly daunting international crises. Joint peace operations in Bosnia and Kosovo in the face of ethnic cleansing and atrocious human rights abuses did succeed, though they were entered into in a way that Schmitt would not have seen as wholehearted expressions of either “friendship” or enmity. However, U.S. stances toward Rwanda and Somalia were abysmal failures.  One interpretation of these occurrences, from a Schmittian perspective, is that ‘another other’ subsequently had to be found (or invented) to balance the inescapable tension that loss of U.S. national identity has entailed. One interpretation is that the reaction to the attacks of September 11, 2001, reflected this. And though while a concrete enemy clearly existed, much effort was made to embellish an account of its “evil” origins and purpose.25 As Kelanic observes, “[t]he seemingly infinite and recurring supply of existential enemies suggests that the real action stems less from the presence of any finite, essentialist differences between peoples, leading to the recognition of “Other” as “enemy,” and more from the inclination of peoples to reinvent each other as existential enemies.”26 G.W. Bush’s comment in 2006 illustrates the wider implications  of Kelanic’s point here: "[y]ou know, one of the hardest parts of my job is to connect Iraq to the war on terror."27 
   Borders = Human Nature 

It is human nature to defend your territory – biology and history
Wilson 78 – Edward O. Wilson, Professor and Curator of Entomology at the Museum of Comparative Zoology at Harvard University, Winner of: Pulitzer Prize (1979) Crafoord Prize (1990) Pulitzer Prize (1991) Kistler Prize (2000) Nierenberg Prize (2001) “On human nature” Edward O. Wilson http://books.google.com/books?id=0dyIjbHIvMIC&pg=PA107&lpg=PA107&dq=%22human+nature%22+territory&source=bl&ots=aau5B-XobS&sig=vl_PavQbJZi9SNANIzNjlRJ4mrk&hl=en&ei=aE8bTofREpHvsgbk_e27Dw&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=10&ved=0CE4Q6AEwCQ#v=onepage&q&f=false 

Territoriality is one of the variants of aggressive behavior that can be directly evaluated by the new insights of biology. Students of animal behavior define a territory as an area occupied more or less exclusively either directly by overt defense or indirectly through advertisement. This area invariably contains a scarce resource, usually a steady food supply, shelter, space for sexual display, or a site for laying eggs. Often the limitation on the availability of the resource to competing individuals secondarily affects population growth to the extent of also serving as a density-dependent factor, so that territorial defense intervenes as a buffering device against long-term changes in the environment. In other words, territoriality prevents the population from either exploding or crashing. Close studies by zoologists of the daily schedules, feeding behavior, and energy expenditures of individual animals have revealed that territorial behavior evolves in animal species only when the vital resource is economically defensible: the energy saved and the increase in survival and reproduction due to territorial defense outweigh the energy expended and the risk of injury and death. The researchers have been able to go further in some instances to prove that in the case of food territories the size of the defended area is at or just above the size required to yield enough food to keep the resident healthy and able to reproduce. Finally, territories contain an "invincible center." The resident animal defends the territory far more vigorously than intruders attempt to usurp it, and as a result the defender usually wins. In a special sense, it has the "moral advantage" over trespassers. The study of territorial behavior in human beings is in a very early stage. We know that bands of hunter-gatherers around the world are commonly aggressive in their defense of land that contains a reliable food resource. The Guayaki Indians of Paraguay jealously guard their hunting grounds and regard trespassing as the equivalent of a declaration of war. Before their societies were destroyed by European influence, the Ona of Tierra del Fuego were most likely to raid neighbors who trespassed in pursuit of guanaco. Similarly, the Washo Indians of the Great Basin attacked bands who fished "their"� lakes or hunted "their" deer in the more stable portions of the winter home ranges. The Nyae Nyae Bushmen believed that they had the right to kill neighbors who gathered vital plant foods from their foraging areas. The Walbiri of the Australian desert were especially concerned over water holes. One band could enter the range of another only by pem1ission, and trespassers were likely to be killed. Early observers recorded one pitched battle among Walbiri for the control of water wells in which more than twenty tribesmen were killed on each side. 
   Realism (From The Astro K)
Realism and securitization are biologically inevitable.

Thayer 04 – Thayer has been a Fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and has taught at Dartmouth College and the University of Minnesota [Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, University of Kentucky Press, 2004, pg. 75-76 //adi]

The central issue here is what causes states to behave as offensive realists predict. Mearsheimer advances a powerful argument that anarchy is the fundamental cause of such behavior. The fact that there is no world government compels the leaders of states to take steps to ensure their security, such as striving to have a powerful military, aggressing when forced to do so, and forging and maintaining alliances. This is what neorealists call a self-help system: leaders of states arc forced to take these steps because nothing else can guarantee their security in the anarchic world of international relations. I argue that evolutionary theory also offers a fundamental cause for offensive realist behavior. Evolutionary theory explains why individuals are motivated to act as offensive realism expects, whether an individual is a captain of industry or a conquistador. My argument is that anarchy is even more important than most scholars of international relations recognize. The human environment of evolutionary adaptation was anarchic; our ancestors lived in a state of nature in which resources were poor and dangers from other humans and the environment were great—so great that it is truly remarkable that a mammal standing three feet high—without claws or strong teeth, not particularly strong or swift—survived and evolved to become what we consider human. Humans endured because natural selection gave them the right behaviors to last in those conditions. This environment produced the behaviors examined here: egoism, domination, and the in-group/out-group distinction. These specific traits arc sufficient to explain why leaders will behave, in the proper circumstances, as offensive realists expect them to behave. That is, even if they must hurt other humans or risk injury to themselves, they will strive to maximize their power, defined as either control over others (for example, through wealth or leadership) or control over ecological circumstances (such as meeting their own and their family's or tribes need for food, shelter, or other resources).
Even if transition from realism is possible its violent – the alt has no strategy

Murray, 97 Professor Politics at the University of Wales, 1997 (Alastair J.H., Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics, p. 185-6)

Yet Linklater concedes that ‘it is not at all clear that any strand of social and political thought provides a compelling account of  “strategies of transition”’.  Indeed, where he has attempted to engage with this issue himself, he as proved manifestly unable to provide such an account.  Although he has put forward some ideas of what is needed – a fundamental recognition of political relations, establishing a global legal order to replace the sovereign state, and a fundamental rearrangement of economic relations, establishing an order in which all individuals have the means as well as the formal rights of freedom – his only suggestion as to how such objectives should be achieved seems to be that ‘[s]ocial development entails individuals placing themselves at odds with their societies as they begin to question conventional means of characterizing outsiders and to criticize customary prohibitions upon individual relations with them’.  His critical theoretical “transitional strategies amount to little more than the suggestion that individuals must demand recognition for themselves as men as well as citizens, must demand the right to enter into complex interstate relations themselves, and must act in these relations as beings with fundamental obligations to all other members of the species”.  More recently, he has proposed a vision in which ‘substantial and transnational citizenships are strengthened and in which mediating between the different loyalties and identities present within modern societies is one central purpose of the post-Westphalian state’.  Such an objective is to be reached by a discourse ethics along the lines of that proposed by Habermas.  Yet such an ethics amounts to little more than the suggestions that human beings need to be reflective about the ways in which they include and exclude outsiders from dialogue, scarcely going beyond Linklater’s earlier emphasis on individuals acting as men as well as citizens.  Realism does at least propose tangible objectives which, whilst perhaps the visionary appeal of Linklater’s proposals, ultimately offer us a path to follow, and it does at least suggest a strategy of realization, emphasising the necessity of a restrained, moderate diplomacy, which, if less daring than Linklater might wish, provides us with some guidance.  It is this inability to articulate practical strategies which suggests the central difficulty with such critical theoretical approaches.  The progressive urge moves a stage further here, leading them to abandon almost entirely the problems of establishing some form of stable international order at this level in favour of a continuing revolution in search of a genuine cosmopolis.  It generates such an emphasis on the pursuit of distant, ultimate objectives that they prove incapable of furnishing us with anything but the most vague and elusive of strategies, such an emphasis on moving towards a post-Westphalian boundary-less world that they are incapable of telling us anything about the problems facing us today.  If, for theorists such as Linklater, such a difficulty does not constitue a failure for critical theory within its own terms of reference, this position cannot be accepted uncritically.  Without an ability to address contemporary problems, it is unable to provide strategies to overcome even the immediate obstacles in the way of its objective of a genuinely cosmopolitan society.  And, without a guarantee that such cosmopolitan society is even feasible, such a critical theoretical perspective simply offers us the perpetual redefinition of old problems in a new context and the persistent creation of new problems to replace old ones, without even the luxury of attempting to address them.

Power politics are both inevitable and good they channel human nature away from anarchy and mass violence towards productive solutions.

Murray 97 – Professor of Politics at the University of Wales Swansea (Alastair J. H. “Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics” 1997, p. 128-134, MT)

It was Niebuhr's work in The Nature and Destiny of Man that established the framework of the realists' approach to the possibilities of justice in history. He began from the observation that '[a]ll historic schemes and structures of justice must take the contingencies of nature and history and the fact of sin into consideration ... There is, therefore, no historic structure of justice which can either fulfil the law of love or rest content with its inability to do so.'113 These 'structures of justice' were the 'organisations and mechanisms, of society in which these principles of justice are imperfectly embodied and made historically concrete'. They are the result of the interaction of the requirements of justice and the requirements of the social forces of the political body. In terms of the latter, the inherent corruption of human nature necessitates a perennial role for power in social organisation; without restraint, human nature will run riot. Social harmony requires that this power take two forms a central organisation of power and an equilibrium of power. The balance of power is necessary to prevent the danger of tyranny. Social conflicts are ultimately resolved according to the balance of social forces, whether overt or covert; unless an equilibrium is maintained, one party will impose its will without regard for the other. The achievement of even a measure of justice thus presupposes some social equilibrium of power, for in its absence, moral and social restraints are ineffective. At the same time, however, this equilibrium ultimately requires that all sides be prepared to resort to force. Consequently, whilst such a balance is an approximation of the ideal, under conditions of sin, it is also its contradiction, for it is not the harmony of the ideal but a balanced tension which contains an inherent potential for conflict. This danger of anarchy necessitates a central organisation of power to manage the balance, arbitrate between competing social forces, and enforce compliance with resolutions. This central power is thus morally superior to the balance, in that it prevents anarchy and represents a conscious attempt to realise justice, rather than a natural tendency. However, just as the balance tends to degenerate into anarchy, central power tends to degenerate into the tyranny of the élite group, and the justice that it provides is always corrupted. Ultimately, therefore, if social relations may be managed to approximate the ideal more perfectly, these power structures are a permanent element of any social order, such that, whatever the possibilities for more perfect community, any historical approximation of the ideal always contains contradictions to it. 114 In terms of international relations, Niebuhr emphasised the necessity of overcoming international conflict and of extending community to the international realm in the face of technical advances which exceeded the limited order provided by nation-states.115 In Human Destiny he limited himself to pointing out that the problems of social order would apply equally to any scheme for world government. In any international order, 'an implied hegemony of the stronger powers' is both essential and inevitable, and with this comes the threat of a 'new imperialism'. Against this danger of tyranny, the constitutional framework of any such scheme must provide an institutional balance of power to protect states, and with this diminution of central power comes the danger of anarchy. Ultimately, all the problems of social organisation are reflected at the level of' international politics.116 Niebuhr expanded on this in The Children of Light. The development of responses to the problems of an interdependent world requires an international society capable of acting in unity, and this requires the development of a degree of community amongst states and, in particular, a core of community amongst the great powers. First, whilst the balance of power is necessary to the preservation of justice in international relations, it is an inadequate basis for such an international society, because it becomes a source of anarchy. A central power is required to manage it, and only the great powers can provide this necessary core of authority to support a world order. Consequently, they must be brought into alignment, necessitating the development of a degree of community amongst them. Second, whilst the first task of a community is to subdue chaos and create order, the second task is to prevent the source of order becoming tyrannical. The danger of this consortium of great powers degenerating into mere imperialism therefore requires that the physical arrangements of any world order include constitutional checks and, beyond this, that its communal underpinnings include moral restraints. Only by providing such restraints can a measure of justice be achieved for lesser powers as well as for stronger ones.117 Niebuhr thus posed the problem of international order as the necessity of achieving the highest point of equilibrium between the requirements of justice and the necessities of power. These necessities are inescapable, but also heterogeneous; if they cannot be ignored, they can at least be played off against one another. Hence central and balanced power must be set against one another in order both to realise the benefits and contain the dangers of each and to preserve a precarious area of stability in which justice might exist. At the same time, however, this is inadequate alone, and it becomes necessary to foster a certain sense of community both to underlie the unity of a central authority and to support the restraining influence of the balance of power upon it. The other members of the group varied in their emphases, but there are clear parallels to this formulation in their conceptions which suggest its employment as a framework to assist understanding. The extent to which power infuses all social relations, the extent to which all social structures are marred by relations of domination and subordination, forms a pervasive theme throughout their work. It was this awareness of the intrusion of power into all social relations that generated their emphasis on 'the inevitable imperfections of any organisation that is entangled with the world'. 118 As Morgenthau once put it, the ideal 'can never be fully translated into political reality but only at best approximated ... there shall always be an element of political domination preventing the full realisation of equality and freedom'.119 The principal focus of this critique of the corrupting influence of power was, of course, international relations. Here, economic and legal mechanisms of domination are ultimately replaced by overt violence as the principal mechanism of determining political outcomes.120 The diffusion of power between states effectively transforms any such centrally organised mechanisms into simply another forum for the power politics of the very parties that it is supposed to restrain. As Kennan put it: 'the realities of power will soon seep into any legalistic structures which we erect to govern international life. They will permeate it. They will become the content of it; and the structure will replace the form.'121 The repression of such power realities is, however, impossible; the political actor must simply 'seek their point of maximum equilibrium'.122 This conception of the balance of power ultimately aimed, in Morgenthau's words, 'to maintain the stability of the system without destroying the multiplicity of the elements composing it'.123 First, it was designed to prevent universal domination, to act as a deterrent to the ambitions of any dominant great power and as a safeguard against any attempt to establish its sway over the rest of the system.124 Second, it was designed to preserve the independence and freedom of the states of the system, particularly the small states.125 Only through the operation of the balance of power between great powers can small powers gain any genuine independence and any influence in the international system.126 However, as Morgenthau pointed out, whilst, in domestic society, the balance of power operates in a context characterised by the existence of a degree of consensus and by the presence of a controlling central power, these factors are lacking in international relations and, thus, the balance is both much more important and yet much more flawed, the maintenance of equilibrium being achieved at the price of large-scale warfare and periodic eliminations of smaller states.127 This implies the need for some central management if any degree of order is to be created in international politics. In terms of domestic politics, the establishment of some power as dominant, in the form of government and the force that it brings with it, was recognised to be essential to restrain the corruptions of human nature and permit the realisation of a modicum of justice.128 As Morgenthau argued, it is only the overwhelming power of the centre which serves to provide a measure of order by enforcing compliance, even though it is with the legal rules which support the dominant group. In its absence, power serves not to create any legal framework by which arbitrary violence can be prevented, but only to bring conflicting interests into a precarious balance which tends periodically to collapse into violent conflict. 129 Internationally, this inevitably generated an emphasis on the harnessing of great power to the creation of order in international politics. A persistent theme in realism is the disparagement of the notion that small powers are in some way more virtuous and less aggressive than great ones. They are ultimately just as subject to human corruptions as any power indeed, their narrow preoccupation with petty local rivalries often generates even greater prejudice in their actions. If this is not to say that great powers are exactly virtuous in their behaviour, it does lead to a rejection of the concomitant notion of international governance through democratic, international organisations.130 As Morgenthau put it, 'the preponderance of the great powers on the international scene is a fact ... No legal arrangement nor organisational device, short of destroying that preponderance of power itself, can undo the political consequences of that disparity of power.'131 The existence of international hierarchy is simply inescapable; to ignore it will ultimately prove counter-productive. There exists, in Kennan's phrase, a 'law of diminishing returns' governing international relations which 'makes it doubtful whether the participation of smaller states can really add very much to the ability of the great powers to assure stability of international life'.132 If the world is not to dissolve into total anarchy, some sort of central organising power is essential; the contribution that lesser powers can make to this is ultimately limited, such that the hierarchy of the system must simply be taken best advantage of. As Butterfield concluded: '[t]errible things might happen to the international world there would probably be a Balkanisation of everything if we lacked even a handful of Greater Powers to keep the rest in order'.133 However, whilst the balance of power serves to prevent unwarranted imposition, and management of the international system by the great powers serves to mitigate instability, there is a clear sense in realism that merely to incorporate the two elements into one system was not enough: ultimately, they exist in tension and the two poles of the antinomy must be transcended if possibilities for more just relations are to develop. There must therefore be not merely an effort at management of the international system by the great powers in order to provide a semblance of the central authority which preserves order in the domestic sphere, but a much more comprehensive attempt to foster the vital sense of community which underlies order there and which might provide the basis for the establishment of a more comprehensive form of order in international relations. This element traditionally received little attention in Kennan's thought. Although he consistently emphasised the need for moderate foreign policy to avoid exacerbating tensions, he never saw much possibility for a more positive strategy of community building.134 Of late, he has moved somewhat in this direction, emphasising in Around the Cragged Hill that, in order to face the new social, economic and political challenges of the twenty-first century, a diminishment of national sovereignty is required, organised around a regionalist conception of order. 135 This element is manifested primarily in the work of Butterfield and, especially, Morgenthau. In Christianity, Diplomacy and War, Butterfield emphasised the importance of certain 'imponderables' which form the backbone of any international order. It is these 'imponderables', rather than the balance of power, which represent the key to periods of international stability. In their absence the role of force is heightened; in their existence, states live as members of the same club, as partners in common benefits. They become part of a properly ordered international society, limiting the objectives of conflict so as not to destroy the common good.136 These imponderables ultimately rest upon the inclusion of an element of justice within the structure of international relations.137 Butterfield insisted that, 'if there is to be an international order, all the members of it must have a real interest in its preservation ...'. If one state or group is either hostile to it or is excluded from it, the 'order' becomes merely an instrument of the victorious powers and will inevitably be subject to violent upheaval. Consequently, the establishment of a genuine international order requires the consent of all states, and its preservation requires that it not be allowed to remain static, such that 'the powers do genuinely feel it to be to their advantage to belong to the system; genuinely feel that they are partners in the concern'.138 This vision of international order thus rejected the pattern of Anglo-American domination which appeared the most likely contemporary outcome, emphasising instead the importance of doing justice to the weaker, and especially the new, states.139 The beneficial conditions to which this situation would give rise would ultimately allow the development of greater respect for morality among states, of more worthy objectives than the sheer struggle for power.140 But if the status quo powers failed to take the interests of weaker states into account, and thus failed to establish such a situation, they would ultimately have to bear a share of the responsibility for the aggression which would eventually occur once these dissatisfied states were in a position to change things for themselves.141 In much the same way, Morgenthau recognised that, if it is utopian to ignore power, 'it is no less utopian to expect that a stable, peaceful society can be built on power alone'.142 His account of domestic society in Politics among Nations continually emphasised the need for a value consensus to underlie the coercive aspects of order for it to function at all adequately. Peace ultimately relies not merely on the inability to break it, but also on the unwillingness to do so. Without the disinclination, the inability will, sooner or later, be overcome.143 It is the absence of such a value consensus in international relations which causes social conflicts to be resolved by resort to war. International relations ultimately remains a realm of fundamental conflict between status quo and imperialist (revisionist) states.144 First, whereas in domestic society disagreement tends to be about what the law means, in international relations it tends to be about what the laws should be.145 Second, whilst, when fundamental social conflicts do arise in domestic society, there is a general agreement not to resolve them by resort to force, but to respect the societal consensus as it is expressed through a legislature, international relations lacks this consensus, and the resolutions of any international organisations which seek to adjudicate disputes will therefore either not be enforced or will be redetermined by war between the parties. 146 Consequently, a clear theme throughout Margenthau's discussion of international order is that '[p]ower is a crude and unreliable method of limiting the aspirations for power on the international scene', that the international system must ultimately seek reliance upon 'normative systems ... to keep aspirations for power within socially tolerable bounds.'147 It is this type of acceptance of common standards, of the legitimacy of the extant framework of the international society, which, in the golden age of the balance of power, restrained the ambitions of states and moderated the conflicts to which they gave rise. But once no moral consensus underlies it, 'the balance is incapable of fulfilling its functions for international stability and national independence'.148 The success of any attempt at international government by great powers similarly requires common interests and a common definition of justice.149 It is the absence of such a consensus which has underlain the failure of all such attempts.150 Consequently, if, as Morgenthau held, peace is a necessity in the nuclear age, and a world state is necessary for peace, it becomes incumbent upon the statesman to attempt to foster the sense of community which must underlie any transition to such a world government.151 Attempts to create this community through cultural and functional methods ultimately prove inadequate, and it is left to diplomacy to attempt to bring about a world community by accommodation and conflict mitigation.152 Hence Morgenthau's nine rules of a moderate diplomacy.153 Essentially, then, the principal focus of realist thought is the problem of applying a broadly Judaeo-Christian set of values to a reality which proves recalcitrant to their imperatives. Hence its emphasis on the acceptance of responsibility for the consequences of actions, on the prudential adaptation of moral principles to circumstances, and thus, ultimately, on the need to pursue a policy which protects a conception of the national interest, albeit informed by moral prescriptions and constrained by moral prohibitions. However, beyond this, realism sought a more positive goal: the attempt not merely to guide the application of moral principles in a hostile reality, but to alter the nature of this reality itself into one more amenable to these moral principles. Its political theory ultimately culminated in a conception of order which, whilst it recognised that the influence of power in human relations could not be eliminated, also sought to establish a measure of justice. Furthermore, this conception emphasised not only that, if any measure of justice were to be possible, power must be set against power in an equilibrium which would prevent the arbitrary imposition of any one group, but also both the obligation and the necessity to inform this balance of wills with a moral consensus which might reinforce extant institutions and provide scope for the development of more sophisticated institutions. Realism recognised that this moral consensus could not be achieved by the arbitrary imposition of one's own values, which could only result in an absolute war of beliefs, but it also insisted that the failure to defend one's own conception in the face of alternative value systems could only result in the weakening and eventual elimination of these values. It therefore emphasised the need to foster a sense of understanding between actors with divergent interpretations of the good, in a more modest attempt to inform the international order with a degree of legitimacy, a moral consensus which might achieve some modus vivendi between the competing value systems. Realism thus culminated in an eminently practical effort, to enhance the mutual understandings by which actors relate to one another, and, in particular, to accommodate the divergent value systems which inform the different actors of the international system.


Realism serves as the best base to make both immediate and long term change, focusing on a future that may never exist only makes the present conditions worse and susceptible to disaster.

Murray 97 – Professor of Politics at the University of Wales Swansea (Alastair J. H. “Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics” 1997, p. 193-196, MT)

It should be clear from the preceding discussion that realism cannot be located within either the conservative, rationalist orthodoxy, as is so often assumed, nor within the progressive, reflectivist alternative, but must be recognised as existing in its own space, detached from both rationalism and reflectivism, beholden to neither. It differs from rationalist approaches because it rejects the conservative premise on which they rely for a position which remains much more open to the possibility of change in the international system. If neorealism, for instance, reifies the historically specific Westphalian order into a universal pattern of international politics, realism, based upon the nature of individuals rather than on the structure of the international system, can resist this historical closure for a much more flexible perspective. Whereas neorealism is bound to a narrow physical-mechanical notion of the international system which elevates international constraints to the status of a natural necessity exogenous to human practice, realism can treat these constraints as social constructs created by, and malleable through, human practice. And, whereas neorealism must remain trapped within the particular historical epoch from which it draws its conception of structure, cut off from the possibility of transcending the relative modes of that time, realism, based upon a conception of human nature with universal applicability, is free from these constraints. 65 Consequently, realism is capable of appreciating the possibilities and trends contained within the contemporary international system, and of acting to exploit their potential. At the same time, however, realism no more fits into a reflectivist mould than it does a rationalist one. Whilst it joins the critique of contemporary resolutions of the problem of political authority, it also recognises that they provide an essential measure of order in a disorderly world. Whilst it remains open to the possibility of development towards more inclusive forms of community, it refuses to take the additional step of assuming that this development can necessarily be described as progress. Realism ultimately agrees that the 'necessitous' elements of the international system are largely social constructions generated by human practices, but it retains an ambivalence about human motivations which dictates a sceptical position towards the possibility of overcoming estrangement. For every example of progress created by man's ability to transcend 'learned responses', for every case of his 'inherent self-developing capacity', we have examples of regression as he employs this for purposes other than promoting self-determination. For realism, man remains, in the final analysis, limited by himself. As such, it emphasises caution, and focuses not merely upon the achievement of long-term objectives, but also upon the resolution of more immediate difficulties. Given that, in the absence of a resolution of such difficulties, longer-term objectives are liable to be unachievable, realism would seem to offer a more effective strategy of transition than reflectivism itself. Whereas, in constructivism, such strategies are divorced from an awareness of the immediate problems which obstruct such efforts, and, in critical theoretical perspectives, they are divorced from the current realities of international politics altogether, realism's emphasis on first addressing the immediate obstacles to development ensures that it at least generates strategies which offer us a tangible path to follow. If these strategies perhaps lack the visionary appeal of reflectivist proposals, emphasising simply the necessity of a restrained, moderate diplomacy in order to ameliorate conflicts between states, to foster a degree of mutual understanding in international relations, and, ultimately, to develop a sense of community which might underlie a more comprehensive international society, they at least seek to take advantage of the possibilities of reform in the current international system without jeopardising the possibilities of order. Realism's gradualist reformism, the careful tending of what it regards as an essentially organic process, ultimately suggests the basis for a more sustainable strategy for reform than reflectivist perspectives, however dramatic, can offer. For the realist, then, if rationalist theories prove so conservative as to make their adoption problematic, critical theories prove so progressive as to make their adoption unattractive. If the former can justifiably be criticised for seeking to make a far from ideal order work more efficiently, thus perpetuating its existence and legitimating its errors, reflectivist theory can equally be criticised for searching for a tomorrow which may never exist, thereby endangering the possibility of establishing any form of stable order in the here and now. Realism's distinctive contribution thus lies in its attempt to drive a path between the two, a path which, in the process, suggests the basis on which some form of synthesis between rationalism and reflectivism might be achieved. Oriented in its genesis towards addressing the shortcomings in an idealist transformatory project, it is centrally motivated by a concern to reconcile vision with practicality, to relate utopia and reality. Unifying a technical and a practical stance, it combines aspects of the positivist methodology employed by problem-solving theory with the interpretative stance adopted by critical theory, avoiding the monism of perspective which leads to the self-destructive conflict between the two. Ultimately, it can simultaneously acknowledge the possibility of change in the structure of the international system and the need to probe the limits of the possible, and yet also question the proximity of any international transformation, emphasise the persistence of problems after such a transformation, and serve as a reminder of the need to grasp whatever semblance of order can be obtained in the mean time. Indeed, it is possible to say that realism is uniquely suited to serve as such an orientation. Simultaneously to critique contemporary resolutions of the problem of political authority as unsatisfactory and yet to support them as an attainable measure of order in an unstable world involves one in a contradiction which is difficult to accept. Yet, because it grasps the essential ambiguity of the political, and adopts imperfectionism as its dominant motif, realism can relate these two tasks in a way which allows neither to predominate, achieving, if not a reconciliation, then at least a viable synthesis. 66 Perhaps the most famous realist refrain is that all politics are power politics. It is the all that is important here. Realism lays claim to a relevance across systems, and because it relies on a conception of human nature, rather than a historically specific structure of world politics, it can make good on this claim. If its observations about human nature are even remotely accurate, the problems that it addresses will transcend contingent formulations of the problem of political order. Even in a genuine cosmopolis, conflict might become technical, but it would not be eliminated altogether.67 The primary manifestations of power might become more economic or institutional rather than (para)military, but, where disagreements occur and power exists, the employment of the one to ensure the satisfactory resolution of the other is inevitable short of a wholesale transformation of human behaviour. Power is ultimately of the essence of politics; it is not something which can be banished, only tamed and restrained. As a result, realism achieves a universal relevance to the problem of political action which allows it to relate the reformist zeal of critical theory, without which advance would be impossible, with the problem-solver's sensible caution that, before reform is attempted, whatever measure of security is possible under contemporary conditions must first be ensured.

   Utopian/Fails
The alt is utopian and doomed to failure – it doesn’t tell us what to do making solvency impossible 
Blomley 07 Nicholas Blomley – Professor of Geography at Simon Fraser University “Critical geography: anger and hope” http://phg.sagepub.com/content/31/1/53.full.pdf
Smith notes that we cannot stop at critique: ‘we need a sense of how to put things together even in the insistent continuance of critique . . . Eyes on the prize’ (N. Smith, 2005: 898–99). How to win the prize is one question. The exact nature of the prize, however, remains more elusive. For Oscar Wilde, any map that did not have utopia on it was not worth looking at. Yet utopianism is regarded in many quarters with a good deal of suspicion. And with good reason: unitary totalizing blueprints have too often proved disastrous. Yet the utopian impulse remains omnipresent, and is no exclusive domain of the left. Capitalism, Ollman (2005) notes, is adept at turning human dreams and aspirations into lotteries and sporting events. For Harvey (2000) neoliberalism is a deeply utopian and teleological project, premised on process (individual liberties, realized through the market) and risk-taking. Other domains of science rely upon explorations of the imaginary (Baeten, 2002): sustainability, for example, is a deeply utopian concept.  In the mid-1970s, Zygmunt Bauman (1976) described socialism as intrinsically utopian. Contemporary critical geographers, however, are better at mapping current dystopias than imagining utopic alternatives. The demise of utopian thinking, however, can have debilitating effects, being ‘symptomatic of a closing down of the imaginative horizons of critical thinking and even a slide into a reactionary acquiescence to dominant  understandings and representations . . . and to the injustices of existing conditions’ (Pinder, 2002: 237). Gerry Pratt (2004) cites Meghan Morris, who worries that the tendency of critical scholars to retell the ‘same old story’ of capitalism, racism and patriarchy, can create the impression that nothing has, or can ever be otherwise. ‘The ethical, utopian, political impulse of feminism’, Morris argues, ‘is the belief that things – the systematic production of social difference – can and must be changed. Feminist theory is a limited resource if it lacks the subtlety not only to diagnose the speciﬁcity of this production, but the vitality to animate social change’ (p. 9).7 For Barnes (2001) ‘critique should be directed from a sense of what a better world would be like’ (p. 12). 
   Cede The Political 
They cede the political 
Strong 96 – Professor of Political Science at the University of California, San Diego.  (Tracy, Prof. of Political Science @ Univ. of California, San Diego, 1996, Foreward: Dimensions of a New Debate around Carl Schmitt, to Carl Schmitt’s Concept of the Political, Univ. of Chicago Press: Chicago, p. xiii-xvii, MT)
Schmitt's conception of the political stands in opposition to his conception of "political romanticism," the subject of one of his early books. Political romanticism is characterized as a stance of occasional ironism, such that there is no last word on anything. Political romanticism is the doctrine of the autonomous, isolated, and solitary individual, whose absolute stance toward himself gives a world in which nothing is connecting to anything else. Political romanticism is thus at the root of what Schmitt sees as the liberal tendency to substitute perpetual discussion for the political. 12 On the positive side, Schmitt's conception of the politicial stands in alliance with the subject of his subsequent book, Political Theology. There he elaborates a conception of sovereignty as the making of decisions which concern the exception. 13 The political is the arena of authority rather than general law and requires decisions which are singular, absolute and final. 14 Thus as Schmitt notes in Political Theology, the sovereign decision has the quality of being something like a religious miracle: it has no references except the fact that it is, to what Heidegger would have called its Dasein. (It should be noted that the sovereign is not like God: there is no "Sovereign." Rather, sovereign acts have the quality of referring only to themselves, as moments of "existential intervention.") 15 This is, for Schmitt, a given quality of "the political." What distresses him is that the historical conjunction of liberalism and democracy has obscured this conception, such that we are in danger of losing the experience of the political. In The Concept of the Political Schmitt identifies this loss of the conception of the political with the triumph of the modern notions of politics, dating loosely from the French Revolution but already present in seventeenth-century doctrines such as those of Cardinal Bellarmine, whose theory of indirect powers Hobbes went to extended pains to attack in chapter 41 of Leviathan. Politics thus involves, famously, friends and enemies, which means at least the centrality of those who are with you and those against whom you struggle. Fighting and the possibility of death are necessary for there to be a political. 16 From this standpoint, Schmitt came to the following conclusions about modern bourgeois politics. First, it is a system which rests on compromise; hence all of its solutions are in the end temporary, occasional, never decisive. Second, such arrangements can never resolve the claims of equality inherent in democracy. By the universalism implicit in its claims for equality, democracy challenges the legitimacy of the political order, as liberal legitimacy rests on discussion and the compromise of shifting majority rules. Third, liberalism will tend to undermine the possibility for struggle. Thus, last, legitimacy and legality cannot be the same; indeed, they stand in contradiction to each other. 17 The driving force behind this argument lies in its claim that politics cannot be made safe and that the attempt to make politics safe will result in the abandonment of the state to private interests and to "society." The reality of an empirical referent for these claim was undeniable in the experience of Weimar. (It is worth remembering that Schmitt was among those who sought to strengthen the Weimar regime by trying to persuade Hindenburg to invoke the temporary dictatorial powers of article 48 against the extremes on the Right and the Left) 18. There is here, however, a deeper claim, a claim that the political defines what it is to be a human being in the modern world and that those who would diminish the political diminish humanity. Schmitt lays this out as the "friend-enemy" distinction. What is important about this distinction is not so much the "who is on my side" quality, but the claim that only by means of this distinction does the question of our willingness to take responsibility for our own lives arise. "Each participant is in a position to judge whether the adversary intends to negate his opponent's way of life and therefore must be repulsed or fought in order to preserve one's own form of existence" 19 It is this quality that attracts the nonliberal Left and the Right to Schmitt. It is precisely to deny that the stakes of politics should be so high that liberals resist Schmitt. If a liberal is a person who cannot take his own side in an argument, a liberal is also a person who, as Schmitt notes, thereby raising the stakes, if asked "'Christ or Barabbas?' [responds] with a proposal to adjourn or appoint a committee of investigation." 20 The Relation between Politics and Ethics: Schmitt claimed that liberalism's reliance on procedure led to a depoliticization and dehumanization of the world. It was the daring of the claim for the political that drew Leo Strauss's attention in the critique he wrote of The Concept of the Political in 1932. Schmitt had written: "The political adversaries of a clear political theory… will easily refute political phenomena and truths in the name of some autonomous discipline as amoral, uneconomical, unscientific and above all declare this – and this is politically relevant – a devilry worthy of being combated." 21 Schmitt's claim was not just that the political was a separate realm of human activity, parallel to ethics, economics, science and religion, but that inquiry into the political was an inquiry into the "order of human things," where the important word is "human." 
Turn: Cede the Political - Border studies has turned into Ivory Tower elitism, and cannot create real solutions because of a fatalist rejection of empirics and objectivity.
Hamnett 03 - Department of Geography King’s College University of London
Chris.“Contemporary human geography: fiddling while Rome burns?” Geoforum 34, 1–3
How are we to interpret the utility of the new interests and approaches? While there can be no doubt that post- modernism, new cultural theory and the interpretative turn have generated a major intellectual resurgence in contemporary human geography, I am dubious of its intellectual utility and social value on three main grounds. First, the renewed interest in social theory and theorising has arguably generated an interest in ‘theory for theory’s sake’ and ‘critique for critique’s sake’. Rather than theory being seen primarily as a crucial tool to assist in the understanding of the world in which we live, ‘doing theory’ has arguably become an object of attention in its own right, just as quantification became an object of interest in its own right in the late 1960s and 1970s.

Second, while much recent cultural geography parades its radical credentials in terms of its concerns with deconstruction, conceptions of ‘difference’ and other- ness’, giving voice to hitherto unheard minorities, al- lowing the subaltern to speak, and so on, it can be argued that in reality there has been a retreat from substantive political engagement and social analysis in favour of superficial academic radicalism. Critical geography is arguably something which is practiced more in the seminar room and on the pages of academic journals, than on a wider stage (Leyshon, 1995; Markusen, 1999; Martin, 2001a,b; Storper, 2001). We live in an era in which the power and influence of large western companies has increased dramatically in terms of foreign investment, resource extraction, trade flows labour conditions, economic development and the like. Earnings, income and wealth inequality have in- creased dramatically over the last 20 years. At the top end the salaries, share options and remuneration pack- ages of the economic elite who run the largest companies, or work in the financial sector have grown dramatically. At the bottom end, a large proportion of the population scrape by, living in deteriorated housing estates with low educational qualifications and subject to high levels of crime and violence. There are problems of low educational attainment, so-called ‘failing’ schools, high levels of unemployment, ill-health, and growing NHS waiting lists.

At the international level, we live in an era of increasing globalisation, and of the dominance of major companies in global investment and trade, combined with high levels of international inequality. Large tracts of sub-Saharan Africa are blighted with low and falling living standards, famine and AIDS and environmental degradation is increasing in many countries. In parts of South East Asia, air pollution is now a major problem as a result of forest burning. Is contemporary human geography dealing with these issues on a serious basis? While there are clearly many honourable exceptions, some of which are found in the pages of Geoforum, the broad answer to this question seems to me to be ‘not as much as it should be’.

Although there are many significant exceptions, such as work on unemployment, privatization, labor conditions, the geography of service withdrawal (e.g, banking and food outlets in the inner cities), FDI, multi-national companies and environmental issues, much contemporary human geography appears to be looking the other way, concerned more with deconstructing theory, the analysis of subjectivity and concepts of embodiment, and issues of representation than with major economic, political and social problems. There seems to be more attention paid to the representation and deconstruction of phenomena than in phenomena themselves. This reflects both the legacy of the post-modern belief that there is no meaning beyond the text and the privileged western interest with issues of identity and the self.

Third, the post-modern rejection of notions of science, truth, objectivity and rigorous empirical analysis in favour of interpretation and deconstruction has arguably led to the rise of a new political, economic and social relativism which attaches little or no value to systematic empirical analysis and has permitted the rise of ad hoc qualitative impressionism. This is not an argument for the reintroduction of quantitative methods and large-scale empirical analysis. On the contrary, there is much to be said for mixed methods, combining the detailed insights of in-depth interviews and other qualitative methods, with the use of quantitative analysis where appropriate. What concerns me is that a generation of human geography students are increasingly being brought up on a limited methodological diet of focus groups and discourse and textual analysis rather than the ability to interpret a table showing foreign investment. training programme is supposed to address this deficiency in part but whether or not it will succeed remains to be seen.

***Single-State Alt

   Borders Inevitable/Good

Borders are inevitable and even if they weren’t, the alt causes war

Odysseos 07 – * Senior Lecturer in International Relations at the University of Sussex, UK (*Louiza,  “The International Political Thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror, Liberal War, and the Crisis of Global Order” 2007 p. 124-126, MT)
This exchange about the ‘the line’ between Jünger and Heidegger was also contemporaneous with Carl Schmitt’s reflections in his seminal book, Der Nomos der Erde, on the genesis and demise of the first spatial order, which was uniquely ‘global’ in scope and which he called the nomos of the earth (Schmitt 2003 [1950]). In International Relations we refer to this same order as the ‘Westphalian system’, designating in this way the system of relations among ‘sovereign’ states in an anarchical environment, commonly understood to have been established by the Peace of Westphalia of 1648. It is used more broadly to refer to the ontology of international politics where the state is the primary sovereign actor (see Brown 2002; Teschke 2003). Schmitt’s account, however, is much richer than the one found within the mythology of International Relations: he traces the creation of this spatial, or ‘nomic’, order (Surin 2005: 191) to the unrepeatable event of the European ‘discovery’ of the New World and analyses it in terms of its international law, the jus publicum Europaeum. Importantly, Schmitt’s analysis of Westphalia as a ‘nomos of the earth’ argues, unlike its IR counterpart, that it was predicated on a set of distinctions, or lines, drawn between European soil and the so-called ‘free space’ of non- European soil. Schmitt also suggests that one of the main purposes of the jus publicum Europaeum, was the facilitation of the colonial (political, military and economic) land appropriation of this ‘New World’. Drawing lines, which divided and distributed the entire earth, was made possible by what Schmitt called ‘global linear thinking’, an integral part of the emerging spatial consciousness of modernity, in which he situates Westphalia (see Schmitt 2003: 87ff.; and Odysseos and Petito, Introduction to this volume, on the concept of nomos).2 Moreover, in acknowledging the emergent patterns of limited interstate warfare in Europe, on the one hand, and struggles for power and land appropriation in the non-European world, on the other, Schmitt’s Nomos also recounts the ways in which this order had achieved eine Hegung des Krieges in Europe; ho, in other words, it had succeeded in ‘bracketing’, that is in limiting, rationalising and, in a sense, humanising war, precisely on the basis of drawing such lines. The Nomos is also, at the same time, an elegy for the collapse of this order and its international law at the beginning of the twentieth century. Indeed, the history of the legal and spatial order of jus publicum Europaeum is narrated and evaluated in light of its demise but also in light of Schmitt’s concerns about the re-emergence of a new kind of universalism in world politics with inescapable effects on the conduct of war and the management of enmity. Such a universalism aimed at the denigration of lines and distinctions, of the erasure of ‘inside’ and ‘outside’, in favour of the realisation of the cosmopolitan ideal of a universal humanity. For Schmitt, erasing the line which the nomos of the earth had drawn between Europe and the rest of the world signalled the dissolution of this order, on which European jurisprudence was founded, into the legal positivism of the post-First World War (and, therefore, post-Westphalian) era. He argued that the subsequent ‘spaceless universalism’ was unable and unwilling to draw lines and spatial distinctions. It was wanton idealism, however, to think that the unwillingness or inability to draw concrete lines would actually mean their total dissipation and lead to a world of boundless inclusion: ‘[f]or it is not that exclusions are miraculously made absent once distinctions are not formally drawn’ (Rasch 2005: 256). Rather, he suggested that spatial distinctions, much like conflict itself, were inevitable (Rasch 2000). Quite the contrary, he feared that lines and distinctions in a ‘spaceless universalism’ would be drawn conceptually, without explicit reflection on their concrete spatial implications, precipitating a crisis both in the peculiar statist-institutional character of world politics and in the treatment of enemies (see Colombo, Chapter 1 in this volume; Odysseos and Petito 2006). In the Nomos, but also in earlier works such as The Concept of the Political, Schmitt had criticised the political discourse of humanity that characterised such universalism, and that still describes much cosmopolitan thinking today, as pre-tending to cross, or even erase, the line between self and other (Schmitt 1996). Schmitt argued, however, that the discourse of humanity merely draws a different, more dangerous line than the one that had been drawn spatially between European and non-European space during the era of the jus publicum Europaeum. Those who use the discourse of ‘humanity’ politically designate themselves arbiters of ‘humanity’, drawing a line between who is human and who is inhuman, who is good and who is evil, who is ‘freedom-loving’ and who is ‘freedom-hating’, to borrow from the vocabulary of US foreign policy since the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001. I argue in this chapter that Schmitt’s insistence on locating ‘the line’ is fruit-ful for reflecting politically on recent claims made by cosmopolitan thinking about its own ability to erase the lines drawn by the ‘Westphalian order’ through the idea of a universal and absolute humanity. What is important, I argue with Heidegger, is not to erase the line, but to locate it in the claim of its transgression and to reflect on what purposes it served or still serves. The line deserves reflection while the assumption of its erasure often leads to new forms of domination and ever more violent wars. Examining the relevance of this cosmopolitan claim regarding the dissipation of lines and relating it to the master discourse of humanity which motivates and grounds it illuminates significant relationships between cosmopolitanism and the War on Terror pursued by the United States and its ‘coalition of the willing’ since 2001. Next, the chapter briefly discusses Schmitt’s claims of the achievements of the jus publicum Europaeum regarding war and enmity and highlights their dissipation with the arrival of a ‘spaceless universalism’ based on the discourse of humanity, which still forms the basis of much cosmopolitan thinking today. The third section provides a critique of the discourse of a universal humanity, while the fourth part examines the relationship of cosmopolitanism to the War on Terror, interrogating the assumption that the two are antithetical and suggesting, instead, that there are a number of ways in which they are intricately connected.

Borders innevitable – AT Globalizaiton

Economic integration won’t lead to the end of borders 3 reasons.

Tuathail 99 - Associate Professor of Geography at Virginia Tech September 
Gearoid O, 1999 “Borderless Worlds?” http://www.nvc.vt.edu/toalg/Website/Publish/papers/Borderless.htm
The argument that global financial integration leads to the end-of-geography is a conceptualization flawed in three distinct ways. First, despite the erosion of national economic sovereignty, states are still central to the operation and functioning of the world financial system. While many smaller states are at the mercy of world financial markets, the co-ordinated actions of the G7 states still set the rules for the world financial system [32]. End-of-geography discourse which represents deregulation and technological change as both natural and inevitable processes is often a stalking horse for normative discourse on why geography qua state power should end. OíBrienís argument comes close to this. "Money," according to OíBrien, "being fungible, will continue to try to avoid, and will largely succeed in escaping, the confines of the existing geography." [33]. According to this reasoning, the efforts of national states to restrict the free movement of money are ultimately doomed to fail. Free markets are held to be more efficient and rational than regulated ones. Regulations only creates distortions in the marketplace and inhibit the natural development of perfect markets. Deregulation is the most rational and sensible policy option for global financial integration is an ineluctable process [34].

In this instance deterritorialization discourse is a part of neoliberal ideology. It strives to denaturalize and limit the power of states while naturalizing and bolstering the virtues of markets. The contemporary world financial system, however, is not the product of natural forces and tendencies but of a new working relationship between states and markets promoted, in part, by the states themselves. The hegemony of neoliberal ideology in the 1980s in the United States and Great Britain helped make the integration of financial markets seen in that decade possible. Martin notes that a new ëbankers bargainí between the state and finance capital replaced the former ësocial bargainí between the state, labor and national capital resulting in the state ceding considerable power to financial markets organized at a supra-state level. This move, which expressed itself in the stateís inclination towards financial interests and its deregulation of financial institutions, tilted power towards financial markets and reduced the bargaining power of the state. As Martin notes, "[i]t is a bargain that has encouraged more risky activity, raised the likelihood of panics and bankruptcies, and rendered government ever more captive to the sentiments of the market. The loss of national autonomy to global finance is thus not some benign outcome or necessity of world market forces, but has a political origin" [35]. End-of-geography discourse tends to naturalizes the deterritorialization of financial markets and obscure the complicity of certain political forces within states with this tendency.

Second, end-of-geography discourse fails to demonstrate how deterritorialization is in actuality also a reterritorialization. Geography is not so much disappearing as being re-structured, re-arranged and re-wired. Global financial integration has, in fact, produced a new geo-political complex of territory, technology, states and markets on a global scale. At the pinnacle of this complex are a series of integrated global financial centers. As Sassen, Thrift and others have noted, the development of a globally integrated financial system has not rendered place less significant but more significant [36]. Even OíBrien concedes that face to face contact is extremely important as the upper levels of the global financial system. Thrift argues that international financial centers have become centers of social interaction on an expanded scale. Rather than these centers dissolving into an electronic space of flows, the volume and speed of such flows "may make it even more imperative to construct places that act as centers of comprehension"[37]. In pointing out how global financial markets are not perfect markets Clark and OíConnor underscore how national regulations make a difference in conditioning markets. "There is, in effect, a robust territoriality to the global financial industry" [38].

Third, the end-of-geography discourse fails to acknowledge and engage the construction of new geographies of financial exclusion across the planet. The de-territorialization of national financial spaces and the creation of an integrated global financial space has changes the rules of world economic affairs for both developed and developing economies. In order to attract capital and foreign direct investment to spur economic development, states have to present themselves before a geo-financial panopticon of market makers and market analysts [39]. They have to adopt neoliberal creeds in their economic management philosophy, undertake certain structural reforms deregulating ënational monopoliesí and privatizing state assets, and be prepared to be evaluated on a daily basis by the ëelectronic juryí of interlinked international markets [40]. States that do not play by these rules are effectively excluded from global investment capital. While the changes of the last decade have enabled certain developing states who have followed neoliberal nostrums to obtain considerable investment capital, this has come at a cost. Global financial capital tends to be impatient capital and exceedingly volatile. In times of crisis, capital will take flight to ësaferí and more ëpredictableí markets, devastating national economies and development strategies in the process. The economic and social dislocations caused by this process are considerable, destroying economic resources and investments built up over years in a few days or less. As a consequence of the ëemerging market contagioní of 1997-98, income inequalities between the developing and developed world have widened considerably.

   Intervention War DA

Liberalism recast wars as intervention for the sake of all humanity—resulting in global totalitarianism. 

Prozorov 06 – Sergei, Professor of International Relations at Petrozavodsk State University, Millennium – Journal of International Studies, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism, http://mil.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/35/1/75.pdf, 2006, LEQ
Thus, struggles against hegemony or domination, which indeed have constituted politics and history as we know them, are recast as a priori criminal acts in the new order of the world state, calling for global police interventions rather than interstate war. ‘The adversary is no longer called an enemy, but a disturber of peace and is thereby designated to be an outlaw of humanity.’48 The exclusionary potential of universalism is evident: theoretically, we may easily envision a situation where a ‘world state’ as a global police structure does not represent anything but itself; not merely anyone, but ultimately everyone may be excluded from the ‘world unity’ without any consequences for the continuing deployment of this abstract universality as an instrument of legitimation. In Zygmunt Bauman’s phrase, ‘the “international community” has little reality apart from the occasional military operations undertaken in its name’.49 Thus, for Schmitt, if the monistic project of liberalism ever succeeded, it would be at the cost of the transformation of the world into a terrifying dystopia of a self-immanent, totally administered world without an outside and hence without a possibility of flight.
   Ethnic War DA
Borders key to stop ethnic civil war
Downes 06 – Alexander B, Asst. Professor of Political Science at Duke University, 2006 “More Borders, Less Conflict? Partition as a Solution to Ethnic Civil Wars” SAIS Review, p. 49-50
Recently, however, scholars have begun to challenge this single-state-solution orthodoxy, arguing instead that dividing states and creating new borders may be a way to promote peace after ethnic civil wars. One view, represented by Chaim Kaufmann, stresses that ethnic civil wars cannot end until contending groups are separated into homogeneous ethnic enclaves. When groups are intermingled, each side has an incentive to attack and cleanse the other. Once separation is achieved, these incentives disappear. With the necessary condition for peace in place, political arrangements become secondary. Unless ethnic separation occurs, Kaufmann argues, all other solutions are fruitless because ethnic intermingling is what fuels conflict. 

More ev 

Downes 06 – Alexander B, Asst. Professor of Political Science at Duke University, 2006 “More Borders, Less Conflict? Partition as a Solution to Ethnic Civil Wars” SAIS Review, p. 49-50

The conventional wisdom among scholars and policymakers opposes solving ethnic conflicts by drawing new borders and creating new states. This view, however, is flawed because the process of fighting civil wars imbues the belligerents with a deep sense of mistrust that makes sharing power after the conflict difficult. This is especially true in ethnic civil wars, in which negotiated power-sharing agreements run a high risk of failing and leading to renewed warfare. In light of these problems, this article argues that partition should be considered as an option for ending severe ethnic conflicts. The article shows how failure to adopt partition in Kosovo has left that province in a semi-permanent state of limbo that only increases the majority Albanian population's desire for independence. The only route to long-term stability in the region—and an exit for international forces—is through partition. Moreover, the article suggests that the United States should recognize and prepare for the coming partition of Iraq rather than pursuing the futile endeavor of implementing power-sharing among Iraq's Shi'ites, Kurds, and Sunnis. 

   Racial Diversity DA
Alt kills the individual and leads to oneness of society 

McCulloch No Date – study of race relations “Many Mansions” http://www.racialcompact.com/manymansions.html#anchor240050
A "world without borders" is ultimately a world without diversity. Given the fact that different races which share the same territory under conditions of extensive contact interbreed, the preservation of human racial diversity requires reproductive isolation, which as a practical matter -- especially in the long term -- requires the geographic or territorial separation of the races, which requires racial territorial exclusivity, boundaries or borders. Racial preservation requires recognition of the right of every race to exist within secure borders, in its own territory or "mansion," exclusive of all genetically incompatible racial elements. A view of humanity as "a house with many mansions" would encourage tolerance for the existence of many diverse races, all living on the same planet as they have for many thousands of generations, yet each possessing its own exclusive territory or "mansion," and each enjoying the full rights of independence, self-determination and control of its own life, existence and development -- its own country, its own culture, its own religion and its own political and economic system. The ethic of "Many Mansions" would protect the continued existence on our "one world" of many different races, cultures, religions and political and economic systems, promoting diversity in all of these areas rather than imposing "Oneness," sameness, uniformity or submission to an imperialist or universalist world order or system. It would recognize each race as unique and special, value and appreciate their diversity and differences, and promote their preservation. The diversity of humanity is often likened to a rainbow. The beauty of a rainbow lies in its many separate and distinct colors. If these different colors are blended together into one mixed color the beauty of the rainbow is lost. So it is with human racial diversity. If the different races are blended together into one mixed race the distinct races of humanity will be diminished and lost, and with them the variety provided by human racial diversity. 

Oneness is imperialist 
McCulloch No Date – study of race relations “Many Mansions” http://www.racialcompact.com/manymansions.html#anchor240050

The presently dominant culture of human racial relations is universalism, the ideology that promotes the racial nihilist goal of human "Oneness" -- the unification of the races into one race through multiracialism and intermixture -- and therefore opposes racial independence and preservation. The "Oneness" goal is one of human uniformity, the elimination of racial diversity, particularities or differences. The dominance of universalism can be traced back many centuries to the creation of the first multiracial empires. Universalist philosophies and religions provided a justification for the existence of such empires, and a means to hold them together. In fact, there has always been a close connection between imperialism and universalism, and universalist religions such as Christianity and Islam, with their missionary zeal to convert, transform or assimilate other peoples, have often provided the impetus for imperialist endeavors. In part, the current dominance of universalism and the racial nihilist goal of human "Oneness" is a legacy of the imperialist mentality. It is also a product of the still active missionary mentality which seeks to transform, convert or remake the world into its own image, whether that image be defined in terms of religion, culture, political ideology or race. [Note 1] The imperialist empire-building and missionary activities of the nineteenth century, which attempted to unify diverse races and cultures into one political and economic system, provided the practical foundation for the development of modern universalism. It is the essence of empire -- of imperialism -- that it subordinates a diverse group of people or races to one unified political or economic order, and denies or rejects their right to independence, control of their own lives, or a separate existence, and this is a central characteristic of the currently dominant form of universalism. 

Turn - Cap

Turn: Capitalism - Erasing borders allows for capitalism to take over and become more ruthless.

Tuathail 99 - Associate Professor of Geography at Virginia Tech September 
Gearoid O, 1999 “Borderless Worlds?” http://www.nvc.vt.edu/toalg/Website/Publish/papers/Borderless.htm
Borderless worldí discourses need to be problematized by old political economy questions: Who benefits? What class promotes the discourse of ëborderless worldsí? For whom is the world borderless? Martin and Schumann provide the context for some answers in their description of a 80:20 world where one fifth of the worldís population will be sufficient to keep the world economy running while four-fifths will be excluded from its high-speed lanes of power and privilege [47]. The top 20% are the ëwired technological classesí connected across the planet to each other and disconnected from the rest living in the same territorial state as themselves. The majority will remain trapped in the ëspace of placesí pacified by entertainment industries or uneasily contained by prisons and the police. Robert Reich provides a similar vision of a one-fifth/four-fifths society where the successful one-fifth (ësymbolic analystsí) are ësecessionistsí living in similar gated communities across the globe and resolutely seeking to avoid territorial taxes in order to pay for Reichís "work of nations" agenda [48]. Luke pushes this further provocatively suggesting that for the top fifth ënodalityí is displacing ënationalityí as identity, community, sovereignty and territory are re-configured by the vast informational networks of cyberspace [49]. In the coded environment of network places, connectivity spaces, and digital domains, these national citizens are re-inventing themselves as free-lance ënetizens,í hyper-individualized ëdigital beingsí net-working on the world wide web [50]. The ëborderless worldí is their self-interpretation, the utopian community imagined for them by informational capitalism. Yet this cyber-community of fantasy and play is also a harsh performative workplace where work for even the most privileged and rewarded requires routine ëoverworkí [51].

Such visions of the geo-economics and geo-politics of an emergent cyberspatialized world dominated by transnational informational capitalism or what Eisenstein terms the ëcyber-media complex of transnational capitalí[52] are themselves simplified and overstated, complicitious in some cases with the technologically deterministic hyperbole of that which they seek to criticize. Nevertheless, such visions do underscore the fact that contemporary transnational informational capitalism is deepening inequalities across the globe and re-arranging not abolishing borders, boundaries and territories. For all peoples across the world processes such as class, gender, race, educational opportunity, wealth, citizenship and political power are perpetually producing borders. ëBorderless worldí discourses are the fantasies of the few that can dream of becoming digital in a world where just being is an persistent struggle for so many.

***A2: Schmitt Bad
This may be helpful if you read Schmitt impact turns to the K, but if not it is useless. If they indict Schmitt, you should look to see if it matters before reading answers. 
   A2: Schmitt = Bad Historian

Your historical nitpicking is irrelevant – Schmitt’s value lies in his understanding and framework of international politics and law

Zarmanian, 6 – University of Milan (Thalin, “Carl Schmitt and the Problem of Legal Order: From Domestic to International”, Leiden Journal of International Law, 19 (2006), pp. 55)

The enormous value of this book is, therefore, not the accuracy of Schmitt’s historical account, which has often – though not always correctly – been contested. Nor is it the polemic character of the book. The real value lies, rather, in Schmitt’s understanding of international politics and law as the core problem of the political, and in his account of the particular features of modernity and of its theoretical framework that made the creation of the modern Eurocentric international order possible.

   A2: Schmitt = Nazi

The thesis of Schmitt’s theoretical work is strongly anti-ideological and was rejected by the Nazi party – they are indicting his personal failing, not his philosophy.

Zarmanian, 06 – University of Milan (Thalin, “Carl Schmitt and the Problem of Legal Order: From Domestic to International”, Leiden Journal of International Law, 19 (2006), pp. 41-42)

The mere fact of Schmitt’s being one of the most controversial figures of the twentieth century, the object of fierce hatred and enthusiastic admiration, speaks for the extremely disconcerting power of his thinking. In his lifelong struggle to define the essence of legal order and, consequently, of political obligation, Schmitt strove constantly towards comprehending the depths of political modernity. Schmitt’s striving led him to denounce its ‘dark side’ and to acknowledge the lack of foundation of any political order. Schmitt thereby challenged every ideology, among them liberalism, which promises definitive peace and order, both domestically and internationally. Such intellectual bravery contrasts, as in the case of Heidegger, with Schmitt’s human meanness. He proved unable to live up to his own theories, and himself transformed his own ideas into ideology when he became an active supporter of Nazism. Schmitt’s reaction to his own ideas, however, is shared by many of his critics, past and present. Some of the scholarly and common literature about Schmitt seems more directed at bypassing ‘the challenge of C. Schmitt’2 than towards facing it.3 Most scholarship on Schmitt is devoted to the effort of setting him within the stream of political Catholicism, right-wing conservatism, fascist anti-liberalism, political realism, and, most of all, Nazism. Although part of this scholarship has led to deeper historical insight into Schmitt’s life and thought, the attempt to reduce Schmitt’s work to one ideology or school of thought has led to a biased interpretation of his works. This bias, in turn, has given rise to many simplifications and misinterpret- ations. The bias is especially apparent in those who have tried to read Schmitt’s writings in the light of his support for Nazism. Some have ended up by reading even his previous work in the light of this support, to the extent that they argue that Schmitt’s theories of the imperial and Weimar years would necessarily lead to this choice.4 Schmitt’s internationalist texts, written after 1936, when – despite his continuing efforts to appear as the legal ideologue of the regime – he was dismissed by the Nazi establishment because his theories seemed too distant from Nazi orthodoxy, have long been ignored or considered an unworthy expression of Nazi views.

Schmitt’s Nazism was a result of his personal failings—it had no influence on his philosophy. 

Zarmanian, 06 – University of Milan (Thalin, “Carl Schmitt and the Problem of Legal Order: From Domestic to International”, Leiden Journal of International Law, 19 (2006), pp. 43)

Galli warns against the theses according to which, given the continuity between his Weimar years and Nazi years, Schmitt’s support for Nazism was the inevitable result of his theories of the Weimar period, since nothing in his work actually suggests a necessary transition from his anti-liberalism to totalitarianism and Nazism. Galli maintains instead that Schmitt’s Nazism was more a consequence of his personal than his intellectual history, and that during his Nazi years (1933–6) Schmitt did not actually produce any original work but rather used his previous output, properly revised and ‘decorated’, to please the new regime and to gain recognition as a Kronjurist within it. Nazism had little influence on Schmitt’s theoretical perspective, which also explains why his Nazi orthodoxy was contested even within Nazi circles and within the regime. Galli, supra note 1, at 839.

Rejecting Schmitt because he was a Nazi ignores the present day reality that Nazism is simply no longer a threat and blindly buys into liberal hegemony. 

Piccone and Ulmen 02 (Paul and Gary, Ph.D. SUNY Prof. at Washington University, St. Louis and writer Telos press, “Uses and abuses of Carl Schmitt”, http://evans-experientialism.freewebspace.com/piccone_ulmen.htm, 2002, LEQ)

Within such a dogmatic scientistic context pretending to be ideologically neutral, history becomes straightjacketed as an ontogenetic reconstruction of the triumphal march of managerial-liberal thought. Particular categories developed within particular contexts to explain particular phenomena are automatically integrated within the predominant universalist framework to apply anywhere, anytime. The same happens with particular political ideologies. Thus, competing systems such as Nazism, fascism and communism--and now even Islamic integralism--are not only systematically misinterpreted, but, like liberalism, also universalized as permanent threats to a managerial liberalism hypostatized as the natural outcome of evolution and, therefore, as normal and natural. This is why such political thinkers as Schmitt, whose work was always inextricably rooted in problematic historical contexts, (6) can still be perceived as an ideological threat, long after those concrete historical situations have faded into the past. Because for a time he was opportunistically embroiled in Nazi politics, and the new American anti-Schmittians see Nazism and fascism not as closed chapters of 20th century history, but rather as permanent threats to liberalism, Schmitt's ideas are interpreted as something that must be eliminated, rather than as challenges to be confronted. In fact, the demonization of Schmitt is instrumentalized to defend the status quo and predominant relations of domination. Assumed to be the best of all possible systems, the existing managerial framework, run by a New Class elite, legitimates itself as the only bulwark of Western values by opposing all competing alternatives--equally rooted in the Western tradition--as lethal threats to its own interpretation of progress and emancipation. During the Cold War, the de facto permanent state of emergency contributed to the academic institutionalization of this state of affairs, which persists long after both Nazism and fascism (and, after 1989, even communism) have been vanquished. Worse yet, it perpetuates a Jacobin historiography predicated on the primacy of economic, rather than of political parameters, primarily as a straggle between capitalism and the poor, rather than as one between intellectuals and politicians versus ordinary people.
Nazism is dead.  We can evaluate the political contributions of Schmitt without fear of repeating those errors.  

Piccone and Ulmen 02 (Paul and Gary, Ph.D. SUNY Prof. at Washington University, St. Louis and writer Telos press, “Uses and abuses of Carl Schmitt”, http://evans-experientialism.freewebspace.com/piccone_ulmen.htm, 2002, LEQ)

While there are very good reasons to criticize Schmitt and others like him for making terrible political choices in the 1930s, over half a century after the defeat of fascism and Nazism these judgments should not remain obstacles to objective evaluations of their ideas. This has not been the case within "politically correct," universalist, managerial-liberal perspectives. To the extent that, for managerial-liberal thought, fascism and Nazism remain permanent possibilities whenever capitalist development stalls, any conservative thought is a potential threat not only to "progress" and "emancipation," but also to liberal legal frameworks that allow this "progress" and "emancipation" to take place through democratic means. This universalization and inflation of the power of historically specific concepts helps explain both the extraordinary hostility toward Schmitt (and other influential conservative scholars), and why his ideas have generated so much academic interest for a thinker whose work, for the most part, remains inextricably rooted in the German political realities between the two world wars. In creating false fears concerning its contemporary political relevance, these critics have also prevented the articulation of the kind of legitimate criticism that Schmitt's work warrants, as well as an appreciation of his contributions to political philosophy and the history of legal thought.
   A2: Schmitt = Neo-Con

Liberalism and its totalizing vision of the planet is the root cause of American exceptionalism.

Prozorov 06 (Sergei, Professor of International Relations at Petrozavodsk State University, Millennium – Journal of International Studies, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism, http://mil.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/35/1/75.pdf, 2006, LEQ)

At the same time, the objective of this article is not merely to correct manifold misreadings in the exegesis of a ‘properly Schmittian’ conception of enmity. Instead, we shall rely on Schmitt’s political realism and more contemporary philosophical orientations in deconstructing the present, actually existing ultra-politics of the foe, which has acquired a particular urgency in the current ascendancy of American neoconservative exceptionalism but is by no means reducible to it. Against the facile assumption of the unbridgeable gulf between the politics of the Bush administration and the remainder of the transatlantic community, we shall rather posit the ‘ultra-politics of the foe’ as the definitive feature of the transformation of the relation of enmity in Western politics in the twentieth century. Moreover, as our analysis below will demonstrate, the emergence of this ultra-politics is a direct effect of the universalisation of the liberal disposition rather than a resurgence of an ‘archaic’ form of political realism. What we observe presently is not a temporary ‘barbarian’ deviation from the progressive teleology of liberalism, but the fulfilment of Schmitt’s prophecy that liberalism produces its own form of barbarism. Of course, liberalism is by no means historically unique in resorting to the extreme ultra-politics of the foe. In Schmitt’s reading, this construction of enmity was characteristic of the medieval Europe, operative in the Christian crusades and culminating in the seventeenthcentury ‘wars of religion’. More recently, the friend–foe constellation was deployed by communist regimes against their internal enemies, whereby the concept of class struggle was transformed into the project of the elimination of the enemy, in Stalin’s terms, as a class. Thus, we definitely do not wish to posit ultra-politics as inherently liberal, but rather propose that, pace its pacifist and tolerant self-description, liberalism is inherently ultra-political in its encounters with the alterity that cannot be subsumed under its principles. Our deconstruction of the liberal politics of enmity focuses on two aporias of liberal political ontology, identified in the work of Schmitt and Foucault.35 In the next section we address Schmitt’s critique of liberal universalism in order to elucidate the aporetic structure of liberal pluralism, which accounts for the liberal transformation of the irreducible Other into the foe. We then proceed to the Foucauldian argument on the paradoxical combination of the naturalist political ontology and the practice of pedagogical interventionism that underlies liberal governmentality and plays a key role in generating the friend–foe structure of liberal ultra-politics.

Schmitt’s limited foreign policy is the opposite of neo-conservatism.  

Prozorov 06 (Sergei, Professor of International Relations at Petrozavodsk State University, Millennium – Journal of International Studies, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism, http://mil.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/35/1/75.pdf, 2006, LEQ)

The facile and historically inaccurate character of the identification of Schmitt with contemporary neoconservatism has been addressed by contemporary critical approaches, which points to a fundamental heterogeneity between the two theoretico-political projects.4 Yet, rather than rehearse this critique here, it is important to note that even the critical discourse, which fortunately avoids the liberal pathos of compulsory denunciation of Schmitt, remains tied to some of the constitutive presuppositions of the liberal (mis)reading of Schmitt that relate specifically to the theme highlighted in the present discussion of Schmitt’s thought, i.e. the problematic of enmity. In this article we shall both rely on critical-theoretical readings of Schmitt and attempt to go beyond them in deconstructing the politics of enmity with which Schmitt’s thought is erroneously associated. Against the argument that Schmitt’s critique of liberalism logically leads him to the valorisation of authoritarian and violent politics, founded on the friend–enemy distinction, we shall assert that the contemporary politics of enmity is decidedly un-Schmittian but rather inherent in the rationality of liberal rule that has been the object of Schmitt’s criticism. Thus, our argument does not simply dismiss the straw figure of a ‘Schmittian’ politics of enmity as having little to do with Schmitt, but rather returns this message to the sender in a demonstration of the uncanny proximity of this straw figure to the liberal mode of the friend–enemy distinction.

   A2: Schmitt = Violent

Schmitt does not celebrate violence—his concept of the “enemy” is simply a recognition of a genuine “other.”

Prozorov 06 (Sergei, Professor of International Relations at Petrozavodsk State University, Millennium – Journal of International Studies, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism, http://mil.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/35/1/75.pdf, 2006, LEQ)

Thus, the enemy is neither an unproblematic empirical given nor a contingent effect of a belligerent fantasy, done away with through the global progress of cosmopolitanism. Enmity as such is a perennial feature of the human condition, being, in its transcendental function, nothing more than a vigilant receptivity to the existence of the Other.24 However, the concrete form that relations of enmity take is historically variable and dependent on the distinction at work at concrete historical moments. Ironically, yet another misreading of Schmitt, particularly evident in today’s discussion, consists precisely in attributing to him a highly intense and violent construct of enmity. 
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