***Cosmopolitanism Case Neg Supplement***

NOTES: 
The basic thesis of the affirmative is that by sending up weather satellites and letting the world use them they somehow break down borders and create a cosmopolitan world.  Their evidence on why sharing a few satellites would lead to cosmopolitanism is terrible, Their entire section 2 is cut out of context, and actually says that we need cosmopolitanism on earth before we can get it in space.  Their aff also assumes that no large scale cooperative space projects have ever happened before *cough* the international space station *cough*.  Along with the stuff in this file, you should read Militarism Good cards, and Hegemony good cards (along with multipolarity bad) as those will be direct turns to the aff.  I didn’t include those cards in this file because the BBJFR lab put out a very good Heg good/bad file that should contain those answers.  Other than that, the entire idea of a borders K aff works on the assumption that they magically eliminate rogue states and people who disagree with the new world government (Fascism anyone?) so you should definitely be heavy on that in the cross-x and read some turns to it in the 1NC.  Also, the AT: Borders in the Aff K toolbox almost all apply directly to this aff, so definitely read through those as well. Also, they don’t have a single US key warrant, so it is probably a good idea to run an international counterplan.
***NEG 

Schmidt link

Cosmo fails at the fundamental task of assigning political identity.  Those who are seen as outsiders are marginalized and excluded

Maselink 09 – (Stanislav, 12/02/09 “Cosmopolitan Democracy and Its Failure in Providing a Political Identity” http://faustianeurope.wordpress.com/2009/02/12/cosmopolitan-democracy-and-its-failure-in-providing-a-political-identity/)

The political theory in the 1980s was marked by the ‘struggle’ between communitarians and liberals. This debate was waged in the name of local social embededdness in the first case and in the name of certain universal moral standards applicable to all human beings equally in the case of the latter (1). Cosmopolitanism, as one of the strands of liberal thought, also possibly falls under the communitarian attack. However, this essay does not focus on the evaluation of normative claims made by these two opposing sides, but rather questions cosmopolitan democracy in its capability to create a viable political system. The nationality will be considered here as one of the possible political identities that a political community can take, not as the one which is somehow required for a properly functioning society. The argument which we will try to defend here will be that cosmopolitan democracy is not able to provide a political identity to its citizens because of its aspiration towards the universal political membership. The greatest problem with cosmopolitanism comes precisely from this failure to realize that the practice of politics is necessarily contradictory to political all-inclusiveness. Or in other words, we will argue that the political membership encompassing all ‘humanity’ cannot provide the political identity for a political community of any form, whether the community is democratic or not. This criticism will be based on the definition of politics which we will try to promote here and which claims that one of the fundamental dimensions of the political is having an enemy. Since the cosmopolitan democrats claim to provide the political membership to everyone, they deny the possibility of having a political enemy and hence also rhetorically deny their political nature. We will try to show that what is the result of cosmopolitans’ effort is not the universal political inclusion, but merely the inability to admit that some persons are again in fact excluded.
Solvency—Cosmo infeasible


Cosmo works in theory but in practice it fails—universal hospitality isn’t feasible

Maselink 09 – (Stanislav, 12/02/09 “Cosmopolitan Democracy and Its Failure in Providing a Political Identity” http://faustianeurope.wordpress.com/2009/02/12/cosmopolitan-democracy-and-its-failure-in-providing-a-political-identity/)

The similar problem comes across when we consider the case of ‘pacifism’. A pacifist, someone who wants war to disappear, can also take two different approaches. He can either deny that pacifism has any enemies and wait for a pacifist world order to simply unfold by itself, or he can start to wage the ‘war to end all wars’ to eliminate those who threaten the world peace. But that only betrays the fully political nature of pacifism and amounts to the conceptual contradiction in what it means to be a pacifist (prevent wars to happen). Even in the case of a potential victory of a pacifist over his enemies, he will need to ensure that resurgent enemies will be again dealt with or that a civil war will be suppressed.

We thus have to return to what was mentioned in the introduction. Cosmopolitanism might well function as a certain moral aspiration. We might well conceive of it as a certain worthy standard of moral behavior how humans should ideally behave. Nevertheless its prescriptions can never be realized in the actual political practice, neither in the form of a world state, and neither as a universal legal order. Hence, one thing is to give the support to a certain cosmopolitan idea of universal hospitality (29), the idea that every stranger in need needs our help by the virtue of our being able to sympathise with him, and the other is the argument that we can give equal rights to all human beings in a universal polity. Which is precisely what cosmopolitanism requires of us to do. This alone already goes against the established law practice in many Western countries, since it is acknowledged that in a case of road accident for instance, the person has the obligation to give help only if the life of his own or his family is not threatened. Which obviously amounts to the tacit acknowledgement that particular attachments are naturally stronger as those to universal, abstract constructs. To demand the people to act otherwise is not just impossibility, but it also swings the door open for all kinds of political ‘reformers’ who could claim to have solely the cosmopolitan precepts on mind, in establishing their enlightened despotisms based on the concept of ‘universal reason’.

Cosmopolitan politics create a double bind: either you exterminate political opposition or you don’t solve

Maselink 09 – (Stanislav, 12/02/09 “Cosmopolitan Democracy and Its Failure in Providing a Political Identity” http://faustianeurope.wordpress.com/2009/02/12/cosmopolitan-democracy-and-its-failure-in-providing-a-political-identity/)

It was argued that no political organization can be ‘universal’ or cosmopolitan in the sense of equal treatment of all human beings according to some moral norms. So long as the political opposition will entail the political opposition between human beings any pretention to cosmopolitanism or universal political membership is false or worse, consciously hypocritical. We therefore did not question cosmopolitanism on its normative grounds but merely on the basis of its own internal aspiration in providing the universal political membership for all human beings. The answer is therefore not that politics require a national or ethnic identity for its function (although perhaps some communitarians would claim otherwise), but that it always requires a political one. As a political identity always means the adoption of a certain set of norms and things we consider worthy in our political community to be – of the political - a political identity in turn always entails the willingness to protect that political community against those who might threaten it. Cosmopolitan democracy, as based on the argument that it provides the political identity of a human being, equally to everyone just because of their humanity, must therefore necessarily fail in its effort.

Solvency—Cultural relativism

Cultural relativism makes aff solvency impossible—too many different conceptions of morality

Shapcott, 8 Former professor at Monash, Bristol and Keele Universities (UK) and had been a lecturer in International Relations at Deakin University and at the Centre for Defence and Strategic Studies at the Australian Defence College, visiting fellow of the Centre for Applied Philosophy and Public Ethics, Melbourne and Latrobe University (2008, Richard, Review of International Studies, “Anti-cosmopolitanism, pluralism and the cosmopolitan harm principle,” Lexis, AMS)
Morality and ethics are the product of particular – what Michael Walzer calls ‘thick’ – cultures. For communitarians, because ethics are local, our moral status is likewise derived from, or more correctly only have meaning in, the context of the speciﬁc cultures to which we belong. Diﬀerent cultures have their own ethics and it is impossible to claim, as cosmopolitans tend to, access to one single account of morality. Therefore our membership of humanity is at best attenuated, imprecise, and morally secondary. It means we have greater, more speciﬁc, and morally prior, duties to our ‘own kind’ than we do to outsiders. Walzer has repeatedly dismissed the notion of global citizenship on both empirical and normative grounds. He argues that one cannot be a global citizen and have global obligations, as cosmopolitans claim, in the absence of a global state, global social contract, or a more substantive global culture. One cannot be a ‘citizen’ of humanity because there is no cultural artefact that is coterminous with, or common to, the species. Walzer argues that moral communities are necessarily particularistic: because they have members and memories, members with memories not only of their own but also of their common life. Humanity by contrast, has members but no memory, so it has no history and no culture, no customary practices, no familiar life-ways, no festivals, no shared understanding of social goods.

Violence Turn—1NC

Cosmopolitanism is impossible and undesirable—it internationalized a certain conception of justice, leading to violence, domination, and tyranny

Shapcott, 8 Former professor at Monash, Bristol and Keele Universities (UK) and had been a lecturer in International Relations at Deakin University and at the Centre for Defence and Strategic Studies at the Australian Defence College, visiting fellow of the Centre for Applied Philosophy and Public Ethics, Melbourne and Latrobe University (2008, Richard, Review of International Studies, “Anti-cosmopolitanism, pluralism and the cosmopolitan harm principle,” Lexis, AMS)
For the critics of cosmopolitanism the presence of signiﬁcant cultural diversity, and thus of signiﬁcantly diﬀerent accounts of the nature of justice, means that in practice there is no consensus on the nature of justice that would permit a liberal solution. In addition to this practical limit, many anti-cosmopolitans argue that the liberal solution is morally undesirable because it amounts to the imposition of a culturally speciﬁc conception of justice upon others and contributes to the dissolution of a desirable plurality of forms of human life. Anti-cosmopolitans agree that ‘cosmopolitanism’ is both unrealistic and inappropriate in a world characterised by radical moral pluralism. At the core of this tradition is a set of claims that cosmopolitanism is both impossible (impractical) and undesirable. In particular, cosmopolitan universalism is depicted as requiring a universal state which is impossible and undesirable because of: (1) the international state of nature; (2) the existence of profound cultural and normative pluralism which entails the lack of universal agreement about the ‘good’ or the ‘right’; (3) the fact that any attempt to act in, or realise, universal values would be an unjustiﬁed imposition of one account of ‘the good society’ upon others and; (4) the fact that a world state would be a source of violence, domination and tyranny. Any defence of cosmopolitan ethics therefore must address the issues arising from the attempt to enact a universal moral realm in a situation where universalism is either contested or simply lacking. Cosmopolitanism is associated with hostility to communal belonging stemming from the commonly made claim that national membership is ‘morally irrelevant’. 3 The predominant association of cosmopolitanism with the issue of GDJ, and the Rawlsian account in particular, has contributed to this association. However, despite these diﬀerences, many cosmopolitans and pluralist ‘communitarians’, or what Charles Beitz calls ‘social liberals’, agree that membership in ‘thick’ embedded communities is essential for human well-being, including moral development. 4 At the core of the pluralist position is a statist harm principle of non-intervention. Many pluralists argue that political communities are not morally free to cause unjustiﬁable harm to outsiders and have at least humanitarian duties to individuals everywhere. For anti-cosmopolitans, normative pluralism thus reinforces and adds to the centrifugal forces consequent upon the condition of international anarchy, which direct moral priority inwards to the nation-state. The constraints on our moral commitments result from the absence of shared global understanding comparable to the consensus present in the domestic realm of the nation-state. This argument emphasises the communal origins of moral belief and identity.

Xt—Violence Turn

Cosmopolitianism is unjust, violent, universalism—it oppresses all those who don’t believe in its one conception of justice and leads to massive violence

Shapcott, 8 Former professor at Monash, Bristol and Keele Universities (UK) and had been a lecturer in International Relations at Deakin University and at the Centre for Defence and Strategic Studies at the Australian Defence College, visiting fellow of the Centre for Applied Philosophy and Public Ethics, Melbourne and Latrobe University (2008, Richard, Review of International Studies, “Anti-cosmopolitanism, pluralism and the cosmopolitan harm principle,” Lexis, AMS)
Walzer of course also shares the normative objection to cosmopolitanism, as an unjust imposition of one conception of the good onto others. For Walzer, justice exists precisely in the preservation of the diﬀerent moral ‘spheres’ of human activity: Every social good or set of goods constitutes, as it were, a distributive sphere within which only certain criteria and arrangements are appropriate. Money is inappropriate in the sphere of ecclesiastical oﬃce; it is an intrusion from another sphere. And piety should make for no advantage in the marketplace, as the market place has commonly been understood. 7 Justice as a consequence, he claims, ‘is rooted in the distinct understanding of places honours, jobs, things of all sorts, that constitute a shared way of life. To override those understandings is [always] to act unjustly’. 8 For Walzer therefore, we must lose ‘the hope of perpetual peace . . . [and] a singular citizenship and a singular identity for all human individuals’ 9 that he associates with cosmopolitanism. This view is also present in the work of David Miller, who characterises liberal cosmopolitanism as necessarily implying a world state with a single distributive scheme and single homogenous citizenry. Cosmopolitanism therefore requires the universalisation of a particular account of the good and the overriding of particular understandings and ‘shared ways of life’, which will always be unjust. As such, he claims cosmopolitanism stands opposed to, and is irreconcilable with, ‘a world of diversity in which the variety of national cultures ﬁnds expression in diﬀerent sets of citizenship rights, and diﬀerent schemes of social justice, in each community’. 10 Thus many anti-cosmopolitans see any attempt to develop universal moral vocabularies as necessarily hostile to particular ‘thick’, usually national, communities. For these reasons anti-cosmopolitans argue that national boundaries provide important ethical constraints. They are easily, but not always rightly, associated with the realist argument that moral duties stop ‘at the waters edge’ and no ‘higher’ duty exists than to one’s own state or nation. In fact (at least) two diﬀerent streams of anti-cosmopolitanism can be identiﬁed: realism and pluralism. Realism claims the facts of international anarchy and sovereignty mean that the only viable ethics are those of self-interest and survival. Pluralism argues that anarchy does not prevent states from agreeing to a minimal core of standards for coexistence. Both realism and pluralism begin from the ‘communitarian’ premise that morality is ‘local’ to particular cultures, times and places. The articulation of contemporary anti-cosmopolitanism can be traced to the revival of thought concerning global distributive justice since the 1970s. Contemporary anti-cosmopolitanism emerged in the context of the development of liberal, and especially (but not always) Rawlsian, accounts of cosmopolitan justice, beginning with the work of Charles Beitz and including Peter Singer, Brian Barry, Thomas Pogge, Charles Jones, Darrell Moellendorf and Simon Caney. 11 This is undoubtedly because, since Rawls, deﬁning the nature of justice has been understood in terms of settling the basic institutions of society. 12 Therefore, it follows that the answer to questions of GDJ will almost necessarily require an account of a globally just society modelled on liberal, if not Rawlsian, principles. According to these authors there is nothing within the Rawlsian framework which suggests the need to restrict its account of justice to the domestic realm. The Rawlsian account is universalisable for two reasons: ﬁrst, the account of the nature of the moral person is correct; and second, the extent of global economic interaction means that the world as a whole could be depicted as a system for mutual cooperation, that is, as a single global society. As a result it is possible, they argue, to graft the Rawlsian account of justice onto the world as a whole (though diﬀerences arise as to how this might be done). It is precisely this aspect which is most contested by anti-cosmopolitans, including Rawls himself, and not without good reason. 13 The Rawlsian theory of justice is based on an assumption about its compatibility with certain values, the reﬂective equilibrium of values common to liberal, and particularly American, society. As such, it is an account of justice for liberal societies. For the critics any attempt to universalise liberal justice is bound to fail because the prerequisite of a shared political culture is absent from the international realm. For Rawls himself, ‘social liberals’ and other anti-cosmopolitans, it is not the extent of economic interaction that determines the bounds of moral obligation, but the norms that govern basic institutions. For the anti-cosmopolitans, furthermore, even if economic interdependence existed to the extent claimed by Beitz et al., fundamental cultural diﬀerences mean that the Rawlsian account of justice would be unable to resonate at a global level. In other words, not only is there no global political culture, there is also radical value incommensurability. The origins of Rawls’ account in a speciﬁc liberal tradition which is the heritage of the Western enlightenment undermines any claim to cross-cultural appeal which might allow it to form the basis of a ‘thick’ global overlapping consensus. 14 This anti-cosmopolitan position is often buttressed by reference to the liberal conception of justice as impartial, universal and individualistic, wherein national or communal allegiances are irrelevant and arbitrary from a moral (impartial) point of view. 15 Impartiality, universalism and individualism mean that arbitrary social arrangements, such as nationality, must themselves be subject to these criteria. Thus, starting with an account of cosmopolitanism as an impartial, universal and egalitarian position, Beitz et al. end up with a fairly ‘thick’ account of justice derived from within the framework of twentieth century American liberalism. Because they accept the basic principles of Rawlsian liberalism, but reject its limited scope, cosmopolitanism becomes (Rawlsian) liberalism globalised. Their critics, and Rawls, identify this project as the universalisation of a culturally particular conception of justice. Therefore, it can be concluded that insofar as the anti-cosmopolitan critique is directed towards a certain form of liberal cosmopolitanism the charge of indiﬀerence to the plural conceptions of the good has some purchase. Between the condition of international anarchy, the practical problems of normative pluralism, and the defence of that pluralism, anti-cosmopolitans present a signiﬁcant case for defending particularist allegiances against global ones

Xt—Violence turn—solvo takeout

The heart of politics is the friend-enemy distinction- the aff’s failure to confront this condemns their politics to impossibility or suicide 

Maselink 09 – (Stanislav, 12/02/09 “Cosmopolitan Democracy and Its Failure in Providing a Political Identity” http://faustianeurope.wordpress.com/2009/02/12/cosmopolitan-democracy-and-its-failure-in-providing-a-political-identity/)

What we need to notice is that the person who transgressed the law in such a way always needs to be exempt from that legal norm which assures the protection of lives of the others. In the cases of immediate danger, we cannot protect the terrorists’ lives themselves since that would simply entail our annihilation. In other words – the legal status of a ‘terrorist’ is defined as someone to whom the laws of the political community no longer apply. Simply, if to be a citizen today means to be endowed also with a certain set of rights (25), the terrorist is not a citizen in the proper sense of the word, since his behaviour can no longer be regulated within the bounds of the law of that particular community. To be a ‘domestic’ terrorist means to forfeit the rights of citizenship and become a non-member – an outside enemy of the political body, which threatens its established order. In practical terms, there is no distinction between such terrorist and a person who was not a member of that particular political community in the first place. What comes from this is that all-inclusive political membership is not possible. A political community, whether local or global, always needs to presuppose a threat to its own existence. In case of the current Westphalian state system, the threat might come from inside our outside. For cosmopolitans, there is only inside but that does not mean that cosmopolitanism eliminates the possibility of having an enemy. This is the line of reasoning first put forward by the German jurist Carl Schmitt, who has famously argued that at the heart of politics is the distinction between friend and enemy, that it is actually the reason for the existence of politics (26). Schmitt thus argued: ‘The political entity presupposes the real existence of an enemy and therefore coexistence with another political entity. As long as a state exists there will thus always be in the world more than just one state. A world state which embraces the entire globe and all of humanity cannot exist’ (27). In other words, although cosmopolitans legally establish a universal legal order, they are not able to include everyone within it (although their claim is that they do so). They always need to count with at least one other political entity – and that is those who disagree with the cosmopolitan legal norms and threaten them. The argument that in a cosmopolitan democracy the rule of the ‘universal human rights’ is established is nothing but an intellectual sleight of hand. As we have shown, humanity as a political unit cannot exist, since politics presupposes the exclusion of those who threaten the norms of the political community from its protection. As Carl Schmitt notes, the hard fact is ‘that wars are waged in the name of humanity is not a contradiction of this simple truth; quite the contrary, it has an especially intensive political meaning. When a state fights its political enemy in the name of humanity, it is not a war for the sake of humanity, but a war wherein a particular state seeks to usurp a universal concept against its military opponent. At the expense of its opponent, it tries to identify itself with humanity in the same way as one can misuse peace, justice, progress, and civilization in order to claim these as one’s own and to deny the same to the enemy’ (28). The logical conclusion to which cosmopolitanism leads is that those who threaten the cosmopolitan law cannot be humans (because for cosmopolitans ‘every’ human is the claimant to the cosmopolitan human rights). For cosmopolitan democracy to be properly ‘cosmopolitan’, that is all-inclusive, it would have to give up its own unacknowledged political nature – which would mean giving the same rights also to its own enemies. But that would be a political hara-kiri in the proper sense of the world, because a political community which does not protect anyone is a contradiction in terms and has no reason for existence. 
Sovereignty good—Solves war better

And, we’ll turn their war argument--Sovereignties do more to prevent conflict than a universal state.

Shapcott, 8 Former professor at Monash, Bristol and Keele Universities (UK) and had been a lecturer in International Relations at Deakin University and at the Centre for Defence and Strategic Studies at the Australian Defence College, visiting fellow of the Centre for Applied Philosophy and Public Ethics, Melbourne and Latrobe University (2008, Richard, Review of International Studies, “Anti-cosmopolitanism, pluralism and the cosmopolitan harm principle,” Lexis, AMS)
Rawls’s account is largely consistent with what Hedley Bull’s account of international society, and what Mervyn Frost calls the settled norms of international society. 19 The principle of state sovereignty (non-intervention) has traditionally been used to limit the harms communities can do to each other to certain forms of military and ideological intervention. These include the use of military force abroad, both in the purpose of that force and in the way it is employed (jus ad bellum and jus in bello). The non-intervention norm is central to this conception because it identiﬁes the primary form of proscribed inter-community harm. It is also important because it emphasises that the main purpose of sovereignty is to limit the harms that states can do to each other. Sovereignty allows states, and the diﬀerent cultures they harbour, to exist along side each other, and becomes a vehicle for the maintenance and respect of cultural autonomy. It allows states to feel reasonably secure and to go about their business in relative peace. 20 The pay-oﬀ from traditional pluralist notions of sovereignty has been to allow certain other forms of harm to continue or to be ignored. Indeed the state’s right to internal and external sovereignty could be interpreted as a license to commit all types of harm other than the ‘core’ harm of military intervention. Politicians are not averse to claiming that criticism of a state’s right to impose ‘externalities’ upon other states, or upon the ‘global commons’, is an assault on a state’s sovereign right to do as it pleases internally. 2

Cosmopolitanism Fails
Turn- Cosmopolitan critique not only fails, but it just perpetuates the current social norms and indequalities
Niemelä 8-  Research Fellow at the Erik Castrén Institute of International Law and Human Rights as well as a doctoral student at the Faculty of Law (University of Helsinki). He is a member of the interdisciplinary research project “Human Rights: Law, Religion and Subjectivity” 
(Pekka, “A Cosmopolitan World Order? Perspectives on Francisco de Vitoria and the United Nations,” 7/28/08, http://www.mpil.de/shared/data/pdf/pdfmpunyb/08_niemelae_12.pdf, CJC)

Anghie’s idea of a “truly universal international law” that could “further justice … [and] increase the well being of humanity”,173 is something we recognize and desire, just as Vitoria and Scott would have. But it is an overambitious vision. We should move our emphasis, in whichever context we work, from overtly normative blueprints or highly abstract critique to more pragmatic action that could help real people in real need without thinking that today’s global establishment already represents general will and is driven by a cosmopolitan undertone. We should understand better the assumptions, effects and limits of our own work and recognize the contingent nature of our forms of action; none of them were or are carved in stone but are the result of a historical process shaped by contingent events. Anghie’s idea of universal justice resembles the belief Vitoria had in the blessedness of the life to come. Like salvation, universal justice connotes an idea of complete freedom from the restraints of a divided and unjust world. But justice cannot be institutionalized or captured in a legal code or in some other legal process or technique. The very paradox of the idea that law is the medium towards global justice is the fact that any system of law, at a fundamental level, will continue to promote some interests and outlooks over others as well as safeguard the prevailing social inequities. 

Turn- Cosmopolitanism only reproduces neoliberal ideologies turning the case

Tuathail 99 – Professor of Geography at Virginia Tech

(Gearóid, “ Borderless worlds? Problematizing discourses of deterritorialization,” May 1999, http://www.nvc.vt.edu/toalg/Website/Publish/papers/Borderless.htm, CJC)  

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. 

Turn- Their Critique just perpetuates the ideals of the upper class- makes genocide and dehumanization inevitable
Tuathail 99 – Professor of Geography at Virginia Tech
(Gearóid, “ Borderless worlds? Problematizing discourses of deterritorialization,” May 1999, http://www.nvc.vt.edu/toalg/Website/Publish/papers/Borderless.htm, CJC)  

ëBorderless 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. 

Turn- Cosmopolitanism only leads to larger and more hostile governments- economic globalization proves

Tuathail 99 – Professor of Geography at Virginia Tech

(Gearóid, “ Borderless worlds? Problematizing discourses of deterritorialization,” May 1999, http://www.nvc.vt.edu/toalg/Website/Publish/papers/Borderless.htm, CJC)  

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

Turn- attempting to cooperate for the sake of cooperation only makes differences worse

Oberg 10-NBC news space analyst, spent 22 years at NASA's Johnson Space Center as a Mission Control operator and an orbital designer. He is also an expert on Soviet and Russian space policy and author of the book "Star-Crossed Orbits: Inside the U.S.-Russian Space Alliance." 

(James, “The Right and Wrong stuff for space cooperation,” 6/28/10, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/37986760/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/right-wrong-stuff-space-cooperation/, CJC)

And now the White House policy paper prominently lists expansion of international cooperation as one of the top goals of the U.S. space program. Such cooperation has proven useful in the past. But expanding cooperation merely for the sake of cooperating, as a goal in itself rather than a means toward a goal, can become an empty (but potentially costly) gesture. The goals described in the White House report appear more realistic and reassuring. The three main aims are to strengthen U.S. space leadership, identify candidate projects that would benefit from international partners, and dispel misconceptions around the world about U.S. intentions in space through greater transparency and confidence-building measures. These seem to be reasonable and valuable efforts. 
Turn- Socio-political inequalities between states make cosmopolitanism impossible and lead to co-optation by the right

Hiebert 3-​ Research analyst on migration and globalization, Guest Professor in Memory of Willy Brandt at Malmö University, in Sweden

(Daniel, “A Borderless World: Dream or Nightmare?,” 2003, http://www.acme-journal.org/vol2/Hiebert.pdf, CJC) 

What this example illustrates is that allowing someone to enter a country is just a small part of a much larger picture. The larger picture is addressed in the quotation by Weiner with which I began this response. Allowing everyone unlimited mobility would be great if a number of other pre-conditions were met, especially economic and political equality between countries, where regulations in one place matched those in another. Interestingly, when the EU opened internal borders to migrants from all member countries, it also engaged in a redistribution exercise that shifted economic resources from wealthier to poorer parts of the union. This had the effect of creating a situation of approximate political and economic uniformity across the member countries and reduced the potential consequences of open borders. It is also worth remembering that, even within the EU, mobility rights are far from absolute. It is not easy, for example, for a citizen of, say, Portugal, to move to Germany and immediately take up social assistance. What if it were easy? What if anyone, anywhere, could come to Germany, or Canada, or any other wealthy country, and immediately gain full entitlement to social assistance, health care, education for their children, and all the other aspects of the welfare state? Something like 1 billion people in the world live on less than $1 per day; western welfare rates, as stingy as they are, and despite the stigma attached to them, would seem massive by comparison. As an aside, I would be happy to see people struggling with abject poverty to gain an immediate, large rise in income; the world’s wealth (including my own) should be shared much more widely. But back to the matter at hand. How many people would migrate under these conditions? According to Bauder, “…Hayter, referring to a book by Bob Sutcliffe, estimates that a worldwide removal of immigration restriction would generate an additional 24 million global migrants, causing a possible average population increase of 2.4 percent in industrialized countries” (p. 167). This sounds quite sustainable. However, he omits some very important words from Sutcliffe’s estimate. I do not have access to the original book, but Hayter (on the same page to which Bauder refers) states, “Sutcliffe …has ventured an estimate that … there would be an extra 24 million migrants per year, leading to a growth of 2.4 per cent per year in the population of the industrialized countries.” (my emphasis).  This figure suggests a seven-fold increase in the scale of international migration, from the current state of around 4 million people per year, to 28 million. For Canada, that would mean a jump from 250,000 immigrants admitted per year to 750,000, under the 2.4 percent per annum estimate, or 1,750,000 assuming a seven-fold increase. For the USA it would mean an increase from around 800,000 per year to 6,720,000 (2.4 percent assumption). And 6.7 million the next year, and 6.7 the next year, etc., to the tune of 67 million over a decade. There is no need to continue listing relevant numbers, such as those for Europe or Australia. My point is obvious: how long would welfare systems cope with these populations? Would any political party that decided to extend benefits so widely remain in power? Likely not. How long would it be before the wealthier countries introduced legislation limiting social benefits to already-resident populations? What would it be like to have 6.7 million permanent residents show up in the USA each year without access to the welfare state? What if many, as is the case now, were denied recognition of their educational credentials and previous work experience? 

Turn- Transition to cosmopolitanism impossible, and calls for transition only lead to worse imperial/western violence

Niemelä 8-  Research Fellow at the Erik Castrén Institute of International Law and Human Rights as well as a doctoral student at the Faculty of Law (University of Helsinki). He is a member of the interdisciplinary research project “Human Rights: Law, Religion and Subjectivity” 
(Pekka, “A Cosmopolitan World Order? Perspectives on Francisco de Vitoria and the United Nations,” 7/28/08, http://www.mpil.de/shared/data/pdf/pdfmpunyb/08_niemelae_12.pdf, CJC)

Statements such as “[a] world structured around international law cannot but be one of imperialist violence”,8 “the promotion of international law is a worthy cause, one that … will promote … a common, cooperative approach to the resolution of global issues”,9 and “international law is not law”,10 may be hopelessly general and present the extremes (and may do little justice to the ideas of the writers in question), but they prove that outside one’s constituency disagreement reigns. Which of the plurality of views is the mainstream insight and which the minority depends on the (historically determined) leverage of the constituency. Here, as many Third World Scholars have noted, the scale is tipped in favor of Western/Northern institutions that have a prerogative to decide which issues are highlighted. 
Cosmopolitan fails- fragmentation inevitable
Niemelä 8-  Research Fellow at the Erik Castrén Institute of International Law and Human Rights as well as a doctoral student at the Faculty of Law (University of Helsinki). He is a member of the interdisciplinary research project “Human Rights: Law, Religion and Subjectivity” 
(Pekka, “A Cosmopolitan World Order? Perspectives on Francisco de Vitoria and the United Nations,” 7/28/08, http://www.mpil.de/shared/data/pdf/pdfmpunyb/08_niemelae_12.pdf, CJC)

Deep cleavages continue to divide peoples horizontally and vertically and the opaque processes of globalization seem to favor the most dominant players. The questions and points raised above are only the tip of the iceberg, a sneak peak at one corner of the operation and problems of the “global governance regime” which operates in the shadow of public politics but fundamentally affects how wealth and power are distributed between groups of humans. No engineer could have matched its complexity but it is nonetheless run by humans and constantly reshaped by the decisions we take. Perhaps some of the questions could be answered instantly or ignored as completely irrelevant. But the point was to highlight the perplexities we have to face today when considering any international issue. Fragmentation is a fait accompli which cannot be wished away by defending the integrity of public international law; such a vision will function properly only in a normative laboratory. 
World Government Turn
Turn- Superstate world governments create the worst forms of imperialism and fascism within their own non-existent borders
Pieterse 6​- professor in global sociology at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign specializing in globalization and cosmopolitanism
(Jan, “Emancipatory Cosmopolitanism: Towards an Agenda,” 11/6/06, https://netfiles.uiuc.edu/jnp/www/pdf/Cosmo%20D%20and%20C.pdf, CJC) 

Why is neoliberalism ascendant? Growing technological capabilities, from nineteenth century machine technologies and transport revolution to contemporary information technologies, enable and facilitate cross-border operations. Arguably, growing technological capabilities first contributed to the formation of superstates that took forms such as imperialism, fascism and communism. Superstates generated various problems, including political, ethical and legal problems. States exhausted their licence for cross-border operations in colonialism, imperialism and warfare. Presently the one remaining superstate is the United States and its military industrial complex, its ‘empire of bases’ and worldwide strategic operations, notably in the Middle East and Central Asia.2 A further general consideration is that the cost of war increasingly exceeds its benefits (thus, the Iraq war comes at a cost to the US Treasury that is estimated at between 1 and 2 trillion dollars, depending on the duration of the war). One variable is that since states could not lawfully reach beyond national borders, corporations emerged as leading forces, particularly after World War II, in the form of multinational corporations. Facing competitive pressures, corporations adopted new information technologies on a large scale early on. This was not a necessary development per se — government could have been the leading sector, as it was for a long time, or the military, or universities; it is a consequence of a balance of forces, decision making and funding flows. That these developments occurred at a time of American hegemony meant that post-war globalization followed the imprint of American ways. 

Universal Ethics bad/Universalism Bad
Turn- The affirmative’s call for universal ethics relies upon assumptions about the ‘victim’ that are fundamentally dehumanizing and necessitates Western domination

Badiou, 98 (Alain, Professor of Philosophy at the European Graduate School in Saas-Fee, Switzerland, Ethics: An Essay on the Understanding of Evil, 11-14, CJC)

In the first place, because the status of victim, of suffering beast, of emaciated, dying body, equates man with his animal substructure, it reduces him to the level of a living organism pure and simple (life being, as Bichat says, nothing other than 'the set of functions that resist death').5 To be sure, humanity is an animal species. It is mortal and predatory. But neither of these attributes can distinguish humanity within the world of the living. In his role as executioner, man is an animal abjection, but we must have the courage to add that in his role as victim, he is generally worth little more. The stories told by survivors of torture4 forcefully underline the point: if the torturers and bureaucrats of the dungeons and the camps are able to treat their victims like animals destined for the slaughterhouse, with whom they themselves, the well-nourished criminals, have nothing in common, it is because the victims have indeed become such animals. What had to be done for this to happen has indeed been done. That some nevertheless remain human beings, and testify to that effect, is a confirmed fact. But this is always achieved precisely through enormous effort, an effort acknowledged by witnesses (in whom it excites a radiant recognition) as an almost incomprehensible resistance on the part of that which, in them, does not coincide with the identity of victim. This is where we are to find Man, if we are determined to think him [le penser]: in what ensures, as Varlam Shalamov puts in his Stories of Life in the Camps,s that we are dealing with an animal whose resistance, unlike that of a horse, lies not in his fragile body but in his stubborn determination to remain what he is -that is to say, precisely something other than a victim, other than a being-for-death, and thus: something other than a mortal being. 

An immortal: this is what the worst situations that can be inflicted upon Man show him to be, in so far as he distinguishes himself within the varied and rapacious flux of life. In order to think any aspect of Man, we must begin from this principle. So if 'rights of man' exist, they are surely not rights of life against death, or rights of survival against misery. They are the rights of the Immortal, affirmed in their own right, or the rights of the Infinite, exercised over the contingency of suffering and death. The fact that in the end we all die, that only dust remains, in no way alters Man's identity as immortal at the instant in which he affirms himself as someone who runs counter to the temptation of wanting-to-be-an-animal to which circumstances may expose him. And we know that every human being is capable of being this immortal -unpredictably, be it in circumstances great or small, for truths important or secondary. In each case, subjectivation is immortal, and makes Man. Beyond this there is only a biological species, a 'biped without feathers', whose charms are not obvious. If we do not set out from this point (which can be summarized, very simply, as the assertion that Man thinks, that Man is a tissue of truths), if we equate Man with the simple reality of his living being, we are inevitably pushed to a conclusion quite opposite to the one that the principle of life seems to imply. For this 'living being' is in reality contemptible, and he will indeed be held in contempt. ·Who can fail to see that in our humanitarian expeditions, interventions, embarkations of charitable legionnaires, the Subject presumed to be universal is split? On the side of the victims, the haggard animal exposed on television screens. On the side of the benefactors, conscience and the imperative to intervene. And why does this splitting always assign the same roles to the same sides? Who cannot see that this ethics which rests on the misery of the world hides behind its victim-Man, the good-Man, the white-Man? Since the barbarity of the situation is considered only in terms of 'human rights' -whereas in fact we are always dealing with a political situation, one that calls for a political thought practice, one that is peopled by its own authentic actors -it is perceived, from the heights of our apparent civil peace, as the uncivilized that demands of the civilized a civilizing intervention. Every intervention in the name of a civilization requires an initial contempt for the situation as a whole, including its victims. And this is why the reign of 'ethics' coincides, after decades of courageous critiques of colonialism and imperialism, with today's sordid self-satisfaction in the 'West', with the insistent argument according to which the misery of the Third World is the result of its own incompetence, its own inanity -in short, of its subhumanity.2. In the second place, because if the ethical 'consensus' is founded on the recognition of Evil, it follows that every effort to unite people around a positive idea of the Good, let alone to identify Man with projects of this kind, becomes in fact the real source of evil itse1f; such is the accusation so often repeated over the last fifteen years: every revolutionary project stigmatized as 'utopian' turns, we are told, into totalitarian nightmare. Every will to inscribe an idea of justice or equality turns bad. 

Turn - The idea of Universal ethics is a Western perversion that destroys individual meaning in life
Badiou, 98 (Alain, Professor of Philosophy at the European Graduate School in Saas-Fee, Switzerland, Ethics: An Essay on the Understanding of Evil, 27-28, CJC)

VII From the Same to truths Philosophically, if the other doesn't matter it is indeed because the difficulty lies on the side of the Same. The Same, in effect, is not what is (i.e. the infinite multiplicity of differences) but what comes to be. I have already named that in regard to which only the advent of the Same occurs: it is a truth. Only a truth is, as such, indifferent to differences. This is something we have always known, even if sophists of every age have always attempted to obscure its certainty: a truth is the same for all. What is to be postulated for one and all, what I have called our 'being immortal', certainly is not covered by the logic of 'cultural' differences as insignificant as they are massive. It is our capacity for truth - our capacity to be that 'same' that a truth convokes to its own 'sameness'. Or in other words, depending on the circumstances, our capacity for science, love, politics or art, since all truths, in my view, fall under one or another of these universal names. It is only through a genuine perversion, for which we will pay a terrible historical price, that we have sought to elaborate an 'ethics' on the basis of cultural relativism. For this is to pretend that a merely contingent state of things can found a Law. The only genuine ethics is of truths in the plural -or, more precisely, the only ethics is of processes of truth, of the labour that brings some truths into the world. Ethics must be taken in the sense presumed by Lacan when, against Kant and the notion of a general morality, he discusses the ethics of psychoanalysis. Ethics does not exist. There is only the ethic-of (of politics, of love, of science, of art). There is not, in fact, one single Subject, but as many subjects as there are truths, and as many subjective types as there are procedures of truths. As for me, I identify four fundamental subjective 'types': political, scientific, artistic, and amorous [amoureux]. Every human animal, by participating in a given singular truth, is inscribed in one of these four types. A philosophy sets out to construct a space of thought in which the different subjective types, expressed by the singular truths of its time, coexist. But this coexistence is not a unification -that is why it is impossible to speak of one Ethics. 

ISS Disproves the Aff
The ISS was the largest collaborative space project ever, no cosmopolitanism yet- disproves the thesis of the aff
Oberg 10-NBC news space analyst, spent 22 years at NASA's Johnson Space Center as a Mission Control operator and an orbital designer. He is also an expert on Soviet and Russian space policy and author of the book "Star-Crossed Orbits: Inside the U.S.-Russian Space Alliance." 

(James, “The Right and Wrong stuff for space cooperation,” 6/28/10, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/37986760/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/right-wrong-stuff-space-cooperation/, CJC)

The 14-page report, released Monday, says that spaceflight has already become multinational because of the growth of national (and commercial) players, and the wide array of teaming among these players for different activities. The report’s brief introduction ends with a “pledge of cooperation,” offered “in the belief that with strengthened international collaboration and reinvigorated U.S. leadership, all nations and peoples will find their horizons broadened, their knowledge enhanced, and their lives greatly improved.” But these fine words collide with still-powerful international distrust, exemplified by the recent flap over China’s role as a potential partner. Last week, NASA had to deny a report that the Russians were inviting the Chinese to become players on the International Space Station, based on their expected ability to docking their own crewed spacecraft to the outpost. That same week, widespread objections followed the announcement of China’s participation at a NASA-sponsored world conclave on coordination of each country’s space programs. 

China relations Link
Environmental cooperation efforts hurt US-China relations- Copenhagen proves

Hsu 10- Yale doctoral student researching specific Chinese performance data in the context of environmental cooperation
(Angel, “CPR (Climate Public Relations): China’s attempt to resuscitate its image in Cancun,” 12/3/10, http://hsu.me/2010/12/cpr-climate-public-relations/, CJC) 
China is still very hurt from last year’s Copenhagen talks,” the lead of the Chinese youth delegation, Lina Li, told me yesterday on one of the many buses shuttling this year’s participants at the UN Climate Summit in Cancun. Her statement was in reaction to what she felt were unfair media accounts placing blame on China, which – as a developing country – she and many Chinese feel have already shouldered more than its share of the global burden to address climate change. To say the least, China was hurt. In fact, it was so stung that the Chinese government spent the entire year from Copenhagen to Cancun trying to rebuild an image that was injured when international headlines claimed that China “wrecked the Copenhagen deal.” Domestic accounts tried to put a band-aid over Lynas’s portrayal and instead paint China in a positive, constructive light. According to the official Xinhua news account, Premier Wen Jiabao came into the negotiations during the final 60 hours, working side-by-side with U.S. President Obama to “keep the rivers flowing eastward.” 

Space Debris link
Space debris is on the brink, launches have slowed, but increasing international launches would create the cascade
David 5/9 – winner of this year’s National Space Club Press Award and a past editor-in-chief of the National Space Society's Ad Astra and Space World magazines. He has written for SPACE.com since 1999. 
(Leonard, “Ugly Truth of Space Junk: Orbital Debris Problem to Triple by 2030,” 5/9/11, http://www.space.com/11607-space-junk-rising-orbital-debris-levels-2030.html, CJC) 

In a recent conference here, Gen. William Shelton, commander of the U.S. Air Force Space Command, relayed his worries about rising amounts of human-made space junk. "The traffic is increasing. We've now got over 50 nations that are participants in the space environment," Shelton said last month during the Space Foundation’s 27th National Space Symposium. Given existing space situational awareness capabilities, over 20,000 objects are now tracked. [Worst Space Debris Events of All Time] "We catalog those routinely and keep track of them. That number is projected to triple by 2030, and much of that is improved sensors, but some of that is increased traffic," Shelton said. "Then if you think about it, there are probably 10 times more objects in space than we're able to track with our sensor capability today. Those objects are untrackable … yet they are lethal to our space systems -- to military space systems, civil space systems, commercial -- no one’s immune from the threats that are on orbit today, just due to the traffic in space."
A sudden increase in space objects that the plan requires would push us over the edge of the cascade
Imburgia 11- Lt. Colonel 
(Joseph S, “ Space Debris and Its Threat to National Security: A Proposal for a Binding International Agreement to Clean Up the Junk,” 5/11/11, Vanderbilt University Journal of Transnational Law, CJC) 
Such a sudden and massive addition to the space debris environment is cause for concern. In fact, some experts fear that we have reached the point that space is so cluttered with debris that a chain reaction of collisions, severely jeopardizing sustainable space access, is unavoidable unless international action is taken soon.10 This Article argues that international action must be in the form of a binding international agreement on space debris. The agreement at Annex A provides a starting point for discussion. 

Caldicott Turn

Launching weather satellites cause miscalculated nuclear war before cooperation can take place- extinction

Caldicott 2002 (Helen- Founder of Physicians for Social Responsibility, The new nuclear danger, p. 7-12, CJC) 

If launched from Russia, nuclear weapons would explode over American cities thirty minutes after takeoff. (China's twenty missiles are liquidfueled, not solid-fueled. They take many hours to fuel and could not be used in a surprise attack, but they would produce similar damage if launched. Other nuclear-armed nations, such as India and Pakistan, do not have the missile technology to attack the U.S.) It is assumed that most cities with a population over 100,000 people are targeted by Russia. During these thirty minutes, the U.S. early-warning infrared satellite detectors signal the attack to the strategic air command in Colorado. They in turn notify the president, who has approximately three minutes to decide whether or not to launch a counterattack. In the counterforce scenario the US. government currently embraces, he does [the U.S.] launch[es], the missiles pass mid-space, and the whole operation is over within one hour. Landing at 20 times the speed of sound, nuclear weapons explode over cities, with heat equal to that inside the center of the sun. There is practically no warning, except the emergency broadcast system on radio or TV, which gives the public only minutes to reach the nearest fallout shelter, assuming there is one. There is no time to collect children or immediate family members. The bomb, or bombs-because most major cities will be hit with more than one explosion-will gouge out craters 200 feet deep and 1000 feet in diameter if they explode at ground level. Most, however, are programmed to produce an air burst, which increases the diameter of destruction, but creates a shallower crater. Half a mile from the epicenter all buildings will be destroyed, and at 1.7 miles only reinforced concrete buildings will remain. At 2.7 miles bare skeletons of buildings still stand, single-family residences have disappeared, 50 percent are dead and 40 percent severely injured.' Bricks and mortar are converted to missiles traveling at hundreds of miles an hour. Bodies have been sucked out of buildings and converted to missiles themselves, flying through the air at loo miles per hour. Severe overpressures (pressure many times greater than normal atmospheric have popcorned windows, producing millions of shards of flying glass, causing decapitations and shocking lacerations. Overpressures have also entered the nose, mouth, and ears, inducing rupture of lungs and rupture of the tympanic membranes or eardrums. Most people will suffer severe burns. In Hiroshima, which was devastated by a very small bomb-13 kilotons compared to the current iooo kilotons-a child actually disappeared, vaporized, leaving his shadow on the concrete pavement behind him. A mother was running, holding her baby, and both she and the baby were converted to a charcoal statue. The heat will be so intense that dry objects-furniture, clothes, and dry wood-will spontaneously ignite. Humans will become walking, flaming torches. Forty or fifty miles from the explosion people will instantly be blinded from retinal burns if they glance at the flash. Huge firestorms will engulf thousands of square miles, fanned by winds from the explosion that transiently exceed 1000 miles per hour. People in fallout shelters will be asphyxiated as fire sucks oxygen from the shelters. (This happened in Hamburg after the Allied bombing in WWII when temperatures within the shelters, caused by conventional bombs, reached 1472 degrees Fahrenheit.)" Most of the city and its people will be converted to radioactive dust shot up in the mushroom cloud. The area of lethal fallout from this cloud will depend upon the prevailing wind and weather conditions; it could cover thousands of square miles. Doses of 5000 rads (a rad is a measure of radiation dose) or more experienced by people close to the explosion-if they are still aliv-will produce acute encephalopathic syndrome. The cells of the brain will become so damaged that they would swell. Because the brain is enclosed in a fixed bony space, there is no room for swelling, so the pressure inside the skull rises, inducing symptoms of excitability, acute nausea, vomiting, diarrhea, severe headache, and seizures, followed by coma and death within twenty-four hours. A lower dose of 1000 rads causes death from gastrointestinal symptoms. The lining cells of the gut die, as do the cells in the bone marrow that fight infection and that cause blood clotting. Mouth ulcers, loss of appetite, severe colicky abdominal pain, nausea, vomiting, and bloody diarrhea occur within seven to fourteen days. Death follows severe fluid loss, infection, hemorrhage, and starvation. At 450 rads, 50 percent of the population dies. Hair drops out, vomiting and bloody diarrhea occurs, accompanied by bleeding under the skin and from the gums. Death occurs from internal hemorrhage, generalized septicemia, and infection. Severe trauma and injuries exacerbate the fallout symptoms, so patients die more readily from lower doses of radiation. Infants, children, and old people are more sensitive to radiation than healthy adults. Within bombed areas, fatalities will occur from a combination of trauma, burns, radiation sickness, and starvation. There will be virtually no medical care, even for the relief of pain, because most physicians work within The United States owns 103 nuclear power plants, plus many other dangerous radioactive facilities related to past activities of the cold war. A 1000- kiloton bomb (1 megaton) landing on a standard iooo megawatt reactor and its cooling pools, which contain intensely radioactive spent nuclear fuel, would permanently contaminate an .' area the size of western Germany3 The International Atomic Energy Agency now considers these facilities to be attractive terrorist targets, ' post-September 11,2001. Millions of decaying bodies-human and animal alike-will rot, infected with viruses and bacteria that will mutate in the radioactive-environment to become more lethal. Trillions of insects, naturally ' resistant to radiation-flies, fleas, cockroaches, and lice--will transmit disease from the dead to the living, to people whose immune mechanisms have been severely compromised by the high levels of background radiation. Rodents will multiply by the millions among the corpses and shattered sewerage systems. Epidemics of diseases now controlled by immunization and good hygiene will reappear: such as measles, polio, typhoid, cholera, whooping cough, diphtheria, smallpox, plague, tuberculosis, meningitis, malaria, and hepatitis. Anyone who makes it to a fallout shelter and is not asphyxiated in it, will need to stay there for at least six months until the radiation decays sufficiently so outside survival is possible. It has been postulated that perhaps older people should be sent outside to scavenge for food because they will not live long enough to develop malignancies from the fallout (cancer and leukemia have long incubation periods ranging from five to sixty But any food that manages to grow will be toxic because plants concentrate radioactive elements.*/ Finally, we must examine the systemic global effects of a nuclear . , war. Firestorms will consume oil wells, chemical facilities, cities, and forests, covering the earth with a blanket of thick, black, radioactive , I I ' smoke, reducing sunlight to 17 percent of normal. One year or more ' ) , will be required for light and temperature to return to normalper-"r haps supranormal values, as sunlight would return to more than its , , usual intensity, enhanced in the ultraviolet spectrum by depletion of the stratospheric ozone layer. Subfreezing temperatures could destroy the biological support system for civilization, resulting in massive starvation, thirst, and hypothermia.5 To quote a 1985 SCOPE document published by the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, "the total loss of human agricultural and societal support systems would result in the loss of almost all humans on Earth, essentially equally among combatant and noncombatant countries alike . . . this vulnerability is an aspect not currently a part of the understanding of nuclear war; not only are the major combatant countries in danger, but virtually the entire human population is being held hostage to the large-scale use of nuclear weapons. . . .",! i The proposed START I11 treaty between Russia and America, even if it were implemented, would still allow 3000 to 5000 hydrogen bombs to be maintained on alert." The threshold for nuclear winter? One thousand loo-kiloton bombs blowing up loo cities7-a I c distinct possibility given current capabilities and targeting plans. On January 25,1995, military technicians at radar stations in northern Russia detected signals from an American missile that had just been launched off the coast of Norway carrying a US. scientific probe. Although the Russians had been previously notified of this launch, the alert had been forgotten or ignored. Aware that US. submarines could launch a missile containing eight deadly hydrogen bombs fifteen minutes from Moscow, Russian officials assumed that America had initiated a nuclear war. For the first time in history, the Russian computer containing nuclear launch codes was opened. President Boris Yeltsin, sitting at that computer being advised on how to launch a nuclear war by his military officers, had only a three minute interval to make a decision. At the last moment, the US. missile veered off course. He realized that Russia was not under attack.' If Russia had launched its missiles, the US. early-warning satellites would immediately have detected them, and radioed back to Cheyenne Mountain. This would have led to the notification of the president, who also would have had three minutes to make his launch decision, and America's missiles would then have been fired from their silos. We were thus within minutes of global annihilation that day. ,' Today, Russia's early-warning and nuclear command systems are deteriorating. Russia's early-warning system fails to operate up to seven hours a day because only one-third of its radars are functional, and two of the nine global geographical areas covered by its missile warning satellites are not under surveillance for missile detection.9 TO make matters worse, the equipment controlling nuclear weapons malfunctions frequently, and critical electronic devices and computers sometimes switch to combat mode for no apparent reason. According to the CIA, seven times during the fall of 1996 operations at some Russian nuclear weapons facilities were severely disrupted when robbers tried to "mine" critical communications cables for their copper!'" This vulnerable Russian system could easily be stressed by an internal or international political crisis, when the danger of accidental or indeed intentional nuclear war would become very real. And the U.S. itself is not invulnerable to error. In August 1999, for example, when the National Imagery and Mapping Agency was installing a new computer system to deal with potential Y2K problems, this operation triggered a computer malfunction which rendered the agency "blind" for days; it took more than eight months for the defect to be fully repaired. As the New York Times reported, part of America's nuclear early-warning system was rendered incompetent for almost a year." (At that time I was sitting at a meeting in the west wing of the White House discussing potentially dangerous Y2K nuclear weapons glitches. Several Pentagon officials blithely reassured me that everything would function normally during the roll-over. But in fact, their intelligence system had already been disabled.) Such a situation has the potential for catastrophe. If America cannot observe what the Russians are doing with their nuclear weapons-or vice versa-especially during a serious international crisis they are likely to err on the side of "caution," which could mean that something as benign as the launch of a weather satellite could actually trigger annihilation of the planet. 

AT: Methodology Framework
Emphasizing a singular method is counter-productive- crowds out other methodologies making actual evaluation impossible

Avdela 2000- University of Athens

(Efi Avdela, Associate Professor Dept of Early childhood Education – Univ of Athens -- Journal of Modern Greek Studies - Volume 18, Number 2, October 2000, pp. 239-253 – available via online database Project Muse -- http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/journal_of_modern_greek_studies/v018/18.2avdela.pdf)

As a result of this situation, a clear hierarchy of priorities develops in the classroom. The basic purpose of the lesson becomes the cultivation of patriotism and democratic ideals through the appropriate selection and interpretation of historical events. Knowledge of the past is subordinated to an agenda that lies outside the sphere of historical knowledge, an agenda that is explicitly didactic in the sense that its goal is to make sure students draw the “proper” conclusions from history.5 In this context, familiarizing students with the techniques of historical research can carry no more than secondary importance. Although the guidelines specify that history classes should both encourage students to ask questions and develop their interest in history, in reality a single, specific point of view is imposed on students. Furthermore, classes never explain how this point of view evolved; the fact that it is an interpretation of the historical evidence is concealed. Students do not learn how to distinguish between historical data and the interpretation of data; they do not learn how to discern opinions from facts. As a result they do not learn how to pose questions about the past, something that is a prerequisite for the development of critical thinking.  According to the general goals stated in the history syllabus for the gymnásio, students are expected to learn that civilization is a collective endeavor; that we are indebted to the past and responsible for the present and the future; that historical events are connected by causal relationships; that investigating motives helps us make decisions; and that civilization is an expression of the way people in each era have reacted to the world around them (Ministry of National Education and Religion 1992:26–38). More specific objectives of the curriculum include: introducing students to historical sources; introducing them to the Greek tradition and the problems of contemporary Hellenism; developing an “awareness of Hellenic continuity”; teaching the differences between various forms of government and familiarizing students with democracy; and finally, “cultivating genuine national pride.” History is taught for three hours a week in the first year of the gymnásio, two hours a week in the second year, and two hours a week in the third year; it begins in prehistoric times and continues through Greece’s joining the EEC, recent events in Cyprus, and the Aegean question.  The instructions on teaching methods for history courses in the gymnásio stress that issues related to the evaluation and interpretation of sources should not be emphasized. Sources should only be used to “document” the lessons (Ministry of National Education and Religion 1992:30–32). In other words, it is considered unnecessary for students to become acquainted with the most essential problem of historical research, namely, that historical sources do not speak for themselves but must be explained and corroborated, and that they are open to multiple and sometimes conflicting interpretations.  Several differences between the primary school curriculum and the one designed for the gymnásio are immediately apparent. According to the explicitly stated goals, primary school history courses are more responsible for shaping attitudes and cultivating national consciousness, while at the gymnásio level greater importance is placed on teaching students how to think historically. These differences reflect prevailing views in Greece on the abilities of different student age groups to comprehend fundamental historical concepts (Avdela 1998:109–126). At any rate, thinking historically is exclusively understood at both levels of compulsory education as recognizing causal relationships between historical events. No reference is made to different methods of historical research, to the importance of interpretation, or to the complexities of the sources themselves. In other words, teaching students to think historically is not treated as an end in itself but completely serves the main objectives of national education.  The essential picture that emerges from the primary school and gymnásio curricula is that the main purpose of history courses is the development of national consciousness, ethical conduct, and citizenship. Secondarily, and seemingly unrelated to their main purpose, history courses are also assigned the tasks of imparting some knowledge of history, teaching students how to think historically, cultivating interest in the study of history, and familiarizing students with the techniques of historical research. These two opposing tendencies are able to coexist in the syllabus through the selection of historical events and interpretations that advance the main objectives of national education. As a result, history becomes equated in the minds of the students with the one, single truth presented in the syllabus and the textbooks; the various discussions about different historical methods, not to mention the elementary principles of scientific historical research, are simply ignored.  Thus, more than any other school subject, the study of history has become a simple matter of memorization, a fact that is well evidenced by repeated official instructions urging the contrary. Students are simply not given the opportunity to understand how historical knowledge is produced or how the study of history is continually advanced by new findings that either add to or revise previous conclusions. Thus they do not learn how to distinguish fact from opinion, how to organize or engage in systematic inquiry, how to cross-check and corroborate facts, or how to distinguish between the presentation of conclusions and their documentation.  

