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FRAMEWORK: IMPLEMENTATION KEY

Focus on both the concept and implementation are important—they should have to defend the feasibility of their vision and its political effects

San Francisco Chronicle 9-8-1996 (Michael Taylor, Chronicle Staff Writer, “The Dreamers / Their plans for moving the Earth's bodies of water or connecting the continents may seem like the stuff of a wild night's dream, but the men behind the world's biggest projects know all it takes is a little willpower and a lot of money” http://www.sfgate.com/news/article/The-Dreamers-Their-plans-for-moving-the-Earth-s-2967773.php) BW

They are seasoned and practical men, many in their 70s and 80s, and they look at the world in what can only be described as the largest of terms. Standing in front of office globes or large wall maps, they see clearly how continents can be reshaped for the better, linked by bridges and railroads, or subsea tunnels, a dam here, a canal there. They see how ancient deficiencies of nature can be corrected with a soupcon of engineering, a modicum of construction knowhow and, in most cases, a few billion dollars and a crash course for the rest of us in national character-building so we can see the light and enthusiastically support their visionary take on the world. We are talking about macro-engineers, world-builders whose ideas about the largest possible construction projects on the planet include: -- Linking Siberia and North America with a 5,500-mile railroad joined by a tunnel under the Bering Strait -- a prelude to connecting the rest of the world by rail. -- Damming part of Canada's Hudson Bay to provide hundreds of millions of gallons of fresh water to all of North America; or towing icebergs to parched regions of the world -- sub-Saharan Africa has been mentioned -- and melting the ice. -- Connecting near-contiguous parts of the Earth through a series of bridges, tunnels and artificial islands: Madagascar to Mozambique; Japan to South Korea; Gibraltar to Morocco; Italy to Sicily. -- Building 6,000-foot-high pyramids, housing 1 million people, or gigantic underground cities, such as Japan's proposed "Geotropolis," with offices and recreational facilities. -- Running a 5,000-mile-per-hour train under the sea from North America to Europe, buried in a tube evacuated of air. Another one across the United States would follow. -- Creating new canals across long peninsulas, such as Thailand's Isthmus of Kra, as a way to save shipping firms time and money by drastically shortening voyages. These may sound like fantasies, the stuff of a wild night's dreams, but once in a while, a big one comes through and shows the world that they can be done, given enough time, money and energy. Two years ago, trains carrying trucks, passengers and automobiles began speeding under the English Channel through a 31-mile-long tunnel that cost $15 billion to build and has been hailed as the grandest megaproject of the late 20th century. But most of the others, alluring as they are, rarely get done. They become entangled in national budgetary squabbles or bogged down with environmental concerns: More than 30 years ago, for example, the old Atomic Energy Commission wanted to use hydrogen bombs to blast out a new Panama Canal. The plan was rejected after the commissioners were told 50,000 Indians would have to be relocated, and then there also was the nasty problem of potential atomic fallout. In fact, the AEC, trying to find peaceful uses for nuclear energy, struck out nearly every time it came to bat. Its directors once wanted to build a nuclear reactor on the Sea of Cortez, desalinate the water and pipe it to arid regions. The project was scrapped when engineers found they wouldn't be able to dispose of the mountains of salt they would accumulate. And, besides, the project would have destroyed the area's shrimp industry. But what of the others -- the dazzling, futuristic ideas that crop up in the back pages of technology publications or during long, dusty seminars at academic conferences? For that matter, why do we need such projects at all? And, while we're at it, what's the construction schedule here? Will it take much longer than the remodel on my kitchen? Listen to Thomas Kierans, an 83- year-old Canadian mining engineer whose idea is no less than bottling up a chunk of Hudson Bay, the world's second-largest inland sea, to provide a never-ending supply of fresh water for parched regions of North America. He sees it as a solution to "a major plumbing problem." "When you're talking about making a change in the geography of a continent, there's no point in expecting you're going to do it overnight," Kierans says from his home in St. John's, Newfoundland. The projects "don't get done when they're first thought of because you're asking people to change a way of life. There's a natural resistance to it -- it's part of human nature." Kierans' proposal, which has been successfully resisted by the Canadian government ever since he raised it nearly 40 years ago, goes like this: James Bay, which is the southern part of Hudson Bay, is essentially wasted, Kierans says, because it is too salty to support freshwater fish and too fresh to support saltwater fish. It is barren. Kierans' idea is to create a series of dikes in James Bay, allowing saltwater to escape into Hudson Bay as the tide goes down, then replenishing James Bay with fresh water from the 32 rivers flowing into it. Within three years, he says, the salt water would be washed out of James Bay and you would have a giant freshwater lake that is constantly refilled by those 32 rivers. "Then it's just a series of pipes and pumps to put the water into the Great Lakes for storage, and then pipe it to all the arid regions, such as the Midwest and western parts of the United States," he says. "Pipes and pumps" is a phrase that crops up just as often in a conversation with Walter Hickel, the 77- year-old former governor of Alaska and U.S. secretary of the Interior who once broached the idea of a $150 billion undersea pipeline that would bring Alaskan water to Southern California. "This one would have provided the whole Los Angeles area with 4.5 billion gallons of water a day, or about $1 a day per person," Hickel said from his office in Anchorage. "Now they go to the store and spend that much on bottled water." When the freshwater pipeline plan was being bandied about, Hickel said, he flew down "to talk to the Los Angeles city engineers about it -- the whole thing would have been privately funded -- but then the environmentalists got involved. Finally, I said, 'If you don't want it, it's OK with me,' and I flew back to Alaska." But Hickel, whose cosmic ideas of large projects have sometimes been dubbed "Wallyworld," is not unfazed by the failure, for now, of the pipeline project -- rejection is the norm in the world of macro-engineering. But he also says of these large-scale enterprises, "They will all get done eventually." Hickel's main point -- and he has close philosophical allies in the power circles of Russia, Scandinavia and Europe -- is twofold: Big projects are doable. And big projects can keep us from going to war with each other. "Why war?" he asks rhetorically. "Why not big projects? What do wars do? Wars kill people." Hickel's idea is that if the industrialized nations of the world devoted their energies and talents to huge cooperative projects, they'd be far too busy, and too broke, to even think about going to war. In fact, Hickel is not alone in that thinking. The dean of 20th century macro-engineering, international lawyer Frank P. Davidson, 78, says, "The point is that wars are becoming too dangerous." Davidson, now retired from the macro-engineering research group at MIT, wrote a seminal work on this admittedly arcane subject: "Macro: A Clear Vision of How Science and Technology Will Shape Our Future." He says big projects, in addition to providing public works on a massive scale, can serve the same kind of social benefit as the Roosevelt-era Works Progress Administration or Civilian Conservation Corps. Moral temporizing aside, however, for Davidson it is the nuts and bolts of various megaprojects that he likes to talk about in his Paris summer home. "It is," he says, "the opium I like to smoke." Take floating submerged tunnels, for example, one of the hottest subjects in the world of macro. More than 100 years ago, Jules Verne was writing about them, but now they are becoming a reality. Norwegian and Japanese contractors, scientists and government agencies are already experimenting with these tunnels -- underwater tubes that would carry trains -- and Norway is nearly ready to build one across one of its many fjords. The trick is to put the tunnels deep enough so they don't interfere with surface shipping, yet not so deep that they require thick walls to withstand the pressure of the deep. But, like most things macro, it will take time before seaborne tunnels are common. "I don't think anyone is going to put one of these things across the Atlantic," Davidson says, "until these smaller ones get done." In fact, Davidson, like other global thinkers, is more optimistic about the various railroad projects that have been floating around for the past 100 years. Trains, after all, are an established method of getting people and freight from one place to another, and their technology is the antithesis of complicated. So perhaps George Koumal, a 54- year-old Tucson engineer who thinks big, has the idea whose time has really come. Ten years ago, intoxicated with the notion of linking North America and Siberia, Koumal decided to act on a project first promoted by a French explorer in 1849. He formed the Interhemispheric Bering Strait Tunnel & Railroad Group, with offices in Washington and Moscow. And he set out to raise $40 billion to build a railroad line joining eastern Siberia with Alaska. Its focal point -- and its most expensive single project -- would be a 60-mile tunnel under the Bering Strait, connecting Alaska's Seward Peninsula with Siberia's Chukchi Peninsula. From there, Koumal says, it's a straight shot of 2,200 miles of rail line to the Siberian city of Yakutsk. Why? "Why? Why?!" Koumal says incredulously. "This rail line would establish access to more than 4 million square miles of land mass -- Siberia, the Yukon, Alaska, which so far are of little use to mankind. You gain access to those 4 million square miles, and you gain access to tremendous natural resources. There's the same amount of oil out there as there is in Saudi Arabia -- and minerals, and forests and the agricultural potential. And for shipping, you would be cutting the east-to-west and west-to-east distances drastically." Koumal may be the quintessential macro dreamer. In between detailed descriptions of global rail lines and distances and payloads, he peppers his conversation with rhapsodies about what can be. He wants you to join this crusade. "Where else on the planet can you find so big an area of natural resources?" he asks. "It's really possible in our country to 'go west, young man.' Columbus would be happy about this." Siberia looms large in Koumal's mind. When told there is a lawyer in New York who has raised the possibility of simply buying Siberia from the Russians and exploiting it for foreign interests, Koumal snorts that this would never happen on his watch. "We will do the project, and we will make every man, woman and child in Russia a shareholder in the project," he asserts vehemently. "We don't want to steal Russia. I speak Russian! I know Russia! I have a Russian soul." Could be, but he's also going to need about $40 billion -- and more than a few permits. It is this constant reminder of life's realities that becomes the spoilsport of the macro world, and it is instructive to listen carefully to those who have actually built these things. One such veteran is San Francisco's global engineering firm, the Bechtel Group, builder for the past 20 years of the still-evolving $30 billion Saudi Arabian city Jubail; project manager of Hong Kong's new $20 billion airport, and recent winner of a $4.5 billion contract to help build a high-speed rail line from the north end of the English Channel tunnel to London. "Sure, there are people in this organization who dream about macro the way kids dream about rocket ships," says Bechtel's Rick Laubscher, "but more and more the focus is not on what could be built, but on what can be built. "When you're looking at macro projects," Laubscher says, "there is an ethos, especially in America, of looking at all the implications of this before you even do a pencil line drawing. The environmental and economic implications have far overtaken the engineering. Increasingly, you ask, 'Where is the money coming from? Who's going to pay for a railroad tunnel under the Bering Strait?' " As Davidson points out, engineers have the ideas of how to re-engineer the world, but they end up talking mostly to other engineers about it. And while they have certainly convinced each other of a project's worth, in the end nothing gets done. "If you have all these engineers being social with each other, and you don't have a banker and a government official at the party, then of course you have trouble getting money," Davidson says. "All of this requires a great deal of cooperation between the public and private sectors, and as long as our politics in the United States are polarized, we can't get together." But there is still room for megadreamers, Davidson insists -- ideally, the megaproject man should be "a combination of dreamer and practical person," such as Ferdinand De Lesseps, the 19th century French builder and diplomat who engineered and completed the Suez Canal despite both a lack of dredging machinery and dire warnings the canal would be a financial disaster. De Lesseps, Davidson says, "just went ahead and did it." Ultimately, megaplanners point to the Channel Tunnel, or Chunnel, as the one truly successful macro project of the late 20th century. Despite centuries of bureaucratic hassle just getting it designed -- not to mention the traditional hostility and mistrust between France and England -- the tunnel had its ceremonial opening in May 1994 and now runs several high-speed trains a day between London and Paris. Eurotunnel, the joint Anglo-French company that operates the Chunnel and its rail lines, lost $1.4 billion last year and still owes billions to 226 creditor banks. But those trains run right on time -- three hours, on the dot, between the two capitals -- and tunnel operators say they have 1 million customers a month. Besides, it's a lot easier and slightly cheaper than taking a plane. Sitting in a cafe at the tunnel's small exhibition center near Folkestone, Eurotunnel spokesman John Noulton outlined how difficult it was to get the two traditionally antagonistic countries to cooperate in such a costly, tricky joint venture. The auspices were not great: According to news reports, when Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher and French President Francois Mitterrand signed the Chunnel treaty at Canterbury Cathedral in February 1986, demonstrators pelted their limousines with eggs and shouted, "Froggy, froggy, froggy, out, out, out." "The major difficulty in getting the Channel Tunnel done," Noulton said, "was in persuading the governments that it should happen. That took 250 years." The mammoth construction project actually consisted of three tunnels -- two rail tunnels for the passenger and car-ferry trains and a central service tunnel. A central Anglo-French team designed the tunnels, but the building crews, a total of 13,000 workers, came from what turned out to be dramatically different work cultures. The two crews would dig toward each other's countries and then meet in the middle, 140 feet under the English Channel's seabed. "We started digging in December 1987," Noulton recalled. "On the United Kingdom side, the diggers had to follow British coal mining laws -- they had to carry self-rescuing breathing apparatus devices, and there was no drinking or smoking. They sacked people for having cigarettes. "On the French side, there was no self-rescuing device for the workers. They were each allowed a glass of wine at lunch, and from my experience, smoking was compulsory. You could stand at the British end of the tunnel, take a whiff and get a good fix of Gauloises." Still, by the fall of 1990, "as they were coming closer together, the national differences were set aside. At the center of the tunnel, there was total anarchy -- U.K. and French workers both smoking." They may have been puffing cigarettes together, but when it came to the big-ticket items, the British and French reverted to their old ways. They used different tunnel-boring machines, huge devices, some weighing more than 1,000 tons, whose 27-foot-diameter cutting faces chewed slowly through the Earth at a rate of 26 feet an hour. The French bought machinery from Japan and the United States ("Naturally, the French wouldn't buy British," Noulton sniffs). The British bought from firms in England. Glitches abounded. Originally, plans called for a mild standard of earthquake resistance. But then a researcher discovered a strong quake from the 16th century, so the plans were revised, at an additional cost of $180 million, to account for higher quake resistance standards. And somewhere toward the end of the tunneling project, an engineer brought up an interesting idea that had been overlooked: With all this electricity running through the tunnel, powering trains, ventilation fans, service facilities and the like, what are we going to use for an electrical ground? To solve this crisis, when the British-side boring machines got near the mid-channel meeting point, they made a sharp turn and burrowed down into the earth, out of sight. Then these huge steel machines, worth more than $5 million each, were grounded to the electrical system, sealed off in their tombs and abandoned for eternity. In the end, Noulton says, the Chunnel was not a project for the timid. And so when asked what advice he might have for George Koumal and his Bering Strait organization, Noulton smiled and said, "I wonder why he wants to do it, and I wonder how he's going to do it. It looks like a major engineering project, with extremes of climate to deal with and no obvious commercial advantage." If Koumal ever does raise that $40 billion, however, there is a place where he could drop the first few million. Outside the cafe at the Chunnel exhibition center is a leftover tunnel- boring machine. On its side is a giant sign that reads: "FOR SALE. ONE CAREFUL OWNER." 

FRAMEWORK: UTOPIANISM BAD

Utopianism cannot create change without apocalyptic violence

Paik 2010 (Peter is an associate professor of comparative literature at the University of Wisconsin–Milwaukee, From Utopia to Apocalypse: Science Fiction and the Politics of Catastrophe, University of Minnesota Press) BW

From the standpoint of the realist, such efforts to distinguish or extricate utopia from the unforgiving dilemmas of political upheaval cannot but reek of evasion. To exempt utopian wishes from the sphere of political action is to rig the game in advance, so that one may retreat into the ideal, or the sheer wish for an ideal, and thereby avoid having to confront the harsh exigencies inherent to any process of far-reaching sociopolitical change. The idea of utopia as theorized by Bloch finds its logical destiny in Hegel’s “beautiful soul,” which, in clinging to its sense of moral purity, shrinks from accepting real political responsibility. 18 One is reminded on this score of Reinhart Koselleck’s stinging assessment of the moralistic self-deceptions of the French bourgeoisie during the time of the Revolution: the bourgeois revolutionaries, claiming themselves to be wholly occupied in the “non-political” practice of virtue, sought to “rule indirectly through the moralisation of politics” and thereby ended up taking “refuge in naked force.” 19 For the realist view of political change can be summed up in Sorel’s point that “social conditions” form a “system bound together by an iron law which cannot be evaded, as something in the form of one block, and which can only disappear through a catastrophe which involves the whole.” 20 

For what if the main blind spot of utopian thought in the present postpolitical era lay not in its complicity with mass ideological movements but rather in a lack of determination in imagining the irresistible pressures unleashed by political upheaval, a loss of nerve in confronting the intractable forces of social equilibrium that make genuine change impossible without a “catastrophe” befalling the entire society? For example, in his analysis of Ursula Le Guin’s novel The Dispossessed, Freedman contends that while Le Guin provides a nuanced and balanced view of several different types of sociopolitical order—“bourgeois capitalism,” “aristocratic conservatism,” and “Stalinist communism,” her novel nevertheless takes the clear stance that the “anarcho-communism” of her protagonist’s home planet of Anarres is definitively “superior” to the aforementioned alternatives. 21 Le Guin, to be sure, mounts a “critique of anarchism” that Freedman judges to be “remarkably thoroughgoing,” portraying the stifling conformism and xenophobic prejudices that come to take hold in the everyday life of a society founded by revolutionary anarchists. But it is the “selfcritical” character of the critique of anarchism that according to Freedman elevates it above its rival sociopolitical systems. Whereas the nation of A-Io, the capitalist power on the planet Urras, from which the revolutionary dissidents originally immigrated to Anarres, “never acknowledged the claims of justice,” and the bureaucratic socialist regime of Thu gives lip service to these claims but has “systematically betrayed them,” only the isolated society of Anarres genuinely aspires to justice, even if its actual inhabitants frequently fall short of the democratic and egalitarian ideals of their founder, the anarchist philosopher Odo. 22 For the culture of Anarres exhibits a “self-reflexive capacity for self-correction,” according to which the revolt of the novel’s protagonist, the physicist Shevek, against the narrow conventions and rigid utilitarianism of his society must be regarded as the fulfillment of the founder’s original vision. 

The positive valuation accorded to self-criticism is not by any means exceptional, as such ideological hair-splitting has long enabled Western Marxists to denounce capitalist liberal democracy while protesting the inhuman violence as well as the pitiless statecraft practiced by the leaders of really existing socialist regimes. But in making the case that self-criticism constitutes the central dynamic of Le Guin’s novel, Freedman neglects to consider the extent to which Shevek’s protest might be conditioned by the peculiar and arduous circumstances of Anarres’s isolation as well as the social upheavals certain to ensue from the unconstrained pursuit of truth and scientific knowledge. For life on Anarres takes the form of a difficult, unending struggle in an inhospitable, arid environment in which famine and scarcity pose a constant threat. Personal property is for the most part forbidden, and most of the people are engaged in some form of demanding physical labor. It does not occur to Freedman that the very harshness of life on Anarres, the unceasing need of its people to struggle for necessities on a daily basis, might actually constitute the most effective means for preserving the sparks of revolutionary fervor across multiple generations. Instead, the “self-criticism” that Freedman attributes to Le Guin is aimed at remedying the stifling “provincialism” and “economic underdevelopment” of the inhabitants, whose bigotry and narrow-mindedness have stunted their emergence as revolutionary subjects. Citing the late studies of Leon Trotsky, who concluded that the socialist project required an economy of abundance and that building a socialist state under conditions of scarcity would lead to the “reemergence of competition, privation, and bureaucracy,” Freedman implies that “wealth” would in fact enable Anarres to achieve a more enlightened sociopolitical status, alluding to the utopian possibility of building socialism not on one planet but on all planets.
Utopianism necessitates violent crusades against those not dedicated to the utopian project, devolving into totalitarianism

Paik 2010 (Peter is an associate professor of comparative literature at the University of Wisconsin–Milwaukee, From Utopia to Apocalypse: Science Fiction and the Politics of Catastrophe, University of Minnesota Press) BW

For political philosopher Eric Voegelin, More’s representation of an ideal society depends on the expurgation of pride and its disordering effects from the life of his imaginary commonwealth. 9 More deliberately excludes a vital and ineradicable aspect of human life and thus produces a necessarily false and distorted image of a social order. But even a counterfeit image of peace and harmony finds itself deformed by the implicit violence of its successful exercise of force, a violence that reverberates through the torpor and homogeneity of the description of the political ideal. Voegelin locates the source of this unsettling rhythm in the attitude of the Utopians regarding the conduct of war. The Utopians are said to detest wars, fighting them only for self-defense or for aiding allies invaded by aggressors. Raphael Hythlodaeus, the primary speaker in the dialogue, adds that they also embark on offensive wars to liberate oppressed and enslaved peoples. Although these stipulations regarding warfare sound quite humane and rational, the explicit principles by which warfare is constrained to magnanimous or necessary purposes mark the opening by which an exterminating violence makes itself an ordinary instrument of policy. The apparent humanitarianism of the Utopians prefigures the rigidly moral— and murderous— universe of modern totalitarianism. For anyone who is on the opposing side of the Utopians’ just wars is automatically unjust, since the “carrier of the ideal can only act morally,” having appointed himself as the “party, judge, and executor” of his necessarily immoral enemies. 10 Voegelin concludes that the Utopian state— as well as those ideological movements that proclaim themselves to be the defenders of human wellbeing and dignity— develops in principle into a “brutal attack on the historical realization of all values that do not happen to be incorporated in the ideal,” whereby “anybody who wants to lead his own way of life, unmolested by the idealist, is a criminal.” 11

Voegelin’s critique of More centers on the irony whereby the rational, ostensibly peaceful, internally harmonious social order ends up confronting the outside world in an unremittingly antagonistic posture of perpetual war and imperial expansion. In that regard, his stance parallels that of Carl Schmitt in The Concept of the Political, in which the erstwhile apologist for the Third Reich defines a liberal capitalist form of imperialism that masks its brutal wars of economic exploitation as crusades on behalf of human rights. 12 Indeed, Voegelin effectively traverses the gulf between utopia and praxis, over which left-wing theorists suspend themselves for the sake of keeping up the practice of dialectical criticism. More’s abolition of pride among the Utopians effectively displaces its disordering energies onto the “formation of the ideal.” The will to domination accordingly exposes itself when the narrator of the discourse most emphatically insists on the marvelous justice of this spiritually amputated society. Of course, critics of revolutionary politics, whether of the political Right or not, often make the charge that the radical Left tends to underestimate the depth and strength of the underlying factors shaping social conditions. Left-wing progressives, in this view, find themselves resorting to brutal and disastrous measures because of their reliance on high-minded sentiment and their optimistic conceptions of history, which work against the awareness of the gap between the revolutionary ideal and historical actuality. As even Georges Sorel, a thinker of the activist bent so vociferously denounced by Voegelin throughout his long career, argues in his introduction to Reflections on Violence, the disappointed optimist poses great dangers to society should he come to power. Frustrated by the setback and obstacles hindering political reform, he blames the people he governs for the failure to eliminate the evils and injustices afflicting them. The optimist thus blunders into terror as he becomes “tempted to get rid of people whose ill will seems to him to be a danger to the happiness of all.” 13

The charge that left-wing movements invariably become shipwrecked on their utopian delusions has a lengthy history, to be sure, and risks becoming something of a caricature, although one could attack the ideologies of the nationalist and imperialist Right, on more or less identical grounds. 14 An elementary axiom of political realism, after all, is that access to utopia, like the Kingdom of Heaven, is closed to purely human effort. Accordingly, ideological programs seeking to establish “universal freedom and prosperity,” whether it takes the form of Soviet communism or neoliberal capitalism, are doomed to inflict bloodshed on a massive scale in the name of peace and liberty. 15 Theorists of utopia, on the other hand, frequently insist on the sharp demarcation of authentic utopian longings from the murderous policies of totalitarian and imperialist states, as well as their straightforward adoption of realpolitik. For utopia is said to be “never fully present in the here-and-now, and necessarily eludes all attempts to locate it with complete empirical precision.” 16 According to Bloch, utopia represents an “all-surpassing summum bonum,” the happiness and freedom for which all people yearn in the innermost depths of their being. 17 Its traces thus reside almost everywhere, in the desires and wishes aroused by everyday phenomena (fashion, architecture, dancing, sports, fairy tales, films, advertising, and daydreams), yet utopia remains at best intangible, premonitory of a better future.
Utopianism defeats itself by ignoring the truths of reality – only literary realism can materialize change

Paik 2010 (Peter is an associate professor of comparative literature at the University of Wisconsin–Milwaukee, From Utopia to Apocalypse: Science Fiction and the Politics of Catastrophe, University of Minnesota Press) BW

Science fiction and fantasy, in dispelling the aura of moral interpretation, become capable of following myth up to the precise moment of its forgetting, when it seals itself within its own contrived universe. On the other hand, the realist impulse that encompasses inflammatory speculations about the nature of authority and depicts the terrifying exigencies whereby political order takes root proves to be subversive of both the goal of utopia and the desire to secure the continuance of the established order. A realist depiction of a transformed world, after all, is one that does not omit the horrors that accompany its foundations. These acts of literary speculation thus confront us with the harsh truths evaded or repressed by liberal and progressive thought. It is perhaps only such a fantastic realism that is at present capable of opening up a critical space for reflection between the alternatives of an enlightened obedience to a devouring and deteriorating beast and a headlong embrace of fate that masquerades as a godlike freedom. In that sense, the uncompromising political vision of an author like Moore, in carrying out a withering critique of repressed religion, explores and elucidates the relationship between liberal and totalitarian politics in terms of a demiurgic continuity, preordained in both cases by the lure of a posthistorical salvation. The realist imperative, whether it provokes the metaphors of political philosophers or the imaginary worlds of science fiction writers, reflects the determination to achieve wakefulness through the exercise of the literary imagination.
FRAMEWORK: SCI-FI BAD

Science fiction doesn’t have emancipatory potential – only groups already interested in its agenda care

Kumar 2010 (Krishan, Department Chair of Sociology and professor at the University of Virginia “The Ends of Utopia”, proquest) BW

There may be other reasons why the science-fiction, feminist, and ecological forms of the literary utopia appear so weak, so incapable of setting the social or political agenda. One surely has to do with the radical fragmentation of readerships and audiences today. This applies not just to literature but to radio and television—no longer “broadcasting” but “narrowcasting”—music, sport, and most other form of “leisure” activities. These no longer, in most respects, have a common national constituency but appeal to and involve particular groups, segregated by age, sex, class, and sometimes race. The readership for feminist fiction is largely women, of ecological utopias largely other ecologically minded persons, of science fiction the fans that form the science-fiction societies and consume the “fanzines.” There are occasional crossovers, as for instance when science fiction is made the basis of Hollywood spectaculars such as the Star Wars films. But mostly we act and consume within our own cultural enclaves. The idea, say, of the “nation speaking to itself,” common in the era of national broadcasting from the 1930s to the 1970s, is less and less a reality. Except at moments of crisis, such as after the 9/11 attacks in the United States, it is hard to create a national forum of debate and discussion. 

The distinction between ideology and utopia can only be realized in hindsight – during its existence, they function as the same

Leong 2003 (Leong Hang-tat, Ph.D. candidate at the Chinese University of Hong Kong in philosophy, “Ideology and Utopia in Science Fiction”, ProQuest) BW

Mannheim’s treatment of ideology and utopia, though inspirational, nevertheless contains a number of weaknesses. To have a dialectics of ideology and utopia, we should make a clear distinction between them. However, there are at least two difficulties in distinguishing between these two concepts as defined by Mannheim. First, the conception of both ideology and utopia is rather dynamic and obscure. The connotation of certain ideas as ideology or utopia is interchangeable according to different points of view embodied by different social strata. Social groups that believe in conservative utopian mentality may consider liberal-humanitarian utopian mentality ideology as a means of invalidating it and vice versa. Indeed, Mannheim considers this antagonism between different utopian mentalities to be fundamental. In his typology of utopias, each type of utopia is defined by the nature of its antagonism to others. Another dimension, which reinforces the notion of the ambiguous and dynamic definitions of the concepts, is the possibility of realizing utopia. For Mannheim, the possibility of realizing utopias is rather relative and he is referring to utopia, which seems “to be unrealizable only from the point of view of a given social order which is already in existence” (177). He further explains that the ideas must turn out to be realizable in order to become utopia. According to this criterion, the distinction between ideology and utopia can, as Mannheim puts it, only be applied with hindsight. “Ideas which later turned out to have been only distorted representations of a past or potential social order were ideological, while those which were adequately realized in the succeeding social order were relative utopias” (184). Further, as time moves on, the realized utopias will be unmasked as ideological by the subordinate social group in a way to shatter the present order of things. Since the concepts of ideology and utopia are ideal types, in reality, ideologies may embody utopian elements while utopias may in turn reinforce ideological thoughts, so that differentiating between these two concepts becomes even more difficult. Indeed, the seeds of Mannheim’s conclusion in his discussion of utopia are embedded in his initial definitions of both ideology and utopia in terms of’ their propensity either to uphold or to subvert the status quo. The dichotomy between ideology and utopia as either to uphold or to subvert the existing order of things is extremely crude, leaving little space for ideas whose relationship to the present may be neutral, ambiguous, or even paradoxical. In Mannheirn’s view, all ideas “which do not fit into the current order are ‘situationally transcendent’ or unreal”, whereas ideas “which correspond to the concretely existing and de fàcto order are designated as ‘adequate’ and situationally congruous” (175). However, these ideas bare relative rare” and only a state of mind that has been sociologically fully clarified operates with situationally congruous ideas and motives. Contrasted with situationally congruous and adequate ideas are the two main categories of ideas which transcend the situation—ideologies and utopias. (175) For Mannheim, almost all ideas that are situationally transcendent belong either to the concepts of ideology or utopia. The Symbolic Functions of Ideology and Utopia in Paul Ricoeur The merit of Mannheim’s conceptualization is that he both connects and preserves the distinctions of ideology and utopia at the same time. For Mannheim, both ideology and utopia are non-congruent with reality, but ideology legitimizes the existing order of things while utopia shatters it. Having discussed Mannheim’s work, I will move on to another insightful exploration of ideology and utopia by Paul Ricocur in his Lectures on Ideology and Utopia. Ricoeur juxtaposes the two concepts within a single conceptual framework of what could be called “social and cultural inagination” (1). While drawing much on Mannheim’s analysis of the concepts, Ricoeur nonetheless disagrees with Mannheim’s choice of emphasis granted to utopia as non-congruence rather than the function of shattering the present reality. Mannheim’s model opposes ideology and utopia to a reality determined by rationalistic and scientific criteria, thus drawing the conclusion that ideology and utopia are non-congruent to and deviant from reality. However, as Ricoeur points out, Mannheim’s analysis does not include the symbolic structure of life, leaving out the permanent and positive traits of either ideology or utopia, which are namely the integrative function of ideology and utopia’s function to explore the possible worlds. Ricoeur’s emphasis on the symbolic realm as an integral part of reality in his theory on ideology and utopia relates to his criticism on Mannheim’s view of reality. Mannheim’s emphasis on the “non-congruence” of both ideology and utopia follows the fact that he treats the question of what is real as unproblematic: The nature of “reality” or “existence as such” is a problem which belongs to philosophy, and is of no concern here. However, what is to be regarded as “real” historically or sociologically at a given time is of importance to us and fortunately can be definitely ascertained. (174) However, Ricoeur suggests that Mannheim’s model, as well as Marxist concept of ideology, ignores the fact that social reality is always and essentially mediated and rendered by the symbolic structure of social life: We must integrate the concept of ideology as distortion into a framework that recognizes the symbolic structure of social life. Unless social life has a symbolic structure, there is no way to understand how we live, do things, and project these activities in ideas, no way to understand how reality can become an idea or how real life can produce illusions; these would all be simply mystical and incomprehensible events. (8) For Ricoeur, the symbolic structure of social life must be recognized before proceeding to the discussion of reality and the distortion of reality. After adjusting the focus on the symbolic function of ideology and utopia, Ricoeur further raises the point that the functions of ideology and utopia can be contrasted on three levels. While the first function of ideology is integration, meaning the preservation of the identity of a person or a social stratum, that of utopia is the exploration of possible worlds. This function of ideology demonstrates the real constitutive role that ideology has in social existence. “Just as models in scientific language allow us to see how things look, allow us to see things as this or that,” ideology, in the form of the cultural system, similarly “articulate[s] our social roles, articulate[s] our position in society as this or that” (11). In contrast, utopia puts in question what presently exists; it is an imaginative variation on the nature of power, the family, religion, identity, humanity’s relationship with technology, and so on. As Mannheim suggests, utopia is more than a dream, it is a dream that wants to be realized, the intention of utopia is to transform, or to shatter, the present order of reality. Even though its intent is to shatter reality, the ‘nowhere” of utopia always maintains a distance from any present reality. Utopia is always an ideal that we never fully attain. In contrast to Mannheim’s expectation of the end of utopia, I will assert that it is difficult to perceive the victory of certain matter-of-factness, or what is implied in this victory, the end of utopia. The second function of ideology in Ricoeur’s contrast is the legitimation of present authority while that of utopia is the challenge to legitimation of authority is necessary and it is ideology’s role to legitimize it because every system of leadership summons not only our physical submission but also our consent and cooperation. Every system of leadership wants its rule to rest not merely on domination, then; it also wants its power to be granted because its authority is legitimate. . . . [W]hile ideology serves . . . as the code of interpretation that secures integration, it does so by justifying the present system of authority. (13) Utopia, however, attempts to confront the problem of authority itself. It functions by offering either an alternative to power or an alternate kind of power. As Ricoeur writes, if “ideology is the surplus-value added to the lack of belief in authority, utopia is what finally unmasks this surplus value” (298). The final contrast touches on the pathology of both ideology and utopia. At its worst, ideology functions as distortion and utopia, also at its worst, functions as unrealizable fancy bordering on madness. Ricoceur points out that “the pathology of ideology is dissimulation whereas the pathology of utopia is escape” (17). Utopia, in the extreme form of fancy, madness, escape, and the completely unrealizable, seldom addresses questions about the transition between the present and the utopian future. Moreover, in a utopia no goals conflict; all ends are compatible. Here, Ricoeur leaves us with a question which he does not want to anticipate any further: “[I]s not this eccentricity of the utopian imagination . . . the cure of the pathology of ideological thinking, which has its blindness and narrowness precisely in its inability to conceive of a nowhere?” (17). Ricoeur concludes his Lectures on ideology and utopia with a very strong and interesting conviction: [W]e must try to cure the illnesses of utopia by what is wholesome in ideology by its element of identity, which is once more a fundamental function of life — and try to cure the rigidity, the petrification, of ideologies by the utopian element... . W]e must let ourselves be drawn into the circle and then must try to make the circle a spiral. (312) Ricoeur here argues that the correlation between ideology and utopia forms a circle, a practical circle. It is impossible for us to escape from this circle, for it is the unrelieved circle of the symbolic structure of action. Within this circle, we must try to make it a spiral by conjoining the integrative and innovative functions of ideology and utopia respectively. Ricoeur’s conclusion of spiral movement unconventionally opposes both the unilinear concept of progress and the deterministic view of history. It also questions directly the dichotomy of ideology and utopia. The cultural imagination of utopia must contain certain
RUSSIA TURN
The discourse of cooperation in the Arctic still constructs Russia as a threat

VAN EFFERINK 2010 (Leonhardt, MSc in Financial Economics at Erasmus University Rotterdam and an MA in 'Geopolitics, Territory and Security' at King’s College London. He is now working on a PhD with Royal Holloway’s (University of London), “Polar Partner or Poles Apart?” PSA Graduate Network Conference December 2010, http://www.psa.ac.uk/spgrp/51/2010/Ppr/PGC2_Van%20EfferinkLeonhardt_Polar_Partners_or_Poles_Apart_PSA_2010.pdf)
To act in the Arctic, Cohen (2007, p. 1) recommends that the US government formulate “a strong response” to Russia’s policies. This advice is in line with the claim of the US government in the late 1970s that the Soviet Union would only understand force (Dalby 1990a). Despite his representation of Russia as threat to regional security, if left unchecked, Cohen does not suggest a military response. Instead, he recommends that the US and its “allies” use diplomacy and international law to address Russia’s territorial claim. He also mentions the possibility of cooperating with Russia. In doing so, Cohen (2007, p. 2) implicitly states that the US and its “allies” are civilised countries for which cooperation with other countries is “natural”: “[a] crisis over Russian claims in the Arctic is avoidable if Russia is prepared to behave in a more civilized manner. If Moscow suggests exploring the Arctic’s wealth in a cooperative fashion…” Cohen implicitly states that the planting of the flag is not “civilized”. Moreover, he says that only Russia can reduce the tensions in the Arctic by changing its policies in the Arctic. Interestingly, Cohen suggests that Russia may be interested in changing its Arctic policies, acknowledging that the current government does not hold exactly the same foreign policies as those held in the years of totalitarianism and the Cold War. Alliances play a role in another recommendation (ibid, p. 2) and requires our attention as well: ”[Russia] has left has left the U.S., Canada, and the Nordic countries little choice but to forge a cooperative High North strategy and invite other friendly countries, such as Great Britain, to help build a Western presence in the Arctic.” This line constitutes the identity of Russia implicitly as an ‘unfriendly’ and ‘uncooperative’ country.

DETERMINISM TURN

The aff’s technological optimism is an overly reductionist form of logic that results in technological determinism

Graham 98 (Stephen; Ph.D. (Science and Technology Policy), Programme for Policy Research in Engineering, Science and Technology (PREST), University of Manchester, Professor of Cities and Society at the Global Urban Research Unit and is based in Newcastle University's School of Architecture, Planning and Landscape; Progress in Human Geography; “The end of geography or the explosion of place? Conceptualizing space, place and information technology”; http://phg.sagepub.com/content/22/2/165)//RSW

Both the dominant popular and academic debates about space, place and information technologies adopt the central metaphor of `impact'. In this `mainstream' of social research on technology (Mansell, 1994), and in the bulk of popular and media debates about the Internet and `information superhighway', new telecommunications technologies are assumed directly to cause social and spatial change, in some simple, linear and deterministic way. Such technological determinism accords with the dominant cultural assumptions of the West, where the pervasive experience of `technology is one of apparent inevitability' (Hill, 1988: 23). Here technology is cast as an essential and independent agent of change that is separated from the social world and `impacts' it, through some predictable, universal, revolutionary wave of change. Thus, that central purveyor of cyberspace rhetoric, Wired magazine, proclaimed in their 1996 (pp. 43±44) `Manifesto for the digital society' that: the Digital Revolution that is sweeping across society is actually a communications revolution which is transforming society. When used by people who understand it, digital technology allows information to be transmitted and transmuted in fundamentally limitless ways. This ability is the basis of economic success around the world. But it offers more than that. It offers the priceless intangibles of friendship, community and understanding. It offers a new democracy dominated neither by vested interests of political parties nor the mob's baying howl. It can narrow the gap that separates capital from labour; it can deepen the bonds between people and planet. In terms of the `spatial impacts' of current advances in communications technologies, two broad and related discourses have emerged from the loosely linked group of technological forecasters, cyberspace commentators and critics who found their com-mentaries on simple technological determinism (that is, extrapolating the `logic' of the spatial impacts of telecommunications from the intrinsic qualities of the technologies themselves). First, there are widespread predictions that concentrated urban areas will loose their spatial `glue' in some wholesale shift towards reliance on broadband, multimedia communications grids. Advanced capitalist societies are thus liberated from spatial and temporal constraints and are seen to decentralize towards spatial and areal uniformity. Secondly, there are debates about the development of essentially immersive virtual environments, which, effectively, allow the immersive qualities of geographical place to be transmitted remotely.
CAP LINK
Technological utopianism is grounded in capitalism as a way to pacify the populous to environmental destruction

Graham 98 (Stephen; Ph.D. (Science and Technology Policy), Programme for Policy Research in Engineering, Science and Technology (PREST), University of Manchester, Professor of Cities and Society at the Global Urban Research Unit and is based in Newcastle University's School of Architecture, Planning and Landscape; Progress in Human Geography; “The end of geography or the explosion of place? Conceptualizing space, place and information technology”; http://phg.sagepub.com/content/22/2/165)//RSW

Of course, the foundations for such technological Utopianism, and determinism, are woven deeply into the very cultural roots of modern capitalist society (Marvin, 1988; Smith and Marx, 1995). Discourses of modernity and `progress' have been widely constituted through technological promises of brave new worlds with universal, beneficent, totalizing shifts and secular technological Utopias variously promulgated by pulp science fiction, comic books, futurists, architects and `city of the future' visionaries, advertisers and technology firms (Corn and Horrigan, 1984). The context of global environmental and social crises, as Hayles points out, merely accentuates the long-standing existential temptations to construct and believe in simple technological panaceas and escapes. `In a world despoiled by overdevelopment, overpopulation, and time-release environmental poisons', she writes, `it is comforting to think that physical forms can recover their pristine purity by being reconstituted as informational patterns in a multidimensional computer space. A cyberspace body, like a cyberspace landscape, is immune to blight and corruption' (Hayles, 1993: 81, cited in Robins, 1995: 138).
The affirmative commands space as a tool of the capitalist state

Graham 98 (Stephen; Ph.D. (Science and Technology Policy), Programme for Policy Research in Engineering, Science and Technology (PREST), University of Manchester, Professor of Cities and Society at the Global Urban Research Unit and is based in Newcastle University's School of Architecture, Planning and Landscape; Progress in Human Geography; “The end of geography or the explosion of place? Conceptualizing space, place and information technology”; http://phg.sagepub.com/content/22/2/165)//RSW

Perhaps the clearest exploration of how telecommunications become woven in to the production of new geographical landscapes of production, consumption and distribution at all spatial scales comes from Eric Swyngedouw (1993: 305). Building on the work of Harvey (1985), he argues that every social and economic activity is necessarily geo-graphical. It is `inscribed in space and takes place' (emphasis in original). Human societies `cannot escape place in the structuring of the practices of everyday life' (p. 305). Within an internationalizing economy, capitalist firms and governments must continually struggle to develop new solutions to the tensions and crisis tendencies inherent within capitalism, between what David Harvey calls `fixity' and the need for `motion', mobility and the global circulation of information, money, capital, services, labour and commodities (Harvey, 1985). Currently, such tensions and crises arise because increasingly widely dispersed areas of production, consumption and exchange, befitting of the internationalizing economy, need to be integrated and co-ordinated into coherent economic systems. Space thus needs to be `commanded' and controlled, on an increasingly inter-national scale. To do this, relatively immobile and embedded fixed transport and telecommunications infrastructures must be produced, linking production sites, distribution facilities and consumption spaces that are tied together across space with the transport and communications infrastructure necessary to ensure that a spatial `fix' exists that will maintain and support profitability. Without the elaboration of ever more sophisticated and globally stretched transport and communications infrastructures, Harvey (1993: 7) argues that `the tension between fixity and mobility erupts into generalized crises, when the landscape shaped in relation to a certain phase of development . . . becomes a barrier to further [capital] accumulation'. Thus, new telecommunications networks `have to be immobilised in space, in order to facilitate greater movement for the remainder' (Harvey, 1985: 149). Swyngedouw (1993: 306) elaborates: A communications line . . . liberates actions from place and reduces the friction associated with distance and other space-sensitive barriers. However, such transportation and communications organisations can only liberate activities from their embeddedness in space by producing new territorial configurations, by harnessing the social process in a new geography of places and connecting flows . . . In short, liberation from spatial barriers can only take place through the creation of new communications networks, which in turn, necessitates the construction of new (relatively) fixed and confining structures. Crucially, then, the political economic perspective underlines that the development of new telecommunications infrastructures is not some value-neutral, technologically pure process, but an asymmetric social struggle to gain and maintain social power, the power to control space and social processes over distance. As any investigation of, say, the growth of global financial centres, or the extending global coverage of corporate telematics networks will soon discover, power over space and power over telecommunications networks go hand in hand. For example, Graham Murdock draws the striking parallel between the `fortress effect' generated by many postmodern office buildings, and the development of vast, private `dataspaces' on corporately controlled networks. He argues (1993: 534) that `here, as in territorial space, continuous battle is being waged between claims for public access and use, and corporate efforts to extend property rights to wider and wider areas of information and symbolization'. By demystifying, and unpacking, the social and power relations surrounding telecommunications and the production of space, the political economic perspective does much to debunk the substitutionist myths of technological determinism discussed above. It allows us to reveal the socially contingent effects of new technologies, the way they are enrolled into complex social and spatial power relations and struggles, and the ways in which some groups, areas and interests may benefit from the effects of new technologies, while others actually lose out. Thus, `the increased liberation and freedom from place as a result of new mobility modes for some may lead to the disempowerment and relative exclusion for others' (Swyngedouw, 1993: 322).
STATE BAD PIC/LINK

Imagining a future without the state is key to prevent nationalism from infecting the aff.  This turns case.

Csicsery-Ronay, Jr. 02 (Istvan; Professor of English, DePauw University, Co-Editor, Science Fiction Studies & Humanimalia: A Journal of Human/Animal Interface Studies; “Dis-Imagined Communities: Science Fiction and the Future of Nations” http://dpuadweb.depauw.edu/icronay_web/dis.htm)//RSW

Science fiction and the Post-National Turn. Readers expect sf to conduct thought experiments about the future of human institutions. These projections are variously plausible and implausible; they may include not only rational extrapolations from current historical trends, but also alternate universes, counterfactual histories, and futures revalued by the recovery of archaic pasts. Given the exuberance and excess of the science-fictional imagination, it should be significant if some powerful contemporary institutions were ignored or excluded from the sf megatext.1 In this essay I will investigate just such an exclusion: the concept of nation. This concept, with its complex history and implications, is so rarely explored in sf’s thought experiments that one might conclude that it has been rejected as something that cannot exist in any future. More surely than even more fantastic social formations, like utopia, or the recrudescence of pre-modern societies, the role of nationality appears unimaginable in sf’s futures. To paraphrase Nietzsche, we explain the future only by what is most powerful in the present. If we are to conclude from the representations of sf, then we should assume that nations and nationality are not sufficiently powerful to be involved in sf’s imaginary future solutions to dilemmas posed in the present. Nations are not the only such institutions — democracy, for instance, is similarly absent from the sf’s varied scenarios.2 I will argue in this essay that sf has traditionally viewed itself as a genre that transcends nationality and nationalism, and has thus enjoyed the post-1960s development of globalism, which it has predicted for most of the 20th century. I will also argue that this globalizing imaginary is based on a notion of history and historical innovation that systematically, though unconsciously, ignores the role of nationality in the development of individual consciousness, to the extent that sf cannot imagine a future society in which nationality has any significance. This "post-nationalist" — or anti-national — orientation forms the basis for some of the most powerful world-construction models in the genre’s treasury, models that disavow national particularity and bypass the cultural tensions that might emerge in the relationships of self-distinguishing national cultures in the future. Although fully in harmony with globalist theory that perceives the withering away of the nation-state in the age of transnational economic and cultural flows, de-nationalizing sf, I contend, is based less not a purely rational perception of the logic of history, than on the political perspective of the dominant Techno-Powers, for whom national cultural identity represents an obstacle to political-economic rationalization, the foundation upon which their hegemony is based. James Gunn, a noted science fiction writer and scholar, has offered an elegant definition of the genre that justifies sf’s anti-national leanings: Science fiction is the branch of literature that deals with the effects of change on people in the real world as it can be projected into the past, the future, or to distant places. It often concerns itself with scientific or technological change, and it usually involves matters whose importance is greater than the individual or the community; often civilization or the race itself is in danger.(1) ...science fiction could not be written until people began to think in unaccustomed ways. They had, first of all, to think of themselves as a race — not as a tribe or a people or even a nation. Science fiction may contain unconscious cultural or political biases, but there is little tribalism, little rejoicing in the victory over another human group, but rather an implied or overt criticism of the act of war, and there is even less nationalism. (2) Gunn is surely correct that sf has traditionally viewed itself as an internationalist genre, creating mini-myths about the future of the species as a whole. Even so, that alone does not explain why sf does not include or reflect on the cultural and political aspects of national identity. Rejecting nationalist ideology evidently means that nations, superseded by transnational rationality, should be consigned to the ash-heap of history. It is not difficult to see why sf would consider nations to be undesirably alien social models. However we define nations and nationality (which we will attempt later), they are unambiguously linked with a kind of collective memory that owes little to scientific rationalization. National solidarity has deeply non-rational sources: language, genealogy and kinship codes, customs and mythic charters, religion, traditional arts, and historical links to specific lands. To feel as part of a nation, one must idealize the arbitrary facts of one’s birthplace and parentage, revere the mysterious knowledge of one’s national language, religion, and mythology, and above all, accept and enjoy distinctive and irreducible differences among human groups. Science fiction’s favored models, by contrast, are fundamentally rationalistic: utopia and dystopia, both of them models striving for universal validity -- the one the fully rationalized society, the other the excessively rationalized society; techno-science (the application of scientific discovery to social life, by replacing irrational traditions with rationalized practices); the reduction of human motives to universal abstractions (ingenuity, heroism, evil, curiosity; race, gender, class, degree of development); social evolution (reason in history, the dynamic historical transformation of social life through scientific principles drawn from natural processes); convergent worlds (the tendency of all worlds to meet and interflow because they follow the same evolutionary principles); and the tendency toward the reduction of phenomena to the most rational explanation. Even the most sublime dimension of science fiction, the sense of wonder, is predicated on the potential of rational techno-historical or natural processes to exceed the wildest expectations and experiences of human beings. Clearly, the premises of national identity do not easily find a niche in such an anti-particularist universe of discourse. This antipathy to nationality is in step with the leading contemporary globalist and world-system theories. Best articulated by Benedict Anderson’s Imagined Communities and the works of Ernest Gellner, most discussions about nations and nationality in the West treat nations as historical epiphenomena of recent provenance, conjured into existence by modernization.3 For Anderson, nations in their modern political forms are the products of bourgeois literary elites who constructed imaginary communities through journalism, novelistic fiction, language reforms, and cultural policy.4 Nations in this view are the ideological constructions of nation-states; they are the imaginary goals of nationalism rather than their primordial origins. The fictive character of nations implies also that they have shallow roots that will not command their populations’ loyalties in the future.5
STATE IMPACT

This militarized mindset is the cause of genocidal violence—a politics based in bounded communities cannot result in anything but atrocities—it can only solve wars between like-minded people

Archibugi 8 (2008, Daniele, “The Global Commonwealth of Citizens: Toward Cosmopolitan Democracy” Princeton University Press, Chapter 2 p.  41-43)//RSW

I previously cited Karl Popper’s definition according to which democ-  racy can allow a change of government without bloodshed. More precisely, as Bobbio asserts, democracy is a political system in which change  is nonviolent. These theoretical tenets have a clear empirical correspondence: in the consolidated democracies, the number of individuals sub-  jected to violence for political reasons is far smaller than in nondemocratic systems (if we limit ourselves to internal political violence). Let us  begin by examining the most serious violence a government caninflict:  mass extermination for racial, religious, social, or political reasons.38  Out of the twenty major democides that occurred in the world between  1900 and 1987, only one was carried out by a democratic  regime—imperial  Britain in its colonies.39 Likewise, the list of countries attempting democide starting from 1955 includes only two cases out of   forty- one in the  West: Bosnia in the period 1992–1995 and Yugoslavia in 1998–1999.  The result is partially tautological: it would be difficult to defi ne as  democratic a government that carries out the mass killing of its own  demos because it would be violating the principle of nonviolence. A cer-  tain congruency is expected between input and output in the demo cratic  pro cess and historical experience tends to confi rm this expectation. This  does not mean that a government that carries out democides cannot be  an elected one. The case of Adolf Hitler is an example of this. However,  by the time the democide occurred, Nazi Germany had long ceased to  satisfy the criteria of a democracy.  Statistical analyses are problematic and open to criticism.41 For  instance, statistical analyses do not take indirect responsibilities,  such as those deriving from funding, fomenting, or supplying arms to  others, into account. The data cited exclude the victims occurring in  the course of wars, while it is historically diffi cult to distinguish be-  tween victims in time of peace and those of war, as governments of-  ten unleash po liti  cal violence, even against their own citizens, in  times of war. A demo cratic government can also start wars that cause  a large number of victims in other areas, such as those infl icted by  the United States during the  Korean and Vietnam wars and more re-  cently in Af ghan i stan and Iraq. The observed absence of violence in  the interior is certainly not a reason for satisfaction if the violence  carried out in the exterior is very high. Likewise, countries with a  long liberal tradition such as Great Britain, France, and the Nether-  lands   were embroiled in long and bloody colonial adventures.42 Even  if these factors are taken into account, the fact remains that a state  that perpetrates or allows a democide involving its own citizens can-  not be deemed demo cratic.  Important research by Michael Mann has situated the relationship  between democracies and genocide in a new context. Mann claimed  that political communities with a high level of participation ensure the  safety of their own members but can prove dangerously lethal to those  who do not belong to them. This is the often neglected “dark side of  democracy.”43 Typical examples of this dark side are the massacre of the  indigenous populations by Europe and colonists in North America and  Australasia. These massacres  were often carried out by small communities with a high level of internal participation and solidarity (often at  local rather than state level) but that did not hesitate to defend themselves and physically eliminate native populations who those communi-  ties felt represented dangers or obstacles to them. In many cases simply  because those native populations   were different.  Ethnic cleansing was practiced in the majority of eastern Eu ro pe an  countries when those countries established themselves as national states  and founded their own legitimacy on the people, which was, however,  defi ned in ethnic terms. In recent times we saw in the Balkans how the  democracies being set up felt an almost physiological need to emphasize  their difference from other groups, even when the ethnic dividing lines  (for instance, between Croats, Serbs, Slovenians, Bosnians, Albanians,  Montenegrins, and Macedonians and so on)   were anything but obvious.  As soon as the homogenization of the community had been obtained by  such coercive means as forced assimilation, expulsion, or even genocide,  those democracies became oblivious to the blood they had spilt. There is  nothing like   self- satisfaction for helping to remove the horrors of the  past and to perfect peaceful   cohabitation.  This confi rms that even though democracies minimize the amount of  po liti  cal violence inside their boundaries, democracies can be extremely  harmful to those they do not recognize as members, whether they be-  long to ethnic minorities or other nations. External enemies are useful  for developing a common identity on the interior by means of an out-  ward pouring of violence repressed on the inside. As Hegel had already  observed, “successful wars have prevented civil broils and strengthened  the internal power of the state.”44 The risk of this is all the more fre-  quent at the stage in which a given demo cratic community is being   established.   
STATE TURNS THE CASE

Emphasis on the nation and the individual community first can no longer solve problems in the world.  Every existential threat humanity faces—war, terrorism, proliferation, population growth and total environmental collapse—can only be dealt with via true international cooperation.  The psyche of the aff makes all of these impacts inevitable

Smith, 2003 [Rogers, Professor of Political Science at University of Pennsylvania and PhD Harvard University. Stories Of Peoplehood, The Politics and Morals of Political Membership, p. 166-169.]//RSW

It is certainly important to oppose such evolutionary doctrines by all intellectually credible means. But many have already been widely discred​ited; and today it may well prove salutary, even indispensable, to heighten awareness of human identity as shared membership in a species engaged in an ages-long process of adapting to often dangerous and unforgiving natural and man-made environments.20 When we see ourselves in the light of general evolutionary patterns, we become aware that it is gen​uinely possible for a species such as ourselves to suffer massive setbacks or even to become extinct if we pursue certain dangerous courses of ac​tion. That outcome does not seem to be in any human's interest. And when we reflect on the state of our species today, we see or should see at least five major challenges to our collective survival, much less our col​lective nourishing, that are in some respects truly unprecedented. These are all challenges of our own making, however, and so they can all be met through suitably cooperative human efforts. The first is our ongoing vulnerability to the extraordinary weapons of mass destruction that we have been building during the last half century. The tense anticipations of imminent conflagration that characterized the Cold War at its worst are now behind us, but the nuclear arsenals that were so threatening are largely still with us, and indeed the governments and, perhaps, terrorist groups possessed of some nuclear weaponry have continued to proliferate. The second great threat is some sort of environmental disaster, brought on by the by-products of our efforts to achieve ever-accelerating industrial and post-industrial production and distribution of an incredible range of good and services. Whether it is global warming, the spread of toxic wastes, biospheric disruptions due to new agricultural techniques, or some combination of these and other consequences of human interfer​ence with the air, water, climate, and plant and animal species that sustain us, any major environmental disaster can affect all of humanity. Third, as our economic and technological systems have become ever more interconnected, the danger that major economic or technological failures in one part of the world might trigger global catastrophes may well increase. Such interdependencies can, to be sure, be a source of strength as well as weakness, as American and European responses to the East Asian and Mexican economic crises of the 1990s indicated. Still, if global capitalism were to collapse or a technological disaster comparable to the imagined Y2K doomsday scenario were to occur, the consequences today would be more far-reaching than they would have been for comparable developments in previous centuries. Fourth, as advances in food production, medical care, and other tech​nologies have contributed to higher infant survival rates and longer lives, the world's population has been rapidly increasing, placing intensifying pressures on our physical and social environments in a great variety of ways. These demographic trends, necessarily involving all of humanity, threaten to exacerbate all the preceding problems, generating political and military conflicts, spawning chronic and acute environmental damages, and straining the capacities of economic systems. The final major challenge we face as a species is a more novel one, and it is one that may bring consciousness of our shared "species in​terests" even more to the fore. In the upcoming century, human be​ings will increasingly be able to affect their own genetic endowment, in ways that might potentially alter the very sort of organic species that we are. Here as with modern weapons, economic processes, and pop​ulation growth, we face risks that our efforts to improve our condition may go disastrously wrong, potentially endangering the entire human race. Yet the appeal of endowing our children with greater gifts is suffi​ciently powerful that organized efforts to create such genetic technologies capable of "redesigning humans" are already burgeoning, both among reputable academic researchers and less restrained, but well-endowed, fringe groups.21 To be sure, an awareness of these as well as other potential dangers affecting all human beings is not enough by itself to foster moral outlooks that reject narrow and invidious particularistic conceptions of human identity. It is perfectly possible for leaders to feel that to save the species, policies that run roughshod over the claims of their rivals are not simply justified but morally demanded. Indeed, like the writers I have exam​ined here, my own more egalitarian and cosmopolitan moral leanings probably stem originally from religious and Kantian philosophical influ​ences, not from any consciousness of the common "species interests" of human beings. But the ethically constitutive story which contends that we have such interests, and that we can see them as moral interests, seems quite realistic, which is of some advantage in any such account. And under the circumstances just sketched, it is likely that more and more people will become persuaded that today, those shared species in​terests face more profound challenges than they have in most of human history. If so, then stressing our shared identity as members of an evolving species may serve as a highly credible ethically constitutive story that can challenge particularistic accounts and foster support for novel political arrangements. Many more people may come to feel that it is no longer safe to conduct their political lives absorbed in their traditional communi​ties, with disregard for outsiders, without active concern about the issues that affect the whole species and without practical collaborative efforts to confront those issues. That consciousness of shared interests has the potential to promote stronger and much more inclusive senses of trust, as people come to realize that the dangers and challenges they face in com​mon matter more than the differences that will doubtless persist. I think this sort of awareness of a shared "species interests" also can support senses of personal and collective worth, though I acknowledge that this is not obviously the case. Many people find the spectacle of the human species struggling for survival amidst rival life forms and an unfeeling material world a bleak and dispiriting one. Many may still feel the need to combine acceptance of an evolutionary constitutive story with reli​gious or philosophical accounts that supply some stronger sense of moral purpose to human and cosmic existence.  But if people are so inclined, then nothing I am advocating here stands in the way of such combinations. Many persons, moreover, may well find a sustaining sense of moral worth in a conception of themselves as con​tributors to a species that has developed unique capacities to deliberate and to act responsibly in regard to questions no other known species can yet conceive: how should we live? What relationships should we have, individually and collectively, to other people, other life forms, and the broader universe? In time, I hope that many more people may come to agree that humanity has shared responsibilities of stewardship for the animate and physical worlds around us as well as ourselves, ultimately seeking to promote the flourishing of all insofar as we are capable and the finitude of existence permits. But even short of such a grand sense of species vocation, the idea that we are part of humanity's endeavor to strive and thrive across ever-greater expanses of space and time may be one that can inspire a deep sense of worth in many if not most human beings. Hence it does not seem unrealistic to hope that we can encourage in​creased acceptance of a universalistic sense of human peoplehood that may help rein in popular impulses to get swept up in more parochial tales of their identities and interests. In the years ahead, this ethical sen​sibility might foster acceptance of various sorts of transnational political arrangements to deal with problems like exploitative and wildly fluctuat​ing international financial and labor markets, destructive environmental and agricultural practices, population control, and the momentous issule of human genetic modifications. These are, after all, problems that appear to need to be dealt with on a near-global scale if they are to be dealt with satisfactorily. Greater acceptance of such arrangements would necessar​ily entail increased willingness to view existing governments at all levels as at best only "semi-sovereign," authoritative over some issues and not others, in the manner that acceptance of multiple particularistic constitu​tive stories would also reinforce. In the resulting political climate, it might become easier to construct the sorts of systems of interwoven democratic international, regional, state and local governments that theorists of "cos​mopolitan democracy," "liberal multicultural nationalism," and "differ​entiated democracy" like David Held, Will Kymlicka, Iris Young, William Connolly, and Jurgen Habermas all envision.
