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Universalism doesn’t escape dichotomies – it’s more repressive to the Other

Thorup, 06 – Ph.D. dissertation @ the Institute of Philosophy and the History of Ideas (Mikkel, January, 2006, “In Defence of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism,” p. 123-124)
At the end of the war and beyond, Schmitt developed a positive successor to the jus publicum Europaeum: The concept of Grossraum or Big Space,35 whose inner construction we needn’t elaborate upon here.36 Suffice to say that it becomes Schmitt’s substitute for the state and that its critical function is to serve as both a counter-weight and an alternative to the universalizing tendencies of the capitalist West and the communist East (1991c: 61, 82; 1994l; 1995d: 390; 1995g: 433; 1995h: 661). The political unit, the Reich, within a wider Grossraum becomes the substitute for the state as a territorial organization of force and law with the capacity for history making, that is, for conquest and domination, “the principal and creating great is no longer, like in the 18. and 19. centuries, states but Reichs” (1991c: 51). And as Mathias Schmoeckel (1994: 58) says: “Trough its plurality of Grossräume the Grossraum-order kept its political and moral dimension”;37 a plurality of regional powers respecting the boundaries of each other’s spheres of influence. It is an attempt to ground a new international law on territory, this time regional rather than national, but the main concern stays the same: To define borders and to stop universalizing tendencies. Commenting on Schmitt’s Grossraum-theory, we can agree with Ola Tunander, who says, that the universalist approach replaces the bipolar friend/enemy differentiation with a unipolar cosmos/chaos divide: “Paradoxically, however, this recognition of difference also implies a possible dialogue between these identities. By contrast, the universalist view denies the Other such a dialogue: because from this perspective, the Other does not exist as fundamentally different, with its own identity and its own Cosmos” (1997: 25). And this is the choice Schmitt asks us to make: Friend/enemy or cosmos/chaos. He is, of course, dishonest because the conventional friend/enemy distinction presupposed, according to his own theory, the distinction between a European cosmos and a non-European chaos. What is true in his theory is, however, the apparent shift from a international friend/enemy system organized in nation states to a globalist cosmos/chaos system organized in post-nation states versus the others.
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Creating moral status for the other is an expression of universal liberalism, this results in war.

Bishai and Behnke 07 (Linda S. Bishai is Senior Program Ofﬁcer in the Education Program at the United States Institute of Peace where she focuses on university education in international relations, conﬂict resolution, human rights and peace studies. Andreas Behnke is a Lecturer in the Department of Politics and International Relations at the University of Reading.  Writing in The international political thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror Liberal War and the Crisis of Global Order pg 120-121)
As Gary Ulmen has pointed out, for Schmitt, the ‘key to the concept of the Political is ... not enmity but the distinction itself’ (Ulmen 1987: 189). The political is therefore based on the reality of difference and of plurality in international society. One should not exaggerate this point and romanticize this reality too much. Neither identity nor difference can claim moral or ethical priority as such. Hence, no moral privilege can be assigned to the ‘other’, as some ‘post-modern’ ethics have tried to do. The main concern for realists like Schmitt is instead to limit the inherent violence in a system of difference that has no recourse to a higher political, judicial or moral authority. Irreconcilable differences abound, and violence is thus a systemic condition, always implicated in the decisions between self and other, friend and enemy, and always a potentiality in the relations between these entities. For Schmitt, the distinction between friend and enemy establishes a limit for conﬂict by associating it with what William Connolly has called ‘agonistic respect’ (Connolly 1994: 166–167). In Schmitt’s terms, ‘according to traditional international law, war ﬁnds its right, its honour and its dignity in the fact that the enemy is no pirate and no gangster, but a “state” and a “subject of international law”’ (Schmitt 1988: 48–49). The recognition of sovereign equality, and the concomitant recognition that the only universally acceptable norm is the absence of universal norms, imposes a modicum of restraint upon the exercise of violence, as it divests states of morality and truth as legitimizing resources. Again, if ‘agonistic respect’ sounds too romantic in this context, one might justify the restraint imposed upon the exercise of force against other states by the prudent recognition that ‘our’ ideas, values and principles may not be the solution to the problems in other places. Moreover, and in regard to the liberal fondness for liberating ‘oppressed’ people, the right of self-determination that is at the heart of the democratic entitlement vests in none other than the people, and ... it is they – not some foreign power that they have similarly not elected – who must determine their own destiny. (Byers and Chesterman 2000: 291) Against this, liberalism identiﬁes violence as the by-product of the continued presence of ‘otherness’ in the international system. Consequently, instead of limitation, its goal is elimination. Or more precisely, perhaps, violence is to be ‘channelled’ so as to abolish itself, by reserving the legitimate right to exercise it to liberal democracies. Violence becomes justiﬁed and legitimate when it is used by these states to eradicate its own sources, that is, the presence of ‘otherness’. At best, non-democratic regimes can hope for toleration – itself a form of ontological violence (Connolly 1994: 43) – by democratic states. Ultimately, however, their presence, which keeps history from fulﬁlling itself, needs to be terminated. Accordingly, war takes on a different notion. For realists, it is the extension of the political, an expression of a systemic condition in which irreconcilable differences might have to be settled by force. In the absence of an authority to decide the justness of such causes, war is purely instrumental in settling the score. For liberals, war becomes discriminatory, as it is legitimate when exercised by the ‘right’ agents for the sake of democracy and peace. War on the other hand deteriorates into pure aggression and criminality when conducted by the ‘other’. Given that the ‘other’ is the source of residual conﬂict and violence in the international system, war is ultimately about the eradication of ‘otherness’, not about the settling of scores between different entities. As long as this is not accomplished, war is but suspended. The distinction between war and peace therefore becomes blurred, as the presence of the ‘other’ constitutes a permanent threat. Peace and peaceful means of diplomacy and statecraft become the extension of war, as the imminent end of history and the coming of a ‘world of liberal states’ can afford no lasting peace and recognition of the ‘other’. If the realists have it right, we can expect the world to continue to offer resistance to this liberal eschatology. The problem with this is that it will most likely simply make liberalism double its efforts and raise the level of violence further. As long as war is exercised for the sake of the ascetic ideal of its own abolition, it will continue to eliminate its limits. 
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Universality is impossible – distinguishing the other is key to understanding the world. Eliminating the difference causes unlimited state violence.

Zarmanian, 06 – University of Milan (Thalin, “Carl Schmitt and the Problem of Legal Order: From Domestic to International”, Leiden Journal of International Law, 19 (2006), pp. 44-49)
This theoretical urgency was inspired by the growing Politisierung of German soci- ety brought about by Marxist, socialist, anarchist, pluralist, and rightist movements which, at the end of the nineteenth century, not only threatened the constitutional order of the German Reich, but questioned the very legitimacy of the state as such. Schmitt believed that it was the task of legal scientists, and especially constitutional- ists, to address these attacks and to investigate whether and how the state and its laws can produce order and provide constitutional and political stability.11 In his view, the legal scientists of his time had neglected this task. By equating the law with the will of the bearer of the ‘supreme power’ (ho ̈ chste Macht), identified with the state as a legal person, positivist Labandian12 Staatslehre had deprived both legal science and the state of their scope and meaning. In one of his first writings13 Schmitt pointed out that if the power of the murderer against his victim is the same as the power of the state against the murderer,14 then there is no need for legal science to investigate the lawfulness of the uses of power or to provide a distinction between legal and illegal facts. Any legal question would ultimately be solved through observation of mere facts instead of by argumentation. The state would make no sense and have no value, since the bearer of the supreme power would not need to formalize it into a coherent and public system of law. Instead, the bearer could simply act through force and imposition. Schmitt believed the theory which identified law with the will of the state as the bearer of supreme power to be flawed and inconsistent. The theory forgets that, without law, the very existence of a power beyond the individual is impossible. In a state of nature the only power is that which each individual wields over others. No one can impose his will indefinitely. One is limited to a certain number of other individuals, for a limited time, and one is always subject to opposition from others. Stable and general power (i.e., political power) exists only out of the state of nature, when a plurality of individuals co-operates to use (or not to use) their force according to a common principle. This is possible to the extent that individuals agree on the legitimacy of the use of such power – that is, on its being right.15 It follows, then, that outside the state of nature the fact of power is dependent on a value : it is not law which comes from power, but power which comes from the law. If every individual shared the same notion of rightness and legitimacy, there would be only one supreme power. There would be no need for legal science or the state, because there would be no disagreements about the essence of the law and therefore no need for its enforcement. Schmitt explained the existence of legal science and the state by the fact that, even though the idea of law (die Rechtsidee) on which the existence of any political power depends is necessarily one and universal, empirical reality reveals a plurality of conflicting political powers. The main task of legal science, therefore, is to analyse this obscure nexus between the idea of law and a plural empirical reality and to assess the sense of the state, which is intermediate between the idea and an orderless political reality. This task was partly undertaken by the organicist and the liberal theories de- veloped in the pre-war period and in the Weimar years. These theories had tried to overcome the problem of conflict among the various powers claiming legitimacy. Organicist legal thought16 was fostered by the German rightist and conservative movements (to which Schmitt is sometimes said to belong17), which believed that the German people (Volk) formed a unique organism, in the same way that organs form a single body. This was the result of natural laws (race or ‘natural’ geography) or, in its historicist and romanticist version, the laws of historical development, which also determine the will of the nation, as expressed by the state. According to such a historicist view, the laws of the state were legitimate, not because of the power of the state, but because the state is driven by the laws of necessity. Liberal theories, which were developed in Germany by the so-called Marburg school,18 tried to derive an idea of justice from the Kantian concept of liberty and the categorical imperatives of practical reason, which are universal and common to all humanity. From such premises, the members of the school tried to develop a system of ‘just laws’ which would bind all humanity. According to this perspective, the laws of the state were legitimate only to the extent that they reproduced such laws. According to Schmitt, both approaches – as different as they were in their objectives, methods, and contents – failed to account for the legitimacy of the state and its law. Their flaw was that they tried to find a univocal formulation of the idea of law, aiming at the perfect order outlined above. Schmitt remarked that this does not happen in empirical reality, which reveals no shared notion of justice or lawfulness. What is more, Schmitt demonstrated that, even if it were possible to develop a common notion of justice or law, there would still be room for conflict and disorder. Drawing on his first book,19 Schmitt insisted that in order to receive concrete application, any principle needs to take the form of a norm. The principle of justice, ‘respect thy neighbour’, cannot be applied unless one first defines what it means to respect, who should do so, who one’s neighbour is, and, most importantly, who shall decide these questions (quis iudicabit?). Even once the terms of the norm are defined, another predicament arises in regard to specific cases. In order to affect a plurality of individuals, norms need to be general, but their enforcement requires a connection of the specific case to these general norms, so that every judicial ruling has to determine whether one particular person was bound by that particular norm, whether the particular act they committed falls within the provision of that norm, and so on.20 In both cases, the relationship between the abstraction and the concrete case shows a ‘momentum of indifference’, that is, a lack of co-implication between the abstraction and the concrete case (‘zwischen jedem Konkretum und jedem Abstractum liegt eine unu ̈ berwindliche Kluft’21). This gap cannot be bridged by a principle of nature or rationale of necessity. The chasm definitely precludes, therefore, the possibility of a perfect order and entails a space of indeterminacy which creates room for indefinite plurality. The same conclusions about the impossibility of adjudicating legitimacy were shared by Schmitt’s great antagonist, Hans Kelsen (1881–1973). Kelsen also believed that legal science should forego the attempt to formulate a definition of legitimacy and sovereignty. His whole work is devoted to the attempt to ‘purify’ legal science from all the ‘subjectivist’ and ‘sociological’ elements which nineteenth-century legal science utilized in order to justify the existence and the value of the state and to build a theoretical system which would subject laws to irrational disputes with their value and meaning. In Kelsen’s view, jurists should not be concerned about the value of laws (and thus with their legitimacy), but only with their validity. This is a purely logical predicate which derives from their being referable to higher-ranking norms according to the so-called Stufenbau (construction by grades) up to a single basic norm (Grundnorm), which is a ‘transcendental presupposition’, a universal principle coaxing order. Therefore, to the extent that these norms are produced according to a legal process defined by higher-ranking norms, they should be regarded as valid, applied to concrete cases, and enforced – whatever their content and effect is. Schmitt denounced the theoretical failure of Kelsen’s attempt22 by pointing out the impossibility of legal science ignoring the problem of legitimacy. Kelsen himself, despite his claims of theoretical purity and neutrality, ended up making the same a-priori assumptions he tried to do away with. His system is, in fact, based on the assumption that the Grundnorm and all the norms deriving from it are immediately intelligible in the same manner to all humanity. In Kelsen’s version of parliament- arism, this turns into the assumption that every element of society is willing to accept the majority’s will, whatever its content, which is equal to assuming a perfect order as an ontological given. In addition to this, such an ontologically given order entails for Kelsen a universal normative value. As has recently been argued, such order consists of ‘peace’, which has a ‘normative priority over the realization of particular substantive ethical aims’.23 According to Schmitt, this apparently neutral proposition hides a bias towards the status quo and the bourgeois state. In Kelsen’s view, the concept of peace (i.e., order) is the ‘absence of unauthorized use of force’. Schmitt objects,24 saying that this conception does not take into account the possibility that the ‘authorized use of force’ – that is, the use of the state’s power (die Macht) – which derives from a simple numerical majority, can ever be harmful25 and that therefore opponents of the status quo can ever have the right to resistance. Schmitt, therefore, criticized Kelsen’s theory, not only because it incurs the same theoretical fallacies of organicist and rationalist theories, but also because by presuming order as given, it bypasses the problem of plurality. Schmitt noted that the political or social forces which began in the late nineteenth century to object to the very fundamental structures of the bourgeois system – often making use of ‘un- authorized use of force’ against the state – called upon the same idea of law on which such legal power is assumed to be founded and, as happened during the Weimar Republic, ‘So wirft im kritischen Moment jeder dem anderen Illegalita ̈ t vor, jeder spieltdenHu ̈terderLegalita ̈tundderVerfassung.DasErgebnisisteinlegalita ̈ts- und verfassungsloser Zustand’.26 According to Schmitt, such a clash between two or more contrasting concepts of legitimacy either creates a state of violence and disorder, in which the enforcement and exercise of any right becomes impossible, or, if a majority is strong enough to annihilate the minority, it makes use of the state power (Macht) to impose its own law. In the former case, law exists only in the jurists’ minds and books, while in the latter it appears as a mere theoretical disguise of power. Schmitt regarded both these results as unacceptable. According to him, legal science cannot simply disregard this call to law and in order to preserve its ‘pureness’ leave to ‘sociology’ the answers:‘Wennsie[formalistjurists]mitderBregru ̈ndung, daß die Jurisprudenz etwas Formales sei, nicht zur Sache kommen, so bleiben sie trotz allen Aufwandes in der Antichambre der Jurisprudenz’.27 Schmitt’s theoretical move was, therefore, to accept the challenge and to assume plurality, conflict, and chaos as ontologically given and to take charge of what Galli28 calls the ‘tragedy of modernity’29 – the fact that on the one hand, after the collapse of medieval Christian unity, an ultimate and uncontested foundation for legitimacy is no longer possible and that, on the other hand, such legitimacy is unavoidable for any order. What makes Schmitt’s thought unique and so interesting, then, is that it is entirely set within the modern tragedy but it looks at it from without.30 Unlike postmodernists, he never gave up seeking an Archimedean point – the legal order – in which the tension between the idea of law (die Rechtsidee) and empirical reality could converge. In order to do this, however, he had to renounce the legacy of modern juridical and political thought. He is therefore no realist, as Koskenniemi31 recently suggested by likening him to (the second) Morgenthau. Far from thinking that ‘law is a mere ratification of a concrete order’, he always argued that no order can exist if it is not shaped by law in the first place. He is no idealist, either, because he confronted every a-priori definition of justice or law. He is no formalist because, unlike Kelsen, he refused to recoil from empirical reality and to seek comfort in transcendental pureness. He is no anti-formalist either, because far from regarding ‘the question of valid law’ as ‘uninteresting’,32 he considered it central: as has been mentioned above, formalization is to him the means through which the idea of law can be transposed into empirical reality. Schmitt’s quest for the possibility of a legal order started, therefore, from none of those ‘fixed points’ – power, idea, form, and norm – from which modern political thought had moved to construct legal science. Having pointed out the unbridgeable chasm which separates them, he chose to start his quest for the possibility of a legal order from there – that is, from disorder.
Link - Humanity

The West posits a culturally particular definition of what it means to be human.  This necessarily creates its opposite—the inhuman barbarian that refuses the liberal order.  Only abandoning the quest for a universal humanity can stop escalating wars.  

Rasch, 03 (Cultural Critique 54 (2003) 120-147, William Rasch is the Henry H. H. Remak Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University,  Human Rights as Geopolitics  Carl Schmitt and the Legal Form of American Supremacy). 

For Schmitt, to assume that one can derive morally correct political institutions from abstract, universal norms is to put the cart before the horse. The truly important question remains: who decides? What political power representing which political order defines terms like human rights and public reason, defines, in fact, what it means to be properly human? What political power distinguishes between the decent and the indecent, between those who police the world and those who are outlawed from it? Indeed, what political power decides what is and what is not political? Habermas's contention that normative legality neutralizes the moral and the political and that therefore Schmitt "suppresses" the "decisive point," namely, "the legal preconditions of an impartial judicial authority and a neutral system of criminal punishment" (1998, 200), is enough to make even an incurable skeptic a bit nostalgic for the old Frankfurt School distinction between affirmative and critical theory. One could observe, for instance, that the "universality" of human rights has a very particular base. As Habermas says: Asiatic societies cannot participate in capitalistic modernization without taking advantage of the achievements of an individualistic legal order. One cannot desire the one and reject the other. From the perspective of Asian countries, the question is not whether human rights, as part of an individualistic legal order, are compatible with the transmission of one's own culture. Rather, the question is whether the traditional forms of political and societal integration can be reasserted against—or must instead be adapted to—the hard-to-resist imperatives of an economic modernization that has won approval on the whole. (2001, 124) Thus, despite his emphasis on procedure and the universality of his so-called discourse principle, the choice that confronts Asiatic societies or any other people is a choice between cultural identity and economic survival, between, in other words, cultural and physical extermination. As Schmitt said, the old Christian and civilizing distinction between believers and nonbelievers (Gläubigern and Nicht-Gläubigern) has become the modern, economic distinction between "creditors and debtors" (Gläubigern and Schuldnern). But while affirmative theorists like Habermas and Rawls are busy constructing the ideological scaffolding that supports the structure of the status quo, what role is there for the "critical" theorist to play? Despite the sanguine hopes of Hardt and Negri (2000) that "Empire" will all but spontaneously combust as a result of the irrepressible ur-desire of the multitude, can we seriously place our faith in some utopian grand alternative anymore, or in some revolutionary or therapeutic result based on the truth of critique that would allow us all, in the end, to sing in the sunshine and laugh everyday? Do, in fact, such utopian fantasies not lead to the moralizing hubris of a Rawls or a Habermas? 16 In short, it is one thing to recognize the concealed, particular interests that govern the discourse and politics of human rights and quite another to think seriously about how things could be different, to imagine an international system that respected both the equality and the difference of states and/or peoples. Is it possible—and this is Todorov's question—to value Vitoria's principle of the "free circulation of men, ideas, and goods" and still also "cherish another principle, that of self-determination and noninterference" (Todorov 1984, 177)? The entire "Vitorian" tradition, from Scott to Habermas and Rawls, thinks not. Habermas, for instance, emphatically endorses the fact that "the erosion of the principle of nonintervention in recent decades has been due primarily to the politics of human rights" (1998, 147), a "normative" achievement that is not so incidentally correlated with a positive, economic fact: "In view of the subversive forces and imperatives of the world market and of the increasing density of worldwide networks of communication and commerce, the external sovereignty of states, however it may be grounded, is by now in any case an anachronism" (150). And opposition to this development is not merely anachronistic; it is illegitimate, not to be tolerated. So, for those who sincerely believe in American institutional, cultural, and moral superiority, the times could not be rosier. After all, when push comes to shove, "we" decide—not only about which societies are decent and which ones are not, but also about which acts of violence are "terrorist" and which compose the "gentle compulsion" of a "just war." What, however, are those "barbarians" who disagree with the new world order supposed to do? With Agamben, they could wait for a "completely new politics" to come, but the contours of such a politics are unknown and will remain unknown until the time of its arrival. And that time, much like the second coming of Christ, seems infinitely deferrable. While they wait for the Benjaminian "divine violence" to sweep away the residual effects of the demonic rule of law (Benjamin 1996, 248-52), the barbarians might be tempted to entertain Schmitt's rather forlorn fantasy of an egalitarian balance of power. Yet if the old, inner-European balance of power rested on an asymmetrical exclusion of the non-European world, it must be asked: what new exclusion will be necessary for a new balance, and is that new exclusion tolerable? At the moment, there is no answer to [End Page 143] this question, only a precondition to an answer. If one wishes to entertain Todorov's challenge of thinking both equality and difference, universal commerce of people and ideas as well as self-determination and nonintervention, then the concept of humanity must once again become the invisible and unsurpassable horizon of discourse, not its positive pole. The word "human," to evoke one final distinction, must once again become descriptive of a "fact" and not a "value." Otherwise, whatever else it may be, the search for "human" rights will always also be the negative image of the relentless search for the "inhuman" other.
Link - Economic Equality

Attempts of economic equality lead to increased violence.

Thorup, 06 – Ph.D. dissertation @ the Institute of Philosophy and the History of Ideas (Mikkel, January, 2006, “In Defence of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism,” p. 117)
Depoliticized ‘enmity’ (or displaced/denied enmity) is the pacified enemy. Schmitt both acknowledges depoliticization as one of the premier achievements of modernity and speaks ironically of the liberal interpretation of this as the end of enmity as such. The depoliticized enemy is transformed into the competitor in the economic field and into the debating partner in the field of politics. Instead of a clear distinction between war and peace, we get the dynamics of a perpetual competition and a perpetual discussion (1996a: 28). Liberalism creates a ‘whole system of pacified [entmilitarisierter] and depoliticized concepts’ (1996a: 70). Schmitt maintains that the internal pacification or depoliticization is conditional upon its external projection in both the conventional and the unconventional enmity. But this is not an end of enmity, as liberalism tends to think. Enmity is displaced to other fields such as the international or it is conditioned upon the unconventional or internal enmity. When the international or conventional enmity is denied, enmity will turn inwards and ignite uncontrollable expressions of violence and hate. The paradigmatic form of the depoliticized enmity is what Schmitt (1988: 272) calls ‘conflict partners’. Its present manifestation is hegemonic liberalism and one of its unintended results is the returns of enmity.

Link - Universal Liberalism

Creating moral status for the other is an expression of universal liberalism, this leads to war.

Bishai and Behnke 07 (Linda S. Bishai is Senior Program Ofﬁcer in the Education Program at the United States Institute of Peace where she focuses on university education in international relations, conﬂict resolution, human rights and peace studies. Andreas Behnke is a Lecturer in the Department of Politics and International Relations at the University of Reading.  Writing in The international political thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror Liberal War and the Crisis of Global Order pg 120-121)
As Gary Ulmen has pointed out, for Schmitt, the ‘key to the concept of the Political is ... not enmity but the distinction itself’ (Ulmen 1987: 189). The political is therefore based on the reality of difference and of plurality in international society. One should not exaggerate this point and romanticize this reality too much. Neither identity nor difference can claim moral or ethical priority as such. Hence, no moral privilege can be assigned to the ‘other’, as some ‘post-modern’ ethics have tried to do. The main concern for realists like Schmitt is instead to limit the inherent violence in a system of difference that has no recourse to a higher political, judicial or moral authority. Irreconcilable differences abound, and violence is thus a systemic condition, always implicated in the decisions between self and other, friend and enemy, and always a potentiality in the relations between these entities. For Schmitt, the distinction between friend and enemy establishes a limit for conﬂict by associating it with what William Connolly has called ‘agonistic respect’ (Connolly 1994: 166–167). In Schmitt’s terms, ‘according to traditional international law, war ﬁnds its right, its honour and its dignity in the fact that the enemy is no pirate and no gangster, but a “state” and a “subject of international law”’ (Schmitt 1988: 48–49). The recognition of sovereign equality, and the concomitant recognition that the only universally acceptable norm is the absence of universal norms, imposes a modicum of restraint upon the exercise of violence, as it divests states of morality and truth as legitimizing resources. Again, if ‘agonistic respect’ sounds too romantic in this context, one might justify the restraint imposed upon the exercise of force against other states by the prudent recognition that ‘our’ ideas, values and principles may not be the solution to the problems in other places. Moreover, and in regard to the liberal fondness for liberating ‘oppressed’ people, the right of self-determination that is at the heart of the democratic entitlement vests in none other than the people, and ... it is they – not some foreign power that they have similarly not elected – who must determine their own destiny. (Byers and Chesterman 2000: 291) Against this, liberalism identiﬁes violence as the by-product of the continued presence of ‘otherness’ in the international system. Consequently, instead of limitation, its goal is elimination. Or more precisely, perhaps, violence is to be ‘channelled’ so as to abolish itself, by reserving the legitimate right to exercise it to liberal democracies. Violence becomes justiﬁed and legitimate when it is used by these states to eradicate its own sources, that is, the presence of ‘otherness’. At best, non-democratic regimes can hope for toleration – itself a form of ontological violence (Connolly 1994: 43) – by democratic states. Ultimately, however, their presence, which keeps history from fulﬁlling itself, needs to be terminated. Accordingly, war takes on a different notion. For realists, it is the extension of the political, an expression of a systemic condition in which irreconcilable differences might have to be settled by force. In the absence of an authority to decide the justness of such causes, war is purely instrumental in settling the score. For liberals, war becomes discriminatory, as it is legitimate when exercised by the ‘right’ agents for the sake of democracy and peace. War on the other hand deteriorates into pure aggression and criminality when conducted by the ‘other’. Given that the ‘other’ is the source of residual conﬂict and violence in the international system, war is ultimately about the eradication of ‘otherness’, not about the settling of scores between different entities. As long as this is not accomplished, war is but suspended. The distinction between war and peace therefore becomes blurred, as the presence of the ‘other’ constitutes a permanent threat. Peace and peaceful means of diplomacy and statecraft become the extension of war, as the imminent end of history and the coming of a ‘world of liberal states’ can afford no lasting peace and recognition of the ‘other’. If the realists have it right, we can expect the world to continue to offer resistance to this liberal eschatology. The problem with this is that it will most likely simply make liberalism double its efforts and raise the level of violence further. As long as war is exercised for the sake of the ascetic ideal of its own abolition, it will continue to eliminate its limits. 

Link - Levinas

Levinas attempts of embracing the friend/enemy distinction instead result to dehumanization and annihilation of the other. 

Ojakangas 07 – Doctorate of political science, Academy Research Fellow (Academy of Finland) (Mika, “The International Political Thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror, Liberal War, and the Crisis of Global Order” 2007, Fellow in International Relations at the School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London, and also teaches International Relations at the University ‘L’Orientale’ in Naples, Italy p. 233-235)
The third step in the elaboration of a Schmittian ethics concerns ethical work, those practices in which the subject engages in order to constitute herself and which Foucault unites under the name ‘askesis’ (Foucault 1984a: 355). For our purposes, the ethical work prescribed by Schmitt’s existential decisionism consists in the friend–enemy distinction as a practice, the ‘art of making enemies’ as a means to actively fashion the self. The antagonistic relationship with the Other is contained in the very definition of ethics as a technique of the self. The significance of ethics as a transgressive practice lies in the possibility of ‘self- formation in the face of all the other forces that fashion us’ (Simons 1995: 76). The art of making enemies thus consists in actively pluralising differences, nurturing an antagonistic field, which alone verifies the reality of one’s subjectivity. Difference and, more precisely, making differences rather than resolving them, become both the condition and the content of the existence of the Schmittian subject. One is reminded at this stage of the very specific function that Schmitt’s political ontology assigns to the figure of the enemy: the political relationship of enmity proceeds from the strictly equal (in)validity of opponents’ claims, in which neither the Self nor the Other may legitimately resort to the language of epistemic and moral certitude (Schmitt 1976, 2003). In this setting of antagonistic symmetry that resembles a well-regulated duel, the Schmittian enemy loses all ethical privileges of the Levinasian Other but is also spared the unfortunate destiny of the a priori denigrated enemy of liberalism, reduced to the status of a despicable monster to be humiliated and annihilated, rather than merely defeated (see Schmitt 1976: 27–29, 53–54). Nonetheless, one should not exaggerate the ‘friendliness’ of the relationship with the enemy. While both presupposing and effecting a fundamental onto-axi- ological symmetry between the adversaries, the friend–enemy distinction utterly devalues a principle central to the liberal ethos in Schmitt’s interpretation: the principle of discussion. To fully appreciate the irrelevance of discussion to the decisionist ethics we need to specify its relationship with alterity. As opposed to the well-known critiques of realist practices of security as stabilising the identity of the self via its authoritative demarcation from the other, the friend–enemy distinction, in our reading, operates in two steps and with two notions of alterity. Simultaneously with any exclusion or authoritative nomination of a positive other (the enemy as something existentially alien to the self), the decision on the friend–enemy distinction traverses a space of negative alterity, the void of undecidability, where neither the self nor the other yet exists (cf. Zizek 1999a: 19–20). It is this radical alterity that is indeed ontologically prior to the self, but it must logically also be prior to any positive figure of the other. That which precedes and exceeds the identities of both self and the other is quite literally the void, the ‘background of emptiness’, whose only characteristic is its radical difference from any positivity. This assumption of negative alterity that must be traversed in a friend–enemy distinction reconfigures the relationship with any positive other into that of existential equality. The existence of the self is no longer owing to the existence of the positive other, since both emerge simultaneously as the twin offspring of the friend–enemy distinction. Yet this mutual constitution of oneself and one’s enemy also marks an irreducible caesura between them that functions as the very opposite of the ‘radical interdependence’ emphasised by Levinasian-Derridean ethics. While certainly interdependent in the ontological sense, the self and the other only emerge as subjects through the resolution of this interdependence through the act of distinction. In a Schmittian ethics, the Levinasian openness to the advent of alterity is concretised in terms of a vigilant receptivity, which calls for the perpetual activity of differentiating between friends and enemies that defines the social field in terms of intensities of association and dissociation. In this logic, an antagonistic relation with a positive other is a marker that verifies one’s subjectivity that must not be erased in a search for reconciliation or consensus. Thus, the ethos of discussion appears wholly irrelevant to a Schmittian ethics since it replaces the ontogenetic situation of self-creation with an ontological reflection on the questions of truth or morality, presupposing either a teleology of rational consensus or a neutralised conception of truth as an emergent equilibrium (see Schmitt 1985b: 35–51). Schmitt’s criticism of the Enlightenment ideal of the ‘discussing public’, coupled with a Foucauldian reintroduction of the political into the domain of the epistemic, entails an obvious consequence: nothing is to be gained in discussion. If all that precedes the difference between the self and the other is the brute ‘being-there’ of the indifferent void, then there is little point in attempting to efface this difference to arrive at a more fundamental identity of the Same. If we are verified as subjects not through identification but through dissociation, then any discussion that seeks to resolve differences does little more than subsume one’s existential singularity under its own teleological or procedural normativity. If truth is a thing of this world, then any consensus that emerges in discussion will be always already permeated by power relations; that is, it will always emerge as a result of an unfounded decision, however much the event of the latter is disavowed: [e]very consensus, even a ‘free’ one, is somehow motivated and brought into existence. Power produces consensus and often, to be sure, a rational and ethically justified consensus. Conversely, consensus produces power, and then often an irrational and – despite the consensus – an ethically repugnant one. (Schmitt 1999: 202) Aware of the eradication of difference inherent in the drive for consensus, a decisionist ethics values difference without a liberal ‘safety mechanism’ of postulating the underlying identity of ‘humanity’, which in Schmitt’s astute observation merely serves to deny the enemy the existential status of being human, reducing him to a ‘total non-value’ (Freund 1995: 19), and has ‘incalculable effects [since] a war can thereby be driven to the most extreme inhumanity’ (Schmitt 1976: 54). Just as Schmitt’s political realism on the level of interstate relations affirms pluralism in the domain of the international, while privileging a minimal degree of domestic homogeneity, a decisionist ethics emphasises the maintenance of difference in intersubjective relations while simultaneously priv- ileging a resolution of interdependence with the positive other via a clear act of self-distinction and self-delimitation. In this manner, a decisionist ethics posits a telos of sovereign subjectivity.

Link - Outer Space

Partisanship is needed in outer space. 

Galli 10 (Carlo Galli, Professor in the Department of Historical Disciplines @ University of Bologna and president of the Gramsci Institute, Emilia-Romagna, "Carl Schmitt and the Global Age" CR: The New Centennial Review, Vol. 10, No. 2, pages 11-12, Project MUSE)
This potential development is the first radical transformation of the figure of the partisan, and changes his concrete hostility into a mere passive execution of unchecked ideological and nihilistic logic. For Schmitt, another limitless and nihilistic transformation of the partisan comes about through technology. If the political combatant becomes a partisan in the industrial age, he finds himself among weapons rendered so destructive by technological developments that legitimizing their use requires that the enemy at which they are aimed be completely evil and inhuman (Schmitt 2005c, 108-11). Technology, therefore, promotes the adoption of the valorial and nihilistic types of logic described by Schmitt in Die Tyrannei der Werte, bringing about an inordinate increase of enmity (Schmitt 1987). Schmitt denies that this absolute and limitless hostility, this nihilism unconnected to concreteness or orientation in the form of real enmity, has a connection to the "political." For him, "the essence of the political is not pure and simple enmity, but the distinction between friend and enemy, and it presupposes the friend as much as the enemy" (2005c, 127). This partisan is no longer defensive and telluric, but aggressive on a global scale, expressing the absolute instability of technology, susceptible to every conflict and [End Page 11] every violence. Nonetheless, Schmittian theory regards this partisan (who cannot be a katechon) as an extreme: Schmitt prefers to hypothesize about the partisan's adaptability to worldwide technological and industrial civilization in a subordinate role to the superpowers and their absolute war. Schmitt imagines that cosmonauts and astronauts could be partisan fighters in the future battles for outer space (111-12). Apart from their ideologicity, Schmitt's analyses have two limits, which reveal themselves to be both obvious and characteristic. In the first place, they are analyses of his present and not of ours: Schmitt, we should recall, died in 1985, in the era of the Cold War and East-West opposition. Furthermore, we see that his analyses rely on many of the categories and problems specific to his time. In his interpretation of the Cold War's international organization as ideological (and therefore his criticism of the concept of the West as American, and not European), as well as intrinsically unstable and conflictual, it becomes clear that he still sees danger in the universalistic ideologies and horizons opened during the technological age by the triumph of the "sea." His objective, then, is to rebalance this dimension with "land" politics and with a respatialization of politics in general. Secondly, his perspective on international relations—though he does look beyond the state, toward the empire, the greater space, and the partisan—is consistently oriented toward an interpretation of every irregularity and exception through another regularity or normality that complements it in some way. We can note this interpretative tendency in several ideas: that the "intermediate situation" is a specific modality of the relation between states that can be addressed and resolved with a specific response (i.e., the greater spaces); that discriminatory war serves the interests of a specific "naval" political power (the United States); that the partisan is backed by the regularity of an army and the law of the land. In short, Schmitt's thought is always determined concretely, oriented toward thinking conflict as a moment of order, and ultimately always seeking akatechon—even though the ageing Schmitt betrays a suspicion that the respatialization of politics might be unproductive and unworkable. Schmitt, however, does not investigate this suspicion any further, leaving us the task of interpreting that mass of phenomena and dynamics that we now call "globalization." [End Page 12]

Link - Outer Space

Space can only be an exception to Schmittian theory if it establishes a global legal order. 

Odysseos and Petito 7 (Louiza Odysseos - Senior Lecturer in International Relations @ University of Sussex, UK and Fabio Petito - Lecturer of International Relations @ University of Sussex, UK; "The International Political Thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror, liberal war and the crisis of global order" pages 197-198)
In light of Schmitt’s account of the jus publicum Europaeum and his concept of nomos, this chapter examined the general elements of the European legal system and the project of European construction from 1950 to 2006 more generally, expressed in the evolution of European Union law. To the extent that the evolving European legal system is not at present, and does not aspire to be, a global legal system, a new global nomos, in the sense of a world order based on the appropriation, dis-appropriation and distribution of the earth, it cannot fill the void left by the collapse of the jus publicum Europaeum bemoaned by Schmitt. This impossibility lies in the far more modest aspirations of European construction, in the nature of the concept of nomos, in the finitude of the history of global expansion and in our experience of the finitude of our planet. This assessment, on the basis of our analysis above, leads to four partial conclusions. First, the blurring processes that Schmitt observed early in the twentieth century have continued. The basic oppositions that Schmitt diagnoses in a number of his writings (inside/outside, war/peace, enemy/criminal) hold true, more so in our day than ever before. Second, there will never again be a global legal order.4 This is the consequence of the concept of universality itself. Both experience and the logic of universality teach us that a universal system is only universal in opposition to another. As Schmitt admonishes in The Nomos of the Earth, until outer space becomes a true space for conquest and appropriation on a grand scale, the global state will remain a fiction. Third, on formal legal grounds, the European legal system, with its dialectical mix of ‘limited’ universality and local particularity, the variety of its sources from different levels of European life, is in some sense one answer to the problem posed by Schmitt. The European legal sciences have already survived their own fissuring into legitimacy and legality. Moreover, the breakdown of international law into international politics is not a menace to European civilization, as Schmitt might see it, but rather inherent in the system of European law. Finally, the extension of Schmitt’s analysis beyond the 1950s into the era of European construction confirms Schmitt’s diagnosis, while at the same time suggesting that he was too pessimistic in his characterization of the European legal order. A kind of new nomos is emerging to respond to the challenges he perceived. Yet this is a nomos that is characterized by a multi-cultural flux of values, which have a systematically blurry connection to territory, which function in the global economy and which are, moreover, protected by a security agenda that reaches beyond the ‘traditional’ inter-national space of Europe. This is the new Euro- pean nomos: a new spatial order, based not on space ordaining law, but building upon a new ordering of peoples, culture and value in space.
Link - Aliens

The alien should be rejected in order to sustain the distinction of human and inhuman. 

Axtmann, 7 (Roland Axtmann, Department of Politics and International Relations, School of Humanities @ Swansea University, Wales; "Humanity or Enmity? Carl Schmitt on International Politics," International Politics,  http://ic.ucsc.edu/~rlipsch/Pol272/Axtmann.pdf)
Carl Schmitt’s reflections on international politics took shape in his confrontation with Wilsonian ideology and the reality of Germany’s defeat in the First World War. These writings on international politics entwined polemical political commentary published in newspapers with scholarly historical analysis, concept formation and theory building. In the following presentation of Schmitt’s thinking on international politics, his scholarly endeavours will be stressed. But the reader should be aware that Schmitt understood these scholarly writings as contributions to political debate and mobilization. This becomes immediately clear when we reconstruct Schmitt’s discontent with the notion of ‘humanity’ and ‘universalism’, as it was, for example, deployed by Wilson, at the level of conceptual analysis. ‘Humanity’, Schmitt asserted, ‘is not a political concept’ (Concept, 1932, 55). Let us reconstruct Schmitt’s concept of ‘the political’ in order to understand this statement. In 1927, Schmitt published an essay with the title ‘The concept of the political’. In 1932, he published a much revised version of that essay. In response to political developments and criticisms of this essay — in particular, the criticism of Leo Strauss — Schmitt put out a third edition in 1933 — an edition which, later on, he pretended did not exist.3 ‘The specific political distinction to which political actions and motives can be reduced is that between friend and enemy’ (Concept, 1932, 25–26). This distinction ‘denotes the utmost degree of intensity of a union or separation, of an association or dissociation’ (Concept, 1932, 25–26). The political can derive its energy from the most varied human endeavours, from the religious, economic, moral, ethical and other antitheses. Every antithesis transforms itself into a political one ‘if it is sufficiently strong to group human beings effectively according to friend and enemy’ (Concept, 1932, 37). The quality of the political resides in the decision through which the ‘other’, the stranger or alien, is declared to negate one’s own existence and is thus defined as being — in a particularly intense way — existentially different, and hence an enemy against whom battle must be waged, which may — rightly and justifiably — lead to the enemy’s extermination. After all, the political receives its real meaning precisely because it refers to the real possibility of physical killing.
Impact: Liberalism = Elimination of Other

Schmitt enables us to co-exist with alterity—liberalism necessitates the elimination of the other. 

Prozorov 06 (Sergei, Professor of International Relations at Petrozavodsk State University, Millennium – Journal of International Studies, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism, http://mil.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/35/1/75.pdf, 2006)
In contrast, the barbarian is simply the savage who resists this civilising correction and thus forfeits his own nature, becoming a monstrous foe. The barbarian is thus anyone who does not feel at home in the universal liberal homeland and continues to assert his Otherness despite his inclusion in global civilisation. It is thus resistance and daringness to resist that turns the savage, a mute and passive Other, into the most extreme form of the enemy, the enemy of both nature and civilisation, insofar as in the liberal ontology the two function in a mutually supplementary manner. The enemy of liberalism is thus, by necessity, a foe, which entails that a Schmittian relation of ‘just enmity’ is entirely foreclosed in the liberal political ontology. While in the latter relation a minimal identity of all interacting subjects as sovereign states provided a common framework of legitimate equality between particularistic communities, liberalism is constituted by a strict dividing line between societies that are in accordance with ‘natural liberty’ and those that are not. The latter may either function in the modality of the savage, the passively acquiescent objects of pedagogical correctional practices, or, in the case of their resistance to such interventions, are automatically cast as inhuman and unnatural foes, with whom no relationship of legitimate equality may be conceivable. If the transformation of the savage into a liberal subject functions as a condition for ‘liberal peace’, the ultrapolitical engagement with the foe may well be viewed as the continuation of the liberal peace by other means. Thus, the distinguishing feature of the liberal ‘politics of enmity’ is that its utopian desire to eliminate enmity as such from the human condition inevitably leads to the return of the foreclosed in the most obscene form – for liberalism, there indeed are no enemies, just friends and foes. President Bush’s infamous diatribe ‘you are either with us or against us’ should not be read as an extreme deviation from the liberal standard of tolerance, but rather as an expression, at an ‘inappropriate’ site of the transatlantic ‘community of friends’, of the binary liberal logic. When both nature and humanity are a priori on the side of liberalism, there is no need for a Schmittian reflection on how to manage co-existence with radical alterity for the purposes of limiting a permanently possible confrontation. One is either with ‘us’ or against ‘us’, and, in the latter case, one forfeits not merely a place within ‘our’ community of friends, but also one’s belonging to nature and humanity.

Impact: Universalism = Total War

The false universalism of American liberal peace creates a state of total war.

Scheuerman 06 (William E. Scheuerman, Associate professor of political science at the University of Minnesota, “Chapter Three Carl Schmitt and Hans Morgenthau: Realism and Beyond”, http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:O6U3pwFatZcJ:https://scholarworks.iu.edu/dspace/bitstream/handle/2022/804/Chapter%25203%2520-%2520Scheuerman,%2520William%2520-%2520%2520Morgenthau%2520and%2520Schmitt.pdf?sequence%3D1+liberalism+%2B+realism+%2B+schmitt&hl=en&gl=us, 2006-09-22)
The universalistic aspirations of American liberalism engender a remoralization of international relations that paves the way for the ills of total war. Although neither Schmitt nor Morgenthau neglects the technological sources of total war, both underline the importance of the revival of the traditionalistic garb of “just war,” now dressed in the fashionable form of American liberalism and the messianic Wilsonian fantasy of a war “to end all wars.” American liberalism generates a self-righteous brand of pseudo-humanitarianism blind to the terrible dangers of state violence waged under the banner of a (fictional) singular humanity. Waged in the name of humanity, ‘liberal wars, far from fulfilling the liberal hopes [to end war], even brought about the very evils which they were supposed to destroy. Far from being the “last wars,” they were only the forerunners and pioneers of wars more destructive and extensive” than pre-liberal ones.’23 Those who oppose the American-dominated liberal international system constitute pariahs and criminals deserving of harsh punishment.24 Blurring any meaningful distinction between legality and morality, those who dare to oppose the American-dominated vision of an international legal community are demonized and accordingly subjected to terrible brutalities. Warfare reverts to the horrors of the pre-Westphalian era, when foreign foes were more than mere dueling partners: they were deemed morally inferior and potentially subhuman in character. Even worse: modern technology heightens the destructive capacity of modern warfare and makes unprecedented acts of violence relatively commonplace. The apex of liberal self-righteousness is the view that liberal wars no longer even deserve to be described as “wars.” Although their technological prowess permits liberal states to kill innocent civilians in any corner of the globe, they purportedly undertake “police action” (or, in more recent parlance, humanitarian intervention) for the sake of enforcing international law, whereas only outcast (non-liberal) states who dare to challenge liberal hegemony continue to engage in the barbarism of war. The exclusionary character of liberal universalism is thereby taken to its logical conclusion: liberal international law requires what Schmitt describes as a discriminatory concept of war.25 in stark contrast to the Hobbesian traits of the early Westphalian system, sovereign states no longer possess equal or “neutral” rights to wage war. As Morgenthau observes, liberals criticize autocratic and totalitarian wars, yet ‘on the other hand, [when] the use of arms is intended to bring the blessings of liberalism to peoples not yet enjoying them or to protect them against despotic aggression, the just end may justify means otherwise condemned.’26 This vision of liberal international law rests on a false universalism because self-interested liberal great powers (e.g., the United States and Great Britain) skillfully exploit it in order to pursue their specific power interests. Liberal international law is not, in fact, representative of a mythical “world public opinion”: it reflects specifically Anglo-American political and economic ideals. Following Schmitt, Morgenthau believes that one can still detect an instinctual sense for “the political” (or, in Morgenthau’s terminology, sound pursuit of “power politics” and the “national interest”) behind the moralistic and legalistic rhetoric of American foreign policy.27 American global influence rests, Schmitt similarly argues, on an uncritical acceptance by the world community of a set of inherently imperialistic liberal categories that dutifully reflect U.S. (and sometimes Anglo-American)political and economic interests.28

Impact: Cosmopolitan Discourse = Anarchy & Nihilism

Cosmopolitan discourses supports dichotomies and exclusion between the sovereign and the Other and leads to nihilism and anarchy.

Odysseos 4 (Louiza Odysseos, Senior Lecturer in International Relations @ University of Sussex, UK; “Carl Schmitt and Martin Heidegger on the Line(s) of Cosmopolitanism and the War on Terror,” Conference on the International Political Thought of Carl Schmitt, pages 135-136)
The second criticism has to do with the imposition of particular kind of monism: despite the lip-service to plurality, ‘liberal pluralism is in fact not in the least pluralist but reveals itself to be an overriding monism, the monism of humanity.” Similarly, Timothy Brennan traces the same tendency in current cosmopolitan perspectives in that they show ‘an enthusiasm for customary differences, but as ethical or aesthetic material for a unified polychromatic culture – a new singularity born of a blending and merging of multiple local constituents.’  There are two ways in which the discourse of a ‘universal humanity’ has a strong disciplining effect on peoples and politics.  The first, noted by a number of commentators, involves the political refutation of the tolerance witnessed in the cultural or private sphere; in other words, politically, cosmopolitanism shows little tolerance for what it designates as ‘intolerant’ politics, which is any politics that moves in opposition to its ideals, rendering political opposition to it illegitimate.  Cosmopolitan discourses are also defined by a claim to their own exception and superiority.  They naturalise the historical origins of liberal societies which are no longer regarded as ‘contingency established and historically conditioned forms of organization’; rather, they Become the universal standard against which other societies are judged.  Those found wanting are banished, as outlaws, from the civilized world.  Ironically, one of the signs of their outlaw status is their insistence on autonomy, on sovereignty.  The second disciplining effect on the discourse of humanity is seen in the tendency to normalize diverse peoples through ‘individualisation’.  The paramount emphasis placed on legal instruments such as human rights transforms diverse subjectivities into ‘rights-holder’.  As Rasch argues ‘the other is stripped of his otherness and made to conform to the universal ideal of what it means to be human’.  The international human rights regime, which cosmopolitanism champions as a pure expression of the centrality of the individual and to which it is theoretically and ontologically committed, is the exportation of modern subjectivity around the globe.  The discourse of humanity expressed through human rights involves a transformation of the human into the rights-holder: ‘[o]nce again, we see that the term “human” is not descriptive, but evaluative.  To be truly human, one needs to be corrected.’ Thirdly, ‘humanity is not a political concept, and no political entity corresponds to it.  The eighteenth century humanitarian concept of humanity was a polemical denial of the then existing aristocratic federal system and the privileges accompanying it.’  Outside of this historical location, where does it find concrete expression?  The discourse of humanity finds expression in an abstract politics of neutrality, usually in the name of an international community which acts, we are assured, in the interest of humanity.  James Brown Scott, a jurist and prominent political figure in the United States in the beginning of the 20th Century, wrote in the interwar years of the right of the international community to impose its neutral will: The “international community,” Scott writes, “is coextensive with humanity – no longer merely with Christianity,” it has become “the representative of the common humanity rather than of the common religion binding the States.  Therefore, the international community “possesses the inherent right to impose its will…and to punish its violation, not because of a treaty, or a pact or a covenant, but because of an international need” (283).  If in the sixteenth century it was the Christian Church that determined the content of this international need, in the twentieth century and beyond it must be secularized “church” of “common humanity” that performs this all-important service.  Finally, and most importantly, there is the relation of the concept of humanity to the other, and to war and violence.  In its historical location, the humanity concept had critical purchase against aristocratic prerogatives, but its utilization by liberal discourses in the individualist tradition, Schmitt feared, could bring about new and unimaginable modes of exclusion. Rasch explains: The humanism that Schmitt opposes is, in his words, a philosophy of absolute humanity. By virtue of its universality and abstract normativity, it has no localizable polis, no clear distinction between what is inside and what is outside. Does humanity embrace all humans? Are there no gates to the city and thus no barbarians outside? If not, against whom or what does it wage its wars? ‘Humanity as such’ Schmitt noted ‘cannot wage war because it has no enemy, at least not on this planet’.  As Ellen Kennedy notes, humanity ‘is a polemical word that negates its opposite.’  In The Concept of the Political Schmitt argued that humanity ‘excludes the concept of the enemy, because the enemy does not cease to be a human being’.  In the Nomos, however, it becomes apparent that,  historically examined, the concept of humanity could not allow the notion of justus hostis, of a ‘just enemy’, who is recognized as someone with whom one can make war but also negotiate peace.  Schmitt noted how only when ‘man appeared to be the embodiment of absolute humanity, did the other side of the concept appear in the form of a new enemy: the inhuman’ (NE 104).  It is worth quoting Rasch’s account at length:   We can understand Schmitt's concerns in the following way: Christianity distinguishes between believers and nonbelievers. Since nonbelievers can become believers, they must be of the same category of being. To be human, [End Page 135] then, is the horizon within which the distinction between believers and nonbelievers is made. That is, humanity per se is not part of the distinction, but is that which makes the distinction possible. However, once the term used to describe the horizon of a distinction also becomes that distinction's positive pole, it needs its negative opposite. If humanity is both the horizon and the positive pole of the distinction that that horizon enables, then the negative pole can only be something that lies beyond that horizon, can only be something completely antithetical to horizon and positive pole alike—can only, in other words, be inhuman. Without the concept of the just enemy associated with the notion of non-discriminatory war, the enemy had no value and could be exterminated.  The concept of humanity, furthermore, reintroduces substantive causes of war because it shutters the formal concept of Justus hostis, now designated substantively as an enemy of humanity as such.  In Schmitt’s account of the League of Nations in Nomos, he highlights that compared to the kinds of wars that can be waged on behalf of humanity the Interstate European wars from 1815 to 1914 in reality were regulated, they were bracketed by the neutral Great Powers and were completely legal procedures in comparison with the modern and gratuitous police actions against violators of peace, which can be dreadful acts of annihilation (NE 186).  Enemies of humanity cannot be considered ‘just and equal’ enemies.  Moreover, they cannot claim neutrality: one cannot remain neutral in the call to be for or against humanity or its freedom; one cannot, similarly, claim a right to resist or defend oneself in the sense we understand this right to have existence in the jus publicum Europeaum.  As will examine below in the context of the war on terror, this denial of self-defence and resistance ‘can presage a dreadful nihilistic destruction of all law’ (NE 187). When the enemy is not accorded a formal equality, the notion that peace can be made with him is unacceptable, as Schmitt detailed through his study of the League of Nations, which had declared the abolition of war, but in rescinding the concept of neutrality only succeeded in the ‘dissolution of “peace” (NE 246).  It is with the dissolution of peace that total wars of annihilation and destruction becomes possible, where the other cannot be assimilated, or accommodated, let alone tolerated: the friend/enemy distinction is no longer taking place with a justus hostis but rather between good and evil, human and inhuman, where ‘the negative pole of the distinction is to be fully and finally consumed without remainder.  With this in mind, I turn to the next section to the war on terror and its relation to the discourse of humanity and cosmopolitanism.

Impact: No Value to Life

Removing the label of the Other creates no value to life

Vatter 02 (Migel Vatter, Author, “ Politics as war : a formula for radical democracy ?”, http://multitudes.samizdat.net/Politics-as-war-a-formula-for,  10 May 2002)

Schmitt argues that in war it is up to each individual to decide for themselves "whether the otherness of the stranger in the concrete, present case of conflict means the negation of one’s own kind of existence and therefore must be fended off or fought against in battle in order to save one’s own, existential kind of life." But the force of Schmitt’s argument is precisely that it is not a pre-given, culturally determined "kind of existence" that is "one’s own" and that could serve as criterion for deciding who is the authentic enemy. On the contrary, the judgment as to what ought to be one’s authentic form of life can only result from the confrontation with the decision as to who is the enemy : "The enemy is not something that for some reason must be done away with and annihilated because of its want of value. The enemy is on my own level. For this reason I must confront him in battle in order to gain my own standard, my own limit, my own figure." Without this confrontation with the question of otherness there is no such thing as "one’s own kind of existence" because there is no term against which to determine what is authentically "one’s own". Hence Schmitt can say that his conception of the political is none other than a transcription of the Biblical Ur-scene : the story of Cain and Abel, where "the other reveals himself as my brother," because one does not start with knowing who the enemy is, and "the brother reveals himself as my enemy," because one comes to know oneself only by making the decision on who is enemy. In this sense, Schmitt belongs to a postmodern constellation for which any claim to self-identity passes through the prior acknowledgment of the other as other.
Impact: No Value to Life

Liberalism necessitates escalating violence against the other - destroys value to life

Prozorov 06 (Sergei, Professor of International Relations at Petrozavodsk State University, Millennium – Journal of International Studies, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism, http://mil.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/35/1/75.pdf, 2006)
At the same time, the practical implementation of such a project is hardly conceivable as encountering no resistance. The project of world unity and the effacement of exteriority is therefore bound to have its own enemies, insofar as alterity is ontologically ineradicable. Letting the Other into the global ‘homeland’ does not eliminate the ‘most extreme possibility’ of violent conflict but makes it impossible to manage it through the pluralistic disjunction of the Self and the Other. In the world in which there is ‘only a homeland’, radical alterity has no place, both literally and figuratively. In this setting, conflict appears no longer merely possible but actually inevitable, as the Other is certain to resist its violent inclusion into the homeland of liberal humanity. Yet, having disposed of genuine political pluralism, liberalism finds itself lacking in any instruments to protect its universal homeland other than the absolute existential negation of the Other that parallels the conceptual negation of alterity in liberal monism. Thus, the universalisation of the liberal disposition to embrace the entire humanity actualizes the ‘most extreme possibility’ either by exposing the Self to the resentful violence of the Other or by annihilating the Other to eliminate the former existential threat. It is here that enmity, foreclosed in the symbolic register of liberalism with its monistic universalism, returns with a vengeance, since the sole consequence of the deployment of the concept of humanity as the referent of the liberal political project is the inevitable designation of the adversaries of this project in terms of the negation of humanity as, in a strict sense, inhuman beings: 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 civilisation in order to claim these as one’s own and to deny the same to the enemy.50 Indeed, denial is a central category in the discursive transformation of the enemy into the foe – through manifold gestures of denial the enemy is reduced to the purely negative figure that reminds us of Agamben’s homo sacer, a bare life that is both worthless and undesirable: ‘The enemy is easily expropriated of his human quality. He is declared an outlaw of humanity. … The absolute enemy encounters an undivided humanity that regards him as already always proscribed by God or by nature.’51 The effect of the liberal foreclosure of enmity, i.e. its bracketing off from the political discourse, is ironically the de-bracketing of violence, its deregulation and intensification, whereby the enemy is absolutised as the inhuman monster, ‘the negative pole of the distinction, [that] is to be fully and finally consumed without remainder’.52 In line with Zizek’s diagnosis of ultra-politics, depoliticisation brings about nothing other than an extreme politicisation, which can no longer be contained within the symbolic dimension of potentiality but must pass into the actuality of existential negation: “Depoliticisation is a political act in a particularly intense way.”53 It is thus the liberal ‘peace project’ itself that produces its own opposite or perhaps reveals its own essence in the guise of its antithesis.
Impact: Liberalism = Root Cause of Violence

Liberalism is the root cause of tyranny and unnecessary violence—universalism eliminates pluralism. 

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

However, this dissolution of actually existing pluralism is not a mere misunderstanding, a logical fallacy of presupposing the existence of the unity that is yet to be established. In an invective that we consider crucial for understanding Schmitt’s critique of liberal ultra-politics, Schmitt approaches liberal monism with an almost existential trepidation: ‘What would be terrifying is a world in which there no longer existed an exterior but only a homeland, no longer a space for measuring and testing one’s strength freely.’45 Why is a world in which there is ‘only a homeland’, a Wendtian ‘world state’, posited as outright terrifying, rather than objectionable on a variety of political, economic, moral or aesthetic grounds? The answer is evident from the perspective of Schmitt’s ontology of alterity and the affirmation of the ‘extreme possibility’ of existential negation. If alterity is ontological and thus ineradicable in any empirical sense, then the establishment of a ‘domesticated’ world unity, a global homeland, does nothing to diminish the danger of the advent of the Other, but, on the contrary, incorporates radical alterity within the ‘homeland’ of the Self so that the ever-present possibility of violent death can no longer be externalised to the domain of the international. The monistic disavowal of alterity, of the ‘existentially different and alien’, is thus terrifying as it enhances the ‘most extreme possibility’ of killing and being killed. Schmitt’s objection to the liberal monism of the ‘homeland of humanity’ is therefore two-fold. First, the effacement of ontological pluralism, which subsumes radical alterity under the ‘universal homeland’, must logically entail the suppression of difference through the establishment of a world autocracy that would no longer be political due to its disavowal of the constitutive criterion of enmity. ‘The day world politics comes to the earth, it will be transformed in a world police power.’46 This ominous prophecy finds a perfect contemporary illustration in Wendt’s argument on the effacement of political enmity in the world state: ‘Since even a world state would not be a closed system, it would always be vulnerable to temporary disruptions. However, a world state would differ from anarchy in that it would constitute such disruptions as crime, not as politics or history. The possibility of crime may always be with us, but it does not constitute a stable alternative to a world state.’47
Impact: Liberalism = Totalitarianism 

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

Prozorov 06 (Sergei, Professor of International Relations at Petrozavodsk State University, Millennium – Journal of International Studies, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism, http://mil.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/35/1/75.pdf, 2006)
Thus, struggles against hegemony or domination, which indeed have constituted politics and history as we know them, are recast as a priori criminal acts in the new order of the world state, calling for global police interventions rather than interstate war. ‘The adversary is no longer called an enemy, but a disturber of peace and is thereby designated to be an outlaw of humanity.’48 The exclusionary potential of universalism is evident: theoretically, we may easily envision a situation where a ‘world state’ as a global police structure does not represent anything but itself; not merely anyone, but ultimately everyone may be excluded from the ‘world unity’ without any consequences for the continuing deployment of this abstract universality as an instrument of legitimation. In Zygmunt Bauman’s phrase, ‘the “international community” has little reality apart from the occasional military operations undertaken in its name’.49 Thus, for Schmitt, if the monistic project of liberalism ever succeeded, it would be at the cost of the transformation of the world into a terrifying dystopia of a self-immanent, totally administered world without an outside and hence without a possibility of flight.

Impact: Liberalism Destroys Plurality

Liberalism destroys plurality in its attempt for unified humanity. 

Odysseos 08 ( Dr. Louiza Odysseos University of Sussex Department of International Relations, “ Against Ethics? Iconographies of Enmity and Acts of Obligation in Carl Schmitt’s Theory of the Partisan”, http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/5/4/2/1/pages254218/p254218-12.php, March 22, 2008)
A third objection, still, has to do with the imposition of particular kind of monism: despite the lip-service to plurality, taken from the market (Kalyvas 1999), ‘liberal pluralism is in fact not in the least pluralist but reveals itself to be an overriding monism, the monism of humanity’ (Rasch 2003: 136). Similarly, current universalist perspectives, while praising ‘customary’ or cultural differences, think of them ‘but as ethical or aesthetic material for a unified polychromatic culture – a new singularity born of a blending and merging of multiple local constituents’ (Brennan 2003: 41). One oft-discussed disciplining effect is that, politically, the ethics of a universal humanity shows little tolerance for what is regarded as ‘intolerant’ politics, which is any politics that moves in opposition to its ideals, rendering political opposition to it illegitimate (Rasch 2003: 136). This is compounded by the fact that liberal ethical discourses are also defined by a claim to their own exception and superiority. They naturalise the historical origins of liberal societies, which are no longer regarded as ‘contingently established and historically conditioned forms of organization’; rather, they ‘become the universal standard against which other societies are judged. Those found wanting are banished, as outlaws, from the civilized world. Ironically, one of the signs of their outlaw status is their insistence on autonomy, on sovereignty’ (ibid.: 141; cf. Donnelly 1998).

Impact: Plan Justifies Annihilation

Without defining the enemy, the other is rendered inhuman - this justifies annihilation

Odysseos 08 ( Dr. Louiza Odysseos University of Sussex Department of International Relations, “ Against Ethics? Iconographies of Enmity and Acts of Obligation in Carl Schmitt’s Theory of the Partisan”, http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/5/4/2/1/pages254218/p254218-12.php, March 22, 2008)
‘Humanity as such’, Schmitt noted, ‘cannot wage war because it has no enemy’, (1996a: 54), indicating that humanity ‘is a polemical word that negates its opposite’ (Kennedy 1998: 94; emphasis added). In The Concept of the Political Schmitt argued that humanity ‘excludes the concept of the enemy, because the enemy does not cease to be a human being’ (1996a: 54). However, in his 1950 book with an international focus, The Nomos of the Earth, Schmitt noted how only when ‘man appeared to be the embodiment of absolute humanity, did the other side of this concept appear in the form of a new enemy: the inhuman’ (2003a: 104). It becomes apparent that, historically examined, the concept of humanity engenders a return to a ‘discriminatory concept of war’, by which Schmitt meant that it reintroduces the legitimacy and need for substantive causes of justice in war (Schmitt 2003b: 37-52). This in turn disallows the notion of justus hostis, of a ‘just enemy’ – explored in section three – associated with the notion of non-discriminatory interstate war which took the shape of guerre en forme (Schmitt 2003a: 142-144). The concept of humanity, therefore, shatters the formal concept of justus hostis, allowing the enemy to now be designated substantively as an enemy of humanity as such. This leaves the enemy of humanity with no value and open to dehumanisation and political and physical annihilation (Schmitt 2004: 67). In discussing the League of Nations, Schmitt highlights that, compared to the kinds of wars that can be waged on behalf of humanity, the interstate European wars from 1815 to 1914 in reality were regulated; they  were bracketed by the neutral Great Powers and were completely legal  procedures in comparison with the modern and gratuitous police actions  against violators of peace, which can be dreadful acts of annihilation (Schmitt  2003a: 186). Enemies of humanity cannot be considered ‘just and equal’. Moreover, they cannot claim neutrality: one cannot remain neutral in the call to be for or against humanity or its freedom; one cannot, similarly, claim a right to resist or defend oneself, in the sense we understand this right to have existed in the international law of Europe (the jus publicum Europeaum). Such a denial of self-defence and resistance ‘can presage a dreadful nihilistic destruction of all law’ (ibid.: 187). When the enemy is not accorded a procedural justice and formal equality, the notion that peace can be made with him is unacceptable, as Schmitt detailed through his study of the League of Nations, which had declared the abolition of war, but in rescinding the concept of neutrality only succeeded in the ‘dissolution of “peace”’ (ibid.: 246). It is with the dissolution of peace that total wars of annihilation become possible, where ‘the other’ cannot be assimilated, or accommodated, let alone tolerated: the friend/enemy distinction is not longer taking place with a justus hostis but rather between good and evil, human and inhuman, where ‘the negative pole of the distinction is to be fully and finally consumed without remainder’ (Rasch 2003: 137). 
Impact: No Reciprocation = War

If tolerance is not reciprocal, this results in military response. 
Brown, 06 (Wendy, Prof Poli Sci, UC Berkeley, Regulating Aversion: Tolerance in an Age of Identity and Empire).  

Tolerance as a political practice is always conferred by the dominant, it is always a certain expression of domination even as it offers protection or incorporation to the less powerful, and tolerance as an individual virtue has a similar asymmetrical structure. The ethical bearing of tolerance is high-minded, while the object of such high-mindedness is inevitably figured as something more lowly. Even as the outlandish, wrongheaded, or literal outlaw is licensed or suffered through tolerance, the voice in which tolerance is proffered contrasts starkly with the qualities attributed to its object. The pronouncement "I am a tolerant man" conjures seemliness, propriety, forbearance, magnanimity, cosmopolitanism, universality, and the large view, while those for whom tolerance is required take their shape as improper, indecorous, urgent, narrow, particular, and often ungenerous or at least lacking in perspective. Liberals who philosophize about tolerance almost always write about coping with what they cannot imagine themselves to be: they identify with the aristocrat holding his nose in the agora, not with the stench. Historically and philosophically, tolerance is rarely argued for as an entitlement, a right, or a naturally egalitarian good in the ways that liberty generally is. Rather, one pleads for tolerance as an incorporative practice that promises to keep the peace through such incorporation. And so the subterranean yearning of tolerance-for a universally practiced moderation that does not exist, a humanity so civilized that it would not require the virtue of tolerance-sits uneasily with the normative aspect of tolerance that reaffirms the characterological superiority of the tolerant over the tolerated. Attention to these rhetorical aspects of tolerance suggests that it is not simply asymmetrical across lines of power but carries caste, class, and civilizational airs with it in its work. This chapter scrutinizes that conveyance by considering the logic of tolerance as a civilizational discourse. The dual function of civilizational discourse, marking in general what counts as "civilized" and conferring superiority on the West, produces tolerance itself in two distinct, if intersecting, power functions: as part of what defines the superiority of Western civilization, and as that which marks certain non-Western practices or regimes as intolerable. Together, these operations of tolerance discourse in a civilizational frame legitimize liberal polities' illiberal treatment of selected practices, peoples, and states. They sanction illiberal aggression toward what is marked as intolerable without tarring the "civilized" status of the aggressor. Shortly after September 11th, George W. Bush asserted: "Those who hate all civilization and culture and progress . . . cannot be ignored, cannot be appeased. They must be fought. "Tolerance, a beacon of civilization, is inappropriately extended to those outside civilization and opposed to civilization; violence, which tolerance represses, is the only means of dealing with this threat and is thereby self-justifying. When this statement is paired with remarks in February 2002, in which Bush declared the United States to have a "historic opportunity to fight a war that will not only liberate people from the clutches of barbaric behavior but a war that can leave the world more peaceful in the years to come,"3 it is not difficult to see how an opposition between civilization and barbarism, in which the cherished tolerance of the former meets its limits in the latter (limits that also give the latter its identity), provides the mantle of civilization, progress, and peace as cover for imperial militaristic adventures. If being beyond the pale of civilization is also to be what civilization cannot tolerate, then tolerance and civilization not only entail one another but mutually define what is outside of both and together constitute a strand in an emerging transnational governmentality. To be uncivilized is to be intolerable is to be a barbarian, just as to declare a particular practice intolerable is to stigmatize it as uncivilized. That which is inside civilization is tolerable and tolerant; that which is outside is neither. This is how, even amid plural definitions of civilization, the discourse of tolerance recenters the West as the standard for civilization, and how tolerance operates simultaneously as a token of Western supremacy and a legitimating cloak for Western domination. 

Impact: Moral Status = War 

Creating moral status for the other is an expression of universal liberalism, this leads to war.

Bishai and Behnke 07 (Linda S. Bishai is Senior Program Ofﬁcer in the Education Program at the United States Institute of Peace where she focuses on university education in international relations, conﬂict resolution, human rights and peace studies. Andreas Behnke is a Lecturer in the Department of Politics and International Relations at the University of Reading.  Writing in The international political thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror Liberal War and the Crisis of Global Order pg 120-121)

As Gary Ulmen has pointed out, for Schmitt, the ‘key to the concept of the Political is ... not enmity but the distinction itself’ (Ulmen 1987: 189). The political is therefore based on the reality of difference and of plurality in international society. One should not exaggerate this point and romanticize this reality too much. Neither identity nor difference can claim moral or ethical priority as such. Hence, no moral privilege can be assigned to the ‘other’, as some ‘post-modern’ ethics have tried to do. The main concern for realists like Schmitt is instead to limit the inherent violence in a system of difference that has no recourse to a higher political, judicial or moral authority. Irreconcilable differences abound, and violence is thus a systemic condition, always implicated in the decisions between self and other, friend and enemy, and always a potentiality in the relations between these entities. For Schmitt, the distinction between friend and enemy establishes a limit for conﬂict by associating it with what William Connolly has called ‘agonistic respect’ (Connolly 1994: 166–167). In Schmitt’s terms, ‘according to traditional international law, war ﬁnds its right, its honour and its dignity in the fact that the enemy is no pirate and no gangster, but a “state” and a “subject of international law”’ (Schmitt 1988: 48–49). The recognition of sovereign equality, and the concomitant recognition that the only universally acceptable norm is the absence of universal norms, imposes a modicum of restraint upon the exercise of violence, as it divests states of morality and truth as legitimizing resources. Again, if ‘agonistic respect’ sounds too romantic in this context, one might justify the restraint imposed upon the exercise of force against other states by the prudent recognition that ‘our’ ideas, values and principles may not be the solution to the problems in other places. Moreover, and in regard to the liberal fondness for liberating ‘oppressed’ people, the right of self-determination that is at the heart of the democratic entitlement vests in none other than the people, and ... it is they – not some foreign power that they have similarly not elected – who must determine their own destiny. (Byers and Chesterman 2000: 291) Against this, liberalism identiﬁes violence as the by-product of the continued presence of ‘otherness’ in the international system. Consequently, instead of limitation, its goal is elimination. Or more precisely, perhaps, violence is to be ‘channelled’ so as to abolish itself, by reserving the legitimate right to exercise it to liberal democracies. Violence becomes justiﬁed and legitimate when it is used by these states to eradicate its own sources, that is, the presence of ‘otherness’. At best, non-democratic regimes can hope for toleration – itself a form of ontological violence (Connolly 1994: 43) – by democratic states. Ultimately, however, their presence, which keeps history from fulﬁlling itself, needs to be terminated. Accordingly, war takes on a different notion. For realists, it is the extension of the political, an expression of a systemic condition in which irreconcilable differences might have to be settled by force. In the absence of an authority to decide the justness of such causes, war is purely instrumental in settling the score. For liberals, war becomes discriminatory, as it is legitimate when exercised by the ‘right’ agents for the sake of democracy and peace. War on the other hand deteriorates into pure aggression and criminality when conducted by the ‘other’. Given that the ‘other’ is the source of residual conﬂict and violence in the international system, war is ultimately about the eradication of ‘otherness’, not about the settling of scores between different entities. As long as this is not accomplished, war is but suspended. The distinction between war and peace therefore becomes blurred, as the presence of the ‘other’ constitutes a permanent threat. Peace and peaceful means of diplomacy and statecraft become the extension of war, as the imminent end of history and the coming of a ‘world of liberal states’ can afford no lasting peace and recognition of the ‘other’. If the realists have it right, we can expect the world to continue to offer resistance to this liberal eschatology. The problem with this is that it will most likely simply make liberalism double its efforts and raise the level of violence further. As long as war is exercised for the sake of the ascetic ideal of its own abolition, it will continue to eliminate its limits. 

Impact: Total Destruction

Warfare strategy focuses on liberal universalism and absolute enmity, guaranteeing total destruction. 

Thorup, 06 – (Mikkel, Ph.D. dissertation @ the Institute of Philosophy and the History of Ideas, January, 2006, “In Defence of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism,” p. 118-120)
What makes this work interesting is that it can serve us as a way to understand Schmitt’s simultaneous critique and fascination of liberal internationalism, in particular the American ‘new imperialism’. European international law was, according to Schmitt, based, inscribed or grounded in earth, territory, boundaries drawn on the land and, ultimately, on the division into states. From this, as we have already seen, derives the real, the contained, the most peaceful available kind of law, war and enmity. The Europe of land-based law is the classical epoch, the era of the jus publicum Europaeum, where Europe writes the law. This state of (idyllized) international relations is disrupted, when Britain turns to the sea. We get what we could call the maritime borderland, which is incomparably stronger to repress, codify and fill with statehood than the continental land mass. A split is introduced in Europe. Law based on land develops, according to Schmitt, a codified war, a contained enmity, where state confronts state, each with a regularized army. Only the fighting armies are in principle enemies and the civilian population is considered beyond the fightings. This is the scene of the conventional enmity. But once a dominant power turns to the sea, all this changes, because the sea is a stateless space, which renders the interstate containment of enmity impossible (2003b: 382). Britain initiates a ‘space revolution’ in its choice of the sea (1981: 54-7). Out of Britain’s maritime dominance (in the hunt to fill the non-European borderland with colonial dominance, which shows that the non-European world beyond the line was both precondition and destroyer of the Eurocentric order), the absolute enmity re-emerges. The sea is a natural borderland. It isn’t owned by anyone, it defies proper institutionalization or demarcation and it evades being filled with infrastructural power. The sea resists the state. The sea, then, offers another law, another organizational, political and juridical modus operandi, which stands in direct opposition to the state or land based order. In the years 1588-1688 the island of England detaches itself from mainland Europe and becomes the metropolis of an overseas world empire and the creator of the industrial revolution, all this without attaining the continental state characteristics (1985: 66-7). Free trade, industry and safe passage became catchwords of a new universalist-liberal world order, which breaks down the line separating Europe from the rest of the world. A line which used to be defined, according to what Schmitt considered substantial notions of similarity and equality, rather than the new functionalist and internationalist notions of a one world (market). The paradigmatic war of the state/land order is the clash on the battlefield. The paradigmatic war of the maritime order is the sea war. Inherent in the two are, according to Schmitt, completely different concepts and realities of both war and enmity. In the sea war the war effort is also directed against the trade and economics of the enemy. This makes civilians and neutrals direct participants in the war (1981: 87-8; 1995c-e; 1995f: 253-9): “The British sea war is total in its capacity for a total enmity. It knows, like only one of the great world historical arts of war, how to mobilize religious, ideological, psychological and moral force” (1994k: 271). The war is not won through a decisive battle but by starving and exhausting the enemy: Blockade, economic pressure, sanctions. Sea war is, according to Schmitt, the first liberal war and its implicit logic is a ‘space-abolishing universalism’ (1995d: 390),34 which, in Schmitt’s understanding, is the first reappearance of the borderland in Europe. The British are, according to Schmitt, not even principally against exodus, against moving their nation elsewhere, which shows the same kind of lack of attachment to the land, as he thought to discover in Protestants who could erect their industry anywhere (1995c: 421). Schmitt’s narrative is based on the presumption of benign limitation, that is, of the moderating effects of being embedded in a particular, limited context and the dangers of universalist disembedding; and on a very selective reading of the history of warfare, which dramatizes the difference between land and sea warfare. This is important to bear in mind, as much of the strength of Schmitt’s argument is preconditioned upon this difference, but I’ll argue that his critique can be uphold and developed without this questionable real-historical foundation. The return of absolute enmity threatens to destroy European interstate law and thereby the containment of war inherent in the paradigm. The enemy is no longer the concrete other on the battlefield but is on the contrary being portrayed as the enemy of humanity. As the battlefield shifts to the sea, the constraints of enmity are abolished. The sea war reintroduces the private contractor of violence, which the nation state had incorporated and conquered as a precondition for its sovereign status. Privateers, freebooters and pirates with semi-public authorization enter the war, blurring the boundary between combatant and civilian on the side of both perpetrator and victim. It is also highly significant that the turn to the sea wasn’t a state decision but a move initiated by whalers, privateers, adventurers and trade companies (1981: 29-44; 1995c: 412-4). The former divide between enemy and criminal, combatant and civilian/neutral, war and policing, ultimately between war and peace dissolves. The enemy is criminalized, which again leads to interventions described as police actions or punitive expeditions. The legitimization of war goes from being described in terms of state interest to that of morality. This is no sign of progress in Schmitt’s theory. The new sea- based warfare (which is, of course, also conducted on land, it’s a general mode of war) requires a new concept of enmity to justify its means of combat: The concept of ‘enemy of humanity’ is, according to Schmitt, utterly meaningless, as humanity as such cannot have an enemy, as he/she/they would then be effectively non-human. But the concept is still very useful politically- ideologically: “’Humanity’ is an especially useful ideological instrument for imperial expansions” (1996a: 55). One side is prosecutor, judge and executioner, whereas the other side is ‘enemy and criminal, vermin and criminal’ (1991b: 76). A new discriminatory concept of war emerges. The concept of enemy is lifted from the concrete confrontation; the aim of the war is no longer just the defeat of a present and actual enemy; the interested parties in the conflict are no longer two or a few more states; the battlefield is no longer geographically contained and the duration of the war is no longer temporally contained; the war is now a just war, the enemy a global criminal and the war aim suddenly “concerns the whole world and is of global significance: It is about naming the political opponent as a criminal who acts against the interest of the whole world and who is the last barrier before world peace” (2005c: 664). To invoke humanity is to occupy a universal concept and thereby immunize one’s own position and defame that of the other. Schmitt is fond of quoting Proudhon, who allegedly said: “Whoever invokes humanity wants to cheat” (1996a: 55). This change in operative enmities makes war more not less likely. It provides new possibilities for ‘international hostis-declarations’ and it “legitimates and sanctions some kinds of wars” (1996a: 52 & 57) As Schmitt says in the closing lines of Der Begriff des Politischen, we have seen the introduction of: ... a new, essentially pacifist vocabulary, which no longer knows war but now only executions, sanctions, punitive expeditions, pacifications, protection of treaties, international police, arrangements to secure the peace. The adversary is no longer called the enemy but instead breaker or disturber of the peace, hors-la-loi and hors l’humanité, and a war waged to protect and expand positions of economic power must, through the use of propaganda, be turned into a ‘crusade’ and to ‘the last war of humankind’. This is required in the astonishingly systematic and consequent polarity of ethics and economics. But this apparently unpolitical and even anti-political system too serves either existing or newly emerging friend/enemy groupings and cannot escape the logic of the political. (1996a: 77-8)

Impact: War = Inevitable

War is inevitable as long as there are different value systems amongst countries. 

Rasch, 03 (Cultural Critique 54 (2003) 120-147, William Rasch is the Henry H. H. Remak Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University,  Human Rights as Geopolitics  Carl Schmitt and the Legal Form of American Supremacy). 
In the past, we/they, neighbor/foreigner, friend/enemy polarities were inside/outside distinctions that produced a plurality of worlds, separated by physical and cultural borders. When these worlds collided, it was not always a pretty picture, but it was often possible to maintain the integrity of the we/they distinction, even to regulate it by distinguishing between domestic and foreign affairs. If "they" differed, "we" did not always feel ourselves obliged to make "them" into miniature versions of "us," to Christianize them, to civilize them, to make of them good liberals. Things have changed. With a single-power global hegemony that is guided by a universalist ideology, all relations have become, or threaten to become, domestic. The inner/outer distinction has been transformed into a morally and legally determined acceptable/unacceptable one, and the power exists (or is thought to exist), both spiritually and physically, to eliminate the unacceptable once and for all and make believers of everyone. The new imperative states: the other shall be included. Delivered as a promise, it can only be received, by some, as an ominous threat. In his The Conquest of America, Tzvetan Todorov approaches our relationship to the "other" by way of three interlocking distinctions, namely, self/other, same/different, and equal/unequal. A simple superposition of all three distinctions makes of the other someone who is different and therefore unequal. The problem we have been discussing, however, comes to light when we make of the other someone who is equal because he is essentially the same. This form of the universalist ideology is assimilationist. It denies the other by embracing him. Of the famous sixteenth-century defender of the Indians, Bartolomé de Las Casas, Todorov writes, [his] declaration of the equality of men is made in the name of a specific religion, Christianity.... Hence, there is a potential danger of seeing not only the Indians' human nature asserted but also their Christian "nature." "The natural laws and rules and rights of men," Las Casas said; but who decides what is natural with regard to laws and rights? Is it not specifically the Christian religion? Since Christianity is universalist, it implies an essential non-difference on the part of all men. We see the danger of the identiWcation in this text of Saint John Chrysostrom, quoted and defended at Valladolid: "Just as there is no natural difference in the creation of man, so there is no difference in the call to salvation of all men, barbarous or wise, since God's grace can correct the minds of barbarians, so that they have a reasonable understanding."  Once again we see that the term "human" is not descriptive, but evaluative. To be truly human, one needs to be corrected. Regarding the relationship of difference and equality, Todorov concludes, "If it is [End Page 139] incontestable that the prejudice of superiority is an obstacle in the road to knowledge, we must also admit that the prejudice of equality is a still greater one, for it consists in identifying the other purely and simply with one's own 'ego ideal' (or with oneself)" (1984, 165). Such identification is not only the essence of Christianity, but also of the doctrine of human rights preached by enthusiasts like Habermas and Rawls. And such identification means that the other is stripped of his otherness and made to conform to the universal ideal of what it means to be human. And yet, despite—indeed, because of—the all-encompassing embrace, the detested other is never allowed to leave the stage altogether. Even as we seem on the verge of actualizing Kant's dream, as Habermas puts it, of "a cosmopolitan order" that unites all peoples and abolishes war under the auspices of "the states of the First World" who "can afford to harmonize their national interests to a certain extent with the norms that define the halfhearted cosmopolitan aspirations of the UN" (1998, 165, 184), it is still fascinating to see how the barbarians make their functionally necessary presence felt. John Rawls, in his The Law of Peoples (1999), conveniently divides the world into well-ordered peoples and those who are not well ordered. Among the former are the "reasonable liberal peoples" and the "decent hierarchical peoples" (4). Opposed to them are the "outlaw states" and other "burdened" peoples who are not worthy of respect. Liberal peoples, who, by virtue of their history, possess superior institutions, culture, and moral character (23-25), have not only the right to deny non-well-ordered peoples respect, but the duty to extend what Vitoria called "brotherly correction" and Habermas [called] "gentle compulsion" (Habermas 1997, 133). That is, Rawls believes that the "refusal to tolerate" those states deemed to be outlaw states "is a consequence of liberalism and decency." Why? Because outlaw states violate human rights. What are human rights? "What I call human rights," Rawls states, "are ... a proper subset of the rights possessed by citizens in a liberal constitutional democratic regime, or of the rights of the members of a decent hierarchical society" (Rawls 1999, 81). Because of their violation of these liberal rights, nonliberal, nondecent societies do not even have the right "to protest their condemnation by the world society" (38), and decent peoples have the right, if necessary, to wage just wars against them. Thus, liberal societies are not merely contingently established and historically conditioned forms of organization; they become the universal standard against which other societies are judged. Those found wanting are banished, as outlaws, from the civilized world. Ironically, one of the signs of their outlaw status is their insistence on autonomy, on sovereignty. 

Alternative

Leaving the space open for politics as conflict is critical to emancipatory change. 

Thorup, 06 – Ph.D. dissertation @ the Institute of Philosophy and the History of Ideas (Mikkel, January, 2006, “In Defence of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism,” p. 47-9)
Politics as technique is the instrument of the given order and operates in its liberal form (but there are also others) through rules, the differentiation between political and non-political issues, the administration of things etc. The endeavour of politics as technique is to replace the political confrontation and decision with technical automation. The worst that can happen within this register is the politicization of an issue: It pollutes and disturbs the ‘natural’ workings of things. Politics as conflict is the critique of this order and not least of its self-legitimization as natural, neutral, in agreement with the societal and economic conditions, just, peaceful etc. Politics as conflict insists exactly on society’s continued conflictuality between classes, sexes, citizens and foreigners etc. It denies that the ‘walls of separation’ (Walzer 1984) are neutrally drawn, that they are only the most practical and efficient way to organize a complex modern society. Politics as conflict insists that the drawing of lines between state and society, the political and the non-political etc. are ideological rather than practical; it is conditional upon the relative strength of social actors rather than upon the logic of the given. The lines have been drawn with specific purposes and to further particular(istic) interests. Perhaps the most famous version of this is Marx’s critique of political economy but one finds it in many forms including Schmitt’s critique of liberalism. Politics as technique is the operation of the settled order of things; politics as conflict is the disruption of order; the first is administration the latter is creation – maybe even creative destruction. This means that any incumbent power will have to use some form of politics as conflict to disrupt the existing order, the powers that be, whereas once in power it will have to use politics as technique to secure both its agenda and the continued possession and legitimization of power. Politics as technique is what makes the machine of society run; politics as conflict is the radical pressure through for example the movements of labour, women, civil rights, students, peace, the environment etc. that politicizes what was considered apolitical before. They force issues onto the political agenda and structure political oppositions on the basis of formerly held apolitical differences. They politicize what politics as technique then tries to re-depoliticize by bringing them within the existing order in a less radical form; this has given us for instance the representative democracy, universal suffrage and the welfare state. Another ‘classic’ depoliticization and pacification strategy is to take a particular demand with a particular content coming from a social or revolutionary movement, accommodating it, and thereby emptying the overall, disruptive and uncompromising demand (Žižek 1999d: 204). Politics as technique will always try to withstand the pressure and criticize politics as conflict for unnecessary polemics or disruption, that is, politicization – examples are the liberal critique of republicanism or populism (Riker 1982). This is also where we find some of the background for the critique of ‘demand overload’ and ‘crisis of democracy’, one of which had the saying subtitle ‘Report on the Governability of Democracies to the Trilateral Commission’ (Crozier, Huntington & Watanuki 1975, my italics). Politics as technique ensures the necessary societal stability, whereas politics as conflict provides the necessary political energy that hinders the system from stagnating. At one extreme you have a system grown tired and oppressive; at the other you have war or civil war. Politics as technique hinders political, societal and cultural drive. Politics as conflict hinders a functioning society; it cannot be the foundation for a society. Even the permanent revolution settles down and institutionalizes itself, which is the exact moment when the next critique needs to establish itself. In his Conditions of Liberty, Ernst Gellner provides us with an example of both the liberal view of politics and with its critique of hyper-politicization. In a discussion of why the Soviet Union collapsed, Gellner remarks upon Marxism’s ‘over-sacralization of the immanent’. Marxism sacralized all aspects of social life, making even work a public and political task. The Soviet society was permanently politically mobilized. But, as Gellner says, man “need to relax in profanity”, “a profane bolthole into which to escape during periods of lukewarmness and diminished zeal” Man needs privacy. Man “cannot stand perpetual intoxication with the sacred”, meaning, in this case, the political (1994; 40). Man needs to leave the political, the exalted, the public. This is what liberalism promises. Lastly, Gellner also gives us a more funny example of the difference between a society, which has institutionalized itself and a constantly self-revolutionizing society: “You might say that a real Civil Society is one which does not rechristen all its railway stations and boulevards and issue a new city plan each time the government changes” (1994: 136).

Alternative Solvency

Rejecting the affirmative’s call to eliminate distinction of the Other, prevents political exclusion from being pushed underground and causing limitless violence.  We advocate political division to limit and regulate violence.

Rasch 05 William, Henry H. H. Remak Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University Lines in the Sand: Enmity as a Structuring Principle South Atlantic Quarterly 104 (2) http://saq.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/104/2/253.pdf
Schmitt, then, starts from the premise of imperfection and acknowledges an ontological priority of violence. If, he reasons, one starts with the rather biblical notions of sin and guilt, not natural innocence, then homogeneity, being contingent, historical, and not the least natural, must be predicated on heterogeneity. That is, citizenship or participation or community must be constructed, not assumed, and can only be local, circumscribed, not global. One recognizes one’s own in the face of the other and knows the comfort of inclusion only as the necessary result of exclusion—though in modern, functionally differentiated society, those inclusions and exclusions may be multiple, contradictory, and not necessarily tied to place. ‘‘An absolute human equality,’’ Schmitt writes in his Crisis of Parliamentary Democracy, ‘‘would be an equality without the necessary correlate of inequality and as a result conceptually and practically meaningless, an indifferent equality. . . . Substantive inequalities would in no way disappear from the world and the state; they would shift into another sphere, perhaps separated from the political and concentrated in the economic, leaving this area to take on a new, disproportionately decisive importance.’’ 6 This, Schmitt’s, is not a popular sentiment, even if it echoes somewhat the Marxist distinction between a political and a social democracy, between a formal and substantial equality. But if one acknowledges that at least within modernity all inclusion requires exclusion, that inclusions and exclusions in addition to being unavoidable are also contingent and malleable, then rather than react with dismay, one might see in this ‘‘logical fact,’’ if fact it is, both the condition for the possibility of dissent and the condition for the possibility of recognizing in the one who resists and disagrees a fellow human being and thus legitimate political opponent, not a Lyon or Tyger or other Savage Beast. For it is not that exclusions are miraculously made absent once distinctions are not formally drawn. On the contrary, unacknowledged distinctions, and those who are distinguished by them, simply go underground, become invisible, and grow stronger, more absolute, in their violent and explosive force. When the retrograde and condemned distinction between the ‘‘Greek’’ and the ‘‘barbarian’’ becomes a simple, sanguine affirmation of humanity, this ideal affirmation actually turns out to be nothing other than a distinction drawn between all those who, by their right behavior, show themselves to be truly ‘‘human’’ and those who, alas, by their perverse dissent, have revealed themselves to be evildoers, to be ‘‘inhuman.’’ Deliberate, visible, ‘‘external’’ distinctions that demarcate a space in which a ‘‘we’’ can recognize its difference from a ‘‘they,’’ preferably without marking that difference in a necessarily asymmetrical manner, are to be preferred, in Schmitt’s world, to the invisible and unacknowledged distinctions that mark those who are exemplary humans from those who, by their political dissent, show themselves to be gratuitously perverse. For reasons, then, of making difference visible, Schmitt favors lines drawn in the sand, or, in the ‘‘mythical language’’ used in The Nomos of the Earth, ‘‘firm lines’’ in the ‘‘soil,’’ ‘‘whereby definite divisions become apparent,’’ and, above them on the ‘‘solid ground of the earth,’’ ‘‘fences, enclosures, boundaries, walls, houses, and other constructs,’’ so that the ‘‘orders and orientations of human social life become apparent’’ and the ‘‘forms of power and domination become visible.’’7 In Nomos, Schmitt describes the now much maligned and seldom mourned European nation-state systemas ‘‘the highest form of orderwithin the scope of human power’’ (187). Historically, the territorial state developed as a response to the religious civil wars of the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries. Once thought of as a unity called Christendom, Europe became fractured by the events of the Reformation and Counter- Reformation. The old asymmetrical distinction between believers and nonbelievers that governed the relationship not only between Christians and non-Christians, but also between Christian orthodoxy and heresy, now threatened to regulate the distinction between Catholics and Protestants. Yet, miraculously (one might be tempted to say), with the conclusion of religious warfare in 1648, a symmetrical relationship among the European nation-states prevailed—in theory, if not always in fact. It is this symmetrical ordering of internally differentiated Europe that Schmitt highlights. In effect—and Hobbes had already described it in these terms—the war of all individuals against all individuals in the state of nature, which perennially threatens to resurface within the state as civil discord, is elevated into a war of all states against all states in a second-order state of nature. In theory and practice, then, the individual is protected from arbitrary and irrational, because incalculable, violence by states acting as moral persons living in an unregulated but serendipitously achieved balance of power. We might best update Schmitt’s description of this order as an ideally anarchic, self-regulating coexistence of antagonistic powers, an emergent, horizontal self-organization of sovereign systems with no one system serving as sovereign over all the others—a plurality of states that refused to coalesce into one single state but rather achieved relative security without relinquishing autonomy. The ‘‘medium’’ of this self-organization was violence (war); yet, by virtue of mechanisms of reciprocity, by virtue, that is, of a similarly emergent self-regulation of violence called international law (the jus publicumEuropaeumofwhich Schmitt sings his praises), the conduct of warfare among European states was restrained and controlled. Thus, the nation-state way of organizing early modern Europe served as the katechon, the political as restrainer, establishing relative stability and peace to stave off chaos and civil war. How is this possible? Despite its internal self-differentiation, Europe still saw itself as a unity because of a second major distinction, the one between Europe and the New World, where New World denotes the entire non-European world, but especially the newly ‘‘discovered’’ regions of the globe following Columbus’s three voyages. This distinction was asymmetrical; on the one side we find Christianity and culture, on the other only pagan ‘‘barbarians.’’ How did Europeans mark this difference between a self-differentiated ‘‘us’’ and a homogenous ‘‘them’’? Through violence. Only now, violence was regulated hierarchically by the traditional ‘‘just war’’ doctrine. Schmitt clearly marks the difference between symmetrical and asymmetrical modes of warfare (thus the difference between warfare ‘‘this side’’ versus the ‘‘other side’’ of so-called amity lines that separated Old Europe from the New World) as the difference between wars fought against ‘‘just enemies’’ and those fought for a ‘‘just cause.’’ The former recognize a commonality among combatants that allows for reciprocity; the latter does not. Wars fought against enemies one respects as occupiers of the same cultural ‘‘space,’’ no matter how subdivided, allows for the desirable constraints on the conduct of war. Wars fought against infidels, pagans, and barbarians, whether these barbarians deny the one God, the laws of nature, the truth of reason, or the higher morality of liberalism, are wars fought against those who are not to be respected or accorded the rights granted equals.8 To be in possession of truth, no matter how much that truth is debated internally, allows one to stand over against the other as a conglomerated unity. This self-differentiated unity can assume the restrained and restraining order of civilization because it has inoculated itself against outbreaks of ‘‘natural’’ and lawless violence by displacing them in the NewWorld. America, as Hobbes and others imagined it, was the preeminent site of the feared state of nature; thus Europe was spared any recurrence of the civil wars that had previously ravaged it. What Schmitt describes as an enviable achievement—that is, the balanced order of restrained violence within Europe—presupposed the consignment of unrestrained violence to the rest of the world. That is, desired restraint was founded upon sanctioned lack of restraint. If Schmitt, by concentrating on the development of European international law after the religious civil wars, highlights an admirable local result of a disagreeable global process, this can be attributed to his explicit Eurocentrism. But even non- Eurocentrics may be dismayed by the twentieth-century reintroduction of unrestricted violence within Europe itself.The epitome of this return of the repressed may be the midcentury death camp, as Giorgio Agamben maintains, 9 but its initial breakthrough is the Great War of the century’s second decade. For how else can one explain that a traditional European power struggle that started in 1914 as a war fought for state interest should end in 1918–19 as a war fought by ‘‘civilization’’ against its ‘‘barbarian’’ other? And how else can one explain that we have been so eager to replicate this distinction in every war we have fought ever since? If, in other words, we are rightly horrified by the distinction between civilized and uncivilized when it is used to describe the relationship of Old Europe and its colonial subjects, and if we are rightly horrified by the distinction between the human and the in- or subhuman when it is used to discriminate against blacks, Jews, Gypsies, and other so-called undesirables, then why do we persist today in using these very distinctions when combating our latest enemies? Is it merely ironic or in fact profoundly symptomatic that those who most vehemently affirm universal symmetry (equality, democracy) are also more often than not the ones who opt for the most asymmetrical means of locating enemies and conducting war—that is, just wars fought for a just cause? But how are we to respond? For those who say there is no war and who yet find themselves witnessing daily bloodshed, Adornoian asceticism (refraining from participating in the nihilism of the political) or Benjaminian weak, quasi, or other messianism (waiting for the next incarnation of the historical subject [the multitudes?] or the next proletarian general strike [the event?]) would seem to be the answer. To this, however, those who say there is a war can respond only with bewilderment. Waiting for a ‘‘completely new politics’’ 10 and completely new political agents, waiting for the event and the right moment to name it, or waiting for universal ontological redemption feels much like waiting for the Second Coming, or,more accurately, for Godot. And have we not all grown weary of waiting? The war we call ‘‘the political,’’ whether nihilist or not, happily goes on while we watch Rome burn. As Schmitt wrote of the relationship of early Christianity to the Roman Empire, ‘‘The belief that a restrainer holds back the end of the world provides the only bridge between the notion of an eschatological paralysis of all human events and a tremendous historical monolith like that of the Christian empire of the Germanic kings’’ (60).One does not need to believe in the virtues of that particular ‘‘historical monolith’’ to understand the dangers of eschatological paralysis. But as Max Weber observed firsthand, ascetic quietude leads so often, so quickly, and so effortlessly to the chiliastic violence that knows no bounds;11 and as we have lately observed anew, the millennial messianism of imperial rulers and nomadic partisans alike dominates the contemporary political landscape. The true goal of those who say there is no war is to eliminate the war that actually exists by eliminating those Lyons and Tygers and other Savage Beasts who say there is a war. This war is the truly savage war. It is the war we witness today. No amount of democratization, pacification, or Americanization will mollify its effects, because democratization, pacification, and Americanization are among the weapons used by those who say there is no war to wage their war to end all war. What is to be done? If you are one who says there is a war, and if you say it not because you glory in it but because you fear it and hate it, then your goal is to limit it and its effects, not eliminate it, which merely intensifies it, but limit it by drawing clear lines within which it can be fought, and clear lines between those who fight it and those who don’t, lines between friends, enemies, and neutrals, lines between combatants and noncombatants. There are, of course, legitimate doubts about whether those ideal lines could ever be drawn again; nevertheless, the question that we should ask is not how can we establish perpetual peace, but rather a more modest one: Can symmetrical relationships be guaranteed only by asymmetrical ones? According to Schmitt, historically this has been the case. ‘‘The traditional Eurocentric order of international law is foundering today, as is the old nomos of the earth. This order arose from a legendary and unforeseen discovery of a new world, from an unrepeatable historical event. Only in fantastic parallels can one imagine a modern recurrence, such as men on their way to the moon discovering a new and hitherto unknown planet that could be exploited freely and utilized effectively to relieve their struggles on earth’’ (39). We have since gone to the moon and have found nothing on the way there to exploit. We may soon go to Mars, if current leaders have their way, but the likelihood of finding exploitable populations seems equally slim. Salvation through spatially delimited asymmetry, even were it to be desired, is just not on the horizon. And salvation through globalization, that is, through global unity and equality, is equally impossible, because today’s asymmetry is not so much a localization of the exception as it is an invisible generation of the exception from within that formal ideal of unity, a generation of the exception as the difference between the human and the inhuman outlaw, the ‘‘Savage Beast, with whom Men can have no Society nor Security.’’ We are, therefore, thrown back upon ourselves, which is to say, upon those artificial ‘‘moral persons’’ who act as our collective political identities. They used to be called states. What they will be called in the future remains to be seen. But, if we think to establish a differentiated unity of discrete political entities that once represented for Schmitt ‘‘the highest form of order within the scope of human power,’’ then we must symmetrically manage the necessary pairing of inclusion and exclusion without denying the ‘‘forms of power and domination’’ that inescapably accompany human ordering. We must think the possibility of roughly equivalent power relations rather than fantasize the elimination of power from the political universe. This, conceivably, was also Schmitt’s solution. Whether his idea of the plurality of Großräume could ever be carried out under contemporary circumstances is, to be sure,more than a little doubtful, given that the United States enjoys a monopoly on guns, goods, and the Good, in the form of a supremely effective ideology of universal ‘‘democratization.’’ Still, we would do well to devise vocabularies that do not just emphatically repeat philosophically more sophisticated versions of the liberal ideology of painless, effortless, universal equality. The space of the political will never be created by a bloodless, Benjaminian divine violence. Nor is it to be confused with the space of the simply human. To dream the dreams of universal inclusion may satisfy an irrepressible human desire, but it may also always produce recurring, asphyxiating political nightmares of absolute exclusion.

Alternative Solvency

Our alternative recognizes sovereignty of the enemy—this limits necessary warfare.

Brown 07 – Professor of International Relations at the London School of Economics and Political Science (Chris, “The International Political Thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror, Liberal War, and the Crisis of Global Order” 2007, Fellow in International Relations at the School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London, and also teaches Inter- national Relations at the University ‘L’Orientale’ in Naples, Italy p. 60-61)
The line of argument here is immediately, if superficially, familiar: Just War justifies escalation, feeds self-righteousness, legitimizes war – this is very much the contemporary critique of Just War thinking as presented, from different perspectives, by Booth and other critics. There is, however, an important difference; Schmitt does not dodge the Henny Youngman question. He is quite clear that there is an alternative normative and conceptual framework against which Just War thinking ought to be judged, and much of The Nomos of the Earth is devoted to defending this alternative and bemoaning its delegitimation by the sea-going Anglo-Saxons, who promote a conception of world order that has had the effect of reinstating the medievalism and extremism of the Just War. This alternative framework emerges from the development of the sovereign, territorial state in Europe, which involved a spatial disposition of the Continent that undermined the jurisdiction of the Catholic Church and the Empire. The political order is no longer committed to the preservation of God’s Order in the world, and the staving off of the reign of the Antichrist, but instead is based on Reason of State.4 The European princes create among themselves a jus publicum Europaeum, a secular legal order under which they recognize each other’s rights and interests, within Europe (the proviso here is crucial). Beyond the line, in the extra-European world, Europeans engage in large-scale appropriations of land, respecting neither the rights of the locals nor each other’s rights, but within Europe a different modus vivendi is possible. In the extra-European world appalling atrocities occur which would not happen, or at least ought not to happen, in Europe.5 As between European rulers within Europe, war became ‘bracketed’ – rationalized and humanized. Rather than a divine punishment, war became an act of state. Whereas in the medieval order the enemy must necessarily be seen as unjust (the alternative being that one was, oneself, unjust – clearly an intolerable prospect), the new humanitarian approach to war involved the possibility of the recognition of the other as a justus hostis, an enemy but a legitimate enemy, not someone who deserves to be annihilated, but someone in whom one can recognize oneself, always a good basis for a degree of restraint. This, for Schmitt, is the great achievement of the age, and the ultimate justification for – glory of, even – the sovereign state. [An] international legal order, based on the liquidation of civil war and on the bracketing of war (in that it transformed war into a duel between Euro- pean states), actually had legitimated a realm of relative reason. The equality of sovereigns made them equally legal partners in war, and prevented military methods of annihilation. (Schmitt 2003: 142) The new thinking about war also opened up the possibility of neutrality as a legal status; since war was no longer justified in accordance with a theological judgement based on notions of good and evil, it became possible for third parties to stand aside if their interests were not engaged. Equally, the ordinary subjects of belligerent rulers need not feel obliged to become emotionally engaged in the fray. War becomes a matter for sovereigns and their servants, civil and military; the kind of wider involvement that might be appropriate to a war between good and evil becomes strictly optional.6 Thus was established what Schmitt clearly regarded as a kind of golden age in European international relations, a golden age that would be sabotaged in the twentieth century by the United States, with the reluctant, ambiguous, assistance of the United Kingdom – two maritime powers whose commitment to the jus publicum Europaeum was highly qualified in the case of the UK, non-existent in the case of the US.

Alternative Solvency

Our alternative draws lines to avoid spaceless universalism that causes worse violence, exclusion and otherization. 

Odysseos 07 – * Senior Lecturer in International Relations at the University of Sussex, UK (*Louiza,  “The International Political Thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror, Liberal War, and the Crisis of Global Order” 2007 p. 128-129)
Schmitt had identified the jus publicum Europaeum with the advent of modernity, which he associated with the rise and dominance of the nation-state in European politics and jurisprudence. The collapse of this order, then, signalled the end of modernity and brought about epochal changes in the conduct of politics and war (Schmitt 1996; Zarmanian 2006). While he did ponder what new political forms would emerge from the ruins of the old order (see Schmitt 2003: 354–355; Luoma-aho, Chapter 2 in this volume), at the time of writing the Nomos Schmitt believed that international politics was still caught up in a ‘spaceless universalism’, a term which is still useful in capturing the current global situation today, despite claims that the end of the Cold War has meant a victory for the US leading to an American Empire (Cox 2003, 2004; see also Reid 2005). I would like to explore this ‘spaceless universalism’ under the heading of today’s cosmopolitanism and discuss some of the repercussions of its claim to ‘erase’ the lines or distinctions drawn by Westphalia and to promote the political idea(l) of a universal humanity. Schmitt had argued vehemently against the ‘spaceless universalism’ which followed the jus publicum Europaeum. The major public actors of the post-First World War order were unable and unwilling to draw lines and spatial distinctions, espousing instead normative and institutional ideals of a universal and absolute humanity.3 For Schmitt, the era of a ‘spaceless universalism’ transformed the notion of nomos ‘from a spatially concrete, constitutive act of order and orientation . . . into the mere enactment of acts in line with the ought’ (Schmitt 2003: 78), in other words, into a normativism that hesitates to draw distinctions and which is, as a result, unable to humanise war and enable (an albeit limited) peace despite its reliance on the discursive practices of ‘humanity’. Schmitt’s concern was that the political ideal of a common or universal humanity, first promoted by the League of Nations and subsequently by the United Nations (despite the UN Charter’s precarious compromise between promoting human rights and affirming state sovereignty and non-intervention), would not rid the world of exclusions. Schmitt’s analysis in the Nomos led him to argue that a certain ‘“dialectic” of inclusion and exclusion’ operated in each historical era; similarly, apportioning and dividing the earth served to concretise each political epoch, and was, therefore, at the basis of political order. Such exclusions and divisions should not be ignored or could not be easily rescinded, as was believed by the League of Nations (Rasch 2003: 121). The hesitation of the post-First World War era, and presumably our current reluctance, to draw such distinctions could be seen to be misguided, therefore: ‘[e]very new age and every new epoch in the coexistence of peoples, empires, and countries, of rulers and power formations of every sort, is founded on new spatial divisions, new enclosures, and new spatial orders of the earth’ (Schmitt 2003: 79). Rather, the unwillingness or inability to concretely draw lines would not entail their permanent erasure but, rather, might indicate the return of substantive conceptual distinctions that could lead to even more horrendous ‘otherings’ and exclusions, as is arguably occurring within the current environment of the War on Terror. Below, I examine certain cosmopolitan discourses particularly prevalent in international politics since 1989 and the ways in which the discourse of humanity perpetuates the aforementioned dialectic of inclusion and exclusion. Subsequently, I reflect on whether, and how, the War on Terror functions according to a similar dialectic: the creation of unity in the Western world, which is threatened and needs securing, and which excludes those whose assumed fundamentalist tendencies motivate them to act against ‘freedom’. The new lines drawn by this ‘spaceless universalism’ are conceptual and are only now, perhaps, finding their spatial expression. Conceivably, just as non-European space (and practices within this space) ‘functioned as the “environment” that guaranteed the overall unity and identity of the internally differentiated “system” that was Europe’ (Rasch 2003: 121), today lands which harbour ‘global terrorism’ might well begin to function as that ‘environment’ which maintains the overall unity of the ‘West’, mobilised by the fear of terror and its just war against it. Under these conditions, lines between self and other are, nevertheless, just as exclusionary and have, possibly, just as grave repercussions as did the lines drawn between self and other under the nomos of the earth.

Alternative Decreases Violence

Embracing conflict reduces despotism and violence. 

Thorup 06 (Mikkel Thorup, Assistant Professor, Ph.D, “In Defense of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism”, http://person.au.dk/fil/1125531/In_defence_of_enmity_-_pdf.pdf, 2006)

This is what we've been trying to show, using enmity as a central category, and taking political enmity as our point of departure. Not because political enmity is inherently benign, far from it. It comes with problems of its own, which liberal globalism is set on this earth to emphasize and criticize. The use of political enmity here is, so to speak, not political but scientific. Political enmity is a theoretical, not a real-historical, concept. It is implied in the logic of diplomacy, classical international law and regularized warfare and it has some relevance in actual events on the battleground, at least before industrialized warfare. But, this has been no exercise in nostalgia for a lost warrior ethics. Theoretically, we have to presuppose the political enmity, no matter how much it in actual practice has been contaminated by the other forms of enmity. Politically, it serves as a critical corrective and, perhaps, as a minimal utopia (as one of my fellow PhD-students called it); the best to hope for. Instead of the current liberal monopolization of legitimacy, we should perhaps learn to recognize "legitimate non-democratic regimes that have the authority to contain tensions but can also respect a minimum of social and political rights" (Hirst 2002: 8). Postmodern state or chaos and war are not the exclusive options of a global era. Most nonliberal regimes do not engage in continuous war-making; they do not sponsor terrorism or engage in constant repression. Most people, even in non-liberal regimes, do live good lives. l in an interview conducted by myself and Frank Beck Lassen, John Gray said: "People can live peaceful, productive, creative lives without a global liberal society" (Thorup & Lassen 2005: 12). This is the truth, which liberalism refuses to see. Paul Hirst (2002: 8) insists: "It is what regimes do that matters" and in this, liberal democracies may have less reason to claim moral superiority. Just as there is no necessary connection between liberalism and democracy, there is none between liberalism and pacifism. This is the illusion of liberalism, radicalized by liberal globalism. And it's the illusion we're attempting to undermine by insisting on the political nature of post-political liberalism. Politics as conflict is not inherently despotic or violent. That is just the liberal way of understanding and presenting it (like politics as technique is understood and described as inauthentic in much liberalism critique). Here, politics as conflict has served us as a counternarrative to a hegemonic politics as technique and as a way to see the workings within politics as technique of the exact same dangers, that is being delegated to politics as conflict, that IS, repression, exclusion, creation of 'others', war internally and externally. The liberal-humanitarian discourse becomes the language of intervention; and "thinking their interventions benign or neutral, they intervene more often than they otherwise might" (Kennedy 2004: 23); and often in areas and ways, which doesn't help the 'victims' intended. This is not to deny the need, often, of intervention of various kinds, and it is certainly no questioning of the humanitarian motive. The ideology critique of this text is not to seek the real, hard reason behind the soft spoken words but to take the humanitarian language and motivation serious and then to look critically at the implications of good intentions. It's my thesis that a not insignificant part of the problem lies in an insufficient understanding of power. David Kennedy says that the humanitarian blindness "often begins at the moment the humanitarian averts his eyes from his own power" (2004: 329, my italics). Humanitarians and liberal opinion-makers wield enormous power, also military power, but this goes unnoticed in and through the liberal-humanist discourse, which consistently cast off any appearance of own power and names power as evil.

Alternative Decreases Violence

The alternative reduces wars. Not all Others will be exterminated, war will only take place with those who pose risk. 

Noorani, 05 – Assistant Professor in the Department of Near Eastern Studies at the University of Arizona (Yaseen, 2005, “The Rhetoric of Security,” CR: The New Centennial Review, 5.1, p. 18-20)
In The Concept of the Political, first published in 1932, Schmitt develops the Hobbesian notion of the state of war always in effect among nations. On this basis, he distinguishes the “political” from other areas of human existence by its concern with the preservation of one’s existence as such. The agency that exists for the purpose of preserving existence is the state, and its means of fulfilling this purpose is its capacity to distinguish friends from enemies. Schmitt’s point of departure is the possibility that some alien group of people may at some time try to destroy the group of people to which I belong. In this case, normative considerations go out the window, and my group of people simply does whatever it can to preserve itself from extinction. According to Schmitt, self-preservation is a primordial fact out- side of moral normativity. War, the readiness of combatants to die, the physical killing of human beings who belong on the side of the enemy—all this has no normative meaning, but an existential meaning only, particularly in a real combat situation with a real enemy. There exists no rational purpose, no norm no matter how true, no program no matter how exemplary, no social ideal no matter how beautiful, no legitimacy nor legality which could justify men in killing each other for this reason. If such physical destruction of human life is not motivated by an existential threat to one’s own way of life, then it cannot be justified. (Schmitt 1996, 48–49) The idea here is that no end or objective having to do with the way we think things ought to be can justify dying and killing. We are only driven to these in cases of pure necessity, when we merely need to survive. For Schmitt, this non-normative condition of the state of war is the essence of the polit- ical, because the possibility of destruction at the hands of an enemy is always present and must therefore govern the nature of social organization and political authority. The problem with liberalism, in Schmitt’s view, is that it does not even take this foundational eventuality of politics into account in formulating its principles. Since liberal doctrine holds that individuals and nations may live peacefully by respecting each other’s autonomy, liberalism provides no incentive for organizing society so as to confront potential threats to it. Liberal principles endanger the nation by placing all value in individual liberty and rights and none in the requirements of national security. Indeed, liberal individualism has no means of demanding self-sacrifice from citizens for the sake of the nation. But most significantly, liberalism can only call upon individuals to participate in a war that claims to be moral and just, a war on behalf of humanity that supposedly aims at putting an end to war. “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” (Schmitt 1996, 54). The introduction of morality into the nonmoral realm of self-preservation makes matters worse, indeed vitiates the state of war entirely by condemning the enemy as an immoral and inhuman agency that must be exterminated. Such moral claims for prosecuting a war are designed to veil ulterior motives, such as greed,6 or indicate internal fissures in the state, the posturing of political parties to gain power through control of the govern- ment’s authority to wage war. This sort of political contestation within the state is for Schmitt the negative form of politics that must be eliminated by the repudiation of moral normativity in the political.7 “The justification of war does not reside in its being fought for ideals or norms of justice, but in its being fought against a real enemy” (49). Sheer existence is the only standard allowed, and protecting the existence of the nation/state is the only orientation politics can have. This ensures for Schmitt that only necessary wars will be fought and that wars will indeed be fought when necessary.

Alternative Decreases War

The West posits a culturally particular definition of what it means to be human.  This necessarily creates its opposite—the inhuman barbarian that refuses the liberal order.  Only abandoning the quest for a universal humanity can stop escalating wars.  

Rasch, 03 (Cultural Critique 54 (2003) 120-147, William Rasch is the Henry H. H. Remak Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University,  Human Rights as Geopolitics  Carl Schmitt and the Legal Form of American Supremacy). 

For Schmitt, to assume that one can derive morally correct political institutions from abstract, universal norms is to put the cart before the horse. The truly important question remains: who decides? What political power representing which political order defines terms like human rights and public reason, defines, in fact, what it means to be properly human? What political power distinguishes between the decent and the indecent, between those who police the world and those who are outlawed from it? Indeed, what political power decides what is and what is not political? Habermas's contention that normative legality neutralizes the moral and the political and that therefore Schmitt "suppresses" the "decisive point," namely, "the legal preconditions of an impartial judicial authority and a neutral system of criminal punishment" (1998, 200), is enough to make even an incurable skeptic a bit nostalgic for the old Frankfurt School distinction between affirmative and critical theory. One could observe, for instance, that the "universality" of human rights has a very particular base. As Habermas says: Asiatic societies cannot participate in capitalistic modernization without taking advantage of the achievements of an individualistic legal order. One cannot desire the one and reject the other. From the perspective of Asian countries, the question is not whether human rights, as part of an individualistic legal order, are compatible with the transmission of one's own culture. Rather, the question is whether the traditional forms of political and societal integration can be reasserted against—or must instead be adapted to—the hard-to-resist imperatives of an economic modernization that has won approval on the whole. (2001, 124) Thus, despite his emphasis on procedure and the universality of his so-called discourse principle, the choice that confronts Asiatic societies or any other people is a choice between cultural identity and economic survival, between, in other words, cultural and physical extermination. As Schmitt said, the old Christian and civilizing distinction between believers and nonbelievers (Gläubigern and Nicht-Gläubigern) has become the modern, economic distinction between "creditors and debtors" (Gläubigern and Schuldnern). But while affirmative theorists like Habermas and Rawls are busy constructing the ideological scaffolding that supports the structure of the status quo, what role is there for the "critical" theorist to play? Despite the sanguine hopes of Hardt and Negri (2000) that "Empire" will all but spontaneously combust as a result of the irrepressible ur-desire of the multitude, can we seriously place our faith in some utopian grand alternative anymore, or in some revolutionary or therapeutic result based on the truth of critique that would allow us all, in the end, to sing in the sunshine and laugh everyday? Do, in fact, such utopian fantasies not lead to the moralizing hubris of a Rawls or a Habermas? 16 In short, it is one thing to recognize the concealed, particular interests that govern the discourse and politics of human rights and quite another to think seriously about how things could be different, to imagine an international system that respected both the equality and the difference of states and/or peoples. Is it possible—and this is Todorov's question—to value Vitoria's principle of the "free circulation of men, ideas, and goods" and still also "cherish another principle, that of self-determination and noninterference" (Todorov 1984, 177)? The entire "Vitorian" tradition, from Scott to Habermas and Rawls, thinks not. Habermas, for instance, emphatically endorses the fact that "the erosion of the principle of nonintervention in recent decades has been due primarily to the politics of human rights" (1998, 147), a "normative" achievement that is not so incidentally correlated with a positive, economic fact: "In view of the subversive forces and imperatives of the world market and of the increasing density of worldwide networks of communication and commerce, the external sovereignty of states, however it may be grounded, is by now in any case an anachronism" (150). And opposition to this development is not merely anachronistic; it is illegitimate, not to be tolerated. So, for those who sincerely believe in American institutional, cultural, and moral superiority, the times could not be rosier. After all, when push comes to shove, "we" decide—not only about which societies are decent and which ones are not, but also about which acts of violence are "terrorist" and which compose the "gentle compulsion" of a "just war." What, however, are those "barbarians" who disagree with the new world order supposed to do? With Agamben, they could wait for a "completely new politics" to come, but the contours of such a politics are unknown and will remain unknown until the time of its arrival. And that time, much like the second coming of Christ, seems infinitely deferrable. While they wait for the Benjaminian "divine violence" to sweep away the residual effects of the demonic rule of law (Benjamin 1996, 248-52), the barbarians might be tempted to entertain Schmitt's rather forlorn fantasy of an egalitarian balance of power. Yet if the old, inner-European balance of power rested on an asymmetrical exclusion of the non-European world, it must be asked: what new exclusion will be necessary for a new balance, and is that new exclusion tolerable? At the moment, there is no answer to [End Page 143] this question, only a precondition to an answer. If one wishes to entertain Todorov's challenge of thinking both equality and difference, universal commerce of people and ideas as well as self-determination and nonintervention, then the concept of humanity must once again become the invisible and unsurpassable horizon of discourse, not its positive pole. The word "human," to evoke one final distinction, must once again become descriptive of a "fact" and not a "value." Otherwise, whatever else it may be, the search for "human" rights will always also be the negative image of the relentless search for the "inhuman" other.

Alternative Solves Case

Enmity creates respect for the other as an equal. 

Prozorov 06 (Sergei, Professor of International Relations at Petrozavodsk State University, Millennium – Journal of International Studies, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism, http://mil.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/35/1/75.pdf, 2006)
Contrary to frequent misunderstandings, Schmitt’s seminal critique of liberal pluralism is not itself anti-pluralistic, but rather aims at restoring, in the conditions of the monistic universalisation of the concept of humanity, the pluralism that is the ontological condition of the existence of international politics. As Schmitt famously argues in The Concept of the Political,41 the political world is, ontologically, a pluriverse not a universe, i.e. its pluralism is not something to be fostered through liberal institutional designs, but something that is always present from the outset, in the form of concrete, spatially delimited polities, and thus creates the very possibility of international politics as we know it: In a spiritual world ruled by the law of pluralism, a piece of concrete order is more valuable than any empty generalisations of a false totality. For it is an actual order, not a constructed and imaginary abstraction. … It would be a false pluralism, which played worldcomprehending totalities off against the concrete actuality of such plural orders.42 Schmitt’s concern with the liberal effacement of pluralism in the name of cosmopolitan humanity does not merely seek to unravel hypocrisy or ridicule inconsistency but has more serious implications in the context of the transcendental function of enmity that we have introduced above. For Schmitt, the ‘pluriversal’ structure of international relations accords with his political ontology that affirms the ineradicability of difference, from which, as we have discussed, Schmitt infers the ever-present ‘extreme possibility’ and the demand for the decision on the enemy. Moreover, the actual pluriversal structure of international relations satisfies the criterion of equality between the Self and the Other by precluding the emergence of a global hierarchy, whereby a particular ‘concrete order’ lays a claim to represent humanity at large. While this pluralism does nothing to eliminate the ‘most extreme possibility’ of violent conflict, it may be said at least to suspend it in its potentiality by retaining the possibility that the ‘existentially different and alien’ might not become the enemy simply by remaining outside the ‘concrete order’ of the Self and thus positing no actual existential threat. Moreover, as long as the boundary between the Self and the Other is present, there remains a possibility that whatever conflicts may ensue from the irreducible ontological alterity, they may be resolved on the basis of the mutually recognised sovereign equality of the Self and the Other in the domain of the international, which by definition is effaced by any political unification of humanity.43 Thus, for Schmitt ‘it is an intellectual historical misunderstanding of an astonishing kind to want to dissolve these plural political entities in response to the call of universal and monistic representations, and to designate that as pluralist’.44

Metaphors Don’t Solve

Metaphors only refuse the impossibility of universal humanity, not solve them.

Luoma-aho 2k (Mika, Assistant Professor of International Relations @ University of Lapland, Finland; "Carl Schmitt and the Transformation of the Political Subject," The European Legacy, Vol. 5, No. 5, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/713665528#preview)

Understood in Schmitt’s sense, the political is structured by a decision that transforms a diffuse net of con�flictual relations into a friend/enemy dualism.10 The concept of the political is not a theory of ideal politics, but a historical narrative of the human condition. Ever since men have practiced politics they have organized themselves as friends within a particular community—be it a tribe, church or state—and tried to preserve their identity against the threats of those who might want to destroy it. Every community able to distinguish its friends from its enemies and to mobilize against these enemies is, by definition, a political entity. In Schmitt’s argumentation, a political entity always presupposes the real existence of an enemy and therefore coexistence with another political entity. As long as, say, a state exists, there are always other states. A world state embracing global space and all humanity cannot exist; the political world is a pluriverse, not a universe.11 Schmitt deŽfines the enemy as the other or the stranger, with whom there is an ever present possibility of conflict.12 The political enemy is solely a public enemy because relations between collectives are necessarily public. The concept of enemy should be understood in its existential sense; not as a metaphor or a symbol, nor mixed or weakened by moral or economic conceptions.13 In Schmitt’s domain of economics there are only competitors, and in his moral or ethical world only debating adversaries. In Schmitt’s political world, however, there are existing groups of people that are real enemies to other groups of people. For Schmitt, this is the inescapable political condition.14 If understood in Schmitt’s sense, the political condition is not possible within a political entity; it applies only to “inter-entity” politics. Political distinction within a political entity, depending on the intensity of enmity, is civil war, i.e. dissolution of an organized political entity; internally peaceful, territorially enclosed and impenetrable to aliens. This gives Schmitt’s understanding of international politics a very specific meaning: it is by its nature the domain of enmity par excellence.15 Inside a political entity, internal order is imposed to pursue external conflict. To view a state as settled and orderly administration of a territory, concerned with organization of its affairs according to law, is to see only the stabilized results of conflict. It is also to ignore the fact that a state stands in a relation of enmity to other states; that it holds its territory by means of armed force.16

Enmity Not Permanent

Schmitt’s enemy is not an identity permanent label—it is politically determined to those that threaten us. 

Odysseos 02 – Senior Lecturer in International Relations at the University of Sussex, UK (Louiza “Dangerous Ontologies: The Ethos of Survival and Ethical Theorizing in International Relations” Review of International Studies, Vol. 28, No. 2 (Apr., 2002), pp. 403-418 Published by: Cambridge University Press, JSTOR, p. 411-413)
This antithesis revokes the notion of transcendence by restricting the occurrence of the state of nature to the moment when the political distinction between friend and enemy is made. For Schmitt, the distinction between friend and enemy is decided only in the extreme case, that is, it is an exception rather than the norm. The enemy is not omnipresent but can only be decided as an enemy if he poses an existential threat. The enemy, Schmitt writes, is 'the other, the stranger; and it is sufficient for his nature that he is, in a specially intense way, existentially something different and alien, so that in the extreme case conflicts with him are possible'.50 However, the enemy is not defined as every other one encounters in coexisting; on the contrary, Schmitt's reference to 'enemy' is to the public enemy, decided upon by the state and restricted to another collectivity. 'An enemy exists only when, at least potentially, one fighting collectivity of people confronts a similar collectivity.'51 The enemy is hostis, not inimicus, and, therefore, everyday political adversaries cannot be 'enemies'. The political antithesis of friend/enemy is only drawn when a distinct political entity is faced with the possibility of dying and of killing. By allowing the political to coalesce around the extreme case, Schmitt challenged the possibility of transcending the state of nature in international politics and, hence, called into question the very possibility that the liberal practice of law and the establishment of international institutions could promote peace and prevent war. If the state of nature can be transcended then 'the political' is threatened.52 The affirmation of the primacy of 'the political' in the extreme case eliminates, then, the possibility of transcendence. The impossibility of transcendence is further strengthened by the fact that, although every distinction draws upon other distinctions to reinforce itself, the political distinction remains autonomous. The friend/enemy distinction may be asserted without such recourse to the moral, the aesthetic, the economic, the religious: the state is able to distinguish who is the enemy solely by judging whether the other 'intends to negate his opponent's way of life and therefore must be repulsed'.53 Thus, 'the political' has an objective and autonomous nature in the thinking of Schmitt, such that it can distinguish and act with regard to the friend/enemy distinction without needing to refer to other antitheses, such as moral or aesthetic considerations. With regards to 'morality', moreover, 'the political' is conceived as the moment of decision between friend/enemy, which is exempt from all justifications, where there is 'justification by mere existence'.54 The existential threat of the enemy makes the political devoid of all other concerns: 'the political' does not need to justify its existence by reference to other concerns. It is justified by the mere existence of an existential threat. The enemy raises the question of whether the collectivity, the 'we', wants to take responsibility for its existence. Again, the affirmation of 'the political' animates and validates the responsibility to survive. It is the collectivity's continued survival that justifies, 'by mere existence', the possibility of physical killing. Once the decision is taken, the enemy's presence accentuates the fact that the political entity has a responsibility to survive. Again, it must be noted that survival is not merely existential but ethical.55 Since this existentially threatening moment is not embodied in an omnipresent enemy, as in Hobbes's thought, but rather is the exception to the rule, it cannot be transcended. It is important, at this stage, to note briefly that in IR Schmitt's thought has the view that survival is an existential concern. Yet, misreading Schmitt, political realists claimed that the existentially threatening other is that which evacuates 'the political' from any need for justification. Schmitt, inadvertently, enabled political realism to assume a stance against 'ethics', largely understood as morality. In thinkers influenced by Schmitt, such as Hans Morgenthau and Henry Kissinger,56 this presumed non-ethics became itself prescriptive in a prohibitive way: that the enemy is not to be accorded ethical significance.57 Extrapolating further, the realist conception became that, in international politics, 'the ethical' is a realm best left alone, lest it obscure the political decision of who the enemy is in the extreme case. Schmitt reinstated the state of nature by restricting its occurrence in the extreme case, that is, when a collectivity is faced with an existential threat, whence springs its responsibility to survive. For Schmitt, the autonomy of 'the political' is based on the recognition of the existentially threatening enemy, which brings to the fore the collectivity's responsibility to survive and by recourse to which the distinction between friend/enemy is drawn. In realism, however, the argument for the autonomy of the political distinction is taken to prescribe that 'the ethical' should not be allowed to obscure 'the political'. In political realism, then, the autonomy of 'the political', or 'the international', becomes divorced from its ethico-relational justification, namely, the state's responsibility towards the group's survival. To reiterate, Schmitt's refutation of the possibility of transcendence and his reformulation that 'the state of nature' occurs only in an extreme case, perpetuates and refines the ethos of survival as the mode of encountering and being with others at the interstate level. The ethos of survival as the relationality established by the acceptance of the dangerous ontology is discussed in greater detail below.

Perm Fails

The perm fails –universalization of values and recognition of enmity are mutually exclusive. 

Moreiras, 04 – Director of European Studies at Duke, (Alberto, 2004, “A God without Sovereignty. Political Jouissance. The Passive Decision”, CR: The New Centennial Review 4.3, p. 79-80, Project MUSE)
The friend/enemy division is peculiar at the highest level, at the level of the order of the political. This peculiarity ultimately destroys the under- standing of the political as based on and circumscribed by the friend/enemy division. The idea of an order of the political presupposes that the enemies of the order as such—that is, the enemy configuration that can overthrow a given order, or even the very idea of an order of the political—are generated from the inside: enemies of the order are not properly external enemies. This is so because the order of the political, as a principle of division, as division itself, always already regulates, and thus subsumes, its externality: externality is produced by the order as such, and it is a function of the order. Or rather: a principle of division can have no externality. Beyond the order, there can be enemies, if attacked, but they are not necessarily enemies of the order: they are simply ignorant of it. At the highest level of the political, at the highest level of the friend/ enemy division, there where the very existence of a given order of the political is at stake, the order itself secretes its own enmity. Enmity does not precede the order: it is in every case produced by the order. The friend/enemy division is therefore a division that is subordinate to the primary ordering division, produced from itself. The friend/enemy division is therefore not supreme: a nomic antithesis generates it, and thus stands above it. The order of the political rules over politics. The political ontology implied in the notion of an order of the political deconstructs the political ontology ciphered in the friend/enemy division, and vice versa. They are mutually incompatible. Either the friend/enemy division is supreme, for a determination of the political, or the order of the political is supreme. Both of them cannot simultaneously be supreme. The gap between them is strictly untheorizable. If the friend/enemy division obtains independently of all the other antitheses as politically primary, then there is no order of the political. If there is an order of the political, the order produces its own political divisions.

Universalism Fails

Universalism doesn’t escape dichotomies – it’s more repressive to the Other

Thorup, 06 – Ph.D. dissertation @ the Institute of Philosophy and the History of Ideas (Mikkel, January, 2006, “In Defence of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism,” p. 123-124)
At the end of the war and beyond, Schmitt developed a positive successor to the jus publicum Europaeum: The concept of Grossraum or Big Space,35 whose inner construction we needn’t elaborate upon here.36 Suffice to say that it becomes Schmitt’s substitute for the state and that its critical function is to serve as both a counter-weight and an alternative to the universalizing tendencies of the capitalist West and the communist East (1991c: 61, 82; 1994l; 1995d: 390; 1995g: 433; 1995h: 661). The political unit, the Reich, within a wider Grossraum becomes the substitute for the state as a territorial organization of force and law with the capacity for history making, that is, for conquest and domination, “the principal and creating great is no longer, like in the 18. and 19. centuries, states but Reichs” (1991c: 51). And as Mathias Schmoeckel (1994: 58) says: “Trough its plurality of Grossräume the Grossraum-order kept its political and moral dimension”;37 a plurality of regional powers respecting the boundaries of each other’s spheres of influence. It is an attempt to ground a new international law on territory, this time regional rather than national, but the main concern stays the same: To define borders and to stop universalizing tendencies. Commenting on Schmitt’s Grossraum-theory, we can agree with Ola Tunander, who says, that the universalist approach replaces the bipolar friend/enemy differentiation with a unipolar cosmos/chaos divide: “Paradoxically, however, this recognition of difference also implies a possible dialogue between these identities. By contrast, the universalist view denies the Other such a dialogue: because from this perspective, the Other does not exist as fundamentally different, with its own identity and its own Cosmos” (1997: 25). And this is the choice Schmitt asks us to make: Friend/enemy or cosmos/chaos. He is, of course, dishonest because the conventional friend/enemy distinction presupposed, according to his own theory, the distinction between a European cosmos and a non-European chaos. What is true in his theory is, however, the apparent shift from a international friend/enemy system organized in nation states to a globalist cosmos/chaos system organized in post-nation states versus the others.

Universality Fails

Universality is impossible – distinguishing the other is key to understanding the world. Eliminating the difference causes unlimited state violence.

Zarmanian, 06 – University of Milan (Thalin, “Carl Schmitt and the Problem of Legal Order: From Domestic to International”, Leiden Journal of International Law, 19 (2006), pp. 44-49)
This theoretical urgency was inspired by the growing Politisierung of German soci- ety brought about by Marxist, socialist, anarchist, pluralist, and rightist movements which, at the end of the nineteenth century, not only threatened the constitutional order of the German Reich, but questioned the very legitimacy of the state as such. Schmitt believed that it was the task of legal scientists, and especially constitutional- ists, to address these attacks and to investigate whether and how the state and its laws can produce order and provide constitutional and political stability.11 In his view, the legal scientists of his time had neglected this task. By equating the law with the will of the bearer of the ‘supreme power’ (ho ̈ chste Macht), identified with the state as a legal person, positivist Labandian12 Staatslehre had deprived both legal science and the state of their scope and meaning. In one of his first writings13 Schmitt pointed out that if the power of the murderer against his victim is the same as the power of the state against the murderer,14 then there is no need for legal science to investigate the lawfulness of the uses of power or to provide a distinction between legal and illegal facts. Any legal question would ultimately be solved through observation of mere facts instead of by argumentation. The state would make no sense and have no value, since the bearer of the supreme power would not need to formalize it into a coherent and public system of law. Instead, the bearer could simply act through force and imposition. Schmitt believed the theory which identified law with the will of the state as the bearer of supreme power to be flawed and inconsistent. The theory forgets that, without law, the very existence of a power beyond the individual is impossible. In a state of nature the only power is that which each individual wields over others. No one can impose his will indefinitely. One is limited to a certain number of other individuals, for a limited time, and one is always subject to opposition from others. Stable and general power (i.e., political power) exists only out of the state of nature, when a plurality of individuals co-operates to use (or not to use) their force according to a common principle. This is possible to the extent that individuals agree on the legitimacy of the use of such power – that is, on its being right.15 It follows, then, that outside the state of nature the fact of power is dependent on a value : it is not law which comes from power, but power which comes from the law. If every individual shared the same notion of rightness and legitimacy, there would be only one supreme power. There would be no need for legal science or the state, because there would be no disagreements about the essence of the law and therefore no need for its enforcement. Schmitt explained the existence of legal science and the state by the fact that, even though the idea of law (die Rechtsidee) on which the existence of any political power depends is necessarily one and universal, empirical reality reveals a plurality of conflicting political powers. The main task of legal science, therefore, is to analyse this obscure nexus between the idea of law and a plural empirical reality and to assess the sense of the state, which is intermediate between the idea and an orderless political reality. This task was partly undertaken by the organicist and the liberal theories de- veloped in the pre-war period and in the Weimar years. These theories had tried to overcome the problem of conflict among the various powers claiming legitimacy. Organicist legal thought16 was fostered by the German rightist and conservative movements (to which Schmitt is sometimes said to belong17), which believed that the German people (Volk) formed a unique organism, in the same way that organs form a single body. This was the result of natural laws (race or ‘natural’ geography) or, in its historicist and romanticist version, the laws of historical development, which also determine the will of the nation, as expressed by the state. According to such a historicist view, the laws of the state were legitimate, not because of the power of the state, but because the state is driven by the laws of necessity. Liberal theories, which were developed in Germany by the so-called Marburg school,18 tried to derive an idea of justice from the Kantian concept of liberty and the categorical imperatives of practical reason, which are universal and common to all humanity. From such premises, the members of the school tried to develop a system of ‘just laws’ which would bind all humanity. According to this perspective, the laws of the state were legitimate only to the extent that they reproduced such laws. According to Schmitt, both approaches – as different as they were in their objectives, methods, and contents – failed to account for the legitimacy of the state and its law. Their flaw was that they tried to find a univocal formulation of the idea of law, aiming at the perfect order outlined above. Schmitt remarked that this does not happen in empirical reality, which reveals no shared notion of justice or lawfulness. What is more, Schmitt demonstrated that, even if it were possible to develop a common notion of justice or law, there would still be room for conflict and disorder. Drawing on his first book,19 Schmitt insisted that in order to receive concrete application, any principle needs to take the form of a norm. The principle of justice, ‘respect thy neighbour’, cannot be applied unless one first defines what it means to respect, who should do so, who one’s neighbour is, and, most importantly, who shall decide these questions (quis iudicabit?). Even once the terms of the norm are defined, another predicament arises in regard to specific cases. In order to affect a plurality of individuals, norms need to be general, but their enforcement requires a connection of the specific case to these general norms, so that every judicial ruling has to determine whether one particular person was bound by that particular norm, whether the particular act they committed falls within the provision of that norm, and so on.20 In both cases, the relationship between the abstraction and the concrete case shows a ‘momentum of indifference’, that is, a lack of co-implication between the abstraction and the concrete case (‘zwischen jedem Konkretum und jedem Abstractum liegt eine unu ̈ berwindliche Kluft’21). This gap cannot be bridged by a principle of nature or rationale of necessity. The chasm definitely precludes, therefore, the possibility of a perfect order and entails a space of indeterminacy which creates room for indefinite plurality. The same conclusions about the impossibility of adjudicating legitimacy were shared by Schmitt’s great antagonist, Hans Kelsen (1881–1973). Kelsen also believed that legal science should forego the attempt to formulate a definition of legitimacy and sovereignty. His whole work is devoted to the attempt to ‘purify’ legal science from all the ‘subjectivist’ and ‘sociological’ elements which nineteenth-century legal science utilized in order to justify the existence and the value of the state and to build a theoretical system which would subject laws to irrational disputes with their value and meaning. In Kelsen’s view, jurists should not be concerned about the value of laws (and thus with their legitimacy), but only with their validity. This is a purely logical predicate which derives from their being referable to higher-ranking norms according to the so-called Stufenbau (construction by grades) up to a single basic norm (Grundnorm), which is a ‘transcendental presupposition’, a universal principle coaxing order. Therefore, to the extent that these norms are produced according to a legal process defined by higher-ranking norms, they should be regarded as valid, applied to concrete cases, and enforced – whatever their content and effect is. Schmitt denounced the theoretical failure of Kelsen’s attempt22 by pointing out the impossibility of legal science ignoring the problem of legitimacy. Kelsen himself, despite his claims of theoretical purity and neutrality, ended up making the same a-priori assumptions he tried to do away with. His system is, in fact, based on the assumption that the Grundnorm and all the norms deriving from it are immediately intelligible in the same manner to all humanity. In Kelsen’s version of parliament- arism, this turns into the assumption that every element of society is willing to accept the majority’s will, whatever its content, which is equal to assuming a perfect order as an ontological given. In addition to this, such an ontologically given order entails for Kelsen a universal normative value. As has recently been argued, such order consists of ‘peace’, which has a ‘normative priority over the realization of particular substantive ethical aims’.23 According to Schmitt, this apparently neutral proposition hides a bias towards the status quo and the bourgeois state. In Kelsen’s view, the concept of peace (i.e., order) is the ‘absence of unauthorized use of force’. Schmitt objects,24 saying that this conception does not take into account the possibility that the ‘authorized use of force’ – that is, the use of the state’s power (die Macht) – which derives from a simple numerical majority, can ever be harmful25 and that therefore opponents of the status quo can ever have the right to resistance. Schmitt, therefore, criticized Kelsen’s theory, not only because it incurs the same theoretical fallacies of organicist and rationalist theories, but also because by presuming order as given, it bypasses the problem of plurality. Schmitt noted that the political or social forces which began in the late nineteenth century to object to the very fundamental structures of the bourgeois system – often making use of ‘un- authorized use of force’ against the state – called upon the same idea of law on which such legal power is assumed to be founded and, as happened during the Weimar Republic, ‘So wirft im kritischen Moment jeder dem anderen Illegalita ̈ t vor, jeder spieltdenHu ̈terderLegalita ̈tundderVerfassung.DasErgebnisisteinlegalita ̈ts- und verfassungsloser Zustand’.26 According to Schmitt, such a clash between two or more contrasting concepts of legitimacy either creates a state of violence and disorder, in which the enforcement and exercise of any right becomes impossible, or, if a majority is strong enough to annihilate the minority, it makes use of the state power (Macht) to impose its own law. In the former case, law exists only in the jurists’ minds and books, while in the latter it appears as a mere theoretical disguise of power. Schmitt regarded both these results as unacceptable. According to him, legal science cannot simply disregard this call to law and in order to preserve its ‘pureness’ leave to ‘sociology’ the answers:‘Wennsie[formalistjurists]mitderBregru ̈ndung, daß die Jurisprudenz etwas Formales sei, nicht zur Sache kommen, so bleiben sie trotz allen Aufwandes in der Antichambre der Jurisprudenz’.27 Schmitt’s theoretical move was, therefore, to accept the challenge and to assume plurality, conflict, and chaos as ontologically given and to take charge of what Galli28 calls the ‘tragedy of modernity’29 – the fact that on the one hand, after the collapse of medieval Christian unity, an ultimate and uncontested foundation for legitimacy is no longer possible and that, on the other hand, such legitimacy is unavoidable for any order. What makes Schmitt’s thought unique and so interesting, then, is that it is entirely set within the modern tragedy but it looks at it from without.30 Unlike postmodernists, he never gave up seeking an Archimedean point – the legal order – in which the tension between the idea of law (die Rechtsidee) and empirical reality could converge. In order to do this, however, he had to renounce the legacy of modern juridical and political thought. He is therefore no realist, as Koskenniemi31 recently suggested by likening him to (the second) Morgenthau. Far from thinking that ‘law is a mere ratification of a concrete order’, he always argued that no order can exist if it is not shaped by law in the first place. He is no idealist, either, because he confronted every a-priori definition of justice or law. He is no formalist because, unlike Kelsen, he refused to recoil from empirical reality and to seek comfort in transcendental pureness. He is no anti-formalist either, because far from regarding ‘the question of valid law’ as ‘uninteresting’,32 he considered it central: as has been mentioned above, formalization is to him the means through which the idea of law can be transposed into empirical reality. Schmitt’s quest for the possibility of a legal order started, therefore, from none of those ‘fixed points’ – power, idea, form, and norm – from which modern political thought had moved to construct legal science. Having pointed out the unbridgeable chasm which separates them, he chose to start his quest for the possibility of a legal order from there – that is, from disorder.

Hierarchy Inevitable

Hierarchy is inevitable--Our alt doesn’t change that.  

Norman 09 (Emma R. Norman, University of the Americas Puebla, Mexico, Department of International Relations and Political Science, " Applying Carl Schmitt to Global Puzzles: Identity, Conflict and the Friend/Enemy Antithesis", http://works.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1000&context=emma_norman, September 4, 2009)
Since the resources possessed by the state in Schmitt’s time far outclassed the resources of internal communities, he believed that friend-enemy groupings formed on membership of a sovereign state would always be the strongest political entities capable of the most decisive use of political power. Competition between rival associations for the loyalty of the citizen dilutes the sense of belonging, and works to obscure rather than define a clear group identity. The allegiance an individual can demonstrate to any group is also diluted because which association commands one’s obedience is unclear. Yet when a state is exposed as unable to provide security to its  citizens, then Schmitt predicted that the rise of other, non-state centres of political identity and allegiance are likely, along with the rise of potential conflict between them. “If within the state there are organized parties capable of according their members more protection than the state, then the latter becomes at best an annex of such parties, and the individual citizen knows whom he has to obey.”29 This part of Schmitt’s argument anticipates that strain of IR theory that has vigorously debated the relationship between threats and national security in the post-9/11 period. Here I point in broad terms to a few other potential applications of Schmitt’s arguments which merit future examination. 
Friend/Enemy Distinction Inevitable

Friend/Enemy distinctions are inevitable 

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

The state will not lose power if competition continues

Thorup, 06 – Ph.D. dissertation @ the Institute of Philosophy and the History of Ideas (Mikkel, January, 2006, “In Defence of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism,” p. 235-7)
The globalization discourse in general and the liberal discourse in particular is riddled with an insufficient understanding of the modern state, its history, power and nature. One can highlight at least four simplifications, which help give the liberal globalization discourse its force and revolutionary appearance. Firstly, an exaggeration of the power of the modern state historically, where the theoretical definition as the legitimate and effective monopoly of violence is taken to be an accurate description of its practice. The question is how exclusive, legitimate and effective the control and power of the state over its territory actually was (Krasner 1995/6). This leads directly to the second simplification, which reduces the modern state to its Western form: The nation state (and this too is a reduction since it downplays a rich variety of how to be a nation state). This form with its alleged unity between people, territory and politics isn’t as obvious or natural as one is led to believe by the story of its dissolution. The story of the modern state is often told as the competition between a plurality of systems which the modern state won, effectively discarding all alternatives and universalizing one model. This is disproved with a look at the diversity of state forms but it’s a part of the equalization of the West and modernity, effectively devaluing both the Western and non- Western experience. Thirdly, an underestimation of the present state’s actual and potential power. The state still controls a large (and not diminishing) part of the GNP, it employs many people, provide multiple essential services from defence to health care, controls education, immigration and its own population, is party to an increasing number of international treaties, which each time effectually confirms its status etc. The state is a very lively dead, and there are few compelling signs that the successful states are actually losing a power they once possessed. The state never ruled absolute, even in its totalitarian form, but that is the presumption of the rhetoric behind the theories of state decline. This is explained by the fourth simplification, which employs a static and ahistorical understanding of the state, where every change is interpreted as a decline. As Linda Weiss says, in this globalization discourse “Any diminution in the importance of a particular policy tool is taken as evidence of a loss of state power” (1997: 18). These simplifications serve to dramatize the consequences of globalization, not least for the state. They are arguments for a break with the state paradigm. They are re-descriptions of the nation state, causing the appearance of a greater shift than otherwise to be expected. They are tools of depoliticization. They are not lies or deceits but more like paths one is led onto by the liberal approach. They present themselves as ways to further the liberal description. Depoliticization works by closing the field of options. In liberal globalization discourse this is done by stating quite categorically that there is only one (legitimate) answer to globalization; the rest is barbarism. As Benoist very precisely says: “Moralizing idealism overcomes the last resistance of a realism, described as cynical or perverse” (2002: 18). The choice is depoliticized and so are the opponents since their different choice is not accepted as a choice at all, let alone a legitimate one. But, because things are not given by and in itself, there is never only just one answer. It is the ultimate act of depoliticization to present it as such. The hyperglobalists and the transformationalists both depoliticize globalization by placing it beyond the realm of political choice. Admittedly, the transformationalists allow for a degree of freedom in the adaptation to the globalist paradigm but not in the basic tenets of globalization. It is part of my argument that there may be less of a distance between the hyperglobalists and the transformationalists than they both like to imagine. They basically share a post-nation state perspective and a dismissal of the political.

AT Schmitt = Nazi

Schmitt’s Nazism had no influence on his philosophy. 

Zarmanian, 06 – University of Milan (Thalin, “Carl Schmitt and the Problem of Legal Order: From Domestic to International”, Leiden Journal of International Law, 19 (2006), pp. 43)
Galli warns against the theses according to which, given the continuity between his Weimar years and Nazi years, Schmitt’s support for Nazism was the inevitable result of his theories of the Weimar period, since nothing in his work actually suggests a necessary transition from his anti-liberalism to totalitarianism and Nazism. Galli maintains instead that Schmitt’s Nazism was more a consequence of his personal than his intellectual history, and that during his Nazi years (1933–6) Schmitt did not actually produce any original work but rather used his previous output, properly revised and ‘decorated’, to please the new regime and to gain recognition as a Kronjurist within it. Nazism had little influence on Schmitt’s theoretical perspective, which also explains why his Nazi orthodoxy was contested even within Nazi circles and within the regime. Galli, supra note 1, at 839.

AT: Schmitt = Nazi

Don’t reject Schmitt because he was a Nazi - Nazism is no loger a threat. 

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

Within such a dogmatic scientistic context pretending to be ideologically neutral, history becomes straightjacketed as an ontogenetic reconstruction of the triumphal march of managerial-liberal thought. Particular categories developed within particular contexts to explain particular phenomena are automatically integrated within the predominant universalist framework to apply anywhere, anytime. The same happens with particular political ideologies. Thus, competing systems such as Nazism, fascism and communism--and now even Islamic integralism--are not only systematically misinterpreted, but, like liberalism, also universalized as permanent threats to a managerial liberalism hypostatized as the natural outcome of evolution and, therefore, as normal and natural. This is why such political thinkers as Schmitt, whose work was always inextricably rooted in problematic historical contexts, (6) can still be perceived as an ideological threat, long after those concrete historical situations have faded into the past. Because for a time he was opportunistically embroiled in Nazi politics, and the new American anti-Schmittians see Nazism and fascism not as closed chapters of 20th century history, but rather as permanent threats to liberalism, Schmitt's ideas are interpreted as something that must be eliminated, rather than as challenges to be confronted. In fact, the demonization of Schmitt is instrumentalized to defend the status quo and predominant relations of domination. Assumed to be the best of all possible systems, the existing managerial framework, run by a New Class elite, legitimates itself as the only bulwark of Western values by opposing all competing alternatives--equally rooted in the Western tradition--as lethal threats to its own interpretation of progress and emancipation. During the Cold War, the de facto permanent state of emergency contributed to the academic institutionalization of this state of affairs, which persists long after both Nazism and fascism (and, after 1989, even communism) have been vanquished. Worse yet, it perpetuates a Jacobin historiography predicated on the primacy of economic, rather than of political parameters, primarily as a straggle between capitalism and the poor, rather than as one between intellectuals and politicians versus ordinary people.
AT: Schmitt = Realist

Schmitt’s not a realist.

Zarmanian, 06 – University of Milan (Thalin, “Carl Schmitt and the Problem of Legal Order: From Domestic to International”, Leiden Journal of International Law, 19 (2006), pp. 49)
Schmitt’s theoretical move was, therefore, to accept the challenge and to assume plurality, conflict, and chaos as ontologically given and to take charge of what Galli28 calls the ‘tragedy of modernity’29 – the fact that on the one hand, after the collapse of medieval Christian unity, an ultimate and uncontested foundation for legitimacy is no longer possible and that, on the other hand, such legitimacy is unavoidable for any order. What makes Schmitt’s thought unique and so interesting, then, is that it is entirely set within the modern tragedy but it looks at it from without.30 Unlike postmodernists, he never gave up seeking an Archimedean point – the legal order – in which the tension between the idea of law (die Rechtsidee) and empirical reality could converge. In order to do this, however, he had to renounce the legacy of modern juridical and political thought. He is therefore no realist, as Koskenniemi31 recently suggested by likening him to (the second) Morgenthau. Far from thinking that ‘law is a mere ratification of a concrete order’, he always argued that no order can exist if it is not shaped by law in the first place. He is no idealist, either, because he confronted every a-priori definition of justice or law. He is no formalist because, unlike Kelsen, he refused to recoil from empirical reality and to seek comfort in transcendental pureness. He is no anti-formalist either, because far from regarding ‘the question of valid law’ as ‘uninteresting’,32 he considered it central: as has been mentioned above, formalization is to him the means through which the idea of law can be transposed into empirical reality. Schmitt’s quest for the possibility of a legal order started, therefore, from none of those ‘fixed points’ – power, idea, form, and norm – from which modern political thought had moved to construct legal science. Having pointed out the unbridgeable chasm which separates them, he chose to start his quest for the possibility of a legal order from there – that is, from disorder.

*****AFF ANSWERS*****

No Link

The alternative advocates realist politics; the aff’s attempts to prevent wars on moral grounds are the antithesis of realism.

Hooker 09 (2009, Carl Schmitt’s International Thought, pg 204-205, William Hooker, teacher of political theory at the London School of Economics)

The emphasis in Schmitt's work on the primacy of the political decision and the immutability of war as a human possibility resonates naturally with a 'realist' interpretation of international relations. For instance, as Scheuerman has amply illustrated, Schmitt had a profound influence on forming the 'harder' edges of Hans Morgenthau's political realism, and the latter's concern for the role of the nation state as bearer of authentic human meaning.2 Schmitt himself has been characterized as a realist of sorts, to be read alongside other theorists of political power and raison d'etat.' In his pre-war writings in particular, Schmitt showed an intimate concern for the requirements of pragmatic and power-oriented foreign policy that read like classic expressions of realist IR theory.4 He also produced a highly sympathetic study of Meinecke's theory of Staatsriison. 5 This implacable opposition to the creation of a global state, and concern to impose limits to the intrusion of international law inside the boundaries of the state, have made Schmitt an apparently valuable resource to realists, broadly conceived. Gary Ulmen described by one of his closest collaborators as a 'pro-New Deal American nationalist, is one of the most prominent protagonists in the attempt to deploy Schmitt against the replacement of the international order with 'free-floating concepts [that] do not constitute institutional standards but have only the value of ideo​ logical slogans'. 7 Ulmen takes up Schmitt's critique of the just-war tradition, and shares the view that denial of war as a tool of rational politics is both dangerous and hypocritical, and will result in the use of war as a form of religious or ideological domination rather than a part of acceptable raison d'etat. 8 In addition to his basic hostility to a normatively based global politics, Schmitt also appeals to certain contemporary realists for his apparent ability to avoid the stasis that might result from an unrealistic continued attachment to notions of Westphalian politics. In his distinction of politics from the state form, Schmitt appears to hold out the possibility of restructuring political realism time after time, adapting the basic premise of power politics to new structures of global power. In characterizing the contemporary value of Schmitt's Nomos of the Earth, Ulmen argues that '[g]lobalization and new, larger political entities require a new political realism and a new political theory dealing with a new type of law regulating "international" relations. This global order will fail if it does not take into account the accomplishments of the only truly global order of the earth developed so far: the jus publicum Europaeum.'9 In other words, Schmitt appears to offer hopes of a new conceptual depth to political realism, allowing a constructive engagement in debates on globalisation and the changing political competence of the state. The necessity of the political' as part and parcel of the human condition can be defended, whilst the future competence of the state can be debated. In particular, Schmitt's interest in the possibility of a new spatial basis for politics proves an attractive line of enquiry to those realists aware of the potential need to move beyond the rigid old assumptions of specifically state power as the basic component of world politics. 

Perm

Perm –friend/enemy distinctions justify liberal reductionism – a productive use of their criticism requires holding the space of the political open to multiple perspectives and approaches.

Thorup, 06 – Ph.D. dissertation @ the Institute of Philosophy and the History of Ideas (Mikkel, January, 2006, “In Defence of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism,” p. 39-40)
This text is mainly about the potential dangers of the liberal approach to politics. But this is not turning it into an unqualified defence or advocacy of the conflict perspective. As an illustration of the dangers of what we can call ‘manichean decisionism’, I’ll briefly mention an article on Schmitt’s concept of the political by Bernard Willms (1991), in which he classifies two traditions of political thinking: political realism and political fictionalism (try to guess his position!). Political fictionalism “subordinates politics to ‘higher’ principles or ‘truths’”, whereas political realism is “the permanently repeated attempt to conceive of politics as what in fact it is” (1991: 371). It is a (unintended) caricature on the self-professed realist’s sense of superiority because of their courage and ability to confront the really real reality: Political fictionalisms help to satisfy man’s need for consolation, edification, hope and sense, tending to veil real conditions of government. The political realist seeks to identify necessities – irrespective of their severity and without consideration for any need for deceit under the existing government. (1991: 371-2) This is the kind of reductionism of the political that I want to avoid. Working with Schmitt’s categories and critiques entails a danger of falling in the (very self-comforting) trap of proclaiming only one true and ‘hard’ version of the political and of dismissing all others as fictions and wishful thinking. Primacy of the political becomes primacy of foreign policy, organized violence etc. The political is effectively reduced to a few areas – which is just what liberalism is criticized for doing. The friend/enemy distinction or conflictuality may often be a dominant feature of the political, but that is not to say that it is then the political. As Ankersmit (1996: 127) says, that would be the same as making the unavoidability of marital disagreements into the very foundation of marriage as such. I want instead to argue that the political contains a number of styles, sides, variants (or whatever one want to call it) that can very loosely and ideal-typically be grouped in two main forms: Politics as conflict and politics as technique, where neither of them can claim exclusivity. So, I want to avoid a sterile discussion of what the political really is. My interest is far more the various styles of the political that are operative in political debate. Schmitt and many other conflict theoreticians do not see the other face of the political as anything other than a ‘secondary’, ‘dependent’, ‘corrupted’ expression of politics. Liberals tend to exclude politics as conflict, confining it to other spaces in time or geography, as aberration or relapse. What the two concepts each do is to highlight a certain aspect of the political, and my claim is that they are elements of a unity. There’s a certain pendulum process at work and I’ll give that a number of expressions, which basically states the not very controversial thought that the political world is located between the extremes of repetition and break, stability and change, regime and revolution, or, as I prefer to call them, technique and conflict. Depoliticization, then, is a way to describe the attempts to or methods of making repetition, stability and regime universal and eternal – to place areas, practices and actors beyond change and critique – whereas repoliticization describes the opposite movement – disruption, change, recreation of the entire social space.

Perm Solvency

Perm solves—the friend/enemy distinction can just as easily apply to those who do and do not violate basic human rights. 

Roach 05  (Stephen Roach Decisionism and Humanitarian Intervention: Reinterpreting Carl Schmitt and the Global Political Order published in Alternatives: Global, Local, Political in October 2005, he is a professor at Department of Government and International Affairs, University of South Florida.)

Far from being disengaged, neutrality, according to Bielefeldt, constitutes an active element in the reasoning process of state deci- sion making; it validates and shapes, in other words, the content of the decision-making process. Yet, as I have argued, it is not that Schmitt ignores the content of democratic values, but rather that, in times of crisis, the sovereign ruler must rise above these principles in order to undo the crisis that the formalism of these principles has engendered (inaction). This, however, does not necessarily mean that a new constitution should exclude liberal principles; nor that Schmitt adamantly ruled out the possibility of future liberal constitutionalism. Rather, it suggests the cyclical nature of peace and crises. In terms of Schmitt’s decisionism, this partakes of the need for an absolute solu- tion to restore stability and the viability of these principles. Cer- tainly, one may disagree with this latter statement; however, it is quite plausible that Schmitt believed in the temporality of a state of emergency and, by extension, the temporary suspension of demo- cratic principles. In this way, we need to distinguish between a crisis and the per- manent dissolution of the values that brought the state into the cri- sis in the first place. To be sure, Schmitt failed to clarify this idea that the absolute sovereign decision restores a stable balance be- tween democracy and liberal constitutionalism; that it regenerates, in other words, the forces of constitutionalism whose own dynamics remain inseparable from the forces of democratic and liberal val- ues. In effect, what I am arguing here is that Schmitt’s theory employs a tacit dialectical logic to validate the claim that a liberal constitution is responsible for bringing the state into a state of cri- sis. Unless Schmitt believed that this decision permanently dissolved liberal constitutionalism, then it makes little sense to speak of the permanent dissolution of liberal and democratic values. Which brings us to the issue of the suspension of traditional UN norms and a rules-guided decision to stop gross human-rights violations. Can we make an analogy between Schmitt’s state centric decisionism and a new form of decisionism, in which the international community devises a framework for a binding political decision to stop genocide? As one scholar has pointed out, Schmitt possessed the ability “to perceive the political as an independent, dynamic variable, outside the state and beyond the law . . . for sovereignty is by no means divided, which would contradict its concept, but remains durably suspended between the federation and the member states.”35  It is this statist character, however, that needs to be reinterpreted in terms of the evolution of state sovereignty into the realm of the global. As we shall see, there are changing conditions that enable us to conceptualize and theorize about the parameters of a global decisionism, even if this framework remains immanent and rudimentary vis-à-vis state sovereignty. For instance, global technologies have called increasing attention to the need to address humanitarian emergencies, as the Racak massacre in Kosovo on January 15, 1999, illustrates. In the next section, I assess how this emerging global trend provides space for reinterpreting the decisional value of humanitarianism, while also exposing the flaw in Schmitt’s theory; namely, that humanitarian wars are inherently destructive (globalized) wars. As mentioned earlier, one of the problems with positing a global decisionism is that Schmitt’s concept of the political is rooted in the concept of the state. Only the state sovereign, according to Schmitt, can provide the extralegal solution to the crisis caused by liberalism (for example, compromising, debating of parliamentar- ianism or constitutional democracy). From this vantage point, and given Schmitt’s antiliberal and humanitarian views, we need to determine if there is a plausible fit between the logic of his ideas and the political substance of global power.36I have already men- tioned some loose parallels between Schmitt’s ideas and the new emerging global political system, including the political unity of the peoples and the absolute need to stop humanitarian emergen- cies. Many of the proposed global mechanisms for bridging the gap between legitimacy and legality, for instance, fall within the ambit of the exceptionalism recognized under the UN Charter. Such exceptionalism is expressed in articles 24 and 25 of the UN Char- ter (under chapter VII), which allow, inter alia, the Security Coun- cil to trump state sovereignty. This, however, is contradicted by the fact that article 39 leaves out any humanitarian-based criteria to validate the use of force to preserve the severely disaffected peoples of a collapsed or failing state. To understand this shortcoming of the UN Charter, then, is to realize how the traditional principles of nonintervention and sovereign equality of states restricts the politics of decisionism at the global level. Again the question that arises is whether we can begin to make a plausible fit between Schmitt’s decisionism, which is averse to human rights, and the apolitical nature of these charter principles. This of course will depend in part on our ability to link global changes with the limits to Schmitt’s theory of decisionism. To recall, I sought to open up Schmitt’s theory of criticism to these normative and security concerns at the global level by stress- ing the tacit dialectical nature of his theory. This methodological interpretation was intended to show how certain changes in the global-security apparatus could enter into Schmitt’s theory. Viewed in this way, humanitarianism is not just a universal concern, as Schmitt came to see it; it is also an evolving security concern for establishing an effective and reliable political authority at the global level. It is this new phenomenon, I have claimed, that forces us to reconcile Schmitt’s theory of decisionism with these changes, while also relaxing his rigid and authoritarian assumptions that stem from his narrow view of political sovereignty. In effect, globalization has eroded or unbundled state sovereignty in ways that enable us to weave new normative strands through Schmitt’s theory. This, in turn, entails a new discussion of the political trajectory of his own theory in an age of globalization. An acceptable political criteria for declaring and stopping humanitarian emergencies would operate according to two goals: to suspend the principles of nonintervention and the sovereign quality of states, and to institutionalize the friend/enemy distinction in the form of those willing to operate outside the existing law to stop humanitarian emergencies (friend) and the gross violators of human rights (enemies). This criteria need not exist within article , but rather in some recognizable institutional form of higher politically legitimate authority. In this respect, it is important to realize that neither reason nor values can be disengaged from the political decision to stand out- side the existing rules and law. This is because the sovereign authority must be able to apprehend the value of his or her decision in terms of the preservation of the democratic will of the people. As Jean-Marc Coicaud remarks, “relations of forces are indissociable from a dynamic in which collective beliefs regarding the organiza- tion of life in society become involved in the triggering, develop- ment and the outcome of confrontations. It is therefore not power alone, understood in the physical sense, that decides events.”37 Thus, it could be argued that the decision to stop genocide can and should trump the state’s right to rise above the law. In this context, the crime of genocide is one instance in which the state’s right or duty has become increasingly displaced from the state to global level, insofar as it demonstrates the growing interpenetra- tion of global responsibility and the political realities of inter- national action. Within the framework of Schmitt’s theory of deci- sionism, it becomes increasingly difficult to maintain the link between state dictatorship and democracy since it is precisely such state authority that undermines the democratic will and political substance of the state.38Because genocide fractures the notion of the political unity of the people, it also problematizes the concept of political sovereignty. 

Alternative Fails - No Spillover

The alternative can’t solve because it will never spill over—the international community has rejected the notion of enmity. 

Scheppele 04 (Kim Lane Scheppele, John J. O'Brien Professor of Comparative Law and Professor of Sociology at University of Pennsylvania, 6 U. Pa. J. Const. L. 1001, Lexis Nexus, May 2004)
In this Article, I have tried to explain why the logic of Schmitt's analyses no longer work as a practical matter to justify states of exception, even when it is clear to the international community that something fundamental has changed in the world system since 9/11. The institutional elaboration of a new international system that has occurred since Schmitt's time make his ideas seem all the more dangerous, and yet all the more dated. There are simply fewer states in the world willing to tolerate either Schmitt's conception of politics or his conception of the defining qualities of sovereignty. Schmitt's philosophy has, in short, been met with a different sociology. For his ideas to be either persuasive or effective, they must be more than internally coherent or even plausible; they must be loosed in a context in which they can win against other competing ideas. Precisely because of the horrors of the twentieth century, much of the international community that has entrenched both democracy and the rule of law has turned away from these extra-legal justifications for states of exception. Instead, such states have attempted to embed exceptionality as an instance of the normal, and not as a repudiation of the  [*1083]  possibility of normality. Only the United States, with its eighteenth-century constitution and Cold War legacy of exceptionalism, seems to be soldiering on in this new legal space of conflict unaware that the defining aspect of the new sovereignty is that even the new sovereign is bound by rules.

Schmitt = Authoritarianism & Nihilism

Schmitt justifies authoritarianism and nihilism. 

Gross 2000 (Oren Gross, Assistant Professor of Law at Tel Aviv University, 21 Cardozo L. Rev. 1825, Lexis Nexus, May 2000)
From a normative perspective, Schmitt's theory, simply put, is indefensible. 14 In this article, I engage in an internal evaluation of his theory of the exception. Such a critique – taking Schmitt's own goals, parameters, and criteria as our reference point – drives substantial holes into his theoretical corpus. For all the rhetoric of Schmitt and his disciples and defenders, his theory proves to be a crude version of nihilism. Yet, this approach is hidden behind the veneer of overt aspiration to legal determinacy 15 and to substantive, semireligious content of the legal order. 16 Among other things, Schmitt challenges liberalism for being negligent, if not outright deceitful, in disregarding the state of exception, and in pretending that the legal universe is governed by a complete, comprehensive, and exceptionless normative order. 17 Following the guidance of the natural sciences – which, according to Schmitt, do not recognize the possibility of exceptions in the natural world – liberalism presents us with a legal world view that is based on universalism, generalities, and utopian normativeness, without allowing for the possibility of exceptions. Against liberalism's intellectual dishonesty, Schmitt offers an alternative that is allegedly candid and transparent. However, Schmitt's project does not comply with his own yardsticks of legitimacy. His theory falls  [*1829]  prey to the very same basic challenge which he puts to liberalism. Schmitt's rhetoric of norm and exception does not adequately reflect the real thrust of his theory, which calls for the complete destruction of the normal by the exception. Taken to its logical extreme, Schmitt's intellectual work, especially as reflected in his Political Theology 18 and The Concept of the Political, 19 forms the basis not only for a normless exception, but also for an authoritarian exceptionless exception. Part I of this article focuses on these themes.

Schmitt = Facism

Schmitt justifies fascism—there is no check on the power of the state in his philosophy.

Rejali 03 – Associate Professor of Political Science at Reed College (Darius, “Friend and Enemy, East or West: Political Realism in the work of Usama bin Ladin, Carl Schmitt, Niccolo Machiavelli and Kai-Ka’us ibn Iskandar” January 2003)
It is tempting to put Schmitt’s answer like this:  we know the public enemy when we know ourselves. Figure out your question, and you will know the public enemy, domestic or international.  But that is not quite right. We so easily deceive ourselves about our question that it takes the enemy, thrust on us providentially by history, to confront us with “our own question” and force us to “answer in doing”._ftn14  Schmitt’s answer is rather: “tell me who your enemy is and I will tell you who you are.”[15] A great leader proves his merit because he helps us grasp this self-knowledge by drawing out this confrontation.  Schmitt praised leaders, like Mussolini, who used myth to mobilize people against the public enemy. Mussolini used the myth of ancient Rome to motivate popular support and maintain a strong state.  He would no doubt find bin Ladin’s appeal to the Caliphate equally praiseworthy. In these instances, among others, “political thought and political instinct thus prove themselves theoretically and practically in the capacity of distinguishing between friend and enemy.”[16] Even on Schmitt’s own terms though, the use of myth to locate friend and enemy is not an easy one, and one that is easily abused.  Schmitt himself seems to have drawn the distinction between myth well used and myth poorly used.  While he praised Mussolini, he regarded the racially based Nazi policies as nothing but “a swindle.”_ftn17 Schmitt resisted the temptation to reduce the notion of enemy to “objective” markers such as race.  He held to a constitutionalism that granted the state, not nature, the right to determine the identity of the public enemy and friend.  The reason the public enemy was “objective” was not that it was written in the genes, but rather the institution of the state had the keenest sense of what, at that moment in history, posed the greatest danger to the common way of life.  Schmitt was a Fascist, but he was not, in this respect, a Nazi.  Still that raises a question:  how can one know whether myth is well or poorly used? Schmitt’s response is that this is not the individual citizen’s decision to make. Only the state has the rightful monopoly to determine who is a friend and who is an enemy.  “In its entirety, the state as an organized political entity decides for itself the friend-enemy distinction.”[18] The state is the inevitable expression of politics, the institution that transcends other groups concerned with ethics, religion, ideology and kinship, and forges a genuinely political association.  States emerge as means of reducing conflicts (over property, ways of life etc.).  States substitute for these private conflicts, the public enemy.  They deny smaller associations the power to determine their enemies independently.  What one surrenders to the state in the social contract is the power to judge subjectively what is necessary for one’s own survival.  This, for Schmitt, is another way of saying, “We cede to the state the power to determine who is the enemy of our way of life.” It decides who is “objectively” the enemy. Above all, the state emerges historically as well as philosophically, as the institution that possesses a legal monopoly on violence.  Either “it exists or does not exist. If it exists, it is the supreme, that is, in the decisive case, the authoritative entity.”_ftn19 Only it has “the right to demand from its own members the readiness to die and unhesitatingly to kill enemies.”[20] Ironically, Schmitt’s solution is inadequate even for bin Ladin.  Bin Ladin was asking what is an ordinary Muslim’s duty in a world in which there is no legitimate state. How does he decide who is a friend and who is an enemy? Schmitt advises that he turn to the leader of his collectivity.  This advice is not unlike bin Ladin’s advice to find the true ulama and ask them.   But this then raises the question:  How does the leader (the religious scholar or the Caliph if we could find him) decide who is a friend and who is an enemy in practice? It is all very fine and well to leave it to the institution, as long as the person in charge of the institution knows what he or she is doing. But what if the politician abused his power and named a private enemy as a public foe?  Schmitt himself encountered this problem in the case of Hitler.  In 1934, Hitler turned on many of his rivals, particularly leaders in the SA.  Since Ernst Rohm and other SA leaders had plotted against the state, Hitler was right to name them as a public enemy.  Hitler’s actions were exonerated by reason of state. Other acts, however, such as Hitler’s own private violence could not be exonerated.[21] In explaining his own motivations for joining the Nazi Party (aside from gross opportunism), Schmitt apparently believed that “it is a duty under circumstances to advise a tyrant.”_ftn22  Yet, Schmitt did not appear to have any account of what this advice would be.  He had, particular, no adequate answer to explaining how a ruler should be trained, and what a ruler should think about in selecting friend or foe. What is interesting is how little modern political science has improved upon Schmitt’s answer.  Consider the dominant contemporary effort to locate friend and enemy today, Samuel Huntington’s discussion of the class of civilizations.[23] Huntington begins by envisioning a clash between ways of life, conflicts at the broadest, most fundamental levels of group identity.  Today, civilizations do not merely conflict; rather they have, as a result of encounter with each other, been put into question.  They have yielded large social movements that identify their enemies as other ways of life. When these movements are militarized and take control of the state, conflict between enemies ensues. But Huntington’s effort is an exception to the rule. Most modern political scientists do not dabble in the business of advising rulers how they shouldthink about selecting friend or foe, or what kind of training would be required to do that well. They advise as to the various means to engage the enemy (the relative effectiveness of diplomacy, sanctions or force), but not on ends. Still as in Schmitt, most political scientists view the state as the authoritative source of who is a friend and who is an enemy. Sometimes, as in Schmitt, the state is posited as a unitary rational actor, equivalent to a human being, who decides this question based on some calculation of its interests.  At other times, it is viewed as a complex organization whose determinations may be explained by bureaucratic politics, limited information, historical experience, and psychological groupthink.  In both cases, the state’s stated preferences are taken as a given: they can be explained but not second-guessed.

Schmitt = Nazi

Schmitt embraces Nazism and anti-Semitism. 

Goldblatt 02 (Mark Goldblatt, Jew, Professor at the Fashion Institute of Technology of the State University of New York, “ 20th-century philosophers' love affair with totalitarianism”, http://reason.com/archives/2002/10/01/dangerous-thinkers/1, October 2002) 
Heidegger's Nazism, however repulsive, seems a mere flirtation compared to the deep embrace of Hitler by his German contemporary Carl Schmitt. Already a prominent university professor and political and legal theorist when he joined the Nazi Party in 1933, Schmitt was personally mentored by Hermann Goring and eventually became, in Lilla's words, "a committed, official advocate of the Nazi regime." He spoke at a 1936 conference titled "German Jurisprudence in the Struggle Against the Jewish Spirit," calling for a purge of Jewish texts from libraries and encouraging his colleagues not to cite Jewish authors in their own writings. He closed his speech by quoting Hitler himself: "By warding off the Jews, I struggle for the work of the Lord." After the war, when Schmitt was interrogated by both the Americans and the Russians, he defended himself with characteristic academic smugness: "I drank the Nazi bacillus but was not infected." He was in the end released, but he was never allowed to teach again.

Schmitt Justifies Nazi War Crimes

Schmitt is a Nazi apologist, he justifies Nazi war crimes.

Brown 07 (Chris Brown Professor of International Relations and Convenor of the International Relations Department at the London School of Economics. Writing in The international political thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror Liberal War and the Crisis of Global Order pg 63)
Most of the rest of this chapter addresses this task, but ﬁrst there are one or two preliminary features of Schmitt’s critique which need to be examined, speciﬁcally Schmitt’s politics and his rather selective use of historical materials. As to the former, it has become somewhat bad form to refer to Schmitt’s leanings towards Nazism, in much the same way that it is considered bad form to refer to Heidegger’s rather briefer ﬂirtation with the Nazis, but it has to be said that Schmitt’s quasi-Nazi take on the world is not without signiﬁcance in an assessment of his international thought (Scheuerman 1999). Although Schmitt was expelled from the Nazi Party in 1936, when The Nomos of the Earth was written in the early 1940s it certainly retained traces of his earlier allegiance. The claim that the barbarism of the two world wars could be attributed to Anglo- American liberal internationalism, and that Wilsonianism was, in effect, responsible for the Second World War needs to be assessed in this light. It is certainly a commonplace of realist analyses of 1930s international relations that liberal internationalism contributed to the outbreak of the Second World War by confusing Western public opinion as to the nature of the international order and preventing it from adequately assessing the nature of the threat posed by Hitler, but this is hardly the same as regarding liberal internationalists as actually responsible for the war. One can read Schmitt as arguing the more passive point that the real failure of liberal internationalism lay in its inability to offer an alternative basis for order to the JPE, but still, on Schmitt’s account, Germany in 1939–1945 was ﬁghting a defensive war against US and British imperialism and the horrors of the war, such as saturation bombing of cities, emerged directly from the crusading approach of the Anglo-Saxons, symbolized by their relentless demand for German unconditional surrender. Sixty years on, this appears every bit as self- serving an account of the war as it would have done at the time to the many victims of Hitler’s war.7
Schmitt Contradicts

Schmitt’s work only separates itself from Nazism by accepting liberalism – this contradicts and undermines his entire political project.

Zhang, 04 – Professor of Comparative Literature and Chinese and Chair of Department of East Asian Studies at New York University (Xudong, 2004, Cultural Critique, No. 58, “Multiplicity or Heterogeneity? The Cultural-Political Paradox in the Age of Globalization,” p. 45)
But the intellectual usefulness of Schmitt in today's critique of liberal imperialism goes only so far. Whereas his description of the historically concrete processes of becoming political boast conceptual clarity and is often dialectic in nature, his critique does not go beyond the confines of liberal ideology but rather constitutes a practice of its fundamental assumptions. This is indicated by his desire to define the political as an autonomous domain of human affairs, where it can be sheltered from the concrete entanglement of economic, social, religious, and cultural determinations to reach its ontological purity and intensity. Not surprisingly, during the period of postwar German denazification, when forced to clarify the implicit or explicit ties between his legal and political philosophy to the Third Reich, Schmitt defiantly and confidently declared that his analysis of the working of the political is able to withstand all conceptual and scholarly scrutiny. In the end, and in a way more complicated than merely cynical, Schmitt mobilized and deployed liberal values such as the autonomy and apoliticality of scholarly and intellectual work to defend his own writings, which are antiliberal and political in nature. Such a circle of hermeneutics calls into question the limit of the Schmittian concept of the political, above all his friend and enemy distinction, as autonomous, existential, and totalistic.
Schmitt Precludes Ethics

Schmitt precludes analysis of ethics. 

Norman 09 (Emma R. Norman, University of the Americas Puebla, Mexico, Department of International Relations and Political Science, " Applying Carl Schmitt to Global Puzzles: Identity, Conflict and the Friend/Enemy Antithesis", http://works.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1000&context=emma_norman, September 4, 2009)
There are, of course, many limitations to Schmitt’s perspectives, but perhaps the most worrying is his separation of ethical concerns from the friend-enemy distinction of the political. This strategy does not merely mean that his theory of international relations can be criticized for failing to include an appropriate normative vision. It categorically precludes that one can be attached without undermining a significant pivot. This, it has to be said, is damaging. Schmitt’s position that questions of collective identity have their own imperative and operate beneath the level of moral and rational justifications might be plausible, and empirically supported in a number of circumstances. And it is clear that his close consideration of just what “the enemy” can mean in different contexts is as valuable in the scope of its application as it is starkly pragmatic. But if his connection between identity and potential conflict is as valid as it appears, this leaves open a great many normative questions that cannot be quite so readily bracketed outside contemporary International Relations or International Political Theory as Schmitt argued. In other words, his methodology of insisting on “clear legal and conceptual distinctions between different actors in armed conflict”68 may be necessary, but is not sufficient. While it is plain that the discipline must take “the political” as its central realm of analysis, it also needs to account for, and even involve itself in, the moral realm too. And for guidance in that enterprise we must turn to other theorists.  

Schmitt = Empirically Wrong

Schmitt’s philosophy is empirically wrong—wars caused by liberal humanitarianism have been far less violent.

Brown 07 – Professor of International Relations at the London School of Economics and Political Science (Chris, “The International Political Thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror, Liberal War, and the Crisis of Global Order” 2007, Fellow in International Relations at the School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London, and also teaches Inter- national Relations at the University ‘L’Orientale’ in Naples, Italy p. 67)
Schmitt’s normative position is impossible to sympathize with, but the clarity with which he develops his argument is admirable, as is his recognition of the changes in world order that took place in the seventeenth and again in the twentieth centuries. It is not necessary to share in Schmitt’s nostalgia for the jus publicum Europaeum in order to admire the precision with which he delineates its characteristics. He presents an account of the European states-system which is rather more compelling than the version of international society associated with English School writers (Butterfield and Wight 1966; Bull 1977), or with the much less clearly defined a-historical world of modern neo-realist theorists (Waltz 1979; Baldwin 1993). The Nomos of the Earth is a book that should be on the reading list of any international relations theorist. Still, one might admire, but one should not endorse. The picture of the world that Schmitt presents invites us to accept that the ‘humanized wars’ of the modern European states-system represent not simply in practice, but also in theory, an advance over the ‘just wars’ that preceded them, and the ‘humanitarian wars’ that have followed them. That these humanized wars were generally less terrible than their predecessors and successors is an empirical judgement that can be contested, but that the attempt to control and limit the role of violence in human affairs is necessarily futile and counter-productive is a normative position that deserves to be rejected. Ultimately, Schmitt’s critique of the notion of the Just War rests upon a shaky empirical base and an undesirable normative position – but it still represents one of the most compelling critiques of the notion available. Schmitt’s critique of the Just War is not a critique that is based on contingencies – how Just Warriors behave – but on fundamentals. He takes us to the heart of the problem and demonstrates that both the medieval Christian and the modern, liberal, legal/moral account of Just War are unacceptable – but if we believe that it is desirable to reduce the role of violence in human affairs this should simply stimulate us to rework the relevant categories to try to produce a more viable account of the circumstances under which the resort to force might be justified

Humanitarian Intervention = Successful

Schmitt’s misses the point--humanitarian intervention is empirically successful at stopping violence.

Brown 07 (Chris Brown Professor of International Relations and Convenor of the International Relations Department at the London School of Economics. Writing in The international political thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror Liberal War and the Crisis of Global Order pg 56-57)
The term ‘humanitarian intervention’ is a rather unfortunate recent coinage. It refers to circumstances where one state or a coalition of states intervenes by force in the supposedly domestic affairs of another state ostensibly in the interests of the population of the latter, for example to prevent or curtail genocide or other gross violations of their human rights. It is unfortunate because, apart from the fact that the adjective ‘humanitarian’ in itself raises all sorts of issues that will be addressed later in this chapter, it directs attention towards the motives of the intervener as the key deﬁning quality of this kind of action, with the implication that unless the intervening states are pure at heart the intervention in question will not count as properly humanitarian. Since, ex hypothesi, states almost always act for a variety of reasons, some altruistic, most not, this kind of purism generally leads to the conclusion that no humanitarian interventions have taken place, and that the claim of such motivation always hides some darker intent. This way of looking at the issue is, I think, mistaken. From the point of view of the victims of genocide or other forms of serious oppression, the motives of their rescuers are not a matter of immediate importance – to take one obvious example, had the French or US governments acted effectively to end the genocide in Rwanda in 1994, it seems unlikely that those whose lives had been saved thereby would have worried too much about exactly why their rescuers acted. In such extreme cases outcomes are what matter rather than intentions; indeed, in this particular case it was precisely because any US action would have had to have been motivated by altruism, since it had no substantial material interests in Rwanda, that no such action took place.2 Having made this point, I will simply assert – since the scope of this chapter does not allow me to discuss in detail the facts of each case – that there have been a number of interventions since 1990 where states have used force in circumstances where action has actually ended, or curtailed, or prevented large-scale human rights abuses and where the motives of the interveners were to bring about this state of affairs, or, at a minimum, were not inconsistent with this outcome. Such was, I think, the case in northern Iraq in 1991, in Bosnia in 1994/1995, in Kosovo and East Timor in 1999 and, under rather different circumstances, in Sierra Leone in 2001. This chapter is devoted to trying to tease out how these actions should be understood. I have suggested some problems with the term ‘humanitarian intervention’, but some would wish to preserve this coinage suitably shorn of its more implausibly altruistic implications. The term ‘humanitarian war’ is also sometimes used, and the claim made that this kind of military action is qualitatively different from previous uses of military force. This seems plausible, but what does this qualitative difference amount to? And what principles are appropriate for judging the morality of this kind of use of force? 

Schmitt ≠ Squo

Schmitt is no longer viable—the main problems in the world require international solutions. 

IEER 02 (Institute for Energy and Environmental Research, International Peer Reviewed Journal Website, “Executive Summary An Overview of U.S. Policies Toward the International Legal System”, http://www.ieer.org/reports/treaties/execsumm.pdf, May 2002)
The evolution of international law since World War II is largely a response to the demands of states and individuals living within a global society with a deeply integrated world economy. In this global society, the repercussions of the actions of states, non-state actors, and individuals are not confined within borders, whether we look to greenhouse gas accumulations, nuclear testing, the danger of accidental nuclear war, or the vast massacres of civilians that have taken place over the course of the last hundred years and still continue. Multilateral agreements increasingly have been a primary instrument employed by states to meet extremely serious challenges of this kind, for several reasons. They clearly and publicly embody a set of universally applicable expectations, including prohibited and required practices and policies. In other words, they articulate global norms, such as the protection of human rights and the prohibitions of genocide and use of weapons of mass destruction. They establish predictability and accountability in addressing a given issue. States are able to accumulate expertise and confidence by participating in the structured system established by a treaty. However, influential U.S. policymakers are resistant to the idea of a treaty-based international legal system because they fear infringement on U.S. sovereignty and they claim to lack confidence in compliance and enforcement mechanisms. This approach has dangerous practical implications for international cooperation and compliance with norms. U.S. treaty partners do not enter into treaties expecting that they are only political commitments that can be overridden based on U.S. interests. When a powerful and influential state like the United States is seen to treat its legal obligations as a matter of convenience or of national interest alone, other states will see this as a justification to relax or withdraw from their own commitments. When the United States wants to require another state to live up to its treaty obligations, it may find that the state has followed the U.S. example and opted out of compliance.
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