***Schmitt Kritik***

1NC v Policy Affs

[Insert specific link]

Absence of plurality creates wars for humanity that in turn has at the other side an inhuman other

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 1 Conflict as a vocation: Schmitt, Lyotard, Luhmann”, 8/18, pg 32-33 SW)

In Schmitt’s view, then, the sovereignty of the state as the unity of the difference of civil society serves a higher pluralism, the pluralism of an international order of autonomous states. He starts, in other words, with a unity of difference in order to attain a difference of unities. Liberal pluralism, on the other hand, is misnamed, he believes, because it works in the opposite direction. It too seeks the unity of the difference of associations, but the unity it finds is singular and ‘sovereign’. There is no resultant difference of unities, no true pluralism, according to Schmitt, because liberal unity is represented by the ultimate ‘monism’ of ‘humanity’. Whereas the sovereignty of the state is local and plural, and therefore gives rise to legitimate, political contest among sovereign equals, the sovereignty of the ethos of humanity is absolute and incontestable. In the name of individual autonomy and emancipation, liberal pluralism annihilates the space of the political. The ‘political world is a pluriverse’, Schmitt emphasizes, and if a single world state ‘embracing all of humanity’ were to appear, foreclosing both conflict and civil war, then what would remain would be ‘neither politics nor state’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 53), but rather a violence far worse than the structured conflict of politics. What would remain would be the concept of humanity as an ‘ideological instrument of imperialist expansion’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 54). Used politically, in other words, the term ‘humanity’ takes the form of a particularly brutal weapon. When one works with distinctions such as those between friend and enemy, good and bad, economic partner and competitor, educated and uneducated, employer and employee, and so on, ‘humanity’ remains an inconspicuous and unsurpassable horizon within which such distinctions can be drawn. Indeed, ‘humanity’ as horizon guarantees that both friends and enemies are human, even the good and the bad, the partner and the competitor, the employer and employee. When, however, the term is itself manipulated as one side of a distinction, when, for instance, bourgeois society is contrasted with a future, ‘truly human’ society, or the purported characteristics of one racial group are stylized as ‘ideal types’, as it were, then ‘humanity’ needs a counterpart – it needs the dehumanized and inhuman enemy, the subhuman. Once it is displaced from its position as the horizon of possibility and wielded as a weapon, ‘humanity’ has to be opposed by its other, and, quite simply, that other cannot be human. As Reinhart Koselleck, building on Schmitt’s insights, states: The dualistic criteria of distribution between Greek and Barbarian, and between Christian and Heathen [two distinctions he examines], were always related, whether implicitly or explicitly, to Menschheit as a totality. To this extent, Menschheit, genus humanum, was a presupposition of all dualities that organized Menschheit physically, spatially, spiritually, theologically, or temporally. It will now appear that Menschheit, up to this point a condition immanent in all dualities, assumes a different quality as soon as it enters into argument as a political reference. The semantic function of distributional concepts alters as soon as a totalising concept – for this is what is involved with Menschheit – is brought into political language, which, in spite of its totalising claim, generates polarities. (Koselleck, 1985, p 186) And so, as Schmitt had already observed, those who fight in the name of humanity are free to deny ‘the enemy the quality of being human and declaring him to be an outlaw of humanity; and a war can thereby be driven to the most extreme inhumanity’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 54).11

Alternative: Reject the affirmatives liberalizing project in favor of a plural understanding of politics through enmity. 

Only that can limit war and prevent violent asymmetry and discrimination

Rasch, 05 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, 

“Lines in the Sand: Enmity as a Structuring Principle”, South Atlantic Quarterly Spring, 104(2): 253-262 Duke SW)

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 New World. 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; 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 intensi ﬁes 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.

1NC v K Affs
The ethical endorsement of the 1AC establishes a new order for humanity. Their discourse shapes a world that requires the production of a violent other and the extermination of that other. Instead of an inclusive or utopian society, the affirmative will justify wars of annihilation in the name of difference. 
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,” Practices of Ethics: Relating/Responding to Difference in International Politics Annual Convention, International Studies Association, 2008//MC

In The Concept of the Political Schmitt had already indicted the increased usage of the terminology of ‘humanity’ by both theorists and institutional actors such as the League of Nations (1996a). His initial critique allows us to illuminate four distinct criticisms against contemporary world politics’ ethical recourse to the discourse of humanity (cf. Odysseos 2007b). The first objection arises from the location of this discourse in the liberal universe of values. By using the discourse of humanity, the project of a universal ethics reverberates with the nineteenth century ‘ringing proclamations of disinterested liberal principle’ (Gowan 2003: 53) through which ‘liberalism quite successfully conceals its politics, which is the politics of getting rid of politics’ (Dyzenhaus 1998: 14). For Schmitt, the focus of liberal modernity on moral questions aims to ignore or surpass questions of conflict altogether: it is therefore ‘the battle against the political - as Schmitt defines the political’, in terms of the permanency of social antagonism in politics (Sax 2002: 501). The second criticism argues that ‘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 feudal system and the privileges accompanying it’ (Schmitt 1996a: 55). Outside of this historical location, where does it find concrete expression but in the politics of a politically neutral ‘international community’ which acts, we are assured, in the interest of humanity? (cf. Blair 1999). The ‘international community is coextensive with humanity…[it]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’, a need which it can only determine as the ‘secularized “church” of “common humanity”’ (Rasch 2003: 137, citing James Brown Scott).2 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 asethical 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). Most importantly, and related to this concern, 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; yet its utilisation by liberal ethical discourses within a philosophy of an ‘absolute humanity’, Schmitt feared, could bring about new and unimaginable modes of exclusion (1996a,2003,2004/2007): 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? (Rasch2003: 135). ‘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 guerreen for me (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 (Schmitt2003a: 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 in human, where ‘the negative pole of the distinction is to be fully and finally consumed without remainder’ (Rasch 2003: 137). Finally, the ethical discourse of a universal humanity can be discerned in the tendency to normalise diverse peoples through legalisation and individualisation. The paramount emphasis placed on legal instruments and entitlements such as human rights transforms diverse subjectivities into ‘rights-holders’. ‘[T]he other is stripped of his otherness and made to conform to the universal ideal of what it means to be human’, meaning that ‘the term “human” is not descriptive, but evaluative. To be truly human, one needs to be corrected’ (Rasch 2003: 140 and 137; cf. Young 2002;Hopgood 2000). What does this correction in its ‘multiform tactics’, which include Michel Foucault’s proper terms of discipline and training, aim to produce? The answer may well be the proper, free (masterful), equal and rational (in its self-interest)subject of rights, of capitalism and the governmentalised state (Foucault 2001a). As Gil Anidjar notes, the operation of the traditional binary ‘sovereign/enemy’ is transformed ‘in the disciplinary society (which signals, according to Foucault, the dissolution of sovereign power) into “disciplinary regime/criminality” (or, for that second term, legal subject, subject of the law, and, of course, “man”)’ (Anidjar 2004:42; emphasis added). Of equally great importance is transformation that follows in the transition from a disciplinary to a governmental economy of power: this is what we are at the moment confronting and must analyse: what are the paths towards which the other as enemy is directed by (a global) governmentality and, moreover, what forms, subjectivities, etc., is the ‘enemy’ encouraged to take in the form of an unavoidable freedom, along the lines articulated by Foucault under the heading of ‘self government’(2007b).

Alternative: Only rejecting the ethics of obligation prevents annihilation of difference and unending violence. We should embrace the space of the political through the endorsement of enmity.
The creation and embracing of enmity is critical to defining ourselves and our political being. We can only achieve that by breaking down “obligations” to create inclusive socio-political orders. 

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,” Practices of Ethics: Relating/Responding to Difference in International Politics Annual Convention, International Studies Association, 2008//MC

The paper ends with a discussion of obligation. Outlining the contours of a notion of political, rather, than ethical obligation, however, may require some explicit distancing from the now-familiar accounts that have oriented critical ‘ethical’ endeavours for some time. So we ask again the ethical question which has haunted us: from whence does obligation originate? Were we to be still enthralled by a Levinasian or generally any ‘other-beholden’ thought of being ‘hostage’ to the other, we might say that the face to face encounter installs obligation before representation, knowledge and other ‘Greek’ relationalities (Levinas 1989: 76–77; Odysseos 2007a: 132-151).Caputo, however, warns us off this kind of commitment to a notion of perfectible or total obligation. He asks that we recognise that ‘one is always inside/outside obligation, on its margins. On the threshold of foolishness. Almost a perfect fool for the Other. But not quite; nothing is perfect’ (1993: 126). The laudable but impossible perfectibility of ethics and ethical obligation to the other must be rethought. This is because ‘one is hostage of the Other, but one also keeps an army, just in case’ (ibid.).Caputo is not speaking as a political realist in this apparently funny comment. He is pointing, I suggest, to the centrality of politics and enmity. Obligation is not to the other alone; it is also to the radical possibility of openness of political order, which allows self and other to be ‘determined otherwise’ (Prozorov 2007a). Analytically, we also want to know the tactics and subjective effects of being directed towards enforced freedom. In this way, we might articulate a political and concrete act obligation that is inextricably tied to freedom that is not ‘enforced’, that is not produced for us, or as ‘us’.With Schmitt, one might say that obligation points practically (i.e. politically) to the‘relativisation of enmity’. Obligation may not, however, be towards the enemy as such, for the enemy is the pulse of the political – so long as the enemy is relative (yet can be killed) in the order, the openness of the order can be vouched safe in the disruption of the absolutism of its immanence (Ojakangas 2007; Schmitt 1995a). We might, then, recast Schmitt’s conception of the political (which he regards as coming into being in the decision which distinguishes between friend and enemy) through his later emphasis in Theory of the Partisan on the politically normative significance of the relativisation of enmity. In other words, we might say that what needs to remain possible is the constant struggle ‘between constituent and constituted power’(Beasley-Murray 2005: 221) in both society and also world order.It is important to identify the ethical and governmental project of enforced freedom because doing so allows us to think of obligation as related to a different freedom: freedom as resistance (not freedom as an attribute). Prozorov suggests that an ‘ontology of concrete freedom’ relies on ‘freedom of potentiality of being other wise’,of being able to ‘to assert one’s power as a living being against the power, whose paradigm consists in the “care of the living”’ (2007a: 210-211). This assumes, however, first, that resistance lies in the ‘refusal of biopolitical care that affirms the sovereign power of bare life’ ((Prozorov 2007a: 20) and, second, that there is a sort of ‘radical freedom of the human being that precedes governmental care’ (Prozorov2007a: 110). I argue in conclusion, however, that freedom as resistance is still too limited; it may still be, despite all attempts, lured back to a thinking of an essence: of that prior state of pre-governmental production of subjectivity, which in actuality does not exist. Rather, Foucault’s brief intervention on the issue of obligation (2001b) through the International Committee against Piracy points to ‘a radically interdependent relationship with practices of governmentality’ (Campbell 1998: 516) to which we are all subjected, here understood in the proper Greek sense of our subjectivity being predicated on governmental practice (cf. Odysseos 2007a: 4). ‘We are all members of the community of the governed and thereby obliged to show mutual solidarity’, Foucault had argued, as against obligation understood within modern humanism (Foucault 2001b: 474; emphasis added). This obligation which he invokes simply exists (es gibt), as Heidegger might say. We would add that Schmitt’s account of the transition from ‘real’ to ‘absolute’ enmity in the twentieth century and his demand that ‘the enemy is not something to be eliminated out of a particular reason, something to be annihilated as worthless..’ must be read in this way (Schmitt2004: 61): as speaking for the need to ward off the shutting down of politics. That is why Schmitt’s two iconographies rest precisely on two extremes: the mythic narratives of an order open to enmity as its exteriority, which guarantees pluriversal openness, on the one hand, and the absolute immanence of order where ‘absolute enmity driv[es] the political universe’ on the other hand (Goodson 2004b: 151).This is a notion of a world-political obligation that ‘is a kind of skandalon for ethics, which makes ethics blush, which it must reject or expel in order to maintain its good name…’ (Caputo 1993: 5). This obligation is articulated for the openness that enmity brings; it attends to the other as enemy by allowing, against ethics, for the continued but changeable structurations of the field of politics, of politics as pluriverse.

Links

Generic

The enemy creates order – there is a distinction between internal conflict and external conflict, the enemy prevents external conflict from escalating

Galli 10 (Carlo, teaches History of Political Thought at the Faculty of Letters and Philosophy, University of Bologna, “Carl Schmitt and the Global Age,” Translated by Elisabeth Fay, CR: The New Centennial Review, Volume 10, Number 2, Fall 2010 Project Muse, MGE)
Schmitt's thought is the deconstruction of modern political theory. This is true both in internal politics, for the exception/decision theory and for the theory of the "political" (Schmitt, 1972d), which is a genealogy of the Hobbesian rational state theory, and in international politics, for the theory of nomos and the theory of the partisan (which are genealogical complications of geopolitics and state-based international right). Thus, the conflictual element in Schmitt's political thought—the enemy has an ineradicable role in the creation of order, both in the theory of the "political," in the theory of decision of the secularized theologico-political matrix, as well as in the theory of constituent power—is not an apologia for absolute conflict, but serves the orientation of order and the political unity inherent in modern political theory, not to mention Schmittian thought. In Schmitt, this functionality is never completely instrumental to the conflict of order, nor completely subordinate to it. Rather, it is the perpetual disturbance of that order by originary, [End Page 1] internal conflict, as well as the perpetual indeterminateness of order through the conflict that originally determines it. If we consider the "political" from the viewpoint of internal politics, we see that it is the permanent presence of conflict at the origin of order and, through decision, at order's interior. It is thus a radical and determinate conflict that always exists in relation to order, inasmuch as it is a deficiency that demands and provokes a regulating political resolution. In short, the "political" is a function of deconstruction, but at the same time, performs a structuring function. It is crisis, but also order. Thus, modern political form's use of the "political" makes it architectural nihilism. The spatial difference between internal and external—which corresponds to the distinction between enemy and criminal, war and peace, police and military—that constitutes modern politics is welcomed by Schmitt as strategic. Nonetheless, confining disorder to the exterior while keeping peace in the interior requires the state to recognize, preserve, and manage the originary disorder. For the state to be closed, capable of setting boundaries and separating order from disorder, it must be open to the "political." It must, in other words, know how to initiate both coercion to form and the coimplication of order and disorder when deciding in the case of exception. The thesis that proposes a dialectic of Modernity is central to Schmitt's thought. Political, ideological, and material forces—a social interlacing of individualism, liberalism, liberal democracy, normativism, moralism, technology, and capitalist and communist economies—deform the state, robbing it of its sovereign governing capabilities, substituting indeterminate universality for concreteness, and requiring that the "political" take the place of economics, law, and technology (and this has been the case since the Hobbesian origin of the state). Logics of modernity run from concrete to abstract, from determinate to universal, and from political to social. The evolution of modernity requires that decision be supplanted by reason as the origin of order. For Schmitt, reason is as much liberal discussion as it is every attempt to eliminate completely conflict and political actions and to trust instead in rational hypotheses of automatic reconciliation. Society—most of all the political organizations born within society, the political parties and advocacy groups that are the essence of democracy—invades the [End Page 2] state, and ends up transforming its own pretext of stability and form into mobilization and formlessness. The result is the "total-through-weakness state" posited by Schmitt in 1931-32, to which he opposes the total state, then the empire and the greater space. Schmitt's objective, already evident in his early work, is to oppose this drift toward modern nihilism and this abstraction of the concrete, to delay it and to combat it from the interior, to renew the capacity of modernity for concreteness by using its highest moments of crisis as points of departure, and to be able to see the katechon—the slowing, formative force of immanence processes that deal with the opening into transcendence and the irruption of the eternal, but not the "foundation" of politics on religion—where there is danger. The various strategies that Schmitt employed over the course of his life to interpret the state as a case determined by modern political form serve this objective, and Schmitt thinks beyond the state to conceive of possible modalities of concrete political form. 

Abandoning States

The state is critical to bracket off violence and war

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,” Practices of Ethics: Relating/Responding to Difference in International Politics Annual Convention, International Studies Association, 2008//MC

Central to Schmitt’s Theory of the Partisan is the transition from real enmity (discussed above in the figure of justus hostis) to absolute enmity 7 within a changing global order in which the state was no longer the ‘adequate bearer of order’ (cf. Colombo 2007) and in which bracketed war had collapsed, as we discussed above; Schmitt explores how ‘war finds its meaning in enmity...The question, however, is whether the enmity can be contained and regulated, that is, whether it represents relative or absolute enmity’ (Schmitt 2004: 41). ‘The consistent fulfillment of absolute enmity’, which requires a ceaseless search and production of enmity itself, ‘provides its own meaning and justification’ (Schmitt 2007: 52; 2004: 38). In this statement, we can see intimations of the emerging normativity of Schmitt’s account. A.C. Goodson, for example, notes that the partisan analysis is really ‘an exemplum’, a story intended to highlight a moral lesson, ‘in the spirit of the French moralistes whom he admired…Here the forlorn partisan stands larger than life, a man apart, alone with his destiny, properly singular…’ (Goodson 2004b: 146). While Goodson is correct to identify a certain ‘mythic drift’ (ibid.: 153) in the characteristics of partisanship delineated by Schmitt and to point to the romanticism that plagues the figure, what is important about the normativity of Schmitt’s discussion, I argue, is its anti-universal-ethical stance.

Their attempt to radically rend the system results in the destruction of the political and absolute enmity

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 3 So you say you want a revolution: Brecht vs Brecht”, 8/18, pg 70-72

SW)

Despite a persistent tendency to identify Schmitt’s friend/enemy distinction automatically with this absolutist position, his commentary on St Joan’s response indicates an alternative, one that not only emulates St Joan’s modesty regarding knowledge of God’s likes and dislikes, but also one that is carefully agnostic with regard to the feasibility of the Marxist project. Emphasizing, as Schmitt does, the essentially agonistic aspect of politics is not the same as equating it with revolution. When Schmitt originally advanced the friend/ enemy pair in his The Concept of the Political, he explicitly dissociated it from moral, aesthetic, or other categories (Schmitt, 1976, pp 25–27). Far from being cynical, this disassociation was itself ethically motivated, since Schmitt felt that excesses of violence could only be limited by acknowledging conflict as an existentially inevitable and thus a thoroughly legitimate feature of all genuine political activity. He defines politics as conflict, not to glorify violence, but to regulate it.7 Thus Schmitt’s notion of the political – to continue with the imagery introduced by St Joan – assumes that God respected the distance that separates the Heavenly from the Earthly City, or at least assumes that there is no one on earth who has exclusive and privileged access to the heavenly vision. Consequently, in the absence of an ultimate judge who could decide the outcome of mortal disputes, politics becomes the structure by which shape is given to the unavoidable necessity of conflict. Politics is not the means by which the universally acknowledged Good is actualized, but the mechanism that negotiates and limits disputes in the absence of any universally acknowledged Good. Politics exists because the just society does not. It soon becomes apparent, therefore, that if political struggle is an ever-shifting alliance of friends confronting an ever-shifting alliance of enemies, if politics is more Sisyphean than millennial, then the aim of revolution is precisely the abolition of politics, the abolition of conflict and dissent, all done in the name of a universal principle that is enunciated by a privileged particular instance. In other words, from within a given framework, from within a given social order, politics-as-conflict cannot be seen as the revolutionary destruction of the system, but rather as the activity that reproduces the system. Enemies are as much a part of this reproduction as friends. Thus, from the perspective of a thoroughly agonistic politics, the demand for revolution can only be seen as an eschatological appeal to a singular vision of the good life, the actualization of which would eventually preclude further political conflict. In a just society, we must all be friends, because there are no actual enemies, only absolute ones. And these must be absolutely eliminated.8 * These two visions of the political are mutually exclusive. Either one defines politics as conflict immanent to a given system, or one aims at violently transforming the world by transcending the system’s limits. One cannot inhabit both realms, nor can one decide on the validity of one view over the other from a neutral, third position. Indeed, the choice of one radically cancels the other. Thus, the definition of the political as a structure of controlled and regulated conflict not only runs counter to the self-understanding of Brecht’s agitators, but must appear as an ideological manifestation of the order they wish to abolish. The world in which they work knows only one legitimate conflict, a total and absolute battle that will give birth to a new, conflict-free society. What is therefore required of them is faith in the absolute and unquestioned good of the revolution. ‘Your work has been successful’, the Control Chorus affirms at both the beginning and the end of the play. ‘The revolution marches forward even in that country. The ranks of the fighters are well organized even there’ (Brecht, 2001, p 9). But once the ultimate battle is won and the revolution is successful everywhere, not just in Mukden, what happens to these fighters? Must not the successful revolution renounce politics-as-conflict and therefore strive to pacify the oppositional impulse, even the critical spirit? If politics is reduced to tactics, does it not disappear once the end is achieved?
In asking this question, I do not mean to re-open the debate on the fate of the Young Comrade, but rather the debate on the relationship of the spectators to the action on stage. Contrary to conventional, post-Steinweg wisdom, the pedagogical impulse, the desire to suspend the difference between thought and deed, observation and action, has very little to do with progressive political behavior, despite (or perhaps because of!) its seeming affinities with Marx’s ‘Theses on Feuerbach’.9 Indeed, in its extreme form, the ideal Aufhebung of the actor/audience distinction, as advocated in some of Brecht’s fragments, can more correctly be seen as the cancellation of all critical and political distance. We can see this renunciation of politics in nuce in perhaps the most famous Lehrstück fragment, the one distinguishing a Große (great) from a Kleine Pädagogik (minor pedagogy) (Steinweg, 1976, p 51). The latter, identified with the ‘time of transition of the first revolution’ – that is, the democratic, bourgeois order – maintains the traditional distinction between actor and audience, though the spectators are to be ‘activated’, encouraged to engage their intellect, rather than their emotions, in order to take a definitive, political stand. The passive, sympathetic identification of old is to be replaced by an active, inquisitive and aggressive attitude. In short, the spectator is to be transformed into a ‘statesman’, a critical, political being. As we know, the ‘great pedagogy’, on the other hand, takes an extra step in that it dissolves the distinction altogether, ‘[it] cancels the system of actor and audience completely’. This new state of affairs is no longer bourgeois, but post-revolutionary. It is both the mode of theater and mode of being appropriate to a society in which ‘the interest of the individual is the interest of the state’. In such a society, the antinomy between the individual and the general will, the antinomy ‘naturalized’ in Kantian, bourgeois morality, is overcome. As a result, the participants, both actor and spectator (who are now one in any case), need no longer exercise the same type of critical attitude that had to be learned during the ‘time of transition’. They no longer need to be political in the sense defined above, for they have arrived in the post-political state. Opposition is traded in for cooperation and consensus. Individuals are now enjoined to learn the ‘comprehended gesture’ that determines their new ‘way of acting’. Thus, though the action of The Measures Taken depicts the early stages of revolutionary agitation in the imaginary space of Mukden, the behavior modeled and the theoretical apparatus that surrounds the play are decidedly post-revolutionary. Here, the political stance of a critical audience is replaced by the cooperative efforts of a revolutionary party that both seeks to raise the consciousness of those not yet in its fold and mold the consciousness of those already there. It has, in other words, a two-fold task: it works politically when confronted with the class enemy and post-politically when dealing with dissent within its own ranks. If the teaching play can be said to have a lesson, then, it would be that in a post-revolutionary society the political is to be superseded by the pedagogical.
Challening Enmity

Any attempt to challenge enmity makes it a moral issue, resulting in violence in the name of humanity

Prozorov, 06 Research Fellow at the Department of Political and Economic Studies at the University of Helsinki (Sergei, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism”, Millennium Journal of International Studies 35: 75, Sage SW)

The emergence of ultra-politics as the hegemonic modality of enmity in the twentieth century can be viewed as the obscene underside of the process that has almost without exception been deemed both teleologically and axiologically unproblematic – the disappearance of the relationship of ‘just enmity’ within the ‘international society’ of liberal-democratic states. This phenomenon, conceptualised in IR theory on different levels in terms of the ‘peace project’ of European integration, the formation of the ‘transatlantic security community’ and, ultimately, the emergence of a global ‘liberal peace’, is held to supplant the relationship of the Westphalian ‘just enmity’ by what is avowedly a community of international ‘friendship’. Practically without exception, the contemporary IR discourse takes enmity as an object of discourse only to the effect of its eventual effacement – enmity is discussed only as something that ought to be transformed into friendship through a host of political, economic, social and cultural instruments. Relations of enmity are thus subjected to a thorough discursive delegitimation; it is as if enmity itself has become the enemy in contemporary international relations.36The discourse of the liberal ‘peace project’ is not merely oblivious to the relationship of enmity, but is in fact constituted by this very oblivion – one can barely begin to speak of a global liberal-democratic community without effacing the possibility of a legitimate relationship of enmity between any two groups, communities or states that may not be transformed into a friendship, however abstract and impoverished in the affective sense. To recall Schmitt, enmity is the constitutive principle of the political not because of the existence of any number of concrete enemies (which, after all, may always be done away with empirically), but because of an ever-present possibility of conflict which arises out of the very existence of difference, implicit in the pluralistic structure of international relations. Thus, the oblivion of enmity necessarily comes at the price of destabilising the very foundation of the discipline – the concept of ‘the international’.37 Exemplary in this regard is Alexander Wendt’s argument on the inevitability of the world state,38 which brings the liberal ‘peace project’ to its logical conclusion: the effacement of political enmity is only possible through the establishment of a global structure of authority that leaves no zone of exteriority in the global political space and thus does away with the international as such. Similarly, the disavowal of enmity in the contemporary IR is only possible on the basis of an explicit or latent universalism, which advocates, both teleologically and axiologically, the transformation of the international order into some form of ‘world unity’, a self-immanent system without an outside.39 It is at this point that Schmitt’s critique of the aporia of pluralism and monism in liberalism may be fully appreciated in its contemporary timeliness and urgency, as ‘liberal internationalism’ increasingly becomes an oxymoron. Schmitt’s deconstruction of liberal universalism focuses on the concept of humanity that is crucial in the liberal displacement of the friend–enemy distinction and the consequent foreclosure of enmity. For Schmitt, despite its self-proclaimed appreciation of pluralism, liberalism is essentially a monistic ideology which supplants the concrete pluralism of the sovereign states’ system by abstract individualism, which is after all reducible to the monistic category of humanity: The pluralistic theorists, for the most part, speak a highly individualistic language when it comes to the most decisive points of their arguments. … Ethical individualism has its correlate in the concept of humanity. But just that is quintessential universalism and monism, and completely different from a pluralistic theory.40 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 world comprehending 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

Not embracing enmity doesn’t make it go away – it manifests itself in universal terms 

Prozorov, 06 Research Fellow at the Department of Political and Economic Studies at the University of Helsinki (Sergei, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism”, Millennium Journal of International Studies 35: 75, Sage SW)

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

Democracy Promotion

Imposition of a single democratic model fails – multitude of ways of doing it are key

Mouffe, 09 has held visiting positions at Harvard, Cornell, and Princeton, former Programme Director at the International College of Philosophy in Paris

(Chantal, “Democracy in a Multipolar World”, Millennium - Journal of International Studies, 37: 549 Sage SW)

The situation is no doubt different in other parts of the world, and in each case the solution will have to take account of specific circumstances and cultural traditions. But all those who want to develop vernacular models of democracy face the same problem with respect to the West: its refusal to acknowledge forms of democracy different from the liberal democratic one. Western powers are adamant that the only legitimate democracy is their current interpretation: multi-party electoral democracy, accompanied by an individualistic conception of human rights, and of course by free market policies. This is the model that they claim to have the moral duty to promote, or impose if necessary. The disastrous consequences of the imposition of such a model can be seen worldwide. To take the case of Africa, for instance, several authors have pointed out that the catastrophic conditions existing in many African countries are the consequence of the inadequate political system that was bequeathed to them by their former colonisers. Independence often left them not as stable national states but as a patchwork of ethnic fiefdoms, burdened with parliaments based on those of the former colonial power. In countries with so many ethnicities with their own language, customs and culture, multi-party democracy has led to political fragmentation and bitterly divided politics. Many specialists recognise that forms of democracy more adapted to African customs are needed and that governments of national unity might be better suited for holding those countries together and fostering their development. As far as Asia is concerned, the situation is again different. There one of the challenges might be to reconcile the democratic principle of popular sovereignty with Confucianism and Taoism. The idea of ‘Asian values’ is often rejected on the grounds that it is used as an excuse by authoritarian rulers to justify their domination. In some cases there might indeed be some truth in this claim, but this should not lead to the dismissal of the legitimacy of such a notion. In the end those issues should be decided by the people concerned and it is not up to us Westerners to tell them how to organise their own societies. The thought that I would like to share with you in concluding is that we should acknowledge that the world is a pluriverse and realise that to accept a diversity of political forms of organisation will be more conducive to peace and stability than the enforcement of a universal model. 
Economy

Liberal economics are couched in terms of ‘naturalism’ that has at its core an unnatural other – government internvetions are design to sustain this ‘natural’ system

Prozorov, 06 Research Fellow at the Department of Political and Economic Studies at the University of Helsinki (Sergei, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism”, Millennium Journal of International Studies 35: 75, Sage SW)

The radical innovation of liberal governmentality, which emerged as a critique of the theory of ‘police science’ and the practice of ‘police states’ of the seventeenth to eighteenth centuries, is the reinscription of the social order in terms of socio-economic processes, which, in the episteme of classical liberalism, are deemed to be natural, self-regulating, antecedent to authority and as having an intrinsic logic of their own that is not fully transparent to state knowledge: ‘Inscribed within the very logic of liberalism is a certain naturalism.’55 From this epistemic principle follows the central tenet of liberal government: the suspicion that ‘one always governs too much’.56 The liberal solution to this problem consists in adapting the techniques of government to the principles found in the naturalised reality of the social and making government itself accountable to these principles of the ‘system of natural liberty’.57At the same time, liberal policies of laissez-faire are not a passive abandonment of an aboriginal reality to its own devices, but an elaborate activist and interventionist course that secures natural liberty by taking necessary measures to correct its perversions. This ‘corrective’ aspect points to what Mitchell Dean and Barry Hindess have respectively termed the ‘illiberality of liberalism’ and the ‘liberal government of unfreedom’.58 Within the ‘natural’ realm of the social, liberal government has historically identified manifold categories of the population, whose properties or acts were ‘contrary to nature’ and had to be rectified through governmental intervention, which historically has taken manifold forms, from the confinement of madmen to the correction of juvenile delinquents.59 It is in this possibility of governmental ‘re-naturalisation’, which we have elsewhere described in terms of the ‘pedagogical technology’ of liberalism60that we may locate the condition of emergence of the figure of the foe as the ‘enemy of liberalism’. The centrality of pedagogical interventions to liberal governmentality demonstrates that despite its avowed naturalism, liberalism remains conditioned by the constitutive, asymmetric and individualising ‘pastoral power’ that Foucault has famously identified as the condition of emergence of modern governmentality as such.61 What unites all the objects of liberal corrections, irrespectively of whether they are deemed to be evil, mentally disabled, morally deficient or simply ‘irrational’, is their functioning in the liberal discourse as beings, whose existence is deemed to be contrary to nature. On the one hand, these individuals and groups belong to the social realm, cast as ontologically and axiologically prior to government in the liberal episteme. On the other hand, however, their practices are not in accordance with the liberal vision of ‘natural liberty’ and thus require corrective interventions of liberal government, whose modus operandi is itself adapted to the natural processes of the social. ‘Natural liberty’ is therefore not an aboriginal property of the subject, but an effect of governmental intervention. The Other, who was so generously let into the global liberal ‘homeland’, is endowed with liberty only on condition of his or her subjection to the corrective interventions that eradicate his or her alterity. This Foucauldian thesis parallels Schmitt’s critique of the ‘educational theory’ involved in the valorisation of liberal democracy: The people can be brought to recognise and express their own will correctly through the right education. This means nothing else than that the educator identifies his will at least provisionally with that of the people, not to mention that the content of education that the pupil will receive is also decided by the educator. The consequence of this educational theory is a dictatorship that suspends democracy in the name of a true democracy that is still to be created.62Thus, liberal government finds its condition of (im)possibility in the generalised illiberality of pedagogical interventionism, which manifestly violates liberalism’s own naturalist presuppositions but is nonetheless essential to its existence, functioning in the manner of the Derridean supplement, ‘a strange difference which constitutes [liberalism] by breaching it’.63In Dean’s argument, this paradox makes liberalism a potentially ‘total’ modality of government, ‘because its program of self-limitation is linked to the facilitation and augmentation of the powers of civil society and its use of these powers, in conjunction with the sovereign, disciplinary and biopolitical powers of the state itself, to establish a comprehensive normalisation of social, economic and cultural existence’.64The naturalisation of a certain artefactual conception of the social permits perpetual interventions in the name of its natural values, disavowing the constitutive and frequently violent character of governmental practices. At the heart of liberal government we may therefore observe the aporia whereby the naturalist ontology is always contaminated by the logic of supplementarity and every ‘natural liberty’ bears traces of governmental ‘corrective’ interventions.65

Hegemony

Hegemony spreads a universalizing economic and liberal ideology that erases difference

Rasch 3 (William, Henry H. H. Remak Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University. He is the author of Niklas Luhmann's Modernity: The Paradoxes of Differentiation, editor of a collection of essays by Luhmann called Theories of Distinction: Redescribing the Descriptions of Modernity, and coeditor (with Cary Wolfe) of Observing Complexity: Systems Theory and Postmodernity. A collection of his essays on Carl Schmitt and the political will be published in German translation in 2003.,“Human Rights as Geopolitics Carl Schmitt and the Legal Form of American Supremacy” Cultural Critique 54 (2003) 120-147, Project Muse MGE)

The only power to emerge from the twentieth-century's first world war fresh and at the top of its game was the United States. [End Page 121] Although it took another seventy years to subdue fully all its rivals, it was already clear then that this, the twentieth, was to be the American century, perhaps the first of many such centuries. Not only was the United States a new power, but there was also something distinctly new about its power. As Schmitt recognized in 1932 (Schmitt 1988, Positionen und Begriffe, 184-203), America's legal mode of economic expansion and control of Europe—and, by extension or ambition, the rest of the globe—was qualitatively different from previous forms of imperialism. Whereas, for example, Spain in the sixteenth century and Great Britain in the nineteenth justified their imperial conquests by asserting religious and/or cultural superiority, America simply denied that its conquests were conquests. By being predominantly economic—and using, as Schmitt says, the creditor/debtor distinction rather than the more traditional Christian/non-Christian or civilized/uncivilized ones (186)—America's expropriations were deemed to be peaceful and apolitical. Furthermore, they were legal, or rather they presented themselves as the promotion and extension of universally binding legality per se. Because law ruled the United States, the rule of the United States was first and foremost the rule of law. For Schmitt, this widely accepted self-representation was neither merely "ideological" nor simply propagandistic. It was in truth an intellectual achievement, deserving respect, precisely because it was so difficult to oppose. As the American geostrategist Zbigniew Brzezinski has more recently concluded: "The American emphasis on political democracy and economic development ... combines to convey a simple ideological message that appeals to many: the quest for individual success enhances freedom while generating wealth. The resulting blend of idealism and egoism is a potent combination. Individual self-fulfillment is said to be a God-given right that at the same time can benefit others by setting an example and by generating wealth." He goes on to say: "As the imitation of American ways gradually pervades the world, it creates a more congenial setting for the exercise of the indirect and seemingly consensual American hegemony. And as in the case of the domestic American system, that hegemony involves a complex structure of interlocking institutions and procedures, designed to generate consensus and obscure asymmetries in power and influence" (Brzezinski 1997, 26-27). To sum up, Brzezinski notes that "the very multinational and exceptional character of American [End Page 122] society has made it easier for America to universalize its hegemony without letting it appear to be a strictly national one" (210). It seems, then, that to oppose American global hegemony is to oppose the universally good and common interests of all of humanity. This—the equation of particular economic and political interests with universally binding moral norms—this is the intellectual achievement Schmitt could not help but admire, even as he continuously embarked on his disastrous attempts at fighting his elusive, because nonlocalizable, enemy, which proved to be mere shadowboxing in the end. 

US hegemony creates a binary between ‘legitimate’ and ‘illegitimate’ threats  - that demonizes enemies

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Introduction The primacy of the political”, 8/18, SW)

What experts in the domestic sphere see as administration has its correspondence in international relations as pacification, cooperation, legalization, and the implementation of ‘human rights’.1 Just as liberal society marginalizes politics and conditions us to be suspicious of it, the modern international order, dominated by the United States and theatricalized by worldwide media outlets, outlaws war and makes opposition to its rule something immoral. Legitimate violence is the violence that is conducted under the auspices of the United States and its vassals; illegitimate – ie terrorist – is everything else. The virtue of the American response to the events of September 2001 is to have removed, at least partially and at least at times, the rhetorical camouflage from this fundamental attitude and made it visible for all to see, even the most naive and willing believers. We no longer play with formulas like ‘police actions’ and ‘peace keeping’, but talk quite simply and directly of war, economic booty, and the installation of compliant regimes. ‘Consultation’ with the Allies is a gleefully open and public form of threat, extortion, bribery, and, when these do not work, punishment. And support for the United States is displayed with all the calculating opportunism of a masochistic, tail-wagging and hand-licking lapdog. But there is one element of duplicity that remains, that will always remain. Our wars are always wars of liberation, never wars of conquest. Thus the discourse that dictates the tone of both political arenas, the domestic and the foreign, is moral. Once the Good is pitted against an Evil Axis of criminal regimes, opposition, domestic and foreign, can only be illegitimate, conducted by the morally perverse and therefore the politically discredited.

Heg erases the multiplicity of sovereigns and results in wars against an inhuman other

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 1 Conflict as a vocation: Schmitt, Lyotard, Luhmann”, 8/18, pg 33-35 SW)

That Schmitt’s most zealous apologists, on both the right and the left, may fairly be accused of minimizing his most egregious and shameful failings – eg his anti-Semitism and his open attempts to legitimize Hitler’s regime in the mid-1930s – is not to be denied. A defensiveness about Schmitt, born of a frustration with inept or deliberate misreadings, can easily turn into polemical aggression. Nevertheless, as tainted as Schmitt’s arguments may be, tainted by interest and tainted by affiliation, neither their structure nor their continued relevance can be so simply dismissed. The point, or points, he makes against progressive, universalist doctrines have been made, in various registers, by conservative and leftist critics alike, most recently by French thinkers like Jean- François Lyotard. Schmitt’s quarrel with America’s post-1917 role as ‘arbiter of the world’ [Schiedsrichter der Erde] (Schmitt, 1988b, p 196) centers on the presumptuous and deceptive nature inherent in any particular instance that designates itself to be the carrier of the universal principle. In Lyotard’s view, the particular application of the universal, the particular enunciation of the rights of man, say, or the universal proletariat, always carries with it the potential for terror. Noting the ‘aporia of authorization’ in the fact that a particular people – his example: the French in 1789 – assumed the position of declaring a universal right, Lyotard asks:

Why would the affirmation of a universal normative instance have universal value if a singular instance makes the declaration? How can one tell, afterward, whether the wars conducted by the singular instance in the name of the universal instance are wars of liberation or wars of conquest? (Lyotard, 1993, p 52) Schmitt would recognize these as the right questions to ask; would recognize them, in fact, as his own questions.13 They go to the heart of the nature and possibility of conflict (which is to say – of politics), for wars conducted in the name of the universal normative instance are wars fought to end all wars, conflicts conducted in the name of the self-transcendence of all conflict. But what if, afterward, we find out that the heaven of consensus and reconciliation turns out to be a realm in which conflict has been outlawed in the name of the Good, the Efficient, the Comfortable? In a world where conflict has been outlawed, how is opposition to be staged? As uncoerced agreement? It is precisely against this type of outlawry of opposition in the service of the status quo – more accurately, in the service of the unfolding and global expansion of a new type of moral and economic imperialism – that Schmitt launches his counterattack. Since, to his mind, the non-decomposable sovereignty of the autonomous state is the only form of resistance available in the fight against this seemingly relentless expansion, it is to the philosopher of state sovereignty par excellence, Hobbes, that he is drawn. Schmitt’s ‘Kampf mit Weimar-Genf-Versailles’14 is quite explicitly an updated version of an older ‘Kampf mit Rom’. In an interesting and clever move, Schmitt notices that Cole’s guild-socialism, Laski’s liberalism, and French syndicalism all share arguments and perspectives with the social philosophers of Roman Catholicism as well as those of other churches and sects, arguments that are aimed at relativizing the power of the state (Schmitt, 1988b, pp 153–54). Both the call to follow the dictates of conscience and the more explicit appeal to a higher morality as embodied in international structures (like the League or international revolutionary movements) are political weapons. The battle between ‘internationalism’ and ‘nationalism’, then, is fought not simply between the forces of freedom and oppression, but rather between the authority of one type of sovereign power and another. But, Schmitt warns:

The Roman Catholic Church is no pluralist entity, and in its [the church’s] battle against the state, pluralism, at least since the 16th century, is on the side of the national states. A pluralist social theory contradicts itself if it wishes to remain pluralist and still play off the monism and universalism of the Roman Catholic Church, as secularised in the Second or Third International, against the state. (Schmitt, 1988b, p 156)  To repeat: the battle, as he sees it, is between a sham and a true pluralism, between a pluralism in the service of a universal morality (accompanied, not so coincidentally, by a universal economy) and a pluralism in which no contestant can claim the moral high ground. It is the latter, morally neutral pluralism, based on autonomous entities, that best represents the structures and possibilities of a Schmittian form of politics.

Global liberal hegemony outlaws war – creates absolute enemies and violence against those who go against liberalism

Prozorov, 06 Research Fellow at the Department of Political and Economic Studies at the University of Helsinki (Sergei, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism”, Millennium Journal of International Studies 35: 75, Sage SW)

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.

American exceptionalism creates absolute foes – terrorism was a result of liberal universalism

Prozorov, 06 Research Fellow at the Department of Political and Economic Studies at the University of Helsinki (Sergei, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism”, Millennium Journal of International Studies 35: 75, Sage SW)

At the same time, the objective of this article is not merely to correct manifold misreadings in the exegesis of a ‘properly Schmittian’ conception  of enmity. Instead, we shall rely on Schmitt’s political realism and more contemporary philosophical orientations in deconstructing the present, actually existing ultra-politics of the foe, which has acquired a particular urgency in the current ascendancy of American neoconservative exceptionalism but is by no means reducible to it. Against the facile assumption of the unbridgeable gulf between the politics of the Bush administration and the remainder of the transatlantic community, we shall rather posit the ‘ultra-politics of the foe’ as the definitive feature of the transformation of the relation of enmity in Western politics in the twentieth century. Moreover, as our analysis below will demonstrate, the emergence of this ultra-politics is a direct effect of the universalisation of the liberal disposition rather than a resurgence of an ‘archaic’ form of political realism. What we observe presently is not a temporary ‘barbarian’ deviation from the progressive teleology of liberalism, but the fulfilment of Schmitt’s prophecy that liberalism produces its own form of barbarism.

Human Goodness

Denying the war of all against all causes universal wars against inhuman enemies

Rasch, 05 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, 

“Lines in the Sand: Enmity as a Structuring Principle”, South Atlantic Quarterly Spring, 104(2): 253-262 Duke SW)

In The Concept of the Political, Schmitt concludes that ‘‘all genuine political theories presuppose man to be evil, i.e., by no means an unproblematic but a dangerous and dynamic being.’’ 2 This anthropological ﬁction—and Schmitt is aware of the claim’s ﬁctional status—serves as the logical premise that secures Schmitt’s deﬁnition of the political as the friend/enemy distinction. We live in a world, he says, in which associations with likeminded others are our only means of security and happiness. Indiscriminate concourse of all with all cannot be the foundation for necessary political discriminations. Thus, the anthropological presupposition of evil, guilt, and violence is designed to expose what Schmitt sees as the duplicity of liberal theory, which consists in using the promise of formal equality to camouﬂage political power by displacing it in the realms of economics and morality. Liberal theory denies original enmity by assuming the innate goodness of the human being. Those—communitarians and liberals alike— who say there is no war presuppose a counterfactual ‘‘ontological priority of non-violence,’’ a ‘‘state of total peace’’ 3 that invites universal inclusion based on the ‘‘essential homogeneity and natural virtue of mankind.’’ 4 If, in such a benign state of nature, violence were to break out, such violence would be considered a perversion and, if all else were to fail, would have to be extirpated by an even greater violence. To cite John Locke, this ‘‘State of perfect Freedom’’ and universal ‘‘Equality,’’ governed solely by reason and natural law, can be disturbed only by an ‘‘Oﬀender’’ who ‘‘declares himself to live by another Rule, than that of reason and common Equity.’’ Such a ‘‘Criminal’’ has ‘‘declared War against all Mankind, and therefore may be destroyed as a Lyon or a Tyger, one of those wild Savage Beasts, with whom Men can have no Society nor Security.’’ 5 The political, on this view, emerges only as the result of the Fall—that is, emerges only to ﬁght the war against war, a war always initiated by a sinful or bestial other. It seeks to make itself superﬂuous by restoring or, more progressively, establishing for the ﬁrst time this natural order of peace. Should one demur and ﬁnd the perfect state to be less than advertised, then one’s demurral would most assuredly be recog nized not as legitimate political opposition, but rather as evidence of greed, moral perversity, or some other pathological behavior. With its paciﬁc presuppositions, liberalism, according to Schmitt, dissolves the speciﬁcity of the political and hides the necessarily asymmetric power relations that mark all political maneuverings. By way of an anthropological sleight of hand, liberalism represents itself as an ethos, a moral and economic emancipation, and not as what it really is, namely, a powerpolitical regime with traditional power-political aims. For Schmitt, distinctions, rather than the eﬀacement of distinctions, structure the space within which we live, including the space of the political. Only within structured space, space literally marked by human activities, by human groupings and the boundaries they draw, do terms achieve their meanings. Norms, he repeatedly stated, are derived from situations, normal situations; they are not derived logically from underived ﬁrst principles. Categories like ‘‘liberty’’ and ‘‘equality’’ can have political signiﬁcance only when deﬁned and delineated within the sphere of the political. They are neither natural nor innately human qualities; they are not self-evident truths. Consequently, Schmitt’s suspicion of liberalism, paciﬁsm, or any other -ism that denies an initial and therefore ever-present potential war of all against all is a suspicion of those who wish to make their operative distinctions invisible, and thus incontestable, by claiming the immorality or illegality of all distinction. Schmitt’s insistence, then, on our ‘‘evil’’ nature is evidence neither of his existential misanthropy nor even, necessarily, of his conservative authoritarianism, but rather of his desire to secure the autonomy and necessity of that human mechanism called ‘‘the political.’’ To the question of whether there is a war, Schmitt emphatically answers ‘‘yes’’—by which he means to aﬃrm not armed conﬂict or bloodshed as a virtue in and of itself, but rather the necessity of the view that the proverbial state of nature is, as Hobbes knew, a state marked by imperfection, and that this imperfection manifests itself as violence and the guilt associated with it.

The idea of an ontological human goodness is NOT universal – those who reject it will be eliminated

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Introduction The primacy of the political”, 8/18, pg 15-16 SW)

What could be wrong with such a vision? Certainly it is neither verifiable nor deniable empirically, so one cannot object on that ground. Ontologies are posited, not proven; and the same goes for philosophical anthropology at this level of abstraction. What we have in Milbank, then, is an image of a primordially pacified globe, and a lovely image it is. It satisfies the demands, or so it would seem, of a non-Kantian ethics, based on expansion rather than repression of desire,7 and a quintessentially enlightened theology that places original goodness over sin. It also sketches the outlines for an ideal, non- capitalist economics based on collective utilization of the commons, and links this sketch, much like recent radical histories,8 to a putatively pre-fallen stage of history of the human race not yet marked by the doctrine of property and dominion. It conforms to the demand for the symmetry and ‘noble simplicity’ of a classical aesthetics. And its portrayal of the political, to the extent that such a portrayal exists, does offer a distinct alternative to Schmitt’s friend/enemy model. But, not unexpectedly, here some difficulties arise, because the image of peaceful harmony that is found in the original text of peaceful creation is overlaid by the more violent and imperfect second text. The question becomes: How do we move from that second text back to the first one? How, in other words, do we convince those not already willing to participate in the coming community to give up their ‘sinful’ ways? The question is a difficult one, because if peace is the default mode of the universe and violence only ‘an unnecessary intrusion’ brought into the community by ‘a free subject who asserts a will that is truly independent of God and of others, and thereby a will to the inhibition and distortion of reality’ (Milbank, 1990, p 432), how does one combat that violence if not by violence? The exercise of a corrective violence, a ‘just’ violence, aimed at the sinful intrusion is, of course, a traditional Christian response.9 It is not, however, Milbank’s. Instead he offers something perhaps even more insidious. Milbank opts for ‘ecclesial coercion’, a form of ‘non- coercive persuasion’ (Milbank, 1990, p 418) that is a collective, communal pressure expressed as ‘social anger’ or ‘calm fury’. ‘When a person commits an evil act’, Milbank writes, ‘he cuts himself off from social peace’, because ‘an individual’s sin is never his alone ... its endurance harms us all, and therefore its cancellation is also the responsibility of all’ (Milbank, 1990, pp 421, 422). Therefore, non-coercive persuasion is the collective pressure of the group that ideally leads to renewed voluntary conformity, the ‘free consent of will’ (Milbank, 1990, p 418), on the part of the deviant individual. The political as Schmitt envisions it disappears completely once one presupposes the ontological priority of non-violence. But what takes its place? It may seem ironic, but once one renounces the political and embraces the community based on harmonious universal inclusion of the peaceful and absolute exclusion of ‘sin’, one seems to have what Schmitt refers to as ‘democracy’ based on homogeneity. When one excludes the political, one has to guard the borders vigilantly against those willful intruders who deviate from God’s will – which also means that one need be ever vigilant within those borders as well. Such an atmosphere, it seems, lends itself well to the description, cited above, of the ‘total state which no longer knows anything absolutely nonpolitical’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 25), which is to say that the political loses its autonomy and becomes conflated with the moral. What then becomes of those who are not ‘persuaded’, who adamantly refuse to ‘participate’? Is ‘sin’ the only category available to describe their behavior? And is there no legitimate political alternative to pure and absolute consensus? Will all dissent and all dissenters who refuse to repent be eternally damned? We know by now what question to ask, and it is a quintessentially Schmittian question: Who decides? Who decides on what is and what is not peace, what is and what is not violence, what is and what is not sin? And we know the answer: the sovereign, here the far from non-coercive sovereignty of the collective known as the Christian community. By extension, the same question can be asked of the other proponents of the ontological priority of non- violence, that is, of Agamben and of Hardt and Negri. Does negating the presupposition of violence negate the sovereign, or is not the negation itself a sovereign act, one made by the theologian or the philosopher, or by a liberal order that claims to have solved, once and for all, the nihilistic problem of the political?

Human Rights

The idea of human rights creates a perception of those who do not possess it as ‘inhuman’ – leads to limitless ‘corrective’ violence

Prozorov, 06 Research Fellow at the Department of Political and Economic Studies at the University of Helsinki (Sergei, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism”, Millennium Journal of International Studies 35: 75, Sage SW)

This relationship is at work not only in liberal domestic politics, but also, and with an even greater intensity, in the international domain, where liberal governmentality is deployed in such diverse contexts as military interventions ‘in the name of democracy’, neoliberal programmes of development assistance and economic restructuring, and even the global campaign for the promotion of ‘human rights’. As William Rasch argues in his reading of the discourse of human rights as a form of geopolitics, ‘the term “human” is not descriptive, but evaluative. To be truly human, one needs to be corrected.’66 It is this object of liberal corrective interventions, whether domestic or international, that epitomises the figure of the foe – a ‘not truly human’ being ‘proscribed by nature itself’. The ‘incomplete’ humanity of this creature renders it infinitely inferior to the ‘fully’ liberal rights-holders, which justifies the deployment of asymmetric subject–object relations in pedagogical practices of correction, while the ‘unnaturality’ of this creature provokes a degree of apprehension: even if the foe is infinitely weaker than ‘us’, any engagement with him is dangerous, as one never knows what these ‘monsters’ are capable of. To recall our discussion in the previous section, the fear of the Other that animates Schmitt’s discourse on enmity does not disappear in the liberal political ontology of monistic naturalism. Instead, it is supplemented with a violent project of eradicating this dangerous alterity that liberalism has itself incorporated into its ‘universal homeland’ through manifold corrective, disciplinary and punitive practices, which have no rationality whatsoever in the Schmittian pluriverse of irreducible alterity. The foe is therefore, as it were, a double enemy: both a transcendental Other that is intrinsically dangerous in Schmitt’s sense of radical alterity and an empirical Other, whose dangerousness is established by his or her actual resistance to the efforts of liberal government to purge this alterity.
Inclusion/Fasching/Other
The affirmatives focus on liberal institutions and ethics displaces violence in search of “true peace”. However, the development of the other is critical to our understandings of politics, and their inclusive practice will only justify wars of 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,” Practices of Ethics: Relating/Responding to Difference in International Politics Annual Convention, International Studies Association, 2008//MC

In The Concept of the Political Schmitt had already indicted the increased usage of the terminology of ‘humanity’ by both theorists and institutional actors such as the League of Nations (1996a). His initial critique allows us to illuminate four distinct criticisms against contemporary world politics’ ethical recourse to the discourse of humanity (cf. Odysseos 2007b). The first objection arises from the location of this discourse in the liberal universe of values. By using the discourse of humanity, the project of a universal ethics reverberates with the nineteenth century ‘ringing proclamations of disinterested liberal principle’ (Gowan 2003: 53) through which ‘liberalism quite successfully conceals its politics, which is the politics of getting rid of politics’ (Dyzenhaus 1998: 14). For Schmitt, the focus of liberal modernity on moral questions aims to ignore or surpass questions of conflict altogether: it is therefore ‘the battle against the political - as Schmitt defines the political’, in terms of the permanency of social antagonism in politics (Sax 2002: 501). The second criticism argues that ‘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 feudal system and the privileges accompanying it’ (Schmitt 1996a: 55). Outside of this historical location, where does it find concrete expression but in the politics of a politically neutral ‘international community’ which acts, we are assured, in the interest of humanity? (cf. Blair 1999). The ‘international community is coextensive with humanity…[it]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’, a need which it can only determine as the ‘secularized “church” of “common humanity”’ (Rasch 2003: 137, citing James Brown Scott).2 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 asethical 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). Most importantly, and related to this concern, 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; yet its utilisation by liberal ethical discourses within a philosophy of an ‘absolute humanity’, Schmitt feared, could bring about new and unimaginable modes of exclusion (1996a,2003,2004/2007): 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? (Rasch2003: 135). ‘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 guerreen for me (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 (Schmitt2003a: 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 in human, where ‘the negative pole of the distinction is to be fully and finally consumed without remainder’ (Rasch 2003: 137). Finally, the ethical discourse of a universal humanity can be discerned in the tendency to normalise diverse peoples through legalisation and individualisation. The paramount emphasis placed on legal instruments and entitlements such as human rights transforms diverse subjectivities into ‘rights-holders’. ‘[T]he other is stripped of his otherness and made to conform to the universal ideal of what it means to be human’, meaning that ‘the term “human” is not descriptive, but evaluative. To be truly human, one needs to be corrected’ (Rasch 2003: 140 and 137; cf. Young 2002;Hopgood 2000). What does this correction in its ‘multiform tactics’, which include Michel Foucault’s proper terms of discipline and training, aim to produce? The answer may well be the proper, free (masterful), equal and rational (in its self-interest)subject of rights, of capitalism and the governmentalised state (Foucault 2001a). As Gil Anidjar notes, the operation of the traditional binary ‘sovereign/enemy’ is transformed ‘in the disciplinary society (which signals, according to Foucault, the dissolution of sovereign power) into “disciplinary regime/criminality” (or, for that second term, legal subject, subject of the law, and, of course, “man”)’ (Anidjar 2004:42; emphasis added). Of equally great importance is transformation that follows in the transition from a disciplinary to a governmental economy of power: this is what we are at the moment confronting and must analyse: what are the paths towards which the other as enemy is directed by (a global) governmentality and, moreover, what forms, subjectivities, etc., is the ‘enemy’ encouraged to take in the form of an unavoidable freedom, along the lines articulated by Foucault under the heading of ‘self government’(2007b).

Universalizing ethics justifies global civil wars and colonialism in the name of reordering the world.

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,” Practices of Ethics: Relating/Responding to Difference in International Politics Annual Convention, International Studies Association, 2008//MC

The iconography of absolute enmity, then, approaches the figure of the enemy as exemplary of the emerging post-Westphalian order, which is best understood as a ‘global civil war’ (Odysseos 2008; cf. Schmitt 1995a). Global civil war is characterised by internality, the collapse of ‘Westphalian’ distinctions such as rule/exception, war/peace, domestic/foreign, and also by the fact that it is not really a war at all but, rather, a ‘war-order’: that order-producing war and war-making order whose spatial and temporal bounds have been rescinded (Odysseos 2008). In this war order, war is absolute war, properly ontologised (cf. Hardt and Negri 2004: 19). Moreover, in this war-order bracketing war is impossible. As Schmitt himself argues, absolute war and absolute enmity appear coextensive (Schmitt 2004: 35). Absolute enmity, however, is elusive and entirely abstract: a spectre. It is its abstractness that allows for the enemy’s total renunciation. As Beasley-Murray argues, outside of bracketing of war, in this transaction of death, what is absent is an exchange or even a relation between subjects who can recognize each other: both parties, on the ground or in the air, confront an unknowable foe…The enemy becomes abstract for both sides. (2005: 220) Schmitt’s Nomos of the Earth had noted that in the jus publicum Europaeum civil and colonial wars had been excluded from the delimitation of war (2003: 309) and, indeed, that the limiting of European land war was predicated on the possibility of (non-European areas for) colonial land-appropriations (cf. Odysseos 2007: 126ff). In as much as ‘the partisan or terrorist is in certain respects a symptom of much larger structural problems’, as Jan-Werner Muller observes (2006: 5), Schmitt worried that 17 the collapse of the distinction between European and no-European would not bring ‘liberalism and prosperity to the periphery’ but, rather, would reverberate with ‘the threat that we could all now be subject to colonial violence’ (Beasley-Murray 2005: 219-220). The contemporary war-order, however, far exceeds Schmitt’s initial concerns of the United States’ decisive swing towards a ‘global pan-interventionism’, which subjects us all to ‘colonial’ relations because it strives to reorder the Earth as a globe, leaving no ‘internal’ space and society unchanged (1995a: 445-448). This order, rather, orders and takes life at the same time: the attempt to eliminate the other as absolute enemy, is ‘at the same time, [a] construction of a new order’ (Laclau 2005: 11; brackets added) with colonial racial characteristics (see, importantly, Mbembe 2003: 17, 24; Beasley-Murray 2005).

Unity causes violence – only plurality of cultures can prevent this 

Mouffe, 05 has held visiting positions at Harvard, Cornell, and Princeton, former Programme Director at the International College of Philosophy in Paris (Chantal, “The limits of John Rawls’s pluralism”, Politics, Philosophy & Economics, vol. 4, 2: pp. 221-231 Sage SW)

This time I am unable to follow Rawls even part of the way and I find his ‘realistic utopia’, as he puts it, profoundly alarming. I believe that in the international arena such views are very dangerous because, far from fostering peace, they are likely to lead to war in the name of spreading the reasonable. Any ideal of the unification of the world under a single system can only suscitate violent reactions. Here again, the lack of ‘agonistic channels’ for the expression of grievances tends to create the conditions for the emergence of antagonisms which, as recent events indicate, can take extreme forms and have disastrous consequences. The situation at the international level is, today, in many respects similar to the one I pointed out earlier in domestic politics: the absence of an agonistic debate does not permit legitimate forms of expression of conflicts. It is no wonder that antagonisms therefore emerge, taking extreme forms which call into question the very basis of the existing order. Even liberal cosmopolitans such as Richard Falk and Andrew Strauss recognize this when they say: With the possibility of direct and formalized participation in the international system foreclosed, frustrated individuals and groups . . . have been turning to various modes of civic resistance, both peaceful and violent. Global terrorism is at the violent end of this spectrum of transnational protest, and its apparent agenda may be mainly driven by religious, ideological and regional goals rather than by resistance directly linked to globalization. But its extremist alienation is partly at the very least, an indirect result of [the] globalizing impact that may be transmuted in the political unconscious of those so afflicted into grievances associated with cultural injustices.16 What is really at stake is the negation of the dimension of the political and the belief that the aim of politics, be it at the national or international level, is to establish consensus on a single model, thereby foreclosing the possibility of legitimate dissent. Terrorism should warn against the dangers implied in the delusions of the universalist, globalist liberal discourse which postulates that human progress requires the establishment of world unity based on the implementation of western values, even if one accepts, as does Rawls, that communitarian form of liberalism are to be tolerated. The thought that I want to share with you is that, if we want to establish a more peaceful world, it is not along cosmopolitan lines that we should be envisaging it because, whatever its form (and in my view, Rawls can be seen as advocating a weak version of cosmopolitanism), such a perspective is unable to make room for a real pluralism. I believe that what we need is to work towards the creation of a multi-polar world order where a sort of equilibrium could be created among a multiplicity of regional hegemonic poles. We hear a lot today about the need to restore an effective multilateralism. But a real multilateralism requires the existence of a plurality of centres of decisions, constituted by a certain number of great regional spaces and genuine cultural poles. It is a mistake to believe, for instance, that the modernization of Islam should take place through westernization. Trying to impose our model on the whole planet can only multiply local conflicts of resistance which foment terrorism. We have to acknowledge the pluralist character of the world – the fact that, contrary to what many liberals postulate, the world is a ‘pluriverse’, not a universe.

Ethical confrontation with the other leads to their extermination –political enmity solves 

Prozorov, 06 Research Fellow at the Department of Political and Economic Studies at the University of Helsinki (Sergei, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism”, Millennium Journal of International Studies 35: 75, Sage SW)

What interests us in this modality of the friend–enemy distinction is the explicit requirement of equality between opponents in the common space of the ‘regulated contest of forces’. Indeed, the ontological equality of the self and the enemy is a fundamental characteristic of Schmitt’s thought that strongly contrasts with the asymmetric constellation of the self–other interaction in the ‘poststructuralist ethics’ of Levinas and Derrida.29 While for the latter the asymmetrical relation, whereby the Other calls the Self in question, is a prerequisite for the assumption of a genuinely ethical ‘responsibility’, for Schmitt any asymmetry, privileging either the Self or the Other, paves the way for absolute enmity and the actualisation of the ‘most extreme possibility’ of existential negation. For Schmitt, being called in question by the Other is not in itself an ethical but simply a horrifying experience of the possibility of violent death. What makes the encounter with the Other contingently ethical is precisely the possibility of the resolution of this asymmetry in the establishment of an empirical equality that actualises the equality that is always already inscribed in the transcendental function of the friend–enemy distinction: after all, in Schmitt’s ontology of radical alterity any two subjects are equal simply by virtue of being wholly different from each other.30 Schmitt’s normative preference for the Westphalian modality of enmity is therefore conditioned both by its correspondence to the ontological condition of equality-in-alterity and the desire to avoid the absolutisation of hostility that is inherent in any asymmetrical self–other interaction. What made possible the actualisation of ontological equality in the Westphalian period was the exclusion of all substantive (moral, economic or aesthetic) criteria, on the basis of which the properties or actions of any party could be deemed ‘unjust’, thus permitting the appropriation of the justa causa by the other party. In contrast, the ultrapolitical constellation, discussed by Zizek, is marked precisely by the presence of positive normative content in the positions of the opponents, whose incommensurability precludes the existence of a common ground between them. In this constellation, the Self inevitably perceives the Other not as a legitimate existential equal, but as a pure negation of the normative principles of the Self, the otherness of the Other reduced to a mere denial of the Self. Insofar as these normative principles are treated  by the Self as unproblematic and unchallengeable, the enemy, viewed in solely negative terms of their refusal, becomes not merely the adversary in a regulated contest but an object of hate and revulsion, or, in Schmitt’s terms, an inimicus rather than a hostis. 

Inevitable/Natural

Discourse of naturalism constructs those who disagree as ‘unnatural’. 

Prozorov, 06 Research Fellow at the Department of Political and Economic Studies at the University of Helsinki (Sergei, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism”, Millennium Journal of International Studies 35: 75, Sage SW)

What is the criterion that distinguishes the barbarian as the foe to be battled and annihilated from the ‘noble savage’, whose authenticity we might revel in and whose safe eccentricities we might even valorise in the spirit of liberal ‘tolerance’? The savage is manifestly the object of the liberal pastoral, whose transformation into a liberal subject does not, in the aporetic ontology of liberalism, detract from his naturality, but rather completes it, transforming a ‘not truly human’ being into a full-fledged ‘free subject’. The pedagogical endowment of the savage with a ‘natural liberty’ transforms this Other, that from the perspective of the ‘most extreme possibility’ is always a ‘potential enemy’, into a liberal ‘friend’, thereby creating the conditions for the universalisation of the ‘liberal peace’. 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.

Just War

The idea of ‘just’ wars allow total wars fought in the name of humanity – we must let specific ‘political’ interests determine conflict

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Introduction The primacy of the political”, 8/18, pg 12-13 SW)

I believe it in order here to cite a longer passage to clarify the point. ‘To demand seriously of human beings’, Schmitt passionately exclaims, that they kill others and be prepared to die themselves so that trade and industry may flourish for the survivors or that the purchasing power of grandchildren may grow is sinister and crazy. It is a manifest fraud to condemn war as homicide and then demand of men that they wage war, kill and be killed, so that there will never again be war. 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. Just as little can war be justified by ethical and juristic norms. If there really are enemies in the existential sense as meant here, then it is justified, but only politically, to repel and fight them physically. (Schmitt, 1976, pp 48–49) I take Schmitt’s claim to be both obvious and counterintuitive. We have been conditioned to believe that the anarchic order of sovereign states poses a constant threat of uncontrolled outbreaks of potentially devastating wars. During the course of the 20th century, various treaties and agreements made by assorted leagues and associations of nations attempted to limit such outbreaks by ‘outlawing’ war except for a series of ‘justified’ reasons. These reasons accord with ‘values’ that are said to be humane, universal, rational, or simply self-evident. Perhaps surprisingly or perhaps not so surprisingly, these attempts have not successfully prevented the outbreak of ‘unjustified’ wars. Nor have they prevented those who explicitly retain sovereign power and military might from conducting wars regardless of justification. Indeed, as Schmitt specifically argues, rather than limiting the occurrence of war, treaties like the Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1928 explicitly multiply the possible occasions for war – ‘The solemn declaration of outlawing war does not abolish the friend- enemy distinction, but, on the contrary, opens new possibilities by giving an international hostis declaration new content and new vigor’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 51) – and intensifies the ferocity of the fighting once war does break out – ‘and a war as an instrument of international politics can be worse than a war as an instrument of a national policy only’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 50). When a nation or body of nations who has asserted its sovereign authority by identifying which norms ought to be established in such treaties decides, for whatever reason, to wage wars, it now is able to do so in the name of an assortment of universal and international ideals (rather than traditional state interest), or simply in the name of ‘humanity’. Thus, wars of territorial or economic conquest can now be justified as wars of liberation. The imposition of a particular nation’s or culture’s form of economic, legal, administrative, and cultural life can now be touted as the extension of human rights. The white man’s burden of old is lightened when, instead of Christianity, emancipation is the outcome of the contemporary white man’s efforts. So, when Schmitt grounds war ‘existentially’, rather than normatively, he does so to keep local control, as it were, over sovereignty. When the sovereign right to distinguish friend from enemy in a time of crisis is relinquished, when it is stripped away in the name of a universally valid norm or principle, then that political entity ceases to exist. ‘For as long as a people exists in the political sphere, this people must ... determine by itself the distinction of friend and enemy. Therein resides the essence of its political existence. When it no longer possesses the capacity or the will to make this distinction, it ceases to exist politically. If it permits this decision to be made by another, then it is no longer a politically free people and is absorbed into another political system’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 49). What follows, then, is the seemingly shocking conclusion: ‘A world in which the possibility of war is utterly eliminated, a completely pacified globe, would be a world without the distinction of friend and enemy and hence a world without politics’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 35).

Liberalism

Liberalism and democracy prevent effective decision making and undermines the political 

Strong 7-Distinguished Professor of Political Science @ Harvard, PhD in Political Science @ Harvard [Tracy, Foreword: Dimensions of the New Debate about Carl Schmitt, from The Concept of the Political, 2007, pg. xv, DKP]

From this standpoint, Schmitt came to the following conclusions about modern bourgeois politics. First, it is a system which rests on compromise; hence all of its solutions are in the end temporary, occasional, never decisive. Second, such arrangements can never resolve the claims of equality inherent in democracy. By the universalism implicit in its claims for equality, democracy challenges the legitimacy of the political order, as liberal legitimacy rests on discussion and the compromise of shifting majority rules. Third, liberalism will tend to undermine the possibility of the political in that it wishes to substitute procedure for struggle. Thus, last, legitimacy and legality cannot be the same; indeed, they stand in contradiction to each other. The driving force behind this argument lies in its claim that politics cannot be made safe and that the attempt to make politics safe will result in the abandonment of the state to private interests and to "society." The reality of an empirical referent for this claim was undeniable in the experience of Weimar. (It is worth remembering that Schmitt was among those who sought to strengthen the Weimar regime by trying to persuade Hindenburg to invoke the temporary dictatorial powers of article 48 against the extremes on the Right and the Left.)18

The political defines what it means to be a human being—absent the friend-enemy distinction we lose what it means to be human

Strong 7-Distinguished Professor of Political Science @ Harvard, PhD in Political Science @ Harvard [Tracy, Foreword: Dimensions of the New Debate about Carl Schmitt, from The Concept of the Political, 2007, pg. xv-xvi, DKP]

There is here, however, a deeper claim, a claim that the political defines what it is to be a human being in the modern world and that those who would diminish the political diminish humanity. Schmitt lays this out as the "friend-enemy" distinction. What is important about this distinction is not so much the "who is on my side" quality, but the claim that only by means of this distinction does the question of our willingness to take responsibility for our own lives arise. "Each participant is in a position to judge whether the adversary intends to negate his opponent's way of life and therefore must be repulsed or fought in order to preserve one's own form of existence. "19 It is this quality that attracts the nonliberal Left and the Right to Schmitt. It is precisely to deny that the stakes of politics should be so high that liberals resist Schmitt. If a liberal is a person who cannot take his own side in an argument, a liberal is also a person who, as Schmitt notes, thereby raising the stakes, if asked "'Christ or Barabbas?' [responds] with a proposal to adjourn or appoint a committee of investigation.20 

The expansion of liberalism causes dehumanization 

Strong 7-Distinguished Professor of Political Science @ Harvard, PhD in Political Science @ Harvard [Tracy, Foreword: Dimensions of the New Debate about Carl Schmitt, from The Concept of the Political, 2007, pg. xvi-xvii, DKP]

Schmitt claimed that liberalism's reliance on procedure led to a depoliticization and dehumanization of the world. It was the daring of the claim for the political that drew Leo Strauss's attention in the critique he wrote of The Concept ofthe Political in 1932. Schmitt had written: "The political adversaries of a clear political theory will ... easily refute political phenomena and truths in the name of some autonomous discipline as amoral, uneconomical, unscientific and above all declare this-and this is politically relevant-a devilry worthy of being combated.,,21 Schmitt's claim was not just that the political was a separate realm of human activity, parallel to ethics, economics, science, and religion, but that inquiry into the political was an inquiry into the "order of human things," where the important word is "human.,,22 To claim this was to claim that the possibility of dying for what one was the final determining quality of the human. Schmitt's existential Hobbesianism thus saw moral claims as implicitly denying the finality of death in favor of an abstract universalism in which human beings were not particularly involved in what they were. As Herbert Marcuse noted, "Carl Schmitt inquires into the reason for such sacrifice: 'There is no rational end, no norm however correct, no program however exemplary, no social ideal however beautiful, and no legitimacy or legality that could justify men's killing one another.' What, then, remains as a possible justification? Only this: that there is a state of affairs that through its very existence and presence is exempt from all justification, i.e. an 'existential,' 'ontological' state of affairs,-justification by mere existence.',23 It is this quality in Schmitt that is at the basis of the 24 accusations of irrationalism and decisionism.

Inclusion of the other denies their culture, instead forcing assimilation into liberal norms, justifying interventionist wars in the name of human rights

Rasch 3 (William, Henry H. H. Remak Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University. He is the author of Niklas Luhmann's Modernity: The Paradoxes of Differentiation, editor of a collection of essays by Luhmann called Theories of Distinction: Redescribing the Descriptions of Modernity, and coeditor (with Cary Wolfe) of Observing Complexity: Systems Theory and Postmodernity. A collection of his essays on Carl Schmitt and the political will be published in German translation in 2003.,“Human Rights as Geopolitics Carl Schmitt and the Legal Form of American Supremacy” Cultural Critique 54 (2003) 120-147, Project Muse MGE) **we do not endorse gendered language**

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 [End Page 138] 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 speciWcally 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."12 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 "gentle compulsion" (Habermas 1997, 133). 13 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, [End Page 140] 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. As Rawls states, "Human rights are a class of rights that play a special role in a reasonable Law of Peoples: they restrict the justifying reasons for war and its conduct, and they specify limits to a regime's internal autonomy. In this way they reflect the two basic and historically profound changes in how the powers of sovereignty have been conceived since World War II" (79). Yet, what Rawls sees as a postwar development in the notion of sovereignty—that is, its restriction—could not, in fact, have occurred had it not been for the unrestricted sovereign powers of the victors of that war, especially, of course, the supreme power of the United States. The limitation of (others') sovereignty is an imposed limitation, imposed by a sovereign state that has never relinquished its own sovereign power. What for Vitoria was the sovereignty of Christendom and for Scott the sovereignty of humanity becomes for Rawls the simple but uncontested sovereignty of liberalism itself. 14 So goes the contemporary refinement of the achievement that so impressed Schmitt in 1932. "Time and again," wrote Schmitt back then, sensing what was to come, the great superiority, the amazing political achievement of the U.S. reveals itself in the fact that it uses general, flexible concepts.... With regard to these decisive political concepts, it depends on who interprets, defines, and uses them; who concretely decides what peace is, what disarmament, what intervention, what public order and security are. One of the most important manifestations of humanity's legal and spiritual life is the fact that whoever has true power is able to determine the content of concepts and words. Caesar dominus et supra grammaticam. Caesar is also lord over grammar. (1988, Positionen und Begriffe, 202) 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? 15 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 [End Page 141] 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). 
“Moral” War

Difference is inevitable – wars justified with moral principles escalate that difference

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 1 Conflict as a vocation: Schmitt, Lyotard, Luhmann”, 8/18, pg 21-22 SW)

If political conflict is disciplined conflict and not the war of all against all, we have to ask: How is conflict possible? We defer an answer by asking a second question: How is difference possible? As Zeno’s paradox shows, difference is infinite and, as such, invisible. Further distinctions can always be made, making the task of perceiving difference paradoxical, because difference is all we have. If a structure of difference is to be made visible, difference must be suspended and bundled into unities. Conflict is possible as a structure of difference, and such a structure is only possible as a differentiation of unities, a differentiation, that is, of bundled differences. Thus, the specific nature of politics is determined by the specific constitution of opposed unities, making the origin of politics already political, already a battle about what constitutes a politically legitimate unity. We can now phrase our original question in a somewhat more paradoxical form: If politics is conflict, at what level is politics (conflict) suspended in order to make politics (conflict) possible? Since we have already eliminated the pre-political anarchy of the state of nature and the post- political universal stillness of the world state, we are left with two historically viable alternatives: the archaic but nevertheless lingering memory of the sovereign nation-state, and the quite modern and quite liberal concept of autonomous associations, social groups, or social systems. It is the latter pluralism of functionally differentiated social systems that seems to have carried the day, thus it is against this species of pluralism that Schmitt wages his political war – not because he opposes pluralism, but because the pluralism of associations, in his view, is sham pluralism. Simply and succinctly put, Schmitt sees in early 20th-century, Anglo-American, liberal pluralism an underlying universal monism, an extremely dangerous ideology of ‘humanity’ that leaves both the dissenting group and the dissenting individual dehumanized and defenceless. His solution is to rehabilitate the monism of state sovereignty in order to guarantee a greater pluralism, an international pluralism of autonomous unities that refuse to be subsumed under the legal or economic supremacy of a particular instance (the United States, say) that has authorized itself to be the privileged carrier of the omnipotent and universal moral principle. The sovereignty of the state, as the carrier of difference, enables the arena of this larger pluralism in which the political is to be found.

Normative Statements

Positive laws ignore the state of emergency 

Wetters 6 (Johns Hopkins University, “The Rule of the Norm and the Political Theology of "Real Life" in Carl Schmitt and Giorgio Agamben” diacritics 36.1 (2006) 31-46, Project Muse, MGE)

If Schmitt's use of norm words were unproblematic in itself, then this translation would be easier to justify. "Norm" can indeed mean "rule," in certain contexts, but Schmitt, the jurist, knows the concept in the sense of a legal norm (Rechtsnorm), which is to say a "positive law" (Gesetz). Schmitt insists, for instance, in Legality and Legitimacy (1932), that laws as legal norms should refer exclusively to the products of legislation and should not be confused with written "rules" (Regelungen), unwritten social norms, "measures" (Maßnahmen), "orders" (Anordnungen as well as Befehle), or executive decrees. Schmitt's Political Theology (1922), however, does not consistently conform to this distinction. His norm vocabulary becomes unstable both in the idea of the "normal" (which is never entirely a product of legal norms in Political Theology), and in his effort to produce a sweeping general theorization of sovereignty. To put it in the words of Jürgen Link's lengthy study of "normalism" (Normalismus): "It is . . . anything but easy to precisely unfold Schmitt's concept of 'normality'" [287].1 Link speaks of Schmitt's "interdiscursive montage" made up of "juridical, theological, philosophical and sociological" usages. Taken in the purely juridical sense, however, it is well known that Schmitt is no friend of theories of law that seek to identify law in general (Recht) with a system of [End Page 31] positive laws (Gesetze). In the introduction to Legality and Legitimacy, for example, he describes the "legislative state" (Gesetzgebungstaat) as a state that sees itself as a legislative-parliamentary system for the production of legal norms (Normierungen) that correspond with the general will of the commonwealth [LuL 9–18]. The legislative state sets up norms that are "meant to last" ("für die Dauer gedachten Normierungen")—whereas rules, regulations, and emergency measures (and in particular those allowed for in Article 48 of the Weimar constitution) would have an entirely different status. By permitting decrees, laws, and executive actions to acquire the "force of law,"2 Article 48 undermines the legitimacy of the parliament and opens the way for dictatorship. Schmitt outlines the self-legitimation of parliamentary systems as follows: The "rule of law" prevails rather than the rule by men, authorities or superiors. And even more precisely: The laws do not rule, but are only valid as norms. Domination and sheer power do not exist at all anymore. Whoever exercises power and domination acts "based on a law" or "in the name of the law." He does nothing but enforce a valid norm in accordance with his own responsibilities. [LuL 8] If Schmitt sounds a bit skeptical in this passage, the tone is entirely in accord with chapters 1 and 2 of Political Theology, which aggressively underscore the inadequacy of legal-parliamentary systems when it comes to emergencies and exceptional cases in which someone must take responsibility for deciding. Legal and constitutional systems can guarantee their ongoing "normal" function only during conditions of normality; in order for the legal order to be restored in a state of exception (or for laws to be applicable in the first place), a "normal situation" must be created; law in this sense can never apply or enforce itself automatically, but can do so only through representative agents invested with the power of decision. These claims of Political Theology are compatible with those of Legality and Legitimacy insofar as the earlier text insists that even systems that found their legitimacy on the "rule of law" must occasionally have recourse to extralegal measures in order to preserve the law. But if such measures themselves begin to acquire the status, duration, and the very name of law, then the law's claim to legitimacy within a parliamentary-legal system is undermined in a way which, for Schmitt, is appallingly at odds with this system's self-evident interest in its own stability and survival. 

No Violence/War

Claiming to prevent all conflict creates a world that is free of politics. Conflict is only natural, as it is the preservation of a political system. 

Thorup 06, Mikkel Thorup, lecturer and researcher at the Institute of Philosophy and History of Ideas at the University of Aarhus in Denmark, In Defense of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism, Ph.D. Dissertation, January 2006, http://rudar.ruc.dk/bitstream/1800/2068/1/In_defence_of_enmity_-_pdf.pdf//MC
A world in which there is no possibility of such a [real] fight would be a definitively pacified globe. It would be a world without any distinction between friend and enemy and, therefore, a world without politics. (Schmitt 1996a: 35)  Depoliticization cannot recognize limits to itself. Each limit questions the depoliticization already instituted. It hints at the possibility of enmity or alternative - and thereby puts the whole of the depoliticized in question. For liberalism, the foremost limit to depoliticization has always been the state and most notably the nation state in its Weberian sense. Taken to its outermost conclusion contemporary liberal globalism aims at a post-political globe. The obstacle, the barrier for universal depoliticization and eternal pacification, is thought to be the nation state:  For many people the idea of global organization means nothing else than the utopian idea of total depoliticalization. Demands are therefore made, almost always indiscriminately, that all states on earth become members as soon as possible and that it be 'universal'. Universality at any price would necessarily have to mean total depoliticalization and with it, particularly, the non-existence of states. (Schmitt 1996a: 56)  I stated earlier that any political movement is (in its end goal) anti-political and that every political critique must be eminently political. This calls for a short explanation. My claim is that every political movement seeks to universalize and decontest their programme. At some level everyone wants to eternalize their politics. Trotsky's idea of permanent revolution or Mao's of uninterrupted revolution show an awareness of the dangers of any revolution to ossify and bureaucratize the revolutionary energies. Everyday life returns inevitably, routine becomes endemic. In the words of Agamben, the successful revolutionary party "tends to appear as a duplicate of the State structure" (1998: 42), thereby transforming the constituting power into manageable forms. William Rasch asks very pointedly: "Does not the successful revolution ... also represent the successful elimination of politics?" (2004: 65). Once successful further contestation is repressed; the bureaucrats of revolution takes over. Marx's work can be said to contain two notions of the political. One that interprets history as struggle; conflict is a fundamental and inescapable feature of social reality. Class war is the driving force of history. Conflict is in history. Then there is another notion of the political, the post-historical and anti-political, which comes to the fore after the successful revolution. Here is harmony, no repression, no state nor conflict. The communist society is the fully developed liberal society; it's the idea of spontaneous self-organization brought to its conclusion. It's a society beyond history and politics. Hobbes is often presented as the political philosopher per excellence but there's an equally strong anti-political motive in his work. Hobbes starts out with a conception of man as a political animal but once the state of society is instituted, the 'citizens' are supposed to be only private. There is no longer any public side to the 'citizens'. As Gershon Weiler (1997: 44) says: "That there ought to be no free discussion of matters politic is one of the cornerstones of Hobbesian antipolitics" (see also Hanson 1984: 345). Although Weiler supposes a liberal-democratic conception of politics it also covers a more conflictual one. Hobbes outlaws public conflictuality in all its forms. This goes to show that liberalism does not monopolize the use of depoliticization or politics as technique. But it has been the doctrine most closely committed to depoliticization.  The critique of depoliticization reminds us to pay close attention to the use of words, to legitimization strategies and discourses in politics - as evidenced in Schmitt's discussion of the very political difference between the word 'tribute' and 'reparations' in the German debate on its payments to France after WWl (1996a: 31, note 12). Words are politically charged even when, or rather especially when, they present themselves as non-political. And they have direct political consequences. It's all important what one is called in the world of politics. Naming is the first game of politics. It determines if you're taken seriously as an equal, opponent or friend or disregarded, acted upon, exterminated even. As James Aho says:  ... defamatory words rarely, if ever, simply describe things; they also rhetorically 'accomplish' them. And what they accomplish is a victim, an evil-doer, ready for violation. In short, the child's ditty - 'Sticks and stones may break my bones, but words will never hurt me' - is patently untrue. Defamatory language prepares audiences cognitively and emotionally to take up sticks and stones. (1990: 20)  My aim is to discuss the use of depoliticization as a 'defamatory practice' in the field of international politics. I want to argue an apparently contradictory claim: That depoliticization can be a revolutionary instrument - although it consistently presents itself as the opposite. Depoliticization is not reducible to a reaction against politicizations. Depoliticization revolutionized the pre-liberal world through seemingly anti-revolutionary means. What I aim to show is that contemporary liberal globalist depoliticization is in the midst of a parallel revolutionary depoliticization. What liberal globalist depoliticization aims at is the global denial of an outside. There is no longer to be any legitimate position outside the liberal order. The denial of the enemy is the denial of the legitimate outside and other. I want to trace the re-appearance of the enemy in its 'non-political' forms and to trace the return of the political in anti-politics. The 'barbarian' in its various forms is the nonpolitical enemy, the enemy not recognized as being within the same horizon as us. This opens for a wholly different arsenal of engagement.  Depoliticization is basically about denying the existence of the political enemy. That, however, does not make a world of friends. Denying political enmity tend to make enemies appear in other 'perverted' forms. The same goes for the political and sovereignty. Once denied, they re-appear in other guises. What happens once the political enemy is depoliticized, that is, brought from a political to a non-political register? The thesis is, that the denial of political enmity tends to turn states, even liberal states, into what Giorgio Agamben calls 'killing machines' (2005: 86).

“Root Cause”

Their belief that violence is a result of social institutions erases the soverign and results in civilizing violence

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Introduction The primacy of the political”, 8/18, SW)

Now, if the triumph of a particular species of liberal pluralism denotes the de-politicization of society, one would think that theoretical opposition to this trend would seek to rehabilitate the political. But rather than asserting the value of the political as an essential structure of social life, the post-Marxist left seems intent on hammering the final nails into the coffin. In the most celebrated works of recent years, Giorgio Agamben’s Homo Sacer (1998) and Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri’s Empire (2000), the political (denoted by the notion of sovereignty) is irretrievably identified with nihilism and marked for extinction. In both instances, the political is the cause of the loss of ‘natural innocence’ (Agamben, 1998, p 28), that flowering of human productivity that the Western metaphysical tradition has suppressed; and the logical paradox of sovereignty is to be overcome by the instantiation of a new ontology. In this way, violence, which is not thought of as part of the state of nature but is introduced into the human condition by flawed or morally perverse social institutions, is to be averted. That is, the faulty supposition of ineluctable violence that guides political theory from Hobbes to Weber is to be replaced by a Heideggerian, Deleuzean, Spinozan or Christian ontology of original harmony. In the words of John Milbank, a Christian social theorist who currently enjoys a modest following among political thinkers on the Left, there is no ‘original violence’, but rather an originary ‘harmonic peace’ which is the ‘sociality of harmonious difference’. Thus violence ‘is always a secondary willed intrusion upon this possible infinite order’ (Milbank, 1990, p 5). This, then, is the great supposition that links the ascetic pessimism of an Adorno with the cheery Christian optimism of Milbank: the world as it is is as it is because of the moral perversity of (some) human agents who willfully construct flawed social institutions. To seek to remedy the perversity of the world as it is from within the flawed social and political structures as they are only increases the perversity of the world. One must, therefore, totally disengage from the world as it is before one can become truly engaged. Only a thorough, cataclysmic cleansing of the world will allow our activities to be both ‘innocent’ and ‘productive’. Clear, though only partially acknowledged, is the fact that this cleansing, which aims at ridding the world of intrusive violence, is itself an act of fierce and ultimate violence – ultimate in its purported finality, but also, certainly, in its extreme ferocity. What remains equally clear, though not acknowledged, is that whoever has the power to determine the nature of this harmonious sociality is the one who can determine which acts of violence are to be judged as intrusions into the placid domain and which acts of violence are to be condoned as the necessary means of re-establishing the promise of perpetual peace. Determining the nature of this desired, nay, required originary peace is itself a sovereign act, not the abolition of such sovereignty. What our ultimate sovereign of harmonious peace will do with the willfully violent intruders can only be guessed, but it is certain that they will not be looked upon as legitimate political dissenters, and the unconditional violence that will be used to eliminate their presence will be justified by invoking the ‘harmonic peace’ or ‘natural innocence’ they have so deliberately and maliciously disturbed.

Russia

The Cold War was the height of the friend/enemy distinction

Rasch 3 (William, Henry H. H. Remak Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University. He is the author of Niklas Luhmann's Modernity: The Paradoxes of Differentiation, editor of a collection of essays by Luhmann called Theories of Distinction: Redescribing the Descriptions of Modernity, and coeditor (with Cary Wolfe) of Observing Complexity: Systems Theory and Postmodernity. A collection of his essays on Carl Schmitt and the political will be published in German translation in 2003.,“Human Rights as Geopolitics Carl Schmitt and the Legal Form of American Supremacy” Cultural Critique 54 (2003) 120-147, Project Muse MGE)

Carl Schmitt, who may be said to be the inspiration for those, like Nolte, who speak of European and global civil wars, witnessed the events of 1917 (which in Germany were the events of 1918-19) and 1945, but unlike his friend Ernst Jünger, his long life did not quite stretch to the contentious year 1989. Nevertheless, it is clear that, for all their importance, neither totalitarianism nor fascism would have been his crucial terms. It is also clear that he would have been closer in his assessment to Habermas than to Nolte, for the year 1945 represents the final victory of a particular manifestation of the universalist spirit. In retrospect, 1989 was only a mopping-up operation. More specifically, for Schmitt the events of 1917, personified by Lenin and Wilson, signal the eclipse of a centuries-old Eurocentric world that had more to do with the events of 1492 and the ideas of 1648 (Peace of Westphalia) or 1713 (Peace of Utrecht) than those of 1789. Given the demise of this concrete, spatially articulated, Eurocentric order, the question he asks is simple: what will be the shape of the world to come? Writing in 1955, at the height of the friend/enemy conflict that we called the Cold War, Schmitt imagined three alternatives. First, one of the two contestants could win a clear-cut victory. "The victor would then be the sole ruler of the world. He would take, distribute, and use the entire planet, land, sea, and air, according to his plans and ideas." Second, under the hegemony of one or the other power (and Schmitt thought that this type of hegemony could only be exercised by the United States), a managed, global balance of power could be established. That is, regional blocks would form, ultimately subject to American supervision. The realization of this alternative would represent a transfiguration of the nineteenth-century British form of global hegemony. Third, a truly symmetrical regional balance of power could be achieved. "It could happen that several regional powers or blocks [Großräume] could be formed, which would bring about a balance of power and thereby a world order" (Schmitt 1995, 521). 2 As the subjunctively qualified "it could happen" (es könnte sein) reveals, Schmitt recognized the doubtful and quixotic nature of this option. Indeed, he did not need the events of 1989 to tell him what he already knew, namely, that a single power, the United States, would determine the shape of things to come. 

Naval Power

Seas destroy the centrality of the nation, disrupting the friend/enemy distinction

Thorup 6 (Mikkel,’ “In Defense of Enmity – Critiques of Global Liberalism” Ph.D.-Dissertation, Institute of Philosophy and the History of Ideas, Department of the History of Ideas, University of Aarhus. Denmark January 2006, Proquest)

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 tums 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 tums 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 the 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 characteristic (1985: 66-67). Free trade, industry and safe passage become catchwords of a new universalist-liberal world order, which breaks down the line separating Europe form 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).

Terrorism

The war on terror is a result of the destruction of internal and external conflict, causing confusion between war and peace

Galli 10 (Carlo, teaches History of Political Thought at the Faculty of Letters and Philosophy, University of Bologna, “Carl Schmitt and the Global Age” Translated by Elisabeth Fay, CR: The New Centennial Review, Volume 10, Number 2, Fall 2010 Project Muse, MGE)

However, we maintain that today's globalization as world unity does not imply political world unity, and it is not designated as much by the smooth space of technology or the single-minded goals of industrial enterprise as it is by the disappearance, or the obscuring, of the connection between politics and space. Violence is not fixed to territory or confined to the exterior by the state or the superpower, and it now enjoys a free and random circulation. September 11th can be interpreted as the event that brought to light the logics and violent tendencies originally inherent in global dynamics, which had previously been concealed by liberal and progressive ideologies. As it is, September 11th is emblematic of the fact that it is no longer possible to distinguish internal from external. Thus, today we are not only facing the disappearance of the external (or better, the space of classical war) as a result of universalistic tendencies (e.g., the United Nations and its ideology) seeking to [End Page 13] reduce the world to one interior devoid of political conflict (and, if anything, transforming conflict into crime suppressible through police action). Today we are also witnessing the disappearance of the interior. For terrorists, every part of the planet is, potentially, immediately exposed to absolute hostility and is, therefore, in some way external to itself and always exposed to war. Conversely, for the United States, every part of the planet is a possible theater of war and terrorism. This evident inability to distinguish interior from exterior (and to distinguish civilians from military personnel, private from state), and the consequent disappearance of one within the other plunges politics in the global age into twilight, causing confusion between war and peace, conflict and politics, exception and rule, causing everything to appear on the same indistinct continuum. Today, the "intermediate situation" between war and peace or between rule and exception is the norm, which means that any concrete reference to regularity, order, or neutrality is no longer possible. There is no longer any concreteness or regularity from which irregularity may derive its strategic value of destruction and reconstruction. "Global war" is the term we use to describe this condition in which violence in the world manifests itself at a pace that cannot be represented on a map as a traditional bellic front, but only according to logics of instantaneousness and "punctuality:" every part of the planet is immediately exposed to the global flux of violence. This flux of violence supplants political or territorial state mediation, which is by now unable to distinguish internal from external. Global mobilization, from a political point of view, means that anything can happen, anywhere, at any moment. Global war does not occur in the striated space of political powers or in the smooth space of technology. Rather, it occurs without any causative relationship to space, as the only possible relationship to space is now immediate. To be precise, global war is the fact that space, today paradoxical and non-Euclidean, is not crossed by boundaries but by fractures that put different times and spaces into immediate communication with one another: the caves in Afghanistan reach the Twin Towers in New York, rural society reaches advanced hypermodernity. This paradoxical spatiality is not determined by the imbalance between land and sea, and can be much more aptly defined as an age in which the relevance [End Page 14] of these two primordial spaces is lost. It would not be enough to attribute this loss to the newfound importance of air space, a phenomenon that had already reached its potential for novelty in the terminal phase of modernity. More precisely, this loss occurs as a result of the formation of a hypercomplex global space in which land, like sea, is crossed not only by currents, but also by terrorists who behave like a new breed of pirates. 

Utopia

Enmity is critical to prevent state repression and utopian, idealistic, depoliticalization. Their hope to create a post political world destroys any sense of the other. 

Thorup 06, Mikkel Thorup, lecturer and researcher at the Institute of Philosophy and History of Ideas at the University of Aarhus in Denmark, In Defense of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism, Ph.D. Dissertation, January 2006, http://rudar.ruc.dk/bitstream/1800/2068/1/In_defence_of_enmity_-_pdf.pdf//MC

A world in which there is no possibility of such a [real] fight would be a definitively pacified globe. It would be a world without any distinction between friend and enemy and, therefore, a world without politics. (Schmitt 1996a: 35) Depoliticization cannot recognize limits to itself. Each limit questions the depoliticization already instituted. It hints at the possibility of enmity or alternative - and thereby puts the whole of the depoliticized in question. For liberalism, the foremost limit to depoliticization has always been the state and most notably the nation state in its Weberian sense. Taken to its outermost conclusion contemporary liberal globalism aims at a post-political globe. The obstacle, the barrier for universal depoliticization and eternal pacification, is thought to be the nation state: For many people the idea of global organization means nothing else than the utopian idea of total depoliticalization. Demands are therefore made, almost always indiscriminately, that all states on earth become members as soon as possible and that it be 'universal'. Universality at any price would necessarily have to mean total depoliticalization and with it, particularly, the non-existence of states. (Schmitt 1996a: 56) I stated earlier that any political movement is (in its end goal) anti-political and that every political critique must be eminently political. This calls for a short explanation. My claim is that every political movement seeks to universalize and decontest their programme. At some level everyone wants to eternalize their politics. Trotsky's idea of permanent revolution or Mao's of uninterrupted revolution show an awareness of the dangers of any revolution to ossify and bureaucratize the revolutionary energies. Everyday life returns inevitably, routine becomes endemic. In the words of Agamben, the successful revolutionary party "tends to appear as a duplicate of the State structure" (1998: 42), thereby transforming the constituting power into manageable forms. William Rasch asks very pointedly: "Does not the successful revolution ... also represent the successful elimination of politics?" (2004: 65). Once successful further contestation is repressed; the bureaucrats of revolution takes over. Marx's work can be said to contain two notions of the political. One that interprets history as struggle; conflict is a fundamental and inescapable feature of social reality. Class war is the driving force of history. Conflict is in history. Then there is another notion of the political, the post-historical and anti-political, which comes to the fore after the successful revolution. Here is harmony, no repression, no state nor conflict. The communist society is the fully developed liberal society; it's the idea of spontaneous self-organization brought to its conclusion. It's a society beyond history and politics. Hobbes is often presented as the political philosopher per excellence but there's an equally strong anti-political motive in his work. Hobbes starts out with a conception of man as a political animal but once the state of society is instituted, the 'citizens' are supposed to be only private. There is no longer any public side to the 'citizens'. As Gershon Weiler (1997: 44) says: "That there ought to be no free discussion of matters politic is one of the cornerstones of Hobbesian antipolitics" (see also Hanson 1984: 345). Although Weiler supposes a liberal-democratic conception of politics it also covers a more conflictual one. Hobbes outlaws public conflictuality in all its forms. This goes to show that liberalism does not monopolize the use of depoliticization or politics as technique. But it has been the doctrine most closely committed to depoliticization. The critique of depoliticization reminds us to pay close attention to the use of words, to legitimization strategies and discourses in politics - as evidenced in Schmitt's discussion of the very political difference between the word 'tribute' and 'reparations' in the German debate on its payments to France after WWl (1996a: 31, note 12). Words are politically charged even when, or rather especially when, they present themselves as non-political. And they have direct political consequences. It's all important what one is called in the world of politics. Naming is the first game of politics. It determines if you're taken seriously as an equal, opponent or friend or disregarded, acted upon, exterminated even. As James Aho says: ... defamatory words rarely, if ever, simply describe things; they also rhetorically 'accomplish' them. And what they accomplish is a victim, an evil-doer, ready for violation. In short, the child's ditty - 'Sticks and stones may break my bones, but words will never hurt me' - is patently untrue. Defamatory language prepares audiences cognitively and emotionally to take up sticks and stones. (1990: 20) My aim is to discuss the use of depoliticization as a 'defamatory practice' in the field of international politics. I want to argue an apparently contradictory claim: That depoliticization can be a revolutionary instrument - although it consistently presents itself as the opposite. Depoliticization is not reducible to a reaction against politicizations. Depoliticization revolutionized the pre-liberal world through seemingly anti-revolutionary means. What I aim to show is that contemporary liberal globalist depoliticization is in the midst of a parallel revolutionary depoliticization. What liberal globalist depoliticization aims at is the global denial of an outside. There is no longer to be any legitimate position outside the liberal order. The denial of the enemy is the denial of the legitimate outside and other. I want to trace the re-appearance of the enemy in its 'non-political' forms and to trace the return of the political in anti-politics. The 'barbarian' in its various forms is the nonpolitical enemy, the enemy not recognized as being within the same horizon as us. This opens for a wholly different arsenal of engagement. Depoliticization is basically about denying the existence of the political enemy. That, however, does not make a world of friends. Denying political enmity tend to make enemies appear in other 'perverted' forms. The same goes for the political and sovereignty. Once denied, they re-appear in other guises. What happens once the political enemy is depoliticized, that is, brought from a political to a non-political register? The thesis is, that the denial of political enmity tends to turn states, even liberal states, into what Giorgio Agamben calls 'killing machines' (2005: 86).

War on Terror

Terrorism is a result of the lack of legitmate ways to challenge liberalism – the aff fails to address this 

Prozorov, 06 Research Fellow at the Department of Political and Economic Studies at the University of Helsinki (Sergei, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism”, Millennium Journal of International Studies 35: 75, Sage SW)

The present hegemony of liberal ultra-politics is well illustrated by the contemporary phenomenon of the global ‘war on terror’. The ‘war on terror’ offers a fruitful site for inquiring into the politics of enmity for two reasons. First, the widely perceived undecidability of the category of ‘terrorism’ to the extent that it is frequently attributed to the very same states that have launched the ‘war on terror’ illuminates starkly the contingency of the friend–enemy distinction. This contingency, i.e. the absence of both essence and necessity to any particular empirical form of enmity, points to the permanent gap between the transcendental function of the friend–enemy distinction and its particular historical modality. The deployment of the ultra-political objectification of the enemy as a terrorist ‘rogue’ is a purely contingent option, made possible by a fundamental asymmetry that endows the subjects of the ‘war on terror’ with what Derrida terms the ‘reason of the strongest’, an epistemico-moral selfcertitude that itself has something roguish about it: [T]hose states that are able or are in a state to denounce or accuse some ‘rogue state’ of violating the law, of failing to live up to the law, of being guilty of some perversion or deviation, those states that claim to uphold international law and that take the initiative of war, of police or peacekeeping operations because they have the force to do so, are themselves, as sovereign, the first rogue states. This is true even before any evidence is gathered to make a case against them, however useful and enlightening such a case may be. There are always (no) more rogue states than one thinks.70Secondly and consequently, the ‘war on terror’ is of particular interest, insofar as the perception of this fundamental inequality is arguably constitutive of the very subject-position of the ‘terrorist’ foe. Indeed, contemporary terrorist violence may be grasped as a retort of the foe, a paradoxical refusal of the subject-position, imposed on the enemy of liberalism, through its assumption in a hyperbolic and excessive manner, whereby the foe ‘acts out’, with a vengeance, an identity attributed to him or her. Let us suggest that the specificity of terrorist violence is not derivative of extra-political factors that may function as its background motives (poverty, economic inequality, underdevelopment, lack of education, etc.), but is rather a direct expression of a properly political grievance, a retort against the humiliation, incurred in not being recognised as a legitimate enemy. Our demonstration of the monistic nature of liberal pluralism and the artefactual character of liberal naturalism points to the fact that the subject-position of the foe is preconstituted in the political ontology of liberalism, insofar as the appropriation of the capacity to adjudicate what is human and what, within humanity, is natural makes exclusion and stigmatisation a permanently available option for dealing with expressions of dissent. The image of the terrorist foe is thus both entirely contingent from the standpoint of a Schmittian transcendental function of enmity and always-already articulated within the ontological edifice of liberalism. While the motives for particular acts of terrorism might be distinct in each particular case, we may suggest that all these acts, first, take place in the preconstituted subject position of the ‘enemy of liberalism’ and, secondly, target precisely this subject position as a priori inferior. Terrorism is little more and nothing less than the resentful acceptance by the Other of the ultra-political terms of engagement, if only because there is no other way that the present global order can be legitimately opposed: the refusal to be liberalism’s ‘noble savage’ inevitably turns one into a barbarian. If our enemy can only be a monster, should we be surprised that the acts of our enemies are so monstrous? The uncanny effect of the liberal negation of pluralistic antagonism is that in the eyes of its adversaries liberalism may no longer be opposed other than by murderous and meaningless destruction. To the oft-cited empirical claims that contemporary terrorism has been produced as an effect of Cold War policies of Western powers, we must add a conceptual thesis: terrorism is the practical expression of that mode of enmity which the liberal West has constituted as the sole political possibility due to its appropriation of both nature and humanity. The ‘war on terror’ is not an accidental deviation from the maxims of Western liberalism but rather an exemplary model of the only kind of ‘war’ that the liberal foreclosure of political enmity permits, i.e. a war against an a priori ‘unjust enemy’. It should therefore not be surprising to see this model generalised beyond its original articulation, whereby it becomes a standard response to the worldwide expressions of anti-liberal dissent. For this reason, one gains nothing by attempting to battle terrorism either on its constitutive ultra-political terms or, as much of critical thought suggests, on the extra-political fronts of development, poverty relief, civic education, democratisation, etc. Instead, any authentic confrontation with terrorism must logically pass through the stage of questioning what confrontation, struggle and antagonism actually mean today, who we fight, how we fight and, possibly, whether we still have any meaningful willingness to fight. During the 1970s, Foucault frequently lamented that the proverbial ‘class struggle’ tended to be theorised in critical thought in terms of ‘class’ rather than ‘struggle’, the latter term functioning as a mere metaphor.71The same problem is still with us today – the proliferation of metaphors (‘culture wars’, ‘wars on drugs’, ‘fight against poverty’) is increasingly obscuring the reflection on the concrete meaning of antagonism in contemporary political life. 

Impacts

Uniqueness

We control uniqueness

Pourciau 6 (Sarah, Johns Hopkins University, “Bodily Negation: Carl Schmitt on the Meaning of Meaning” MLN 120.5, Project Muse MGE) **we do not endorse gendered language** 

The "real possibility of physical killing" distinguishes the political opposition friend-enemy from its debased metaphorical counterparts within the favored liberal spheres of economics and academia, where a lack of intensity renders the most extreme consequences unthinkable. The emphatically literal character of combat as bodily destruction thus comes to stand guarantor for the theory of the enemy with which Schmitt wages his theoretical war on liberal abstraction. As a definitional criterion, it is both necessary and sufficient, since only political forces are strong enough to start wars in which soldiers die, and only the shadow of such a war can testify to the presence of politics. Crucially, however, the criterion is also real. Wars occur. Men kill each other. And because they do so the political too can lay claim to the status of fact. Grounded in the concrete world of sensory experience, the friend-enemy opposition remains invulnerable to the normative critique proffered by liberal theorists: It is of no consideration here whether one . . . hopes that the antithesis will one day vanish from the world, or whether it is perhaps advisable for pedagogical reasons to pretend that enemies no longer exist at all. The concern here is neither with fictions nor with normative ideals, but with existential reality and the real possibility of such a distinction. One may or may not share these hopes and pedagogical goals. But it cannot reasonably be denied that nations continue to group themselves according to the friend and enemy antithesis . . .

Annihilation of Difference

The affirmatives attempt at developing a utopian and inclusive society results in crusades against the other. That results in extermination camps and biopolitical conflict.

Thorup 06, Mikkel Thorup, lecturer and researcher at the Institute of Philosophy and History of Ideas at the University of Aarhus in Denmark, In Defense of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism, Ph.D. Dissertation, January 2006, http://rudar.ruc.dk/bitstream/1800/2068/1/In_defence_of_enmity_-_pdf.pdf//MC

Another register in which the lines are blurred or rather non-existent is in the biopolitical enmity as theorized by Michel Foucault (2003; Kelly 2004) and Giorgio Agamben (1998). Here, we most clearly see the blurring of lines. In the biopolitical enmity, the enemy is named in biological and psychological terms and the enemy is found within the social body. The line between an inside, the friends, and an outside, the enemies, is no longer meaningful. The enemy lives among us and the biopolitical state takes it upon itself to single out those, who threaten the health of the community. This concept of enmity is also highly discriminatory. It establishes a hierarchy of worthy life and starts to talk about 'life unworthy of being lived' and its annihilation (Agamben 1998: 136), most dramatically and tragically executed in the Nazi concentration and euthanasia program but for both Foucault and Agamben a constitutive element in modernity. The goal of a biopolitical war is not to reach a modus vivendi with the enemy but to eliminate him. This is a total war: ... the enemies who have to be done away with are not adversaries in the political sense of the term; they are threats, either external or internal, to the population and for the population. In the biopower system, in other words, killing or the imperative to kill is acceptable only if it results not in a victory over political adversaries, but in the elimination of the biological threat to and the improvement of the species or race. (Foucault 2003: 256, my italics) What the biopolitical enmity makes clear is the normalization of the exceptional, as the biopolitical state declares war on parts of its own population, not only in form of extermination but also quarantining of the sick, surveillance, exclusions, imprisonments, institutionalization of the abnormal etc. The heroic battles are replaced by micro-technologies that maximize the mortality of some groups and minimize it for others. Instead of individual killings, we get what Ernst Fraenkel with a very precise expression called 'civil death' (1969: 95) or what Foucualt called 'statistical death'. The sovereign does not manifest himself in splendid displays of power, public executions, but in the actions of the secret police, disappearances and extermination camps (Foucault 2003: chap. 11). The biopolitical state emerges, where racism and statism meets. It is no longer: 'We have to defend ourselves against society', but 'We have to defend society against all the biological threats posed by the other, the subrace, the counterrace that we are, despite ourselves, bringing into existence' ... we see the appearance of a State racism: a racism that society will direct against itself, against its own elements and its own products. This is the internal racism of permanent purification (Foucault 2003: 61-2) 

Biopower

The destruction of enmity results in biopolitical recharacterizations of the state to “protect the population”.

Thorup 06, Mikkel Thorup, lecturer and researcher at the Institute of Philosophy and History of Ideas at the University of Aarhus in Denmark, In Defense of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism, Ph.D. Dissertation, January 2006, http://rudar.ruc.dk/bitstream/1800/2068/1/In_defence_of_enmity_-_pdf.pdf//MC

Another register in which the lines are blurred or rather non-existent is in the biopolitical enmity as theorized by Michel Foucault (2003; Kelly 2004) and Giorgio Agamben (1998). Here, we most clearly see the blurring of lines. In the biopolitical enmity, the enemy is named in biological and psychological terms and the enemy is found within the social body. The line between an inside, the friends, and an outside, the enemies, is no longer meaningful. The enemy lives among us and the biopolitical state takes it upon itself to single out those, who threaten the health of the community. This concept of enmity is also highly discriminatory. It establishes a hierarchy of worthy life and starts to talk about 'life unworthy of being lived' and its annihilation (Agamben 1998: 136), most dramatically and tragically executed in the Nazi concentration and euthanasia program but for both Foucault and Agamben a constitutive element in modernity. The goal of a biopolitical war is not to reach a modus vivendi with the enemy but to eliminate him. This is a total war: ... the enemies who have to be done away with are not adversaries in the political sense of the term; they are threats, either external or internal, to the population and for the population. In the biopower system, in other words, killing or the imperative to kill is acceptable only if it results not in a victory over political adversaries, but in the elimination of the biological threat to and the improvement of the species or race. (Foucault 2003: 256, my italics) What the biopolitical enmity makes clear is the normalization of the exceptional, as the biopolitical state declares war on parts of its own population, not only in form of extermination but also quarantining of the sick, surveillance, exclusions, imprisonments, institutionalization of the abnormal etc. The heroic battles are replaced by micro-technologies that maximize the mortality of some groups and minimize it for others. Instead of individual killings, we get what Ernst Fraenkel with a very precise expression called 'civil death' (1969: 95) or what Foucualt called 'statistical death'. The sovereign does not manifest himself in splendid displays of power, public executions, but in the actions of the secret police, disappearances and extermination camps (Foucault 2003: chap. 11). The biopolitical state emerges, where racism and statism meets. It is no longer: 'We have to defend ourselves against society', but 'We have to defend society against all the biological threats posed by the other, the subrace, the counterrace that we are, despite ourselves, bringing into existence' ... we see the appearance of a State racism: a racism that society will direct against itself, against its own elements and its own products. This is the internal racism of permanent purification (Foucault 2003: 61-2) 

Continual War

No opposition leads to a continual war against any opposers

Pourciau 6 (Sarah, Johns Hopkins University, “Bodily Negation: Carl Schmitt on the Meaning of Meaning” MLN 120.5, Project Muse MGE)

A worldview that does not allow for the role of constitutive negation must wage continual war against all opposition, not in order to neutralize an existential threat, but in order to deprive the antagonistic instance of every potential reality, to make of it a non-thing that can be annihilated with impunity. A war fought against the very possibility of a human enemy necessarily takes on the apocalyptic dimensions of the pacifist "war to end all wars," within which the enemy appears only as a logical contradiction in terms, a monstrous breach of nature "that must not only be defeated but also utterly destroyed" (36) ["das nicht nur abgewehrt, sondern definitiv vernichtet werden muß" (36)]. 

Democracy

Rejecting antagonism prevents democratic deliberation – causes exclusive violence

Mouffe, 05 has held visiting positions at Harvard, Cornell, and Princeton, former Programme Director at the International College of Philosophy in Paris (Chantal, “The limits of John Rawls’s pluralism”, Politics, Philosophy & Economics, vol. 4, 2: pp. 221-231 Sage SW)

As I argued in The Democratic Paradox, the conclusion that we can draw from scrutinizing the nature of the overlapping consensus is that Rawls’s ideal society is a society from which politics has been eliminated. A set of liberal conceptions of justice are mutually recognized by reasonable and rational citizens who act according to its injunctions. They probably have very different and even conflicting conceptions of the good, but those are strictly private matters and they do not interfere with their public life. Conflicts of interests about economic and social issues (if they still arise) are resolved smoothly through discussions within the framework of public reason, by invoking the principles of justice that are endorsed by everybody. If an unreasonable or irrational person happens to disagree with that state of affairs and has an intent to disrupt the consensus, she must be forced, through coercion, to submit to the principles of justice. In a rather disingenuous way, Rawls claims that, given that the persons over whom it is exercised are ‘unreasonable’, this is a type of coercion that does not entail oppression. This allows him to conclude that liberals can coerce people who disagree with them while remaining, as he puts it, ‘beyond reproach’! This is, I think, a very problematic way for a liberal pluralist to envisage the well-ordered society. The problem lies, in my view, in Rawls’s flawed conception of politics, which is reduced to the mere activity of allocation among competing interests susceptible to a rational solution. This is why he believes that political conflicts can be eliminated thanks to a conception of justice that appeals to individuals’ idea of rational advantage within the constraints established by the reasonable. According to his theory, citizens need as free and equal persons the same goods because their conceptions of the good (however distinct their content) ‘require for their advancement roughly the same primary goods, that is, the same basic rights, liberties, and opportunities, and the same all-purpose means such as income and wealth, with all of these supported by the same social bases of self-respect’. 11 Therefore, once the just answer to the problem of distribution of those primary goods has been found, the rivalry that previously existed in the political domain disappears. Besides postulating the possibility of an agreement on justice, such a scenario presupposes that political actors are only driven by what they see as their rational self-advantage. Passions are erased from the realm of politics, which is reduced to a neutral field of competing interests. As some critics of Rawls have pointed out, it is quite revealing that he had to exclude the phenomenon of envy from his model. It would indeed have destabilized his entire construction. 12 Completely missing from such an approach is ‘the political’ in its dimension of antagonism. This is indeed precisely what ‘political liberalism’ is at pains to eliminate. It offers us a picture of the well-ordered society as one from which antagonism, violence, power, and repression have disappeared. But it is only because they have been made invisible through a clever stratagem: the distinction between ‘simple’ and ‘reasonable’ pluralism. Exclusions are justified by declaring that they are the product of the ‘free exercise of public reason’ that establishes the limits of a possible consensus. When a point of view is excluded, it is because this is required by the exercise of reason. In that way, rationality is the key to solving the ‘paradox of liberalism’: how to eliminate its adversaries while remaining neutral. 

Friend/Enemy

The friend/enemy distinction is key to human identity—refusal to accept it destroys value to life, war, and culminates in extinction 

Strong 7-Distinguished Professor of Political Science @ Harvard, PhD in Political Science @ Harvard [Tracy, Foreword: Dimensions of the New Debate about Carl Schmitt, from The Concept of the Political, 2007, pg. xx-xxiii, DKP] Gender edited 

In The Concept of the Political, Schmitt identifies as the "high points of politics" those moments in which "the enemy is, in concrete clarity, recognized as the enemy." He suggests that this is true both theoretically and in practice. 36 There are two aspects of this claim worthy of note. The first is the semi-Hegelian form it assumes. The concrete recognition of the other as enemy and the consequent establishment of one's own identity sounds something like Hegel's Master and Slave, especially if read through a Kojevian lens. I suspect, in fact, that it is this aspect which led the SS journal Das Schwarze Korps to accuse Schmitt of neo-Hegelianism. 37 But only the form is Hegelian. There are two elements in Schmitt's claim about enemies which are not Hegelian. First is a suggestion that unless one is clear about the fundamental non-rationality of politics, one will likely be overtaken by events. Following the passage about the "high points of politics," Schmitt goes on to give examples of those who were clear about what was friend and enemy and those who were not. He cites as clear-headed some German opponents of Napoleon; Lenin in his condemnation of capitalism; and-most strikingly-Cromwell in his enmity toward Spain. He contrasts these men to "the doomed classes [who] romanticized the Russian peasant," and to the "aristocratic society in France before the Revolution of 1789 [who] sentimentalized 'man who is by nature good.' "38 The implication here is that rationality-what is rational for a group to do to preserve itself as a group-is not only not universal but hard to know. We are not far here from Alasdair MacIntyre's Whose Justice? Whose Rationality?39 The important aspect to Schmitt's claim is that it is by facing the friend-enemy distinction that we (a "we") will be able to be clear about what "we" are and what it is "rational" for "us" to do. Schmitt insists in his discussion of the friend-enemy distinction on the public nature of the categories. It is not my enemy but our enemy; that is, "enemy" is a political concept. Here Schmitt enlists the public quality to politics in order to prevent a universalism which he thinks extremely dangerous. The argument goes like this. Resistance to or the refusal to accept the fact that one's rational action has limitations determined by the quality of the identity of one's group leads to two possible outcomes. The first is that one assumes one shares with others universal qualities which must then "naturally" engender an ultimate convergence of interests attainable through negotiation and compromise. Here events are most likely not only to prove one wrong but to destroy a group that acts on such a false belief. (One thinks of Marx's caustic comments about the social-democrats in The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Napoleon). This is the case with the "doomed" Russian classes and the "aristocratic society" of France. The other, more dangerous possibility is that one will claim to speak in the name of universal humanity. In such a case, all those by whom one is opposed must perforce be seen as speaking against humanity and hence can only merit to be exterminated. Schmitt writes: Humanity as such and as a whole has no enemies. Everyone belongs to humanity . . . "Humanity" thus becomes an asymmetrical counter-concept. If he or she discriminates within humanity and thereby denies the quality of being human to a disturber or destroyer, then the negatively valued person becomes an unperson, and his life is no longer of the highest value: it becomes worthless and must be destroyed. Concepts such as "human being" thus contain the possibility of the deepest inequality and become thereby "asymmetrical.,,4o These words were written in 1976, but they were prepared for in the conclusion to The Concept of the Political: "The adversary is thus no longer called an enemy but a disturber of peace and is thereby designated to be an outlaw of humanity."41 Schmitt wants here to remove from politics, especially international politics but also internal politics of an ideological kind, any possibility of justifying one's action on the basis of a claim to universal moral principles. He does so because he fears that in such a framework all claims to good will recognize no limits to their reach. And, thus, this century will see "wars for the domination of the earth" (the phrase is Nietzsche's in Ecce Homo), that is, wars to determine once and for all what is good for all, wars with no outcome except an end to politics and the elimination of all difference. 

The friend/enemy distinction is key to human identity—refusal to accept it destroys value to life, war, and culminates in extinction 

Strong 7-Distinguished Professor of Political Science @ Harvard, PhD in Political Science @ Harvard [Tracy, Foreword: Dimensions of the New Debate about Carl Schmitt, from The Concept of the Political, 2007, pg. xx-xxiii, DKP] Gender edited 

In The Concept of the Political, Schmitt identifies as the "high points of politics" those moments in which "the enemy is, in concrete clarity, recognized as the enemy." He suggests that this is true both theoretically and in practice. 36 There are two aspects of this claim worthy of note. The first is the semi-Hegelian form it assumes. The concrete recognition of the other as enemy and the consequent establishment of one's own identity sounds something like Hegel's Master and Slave, especially if read through a Kojevian lens. I suspect, in fact, that it is this aspect which led the SS journal Das Schwarze Korps to accuse Schmitt of neo-Hegelianism. 37 But only the form is Hegelian. There are two elements in Schmitt's claim about enemies which are not Hegelian. First is a suggestion that unless one is clear about the fundamental non-rationality of politics, one will likely be overtaken by events. Following the passage about the "high points of politics," Schmitt goes on to give examples of those who were clear about what was friend and enemy and those who were not. He cites as clear-headed some German opponents of Napoleon; Lenin in his condemnation of capitalism; and-most strikingly-Cromwell in his enmity toward Spain. He contrasts these men to "the doomed classes [who] romanticized the Russian peasant," and to the "aristocratic society in France before the Revolution of 1789 [who] sentimentalized 'man who is by nature good.' "38 The implication here is that rationality-what is rational for a group to do to preserve itself as a group-is not only not universal but hard to know. We are not far here from Alasdair MacIntyre's Whose Justice? Whose Rationality?39 The important aspect to Schmitt's claim is that it is by facing the friend-enemy distinction that we (a "we") will be able to be clear about what "we" are and what it is "rational" for "us" to do. Schmitt insists in his discussion of the friend-enemy distinction on the public nature of the categories. It is not my enemy but our enemy; that is, "enemy" is a political concept. Here Schmitt enlists the public quality to politics in order to prevent a universalism which he thinks extremely dangerous. The argument goes like this. Resistance to or the refusal to accept the fact that one's rational action has limitations determined by the quality of the identity of one's group leads to two possible outcomes. The first is that one assumes one shares with others universal qualities which must then "naturally" engender an ultimate convergence of interests attainable through negotiation and compromise. Here events are most likely not only to prove one wrong but to destroy a group that acts on such a false belief. (One thinks of Marx's caustic comments about the social-democrats in The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Napoleon). This is the case with the "doomed" Russian classes and the "aristocratic society" of France. The other, more dangerous possibility is that one will claim to speak in the name of universal humanity. In such a case, all those by whom one is opposed must perforce be seen as speaking against humanity and hence can only merit to be exterminated. Schmitt writes: Humanity as such and as a whole has no enemies. Everyone belongs to humanity . . . "Humanity" thus becomes an asymmetrical counter-concept. If he or she discriminates within humanity and thereby denies the quality of being human to a disturber or destroyer, then the negatively valued person becomes an unperson, and his life is no longer of the highest value: it becomes worthless and must be destroyed. Concepts such as "human being" thus contain the possibility of the deepest inequality and become thereby "asymmetrical.,,4o These words were written in 1976, but they were prepared for in the conclusion to The Concept of the Political: "The adversary is thus no longer called an enemy but a disturber of peace and is thereby designated to be an outlaw of humanity."41 Schmitt wants here to remove from politics, especially international politics but also internal politics of an ideological kind, any possibility of justifying one's action on the basis of a claim to universal moral principles. He does so because he fears that in such a framework all claims to good will recognize no limits to their reach. And, thus, this century will see "wars for the domination of the earth" (the phrase is Nietzsche's in Ecce Homo), that is, wars to determine once and for all what is good for all, wars with no outcome except an end to politics and the elimination of all difference. 
Increased Enemies

Trying to get rid of enemies only results in new, more aggressive enemies. We need to accept that enmity is here to stay.

Thorup 06, Mikkel Thorup, lecturer and researcher at the Institute of Philosophy and History of Ideas at the University of Aarhus in Denmark, In Defense of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism, Ph.D. Dissertation, January 2006, http://rudar.ruc.dk/bitstream/1800/2068/1/In_defence_of_enmity_-_pdf.pdf//MC

This has not really been a defence of enmity; at least not of enmity as such. Rather, it has been, firstly, an insistence on enmity as an important category of scientific investigation and, secondly, of the political enmity as a critical corrective to the other forms discussed above. Only it that sense has it been a defence. Enmity is a neglected category of investigation, unless one includes the many moralist denunciations. It seems fair to presume that enmity is here to stay. If this is so, then we have to find ways to live with it. One very significant way is the liberal translation of enemies into conflict partners. This is a true humanist achievement. Yet it comes fraught with dangers or shadow sides. One of those is the uneventful life, mediocrity, the debased beings of liberal sociability; another is the ossifying of political life. I've been concentrating on some of the exclusionary effects of this translation of enmity and not least on the claim of a complete end of enmity proclaimed by liberal internationalism and then again by liberal globalism. In this way, the insistence on the persistence or returns of enmity, and not least on the political enmity as a contained and manageable one becomes a critical tool of informing liberalism of how, paradoxically, the embedding of its project keeps undermining its proclaimed goals: Liberal globalism becomes anti-pluralist; democratic peace becomes an instrument and argument of war;   freedom becomes an excuse for bombardment; critique of nationalism helps force the vilified into more hardened, intransigent forms; critique of sovereignty becomes a new sovereigntist language; self-determination becomes the recipe for neo-colonial protectorates; the war on terror produces ever more terror; legitimacy becomes an instrument of dis-recognition; establishment of a new international law institutionalizes sovereign inequality; the move from politics to morality reintroduces the just war; finally, the end of enmity produces new enemies. 

Peace -> Annihilation 

The endorsement of ‘perpetual peace’ creates new enemies that must be eliminated. We must work to bracket violence or witness escalating wars of annihilation.

Odysseos 04, Dr. Louiza Odysseos, Department of politics and international studies at the University of London, “Uber Die Linie? Carl Schmitt and Martin Heidegger on the line cosmopolitanism and the war on terror,” September 11th, 2004//MC

This section examines the claim that the war on terror does not indicate a crisis in cosmopolitanism but rather is the quintessential liberal cosmopolitan war; but it pursues this claim in a different way than the critiques noted above. 79 It suggests that, despite the prominent sense in which the war on terror is portrayed as the antithesis of cosmopolitan orientations and achievements, there are strong relationships between cosmopolitanism and the pursuit of the war on terror. This section examines these in turn. The first relationship arises from their joint location in a long line of thought and policy aiming to articulate an outlook and a political programme of the modem world in which violence and war dissipate, in which war is gradually replaced by rules and principled behaviour. 80 This, Hans Joas has eloquently called, 'the dream of a modernity without violence,.81 That cosmopolitanism seeks 'perpetual' peace, is often acknowledged through the debts that cosmopolitan thinking owes to Immanuel Kant's understanding of cosmopolitan law. 82 That the war on terror is located in this understanding of modernity is less apparent, but nevertheless becomes obvious in the apocalyptic-sounding framing of the Bush Administration's understanding of the fight on terrorism as a fight that will not be abandoned until terrorism is rooted out. The occurrence of September 11th in the seat of this dream, the United States of America, was an unforgivable affront to this liberal modernist vision of perpetual peace.  Therefore, both the war on terror and liberal cosmopolitanism are located within a modernist vision of the end of war. At the same time, however, the war on terror is central to the very paradox of liberal modernity and war which that has preoccupied realist, Marxist and poststructuralist thought. A recent articulation of this paradox is offered by Julian Reid who notes this disturbing paradox:  [a] political project based concretely upon an ideal of 'peace' has continually produced its nemesis, war. Not only does the recurrence of war throughout modernity serve to underline its paradoxical character. But the very forms of war that recur are of such increasing violence and intensity as to threaten the very sustainability of the project of modernity understood in terms of the pursuit of perpetual peace.83  Schmitt's own assessment of prior liberal attempts to abolish war, as those undertaken by the League of Nations, is similar: 'any abolition of war without true bracketing [has historically] resulted only in new, perhaps even worse types of war, such as reversions to civil war and other types of wars of annihilation' (NE 246). And, how else can we understand the war on terror if not in a sequence of changing types of war, yet another evolution after the one noted by Mary Kaldor in the late 1990s?84  A new type of war also requires a new type of enemy: 'it is an apparent fact', Rasch argues, 'that the liberal and humanitarian attempt to construct a world of universal friendship produces, as if by internal necessity, ever new enemies'. 85 As we discussed above, the discourse of humanity enables the creation of 'a category of political nonpersons, since those who fall outside of these delineations become ... subject to a demonization which permits not simply their defeat, but their elimination'. 86 In the case of the war on terror, the 'freedom-hating' recalcitrant others, those subjects of other 'modernities' entangled with the liberal one,8? become those to be excised from the global liberal order. The notion of enemy used by the war on terror is problematic because it denies any rationality or justice to its opponents. As Schmitt argued in the Nomos, the notion of justus hostis which the interstate order had developed, alongside the notion of non-discriminatory war, was what allowed war to be limited in nature but also peace to be made with enemies. When enemies are denied this procedural kind of 'justness', then peace cannot be made with them, nor are they allowed a right of resistance and self-defence. The notion of an unjust enemy in the war on terror relies on the reintroduction of the notion of just cause for one's own side and points to an 'other' who has to be fought until there is no more resistance. 

Preemption

Eliminating the friend/enemy distinction causes a sense of impending danger, causes preemptive wars

Pourciau 6 (Sarah, Johns Hopkins University, “Bodily Negation: Carl Schmitt on the Meaning of Meaning” MLN 120.5, Project Muse MGE) **we do not endorse gendered language**

Schmitt locates the most coherent expression of this worldview in the bourgeois withdrawal from political existence. The bourgeois [End Page 1075] individualist believes in the universality of Euclidean space and the commonality of mankind, and refuses on principle to recognize the possibility of a negation more powerful than either. But he whose enemy remains nothing more than an inhuman abstraction like technology or death has, in reality, no enemies at all; his "other" takes shape only as a vague mirage on a distant horizon, incapable of the negative force peculiar to the structure of the enemy as threat, and therefore unable to goad him into the confrontation that could define him as a meaningful self. Ironically, perhaps, this absence of a concrete enemy leads not to a heightened sense of security, but to an unfocused impression of perpetual danger. Conventional definitions of abstract concepts allow an infinite variety of threatening interpretations, and Schmitt's bourgeois perceives phantom enemies at every turn, his indefinite foe ultimately swelling up to engulf all but his immediate, bodily self. While the political entity confronts an enemy with an act of boundary-drawing, thereby taking possession of a public space,9 the bourgeois responds to his imagined aggressor with precisely the opposite gesture, shrinking backward into bodily limits fixed by an arbitrary material reality. In this context, Schmitt approvingly paraphrases Hegel's "polemically political definition of the bourgeois as an individual who does not want to leave the apolitical riskless private sphere, and acts as an individual against the totality through his private property and the justice associated therewith" (62, translation modified) ["polemisch-politische Definition des Bourgeois als eines Menschen, der die Sphäre des unpolitisch risikolos Privaten nicht verlassen will, der im Besitz und in der Gerechtigkeit des privaten Besitzes sich als einzelner gegen das Ganze verhält" (62)]. Paradoxically but predictably, this attempt to protect the self and its possessions—by shunning confrontation with the enemy who alone gives shape to what is worth protecting—succeeds only in hastening the dissolution of an already impotent self. The bourgeois who chooses to immerse himself in the meaningless matter of a material reality he values above all else, who surrenders his potential for political agency to the possessions that have come to possess him, undergoes an emasculation so total that Schmitt can contemptuously label him a "political nullity." 

Terrorism

Terrorism and ethnic cleansing are the endpoint of the liberal order – we must embrace inevitable conflict

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 1 Conflict as a vocation: Schmitt, Lyotard, Luhmann”, 8/18, pg 37-38 SW)

The actual history or the accuracy of the historiography is not as important to us here as the architectonics of the system described.18 Expressed in terminology borrowed from Kant, Schmitt argues for a domestic, democratic despotism based on the indivisibility of sovereignty in order to construct an international republican order, one that is to remain immune from the temptation of terror because of its conflictual separation of powers.19 The immunity against terror lies precisely in this regularization of conflict. In Schmitt’s reconstructed history of the 18th and 19th centuries, there is no last instance in the international sphere of action because no sovereign has authority over any other sovereign and no Pope, no international tribunal or organization, is charged with adjudicating disputes. Thus, since no third party or meta-sovereign exists to settle disputes, conflict becomes the functional equivalent of sovereignty, the mechanism by which decisions are made in the extreme or exceptional case. However, this vision of the ‘sovereignty’ of conflict, as chilling as it may seem, is quite the opposite of a Sorelian glorification of violence. Such a regularization of conflict is thought of by Schmitt as a sophisticated means of limiting the effects of conflict. It is viewed as a supreme European achievement, a stage of complex order, briefly reached, then lost again. The following passage, again from The Nomos of the Earth, should give an indication of what Schmitt is after: The essence of European international law was the limitation of war.20 The essence of such wars was a regulated contest of forces gauged by witnesses in a bracketed space. Such wars are the opposite of disorder. They represent the highest form of order within the scope of human power. They are the only protection against a circle of increasing reprisals, ie, against nihilistic hatreds and reactions whose meaningless goal lies in mutual destruction. The removal and avoidance of wars of destruction is possible only when a form for the gauging of forces is found. This is possible only when the opponent is recognized as a enemy on equal grounds – as a justus hostis. This is the given foundation for a limitation of war. (Schmitt, 2003, p 187)21 The picture painted here is quixotic at best, wholly unimaginable with regard to contemporary international relations. Not only has the issue of national sovereignty become more or less moot – it only ever held for a minority of European states – but the nature of 20th-century warfare deviates irrevocably from the limits Schmitt desires, not least of all, as Schmitt himself recognized, because of the development of technologically overwhelming means of destruction (Schmitt, 2003, pp 309–22). And finally, the types of quasi-legal, collective, international organizations Schmitt railed against have become the norm. Whether they have been the bane of human civilization as Schmitt contended is certainly open to debate. However, one thing is clear. They have not succeeded in outlawing or banishing war, nor, as recent history amply shows, have their moral exhortations managed to limit the violence exercised on civilian populations. Religious civil wars, wars of ‘ethnic cleansing’, ‘terrorism’, and the ‘surgical strikes’ that inevitably cut away healthy tissue, so to speak, with the diseased seem to have carried the day. Indeed, even those states that blithely see themselves as the carriers of the universal principle have certainly not been innocent of the types of violence they habitually condemn. Perhaps the structure that Schmitt favoured is irretrievable, but this does not necessarily mean that what has replaced it is inevitably superior.22

VTL

We define our lives in relation to our enemies, denial of enmity destroys value to life

Thorup 6 (Mikkel,’ “In Defense of Enmity – Critiques of Global Liberalism” Ph.D.-Dissertation, Institute of Philosophy and the History of Ideas, Department of the History of Ideas, University of Aarhus. Denmark January 2006, Proquest MGE)

Real politics is first and foremost foreign politics, that is,p war and the preparation for war (and secondly. internal peace). He understands ordinary politics as centrifugal. as dangerously weakening the state by allowing "˜total parties' to over-politicize the internal and make everything into politics which, in turn, weakens the genuinely political. Opposed to this, Schmitt emphasized (to the point of the disappearance of everything else) "˜high politics'. The true political nation state had, prior to its liberal dissolution, pushed the political to the foreign domain: "Politics in an elevated sense, great politics, was back then only foreign politics" (l996d: ll). In contrast to everyday trivial politics, he insists that "the grand moments of high politics are the moments when the enemy is viewed in concrete clarity as the enemy" (l996a: 67). We could call it the front line battle moment of the political. Unwillingness to face up to this moment of clarity (and action) is a "˜symptom of the end of the political' (l996a: 67). The loss of the death sacrifice is the clearest example of a disenchanted and empty world (Palaver 1995). The modern is the post-heroic age, where the death sacrifice isn't demanded or offered. Life. the purely quantitative continuation of life. is the highest standard. Life, for Schmitt and the Counter-Enlightenment is without meaning, if it doesn't contain anything more precious, more sublime,than the mere continuation of the individual existence. The political, for Schmitt, is the attempt at reinstating moral seriousness (Strauss l988: II9; Norris 1998: 71. 78). Schmitt might not have said it quite like that, but he would agree with the mam thrust of Helmuth Moltke. when he said: "Without war the world would deteriorate into materialism" (quoted from Gat 200l: 327). The real only exists in its relation to the possibility of death: "The existential core of the political is the real possibility of being robbed of one's own being by the enemy" (Nielsen 2003: 86). This is what gives the political its distinct character and it explains Schmitt's repeated warnings. that those who deny the political loose their independence ( 1982: 228; l996a: 54): "The concepts of friend, enemy and battle only gain their real meaning because they have and always will have a special relation to the real possibility of physical killing"; "War is also today the serious case [Ernstfall]" ( l996a: 33 & 25). 

War

Enmity prevents real war

Gasche 4 (Rodolphe, Eugenio Donato Professor of Comparative Literature at the State University of New York at Buffalo, “The Partisan and the Philosopher” CR: The New Centennial Review 4.3 (2004) 9-34, Project Muse MGE) **we do not endorse gendered language**

However, in the chapter on "War as an Instrument of Policy," Clausewitz, with the Napoleonic wars in mind, writes also that "if War belongs to policy, it will naturally take its character from thence. If policy is grand and powerful, so also will be the War, and this may be carried to the point at which War attains to its absolute form" (3:123).16 The politics of the French Revolution and the Napoleonic era are grand and powerful in the sense that they break with the cabinet politics of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. As Clausewitz remarks, "The prodigious effects of the French Revolution abroad were evidently brought about much less through new methods and views introduced by the French in the conduct of War than through the changes which it wrought in state-craft and civil administration, in the character of Governments, in the condition of the people, etc." (3:129). Now, it should be clear that with the reference to a grand and powerful politics, Clausewitz points to a politics in which the enemy is no longer anymore the justis hostis of the jus publicum Europaeum, but a serious enemy, either real or absolute. The formula that "war is the continuation of politics" thus allows for a different reading. If, indeed, there is a continuity between war and politics, then the differences constitutive of classical European public law collapse. The formula amounts to a blurring of the clear distinctions made between war and peace, friend and enemy, but also between neutrality and nonneutrality, state and society, civilians and men-at-arms, and so forth, on which the possibility of making peace with one's enemy rested. The formula thus opens the way for abolishing contained [End Page 29] war, and for both real enmity as in genuine partisan war, or absolute enmity as in world-revolutionary wars. It opens the door for a state of peace that has become indistinguishable from war, not only from the Cold War but also from the current undeclared wars of and against terrorism, and from what Hans Magnus Enzensberger has termed nuclearcivil war, "in which nothing is left of the heroic aura of the partisan, the rebel, and the Guerrilla fighter" (1966, 17ff.). The statement that "war is a continuation of politics" houses, indeed, the seed of partisan theory, one that is capable of accounting in fact for the chameleon-like character of the partisan. It is a statement that lends itself both to a political conception of the genuine, or true, partisan, and an abstract-philosophical conception of him as the "authentic irregular." The seed of the partisan, however, is primarily philosophical. He is born from philosophy—from a philosophy in the spirit of the Enlightenment which spiritually consecrates him as the fighter of an absolute enmity in the name of just causes. By contrast, the political interpretation of the partisan, even though it is also influenced by philosophy, seeks, at its own risk, to trim the seedling by imposing clear distinctions on this figure, so as to contain it within the bounds of policy and real, rather than abstract, causes. In contrast with the absolute and pure concepts of philosophy, those by way of which the philosophical seedling is made to grow into a figure of the political lack the reliability and stability of such pure conceptions. They are tentative, always threatened by the failure to contain absolute enmity and to secure an order of the political. Therefore, political theory's decision to rely on these distinctions, or criteria, for mastering the ambiguous phenomenon of the partisan also takes place only at its own risk. 

Absence of plurality creates wars for humanity that in turn has at the other side an inhuman other

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 1 Conflict as a vocation: Schmitt, Lyotard, Luhmann”, 8/18, pg 32-33 SW)

In Schmitt’s view, then, the sovereignty of the state as the unity of the difference of civil society serves a higher pluralism, the pluralism of an international order of autonomous states. He starts, in other words, with a unity of difference in order to attain a difference of unities. Liberal pluralism, on the other hand, is misnamed, he believes, because it works in the opposite direction. It too seeks the unity of the difference of associations, but the unity it finds is singular and ‘sovereign’. There is no resultant difference of unities, no true pluralism, according to Schmitt, because liberal unity is represented by the ultimate ‘monism’ of ‘humanity’. Whereas the sovereignty of the state is local and plural, and therefore gives rise to legitimate, political contest among sovereign equals, the sovereignty of the ethos of humanity is absolute and incontestable. In the name of individual autonomy and emancipation, liberal pluralism annihilates the space of the political. The ‘political world is a pluriverse’, Schmitt emphasizes, and if a single world state ‘embracing all of humanity’ were to appear, foreclosing both conflict and civil war, then what would remain would be ‘neither politics nor state’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 53), but rather a violence far worse than the structured conflict of politics. What would remain would be the concept of humanity as an ‘ideological instrument of imperialist expansion’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 54). Used politically, in other words, the term ‘humanity’ takes the form of a particularly brutal weapon. When one works with distinctions such as those between friend and enemy, good and bad, economic partner and competitor, educated and uneducated, employer and employee, and so on, ‘humanity’ remains an inconspicuous and unsurpassable horizon within which such distinctions can be drawn. Indeed, ‘humanity’ as horizon guarantees that both friends and enemies are human, even the good and the bad, the partner and the competitor, the employer and employee. When, however, the term is itself manipulated as one side of a distinction, when, for instance, bourgeois society is contrasted with a future, ‘truly human’ society, or the purported characteristics of one racial group are stylized as ‘ideal types’, as it were, then ‘humanity’ needs a counterpart – it needs the dehumanized and inhuman enemy, the subhuman. Once it is displaced from its position as the horizon of possibility and wielded as a weapon, ‘humanity’ has to be opposed by its other, and, quite simply, that other cannot be human. As Reinhart Koselleck, building on Schmitt’s insights, states: The dualistic criteria of distribution between Greek and Barbarian, and between Christian and Heathen [two distinctions he examines], were always related, whether implicitly or explicitly, to Menschheit as a totality. To this extent, Menschheit, genus humanum, was a presupposition of all dualities that organized Menschheit physically, spatially, spiritually, theologically, or temporally. It will now appear that Menschheit, up to this point a condition immanent in all dualities, assumes a different quality as soon as it enters into argument as a political reference. The semantic function of distributional concepts alters as soon as a totalising concept – for this is what is involved with Menschheit – is brought into political language, which, in spite of its totalising claim, generates polarities. (Koselleck, 1985, p 186) And so, as Schmitt had already observed, those who fight in the name of humanity are free to deny ‘the enemy the quality of being human and declaring him to be an outlaw of humanity; and a war can thereby be driven to the most extreme inhumanity’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 54).11

Their liberal project creates backlash, devaluation of enemies of the liberal order, and intense violence – turns the case

Prozorov, 06 Research Fellow at the Department of Political and Economic Studies at the University of Helsinki (Sergei, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism”, Millennium Journal of International Studies 35: 75, Sage SW)

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 actualises 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.50Indeed, 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.’51The 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. As Schmitt notes, the practice of the constitution of the foe through the exclusion of ‘concrete Others’ from the abstract category of ‘humanity’ lends itself to infinite replication and generalisation: while one of the justifications for the extermination of American Indians consisted in the attribution to them of the crime of ‘eating human flesh’, ‘as civilisation progresses and morality rises, even less harmful things than devouring human flesh could perhaps qualify as deserving to be outlawed in such a manner. Maybe one day it will be enough if a people were unable to pay its debts.’54  In the following section we shall discuss the way in which Schmitt’s prophecy is being fulfilled through the proliferation of categories of population, whose acts and properties are deemed to be ‘proscribed by nature itself’.

Alt

Inclusion/Fasching

Our obligation lies in the openness of the political order. Liberalized politics is too limited in scope and ignores the pluriversal nature of the political. That’s critical to real inclusion. 

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,” Practices of Ethics: Relating/Responding to Difference in International Politics Annual Convention, International Studies Association, 2008//MC

The paper ends with a discussion of obligation. Outlining the contours of a notion of political, rather, than ethical obligation, however, may require some explicit distancing from the now-familiar accounts that have oriented critical ‘ethical’ endeavours for some time. So we ask again the ethical question which has haunted us: from whence does obligation originate? Were we to be still enthralled by a Levinasian or generally any ‘other-beholden’ thought of being ‘hostage’ to the other, we might say that the face to face encounter installs obligation before representation, knowledge and other ‘Greek’ relationalities (Levinas 1989: 76–77; Odysseos 2007a: 132-151).Caputo, however, warns us off this kind of commitment to a notion of perfectible or total obligation. He asks that we recognise that ‘one is always inside/outside obligation, on its margins. On the threshold of foolishness. Almost a perfect fool for the Other. But not quite; nothing is perfect’ (1993: 126). The laudable but impossible perfectibility of ethics and ethical obligation to the other must be rethought. This is because ‘one is hostage of the Other, but one also keeps an army, just in case’ (ibid.).Caputo is not speaking as a political realist in this apparently funny comment. He is pointing, I suggest, to the centrality of politics and enmity. Obligation is not to the other alone; it is also to the radical possibility of openness of political order, which allows self and other to be ‘determined otherwise’ (Prozorov 2007a). Analytically, we also want to know the tactics and subjective effects of being directed towards enforced freedom. In this way, we might articulate a political and concrete act obligation that is inextricably tied to freedom that is not ‘enforced’, that is not produced for us, or as ‘us’.nWith Schmitt, one might say that obligation points practically (i.e. politically) to the ‘relativisation of enmity’. Obligation may not, however, be towards the enemy as such, for the enemy is the pulse of the political – so long as the enemy is relative (yet can be killed) in the order, the openness of the order can be vouched safe in the disruption of the absolutism of its immanence (Ojakangas 2007; Schmitt 1995a). We might, then, recast Schmitt’s conception of the political (which he regards as coming into being in the decision which distinguishes between friend and enemy) through his later emphasis in Theory of the Partisan on the politically normative significance of the relativisation of enmity. In other words, we might say that what needs to remain possible is the constant struggle ‘between constituent and constituted power’(Beasley-Murray 2005: 221) in both society and also world order. It is important to identify the ethical and governmental project of enforced freedom because doing so allows us to think of obligation as related to a different freedom: freedom as resistance (not freedom as an attribute). Prozorov suggests that an ‘ontology of concrete freedom’ relies on ‘freedom of potentiality of being other wise, of being able to ‘to assert one’s power as a living being against the power, whose paradigm consists in the “care of the living”’ (2007a: 210-211). This assumes, however, first, that resistance lies in the ‘refusal of biopolitical care that affirms the sovereign power of bare life’ ((Prozorov 2007a: 20) and, second, that there is a sort of ‘radical freedom of the human being that precedes governmental care’ (Prozorov2007a: 110). I argue in conclusion, however, that freedom as resistance is still too limited; it may still be, despite all attempts, lured back to a thinking of an essence: of that prior state of pre-governmental production of subjectivity, which in actuality does not exist. Rather, Foucault’s brief intervention on the issue of obligation (2001b) through the International Committee against Piracy points to ‘a radically interdependent relationship with practices of governmentality’ (Campbell 1998: 516) to which we are all subjected, here understood in the proper Greek sense of our subjectivity being predicated on governmental practice (cf. Odysseos 2007a: 4). ‘We are all members of the community of the governed and thereby obliged to show mutual solidarity’, Foucault had argued, as against obligation understood within modern humanism (Foucault 2001b: 474; emphasis added). This obligation which he invokes simply exists (es gibt), as Heidegger might say. We would add that Schmitt’s account of the transition from ‘real’ to ‘absolute’ enmity in the twentieth century and his demand that ‘the enemy is not something to be eliminated out of a particular reason, something to be annihilated as worthless..’ must be read in this way (Schmitt2004: 61): as speaking for the need to ward off the shutting down of politics. That is why Schmitt’s two iconographies rest precisely on two extremes: the mythic narratives of an order open to enmity as its exteriority, which guarantees pluriversal openness, on the one hand, and the absolute immanence of order where ‘absolute enmity driv[es] the political universe’ on the other hand (Goodson 2004b: 151).This is a notion of a world-political obligation that ‘is a kind of skandalon for ethics, which makes ethics blush, which it must reject or expel in order to maintain its good name…’ (Caputo 1993: 5). This obligation is articulated for the openness that enmity brings; it attends to the other as enemy by allowing, against ethics, for the continued but changeable structurations of the field of politics, of politics as pluriverse.

Maintaining the friend enemy dichotomy is essential to prevent wars of annihilation 

Odysseos 07, Dr. Louiza Odysseos, Senior Lecturer of IR at the University of Sussex, “Violence after the State? A Preliminary examination of the Concept of Global Civil War,” Prepared for the 6th Pan-European IR Conference//MC

The first achievement concerns the aforementioned bracketing and ‘regulation’ of war, which can be traced, I have argued elsewhere, both to the emergence of the state as an agent of rationalisation and ‘detheologisation’ of public life but also to the drawing and maintenance of lines or distinctions (the so-called ‘amity lines’) between European soil and the ‘free space’ of extra- European lands available for appropriation.13  The amity lines set aside two distinct areas considered ‘open spaces’ (Schmitt 2003: 94-95): on the one hand, the landmass of the New World, whose belonging to the native populations was not recognised, and on the other, the newly mapped and navigable seas. In both types of ‘open space’, force could be used freely and ruthlessly as these were areas ‘designated for agonal tests of strength’ amongst European powers (Schmitt 2003: 99). Refreshingly, Schmitt does not deny that this spatial distinction ‘presupposed the consignment of unrestrained violence to the rest of the world’ (Rasch 2005: 258), but it was this which negated the need for expansive war on European soil, and allowed limited war, guerre en forme, to emerge as the norm. In this peculiar way, therefore, the interstate order which existed until 1914 (cf. Nancy 2003b: 51) had sought ‘to prevent wars of annihilation, i.e. to the extent that war was inevitable, to bracket it’ (Schmitt 2003: 246). This was wholly different from later classical and contemporary liberal attempts to abolish or banish war, that is, to end war as such (Joas 2003; Reid 2006). The jus publicum Europaeum recognised that ‘any abolition of war without true bracketing resulted only in new, perhaps even worse types of war, such as reversions to civil war and other types of wars of annihilation’ (Schmitt 2003: 246). It accepted war as an inevitable occurrence of international political order and, in doing so, laid a foundation for ‘a bracketing of war’ which rendered it as ‘a regulated contest of forces gauged by witnesses in a bracketed space. Such wars are the opposite of disorder’ (Schmitt 2003: 187). The acceptance of this type of regulated but limited warfare also enabled the recognition of the opponent as an enemy on equal grounds. This development of the notion of justus hostis (just enemy), associated with the denigration of justa causa (just cause) reasoning in the commencement and waging of war, is the second achievement of this order.14 The concept of an ‘equal and just enemy’ evolved alongside the emergence and consolidation of the modern state as the predominant political entity, as well as the weakening of the moral authority of the Church out of the demise of the respublica Christiana. Under these conditions, warfare became divorced from substantive causes of justice. Since war was the means by which land could change ownership status, it became a type of political relation amongst states (Schmitt 2003: 100). Any enemy which had the form of a state was a just enemy and war could be waged against it. This avoided wars of conviction, creed and religion (that is, based on justa causa) which had historically led to unlimited war seeking the enemy’s annihilation. As he would say almost two decades later, ‘with the bracketing of war, European humanity had achieved something extraordinary: renunciation of the criminalization of the opponent, i.e. the relativization of enmity, the negation of absolute enmity’ (Schmitt 2007: 90). For Schmitt, ‘renouncing the discrimination and defamation of their enemies’ was a significant and rare, in fact, a most ‘human’ development (Schmitt 2004: 64).  

Lines in the Sand

The alternative is to reject the affirmative to draw clear lines in the sand– only that can limit war and prevent violent asymmetry and discrimination

Rasch, 05 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, 

“Lines in the Sand: Enmity as a Structuring Principle”, South Atlantic Quarterly Spring, 104(2): 253-262 Duke SW)

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 New World. 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; 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 intensi ﬁes 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.

Ontological Priority

Reject the affirmative to affirm the ontological priority of violence – only then can legitimate political opponents be recognized

Rasch, 05 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, 

“Lines in the Sand: Enmity as a Structuring Principle”, South Atlantic Quarterly Spring, 104(2): 253-262 Duke SW)

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.

Peace/Happiness

The Alternative recognizes that it is impossible to achieve perfection but that there are other ways of living that can be fulfilling and peaceful without global liberalism. It is the best way to bracket violence.

Thorup 06, Mikkel Thorup, lecturer and researcher at the Institute of Philosophy and History of Ideas at the University of Aarhus in Denmark, In Defense of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism, Ph.D. Dissertation, January 2006, http://rudar.ruc.dk/bitstream/1800/2068/1/In_defence_of_enmity_-_pdf.pdf//MC
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 and as the problem to be overcome. This is the understanding of self and power constitutive of liberalism, that I've told. 
Regularize Conflict

The alternative is to reject the affirmative to regularize conflict. This creates a multiplicity of sovereigns and checks absolute war

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 1 Conflict as a vocation: Schmitt, Lyotard, Luhmann”, 8/18, pg 35 SW)

We can re-figure this debate in even more classical terms. What Schmitt argues for is a politics commensurable with the conditions found in the Earthly City, and what he argues against is the ‘fanaticism’ of judging this terrestrial domain with standards only applicable in the City of God. Though his choice of Hobbes and the notion of state sovereignty may be deemed unfortunate and can be contested, his aim is to reconstruct a space of legitimate conflict as a space of secular politics. This space must remain immune to moral and theological infections; the Earthly City must retain a legitimacy that is autonomous from the moral but otherworldly claims of the City of God, claims that can only be redeemed at the end of history – which is to say, not on this earth. Accordingly, his critique of the ‘humanism’ of modern liberalism is akin to an older critique of religious fanaticism. Despite his Catholicism, Schmitt is much like the Luther who supported the princes, even though he recognized their greed and cruelty, against the prophetic iconoclasts and the Armageddon of the peasant uprisings.15 The eschatology of religious or secular revolutions are precisely anti-political. They advocate change to outlaw change. They oppose the order of the world in order to welcome the Messiah. Once His arrival is imminent (no matter how long imminence lasts), opposition to the order of the world becomes sin. They wage wars, repeatedly, to end war. They wage wars, but not just any wars; they wage just wars. ‘They’, the particular instance, wage wars in the name of the universal principle, in the name of humanity, outlawing all opposition: as, for example, was attempted in the war guilt clause of the Versailles Treaty, which turned a war of competing national interests into a just war against an unjust enemy; and as was attempted in the Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1928, turning wars in the national interest into crimes, and wars in the interest of the universal principle into crusades. ‘Imperialism does not conduct national wars’, Schmitt ironically observes, referring to what he sees as the particularly modern, ie legal (völkerrechtlich) and economic, form of imperialism conducted by the Anglo-American world; ‘at most it conducts wars that serve international politics; it conducts no unjust, only just wars’ (Schmitt, 1988b, p 200); or, as Wyndham Lewis was to put it a few years after the Second World War: ‘But what war that was ever fought was an “unjust” war, except of course that waged by the enemy?’ (Lewis, 1984, p 45).16 Sour grapes? To be sure! The great irony of Schmitt’s life may very well be that if Germany had won the First World War, he might never have risen above the level of a mediocre apologist for the status quo; for if the more despicable aspects of his thought are fueled by his resentments, so are the most brilliant. As with a whole host of other modern, politically compromised artists, intellectuals, and theorists – Wagner, Pound and Celine come immediately tomind – with Schmitt one cannot cleanly separate the origin of the ‘good’ from the ‘bad’. And even if one were able to, the question regarding the legitimacy of a particular instance wielding the universal principle in an attempt to distinguish unjust from just wars remains. In a sober and interesting examination of this problem, The Nomos of the Earth of 1950 (Schmitt 1988a; Schmitt 2003 [English translation]), Schmitt suggestively nudges the issue in the direction of normativity and the highest instance. Just wars, after all, must pit good against evil and thus transcend squalid self-interest. They must be fought in the name of a higher moral order, in other words, and if some national interests (economic or other) happen to coincide with that higher moral purpose, it must be looked upon as mere coincidence – or as a divine reward. Such self-assured self-transcendence may have been possible during the Middle Ages, when absolute standards seemed accessible – at least for saints. But even then, Schmitt remarks, two of the most saintly of medieval saints, St Augustine and St Thomas Aquinas, had their difficulties (Schmitt, 2003, pp 154–55). And now, with the growing agnosticism, scepticism and decisionism of the post- medieval age, attempts to determine just causes become even more arbitrary (Schmitt, 2003, pp 155–56). Just as the ‘loss’ of transcendence meant the loss of sufficient reason with regard to the determination of the legal and political order within a state, so the ‘decisionism’ of modernity has affected the international scene as well. Schmitt’s notion of sovereignty, then, serves as the focal point for both ‘crises’, though in diametrically opposed ways. Whereas on the domestic scene the sovereign is the last instance and has no rival, in the international arena there is no such highest or last instance. No sovereign ranks as final arbiter or meta-sovereign over the others. The question on both levels, then, is the same: Who decides? The answer in both instances also remains the same: The sovereign. But the consequences differ. Within the state as between states, the sovereign (ie the decision-making individual or governing body) serves as exclusive and authoritative agent, but in international relations, where a plurality of sovereigns represents a plurality of interests, there is no highest and last instance that stands over two contending parties. Here the fundamental principle of equality among sovereigns rules: ‘Par in parem non habet jurisdictionem [Equals have no jurisdiction over each other]’ (Schmitt, 2003, p 157). As no objective, transcendent norm exists to guide judgment, here, as on the domestic scene, only a decisionist answer can be given; but unlike the decision made within the state, on the international scene the conflict caused by a plurality of decisions cannot be resolved by a reigning sovereign. If a conflict arises between two sovereign entities, others line up as friends or enemies. Whoever remains neutral becomes the excluded middle, not the impartial judge, for neutrality does not bring with it the power to ascend to a higher, ‘objective’ or ‘non-partisan’ level. If one judges, one participates; and if one participates, one is no longer neutral. On the international scene, no ‘Russellian’ logical or legal solution to the ‘paradox’ of the conflict exists (Schmitt, 2003, pp 157–58). We see that the notion of sovereignty – of ultimate, if ‘decisionist’, authority – is the linchpin that holds together both the ‘top-down’ homogeneity of the state and the heterogeneity of a structured plurality of states that guarantees the space of legitimate politics. This self-organizing, pluralist structure depends, however, not just on a logic of autonomy and differentiation, but also on a specific reading of European history that reconstructs an idyllic interlude between two competing universalist doctrines, an interlude that is characterized by the equilibrium of autonomous European nation-states and a limitation of warfare achieved not by moralistic legislation, but by a normalization of conflict. The European civil war of the 16th and 17th centuries signaled, in Schmitt’s view, a transfer of power from one universalist doctrine to another. The English war against Spain was a world war between northern and southern Europe, between Calvinist Protestantism and Jesuit Catholicism. Perhaps even more importantly, the conflict of the time was one between two ‘world pictures’, one continental and land-based, and the other a global vision, based on control of the seas. What eventually emerges from this battle is a form of Anglo-American economic imperialism that is conducted under the banner of civilization, humanity, progress, and pacifism (Schmitt, 1988b, pp 271–72).17 Though the conquest begins in the 16th century, the new world order only fully emerges in the 20th, in the aftermath of the First World War. During the hiatus or transition period from universal Catholicism to universal (secularized) Protestantism – and Schmitt dates this period precisely, from 1713 to 1914 – a legal and diplomatic system develops which normalizes war, thereby limiting it, and normalizes the friend/enemy distinction, calibrating clearly defined friends and clearly defined enemies with clearly defined states of war and peace.

Framework

Epistemology

Their knowledge is flawed

Prozorov, 06 Research Fellow at the Department of Political and Economic Studies at the University of Helsinki (Sergei, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism”, Millennium Journal of International Studies 35: 75, Sage SW)

In the interbellum of the 1990s, one frequently encountered discussions of who the new enemy might be after the demise of the Soviet Union. As subsequent events have demonstrated, it is entirely redundant to attempt a theoretical deduction of the concrete enemy, which is after all always constituted in a political decision. However, while the ‘who’ question may be entrusted to history and politics, what requires reflection is a question of how enmity is to be managed. Should we maintain the present ultra-politics of the foe despite its evident boomerang effects on our societies, or should we attempt to return to the structure of ‘legitimate enmity’ of the Westphalian era, expanding it beyond the European system to the entire international society? Should we put our trust in and surrender our freedom to the governmental apparatuses of ‘homeland security’ or should we heed Schmitt’s warning that no security may ever be attained as long as our sense of the world is that in which there is ‘only a homeland’? This article has demonstrated that it is impossible to evade these questions by the plethoric yet repetitive discourse on overcoming enmity in the chimerical project of ‘world unity’ and that answers to these questions require an interrogation of many ontological assumptions that frame the conduct of modern liberal politics. We have seen that the desire to dispense with enmity as such, arising out of liberal epistemicomoral certitude, has not brought about a ‘universal friendship’ but rather produced a limited but universalistic community, which permanently feels threatened due to its incomplete embrace of the globe and, for  the same reason, threatens everyone outside itself. The escape from the murderous ultra-politics of the foe is impossible unless it passes through the stage of an ontological critique of liberalism, hence the present importance of Schmitt.

Discourse/Reps
Our relations to the state shape reality

Kelly 4 (Duncan, University of Sheffield, “Carl Schmitt's Political Theory of Representation” Journal of the History of Ideas 65.1 (2004) 113-134, Project Muse, MGE)

Schmitt's compressed discussions of the French Revolution focused on its impact on both positive-law thinking about the constitution, and on the idea of a convergence—in fact of a congruence—between the people and the nation, the result of which was a "national democracy."43 According to Schmitt, the modern mixed constitution, with its liberal and democratic elements was born with the French Revolution. So too was the idea that the people are the "bearers" of constituent power, who can "act" with a self-conscious political unity through the medium of the nation-state. By the concept of the "nation," wrote Schmitt, is understood an "individual people characterised by its specific political consciousness."44 The modern nation gives form to the people, and hence their constituent power, for the Volk are otherwise understood in democratic theory as an unorganized "mass" or Hobbesian multitude, capable of making only "yes or no" acclamatory political decisions.45 Directly related to the earlier discussion of the necessity of the public sphere for an adequate account of representation, Schmitt claimed that "the people is a concept that only exists in the public sphere." In fact, "the people appears only in a public, indeed, it first produces the public. The people and a public are established together."46 And developing these ideas even further, every (Jede) constitution, wrote Schmitt, necessarily presupposes the unity and indivisibility of the constituent power that forms it, and after 1789 this unity has typically been presented as stemming from a people unified within a nation-state.47 The equation continues to form the basis of most contemporary assumptions about popular sovereignty, nationalism, and the constituent power of the people.48 Schmitt's assessment was that under a modern democratic constitution or state, there were three possible ways of conceiving the relationship between the people and the constitution. First, the people could exist "prior to" [End Page 120] and "above" the constitution as pure constituent power. Second, they could exist "within" the constitution as members of an electorate, or third, the people could occupy a space "beside" the constitution as bearers of constituent power acting out "intermediary moments of spontaneous forms of popular mobilization" within the normal political order.49 These interrelationships correspond with and further develop Schmitt's argument that there are in fact only two "principles" of political form—identity, or representation—and that different state forms broadly correspond to one or other of them.50 Thus, identity presupposes the "unmediated" unity of a people. Representation, on the other hand, assumes that although every state form presupposes a structural "identity" between rulers and ruled, such identity can never be fully realized in practice. Similarly, because there could never be a "pure" system of representation, the state can only be understood as a political unity because it "originated [beruhen] from the interrelationship of these two opposing formal principles."51 Elaborating on this thesis, Schmitt wrote that: The state rests, as a political unity, on the combination of [these] two opposed transformative principles [Gestaltungsprinzipien]—the principle of identity (namely the presence of a people conscious of itself as a political unity, [a people] that has the ability, because of the power of its own political consciousness and national will, to distinguish between friend and foe)—and the principle of representation, the power of which is constituted as political unity by the government.52 Representation can "bring about political unity as a whole," because the power of representation applies here only to the body which governs (wer regiert).53 This relationship between governing authority and the power of representation was based on Schmitt's prior assumption that representation "belongs to the sphere of the political and is therefore something existential."54 Thus, through a secularization of the principle of representation, Schmitt linked the necessarily substantive criteria of meaningful representation outlined in the previous section to the modern state and the sphere of the political. Correspondingly, he also suggested that there are, in fact, two principal "subjects" of constituent power; either a monarch (whose power stemmed, originally, from God) or the people [End Page 121] (unified through the nation). This relates to two main principles of constitutional legitimacy, either dynastic or democratic.55 Thus, when a monarch is the subject of constituent power, the "constitution" emanates from his "fullness of power," in the language of medieval political theology which Schmitt liked to employ. By contrast, if the people are the subject of constituent power, the decision over the nature and form of political existence is determined solely by their (free) political will. The central consequence of the French Revolution, therefore, was to enshrine democracy as the guiding political principle of the modern era within a system of nation states—national sovereignty. Thus, "it belongs to the essence of democracy that every and all decisions which are taken are only valid for those who themselves decide. That the outvoted minority must be ignored in this only causes theoretical and superficial difficulties."56 

Liberalism can be good or bad – discursive framing matters

Prozorov, 06 Research Fellow at the Department of Political and Economic Studies at the University of Helsinki (Sergei, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism”, Millennium Journal of International Studies 35: 75, Sage SW)

For our purposes in this article, liberalism is understood as a historical constellation of discursive practices, irreducible to, though intertwined with, various trends within liberal political philosophy.5 While it is certainly possible to demonstrate the relevance of Schmitt’s critique with respect to classical liberal philosophy, the liberal internationalism of Schmitt’s lifetime and even the contemporary strands of the liberal discourse,6 this article is not concerned with confirming, in a critical exegesis of the infinite corpus of liberal thought, the validity of Schmitt’s critique. Instead, we are interested in illuminating the conditions of possibility of the contemporary politics of enmity, which ironically appears to follow Schmitt’s ominous prophecy about the ‘globalisation’ of liberalism almost to the letter. In other words, we shall focus on liberal thought as it renders itself practical, illuminating the conceptual presuppositions of political ontology that condition the possibility of concrete practices of liberal government.7 We therefore approach liberalism neither as a cohesive political philosophy nor as a historical succession of diverse yet internally monolithic doctrines but as a discourse in the Foucauldian sense, a ‘system of dispersion’ of statements on government and freedom, whose conditions of possibility are similarly dispersed and frequently aporetic.8

Ontology

Burke 6 (Anthony, “Ontologies of War: Violence, Existence and Reason” War as a Way of Being: Lebanon 2006, Project Muse MGE)

I am thinking of ontology in both its senses: ontology as both a statement about the nature and ideality of being (in this case political being, that of the nation-state), and as a statement of epistemological truth and certainty, of methods and processes of arriving at certainty (in this case, the development and application of strategic knowledge for the use of armed force, and the creation and maintenance of geopolitical order, security and national survival). These derive from the classical idea of ontology as a speculative or positivistic inquiry into the fundamental nature of truth, of being, or of some phenomenon; the desire for a solid metaphysical account of things inaugurated by Aristotle, an account of 'being qua being and its essential attributes'.17 In contrast, drawing on Foucauldian theorising about truth and power, I see ontology as a particularly powerful claim to truth itself: a claim to the status of an underlying systemic foundation for truth, identity, existence and action; one that is not essential or timeless, but is thoroughly historical and contingent, that is deployed and mobilised in a fraught and conflictual socio-political context of some kind. In short, ontology is the 'politics of truth'18 in its most sweeping and powerful form. I see such a drive for ontological certainty and completion as particularly problematic for a number of reasons. Firstly, when it takes the form of the existential and rationalist ontologies of war, it amounts to a hard and exclusivist claim: a drive for ideational hegemony and closure that limits debate and questioning, that confines it within the boundaries of a particular, closed system of logic, one that is grounded in the truth of being, in the truth of truth as such. The second is its intimate relation with violence: the dual ontologies represent a simultaneously social and conceptual structure that generates violence. Here we are witness to an epistemology of violence (strategy) joined to an ontology of violence (the national security state). When we consider their relation to war, the two ontologies are especially dangerous because each alone (and doubly in combination) tends both to quicken the resort to war and to lead to its escalation either in scale and duration, or in unintended effects. In such a context violence is not so much a tool that can be picked up and used on occasion, at limited cost and with limited impact -- it permeates being.

Public Sphere

Must be debated in the public sphere

Kelly 4 (Duncan, University of Sheffield, “Carl Schmitt's Political Theory of Representation” Journal of the History of Ideas 65.1 (2004) 113-134, Project Muse, MGE)

The historical development of liberalism, thought Schmitt, showed an unawareness of the personalist character of political representation.18 Schmitt's early conception of representation therefore suggested that the specific rationality of the Catholic Church, as a complexio oppositorum, "rests on the absolute realisation of authority" buttressed by a "power to assume this or any other form only because it has the power of representation."19 Additionally, this power of representation finds its locus in a particular form of personal authority, an authority that implies connotations of dignity and value. His account clearly links back to earlier theories of representation and the "two bodies" of the sovereign,20 which underpinned his argument that "all significant concepts of the modern theory of the state are secularized theological concepts."21 Correlatively, Schmitt suggested that such substantive or "eminent" representation "can only proceed in the public sphere," the sphere where the locus of sovereignty lies.22 The suggestion also built on his belief that the current predominance of technical-economic capitalist thinking was premised upon a "privatization" of individual action. The first instance of this privatization concerned individual religious belief. For Schmitt, the interdependence of liberalism and the modern state—born out of the Reformation and disputes over religious toleration—corresponds with the rise of something approaching the theory of "possessive individualism" later made famous by MacPherson.23 Schmitt countered that "the juridical foundation of the Catholic Church in the public sphere, contrasted with liberalism's foundation on the private sphere."24 Furthermore, this was elaborated on in his suggestion that it was Protestantism and early variants of Calvinist resistance theory, which had in fact brought about such developments, robbing politics of its properly representative character: [End Page 116] 

Political will can’t be understood through normative statements 

Kelly 4 (Duncan, University of Sheffield, “Carl Schmitt's Political Theory of Representation” Journal of the History of Ideas 65.1 (2004) 113-134, Project Muse, MGE)

The "positive" constitution is pure constituent power, and Schmitt defined "constituent power" simply as "political will." In practice, he continued, the power or authority to take the "concrete and complete decision [Gesamtent-scheidung]" concerning the "type and form [Art und Form]" of political existence is an expression of such "political will." "Political will" therefore determines the nature and form of the constitution understood in its "positive" sense. Moreover, "political will" or constituent power cannot be justified by recourse to abstract or normative arguments. Rather, properly understood it signifies the essentially "existential" ground on which the validity of any constitution necessarily rests.42

A2: Aff Stuff

Enmity Inevitable

Enmity is inevitable. Trying to get rid of it produces even more violence, turning the case.

Thorup 06, Mikkel Thorup, lecturer and researcher at the Institute of Philosophy and History of Ideas at the University of Aarhus in Denmark, In Defense of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism, Ph.D. Dissertation, January 2006, http://rudar.ruc.dk/bitstream/1800/2068/1/In_defence_of_enmity_-_pdf.pdf//MC
This has not really been a defence of enmity; at least not of enmity as such. Rather, it has been, firstly, an insistence on enmity as an important category of scientific investigation and, secondly, of the political enmity as a critical corrective to the other forms discussed above. Only it that sense has it been a defence. Enmity is a neglected category of investigation, unless one includes the many moralist denunciations. It seems fair to presume that enmity is here to stay. If this is so, then we have to find ways to live with it. One very significant way is the liberal translation of enemies into conflict partners. This is a true humanist achievement. Yet it comes fraught with dangers or shadow sides. One of those is the uneventful life, mediocrity, the debased beings of liberal sociability; another is the ossifying of political life. I've been concentrating on some of the exclusionary effects of this translation of enmity and not least on the claim of a complete end of enmity proclaimed by liberal internationalism and then again by liberal globalism. In this way, the insistence on the persistence or returns of enmity, and not least on the political enmity as a contained and manageable one becomes a critical tool of informing liberalism of how, paradoxically, the embedding of its project keeps undermining its proclaimed goals: Liberal globalism becomes anti-pluralist; democratic peace becomes an instrument and argument of war; freedom becomes an excuse for bombardment; critique of nationalism helps force the vilified into more hardened, intransigent forms; critique of sovereignty becomes a new sovereigntist language; self-determination becomes the recipe for neo-colonial protectorates; the war on terror produces ever more terror; legitimacy becomes an instrument of dis-recognition; establishment of a new international law institutionalizes sovereign inequality; the move from politics to morality reintroduces the just war; finally, the end of enmity produces new enemies, also, and not least, the moral enmity of good and evil, competent and incompetent, self-determining and other-determining. 

Difference is inevitable – wars justified with moral principles escalate that difference making all impacts inevitable. 
Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 1 Conflict as a vocation: Schmitt, Lyotard, Luhmann”, 8/18, pg 21-22 SW)

If political conflict is disciplined conflict and not the war of all against all, we have to ask: How is conflict possible? We defer an answer by asking a second question: How is difference possible? As Zeno’s paradox shows, difference is infinite and, as such, invisible. Further distinctions can always be made, making the task of perceiving difference paradoxical, because difference is all we have. If a structure of difference is to be made visible, difference must be suspended and bundled into unities. Conflict is possible as a structure of difference, and such a structure is only possible as a differentiation of unities, a differentiation, that is, of bundled differences. Thus, the specific nature of politics is determined by the specific constitution of opposed unities, making the origin of politics already political, already a battle about what constitutes a politically legitimate unity. We can now phrase our original question in a somewhat more paradoxical form: If politics is conflict, at what level is politics (conflict) suspended in order to make politics (conflict) possible? Since we have already eliminated the pre-political anarchy of the state of nature and the post- political universal stillness of the world state, we are left with two historically viable alternatives: the archaic but nevertheless lingering memory of the sovereign nation-state, and the quite modern and quite liberal concept of autonomous associations, social groups, or social systems. It is the latter pluralism of functionally differentiated social systems that seems to have carried the day, thus it is against this species of pluralism that Schmitt wages his political war – not because he opposes pluralism, but because the pluralism of associations, in his view, is sham pluralism. Simply and succinctly put, Schmitt sees in early 20th-century, Anglo-American, liberal pluralism an underlying universal monism, an extremely dangerous ideology of ‘humanity’ that leaves both the dissenting group and the dissenting individual dehumanized and defenceless. His solution is to rehabilitate the monism of state sovereignty in order to guarantee a greater pluralism, an international pluralism of autonomous unities that refuse to be subsumed under the legal or economic supremacy of a particular instance (the United States, say) that has authorized itself to be the privileged carrier of the omnipotent and universal moral principle. The sovereignty of the state, as the carrier of difference, enables the arena of this larger pluralism in which the political is to be found.

A2 Agamben 

Failure to change the system of political enmity will recharacterize society as a biopolitical police state searching for internal threats- this makes extermination inevitable, turning the case. 

Thorup 06, Mikkel Thorup, lecturer and researcher at the Institute of Philosophy and History of Ideas at the University of Aarhus in Denmark, In Defense of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism, Ph.D. Dissertation, January 2006, http://rudar.ruc.dk/bitstream/1800/2068/1/In_defence_of_enmity_-_pdf.pdf//MC

Another register in which the lines are blurred or rather non-existent is in the biopolitical enmity as theorized by Michel Foucault (2003; Kelly 2004) and Giorgio Agamben (1998). Here, we most clearly see the blurring of lines. In the biopolitical enmity, the enemy is named in biological and psychological terms and the enemy is found within the social body. The line between an inside, the friends, and an outside, the enemies, is no longer meaningful. The enemy lives among us and the biopolitical state takes it upon itself to single out those, who threaten the health of the community. This concept of enmity is also highly discriminatory. It establishes a hierarchy of worthy life and starts to talk about 'life unworthy of being lived' and its annihilation (Agamben 1998: 136), most dramatically and tragically executed in the Nazi concentration and euthanasia program but for both Foucault and Agamben a constitutive element in modernity. The goal of a biopolitical war is not to reach a modus vivendi with the enemy but to eliminate him. This is a total war: ... the enemies who have to be done away with are not adversaries in the political sense of the term; they are threats, either external or internal, to the population and for the population. In the biopower system, in other words, killing or the imperative to kill is acceptable only if it results not in a victory over political adversaries, but in the elimination of the biological threat to and the improvement of the species or race. (Foucault 2003: 256, my italics) What the biopolitical enmity makes clear is the normalization of the exceptional, as the biopolitical state declares war on parts of its own population, not only in form of extermination but also quarantining of the sick, surveillance, exclusions, imprisonments, institutionalization of the abnormal etc. The heroic battles are replaced by micro-technologies that maximize the mortality of some groups and minimize it for others. Instead of individual killings, we get what Ernst Fraenkel with a very precise expression called 'civil death' (1969: 95) or what Foucualt called 'statistical death'. The sovereign does not manifest himself in splendid displays of power, public executions, but in the actions of the secret police, disappearances and extermination camps (Foucault 2003: chap. 11). The biopolitical state emerges, where racism and statism meets. It is no longer: 'We have to defend ourselves against society', but 'We have to defend society against all the biological threats posed by the other, the subrace, the counterrace that we are, despite ourselves, bringing into existence' ... we see the appearance of a State racism: a racism that society will direct against itself, against its own elements and its own products. This is the internal racism of permanent purification (Foucault 2003: 61-2) 

A2 Alt = Idealist/Machiavellian

Schmitt is not idealist nor Machiavellian. Schmitt’s ideas are rooted in search for the source of power in international politics.

Odysseos and Petito 10, Louiza Odysseos and Fabio Petito, Senior Lecturer and Lecturer of IR at the University of Sussex, “A Rejoinder to David Chandler’s Reductionist Reading of Carl Schmitt,” Millenium 37;463//MC

The significance of Schmitt’s particular explanation about the abi lity of law to ‘keep war at bay’33 is a far cry from the idealist view of law, because for Schmitt the juridical dimension relied on, but was not reduced to, politics or even geopolitics. It was made possible by ‘global linear think- ing’ (das globale Liniendenkens)34 and was based on differentiated geographies of rule: conquest and appropriation in the non-European world and bracketed war and balancing amongst powers in Europe. For Schmitt, therefore, ‘nomos’ is the foundational act that creates a concrete territorial order as unity of (legal) order and (spatial) orientation.35 This is why the jus publicum Europaeum could only emerge as the first order of the earth, in the horizon made possible by the discovery and forcible appropriation of the ‘new world’, regarded as a free space, as an area available for Euro- pean expansion and occupation. Ordering the earth – spatially and legally – is necessarily based both on a historical event of land-appropriation and also the ideational-legal dimension mentioned above. Therefore, the global relations of appropriation, which far preceded the historical era of imperialism and inter-imperialist rivalry, play a crucial role in Schmitt’s heterodox account of international politics and law. They are, however, part of a more complex story, which  cannot be reduced purely to a history of imperialism, because that would obscure, as Chandler’s reading effectively does, the critical link between the juridi- cal and (geo)political dimensions, which emerges most clearly in the rela- tionship between land-appropriation and the bracketing of war. The above discussion, then, points to a wider problem with Chandler’s limited reading of the Nomos: Schmitt’s approach cannot be reduced to that of an unsophisticated hyper-realism and definitely not to a crude materialism.36 As David Pan argues, Schmitt ‘has become known to his detractors as a theorist who has replaced rational discourse with pure power’, which leads many to ignore that his ‘notion of politics is, on a fundamental level, culturally and ethically based’.37 We would argue that, in fact, in the Nomos and elsewhere Schmitt opposed a purely materialist or even ‘Machiavellian’ interpretation of politics. Convictions, beliefs and ideas are what politics were ultimately about, as he makes abundantly clear in his 1923 book, Roman Catholicism and Political Form: ‘No  political system can survive even a generation with only naked techniques of holding power. To the political belongs the idea, because there is no politics without authority and no authority without an ethos of belief’.38 Nowhere is this clearer, perhaps, than in the 1929 ‘Neutralisations’ essay where European history and politics are driven (though not forward in any teleological sense) in a series of politicisations and neutralisations. Each epoch is defined by contention and strife within a central sphere, crystallised around a core set of ideas, the controversy around which is neutralised, only to be challenged again in an almost dialectical process.39 This remains a concern even in Schmitt’s post-World War II works, such as Theory of the Partisan, where ideas and ideology appeared responsible for a new political intensity, one that the ‘state’ was no longer able to integrate or neutralise.40 Finally, the above discussion highlights what Alessandro Colombo has provocatively described as Schmitt’s ‘realist institutionalism’, a term which seeks to capture something that liberal institutionalists in IR have failed to do: the institutional richness of Westphalian ‘statism’ expressed in its international law. Schmitt’s conception of international law can only be understood, then, as the constant effort to: reconcil[e] form and decision, effective and juridical power, in an attempt to distinguish what power always is – the pure and simple ability to impose one’s will on others – from what it can become through law – a ‘restrain- ing force’, as Schmitt defines it, borrowing the Pauline concept of katechon; namely, an instance able to channel the indomitable lack of restraint of the political into juridical form

A2 Alt = Nazi/Fascism

First, the work of Schmitt referenced by our authors was written well before the rise of the Nazi party or after its dissolution and was not written as a way to justify or embolden the Third Reich.

Second, Schmitt only became a Nazi to protect the academy and prevent his own death. In its core values, his philosophy is not consistent with fascism. 

Hirst 99, Paul Hirst, Professor of Social Theory at Birkbeck College, University of London, 

“Carl Schmitt's Decisionism,” 1999, The Challenge of Carl Schmitt, Pg. 8//MC

Other arguments are dismissed only at a cost. The one I will consider here - Carl Schmitt's 'decisionism' - challenges the liberal-democratic theory of sovereignty in a way that throws considerable light on contemporary political conditions. His political theory before the Nazi seizure of power shared some assumptions with fascist political doctrine and he did attempt to become the 'crown jurist' of the new Nazi state. Nevertheless, Sc hmitt's work asks hard questions and points to aspects of political life too uncomfortable to ignore. Because his thinking about concrete political situations is not governed by any dogmatic political alternative, it exhibits a peculiar objectivity. Schmitt's situational judgement stems from his view of politics or, more correctly, from his view of the political as 'friend-enemy' relations, which explains how he could change suddenly from contempt for Hitler to endorsing Nazism. If it is nihilistic to lack substantial ethical standards beyond politics, then Schmitt is a nihilist. In this, however, he is in the company of many modern political thinkers. What led him to collaborate with the Nazis from March 1933 to December 1936 was not, however, ethical nihilism, but above all concern with order. Along with many German conservatives, Schmitt saw the choice as either Hitler or chaos. As it turned out, he saved his life but lost his reputation. He lived in disrepute in the later years of the Third Reich, and died in ignominy in the Federal Republic. But political thought should not be evaluated on the basis of authors' personal political judgements. Thus the value of Schmitt's work is not diminished by the choices he made.

The core of Schmittian philosophy actually acts as a releasement from fascism and Nazism.

Hirst 99, Paul Hirst, Professor of Social Theory at Birkbeck College, University of London, 

“Carl Schmitt's Decisionism,” 1999, The Challenge of Carl Schmitt, Pg. 12//MC

Schmitt's concept of the exception is neither nihilistic nor anarchistic; it is concerned with the preservation of the state and the defence of legitimately constituted government and the stable institutions of society. He argues that 'the exception is different from anarchy and chaos'.9 It is an attempt to restore order in a political sense. While the state of exception can know no norms, the actions of the sovereign within the state must be governed by(what is prudent to restore order) Barbaric excess and pure arbitrary power are not Schmitt's object. Power is limited by a prudent concern for the social order; in the exception, forder in the juristic sense s~ prev~s) even if it is .not of the or~ina~ ~d'.l0 Schmitt may be a relativIst WIth regard to ultimate values ill politics. But he is certainly a conservative concerned with defending a political framework in which the 'concrete orders' of society can be preserved, which distinguishes his thinking from both fascism and Nazism in their subordination of aU social institutions to such idealized entities as the Leader and the People. For Schmitt, the exception is never the rule, as it is with fascism and Nazism. If he persists in demonstrating how law depends on politics, the norm on the exception, stability on struggle, he points up the contrary illusions of fascism and Nazism. In fact, Schmitt's work can be used as a critique of both. The ruthless logic in his analysis of the political, the nature of sovereignty, and the exception demonstrates the irrationality of fascism and Nazism. The exception cannot be made the rule in the 'total state' without reducing society to such a disorder through the political actions of the mass party that the very survival of the state is threatened. The Nazi state sought war as the highest goal in politics, but conducted its affairs in such a chaotic way that its warmaking capacity was undermined and its war aims became fatally overextended. Schmitt's friend-enemy thesis is concerned with avoiding the danger that the logic of the political will reach its conclusion in unlimited war.

Dismissing Schmitt because of his Nazi affiliation is exactly the thinking that forecloses any possibility for change. Their type of thought is a defense of liberalism at any cost that masks its history of domination.

Piccone and Ulmen 02, Paul Piccone, Ph.D. SUNY Prof. at Washington Univeristy and Gary Ulmen, St. Louis and writer Telos press, “Uses and abuses of Carl Schmitt”, Winter 2002, Telos, pg. 3//MC

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.

Just because Schmitt was forced to make some decisions in the 30s doesn’t mean that we should reject his philosophies.

Piccone and Ulmen 02, Paul Piccone, Ph.D. SUNY Prof. at Washington Univeristy and Gary Ulmen, St. Louis and writer Telos press, “Uses and abuses of Carl Schmitt”, Winter 2002, Telos, pg. 3//MC

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

Chandler 07, David Chandler, Professor of International Relations, University of Westminster, “Friend or Enemy? Rethinking Schmitt's Understanding of the Relationship between Ethics, Law and the Use of Force in International Relations”, September 2002, pg. 12-15//MC

Brown wants to avoid normative theory being discredited by the use of Just War justifications for militarism. Like Devetak, he seeks to draw Schmitt into the same camp as the neo-cons and to draw out his distinction between them both. To do this, Brown argues that Schmitt stood opposed to any external or international attempts to limit war;17 and that therefore this approach which legitimised violence was just as unacceptable as the neo-con claims to use unlimited violence for ethical ends. Both Schmitt and the neo-cons are implicitly seen to be evading political and ethical responsibility. Marking out a ground for a morally informed practical political approach, Brown draws on the neo-Aristotelianism of Stephen Toulmin.18 Again, a case-by-case approach is advocated, evading the need for universal ethical claims and held up as recognizing the inseparability of politics and ethics. For these international political theorists, who want to defend international intervention on moral grounds but to distinguish themselves as ‘critical’ in relation to US moral justifications for military intervention, Schmitt is talked up as a great theorist and then condemned as the logical end product of the rejection of liberal attempts to tame power through law and ethics. Schmitt’s role here is as the whipping boy; as a warning to those who seek to critique critical, liberal and normative international relations theorizing. In fact, I don’t think it would be going too far to say that there is an implicit threat that to use Schmitt uncritically, would be to fall into the far greater error of being an apologist for the crimes of sovereign states against their own people, with Schmitt implicitly condemned for condoning or marginalising the Holocaust, seeing the key crime of the Second World War as the undermining of the European order in the Allied aerial bombing of German cities to force an unconditional surrender.19 This, I argue, is an opportunist use Schmitt to close down debate and to legitimise a critical cosmopolitan position morally rather than intellectually. By this, I mean that Schmitt is used defensively, to limit critiques of their position and to close down or narrow discussion, privileging the ethical need for an alternative, in the spirit of ‘something must be done’, and downplaying the political poverty of their evasive position of ‘case-by-case’ consideration. The more critical cosmopolitan theorists are put on the defensive, over the gap between their normative aspirations and the real world of American military and political dominance, the more their ‘interest’ in critiquing Schmitt has appeared to revive.
Schmitt didn’t agree with the German state “giving itself” its constitution, instead he supported democracy

Kelly 4 (Duncan, University of Sheffield, “Carl Schmitt's Political Theory of Representation” Journal of the History of Ideas 65.1 (2004) 113-134, Project Muse, MGE)

Here was a clear precedent for Schmitt"s discussion of the foundation of the Weimar Republic in the National Assembly elections of January 1919, whose delegates he saw as representing the constituent power of the people. He did not fail to discuss the theoretical implications in his Verfassungslehre.79 Schmitt wrote—again echoing Sieyes—that "the constitution in its positive sense originates through an act of constituent power," and it was such constituent power that lay behind the choice for a democratic, as opposed to monarchical, constitution made by the German people.80 With "three or perhaps four constitutions" in the period 9 November 1918 until August 1919, the confusions of the situation recalled the position of France in 1793 and Germany in 1848.81 The specific idea that the positive constitution reflected the democratic principle was illustrated for Schmitt in the Preamble to the Weimar Constitution, which stated that the German people had "given itself " the constitution, and that all state authority [End Page 126] emanated from them.82 However, only the figure of the sovereign would be capable of representing the state as the "political unity of a people," and accounting for the nature of that representative was to necessitate Schmitt's return to the writings of Hobbes. 

Schmitt may have been intellectually dishonest– but his philosophy is opposed to the ‘universalism’ of the nazi regime

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 2 A just war? Or just a war? Schmitt vs Habermas”, 8/18, pg 

SW)

It is at this point that Schmitt’s well-known objection to liberal pluralism gains a measure of credibility. Throughout most of his career, Schmitt accused liberal theorists like Harold Laski and GDH Cole of committing ‘an intellectual misunderstanding of a most astonishing kind’ in their desire ‘to dissolve these plural political unities [the European nation-states] by referring to universal and monistic concepts, and then represent this attempt as pluralism’ (Schmitt, 1988b, p 161). As you will of course recall, the ‘universal and monistic’ concept par excellence is ‘humanity’, a notion Schmitt famously dissects in The Concept of the Political. The ‘political world is a pluriverse’, he maintained, and if a single world state ‘embracing all of humanity’ were to appear, foreclosing both conflict and civil war, then what would remain would be ‘neither politics nor state’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 53), but rather the concept of humanity as an ‘ideological instrument of imperialist expansion’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 54). The context of his remarks – the fact that he eventually aligned himself with a regime and an ideology that used the concept of ‘race’ in a way far more brutal than he could ever have imagined – certainly puts Schmitt’s intellectual integrity in doubt, but not necessarily his logic. Habermas’s emphasis on human rights is an integral aspect of liberal pluralism as Schmitt describes it. It ‘punctures’ state sovereignty to give billions of individuals ‘sovereign’ rights, as it were. Yet, as a result, each of these ‘sovereign’ individuals is thoroughly subjugated to the one and only, universal, cosmopolitan law – The Law – against which no other law is allowed to stand. The pluralism of rights not only reduces the pluralism of customs and traditions to a monism of the Law, but also subsumes the pluralism of states under the hegemony of the singular but exemplary nature of the First World.

Schmitt’s Nazism is a result of the exclusive liberal order – either way, this doesn’t refute our argument and others non-nazis have sided with Schmitt

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 1 Conflict as a vocation: Schmitt, Lyotard, Luhmann”, 8/18, pg 33-34 SW)

The background to Schmitt’s complaints is not difficult to reconstruct. His polemic against the ‘confiscation’ of the word humanity is all part of his critique of the new, post-World War I world order, a critique that only intensifies during the 1930s and after the second war as well. His specific definitions of sovereignty and politics are aimed not just at liberalism in general, but at the particular 20th-century carriers of liberal values, specifically the Anglo- American world led by the United States. Targets of his critique are, for instance, the war guilt clause in the Versailles Treaty, the rehabilitation of the ‘just war’ doctrine and the Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1928, and the presuppositions behind the creation of both the League of Nations and the United Nations. To put it mildly, revisionist, nationalist, and eventually fascist interests were served by his analyses. Within the political and intellectual framework of the day, to argue against the new international order was clearly perceived to be illiberal, could only be carried out by a critic not afraid of being tarred with the illiberal brush, and could only give aid and comfort to illiberal forces. Furthermore, though the left in the 1930s was illiberal too, anti-internationalist and anti-universalist sentiment could only survive on the right – or, at any rate, could only be exploited on the right. For many present-day critics, then, Schmitt’s notorious ‘conversion’ to the Nazi cause in the spring of 1933 serves to confirm the general trajectory of his thought. Fascist to the core, so the argument goes, Schmitt’s notion of the political is to be avoided at all costs. That it has not been avoided, that even leftist, post-Marxist, and poststructuralist theorists, ranging from Kojève to Mouffe to Derrida, have found Schmitt to be of interest, produces an ironic anxiety, one that calls itself Enlightenment, yet one that fears untutored Mündigkeit. Accordingly, political philosophers and cultural critics like Jürgen Habermas and Richard Wolin feel compelled to erect a moral prophylaxis around the body of Schmitt’s work, encapsulating it in a political isolation ward labeled ‘fascism’. To have unprotected intellectual intercourse with this body would, it is feared, irremediably contaminate one, causing, at the very least, an acute onset of neo- conservatism.12 That Schmitt’s most zealous apologists, on both the right and the left, may fairly be accused of minimizing his most egregious and shameful failings – eg his anti-Semitism and his open attempts to legitimize Hitler’s regime in the mid-1930s – is not to be denied. A defensiveness about Schmitt, born of a frustration with inept or deliberate misreadings, can easily turn into polemical aggression. Nevertheless, as tainted as Schmitt’s arguments may be, tainted by interest and tainted by affiliation, neither their structure nor their continued relevance can be so simply dismissed. The point, or points, he makes against progressive, universalist doctrines have been made, in various registers, by conservative and leftist critics alike, most recently by French thinkers like Jean- François Lyotard. Schmitt’s quarrel with America’s post-1917 role as ‘arbiter of the world’ [Schiedsrichter der Erde] (Schmitt, 1988b, p 196) centers on the presumptuous and deceptive nature inherent in any particular instance that designates itself to be the carrier of the universal principle. In Lyotard’s view, the particular application of the universal, the particular enunciation of the rights of man, say, or the universal proletariat, always carries with it the potential for terror. Noting the ‘aporia of authorization’ in the fact that a particular people – his example: the French in 1789 – assumed the position of declaring a universal right, Lyotard asks: Why would the affirmation of a universal normative instance have universal value if a singular instance makes the declaration? How can one tell, afterward, whether the wars conducted by the singular instance in the name of the universal instance are wars of liberation or wars of conquest? (Lyotard, 1993, p 52) Schmitt would recognize these as the right questions to ask; would recognize them, in fact, as his own questions.13 They go to the heart of the nature and possibility of conflict (which is to say – of politics), for wars conducted in the name of the universal normative instance are wars fought to end all wars, conflicts conducted in the name of the self-transcendence of all conflict. But what if, afterward, we find out that the heaven of consensus and reconciliation turns out to be a realm in which conflict has been outlawed in the name of the Good, the Efficient, the Comfortable? In a world where conflict has been outlawed, how is opposition to be staged? As uncoerced agreement?

This is a link – their exclusive scholarship embraces the liberal ‘universal’ order

Gottfried, 90 – Professor of Humanities at Elizabethtown College. (Paul Gottfried “Carl Schmitt: politics and theory.” (Page 101) Published 1990. ed. George Schwab. Questia.com) SW

Three types of criticism have been made of Carl Schmitt's work and thought. The first involves heated attacks on his person for the purpose of discrediting his ideas. Enough has already been said about Schmitt's personal failings being used to blunt the thrust of his arguments. Tirades against Schmitt the man have often served as illustrations of what Schmitt himself called "the tyranny of values." Those for whom democratic pluralism or liberal normativism has become the "highest value" habitually treat as a "nonvalue" those who challenge what they wish to impose universally. From this perspective Schmitt's thought does not deserve to be examined, except as a pathology from which the world must be cleansed.
A2 Alt = Totalitarian

Belief in politics as ‘friend/enemy’ prevents totalitarianism – allows any group to be political 

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Introduction The primacy of the political”, 8/18, pg 11 SW)

In championing the primacy of the political, however, Schmitt emphatically does not advocate the total politicization of society. His anti-liberal bias does not push him all the way in the direction of the total state. Thus, the friend/enemy distinction does not cancel or direct or attempt to control the codes that organize the other social systems. Rather, the language he uses to emphasize the primacy of the political is always the language of intensification, of ‘the most intense and extreme antagonism’, the ‘most extreme point’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 29), the ‘decisive human grouping’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 38). It is Hegel’s language on quantity transforming itself into quality which, Schmitt writes, ‘has a thoroughgoing political meaning. It is an expression of the recognition that from every domain the point of the political is reached and with it a qualitative new intensity of human groupings’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 62). The political is universal, but not in a totalitarian sense. It is universal in that it can be reached, through intensification, from any starting point. All other spheres, associations and social systems remain autonomous; they are not annulled by the primacy of the political. But in extreme situations, any association, any collective, can make itself into a political body by intensifying its own binary distinction into a version of the friend/enemy one. ‘Every religious, moral, economic, ethical, or other antithesis’, Schmitt writes, ‘transforms into a political one if it is sufficiently strong to group human beings effectively according to friend and enemy’. For example: ‘A religious community which wages wars against members of other religious communities or engages in other wars is already more than a religious community; it is a political entity.’ Such a religiously inspired political entity could be a theocratic state, or it could be a non-conformist sect engaged in an implicit or explicit revolution. Schmitt may not endorse such a theocratic state or disruptively subversive, political presence in modern Europe, but what he does or does not endorse plays no role in determining the nature of the political. Similarly, ‘a class in the Marxian sense ceases to be something purely economic and becomes a political factor ... when Marxists approach the class struggle seriously and treat the class adversary as a real enemy and fights him either in the form of a war of state against state or in a civil war within a state’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 37). To define the political as the friend/enemy distinction simply means that the political can take shape anywhere, not just in the political system of the modern liberal state.

A2 Alt = War

Alt solves war – Europe Proves that lines in the sand produce restraint

Rasch, 05 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, 

“Lines in the Sand: Enmity as a Structuring Principle”, South Atlantic Quarterly Spring, 104(2): 253-262 Duke SW)

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 system as ‘‘the highest form of order within 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 CounterReformation. 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 publicum Europaeum of which 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. 

Schmitt focused on the possibility of war, not its presence  - doesn’t glorify conflict

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Introduction The primacy of the political”, 8/18, pg 13 SW)

It should now be clear, I believe, that for all of his talk of ‘existential’ grounding of the political in war, the argumentation takes place on a plane far from the actuality of death and dying, because Schmitt’s focus is not on violence as such, but on establishing the logical possibility of legitimate political opposition. His treatment of war is a political treatment, and even here he makes a gesture to modernity and its differentiated structure. He does not rule out the possibility of a thoroughly pacified world, nor does he rule out the possibility that from a moral or an aesthetic or an economic perspective such a pacification could be desirable; he simply states that the ‘phenomenon of the political can be understood only in the context of the ever present possibility of the friend-and- enemy grouping’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 35). The emphasis is always on the condition of possibility of conflict, not on the conflict itself. ‘War is neither the aim nor the purpose nor even the very content of politics. But as an ever present possibility it is the leading presupposition which determines in a characteristic way human action and thinking and thereby creates a specifically political behavior’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 34). Specifically political behavior is thereby defined by the real possibility of opposition; and opposition could not truly be defined as political opposition, were one not able to push it to the extreme. Were, say, violence, revolution, or war morally precluded, vehement opposition that hinted at the threat of violence could be ruled morally unacceptable and illegitimate. Global pacification would signal the elimination of the political, not because war is politics, but because the possibility that difference could be taken to the point of violent conflict is the necessary condition for legitimate political opposition. Without it, politics, in Schmitt’s eyes, would be reduced to the activities of a polite but inconsequential debating society (Schmitt, 1976, p 33).

A2 Chandler

Chandler’s interpretation of Schmitt is just wrong. It’s reductionist and doesn’t assume the role Schmitt plays in the modern world. 

Odysseos and Petito 10, Louiza Odysseos and Fabio Petito, Senior Lecturer and Lecturer of IR at the University of Sussex, “A Rejoinder to David Chandler’s Reductionist Reading of Carl Schmitt,” Millenium 37;463//MC

 Chandler argues that there is a single, ‘fundamental’ theme that characte- rises the Nomos, that of ‘the management of inter-imperialist rivalry’ (31). This singular emphasis on the problematic of inter-imperialist rivalry, is predicated on a reductionist epistemological position and directly results in a variety of substantive problems of exegesis and interpretation while at the same time obscuring, in our view, the polysemic nature of the Nomos and Schmitt’s international thought more broadly.11 Importantly, it leads Chandler to a problematic (indeed, ‘superficial’, to use Chandler’s own term [27]), reading of the Nomos. According to Chandler, Schmitt’s overriding concern ‘was reading the development of international law in the context of inter-imperialist conflict’ (46), an assertion which allows him to dismiss Schmitt’s  contemporary relevance: ‘The management of inter-imperialist rivalry, the fundamental theme of Schmitt’s Nomos, is not the predominant concern of the present’ (31). Yet, what we unveil below as Chandler’s ‘Leninist’ interpretation may well be the result of what Martin Heidegger called a ‘forehaving’,12 i.e. the naturalised pre-existing standpoint with which Chandler turns to Schmitt’s Nomos and which radically colours his reading. Calling into question Chandler’s interpretation of the Nomos is neither to deny the ontological significance of land-appropriation, nor to suppress Schmitt’s illuminating historical discussion of what we have called ‘the global relations of appropriation’, both of which were given a prominent place in our own assessment of the Nomos.13 Yet, Chandler’s reductionist emphasis on inter-imperialist rivalry obfuscates the metho- dological significance of Schmitt’s discussion of the history of international law and the global order which in IR we call ‘Westphalia’, with serious repercussions for understanding the Nomos, as we discuss below. Chandler writes: Schmitt was writing during the intense inter-imperialist rivalry of the inter- war period. … His writing was essentially a call for peace amongst Western powers and agreement on a division of the world: a call for the restoration of the moral authority of imperialism, with Nomos being an elegy for, and renegotiation of, a lost past. It is for this reason that Schmitt continually highlights the problematic and divisive nature of inter-imperialist rivalry, sharpened by clashes over universal moral claims, which made it impossible to legitimize a working arrangement. His call for a restoration of the politi- cal is for an honest ‘pact amongst thieves’ focused on clarity of interest in maintaining world order rather than having to defend themselves against imperial ‘equals’. (38) Chandler’s emphasis on the inter-imperialist problematic as the sin- gle ‘fundamental theme’ of the Nomos arises from his reduction of Schmitt’s wide-ranging juridical and political concerns to Karl Kautsky’s a  legitimate interlocutor, or of Gary Ulmen, whose co-editorship of Telos for  several decades can hardly be accused of post-structuralist sympathies, or even of Danilo Zolo, whose anti-cosmopolitanism is always very wary of any post-  modernist leanings, all take place in a post-structuralist context, gives a sense of the  simplifications to which Chandler’s categorisation unfortunately gives rise. (See the relevant chapters in Odysseos and Petito, The International Political Thought of Carl Schmitt). This is not to deny the importance of post- structuralist readings of Schmitt in our volume and elsewhere, or to belie that, indeed, Schmitt’s anti-Enlightenment tendencies, as well as his understanding of the political as a pluriverse, point to the many productive affinities and possibilities between his thought and post-structuralism.  ‘ultra-imperialist’ thesis. Readers could be forgiven for easily missing this, however, as Chandler only refers to this en passant in the footnotes to the article: ‘Nomos reproduces the assumptions behind Karl Kautsky’s Septem- ber 1914 article, “Ultra-Imperialism”, in the possibility of an inter- imperialist alliance sustaining world peace and evading “the colonial danger” ’ (38, fn. 35). Equating Schmitt to Kautsky, Chandler then endorses Lenin’s scath- ing critique of Kautsky’s (and, for Chandler, Schmitt’s) ‘ultra-imperialist’ thesis in his 1917 Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism: ‘Whichever way one turns, one will find nothing in it except reaction and bourgeois reformism’.14 Following Lenin, Chandler argues that Kautsky, and there- fore by implication Schmitt, was wrong, as an alliance of the imperialists for the peaceful division of the world was impossible or,  better, incompatible with the inescapable logic of capitalism, as the outbreak of the two world wars would clearly prove. Therefore, Chandler appears to read Schmitt’s Nomos through the conceptual language and apparatus of the debate on imperialism between Lenin and Kautsky. Such an interpretation largely reduces Schmitt’s analysis to Kautsky’s thesis and then offers a critique of it inspired by Lenin. This reduction is significant for his ‘non-idealist’ reading of Schmitt, but it is also highly questionable. At the very least, one should expect Chandler to discuss such a move explicitly and to marshal support regarding its appropriateness, usefulness and explanatory value, which cannot, in our mind, simply be asserted in marginal comments. Not only that: Chandler’s reductionist reading is further revealed in his discussion of two other related themes relevant to Schmitt’s analysis of 20th century international relations: the end of the centrality of Europe and the emergence of total wars. According to Chandler – for whom this also explains Schmitt’s modern appeal to critical scholars – Schmitt sees ‘American claims to universalism as responsible for the unlimited nature of conflict in the 20th century’ (39) and as ‘undermining European unity’ (39). But, Chandler continues, this is wrong as: The inability of the Westphalian peace to hold in Europe was a reflection of the social and economic tensions which could not be contained within the existing territorial boundaries. As Lenin argued, once the world was divided up, inter-imperialist rivalry could only take the much more destructive form of the redivision of the world. (40) In other words, following the Leninist reasoning, it is not the US but the highest ‘monopolistic and financial’ stage of capitalist development15 what Chandler calls in the above quote ‘social and economic tensions’, which bring about the inter-imperialist rivalry and its corollary of the end of the European unity/centrality. The problem here is that, again, as with the previous case of the  conflation to Kautsky, Schmitt has never entertained such a reductionist and mono-causal reading of the end of the first global (and Euro-centric) legal order of the earth. Quite the contrary: Schmitt identifies the end of the first nomos of the earth at least in three major distinct, but related, processes emerging with all their strength throughout the 20th century: the dissolution of the jus publicum Europaeum into a spaceless and generic ‘International Law’ and its institutionalisation in the League of Nations system;16 the transformation of the meaning of war;17 the new role of the United States and the emergence of the Western hemisphere as a cen- tral category of its foreign policy discourse.18 Behind all these processes lay two major historical and epoch-making shifts of longue durée: the end of Europe as the centre of the earth and the emergence of a ‘global eco- nomy’.19 If there had been one state critical to such a historical transfor- mation, it was not the United States as Chandler seems to suggest, but England, which, ‘at the end of the sixteenth century … detached itself in ideal terms from the destinies of the continent to undertake its own adventure on the seas’.20 As Schmitt argues in Land and Sea, the global economy is given its fundamental structure and ideology by England: Slogans about freedom such as ‘all trade is world trade; all world trade is maritime trade’ [on to] ‘all world trade is free exchange’ express England’s maritime and global power. Their veracity should be appreciated in relation to a particular era, to a certain world  situation.21 Beyond that, the three 20th-century historical processes on which Schmitt focuses are still very much structuring the nature of global politics and are of great relevance, in our view, for understanding the contemporary international predicament and crisis of order. 

A2 Cede the Political

Non-unique, the political is being ceded now

Thorup 6 (Mikkel,’ “In Defense of Enmity – Critiques of Global Liberalism” Ph.D.-Dissertation, Institute of Philosophy and the History of Ideas, Department of the History of Ideas, University of Aarhus. Denmark January 2006, Proquest MGE)

It seems the present world is filled with more ends than normally. Endings are rapidly accumulating: The end of history and the end of ideology are closely connected and claim that politics is now all about administration of the existing framework. No new system and no real challengers are forthcoming. The end of the nation state and the end of sovereignty are the most potent statements of liberal globalization theory and allege that the nation state is an inadequate form of organization in an era of global flows. The same argument is heard in the thesis on the end of authority, that is, authority understood as vertical, hierarchical command. Postmodemity, feminism and individualization obscure the effectiveness and legitimacy of authority. Lurking behind all of these endings is the most supreme prize of them all: The end of the political. The endings is ultimately depended upon the end of the political, as they all presuppose a certain understanding of the political as centralistic, sovereign and coercive, that sustains and protects the other subjects (and a counter-idea of politics as liberal-parliamentarian deliberation). The political is under attack. Beck's concept of subpolitics and Giddens's of life politics signal a crisis for conventional understandings of the political. They are anti-political in that they presuppose a certain liberal image of "˜the political' as intimately, solely and necessarily tied to the nation state - either directly embodied within the state or as "˜extemal' demands and energies pushed upon the state. All the endings presuppose the political in its liberal form as something one can inflate, deflate and, ultimately, overcome. 

Friend enemy distinction is the key question to the political

Gasche 4 (Rodolphe, Eugenio Donato Professor of Comparative Literature at the State University of New York at Buffalo, “The Partisan and the Philosopher” CR: The New Centennial Review 4.3 (2004) 9-34, Project Muse MGE) **we do not endorse gendered language**

Although subtitled an "incidental remark on the concept of the political," Carl Schmitt's Theory of the Partisan is anything but a casual contribution to the concept in question.1 The study not only raises the theory of the partisan "to be the key to recognizing political reality" (1975, 65), it construes the partisan as a new, and possibly last, figure of the political. Schmitt's consistent efforts at defining the partisan according to a set of four strict criteria—irregularity, mobility, political engagement, and telluric character—are essential to this project in which, as said, nothing less than the possibility of the political itself is at stake. Without a successful delimitation of the partisan, the latter, rather than being a figure of the political, risks reverting to a figure of the destruction of the political. Let us recall that the intention of The Concept of the Political was to establish an "ultimate distinction" and a "simple criterion" for the political that "as such can speak clearly for itself" (Schmitt 1976, 26). This special interest in sharp and unambiguous differences in political theory is intimately linked to the clear distinction between friend and enemy in the jus publicum [End Page 10] Europaeum, a distinction that is instrumental to containing war. Schmitt's concern with precision is thus part of his effort to secure, in the aftermath of the dwindling autonomy of the states, another political order in which enmity and war can again be fenced in. If the fascination with the figure of the partisan in Schmitt's study goes well beyond any occasional concern, it is because the partisan does not easily lend himself to such clear and precise delimitation, and, hence, to his politicization. Indeed, the four criteria that Schmitt proposes in order rigorously to distinguish the partisan from the light, specially mobile, but still regular troop of the eighteenth century, or from a specially abhorrent, yet romanticized criminal, and consequently to establish the partisan's political credentials, circumscribe the political nature of the partisan only with difficulty. The phenomenon of the partisan is a definite challenge to Schmitt's attempt to achieve clarity and conceptual precision in political theory. Moreover, the four criteria for circumscribing the partisan in a genuine sense, rather than being simple and pure distinctive marks, contain within themselves the very reasons that subvert his possible authenticity.2 Furthermore, as Schmitt's analyses of the functional transformation of this figure in the revolutionary wars of the twentieth century demonstrate, the partisan—who, in his classical form, is said to defend an order of the political that is still structured by individual states—now proceeds in the new world-political situation to undermine and destroy any political order whatsoever. Schmitt is thus led to acknowledge that, in spite of all his efforts to describe precisely his characteristics, "the partisan is not an unambiguous and fixed figure of the political, and that he can unite with different powers in the political field of forces, functioning either as a renewer or destroyer of the order of the state" (Münkler 2002, 204). What, furthermore, speaks to the chameleon-like nature of the partisan is the fact that in the "Gespräch über den Partisanen" from 1969, that is, just six years after the publication of The Theory of the Partisan, Schmitt not only qualifies his four criteria for distinguishing the partisan as a political figure from his nonpolitical ancestors as "preliminary tools of analysis," but even wonders whether "they are still valid today." He muses: "The problem of the partisan has undergone during the last years a rapid development, and has taken on an entirely new aspect. I believe that it is [End Page 11] possible—this is part of the destiny of all scientific knowledge—that in a couple of years my four criteria may have become outdated" (Schmitt 1995, 620-21, 635-36). Considering what is at stake in Schmitt's attempt at a "rational elucidation of this difficult and, in its core, perhaps irrational phenomenon of partisanship," namely, the effort to construe him as a political figure (that is, as a form of contained enmity), and a figure of some sort of rational political order in the wake of the nation-states, it comes as no surprise that the fascination with this figure is largely due to its resistance to efforts to rationalize and to clearly circumscribe it, once and for all (621). Yet, at stake is nothing less than Schmitt's attempt to draw out a genuine or authentic partisan from the undoubtedly "irrational" and chameleon-like phenomenon of partisanship. 

A2 Enmity Bad

Pure political enmity prevents absolute enmity

Prozorov, 06 Research Fellow at the Department of Political and Economic Studies at the University of Helsinki (Sergei, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism”, Millennium Journal of International Studies 35: 75, Sage SW)

Schmitt makes a distinction between hostis and inimicus to stress the specificity of the relationship of a properly political enmity. The concept of inimicus belongs to the realm of the private and concerns various forms of moral, aesthetic or economic resentment, revulsion or hate that are connoted by the archaic English word ‘foe’, whose return into everyday circulation was taken by Schmitt as an example of the collapse of the political into the moral.31 In contrast, the concept of hostis is limited to the public realm and concerns the existential threat posed to the form of life of the community either from the inside or from the outside. In simple terms, the enemy (hostis) is what we confront, fight and seek to defeat in the public realm, to which it also belongs, while the foe (inimicus) is what we despise and seek either to transform into a more acceptable life-form or to annihilate. Contrary to Zizek’s attribution of the ‘ultra-politics of the foe’ to Schmitt, he persistently emphasised that the enemy conceptually need not and normatively should not be reduced to the foe: ‘The enemy in the political sense need not be hated personally.’32 In Schmitt’s argument, during the twentieth century such a reduction entailed the destruction of the symbolic framework of managing enmity on the basis of equality and the consequent absolutisation of enmity, i.e. the actualisation of the ‘most extreme possibility’: [Presently] the war is considered to constitute the absolute last war of humanity. Such a war is necessarily unusually intense and inhuman because, by transcending the limits of the political framework, it simultaneously degrades the enemy into moral and other categories and is forced to make of him a monster that must not only be defeated but also utterly destroyed. In other words, he is an enemy who no longer must be compelled to retreat into his borders only.33Thus, it appears impossible to equate Schmitt’s notion of enmity with the friend–foe politics that was the object of his criticism. The very antiessentialism, which Zizek’s reading recovers in Schmitt, brings into play a plurality of possible modalities of enmity. To argue, as Schmitt certainly does, that enmity is an ontological presupposition of any meaningful political relation, is certainly not to valorise any specific construction of the friend–enemy distinction. What is at stake is the need to distinguish clearly between what we have termed the transcendental function of the friend–enemy distinction (and in this aspect, Zizek’s own work on politics, particularly his recent ‘Leninist’ turn,34 remains resolutely Schmittian) and the empirical plurality of historical modalities of enmity. Schmitt’s philosophical achievement arguably consists in his affirmation of the irreducibility of the former function and the perils of its disavowal, an achievement that is not tarnished by a plausible criticism of his historical excursus on the Jus Publicum Europaeum as marked by a conservative nostalgia for a system that, after all, combined the sovereign equality of European powers with the manifestly asymmetric structure of colonial domination.

Schmittian enmity doesn’t escalate – embracing multiple sovereigns allows radical equality among combatants

Prozorov, 06 Research Fellow at the Department of Political and Economic Studies at the University of Helsinki (Sergei, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism”, Millennium Journal of International Studies 35: 75, Sage SW)

In contrast to Zizek’s diagnosis, Schmitt’s work on international relations has persistently articulated both a possibility and the actual historical existence of such a ‘common ground’. The most famous example is of course the Westphalian states’ system and the juridical arrangement of the Jus Publicum Europaeum, which established a structure of managing antagonism that Schmitt termed the ‘bracketing’ (Hegung) of war: its limitation through rationalisation and humanisation.27 The Westphalian system delegitimised the recourse to the theological discourse of ‘just war’, responsible for the intense violence of the ‘wars of religion’, and instead relegitimised interstate war, as long as both sides in such a conflict approached each other as a ‘just enemy’ (justus hostis), existentially equal to the Self. The mutual recognition of the principle of sovereignty among European powers created the possibility of limiting the violence and intensity of military conflicts by virtue of the absence of any possibility that either party could appropriate the title of ‘just war’ for its own actions and thereby stigmatise, demonise or criminalise the enemy, depriving it of equal status and permitting its indiscriminate treatment. War was therefore by definition treated as ‘just on both sides’ and whatever was permitted to one party was also permitted to the other: ‘The essence of such wars was a regulated contest of forces gauged by witnesses in a bracketed space. Such wars are the opposite of disorder.’28

A2 Derrida

We should abandon’s Derrida’s inability to ground his ethics with a Schmittian decisionist ethic.

Prozorov 07, Professor of International Relations, Petrozavodsk State University, Russia, [Sergei, “The ethos of insecure life: Reading Carl Schmitt’s existential decisionism as a Foucauldian ethics”, in The International Political thought of Carl Schmitt, eds. Louiza Osysseos and Fabio Petito, pg. 232 – 3]

It is important to distinguish this affirmation of decisionism from the deconstructionist understanding of the ‘impossibility’ of decision, highlighted in the ‘ethical’ writings of the later Derrida (1992, 1996). Like Schmitt’s insistence on the decision emanating from nothingness, deconstructionist ethics affirms undecidability as the condition of possibility of every decision. In Derrida’s supple- mentary deconstruction of Schmitt’s approach, any decisionism necessarily contains the ‘aporia of decision’, the passage through the ‘ordeal undecidable’, the experience of the ‘perhaps’ that is both traversed and effaced (but not annulled) in the act of decision (Derrida 1996: 67). It is this effacement that deconstruction seeks to restore to the decisions already taken in order to reassert their radically undecidable nature, irreducible to the procedure of derivation. As we have seen, Schmitt may be considered a devout Derridean in this aspect, given his insist ence on the impossibility of grounding a genuine decision. It is rather in assessing the consequences of this originary undecidability that Schmitt and Derrida part ways. In contrast to Schmitt, Derrida is characteristically hesi- tant to affirm the necessary effacement of undecidability in the very act of making the decision. Instead, his deconstructed decisionism appears to be locked in a self-imposed suspension over the abyss of undecidability in the desire to refrain from the closure that every decision inaugurates, which makes it, in Der- ridean ethics, always inadequate and irresponsible. The deconstructionist ethics of (in)decision therefore remains suspended in irresolution and impotence, a deadlock which can only be broken via its supple- mentation with a Schmittian decisionism, of which it is allegedly itself a supple- ment. The insistence on the need to decide despite the a priori ‘ethical inadequacy’ of every decision is necessary for deconstruction not to appear, in Dominic Moran’s words, ‘either as substanceless cant or a new moral absolutism’ (2002: 129). Simply put, radical undecidability must be suspended for anything to happen at all, for any event to take place. This imperative problema- tises every attempt at an ‘ethics of deconstruction’ that could discriminate between ethical and unethical decisions: since any decision passes through the ordeal of undecidability, all decisions are ethical in Derridean terms. Yet, since all decisions effect a closure of this radical openness, they are all equally ‘irresponsible’ and hence unethical. (Un)ethicality is therefore always already struc- turally inherent in the decision of ‘whatsoever character’, precisely because it is entirely autonomous from the character of the decision but, rather, concerns the event of its appearance and occultation. In contrast to the impasse of deconstruc- tionist ethics, a Schmittian approach focuses not on the impossible attempt to establish the fact of ethicality of decision, but on affirming the decision itself as an ethical act, whose authenticity is conditioned by ‘going through’ both the abyss of undecidability and its violent effacement. Recalling a Lacanian ‘ethics of psychoanalysis’ (Lacan 1992; Zˇizˇek 2004a: 200–205), existential decisionism urges one not to ‘give ground relative to one’s desire’ because of the impossibil- ity of its grounding.

Schmitt is descriptive of the non deconstructable core of the post-strucutralist project.

Prozorov 05, Department of International Relations, Petrozavodsk State University, [Sergei, "X/Xs: toward a general theory of the exception." Alternatives: Global, Local, Political 30.1, Jan-March]

This article suggests that a similar relation of mutual deconstruction obtains between Schmitt's political realism and the poststructuralist orientation more generally. Rather than serving as an easy target of poststructuralist criticism, the Schmittian political ontology functions as an irreducible limit of this criticism, serving as the "undeconstructible" excess of political realism, that which remains after the deconstructive labor. It is in the interstice of the two projects of poststructuralism and Schmitt's political realism that a theory of the exception finds its locus as a discourse on the dynamics of oscillation between politics and the political, the constituted order of governmentality and the constitutive sovereign decision that escapes it. The logic that I seek to reconstruct is thus distinct from a narrowly "poststructuralist," let alone "postmodern," orientation, being at work in such diverse discourses as Slavoj Zizek's "ethics of the real" and a Luhmannian systems theory. (9)

A Derridian/deconstructionist ethic would leave us forever paralyzed or with a new absolutist moral order. Only a Schmittian decisionist ethic can break the deadlock.

Prozorov 05, Department of International Relations, Petrozavodsk State University,[Sergei, "X/Xs: toward a general theory of the exception." Alternatives: Global, Local, Political 30.1, Jan-March]

It is this effacement of the "perhaps" that deconstruction seeks to bring up and highlight in the decisions already taken. Yet, the passage from undecidability to the decision at the moment of foundation remains immune to deconstructive criticism and weakens the ethical thrust of deconstruction, foregrounded in Derrida's more recent writings. (69) As Dominic Moran ironically remarks, Derrida's fixation on undecidability and hence the "impossibility" of decision entails that "he must be constantly amazed that anything at all happens." (70) Paradoxically, having demonstrated through deconstructive efforts that every decision is by definition contingent and arbitrary, enabled by the abeyance of certainty and normativity, the "experience of the perhaps," deconstruction is unwilling to actually decide in this manner, as if there was any other way of proceeding about the decision. Moran's stinging critique therefore has some validity: "In emphasising the profound effect of impossibilities and unrealisable virtualities on all political thought that is always deemed too crude, deconstruction runs the risk of appearing either as a critical Puritanism or as a series of empty, if largely unobjectionable platitudes." (71) Derrida always seems to be supporting what might be described as, to borrow his own terminology, a particularly monstrous version of Judeo-Christianity. It is so "monstrous" that he can neither advocate nor justify a single decision taken in its name. (72) The deconstructionist ethics of (in) decision therefore remains suspended in irresolution and impotence, a deadlock which can only be broken through its supplementation with a Schmittian decisionism, a deconstruction of which it allegedly is. Similarly to the dualism between Schmitt's and Foucault's accounts of sovereignty and government, in which the constitutive presupposition of one was the disavowed blind spot of the other, (73) Derrida's and Schmitt's accounts of the decision actually supplement (and deconstruct) each other, decisionism being necessary for deconstruction not to appear "either as substanceless cant or a new moral absolutism." (74)

Deconstruction deprives us of ethics since any decision is ultimately madness. This reveals the general state of exception that pervades existence. Our ethics must affirm the punctuated moment of decising on order.

Prozorov 05, Department of International Relations, Petrozavodsk State University, [Sergei, "X/Xs: toward a general theory of the exception." Alternatives: Global, Local, Political 30.1, Jan-March]

Simply put, radical undecidability must be suspended for anything to happen at all, for the event to take place. This imperative problematizes the very attempt at a deconstructive ethics: since any decision passes through the ordeal of undecidability and "there can be no responsibility without ... this passage by way of the undecidable," (75) all decisions are responsible and hence "ethical" in Derridean terms. Yet, since all decisions effect a closure of the radical openness of the perhaps, they are all equally irresponsible and hence unethical. This appears to make the notion of an ethically responsible decision meaningless in principle, forever gravitating between the "moral absolutism" of demanding the impossible (the maintenance of undecidability) and the "substanceless cant" of lamenting the obvious (the ungrounded grounding at work in every decision). This impasse is well captured in the following remark by Simon Critchley:      But how is one to account for the move from undecidability to the     political decision to combat that domination? If deconstruction is     the strictest possible determination of undecidability in the     limitless context of, for want of a better word, experience, then     this entails a suspension of the moment of decision. Yet, decisions     have to be taken. But how? And in virtue of what? How does one make     a decision in the undecidable terrain?... One has to make decisions     but the moment of decision is madness. (76) Indeed, grounding an ethics in a moment of madness--that is, establishing a positivity of a principle out of the traversal of negativity "in the night"--appears difficult, if not outright impossible. Yet, if the question of decision is not tied to the imperative of constructing an ethics, the impasse of deconstruction is in fact productive, as it points to the basic condition of existence of every order being the suspension of undecidability, a suspension of (or over) the void. As every order appears grounded in its excess and every excess, in its very instance, appears as the foundation of order, one begins to perceive the precariousness, fragility, and "paradoxicality" of order as such as a function of the constitutive exception. One may then reverse the commonsensical image of a stable order, traversing history in its empty sameness, only being punctured momentarily by acts of exception, and instead conceive of order itself as a momentary stabilization of generalized exceptionality of existence: every form of order is the veil that conceals precisely that there is nothing behind it to conceal, that it enfolds the void.
Our concept of politics is consistent with deconstruction – the idea of politics as ‘friend and enemy’ opens up antagonism that allows for undecideability and radical alterity 

Bahnisch, 02 Lecturer in Sociology at the School of Social Science at University of Queensland (Mark, ”Derrida, Schmitt and the essence of the political”, October, part of the Political Theory Stream Jubilee Conference of the Australasian Political Studies Association http://arts.anu.edu.au/sss/apsa/Papers/bahnisch.pdf SW)

If “theory” is more related to vision than to an unproblematised truth, and if its processes mirror the technics of the constitution of political subjects through agonism, what is the nature of this subjectification? Mouffe (1999: 5) argues that antagonism must be transformed into agonism — a negotiation of the “tension between the democratic logic of popular sovereignty and the liberal logic of individual rights”. In other words, given that identities are increasingly multiple, and political communities more heterogeneous, what is necessary is a dynamics of the constitution of political subjectivities that does not either reduce antagonism to competition or debate nor efface the value consensus which accords dissensus legitimacy while preserving the political association. An agonistic politics, then, is both liberal and democratic but unlike classical and neo-liberalism, recognises the desirability of dissensus — among friends. In short Mouffe (1996: 247) is arguing for a truly political liberalism6 which would take pluralism as axiological to democracy which does not efface the properly political nature of subjectivities: It is because every object has inscribed in its very being something other than itself and that as a result, everything is constructed as differance, that is being cannot be conceived as pure “presence” or “objectivity”. Since the constitutive outside is present within the inside as its always real possibility, every identity becomes purely contingent. This implies that we should conceptualise power not as an external relation taking place between two preconstituted identities but rather as constituting the identities themselves. Identity, then, is something of a power-effect as well as a truth-effect, not fixed in relation to a pre-existent essential centre but contestable and constructed and reconstructed through the agonistic rhetoric of politics. Political concepts, as argued above, are empty signifiers and sites of contestation for the rhetorical mobilisations of hegemonic and counter-hegemonic blocs (Laclau 1994). Social antagonisms, according to Ziarek (2001: 85), in fact have their necessity from the nature of language, from its relational nature “where signs acquire meaning through their differentiation from other signs and from the unavoidable suppression of this relation”. Hegemonic articulations which seek to establish “contingent relations and connections” among these floating signifiers always succeed only in part, always remaining “unstable and subject to further contestations”. It is for this reason that: politicisation never ceases because undecideability continues to inhabit the decision. Every consensus appears as a stabilisation of something essentially unstable and chaotic. Chaos and instability are irreducible, but as Derrida indicates, this is at once a risk and a chance, since continual stability would mean the end of politics... (Mouffe 1996: 9). Political concepts, as well as being (and because of being) empty signifiers, are marked by constitutive undecideability (Laclau 1996: 49-51). A political concept such as “toleration” cannot be circumscribed, grounded in itself or delimited absolutely as it itself refers to what cannot be tolerated. What therefore comes into play is hegemonic struggle to define (provisionally) the limits of moral consensus and dissensus — a struggle recently played out in Australia in the Kirby affair. Any concept “has to exclude what constitutes its other” but can never fully do so as its other is constitutively included in its self-identity. Nor can political identifications ever be decided or determined: the positioning of a subject is a consequence of an undecideable structure, yet the act of subjectification through a political decision is also an effect of identifications which can never quite fix the subject. Thus, subjectification is also necessarily unstable, opening up a split between the new identity of the subject and the always absent fullness of the Subject as such (Laclau 1996: 57). To put this another way with Smith (1998: 68): Identities are centred on lack. Social agents constantly come up against the limits that are posed by the material affects of their structural positionings, and they are constantly searching for political discourses that provide explanations or legitimations for their experiences of these limit-effects. We will never arrive at a final identity, an ensemble of subject positions that would offer an interpretive framework that would serve as a perfect explanatory discourse. The limiting material effects of our structural positionings will always exceed the explanatory frame provided by our identities. As such, every subject remains somewhat alienated and restless, for she can never be “at home”... It is in this context that a Derridean thematics of the undecideability at the heart of the political decision, and what always exceeds the moment of decision, can be fruitful for a political analytic. This becomes clear from Derrida (1992)’s formulation: The undecideable is not merely the oscillation or the tension between two decisions, it is the experience of that which, though heterogeneous, foreign to the order of the calculable and the rule, is still obliged — it is of obligation that we must speak — to give itself up to the impossible decision, while taking account of law and rules. A decision that didn’t go through the ordeal of the undecideable would not be a free decision, it would only be the programmable application or unfolding of a calculable process. Far from seeking to erase the traces of conflict through techniques of reason in order to constitute a post-political society, democracy requires a recognition of the “irreducible alterity” of identities subjectively constituted through undecideable political decision, always leaving a remainder which returns to haunt the fixity of the Subject. Difference, then, “becomes the condition of possibility of constituting unity and totality at the same time that it provides their essential limits” (Mouffe 1996: 254). Any irreducible right or good opposes itself to alterity and responsibility to the other. Agonism, then, is never ending, and never should end lest the social be fixed as the totalised good of one identity

Schmitt’s concept of the friend and the enemy is fluid – means derrida isn’t offense

Bahnisch, 02 Lecturer in Sociology at the School of Social Science at University of Queensland (Mark, ”Derrida, Schmitt and the essence of the political”, October, part of the Political Theory Stream Jubilee Conference of the Australasian Political Studies Association http://arts.anu.edu.au/sss/apsa/Papers/bahnisch.pdf SW)

Derrida (1973)’s early thought proceeds from a critique of the notion of pure presence in Husserl’s phenomenology. Derrida (1973: 31) is rightly suspicious of the privileging of some sort of pre-discursive, pre-linguistic, “natural” and self-present sense experience. To the extent that Schmitt’s procedure is an eidetic reduction, Derrida is no doubt correct to point to its impossibility. Yet this does not rule out, this chapter would suggest, any use for a reduction in conceptualisation — of the political, for instance. If one were to adopt less positivist forms of phenomenology, recognising with Gadamer (1989: 450) “being that can be understood is language”, a phenomenological reduction that recognises the impossibility of fully bracketing other concepts or reaching an essence might properly be seen as a very useful analytic. Merleau-Ponty (1962: xi) expressed scepticism that the phenomenological reduction could properly be seen as “the return to a transcendental consciousness before which the world is spread out and completely transparent”. Merleau-Ponty (1962: xiv) contests the notion that to employ a phenomenological reduction is to succumb to idealism, suggesting that the reduction is in fact “impossible”. None of this is to contradict Derrida’s valid claim that one can never be fully present to one’s thoughts, or that knowledge comes from the reductive apperception of sense-data. Nor that Derrida’s deconstruction unveils the contradictions and aporias of Schmitt’s theorisation. But all theories, and all texts, are multiple. Therefore this paper contends that while no concept can in fact be adequate to its object, one side of Schmitt also expertly revealed by Derrida’s exegesis is in fact a useful strategic analytic for political analysis. To the degree that Schmitt theorises the political as a performative realm of praxis, as a distinction that is never quite fixed, a distinction which achieves its relative substance through its processual, rhetorical and polemical nature and dependence on other antagonisms, and that these antagonisms and the moment of decision are productive of subjects and identities as well as further antagonisms, then Derrida has added to our understanding of the insights as well as the blindnesses of Schmitt’s concept of the political.

Derida votes neg – we can’t get rid of enmity

Gómez-Arribas, 05 Center for the Study of Democracy at the University of Westminster (Xavier, “Between Fear and Wonder: International Politics, Representation and ‘the Sublime’”, 10/29-30, Presented at Millennium Annual Conference, http://www.hypertope.com/files/Time%20Revival.pdf SW)

Undeniably, some of the current approaches to the space demise and time revival theme are truly reach and stimulating, like Derrida’s deconstruction of sovereignty along the lines of an ontology of fluidity and pure temporality. Derrida’s idea of history is twofold: on the one hand, his longing for a revolutionary politics beyond revolution is related to a notion of temporality which has been called “messianic”. Nevertheless, Derrida explicitly opposed deconstruction to the “end of history” thesis, which he denounced as an ideological trick of liberal flavour and scant philosophical substance; we may recall media figures like Baudrillard, who famously claimed that “if we leave history, we also leave alienation”19. In other words, Derrida understood deconstruction as an expedient against the "apocalyptic tone in philosophy"20 which accompanies much of contemporary “endism”. History for Derrida seems to be the always open possibility of something being different, and from this standpoint, he has tried to re-inscribe history within the political, which entails a marginalization of space. Derrida has attempted to imagine a revolutionary future politics beyond revolutionary power and to think how a “messianism” without the teleological component would be. He has tried to go beyond sovereignty, which is always voyou, (rogue) but as well beyond the cosmopolitan that he rejected for ontological and political reasons21. More to the point, Derrida argued that the power to terrorize is inscribed within the same idea of sovereignty: “the abuse of power is constitutive of the idea of sovereignty”22 In a nutshell, Derrida’s question points to the need of transcending politically the authority of universal metanarratives without falling into the temptation of re-instating sovereignty, on the one hand, and on the other, rejecting the illusion that there can ever be something like a final form of human government. In conclusion, the conditions of possibility of universal history are the conditions of its impossibility.

A2 Hobbes

Schmitt grounds his politics in the enemy, not the negation of it – Schmitt is the opposite of Hobbes

Prozorov, 06 Research Fellow at the Department of Political and Economic Studies at the University of Helsinki (Sergei, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism”, Millennium Journal of International Studies 35: 75, Sage SW)

While these modalities of enmity are historically contingent, what remains necessary is the act of distinction as such, whatever form it takes. If one must accuse Schmitt of something, it should not be essentialism but rather an idiosyncratic form of transcendentalism, which seeks to negate the absolutisation of immanence in modern political metaphysics by positing as foundational the act of exceptional decision, and which by definition may not be subsumed under the self-immanence of order.19 With respect to the question of enmity, this moment of eruption of transcendence within immanence is offered by what Schmitt terms the ‘most extreme possibility’,20 the ‘real possibility of physical killing’21 that arises in every encounter with the Other, whose singularity cannot be subsumed under the immanence of the Same. It is the very existence of radical alterity that poses an ever-present possibility of killing or being killed, which in turn calls for a decision, in each concrete sense, on whether the Other is the enemy: ‘it is sufficient for his [enemy’s] 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’.22What makes Schmitt’s thought disconcertingly original is this singular move of grounding a political order in the affirmation of the ever-present possibility of violent death rather than its disavowal of the kind practised by the contractarian political philosophy – in this aspect, Schmitt is best grasped as the diametrical opposite of Hobbes.23

A2 Humans Good

This is not our argument – regardless of humanity’s goodness, politics must start with the ontological priority of violence to ensure the possibility of dissent

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Introduction The primacy of the political”, 8/18, pg 16-17 SW)

Against this background, Schmitt’s claim that ‘all genuine political theories presuppose man to be evil, ie, by no means an unproblematic but a dangerous and dynamic being’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 61) sounds less alarming and even less traditionally conservative than at first glance. Even here, with regard to what would seem to be a basic anthropological principle, Schmitt stands firmly within the horizon of the modern, for he treats the thesis of the human’s basic problematic nature as a logical presupposition, a supposition made exclusively from within the political, and neither as an anthropological fact nor a presupposition that need be made in the same way elsewhere. Rather surprisingly, he states: ‘One must pay more attention to how very different the anthropological presuppositions are in the various domains of human thought.’ The ‘educator will consider man capable of being educated’, the jurist starts with the presupposition of goodness, the theologian must start with sin and end with the possibility of redemption, and the moralist must assume freedom of choice between good and evil. But, ‘because the sphere of the political is in the final analysis determined by the real possibility of enmity, political conceptions and ideas cannot very well start with an anthropological optimism. This would dissolve the possibility of enmity and, thereby, every specific political consequence’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 64). Indeed, the logical chain seems to work in reverse. The presupposed nature of the political determines the anthropological ground upon which it can rest. Thus, it is not a misanthropic pessimism that guides his preference for the ontological priority of violence, but rather a logical necessity, forced by the need to justify political opposition. In all cases – the liberalism that neutralizes the political to the point of oblivion and the total democracy that creates the inescapable monism of the total community – the ontological priority of goodness and non-violence leads, paradoxically, to the impossibility of political life, if by political life one wishes to advance the notions of dissent, argument, and the type of pluralism that provides for the possibility of real and meaningful disagreement because such disagreement can erupt ‘existentially’ as violent conflict. For this type of political behavior, one must assume the human being to be a dangerous being, a risky creature (Schmitt, 1976, p 58).

A2 Human Rights Good

We don’t reject the idea of human rights, just purely western ways of looking at it -  pluralistic interpretations are key

Mouffe, 09 has held visiting positions at Harvard, Cornell, and Princeton, former Programme Director at the International College of Philosophy in Paris

(Chantal, “Democracy in a Multipolar World”, Millennium - Journal of International Studies, 37: 549 Sage SW)

The dominant view, found in many different currents of political theory, asserts that moral progress requires the acceptance of the Western model of liberal democracy because it is the only possible shell for the implementation of human rights. This thesis has to be rejected but that does not necessarily mean discarding the idea of human rights. It might in fact continue to play a role but on condition that it is reformulated in a way that permits a pluralism of interpretations. To elucidate this issue we find important insights in the work of Raimundo Panikkar, who, in an article entitled ‘Is the Notion of Human Rights a Western Concept’, 8 asserts that, in order to understand the meaning of human rights, it is necessary to scrutinise the function played by this notion in our culture. This will allow us, he says, to examine later if this function is not fulfilled in different ways in other cultures. Panikkar urges us to enquire about the possibility of what he calls ‘homeomorphic’, i.e. functional, equivalents of the notion of human rights. Looking at Western culture, we ascertain that human rights are presented as providing the basic criteria for the recognition of human dignity and as being the necessary condition for a just social and political order. Therefore the question we need to ask is whether other cultures do not give different answers to the same question. Once it is acknowledged that what is at stake in human rights is the dignity of the person, the possibility of different manners of envisaging this question becomes evident, as well as the different ways in which it can be answered. What Western culture calls ‘human rights’ is in fact a culturally specific form of asserting the dignity of the person and it would be very presumptuous to declare that it is the only legitimate one. Many theorists have pointed out how the very formulation in terms of ‘rights’ depends on a way of moral theorising which, while appropriate for modern liberal individualism, can be inappropriate for grasping the question of the dignity of the person in other cultures. According to Francois Jullien, for instance, the idea of ‘rights’ privileges the freeing of the subject from its vital context and devalues its integration in a multiplicity of spheres of belonging. It corresponds to a defensive approach which relinquishes the religious dimension and presents the individual as absolute. Jullien notes that the concept of ‘rights of man’ does not find any echo in the thought of classical India, which does not envisage man as being isolated from the rest of the natural world. While ‘liberty’ is the final word in European culture, for the Far East, from India to China, the final word is ‘harmony’. 9 In the same line of thought Panikkar illustrates how the concept of human rights relies on a well-known set of presuppositions, all of which are distinctively Western, namely: there is a universal human nature that can be known by rational means; human nature is essentially different from and higher than the rest of reality; the individual has an absolute and irreducible dignity that must be defended against society and the state; the autonomy of that individual requires that society be organised in a non-hierarchical way, as a sum of free individuals. All those presuppositions, claims Panikkar, are definitively Western and liberal, and they are distinguishable from other conceptions of human dignity in other cultures. For instance, there is no necessary overlap between the idea of the ‘person’ and the idea of the ‘individual’. The ‘individual’ is the specific way in which Western liberal discourse formulates the concept of the self. Other cultures, however, envisage the self in different ways. Many consequences stem from those considerations. One of the most important ones is that we have to recognise that the idea of ‘autonomy’, which is so central in Western liberal discourse and which is at the centre of our understanding of human rights, cannot have such a priority in other cultures where decision-making is less individualistic and more cooperative than in Western societies. This in no way signifies that those cultures are not concerned with the dignity of the person and the conditions for a just social order. What it means is that they deal with those questions in a different way. This is why the search for homeomorphic equivalents is a necessary one. Societies that envisage human dignity in a way which differs from the Western understanding of human rights would also have a different way of envisaging the nature and role of democratic institutions. To take seriously ‘value pluralism’ in its multiple dimensions therefore requires making room for the pluralism of cultures, forms of life and political regimes. This means that, to the recognition of a plurality of understandings of ‘human rights’, we should add the recognition of a plurality of forms of democracy. 

A2 Nationalism Bad

Schmitt’s alternative creates equality among states – prevents violent nationalism

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 2 A just war? Or just a war? Schmitt vs Habermas”, 8/18, pg 62-63

SW)

While in Cologne, and shortly before engaging in conversation with the river Rhine, Heine visited its famed Cathedral, at that time still an unfinished relic of the ‘gothic’ middle ages. Heine, an inveterate foe of both medieval Catholicism and romantic medievalism, considers the ‘incompletion’ (Nichtvollendung) of this ‘Bastille of the Spirit’ (Geistes Bastille) a ‘monument of Germany’s strength’ (Denkmal von Deutschlands Kraft), because its aborted shape represents the triumph of ‘German reason’ (deutsche Vernunft) over Catholic superstition (Heine, 1997, Caput IV, v 41, 44, 50, 51). Call it dialectic of enlightenment, if you like, or just perverse irony, but the resurrected spirit of that old ‘Catholic’, Carl Schmitt, is certainly one of the Heines of the present who fight the completion of our contemporary Geistes Bastille, the monolithic cosmopolitan law envisioned by Habermas. Originally constructed as a subversive counter to the tyrannies of positive law, the universal structure of cosmopolitan law, once completed, would neither embody opposition nor even allow it. Certainly the classic figures of ‘left’ and ‘right’, progressive and conservative, can do little to escape the paradoxes of the moment. On the one hand, in the name of perpetual peace, Habermas advocates the perpetual war of ‘gentle compulsion’ and continuous police actions; on the other hand, in the name of a belligerent, homogenous particularity, Schmitt urges on us the universal value and possibility of politics as both affirmation and opposition. Thus Schmitt the nationalist might also be Schmitt the international multiculturalist, who offers those who ‘obstinately’ wish to resist the ‘West’ a theoretical foothold. And Habermas the internationalist is also Habermas the touching patriot, who not only sees his spiritual home, the First World, as the temporal meridian of the planet, but would, no doubt, also love to see German self-effacement and German self-immolation in a vast sea of universal interest be the temporal meridian of the First World. Whereas German conservatives may deny German exceptionality in order to make Germans as acceptable as everyone else, Habermas fights to preserve the memory of Germany’s exceptionally evil past so that contemporary Germans may deny their Germanness and bask in the glow of an exemplary universalist present. If the rest of us remain somewhat confused, maybe it is because not even a modern Heine can make sense out of Germany’s, or the world’s, ‘Zukunftsduft’ (Heine, 1997, p 640; Caput XXVI, v 57).5

A2 Permutation

Must have the absolute sense of humanity

Rasch 3 (William, Henry H. H. Remak Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University. He is the author of Niklas Luhmann's Modernity: The Paradoxes of Differentiation, editor of a collection of essays by Luhmann called Theories of Distinction: Redescribing the Descriptions of Modernity, and coeditor (with Cary Wolfe) of Observing Complexity: Systems Theory and Postmodernity. A collection of his essays on Carl Schmitt and the political will be published in German translation in 2003.,“Human Rights as Geopolitics Carl Schmitt and the Legal Form of American Supremacy” Cultural Critique 54 (2003) 120-147, Project Muse MGE)

Only with the concept of the human in the sense of absolute humanity does there appear as the other side of this concept a speciWcally new enemy, the inhuman. In the history of the nineteenth century, setting off the inhuman from the human is followed by an even deeper split, the one between the superhuman and the subhuman. In the same way that the human creates the inhuman, so in the history of humanity the superhuman brings about with a dialectical necessity the subhuman as its enemy twin.9 This "two-sided aspect of the ideal of humanity" (Schmitt 1988, Der Nomos der Erde, 72) is a theme Schmitt had already developed in his The Concept of the Political (1976) and his critiques of liberal pluralism (e.g., 1988, Positionen und Begriffe, 151-65). His complaint there is that liberal pluralism is in fact not in the least pluralist but reveals itself to be an overriding monism, the monism of humanity. Thus, despite the claims that pluralism allows for the individual's freedom from illegitimate constraint, Schmitt presses the point home that political opposition to liberalism is itself deemed illegitimate. Indeed, liberal pluralism, in Schmitt's eyes, reduces the political to the social and economic and thereby nullifies all truly political opposition by simply excommunicating its opponents from the High Church of Humanity. After all, only an unregenerate barbarian could fail to recognize the irrefutable benefits of the liberal order. 

Every instance must be rejected

Pourciau 6 (Sarah, Johns Hopkins University, “Bodily Negation: Carl Schmitt on the Meaning of Meaning” MLN 120.5, Project Muse MGE)

If we were to halt the discussion right here, it might appear that Schmitt indeed accomplishes the extraordinarily ambitious task he sets for himself, overcoming the liberal bifurcation of experience with a theory of relation that avoids the power-asymmetry of oppositional dichotomies like passive and active, matter and form, body and spirit. The decision on the enemy that defines the political entity manages the logically unthinkable feat of imposing form on itself, in accordance with rules derived directly from the experience of relation, and without the oppressive assistance of external norms. And yet, the simplest of all possible questions—who decides?—threatens to pull apart the elegant fabric of the Schmittian solution. The sovereign self only transcends the liberal paradigm of form-giving agency when it manages to join a plurality of concrete, bodily selves in a relationship of non-arbitrary belonging. Such a relationship is only possible, however, if the decision of the sovereign can be viewed as a manifestation of the will of an entire people, for as long as the members of a political unity are only the passive, bodily recipients of the decision that gives them form, the bifurcation between form and matter remains firmly in place.

A2 Political Education

The political is tied to the friend enemy grouping

Shapiro 7 (Kam, PhD in Political Science from Johns Hopkins University and currently holds the position of Assistant Professor of Politics and Government at Illinois State University, “Politics Is a Mushroom: Worldly Sources of Rule and Exception in Carl Schmitt and Walter Benjamin” Diacritics, Volume 37, Number 2-3, Summer-Fall 2007, Project Muse MGE)

Although sovereignty so understood may not be eliminated, it becomes difficult if not impossible to locate. Every grouping not only carries protopolitical intensities but can also be a site of decision. Nor can one distinguish as political the grouping most relevant for other aspects of life. The entity that establishes the friend-enemy antithesis need not determine other aspects of the lives of its members [38–39]. It would seem that authority no longer rests on an ethos of belief. As Schmitt’s emphasis on intensity suggests, a given grouping or conflict can become increasingly, even suddenly “political” [29]. “The political is the most intense and extreme antagonism, and every concrete antagonism becomes that much more political the closer it approaches the most extreme point, that of the friend-enemy grouping” [29]. It is by no means clear, however, when, or whether, it will reach the critical point and lead to physical violence, or who will be able to effect this break. Schmitt paradoxically describes a group as sovereign that is “oriented” toward the threshold—or that which first appears as such—but it is unclear just what this would mean. “However one may look at it, in the orientation toward the possible extreme case of an actual battle against a real enemy, the political entity is essential, and it is the decisive entity for the friend-enemy grouping; and in this (and not in any kind of absolutist sense), it is sovereign” [39]. We can compare the slippage from orientation to decision here to that from anticipation to determination in Rousseau’s account of censorship. In this case, however, the shift is accomplished from within, making the decision an immanent, spontaneous event. “The weight of the political is determined by the intensity of alignments according to which the decisive associations and dissociations adjust themselves” [58]. Rather than traditional affiliations or the decisions of authorities grounded in an ethos of belief, ontological or political distinctions spring, unpredictably, from a plurality of social antagonisms in which they are incipient. Politics, in short, becomes a mushroom. 

Politics don’t represent the will of the people

Kelly 4 (Duncan, University of Sheffield, “Carl Schmitt's Political Theory of Representation” Journal of the History of Ideas 65.1 (2004) 113-134, Project Muse, MGE)

Contemporary parliamentarism, based on delegate representation by party candidates, illustrated—at least on Schmitt's presentation30 —a movement away from properly political representation. It did so by negating its necessarily personal or eminent character, and Schmitt claimed that the transformation of the modern state into a "Leviathan" meant that it had actually come to symbolize a body that "disappears from the world of representations." This is because the theatrical Hobbesian Leviathan, which held the population in awe, had been transformed [End Page 117] by liberalism and capitalism into a simple machine.31 As he suggested in the Verfassungslehre: To represent means to make visible and present an invisible entity through an entity which is publicly present ... This is not possible with any arbitrary entity, since a particular kind of being [Sein] is assumed.32 Liberalism sought "to eliminate this remnant [the idea of parliamentary representation as a complexio oppositorum] of an age devoid of economic thinking." Instead, parliamentarism simply "emphasises that parliamentary delegates are only emissaries and agents." Here, the " 'whole' of the people is only an idea; the whole of the economic process, a material reality."33 For Schmitt, this was entirely the wrong way of looking at things, and these claims were further explored in his vastly more famous work on the historical-intellectual plight of parliamentarism.34 There, Schmitt's argument suggested that this downgrading of the central role of popular will stood at odds with the general principles of popular sovereignty, and that technical-economic capitalist rationality had radically distorted the proper focus of representative government. Indeed, he argued that contemporary representation would actually have to be representation against Parliament.35 To understand how such a position could be theoretically justified, though, in order to support a sovereign representative figure, an account of how the people could be properly represented under a modern democratic state based on popular will was required. And Schmitt developed such a justification through an interpretation of the writings of the Abbé Sieyes.36 

A2 Threat Con Bad

We’re the exact opposite – our friend enemy distinctions recognize equality and restrict violence

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 3 So you say you want a revolution: Brecht vs Brecht”, 8/18, pg 70-71

SW)

Despite a persistent tendency to identify Schmitt’s friend/enemy distinction automatically with this absolutist position, his commentary on St Joan’s response indicates an alternative, one that not only emulates St Joan’s modesty regarding knowledge of God’s likes and dislikes, but also one that is carefully agnostic with regard to the feasibility of the Marxist project. Emphasizing, as Schmitt does, the essentially agonistic aspect of politics is not the same as equating it with revolution. When Schmitt originally advanced the friend/ enemy pair in his The Concept of the Political, he explicitly dissociated it from moral, aesthetic, or other categories (Schmitt, 1976, pp 25–27). Far from being cynical, this disassociation was itself ethically motivated, since Schmitt felt that excesses of violence could only be limited by acknowledging conflict as an existentially inevitable and thus a thoroughly legitimate feature of all genuine political activity. He defines politics as conflict, not to glorify violence, but to regulate it.7 Thus Schmitt’s notion of the political – to continue with the imagery introduced by St Joan – assumes that God respected the distance that separates the Heavenly from the Earthly City, or at least assumes that there is no one on earth who has exclusive and privileged access to the heavenly vision. Consequently, in the absence of an ultimate judge who could decide the outcome of mortal disputes, politics becomes the structure by which shape is given to the unavoidable necessity of conflict. Politics is not the means by which the universally acknowledged Good is actualized, but the mechanism that negotiates and limits disputes in the absence of any universally acknowledged Good. Politics exists because the just society does not. It soon becomes apparent, therefore, that if political struggle is an ever-shifting alliance of friends confronting an ever-shifting alliance of enemies, if politics is more Sisyphean than millennial, then the aim of revolution is precisely the abolition of politics, the abolition of conflict and dissent, all done in the name of a universal principle that is enunciated by a privileged particular instance. In other words, from within a given framework, from within a given social order, politics-as-conflict cannot be seen as the revolutionary destruction of the system, but rather as the activity that reproduces the system. Enemies are as much a part of this reproduction as friends. Thus, from the perspective of a thoroughly agonistic politics, the demand for revolution can only be seen as an eschatological appeal to a singular vision of the good life, the actualization of which would eventually preclude further political conflict. In a just society, we must all be friends, because there are no actual enemies, only absolute ones. And these must be absolutely eliminated.8

A2 Universality

Universal norms can be accepted or rejected – there will always be barbarians at the gates

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 2 A just war? Or just a war? Schmitt vs Habermas”, 8/18, pg 56-57

SW)

A critic might intervene at this point, however, and note that once this imperative is uttered as a principle, it is difficult to see how the principle can continue to serve its function. Collectively binding values are only valid, Niklas Luhmann claims, by virtue of implied attribution. They work only as implied horizon, not as specified theme. Therefore, once the putatively universal form of validity is made a theme, once the gaze is directed at it and makes it a topic of rational investigation, it loses its universally binding character, because like all themes or ‘social facts’, it can now be discussed and thus be subject to acceptance or rejection (Luhmann, 1993, p 18). What, for example, is ‘rational discourse’? What are its rules and whom and what does it exclude? And if such discourse does exclude things and people, in what way can it be the basis for universally valid norms? These questions become inevitable and unavoidable – unless, of course, they are preemptively outlawed. Nevertheless, Habermas’s faith – one is tempted to say, his unreasonable faith – in the consensual, rather than diremptive, powers of reason obviates that apparent difficulty. His intersubjectivity operates with a monological vigor. Consequently, he can start with a historically specific constitution, on the one hand, and a rational structure of universal validity claims, on the other. In this particular constitution there exist positive laws addressed to citizens of the state in their capacity as human beings. These laws have a positive legal validity, but also, by virtue of the fact that they can be rationally justified on the basis of validity claims shared with universal moral principles, they enjoy universal, not just positive, validity. Thus, any extension of these rights beyond the borders of their origin is seen as the extension of an essentially human birthright to all individuals the world over.

A2 “We change politics”

There is no universal way to re-orient ontology – politics as conflict is necessary to maintain dissent

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 1 Conflict as a vocation: Schmitt, Lyotard, Luhmann”, 8/18, pg 17-18 SW)

It is true, of course, that within the leftist tradition, especially as represented by the eschatological strains of Marxism, the political has often been thought of in ways similar to Milbank’s, as, that is, the vehicle by means of which social reality can be so altered as to match utopian expectation; and perhaps this nostalgia for infinite perfectibility accounts for the appeal of the ontological hope offered there and elsewhere in recent political philosophy. When viewed as a path to secularized salvation, the political must at least implicitly be thought of as a self-consuming artifact. Once imperfect reality and perfect expectation are ‘reconciled’, the purpose of this manner of imagining the political has been fulfilled and can cease to exist. On this more traditionally accepted view, then, even if the process of reconciliation is considered to be infinite and never to be completed, the political must be seen as a constitutively non-essential and negative feature of social life, a feature that reflects undesired imperfection. Thus, at the imagined fulfillment of reconciliation, politics, along with the other sins of the world, simply vanishes. In a world that sees perfection as its goal, the end of politics is the end of politics. Given the experiences of the 20th century – both the totalitarian abolition of the political and the more recent liberal legalization and moralization of politics – the non-Heideggerian and non-Deleuzian Left ought to be more than a little leery of the eschatological promise of a ‘completely new politics’ (Agamben, 1998, p 11). Dreams of a truer, more authentic ontology, of a more natural expression of human desire, a more spontaneous efflorescence of human productivity and re-productivity, feed rather than oppose the contemporary compulsive lurch toward universal pacification and total management of global economic and political life. Rather than dream those dreams, we should return to more sober insights about the ineluctability of conflict that not only calls the political into being but also structures it as a contingent, resilient, and necessary form of perpetual disagreement (Rancière, 1999). To claim the primacy of ‘guilt’ over ‘innocence’ or disharmony over harmony does not imply a glorification of violence for its own sake. It merely registers a pragmatic insight, namely, that assuming incommensurable conflict as an ineradicable feature of social life leads to more benign human institutions than the impossible attempt to instantiate the shimmering City of God on the rocky hills and sodden valleys that form the environment of the various cities of men and women on this very real and insurmountable terrestrial plain. The political does not exist to usher in the good life by eliminating social antagonism; rather, it exists to serve as the medium for an acceptably limited and therefore productive conflict in the inevitable absence of any final, universally accepted vision of the good life. The political, therefore, can only be defined by a structure that allows for the perpetual production as well as contingent resolution of dissent and opposition. If conflict is its vocation, then maintaining the possibility of conflict and thus the possibility of opposition ought to be our vocation, especially in an age when the managers of our lives carry out their actions in the name of democracy, while the majority of their weary subjects no longer even register what those actions are.

A2 “We solve conflict”

Difference and Conflict are inevitable – even reconciliation necessarily creates the conditions for a new conflict

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 1 Conflict as a vocation: Schmitt, Lyotard, Luhmann”, 8/18, pg 40

SW)

Such a structure of discrete, precise and insurmountable disagreement has been traced in a succinct and quasi-logical form by Lyotard, for, as we know, Lyotard’s vision of modernity is based on the necessity of difference, and thus on the necessity of conflict. In the face of the irremediable differentiation of modern society into incommensurable value spheres, language games, or social systems, Lyotard does not ask how a functional equivalent for unity can be achieved in order to proceed politically – as Habermas does – but rather, how to proceed politically in the face of the impossibility, even undesirability, of any re-established harmony. In his Preface to The Differend, Lyotard presupposes two features of our present predicament: ‘(1) the impossibility of avoiding conflicts (the impossibility of indifference) and (2) the absence of a universal genre of discourse to regulate them (or, if you prefer, the inevitable partiality of the judge)’ (Lyotard, 1988, p xii). Lyotard’s juridical definition of a differend follows from these presuppositions. ‘A case of differend between two parties’, he writes, ‘takes place when the “regulation” of the conflict that opposes them is done in the idiom of one of the parties while the wrong suffered by the other is not signified in that idiom’ (Lyotard, 1988, p 9). Not all conflicts result in a differend, but conflicts between incommensurable idioms – between competing values, between operationally closed or autonomous social systems – necessarily exclude the conciliatory third term, the reconciliation of opposites magnanimously offered by the superior neutrality of a universal discourse. ‘The idea’, according to Lyotard, that a supreme genre encompassing everything that’s at stake could supply a supreme answer to the key-questions of the various genres founders upon Russell’s aporia. Either this genre is part of the set of genres, and what is at stake in it is but one among others, and therefore its answer is not supreme. Or else, it is not part of the set of genres, and it does not therefore encompass all that is at stake, since it excepts what is at stake in itself. ... The principle of an absolute victory of one genre over the others has no sense. (Lyotard, 1988, p 138) Thus, consciousness of a differend necessitates the view that the third term merely becomes the first term of a new conflict, a new opposition or irreconcilable difference. It cannot remain immune from antagonism under the pretense of a meta-level and thereby superior neutrality. Whether desirable or not, conflict is inevitable, and resolution of conflict is a matter of decision, not a matter of sublation. All adjudications of disputes are simultaneously declarations of a new war.

A2 “We solve Enmity”

Political enmity strips down power relations among peoples and brackets war. Their structure divorces identity from populations, making conflict inevitable. 

Thorup 06, Mikkel Thorup, lecturer and researcher at the Institute of Philosophy and History of Ideas at the University of Aarhus in Denmark, In Defense of Enmity – Critiques of Liberal Globalism, Ph.D. Dissertation, January 2006, http://rudar.ruc.dk/bitstream/1800/2068/1/In_defence_of_enmity_-_pdf.pdf//MC

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

Aff Answers

A2 Violence Inevitable

Violence is not inevitable—it’s declining 

Pinker 11-professor of psychology at Harvard [Steven, The Better Angels of our Nature: Why Violence Has Decline, October 2011, Preface]

This book is about what may be the most important thing that has ever happened in human history. Believe it or not—and I know that most people do not—violence has declined over long stretches of time, and today we may be living in the most peaceable era in our species’ existence. The decline, to be sure, has not been smooth; it has not brought violence down to zero; and it is not guaranteed to continue. But it is an unmistakable development, visible on scales from millennia to years, from the waging of wars to the spanking of children. No aspect of life is untouched by the retreat from violence. Daily existence is very different if you always have to worry about being abducted, raped, or killed, and it’s hard to develop sophisticated arts, learning, or commerce if the institutions that support them are looted and burned as quickly as they are built. The historical trajectory of violence affects not only how life is lived but how it is understood. What could be more fundamental to our sense of meaning and purpose than a conception of whether the strivings of the human race over long stretches of time have left us better or worse off? How, in particular, are we to make sense of modernity—of the erosion of family, tribe, tradition, and religion by the forces of individualism, cosmopolitanism, reason, and science? So much depends on how we understand the legacy of this transition: whether we see our world as a nightmare of crime, terrorism, genocide, and war, or as a period that, by the standards of history, is blessed by unprecedented levels of peaceful coexistence. The question of whether the arithmetic sign of trends in violence is positive or negative also bears on our conception of human nature. Though theories of human nature rooted in biology are often associated with fatalism about violence, and the theory that the mind is a blank slate is associated with progress, in my view it is the other way around. How are we to understand the natural state of life when our species first emerged and the processes of history began? The belief that violence has increased suggests that the world we made has contaminated us, perhaps irretrievably. The belief that it has decreased suggests that we started off nasty and that the artifices of civilization have moved us in a noble direction, one in which we can hope to continue. This is a big book, but it has to be. First I have to convince you that violence really has gone down over the course of history, knowing that the very idea invites skepticism, incredulity, and sometimes anger. Our cognitive faculties predispose us to believe that we live in violent times, especially when they are stoked by media that follow the watchword “If it bleeds, it leads.” The human mind tends to estimate the probability of an event from the ease with which it can recall examples, and scenes of carnage are more likely to be beamed into our homes and burned into our memories than footage of people dying of old age.1 No matter how small the percentage of violent deaths may be, in absolute numbers there will always be enough of them to fill the evening news, so people’s impressions of violence will be disconnected from the actual proportions. Also distorting our sense of danger is our moral psychology. No one has ever recruited activists to a cause by announcing that things are getting better, and bearers of good news are often advised to keep their mouths shut lest they lull people into complacency. Also, a large swath of our intellectual culture is loath to admit that there could be anything good about civilization, modernity, and Western society. But perhaps the main cause of the illusion of ever-present violence springs from one of the forces that drove violence down in the first place. The decline of violent behavior has been paralleled by a decline in attitudes that tolerate or glorify violence, and often the attitudes are in the lead. By the standards of the mass atrocities of human history, the lethal injection of a murderer in Texas, or an occasional hate crime in which a member of an ethnic minority is intimidated by hooligans, is pretty mild stuff. But from a contemporary vantage point, we see them as signs of how low our behavior can sink, not of how high our standards have risen. In the teeth of these preconceptions, I will have to persuade you with numbers, which I will glean from datasets and depict in graphs. In each case I’ll explain where the numbers came from and do my best to interpret the ways they fall into place. The problem I have set out to understand is the reduction in violence at many scales—in the family, in the neighborhood, between tribes and other armed factions, and among major nations and states. If the history of violence at each level of granularity had an idiosyncratic trajectory, each would belong in a separate book. But to my repeated astonishment, the global trends in almost all of them, viewed from the vantage point of the present, point downward. That calls for documenting the various trends between a single pair of covers, and seeking commonalities in when, how, and why they have occurred. Too many kinds of violence, I hope to convince you, have moved in the same direction for it all to be a coincidence, and that calls for an explanation. It is natural to recount the history of violence as a moral saga—a heroic struggle of justice against evil—but that is not my starting point. My approach is scientific in the broad sense of seeking explanations for why things happen. We may discover that a particular advance in peacefulness was brought about by moral entrepreneurs and their movements. But we may also discover that the explanation is more prosaic, like a change in technology, governance, commerce, or knowledge. Nor can we understand the decline of violence as an unstoppable force for progress that is carrying us toward an omega point of perfect peace. It is a collection of statistical trends in the behavior of groups of humans in various epochs, and as such it calls for an explanation in terms of psychology and history: how human minds deal with changing circumstances.

We have science on our side – violence is not inevitable – saying it is creates a self-fulfilling prophecy that culminates in extinction

Kohn 88 (Alfie, writes and speaks widely on human behavior, education, and parenting, and has been published in many national publications including Psychology Today and The New York Times. He earned a B.A. from Brown University in 1979[2], having created his own interdisciplinary course of study. He received an M.A. in 1980 from the University of Chicago in the social sciences. “Human Nature Isn’t Inherently Violent,” http://salsa.net/peace/conv/8weekconv1-4.html)

Peace activists can tell when it's coming. Tipped off by a helpless shrug or a patronizing smile, they brace themselves to hear the phrase once again. "Sure, I'm in favor of stopping the arms race. But aren't you being idealistic? After all, aggression is just" - here it comes - "part of human nature." Like the animals, -- "red in tooth and claw," as Tennyson put it - human beings are thought to be unavoidably violent creatures. Surveys of adults, undergraduates, and high school students have found that about 60 percent agree with this statement. "Human nature being what it is, there will always be war." It may be part of our society's folk wisdom, but it sets most of the expert's heads to shaking. Take the belief, popularized by Sigmund Freud and animal researcher Konrad Lorenz, that we have within us, naturally and spontaneously, a reservoir of aggressive energy. This force, which builds by itself, must be periodically drained off - by participating in competitive sports, for instance - lest we explode into violence. It is an appealing model because it is easy to visualize. It is also false. John Paul Scott, professor emeritus at Bowling Green State University in Bowling Green, Ohio, has written: "All of our present data indicate that fighting behavior among higher mammals, including man, originates in external stimulation and that there is no evidence of spontaneous internal stimulation." Clearly, many individuals - and whole cultures - manage quite well without behaving aggressively, and there is no evidence of the inexorable buildup of pressure this "hydraulic" model would predict. The theory also predicts that venting aggressive energy should make us less aggressive - an effect known as "catharsis," which follows Aristotle's idea that we can be purged of unpleasant emotions by watching tragic dramas. But one study after another has shown that we are likely to become more violent after watching or participating in such pastimes. Although the hydraulic model has been discredited, the more general belief in an innate human propensity for violence has not been so easily shaken. Among the arguments one hears is these: Animals are aggressive and we cannot escape the legacy of our evolutionary ancestors; human history is dominated by takes of war and cruelty, and certain areas of the brain and particular hormones are linked to aggression, proving a biological basis for such behavior. First, we should be cautious in drawing lessons from other species to explain our own behavior, given the mediating force of culture and our capacity for reflection. But even animals are not as aggressive as some people think - unless the term "aggression" includes killing to eat. Organized group aggression is rare in other species, and the aggression that does exist is typically a function of the environment in which animals find themselves. Scientists have discovered that altering animals' environment, or the way they are reared, can have a profound impact on the level of aggression found in virtually all species. Furthermore, animals cooperate both within and among species far more than many of us may assume on the basis of watching nature documentaries. When we turn to human history, we find an alarming number of aggressive behaviors, but we do not find reason to believe the problem is innate. Here are some of the points made by critics of biological determinism: Even if a given behavior is universal, we cannot automatically conclude that it is part of our biological nature. All known cultures may produce pottery, but that does not mean that there is a gene for pottery-making. Aggression is no where near universal. Many hunter-gatherer societies in particular are entirely peaceful. And the cultures that are "closer to nature" would be expected to be the most warlike if the proclivity for war were really part of that nature. Just the reverse seems to be true. While it is indisputable that wars have been fought, the fact that they seem to dominate our history may say more about how history is presented than about what actually happened. Many people have claimed that human nature is aggressive after having lumped together a wide range of emotions and behavior under the label of aggression. While cannibalism, for example, is sometimes perceived as aggression, it might represent a religious ritual rather than an expression of hostility. It is true that the presence of some hormones or the stimulation of certain sections of the brain has been experimentally linked with aggression. But after describing these mechanisms in some detail, K.E. Moyer, a physiologist at Carnegie-Mellon University in Pittsburgh, emphasizes that "aggressive behavior is stimulus-bound. That is, even though the neural system specific to a particular kind of aggression is well activated, the behavior does not occur unless an appropriate target is available (and even then) it can be inhibited." Regardless of the evolutionary or neurological factors said to underlie aggression, "biological" simply does not mean "unavoidable." The fact that people voluntarily fast or remain celibate shows that even hunger and sex drives can be overridden. All this concerns the matter of aggressiveness in general. The idea that war in particular is biologically determined is even more far-fetched. To begin with, we tend to make generalizations about the whole species on the basis of our own experience. "People in a highly warlike society are likely to overestimate the propensity toward war in human nature," says Donald Greenberg, a sociologist at the University of Missouri. The historical record, according to the Congressional Research Service, shows the United States is one of the most warlike societies on the planet, having intervened militarily around the world more than 150 times since 1850. Within such a society, not surprisingly, the intellectual traditions supporting the view that aggression is more a function of nature than nurture have found a ready audience. The mass media also play a significant role in perpetuating outdated views on violence, according to Jeffrey Goldstein, a psychologist at Temple University. Because it is relatively easy to describe and makes for a snappier news story, reporters seem to prefer explanations of aggression that invoke biological necessity, he says. An international conference of experts concluded in 1986 that war is not an inevitable part of human nature. When one member tried to convince reporters that this finding was newsworthy, few news organizations in the United States were interested. One reporter told him, "Call us back when you find a gene for war." Leonard Eron, a psychologist at the University of Illinois in Chicago, observes, "TV teaches people that aggressive behavior is normative, that the world around you is a jungle when it is actually not so." In fact, research at the University of Pennsylvania's Annenberg School of Communications has shown that the more television an individual watches, the more likely he or she is to believe that "most people would take advantage of you if they got the chance." The belief that violence in unavoidable, while disturbing at first glance, actually holds a curious attraction for some people. It also allows individuals to excuse their own acts of aggression by suggesting that they have little choice. "In order to justify, accept, and live with war, we have created a psychology that makes it inevitable," says Dr. Bernard Lown, co-chairman of International Physicians for th4e Prevention of Nuclear War, which received the Nobel peace Prize in 1985. "It is a rationalization for accepting war as a system of resolving human conflict." To understand these explanations for the war-is-inevitable belief is to realize its consequences. Treating any behavior as inevitable sets up a self-fulfilling prophecy: By assuming we are bound to be aggressive, we are more likely to act that way and provide evidence for the assumption. People who believe that humans are naturally aggressive may also be unlikely to oppose particular wars. The evidence suggests, then, that humans do have a choice with respect to aggression and war. To an extent, such destructiveness is due to the mistaken assumption that we are helpless to control an essentially violent nature. "We live in a time," says Lown, "when accepting this as inevitable is no longer possible without courting extinction." THE SEVILLE STATEMENT PEACE ACTIVISTS can tell when it’s coming: Tipped off by a helpless shrug or a patronizing smile, they brace themselves to hear the phrase yet again. “Sure, I’m all in favor of stopping the arms race. But aren’t you being idealistic? After all, aggression is just” – here it comes – part of human nature." Like the animals – “red in tooth and claw,” as Tennyson put it – human beings are thought to be unavoidably violent creatures. Surveys of adults, undergraduates and high school students have found that 60 percent agree with the statement, “Human nature being what it is, there will always be war.” It may be part of our society’s folk wisdom, but it sets most of the expert’s heads to shaking. A number of researchers who have spent their lives working on the problem of aggression have concluded that violence, like selfishness, is “in human nature in the same way that David was in the marble before Michelangelo touched it,” in the words of psychologist Barry Schwartz of Tulane Medical School. The problem is that most people are unaware of this scientific consensus. So two years ago, 20 scientists from 12 nations gathered in Seville, Spain, to hammer out a statement on the issue. The resulting declaration represents the wisdom of some of the world’s leading psychologists, neurophysiologists, ethologists and others from the natural and social sciences. It has since been endorsed by the American Psychological Association and the American Anthropological Association, among other organizations. The following are excerpts from the Seville Statement: * It is scientifically incorrect to say we have inherited a tendency to make war from our animal ancestors. Warfare is a peculiarly human phenomenon and does not occur in other animals. War is biologically possible, but it is not inevitable, as evidenced by its variation in occurrence and nature over time and space. * It is scientifically incorrect to say that war or any other violent behavior is genetically programmed into our human nature. Except for rare pathologies the genes do not produce individuals necessarily predisposed to violence. Neither do they determine the opposite. * It is scientifically incorrect to say that in the course of human evolution there has been a selection for aggressive behavior more than for other kinds of behavior. In all well-studied species, status within the group is achieved by the ability to cooperate and to fulfill social functions relevant to the structure of that group. * It is scientifically incorrect to say that humans have a “violent brain.” While we do have the neural apparatus to act violently, there is nothing in our neurophysiology that compels us to [do so]. * It is scientifically incorrect to say that war is caused by “instinct” or any single motivation. The technology of modern war has exaggerated traits associated with violence both in the training of actual combatants and in the preparation of support for war in the general population. * We conclude that biology does not condemn humanity to war, and that humanity can be freed from the bondage of biological pessimism. Violence is neither in our evolutionary legacy nor in our genes. The same species [that] invented war is capable of inventing peace.

Alt Fails

The alt fails to overcome liberalism—Schmitt just moralizes the political 

Strong 7-Distinguished Professor of Political Science @ Harvard, PhD in Political Science @ Harvard [Tracy, Foreword: Dimensions of the New Debate about Carl Schmitt, from The Concept of the Political, 2007, pg. xvii-xviii, DKP]

Two questions are at stake here. The first is whether it is possible to escape the hold of an ethical universalism; the second is that if it is possible, where then does one find oneself-what does it mean to go "beyond good and evil"? Schmitt clearly thought that he had given a positive answer to the first question: that people will only be responsible for what they are if the reality of death and conflict remain present. 25 Such considerations transcend the ethical and place one-this is Schmitt's answer to the second question-in the realm of nature. As Strauss notes: "Schmitt returns, contrary to liberalism, to its author, Hobbes, in order to strike at the root of liberalism in Hobbes's express negation of the state of nature.,,26 However, as Strauss brilliantly shows, it is highly contestable that Schmitt actually has achieved what he believes himself to have accomplished. Strauss demonstrates that Schmitt remains concerned with the meaningfulness of life-he is afraid that modernity will make life unmeaningful. He thus, as Strauss concludes, remains within the horizon of liberal moralist. "The affirmation of the political," writes Strauss, "is ultimately nothing other than the affirmation of the moral." Schmitt has, albeit unwillingly, moralized even his would-be amorality.

Alt fails – Schmitt’s distinction between internal and external enemies is too vague and collapses into the internal enemy he criticizes

McKoy 10-Lecturer in Political Theory @ UC Santa Barbara [Christopher, “Inevitable Enmity, Inevitable Violence: Carl Schmitt on Internal and External Enemies," paper prepared for the 2010 meeting of the American Political Science Association, DKP]

An important question that political theorists have grappled with since the discussion of war in Plato’s Republic2 is how states should identify their enemies and respond to perceived threats. Schmitt maintained that ‘external enemies’ should be treated in a wholly different manner from ‘internal enemies.’ This paper interrogates Schmitt’s distinction between ‘external enemies’ and ‘internal enemies’ and finds it deficient. I argue that Schmitt’s seemingly straightforward distinction is far from obvious and, under post-modern international conditions, borders on being an anachronistic distinction without a difference. Schmitt seemed to find the distinction so unproblematic that he did not even attempt to defend it or advance specific arguments to the effect that it is a genuine distinction. Instead, Schmitt speaks cavalierly of “internal enemies,” as if there were no need to elaborate upon the concept, and he seems to assume that this distinction is an obvious one. But contra Schmitt, it is not an obvious distinction. Problematizing this central Schmittian dichotomy, so memorably described in The Concept of the Political,3 I maintain that Schmitt’s view of the external enemy as a collectivity of people to be opposed and yet respected contains the seeds of its own destruction and inevitably collapses into Schmitt’s view of the internal enemy as an inassimilable other that must be eliminated. Writing near the close of the Westphalian era of sovereign states, Schmitt appears to accept the dichotomy between ‘internal’ and ‘external’ as a given, as a simple distinction between “natural”4 - or at least relatively stable historical - kinds. He therefore implicitly maintains that it is relatively uncomplicated to make principled spatial and temporal distinctions between ‘internal’ and ‘external’ enemies. It is not. Spatially, i.e., geographically, there are numerous situations in which it is unclear whether a given state, territory, or people is ‘internal’ or ‘external’ to another political entity, and this has only become less clear since Schmitt’s writings of the 1920s. Only during the Westphalian period of sovereign states could it be argued that the spatial and temporal distinction between internal and external may have been relatively clear, but even then it was, contra Schmitt, far from uncomplicated. Temporally there are also numerous circumstances under which it may become increasingly unclear over time whether a given state, territory, or people is ‘external’ or ‘internal’ to another political entity. This would be most conspicuous (temporally) under conditions in which one polity is in control of another for an extended period of time. The deeply troubling conclusion to be drawn is that Schmitt’s primary argument against the elimination of external enemies is extremely thin, and, consequently, the contemporary implications of Schmitt’s friend-enemy thesis may be even more radical than previously thought.

The alt makes it impossible to have friends—it only creates enemies 

Pourciau 5-Professor of German @ Princeton, PhD in German @ Princeton University, MA in Jewish Studies @ the Jewish Theological Seminary in New York [Sarah, MLN, “Bodily Negation: Carl Schmitt on the Meaning of Meaning,” December 2005, Volume 120, Issue 5, pg. 1083-1084, Project MUSE, DKP]

Schmitt’s understanding of collective identity, as a second level of existence that transcends the bodily self, harmonizes perfectly with the theory of self-definition he will eventually develop in The Concept of the Political. But his simple equation of collective identity with political existence, his apparent assumption that a politics of decision necessarily implies a deciding people, evades the dilemma posed by the liberal conundrum and makes it impossible for him to phrase the question that needs asking. Liberalism, which has repeatedly proven itself capable of decisions about the enemy and must therefore be considered political, nevertheless fails to generate a collective identity except in the most banal, numerical sense; in order to support the claim that a politics of acknowledgment forges unity of meaning where liberal politics merely counts votes, Schmitt needs to do more than describe this unity. He needs to define it—in the Schmittian sense of a criterion by which it could be distinguished from its opposite. The question of the relation linking the various bodily “components” of the political self is, of course, in reality a question concerning the meaning of Freund—a question I have thus far evaded by replacing the Freund of the Freund/Feind opposition with the notion of political selfhood. The terminological substitution made it possible to speak, with Schmitt, of a political entity rendered indivisibly one by the power of the political decision. As the need for the substitution makes eminently clear, however, the notion of Freund preferred by Schmitt is far from unproblematic, and the difficulties it calls into being point directly toward an unresolved difficulty at the center of the political “self.” Unlike the word “enemy,” which refers to a unity directed outward toward the object of its hostility, the concept of friendship necessarily implies a plurality of possible friends with whom the friend under investigation could be “friendly.” It therefore introduces into the heart of a seemingly unproblematic formal opposition the very obstacle that Schmitt’s theory ultimately fails to overcome, for despite all his work on the notion of representation, the question of internal relation—of relations among “friends” within the confines of the political self—remains disturbingly undertheorized in his political analyses.16 

The alt has a flawed conception of political thought that will include liberalism—takes out solvency 

Moore 6-PhD in Politics @ the University of Edinburgh [Thomas, “Mastery and Domination: Carl Schmitt’s Juridical Concept of the Political,” pg. iv, 2006, http://www.era.lib.ed.ac.uk/bitstream/1842/1532/1/Moore06_thesis.pdf, DKP]

This thesis examines the juridical framing of the political in the thought of Carl Schmitt. The purpose of this discussion is to draw attention to the fundamental inconsistencies that are present in Schmitt’s thinking on the political. These inconsistencies arise from Schmitt’s desire to advance a concept of the political that can be understood autonomously in terms of the friend-and-enemy grouping. This thesis argues that Schmitt’s concept of the political should not be understood autonomously but in terms of a juridical ethic of mastery and dominion. Schmitt’s desire to ground the political in an autonomous field of meaning—where the political achieves mastery over all other domains—reduces the political down to a juridical moment. Schmitt fails in his mission to construct an autonomous concept of the political, primarily because theology frames Schmitt’s analysis of sovereignty. Moreover, Schmitt’s concept of the political presupposes the state and a decisionist discourse of sovereignty. Schmitt’s decisionism is expressed in terms of a sublime, symbolising the highest region of both political conduct and knowledge. For Schmitt, mastery and dominion are the core values of the political. This has severe implications for the concept of legality and the democratic functioning of the state. Thinking beyond a juridical formula unleashes political thought from the strictures of both proceduralism (liberalism) and decisionism (authoritarianism). This reflexive approach to the political—present in the work of Foucault, Butler, and Mouffe—allows for the shared regime of mastery and dominion to be critically reformulated. Without the imperative of mastery—the unilateral control of conduct by the subject—political thought is freed from the need to exercise dominion and can focus on the ways in which the subject can be constituted in less exclusionary ways.

No spillover—the international community has rejected the notion of enmity. 

Scheppele 4-Laurence S. Rockefeller Professor of Public Affairs @ Princeton University, Director of the Program for Law and Public Affairs @ Princeton [Kim Lane Scheppele, “Law in a Time of Emergency: States of Exception and the Temptations of 9/11,” 6/21/2004, http://www.law.upenn.edu/cf/faculty/kscheppe/workingpapers/6JofConstituLaw1001.pdf, DKP]

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.

The fully rational and calculative state has never existed in history- even the most calculating regimes followed some norms: Alt does nothing.

Scheuerman 96-Professor of Political Science @ Indiana University Bloomington, PhD in Political Science @ Harvard [William E., The Review of Politics, Vol. 58 No. 2, Spring 1996, pg. 320-321, JSTOR, DKP] 

Schmitt believes that the primordial status of the norm-less will is demonstrated, as we saw above, by a host of practical examples. But is the political and historical evidence quite as unambiguous as he suggests? We surely might endorse some elements of Schmitt's deprecatory account of mechanical theories of judicial action in which the decision vanishes as an independent object of inquiry. By the same token, we need to ask whether judicial decision making could ever take a fully norm-less form; even the fascist legal model enthusiastically supported by Schmitt during much of the 1930s entailed a "normative" agenda, albeit a rabidly nationalistic and deeply illiberal one.53 The idea of a legal system without a crucial "normativistic" component is as problematic as Kelsenian positivism's vision of a legal system without coercive, political elements. In modern political history, constitution-making often does presuppose explosive moments of political struggle in which a particular political entity "differentiates" itself from an alien "foe." Yet such struggles hardly occur in a normative vacuum: competing practical ideals and "normativities" obviously play a crucial role even in the most violent, life-threatening political moments-in revolutions, civil wars, and state of emergencies. For that matter, does constitutional history really present us with even a single example of a normatively unregulated pouvoir constituant? Even the Jacobins and Bolsheviks accepted the legitimacy of some procedural rules and norms; even the most disturbing features of modern revolutionary politics express some normative ideals and aspirations, however unattractive they may be. Jacobins and Bolsheviks represent a worrisome variety of "normativism," but their actions hardly embody "a pure decision not based on reason and discussion and not justifying itself."

The idea of the ‘general legal norm’ is too general – norms may develop, killing the alt.

Scheuerman 96-Professor of Political Science @ Indiana University Bloomington, PhD in Political Science @ Harvard [William E., The Review of Politics, Vol. 58 No. 2, Spring 1996, pg. 316-317, JSTOR, DKP] 

But perhaps this is a bit unfair to Schmitt. Surely, his Weimar- era writings devote substantial attention to the task of defining the liberal rule of law, which Schmitt rightly considers the centerpiece of liberal constitutionalist thinking. Schmitt repeatedly argues that only the generality of the legal norm satisfies the conditions of the rule of law-ideal, for judicial independence "in the face of an individual measure is logically inconceivable."42 Legislative action in the form of an individual act destroys any meaningful distinction between judicial and administrative decision-making. When state action is directed at a particular object or individual, judicial activity no longer differs qualitatively from inherently discretionary, situation-specific modes of administrative action; a core element of the rule of law, the idea of determinate, norm-based judicial action, thus becomes obsolete. Normativism quickly turns out to be more slippery than is initially apparent. Like Schmitt's concept of normativism, his definition of general law is too open-ended. For the most part, the concept of general law in Schmitt simply precludes the legal regulation of an individual object (a particular bank or newspaper, for example). But at other junctures, general law is seen as being incompatible with legal "dispensations and privileges, regardless of what form they take"-in short, with virtually any form of more or less specialized legislative activity.43 The latter view is more far- reaching than the former: whereas the former provides a rather minimal restraint on governmental activity, the latter might imply that the rule of law is incompatible with much legislation essential to the modern welfare state. That most normativistic of liberal constitutional normativities-the idea of the general legal norm- is never consistently defined in Schmitt's writings.

Schmitt assumes politics are divorced from human decisions – all humans have bias, means the alt can’t solve.

Scheuerman 96-Professor of Indiana University-Bloomington, PhD in Political Science @ Harvard [William, The Review of Politics, “Carl Schmitt’s Critique of Liberal Constitutionalism,” Spring 1996, Vol. 58, No. 2, pg. 319-320, JSTOR, DKP]

Second, Schmitt merely reverses Kelsen's juxtaposition of legal science (and its emphasis on the legal norm) to the problem of concrete political power (the will). But he never questions the value of making this juxtaposition in the first place. Very much like Kelsen, Schmitt repeatedly conceives of the "will" as something altogether distinct from the "norm". At the outset of Constitutional Theory, he emphatically observes that the will, "in contrast to mere norms," is something "existential" (seinsmiifige) and thus qualitatively distinct from the "ought" (Sollen) character of norms. "The concept of the legal order contains two totally different elements: the normative element of the law and the existential (seinsmii3ige) element of a concrete order" (emphasis added].48 Later, he adds that "the word 'will' describes-in contrast to every form of dependence on normative and abstract rightness-the essentially existential nature of the basis of [legal] validity."49 The 1922 Political Theology is even more blunt on this point: validity derives from a "pure decision not based on reason and discussion and not justifying itself, that is ... an absolute decision created out of nothingness."50 Schmitt simply turns Kelsen's worldview on its head. For Kelsen, the normative element of law (conceived of as distinct from state authority) is the centerpiece of legal experience, whereas Schmitt posits that the (decisionistically conceived) will constitutes its core. This shift fails to save Schmitt from the errors of his positivist opponent. Schmitt criticizes Kelsen's value-relativism and worries about its nihilistic overtones.51 But is this not even a better description of Schmitt's own restatement of Kelsen's positivism, particularly in light of Schmitt's uncritical view of the "pure decision not based on reason or discussion and not justifyingitself"? Schmitt perceptively comments that Kelsen's conception of the legal system in terms of "pure normativity" smacks of the realm of make-believe. But what about Schmitt's own "pure" decision, his "will" free of all conceivable normative restraints? Admittedly, Schmitt's extremely open-ended conception of the "normative" makes it difficult to imagine exactly what constitutes a "pure decision" or "norm-less will." But a naive question may be in order here: is it not the case that the human will always and inevitably expresses itself in accordance with some type of norm or "normativistic" outlook? As Max Weber comments at the outset of Economy and Society, human action entails that the "acting individual attaches a subjective meaning to his behavior-be it overt or covert, omission or acquiescence."52 This meaning may be simple or complicated, attractive or repellent, liberal or illiberaLink - in any event, our common world is constituted by means of purposeful human action, by modes of human activity having a practical or normative significance for us. Meaning-constitutive human activity inevitably structures the social world, and facticity and normativity thus inevitably overlap in such a way as to render Schmitt's concept of the will-less norm as one-sided and truncated as Kelsen's corresponding norm-less will. Schmitt's idea of the norm-less will deceptively suggests the possibility of a form of unbridled subjectivity probably incompatible with the basic principles of any identifiably human form of subjectivity. Animals and automatons may act outside the parameters of "normative" concerns. But humankind cannot.

Schmitt’s critique of liberalism fails- doesn’t address details of liberal thinking under the banner of “normativism”

Scheuerman 96-Professor of Indiana University-Bloomington, PhD in Political Science @ Harvard [William, The Review of Politics, “Carl Schmitt’s Critique of Liberal Constitutionalism,” Spring 1996, Vol. 58, No. 2, pg. 315-316, JSTOR, DKP]

As we saw above, Schmitt attributes the ills of liberal constitutionalism to its purported normativism. Recent commentators have interpreted Schmitt's use of this term (and many related ones, such as "normativity" and "normativization") as an instrument for criticizing universalistic elements of liberalism (liberal ideas about the basic equality of all persons, for example). But this reading probably attributes a degree of precision missing from Schmitt's own usage.40 Normativism refers for Schmitt to a tremendous diversity of distinct ideas: it includes early liberal conceptions of natural law as well as modem legal positivism, robust and unabashedly (universalistic) moral ideals as well as value-relativistic theoretical positions, the rule of law (or: rule of legal norms) and liberal aspirations to subject politics to normative (or moral) concerns, diverse liberal views on the origins of constitutional government alongside a panoply of liberal conceptions of judicial decision making. Although Schmitt offers countless examples of "normativism," "normativization," and "normativities," he never defines these terms with any real specificity. The reader will look at Schmitt's massive oeuvre in vain for an adequate definition of what they precisely entail. However effective as a rhetorical instrument for discrediting liberalism, the concept of normativism simply does not provide as solid a basis for Schmitt's ambitious critique as he believes. Repeatedly, Schmitt crudely subsumes distinct liberal ideas under the (vague) category of normativism. This precludes him from formulating an adequately subtle interpretation of liberal ideals and their distinguishing characteristics; by grouping vastly different versions of liberal thinking (Montesquieu and Kelsen, for example) under the rubric of normativism, Schmitt has already taken substantial steps towards "demonstrating" the intellectual incoherence of liberalism even before he has even begun to articulate any real criticisms of liberal ideals. Furthermore, the straw man of normativism simply does not allow Schmitt to capture the essence of liberal constitutionalism in the first place. As any reader of Aristotle's Politics is well aware, modern liberals hardly stand alone in their praise of the rule of law; as Aquinas shows so well, the attempt to subject politics to "normativistic" (universalistic) moral ideals was essential to medieval Christian political thought. Yet Schmitt's use of the term normativism makes it difficult to determine what makes Locke or Kelsen more "normativistic" than Plato, Aristotle, Aquinas, or any of a host of competing classical authors.41 Schmitt's attack on "normativism" may offer a starting point for criticizing the mainstream of western political thought, but it is hardly the best way to identify and criticize the specific ills of liberal constitutionalism.

Alt = Authoritarian

The alt is authoritarianism 

Moore 6-PhD in Politics @ the University of Edinburgh [Thomas, “Mastery and Domination: Carl Schmitt’s Juridical Concept of the Political,” pg. iv, 2006, http://www.era.lib.ed.ac.uk/bitstream/1842/1532/1/Moore06_thesis.pdf, DKP]

Mastery and dominion, the juridical ethic identified throughout this thesis, is present in Schmitt’s ethic of state. Schmitt’s concept of democracy rests upon the homogeneity of political community. In evaluating Schmitt’s ethic of state it is necessary to examine the way in which unity is at the centre of his account of state: “Political unity is the highest unity – not because it is an omnipotent dictator, or because it levels out all other unities, but because it decides, and has the potential to prevent all other opposing groups from dissociating into a state of extreme enmity – that is, into civil war.” 10 Schmitt stresses the capacity of the political to decide, meaning that political community involves the silencing of difference through an authoritative entity. This authoritative entity is sustained through a juridical entity, because it alone possesses the power of decision over and above the political community. This is not to deny that the political community itself can have a role to play in determining the nature of the state. It is through this juridical discourse that the contours of political community are themselves defined. The juridical functions as a way of demarcating friend from enemy and, in so doing, provides a structure of address for making political claims. 

Alt = Exclusionary/Racist

The friend/enemy distinction is exclusionary and violent—causes the elimination of the enemy 

Lee 7-Post-Doctoral Fellow in Political Science @ Dennison University, PhD in Political Theory and Race @ UCLA [Fred, Theory and Event, “The Japanese Internment and the Racial State of Exclusion,” 2007, Volume 10, Number 1, Project MUSE, DKP]

In summary I would emphasize two interpretative implications of the theoretical staging of the Japanese internment above. First, the determination of military necessity encodes a racial state of exception, rather than miscodes a factual situation that might justify it. For Nishiura Weglyn and the CWRIC, the state acted inexcusably without reference to the fact of loyalty -- but this normative construction from the start makes less intelligible how the state acted with reference to the fact of sovereignty. Secondly, the sovereign decision that the Japanese were the enemy race was not just politically motivated but essentially political. For Daniels and Rentlen, the state's treatment of Japanese Americans epitomized American racism. Yet explanations based on racism -- as in wartime intensified fears, (un)conscious motivation, or anxiously-repeated stereotypes -- at best locate the psychological or social origins of the internment, but for lack of adequate conceptual distinctions necessarily fall short of the political specificity of the race question. The friend/enemy distinction and the state of exception disclose the distinct logic of sovereignty at work in the internment otherwise easily overlooked: the racial enemy must be 'eliminated' according to decisions that would restore the 'normal' situation. My argument pushes the conception of the interment as racial politics to its limit, where it posits the concept of politicized race.

Identifying enemies creates unconscious moral imperatives to do violence against them—the logic of the alt is Japanese internment camps 

Lee 7-Post-Doctoral Fellow in Political Science @ Dennison University, PhD in Political Theory and Race @ UCLA [Fred, Theory and Event, “The Japanese Internment and the Racial State of Exclusion,” 2007, Volume 10, Number 1, Project MUSE, DKP]

Predating America's declaration of war on Japan, the Yellow Peril figured the Japanese as a racial danger within the territory of the state as a matter of danger. What Homer Lea and more broadly the Yellow Peril stood for in the cultural domain, President Franklin D. Roosevelt and Commanding General John L. DeWitt of the WDC represented in the political domain. As decision makers, Roosevelt authorized the executive order, whereas the authorized DeWitt distinguished sharply between all Japanese and non-Japanese enemy aliens in executing that order in March-August 1942. Public Proclamations No. 1 and 2 mentioned German and Italian aliens in addition to "any person of Japanese Ancestry" when establishing Military Areas No. 1-6 and various strategic zones where enemies might be prohibited. Public Proclamation No. 3 imposed a curfew -- not generally enforced on the still-mentioned German or Italian aliens -- on all Japanese Americans within Military Area No. 1 and the prohibited zones. Public Proclamation No. 4 set the stage for the evacuation in forbidding "all alien Japanese and persons of Japanese ancestry" from leaving Military Area No. 1 where some 90% of the population resided. Executing Civilian Exclusion Orders, the military then relocated over one hundred thousand Japanese Americans into assembly centers while German and Italian aliens and citizens remained en masse. Again and again DeWitt proclaimed these actions to be authorized as matters of "military necessity." When it became apparent that no states outside of the Military Areas would allow the Japanese to resettle freely within their borders, the exclusion program almost inevitably turned into indefinite internment.17 Historians have extensively narrated the processes by which Roosevelt, DeWitt and other government officials arrived at these decisions.18 However the decision-making process is not essential to my account, as my story concerns not the causes but the effects of these made-decisions. Essential instead is Schmitt's question of sovereignty, that is, "who decides on exception." In setting up this question, Schmitt opposes the normal situation of public safety and order to the state of the exception in which the existence of the state is endangered; the former situation is the presupposition of the legal norm's application, whereas the later is characterized by the suspension of the legal norm. Sovereign then is the entity that decides whether the normal or exceptional situation exists, defining "what constitutes public order and safety" and "determining when they are disturbed."19 As that which decides upon the norm/exception distinction, Schmitt must insist that the decision on the exception cannot derive from the legal norm, since "the exception, which is not codified in the existing legal order... cannot be circumscribed factually and made to conform to preformed law."20 Rather the decision on the exception sets the limit of the law's application and reveals the sovereign as belonging to, but at the same time standing beside, the legal order in having the concrete "authority to suspend valid law."21 The determination of when the exceptional situation exists and how to restore the normal situation is accordingly decisionist, as opposed to normative, in Schmitt's opinion. In response to the internment redress movement of the 1980s, the Commission on the Wartime Relocation and Internment of Civilians (CWRIC) report takes the absence of 'true' military necessity as the relevant fact: the internment occurred "despite the fact that not a single documented act of espionage, sabotage or fifth column activity was committed by an American citizen of Japanese ancestry or by a resident Japanese alien on the West Coast."22 The CWRIC presents the fact of no fifth column activity as decisive in undermining the claim of military necessity; yet the fact of no military necessity by any revisionist or even reasonable standard is only normatively relevant. But posing the authority to decide on military necessity as the relevant fact brackets the question of whether military necessity 'really' existed. The question then shifts from whether or not the state needed to do what it claimed was necessary, to scrutinizing what the state in-deed did in claiming that necessity. It is a mistake to see military necessity only as a justification, although it surely functioned as one 'after the fact' of decision. The declaration of military necessity was not a denotative utterance that referred to existent situation of fact, but a performative utterance of the WDC, an entity invested by the authority of EO 9066 with the power to proclaim that situation into existence.23 Put simply, the state decided that an exceptional situation existed in the face of a determined 'danger.' This statement can neither attack nor defend military necessity as a justification because it treats military necessity as a sovereign decision on the exception.24 What's more, this framing of the facts avoids the problem of responding to the WDC's charge of Japanese American disloyalty -- for although the intentions behind such a response are more often than not admirable, an answer to that charge can only be as perverted as the question itself. The sovereign not only decides on the state of exception, but also decides on the friend/enemy distinction that conceptually defines the politicaLink - as Schmitt defines it, "the specific political distinction to which political actions and motives can be reduced is that between friend and enemy."25 If the stakes of the norm/exception distinction are the legal order and its limits, then the ultimate stakes of the friend/enemy distinction are life and death. Though conceptually distinct, Schmitt interrelates war and the political as mutual presuppositions. War presupposes "that the political decision has already been made as to who the enemy is," while the possibility of war is the "leading presupposition" of the political.26 The enemy is not the figure hated or considered morally inferior by the friend, but is rather the figuration of the possibility of violent conflict between armed collectivities. The extremity of enmity then correlates to the intensity of political conflict, although the enemy as a category has no necessary content. As a formal distinction, the political only refers to the highest degree of (dis)association between groups, and these groupings might divide along class, religious, racial or any other lines. However only a grouping of sufficient quantitative intensity can qualify as political, and moreover, only in this qualification is any social antagonism 'politicized' in the more familiar phrase. Once this occurs, the political distinction takes control or is overriding: "The real friend-enemy grouping is existentially so strong and decisive that the nonpolitical antithesis, at precisely the moment at which it becomes political, pushes aside and subordinates its hitherto purely nonpolitical criteria and motives to the conditions and conclusions of the political situation at hand."27 The pervasive figuration of race as racism in American popular and academic discourse precisely elides the crucial distinction between political and non-political forms of (dis)association. Indeed, even Alison Dundes Renteln's unconventional psychoanalysis of the internment is entirely conventional in this respect when it argues that "a deeply rooted fear of sexual congress between the races consciously or unconsciously motivated some of the actions which led to the internment of 120,000 Japanese Americans... A combination of the ideas of eugenics and virulent racism... was partly responsible for the occurrence of one of America's worst civil liberties disasters."28 Within the necessity-rights circle, Rentlen collapses the difference between the specter of racial miscegenation and the concrete declaration of racial enmity by turning the former into a (partial) cause of (the several actions that produced) the later. Thus maintaining the distinction between the political and the social from the outset not only re-politicizes the overly psychologized question of race, but shifts our analysis away from the (pre-political) causes of the decision to intern towards the structuring friend/enemy distinctions of the Japanese internment. All this initial staging then stands or falls on this simple premise: the state politicized race in the decision that the Japanese Americans were enemies and this identification of 'danger' coincided with the decision on the state of exception.29 

Alt = Fascist
Schmitt wrote to appease the Nazis and serve their cause. Even if it is not their original intent, the alternative will be coopted by fascism. 

Wolin 06, Richard Wolin, taught at Reed College, the University of Paris-X, and Distinguished Professor of History, Comparative Literature, and Political Science at the Graduate Center at CUNY, The Frankfurt School Revisited, 2006, p. 246-247//MC

During the 1990s a new fascination developed among the academic “theory” crowd: the doctrines of the controversial German right-wing political philosopher Carl Schmitt (1888–1985). During the 1920s Schmitt had written a series of provocative political studies: Dictatorship (1920), Political Theology (1922), The Crisis of Parliamentary Democracy (1923), and The Concept of the Political (1927). At the center of his work lay a fascination with dictatorship, which he perceived as a means of restoring “sovereignty” in an era where it had been eroded by mechanisms of political pluralism such as parliament and rule of law. Schmitt famously derided the bourgeoisie as the “chattering class” (die diskuttierende Klasse). He denigrated parliament — the bourgeois institution par excellence — as a political “debating society” and held it responsible for the depletion of modern political will. The trappings of bourgeois rule — separation of powers, rule of law, rational debate, judicial review — were, in his opinion, tantamount to an abnegation of sovereignty. Schmitt’s antiliberalism culminated in “decisionism”: a glorification of political will, without regard to its content or direction. In Schmitt’s view — and on this point, he was unequivocal — “decision” (Entscheidung) is oriented toward “dictatorship, not legitimacy.”2 Schmitt’s partisans on the academic left feign surprise that, when Hitler seized power in 1933, their man enthusiastically jumped on the Nazi bandwagon. Yet, given his glorification of dictatorship throughout the 1920s, what else should one have expected? During the regime’s initial months, Schmitt coauthored Gleichschaltung legislation justifying the exclusion of political “enemies.” He defended the lawlessness of the June 30, 1934, Röhm purge (the Night of the Long Knives) with an obsequious article entitled “The Führer Protects the Law.” Later in the 1930s, he popularized the Nazi doctrine of Grossraum (Greater Space), thereby underwriting German continental imperialism. For these acts, he came within a hair’s breadth of being indicted by the allies as a war criminal. In the West, Schmitt’s rise to prominence coincided with communism’s collapse. It was as though, following socialism’s demise, Marxism as an analytical tool had also become obsolete. Understandably, there arose a search for new theoretical methods and models to counter global capitalism’s “hegemonic” claims and practices. Partisans of the academic Left viewed Derrida’s 1994 book-length study of Schmitt, The Politics of Friendship, as a bellwether. With the imprimatur of deconstruction’s chief ventriloquist, Schmitt suddenly became fashionable — an object of left-wing intellectual chic. Among those who flirted with left Schmittianism were the late British political theorist Paul Hirst and the former “Hegelian Marxists” associated with the social theory journal Telos.3 Schmitt’s wholesale cynicism concerning international law — following the Nuremburg trials and the birth of the United Nations, he famously remarked that “whoever says humanity lies” — has found resonances in Hardt and Negri’s Empire, where human rights law is regarded as little more than ideological window dressing for the globalization agenda. Schmitt famously defined politics as the ability to distinguish friends from enemies. Wellarmed with bellicose Schmittian maxims — for example, “The pinnacle of Great Politics is the moment when the enemy comes into concrete clarity as the enemy” — the post-Marxist Left sought to counter proclamations concerning the “end of history” with a Schmitt-inspired search for political enemies. But it is important to keep in mind that Schmitt, the Third Reich’s future “Crown Jurist,” developed the friend/enemy distinction for the sake of undermining rather than strengthening democracy (namely, the Weimar Republic). Is this the route that the reflective democratic Left wishes to travel? Back in the 1960s, extremist segments of the German student Left openly flirted with Schmitt’s doctrines, which confirmed their suspicions of “bourgeois democracy” (one should recall that the acronym of the German student left was “APO,” or Extra-Parliamentary Opposition). Its followers were fascinated by Schmitt’s notion that liberalism — the sphere of “interests” — perpetually undermines the democratic ideal of self-rule. Yet, Schmitt seems to have enjoyed the last laugh. He fraternized with the student Left with the hope that their antiparliamentary actions would lead to the declaration of a state of emergency — which is exactly what happened during the “German Autumn” of 1977: the kidnapping and murder of employers union president Hans-Martin Schleyer, the hijacking of a Lufthansa jet to Mogadishu, Somalia (both acts perpetrated by the Red Army Faction terrorists), and the mysterious deaths of Andreas Baader and Ulrike Meinhof in Stammheim prison.4 Those who seek to appropriate Schmitt’s doctrines for the ends of the political Left must seriously weigh the risks of appropriating a fascist critique of democracy for left-wing purposes. The unambiguous lesson of the “German Autumn” is that a Left that internalizes the antiparliamentary ideology of the Far Right is flirting with disaster. One of the major problems besetting the idea of a left-Schmittian revival was that Schmitt himself was by no means ill-disposed toward capitalism. His great aversion was toward socialism, whose atheistic proponents Schmitt, in a clerico-fascist spirit (Schmitt was a great admirer of the Iberian dictators Salazar and Franco), likened to apostles of the anti-Christ. It was in this vein that Schmitt was fond of citing the nineteenth-century Spanish Catholic philosopher Juan Donoso Cortès’s view that the battle against atheistic socialism was not merely another political struggle, but Armageddon: an eschatological struggle in which the salvation of humanity itself was at stake.

The lack of a hardline alternative ensures that the criticism will be overrun by fascism

Wolin 06, Richard Wolin, taught at Reed College, the University of Paris-X, and Distinguished Professor of History, Comparative Literature, and Political Science at the Graduate Center at CUNY, The Frankfurt School Revisited, 2006, p. 248-250//MC

The foremost exponent of the Left-Schmittian approach has been Hegemony and Socialist Strategy coauthor Chantal Mouffe. In her Schmitt-inspired work of the 1990s, Mouffe has highlighted the link between poststructuralism’s “anti-essentialism” — the rejection of first principles and objective truth — and the political ideal of “agonistic pluralism.” In Mouffe’s view, poststructuralism’s epistemological relativism best captures the diffuse nature of political struggle in an age of postmodern identity politics, whose standpoint has supplanted the outmoded, “foundationalist,” left-wing discourse of “class.” As Mouffe argues in The Return of the Political (1993): “In order to radicalize the idea of pluralism … we have to break with rationalism, individualism, and universalism.” “Democracy requires the constitution of collective identities around clearly differentiated positions as well as the possibility to choose between real alternatives.”5 Yet, what exactly these “real alternatives” might be Mouffe declines to say. Indeed, one of the more frustrating aspects of her approach is that the explicit political consequences of her “agonistic pluralism” are couched in deliberate vagueness. Nor is it by any means clear that the alternatives she has in mind would necessarily be left-wing alternatives. After all, if one emphatically rejects the “moral baggage” of democratic universalism, as Mouffe unequivocally does, there is no compelling reason whatsoever why one should prefer left-wing “political agon” to that practiced by the political Right.6 When in an article on “Radical Democracy” Mouffe openly celebrates the politics of the European Counter-Enlightenment — she claims that one need only outfit the Counter-Enlightenment standpoint with a new ‘articulation’ in order to make it serviceable for the ends of the postmodern left — one gains disturbing insight into her intellectual proximity to reactionary political traditions, which is one of the major perils of relying on Schmitt’s intellectual coattails and pedigree.7 In The Return of the Political Mouffe repeatedly claims that one of her objectives is to counteract the “blurring of political frontiers between left and right,” a practice she claims “is harmful for democratic politics, as it impedes the constitution of distinctive political identities.” 8 Here, one could argue that Mouffe herself encourages this “blurring of the political frontiers” — the very tendency she warns against — by holding up a reactionary thinker like Schmitt as a model for the political Left. One of the major dangers of uncritically relying on a framework like Schmitt’s is that, in contrast to “normative” approaches that seek to place moral limits on political action (for example, the “deliberative democratic” model advocated by Rawls and Habermas), one risks blurring the distinction between progressive and reactionary politics. By elevating “enmity” and “antagonism” to positions of unquestioned primacy, while donning moral blinders, one risks succumbing to a moral and political free fall. Thus, in another shocking avowal of her political preferences, Mouffe singles out for praise Europe’s right-wing populist parties as “the only ones denouncing the ‘consensus at the center’ and trying to occupy the terrain of contestation deserted by the left.”9 By ceaselessly polemicizing against the “rationalist denial of the political,”10 Mouffe misleadingly insinuates that “deliberative democrats” such as Habermas and Rawls pose a greater threat to the contemporary Left than do figures on the right like Schmitt. Mouffe finds Schmitt’s perspective serviceable for the ends of the political Left since she fears that, following communism’s eclipse, a deceptive neoliberal, antipolitical consensus has triumphed, foreclosing the prospects of authentic political struggle (“agonistic pluralism”). But it is worrisome that she seems tone deaf to the manifestly fascist resonances of his standpoint. After all, Schmitt’s friend/enemy dichotomy is laden with bellicose and reprehensible social Darwinist connotations. As he remarks in The Concept of the Political (1927): “The word struggle [Kampf], like the word enemy, is to be understood in its existential primordiality …. The concepts of friend, enemy, and struggle receive their real meaning especially insofar as they relate to and preserve the real possibility of physical annihilation. War follows from enmity, for the latter is the existential negation of another being.”11 Mouffe’s hope is that Schmitt’s rhetoric of “struggle” and “annihilation” (in German: Kampf and Vernichtung) can be domesticated for the ends of the political left. The problem is that, as the preceding quotation indicates, Schmitt’s discourse tends to rule out compromises or half measures. Hence, it is difficult to envisage a tolerant or equitable assimilation of his views — an interpretation that would be consonant with the aims of the “pluralist democracy” Mouffe favors. In fact, Schmitt was such an implacable foe of liberal democracy that it is difficult to imagine any appropriation of his views that would enhance its fragile egalitarian potentials.  One of the major problems confronting the “left-Schmittian” paradigm is that Schmitt’s vision of politics is unambiguously predicated on the “ultimate instance” of war. The political worldview he promotes is inseparable from “logics of struggle” — not in the relatively anodyne, postmodern sense of “political agon” but in the German sense of Tod und Kampf. Thereby, Schmitt perpetuates a bellicose German tradition, dating back to the “social imperialism” of the Bismarck era, stressing the “primacy of foreign policy.” It would be flatly impossible to reconcile his views with the demands of cosmopolitan citizenship. For, according to Schmitt’s perspective, the more successful international rule of law becomes, the more “the political” (in Schmitt’s bloody and combative sense) is enfeebled. Those who seek to appropriate his doctrines for left-wing ends should recall that during the 1920s, Schmitt’s glorification of “emergency powers” was a none-too-subtle device for undermining the Weimar Republic’s tenuous democratic legitimacy. After all, the collapse of the Weimar system was precipitated not by the Nazis per se but by radical conservatives like Schmitt who, aided by the Weimar Constitution’s notorious Article 48, preferred rule by presidential decree to the uncertainties of parliamentarism. A logical and pressing question arises: given Schmitt’s distasteful political views, what might the Left have to gain from a tactical alliance with his doctrines? At this point it should be clear that the pact with Schmitt is a temptation that the Left should studiously avoid. The enticements of left Schmittianism risk bringing out what have historically been the Left’s worst features: a Leninist-authoritarian subordination of morality to the imperatives of political will and a faithlessness concerning prospects of piecemeal democratic change. 

Schmitt’s critique of enmity will destroy democracy and foster fascism

Wolin 06, Richard Wolin, taught at Reed College, the University of Paris-X, and Distinguished Professor of History, Comparative Literature, and Political Science at the Graduate Center at CUNY, The Frankfurt School Revisited, 2006, p. 251//MC

But it was Schmitt’s attempt to uncouple liberalism from democracy that remains the most sinister aspect of his political legacy. It is especially disconcerting to find that this move has found favor among representatives of the academic Left. His wholesale cynicism about the liberal democratic conceptions of freedom eerily complements a number of Leninist prejudices. By maligning liberalism as a fraudulent realm of “interests,” Schmitt misrepresents its all-important natural law pedigree. To be sure, historically liberalism has been a mechanism for safeguarding property rights. But it has also engendered crucial components of the discourse of modern political freedom: constitutionalism; separation of powers; freedom of speech, the press, and assembly; and so forth. To dismiss these freedoms as purely “interest beholden” is misleading and shortsighted. Their preservation remains the vital precondition for any meaningful concept of “positive freedom” — the enthusiasms of civil disobedience and participatory democracy. They represent an indispensable bulwark against political despotism, including majority tyranny, as well as the necessary prerequisite for realizing the values of “strong democracy.” One could make the argument that from a political point of view the nineteenth century represented a hundred-year struggle to redeem the idea of democracy from the abuse it suffered at the hands of the Jacobin dictatorship of 1793–94. Liberalism — Benjamin Constant’s “liberty of the moderns” — played a crucial role in facilitating democracy’s rehabilitation as an acceptable political form. By accepting the terms of Schmitt’s nihilistic critique, the Left risks surrendering valuable political gains to its adversaries on the political Right.

Schmitt’s call for unity of “the people” in the face of enemies is fundamentally fascist

Noorani 5 – Assistant Professor in the Department of Near Eastern Studies at the University of Arizona [Yaseen, “The Rhetoric of Security,” 2005, CR: The New Centennial Review, 5.1, p. 20-22]

Schmitt’s critique of liberal normativity is beset with contradictions and unfounded assumptions, beginning with its own foundation in the liberal notion of the state of war.8 What his critique helps us to understand is not so much the opposition between the political (self-preservation) and the normative that it argues, but rather, how these two conditions must hang together in a paradoxical embrace. This contradictory union of the amoral and moral lies at the heart of liberal social contract theory and is the rhetorical key to the U.S. war on terror. It is also the rock upon which Schmitt’s “political” founders in an instructive manner. Schmitt attempts to obscure the ultimately normative nature of the concept of “the people” while relying on this normativity nonetheless. The commonly accepted right of individual self-preservation apparently has an intuitive basis in our recognition of a fundamental natural drive for self-preservation. We normally regard a living person, or other organism, as a self-evident fact and believe that by its constitution such an organism senses when its life is in danger and acts to save itself. A “people” and its state, however, is not of this nature. As Chantal Mouffe points out in the passage quoted above, the identity of “the people” is subject to political contestation. Different individuals and groups have conflicting ideas about the nature of their nation, who is included within it, what its values are. As a result, they also have conflicting ideas about what constitutes a threat to the nation’s existence. Schmitt’s argument is based on his assumption that “the people” is a pre-given entity, a natural kind whose existence is just as self-evident as that of an individual person. This people or nation is the fundamental unit of self-preservation, of life and death antagonisms among human beings. Therefore, Schmitt rejects any kind of internal antagonism, i.e., political division, within the people. The nation/state must be fully unified in order to fulfill its purpose by protecting its members from possi- ble extinction (Schmitt 1996, 28–32). One corollary of this view is that the enemy of the people is self-evident—the nation whose life is threatened by this enemy spontaneously recognizes it, and there is no scope for argument, persuasion, or moral judgement concerning the matter. The enemy 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. These can neither be decided by a previously determined general norm nor by the judgment of a disinterested and therefore neutral third party. (27) A second corollary of this view is that the government of a people is the direct expression of this people’s being and as such is fully entitled to deter- mine who enemies are, both foreign and domestic, as well as when and how to wage wars against them (46). The fascist implications of these views are obvious. Anything is permitted for the sake of self-preservation, the “peo- ple” is the self that must be preserved, and the state is the people’s “agency” empowered to protect it. Despite Schmitt’s essentialist mysticism of the people, it is clear that the existence of a nation, its identity, is not self-evident but determined by the political contestation that Schmitt so much hates. This is because “the people” or nation is not a preconstituted organism but a moral ideal invoked for political purposes. Schmitt admits as much when he states that a people goes to war in order to preserve its “way of life.”9 Schmitt does not define his notion of a “people” but stipulates that it is the collective unit of self-preservation, the only unit that engages in life and death antagonisms and thus the only political unit. Unlike Hobbes, Schmitt does not derive political association and the state from the desire of individuals for self- preservation. Rather, it is the self-preservation of the “people” that is of ultimate importance, and individuals can be sacrificed for it. What is of ultimate value, therefore, more value than individual lives, is a given people’s “way of life.” This is the self-evident self that people should be willing to die to preserve. Schmitt has left the biological realm of necessity here and entered the moral. A way of life can only be valuable as the way things ought to be. It is a norm whose meaning and content is open to debate. People have to be persuaded and convinced that it is worth dying for. Moreover, the attribution of a specific way of life to a nation is always a political act. It is an assertion that all members of this nation adhere to a certain norm that is the identity of this nation, thus delegitimizing those who espouse or promote different norms. The call to war, therefore, is political in the sense of internal politics because in identifying a threat to the nation’s existence, its “way of life,” those who call to war assert a particular conception of what constitutes the nation’s way of life and attempt to establish this conception’s normativity for all members of the nation. Contrary to Schmitt’s claims, we see that whenever states or others call upon a population to go to war, they adduce existential and moral justifications at the same time, and indeed the two can never fully be distinguished. We see this even in the exemplary cases approvingly invoked by Schmitt. He cites the supposed life and death strug- gle of Christianity and Islam during the Middle Ages (Schmitt 1996, 30).10 The mutual moral condemnation here as a justification for wars is appar- ent. Schmitt also cites with great approbation a speech made by Cromwell illustrating recognition of irreducible enmity with regard to Spain (68). But this speech explicitly attributes the enmity that Cromwell calls upon his compatriots to feel towards and recognize in Spain to the ungodliness (papacy) of the Spanish and the godliness of the English. It is an enmity rooted in God’s moral strictures. A “way of life” is not a living organism in its facticity but an ambiguous norm open to contestation, redefinition, and even repudiation. This means that the non-normative status of self-preser- vation, acceded to the life of an individual person, is attached in the case of nations to a normative ideal.11

The alt leads to fascism and biopolitical control—there is no check on the power of the state in his philosophy.

Rejali 3 – 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, http://academic.reed.edu/poli_sci/faculty/rejali/articles/friend_enemy.html, DKP]

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 or her 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.

Alt = Nihilist

Schmitt only risk nihilism that reproduces the worst effects of liberalism

Gross 2k-Assisstant Professor of Law @ Tel Aviv University [Oren, 21 Cardozo L Rev1825, Lexis Nexis, May 2000]

Schmitt's alternative model, which he offers as a replacement to the liberal model, introduces as much predictability as the sovereign's whim. If liberalism's fault inheres in the normative and utopian nature of its structures, Schmitt's fault lies with the apologetic overtones of his proposals. 132 Against liberalism's rigidity, Schmitt puts forward an all too flexible alternative. Whatever the sovereign decides is legitimate. There is no substantive content against which legitimacy of such actions can be measured – not even Hobbes's minimalist principle of self-preservation. Despite Schmitt's attacks against the content-neutrality of liberalism and positivism, his theory, in the last  [*1852]  account, is nihilistic. 133 In its purest form, a decision emerges out of nothing, i.e., it does not presuppose any given set of norms, and it does not owe its validity or its legitimacy to any preexisting normative structure. No such structure, therefore, can attempt to limit the decision's scope in any meaningful way. 134 Similarly, since the decision is not the product of any abstract rationality, but is rather reflective of an irrational element, it cannot – by definition – be bound by any element found in the rational dimension. 135 As William Scheuerman pointedly notes:     A rigorous decisionist legal theory reduces law to an altogether arbitrary, and potentially inconsistent, series of power decisions, and thus proves unable to secure even a modicum of legal determinacy. It represents a theoretical recipe for a legal system characterized by a kind of permanent revolutionary dictatorship ... Decisionism, at best, simply reproduces the ills of liberal legalism, and, at worst, makes a virtue out of liberalism's most telling jurisprudential vice.

Alt = Violence

Schmitt’s politics totalizes the enemy and is used to justify war and invasion 

Specter 4-Assitant Professor of History @ Central Connecticut State University, PhD and MA in History @ Duke [Matthew, Ph.D candidate in modern European history, 4/26, http://www.politicaltheory.info/essays/specter.htm, DKP]

The Bush administration was born under a Schmittian star.  The Supreme Court's judgment in Bush v Gore (2000) delivered the presidency to Bush through one of the most indefensible readings of constitutional law in American history.  So bald was this political instrumentalisation of constitutional law, that it would have made Carl Schmitt blush.  Aside from the circumstances of its birth, three features of Bush Administration policy make the label Schmittian seem a good fit. First, their decision to define the attacks of September 11 as acts of war reflects an understanding of Schmitt´s belief that politics requires an enemy, preferably a state.  Second is their strategy towards international law: formally reject it, or find a way to interpret it in your favor.  Third is their use of what Schmitt called the state of exception, or state of emergency to suspend normal constitutional protections. In this category one can put the attacks on civil liberties represented by the so-called Patriot Act, and the  illegal detention of terrorist suspects in Guantanamo Bay.  Critics of US foreign policy since WWII have long understood the mobilising function of the Communist threat.  With the collapse of the USSR, the global military presence of the US required a new justification. Popular culture and intellectuals alike struggled to fill the void that had been filled by the "evil empire." Political scientist Francis Fukuyama eulogised this condition in his 1989 work, arguing that the apparent triumph of liberal democracy and capitalism marked the "end of history." The next major intellectual effort to orient the U.S. in the post-Cold War world was political scientist Samuel Huntington's The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order (1996), which has obtained a renewed audience after 9-11.  Huntington and Fukuyama's works both contain a Schmittian accent: Fukuyama's is in the characterisation of the triumphant liberal bourgeois order as a world without meaningful politics, political causes for which one would be prepared to die.  This pathos of conflict is Schmittian.  The same pathos of conflict can be found in Huntington's vision of an inevitable clash between regional power-blocs aligned on cultural lines.  Before 9-11, the Bush administration had been casting about for an enemy, and seemed to have settled on China.  The advantage of formulating the enemy as "terrorists and the states that support them," was that it gave the administration more discretion to choose whom to attack.  Schmitt's treatise on The Concept of the Political was a deep and unsparing critique of liberalism.  Schmitt believed that liberalism was not a political theory because it had no "positive" theory of the state.  In constitutionalism, he saw only "negative" mechanisms for controlling or separating power.  As he writes, liberalism "in a very systematic fashion negates or evades the political…there exists no liberal politics, only a liberal critique of politics." (CP, 70)  According to Schmitt, all states have internal and external enemies.  Being political means being able to recognise threats to the existence of the state.  Since in the extreme case, the defense of the state involves physical killing, Schmitt makes of this extremity the defining criterion of "the" political.  As he has famously written: "The specific…distinction to which political actions and motives can be reduced is that between friend and enemy… The friend, enemy and combat concepts receive their real meaning precisely because they refer to the real possibility of physical killing." (CP, 33)   The problem with liberalism, argues Schmitt, is that liberalism denies the existence of true, mortal enemies. "Liberalism…has attempted to transform the enemy into a competitor from the viewpoint of economics into a competitor and from the intellectual point of view into a debating adversary." (CP, 28)  Schmitt emphasizes the concreteness of political judgment, repudiating the idea that neutral or disinterested parties can or should make political decisions. "Only the actual participants can correctly recognize, understand and judge…whether the adversary intends to negate his opponent’s way of life and therefore must be repulsed or fought in order to preserve one’s own form of existence." (CP, 27)  In formulating its propaganda selling the wars on Iraq and Afghanistan, the Administration picked up on the essentially Schmittian insight that an enemy is not someone you negotiate with; an enemy must be totally annihilated.  Al Qaeda was said to want to "destroy our whole way of life".  Saddam Hussein's alleged weapons of mass destruction were represented as a "grave and gathering threat."  In his book An End to EviLink - How to Win the War on Terror (2003), Richard Perle, one of the neoconservatives making policy in the White House, alleges that the US faces "intolerable threats" from the states who "sponsor" terrorism, and/or are seeking nuclear weapons: Iran, North Korea, Syria, Libya, and Saudi Arabia.  The Bush Administration's most notorious tag-lines also have a Schmittian flavor: the "axis of evil," and the "you're either with us or against us" speeches. 

Schmitt’s hostilities to normativities in the political sphere sustain racist and nationalist conflict

Scheuerman 97-Professor of Political Science @ Indiana University Bloomington, PhD in Political Science @ Harvard [William, “Between the Norm and the Exception,” MIT Press, pg. 23-24, DKP] Gender Edited 

Because Schmitt’s anti-universalism prevents him from excluding the possibility of any specific configuration of friend/ foe relations, he admits that homogeneity can take many equally legitimate forms and that its manifestation depends merely on what issues have taken a truly intense and potentially explosive form at any particular juncture.” Not only does his hostility to normativities in the political sphere leave him helpless to criticize racism or virulent nationalism, but he generally ends up arguing that ethnic or national homogeneity is to be preferred given its manifest intensity in the contemporary world as a basis for friend/ foe constellations and as a source of political unity.” Schmitt would like us to think that this tendency to privilege irrationalist forms of political identity is simply due to the fact that such conflicts are so common in the rather ugly terrain of contemporary politics. But this self-defense at the very least obscures his tendency to reduce the “ought” to the “is": Schmitt’s belief in the basic irrelevance of universalistic normativities to politics repeatedly leads him to fuse normative and empirical claims in a confusing and irresponsible fashion. Obviously, much of real-life politics involves arbitrary and irrational racist and nationalist conflict. The real question is whether it should stay that way. Having denied normative issues any autonomy in the political sphere, Schmitt cannot even begin to answer that question. 

Schmitt precludes the possibility of just enemies – the alt leads to total war

Moreiras 4 – 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. 82-83, Project MUSE]

But the scandal gets worse, and this is something that Schmitt does not point out. He does quote, with high praise (“it is impossible to understand the concept of a just enemy better than did Kant” [169]), Kant’s definition of the just enemy. But Kant’s definition of the just enemy is itself scandalous, and potentially throws Schmitt’s differentiation into disarray. For Kant, “a just enemy would be one that I would be doing wrong by resisting, but then he would also not be my enemy” (2003, 169). With this, with what we could call Schmitt’s refusal to deal with the implications of the Kantian definition, although he himself provides it, Schmitt shows a double face. It stands to reason that, if the notion of the just enemy is an impossibility, that is, if the enemy, in virtue of his very justice, is always already a friend, then all enemies, in order to be enemies, must be unjust. If all enemies are unjust, then every single enemy stands outside the jurisdiction of the nomos. The nomic order has then effective jurisdiction only over friends, and it loses its universality. It loses, indeed, more than its universality: it loses its position as a political concept, since it cannot account for, it can only submit to, the friend/enemy division. Hence, the order of the nomos and the order (or, rather, the state) of any concrete politics are radically incompatible. If there is politics, then there is no binding nomos. If there is a nomos, the unjust enemy—and that means any enemy—falls outside the political order. Schmitt’s position in The Nomos of the Earth seems to contradict his earlier position on the political successfully: the notion of a nomos of the earth, of an order of the political, accomplishes, perhaps against Schmitt’s own will, a deconstruction of his notion of the political. Or perhaps, on the contrary, we are faced with the fact that Schmitt’s own indications of the Kantian position deconstruct the notion of an order of the political beyond every concrete friend-enemy grouping and send us back to the absolute primacy of the friend/enemy division in terms of a determination of the politcal. Do we prefer to uphold the notion of a nomic order, or do we prefer to abide by a savage, anomic notion of the political? Is there a choice?4 If all enemies are unjust enemies, all enemies must be exterminated. There is no end and no limitation to war: war is total, and that is so both for the friends of the nomos, and for their unjust enemies. But total war cannot be a fundamental orientation and a principle of order. The notion of total war announces the end of any possible reign of nomic order. It also announces a radicalization of the political, precisely as it opens itself to its most extreme determination as war, now total. But a total war without a nomos is a totally unregulated, totally nondiscriminatory war, without legality. And a war under those conditions cannot abide by a concept of friendship, since it has generalized the friend/enemy division into their complete disruption. Friendship presupposes legality. Faced with total war, humanity finds itself deprived of amity, just as it finds itself deprived of enmity. At the logical end of the concept, the political division finds its own end. Total war is the end of the political. The whole notion of an order of the political has now been placed beyond the line. Total war is an absolute threat.

Schmitt’s ideas of national identity cause radical nationalism and ethnic truculence making war inevitable

Scheuerman 4-Professor of Political Science @ Indiana University Bloomington, PhD in Political Science @ Harvard [William, “International Law as a Historical Myth,” 11/19/2004, Constellations, 11 (4), pg 546-547]
Second, Schmitt’s odd periodization obscures the fundamental changes to traditional European interstate relations generated by the emergence of the modern nation-state. As Bobbitt has succinctly observed, the appearance of the nation-state was accompanied by the strategic style of total war. If the nation governed the state, and the nation’s welfare provided the state’s reason for being, then the enemy’s nation must be destroyed – indeed, that was the way to destroy the state....[F]or the nation-state it was necessary to annihilate the vast resources of men and material that a nation could throw into the field....36 It was the idea of a “nation in arms” that not only posed a direct threat to earlier absolutist images of “king’s wars,” but also opened the door to many pathologies of modern warfare: the full-scale mobilization of the “nation” and subsequent militarization of society, and killing of “enemy” civilians. The European nation-state and total war may represent two sides of the same coin.37 Of course, for Schmitt’s purposes it is useful that the idea of the “nation in arms” first takes the historical stage in the context of the French Revolution and its commitment to universalistic ideals of liberty, equality, and fraternity.38 Nation-state-based democracy is indeed a normatively ambivalent creature, resting on an uneasy synthesis of universalistic liberal democratic ideals with historically contingent notions of shared cultural identity, language, history, and ethnos.39 Although Schmitt and his followers predictably try to link the horrors of modern warfare to the growing significance of universalistic liberal-democratic ideals, a more persuasive empirical case can be made that those horrors can be traced to highly particularistic and exclusionary ideas of national identity, according to which the “other” – in this case, outsiders to the “national community” – came to be perceived as representing life-and-death foes in the context of crisis-ridden industrial capitalism and the increasingly unstable interstate system of the nineteenth century. Such ideas of national identity ultimately took the disastrous form of the “inflamed nationalism and ethnic truculence” that dominated European politics by the late nineteenth century and ultimately culminated in World War I.40 Nationalism and ethnic truculence played a key role in the destruction of the traditional European balance of power system since they required a fundamental reshuffling of state borders in accordance with “national identity”; of course, this question had been of marginal significance in the absolutist interstate system. In this context as well, one of Schmitt’s heroes, Bismarck, in reality played a role very different from that described by Schmitt in Nomos der Erde: “the last statesman” of the jus publicum europaeum not only helped forge a unified German nation-state, but in order to do relied on total warfare while undermining the traditional European sys- tem of states, in part because it rested on state forms (e.g., the diverse, polyglot Russian and Austro-Hungarian Empires) fundamentally distinct from the modern nation-state.41 On this matter as well, Schmitt’s analysis is either openly misleading or revealingly silent. Perhaps his own unabashed enthusiasm for rabid ethno- nationalism in the context of National Socialism helps explain this silence.42 

War replaces peace under Schmitt’s ideas of the role of the state

Botwinick 5-Professor of Political Science @ Temple University, PhD in Political Philosophy @ Princeton [Aryeh “Same/Other versus Friend/Enemy: Levinas contra Schmitt,” Telos Press, pg 55]
Schmitt misconstrues the role of the state of nature in Hobbes’ thought- and its relationship to civil society (the society of the social contract). Schmitt regards the Hobbesian state of nature as a state of war, meaning the readiness to engage in conflict and not the actual eruption of hostilities. He contrasts the warlike environment of the state of nature with the mechanisms conducive to accommodation and peace constitutive of civil society - and identifies the authentically political state with the Hobbesian state of nature rather than with Hobbes’ vision of civil society. Schmitt misses the role and function of the state of nature in Hobbes’ thought. Hobbes’ political theory - and the character of philosophical liberalism as a whole - are predicated upon the changes that take place in the course of the transition between the state of nature and civil society occurring on a secondary rather than on a primary level. The image of human nature that pervades both the state of nature and the fully developed civil society is constant. In both cases, the passions predominate over reason, while the ends of human life are grounded in the passions. The people who pursue “commodious living” in the Hobbesian social- contract society have a similar psychological profile grounded in a common metaphysical reading of the limits of human reason as the people who inhabit the state-of-nature society. Where they differ is in terms of the development of a unique faculty which in actuality is an evolutionary outgrowth of one of their original capacities - namely, the passions. This new faculty can be called instrumentalized reason or rationalized passion and what it exemplifies is a calculating mechanism that enables the passions to proceed more smoothly and efficiently to the ends to which they are antecedently, atavistically driven than would be the case if only unmitigated passion were in control. Instrumental reason is passion’s other as it seeks to replicate itself within the human psyche in ways that assure both its continuing hegemony and effective management of its environment.

Schmittian approaches to the practice of security is an attempt to neglect all other alternatives that only breed tensions between states

Ewan, 07 (Pauline, Academic Office Staff at Aberystwyth University, “Deepening the Human Security Debate: Beyond the Politics of Conceptual Clarification,” Politics 27(3), pg 186-187)
For Schmitt, deﬁning the criterion for the political in terms of the friend/enemy  distinction offered a means to resist the ‘neutralisation’ and ‘depoliticisation’ of the  antagonisms of political life that arise from liberalism’s emphasis on ‘consensus’, the  ‘rules of the game’ and ‘free discussion’ (Mouffe, 2005, pp. 109–112, 122–123;  Schmitt, 1996 [1932], pp. 26–37).2 In a similar manner, Buzan et al.’s ‘vision of  security’ as ‘a logic of existential threat and extreme necessity ... mirrors the intense  condition of existential division, friendship and enmity’ that Schmitt saw as funda-  mental to the practice of politics (Williams, 2003, p. 516). From this perspective,  rather than the human security agenda’s initial ‘solidarist’ concern for poor people in  the global North and South, the securitisation of poverty, displacement and disease  fosters a logic of enmity that constitutes Southern populations as threats to rich  Northern countries (Cooper, 2005, p. 474; Dufﬁeld, 2001; Krause, 2004, p. 368).  Yet while these emphases clearly reﬂect some aspects of contemporary security  practices – the language of friends vs. enemies that informs the National Security  Strategy of the United States and the US-led ‘war on terror’, for example (White  House, 2002) – critics argue that conceptualising security solely in these terms risks  reproducing the dominant understandings of security that proponents of human  security seek to oppose (Booth, 2005, p. 271; Hoogensen and Rottem, 2004, pp.  160–161; Wyn Jones, 1999, pp. 108–110). In particular, by attributing a speciﬁcally  Schmittian conception of the political to the theory and practice of security, the  critical approaches to security literature neglects the ways in which alternative  security practices, such as ethical dialogue, empathy and self-restraint, can help to  reduce self/other tensions between states and other actors (Williams, 2003, p. 522;  Wyn Jones, 1999, p. 110). Moreover, by privileging elite constructions of security  (Buzan et al., 1998, p. 29; Wæver, 1995, pp. 56–57), this approach neglects the  potential for the ‘bottom-up’ and ‘people-centred’ perspectives emphasised by  human security to ‘re-imagine security’ in counter-hegemonic ways (Hamber et al.,  2006; Hoogensen and Stuvøy, 2006; more broadly, see Booth, 2005, p. 266). In the  context of post-conﬂict peace-building, for example, ethnographic studies have  indicated the ways in which ‘listening’ to the security concerns of women and other  politically marginalised groups reveals ‘the inadequacies of institutionalised security  approaches to meet [people’s] holistic security needs’ and thus strengthens political  demands for social transformation (Hamber et al., 2006, p. 495; see also Krause and  Jütersonke, 2005, p. 460). 

Schmitt’s concept of freedom justifies mass violence—it allows the sovereign to engage in “justified killing” with no end 

Dillon 8-Professor of Politics @ Lancaster University [Michael, Theory and Event, “Lethal Freedom: Divine Violence and the Machiavellian Movement,” 2008, Volume 11, Issue 2, Project MUSE, DKP]

Preoccupied with the problematic of order and its entailments, Schmitt largely elides the problematic and entailments of the freedom of signification which are logically anterior to it. Factically free, modern man does not discover the law, Schmitt agrees, but he makes the law, Machiavelli maintains, by finding within himself the republican virtue (virtù), rather than the unmediated decisional will, required to do so. Freedom's virtù is ultimately underwritten by the polysemous freedom of the sign - that radically contingent undecidability which ultimately defines evental time itself. The Schmittean sovereign is somehow supposed magisterially to transcend the sign. Criticizing traditional definitions of sovereignty as, "the highest, legally independent, underived power," for example, Schmitt argues that this "is not the adequate expression of a reality but a formula, a sign, a signal. It is infinitely pliable, and therefore in practice, depending on the situation, either extremely useful or completely useless."4 Continuously stressing the "concrete situation",5 as if it arrives un-signed, Schmittean sovereignty unaccountably escapes the undecidability of the sign, however, as it decides the exception.6 "The exception in jurisprudence is analogous to the miracle in theology"7; a miraculous seeming without seeming which Machiavelli would immediately see-through. Machiavelli knows that lethal violence is never unmediated. Indeed 'cruelty well-used' is precisely this; killing as political signification. Machiavellian man enacts his freedom, instead, therefore, through his capacity not simply to read but also, and above all, to constantly re-write the signs of the times via a continuous calculus of necessary killing. Sign and sex are always powerfully related in Machiavelli also. Virtù is violent political semiotics as sexual potency; indeed, if we follow Machiavelli the dramatist, sexual potency is a play of political semiotics. For that reason I deliberately maintain the vocabulary of 'man.  Subsequent sections analyse the nature of this Machiavellian moment of modern factical freedom. They do so, first, as a strategic moment. That strategic moment is acted-out, second, in the form of a war for, and through, the radically undecidable power of the sign. Factical freedom as semiotic battlespace is continuously required to signify how much killing is enough. But it can never resolve this strategic predicament because the very contingency of evental time, upon which its freedom relies, denies it the possibility of ever securely computing the strategic calculus of necessary killing which ultimately defines its moment. When asked to say how much killing is enough, whatever it replies, factical freedom is equipped to give only one answer: more. 

Biopolitics Turn

Schmittian notions of the political combine the state with a new form of biopolitics that allows the states to decide who is worth of life and who is not.

Burke 07, Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer in the School of Politics and Int. Relations at the Univ of New South Wales, Sydney, Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, 2007, pg. 6-9//MC

In The Concept of the Political Schmitt argued, given that 'the concept of the state presupposes the political', that there was a need to understand `the nature of the political' in a 'simple and elementary' way. This should be through 'the specific political distinction . . . between friend and enemy': The distinction between friend and enemy denotes the utmost degree of intensity of union or separation, of an association of disassociation . . . the political enemy need not be morally evil or aesthetically ugly; he need not appear as an economic competitor, and it may even be advantageous to engage with him in business transactions. But he is, nevertheless, 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 an extreme case conflicts with him are possible.? (emphasis added) Like Hobbes before him, Schmitt conceived a figure of the enemy – a threatening Other – that is constitutive of the state as 'the specific entity of a people'.8 Without it society is not political and a people cannot be said to exist: Only the actual participants can correctly recognise, understand and judge the concrete situation and settle the extreme case of conflict . . . to judge whether the adversary intends to negate his opponent's way of life and therefore must be repulsed or fought in order to preserve one's own form of existence.9 (emphasis added) It is clear that such a conception of the political has a tendency to surround the entirety of political life with an aura of emergency and threat to one's very existence. Problems such as terrorism, flows of asylum seekers or weapons of mass destruction, are thus easily magnified into ones that must be viewed through the prisms of identity, existential antagonism and combat. While Schmitt claimed to be opposed to militarism (like many realists he advocated the avoidance of war) he stated that the political was only existent 'when a fighting collectivity of people confronts a similar collectivity'. Hence the potential for war was an existential condition: the entire life of a human being is a struggle and every human being is symbolically a combatant. The friend, enemy and combat concepts receive their real meaning precisely because they refer to the real possibility of physical killing. War follows from enmity. War is the existential negation of the enemy.1° In his 2004 State of the Union speech, Bush went out of his way to defend his administration's conceptualisation of the response to terrorism as 'war' and the use of extraordinary legal powers and unilateral military force to meet the threat: 'after the chaos and carnage of September the 11th', he argued, 'it is not enough to serve our enemies with legal papers. The terrorists and their supporters declared war on the United States, and war is what they got.'" He also lectured Congress on the need to renew the Patriot Act, 'key provisions [of which] are set to expire next year. The terrorist threat will not expire on that schedule'.12 Yet many provisions of that Act and other administrative measures were deeply controversial, especially the Executive Order that authorised the 'indefinite detention' and trial by 'military commissions' of the 'battlefield detainees' held in camps at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. As if sprung whole from Schmitt's theory, the Order stated that: it is not practicable to apply in military commissions under this order the principles of law and the rules of evidence generally recognized in the trial of criminal cases in the United States district courts. . . . Having fully considered the magnitude of the potential deaths, injuries, and property destruction that would result from potential acts of terrorism against the United States, and the probability that such acts will occur, I have determined that an extraordinary emergency exists for national defense purposes, that this emergency constitutes an urgent and compelling government interest, and that issuance of this order is necessary to meet the emergency.I3 An important detail about this extraordinary measure was that it only applied to non-citizens of the United States; citizens suspected of terrorism must be prosecuted under US criminal codes. Such orders invoke what Schmitt called the 'state of exception' wherein the existing legal order is suspended and 'unlimited authority' seized by the sovereign to meet a `danger to the existence of the state'. This, he argues, is the essence of sovereignty: 'Sovereign is he who decides on the exception.' 14 What is especially distinctive is not only the idealistic alignment of extra-judicial powers of life and death with sovereignty, freed from the dominance of the constitution and the rule of law, but the enactment of an uncertain threshold between law and the human in which the human can disappear as a matter of executive power and whim 'in the interest of the state, public safety and order'.15 Giorgio Agamben argues that 'what is new about President Bush's order is that it radically erases any legal status of the individual, thus producing a legally unnameable and unclassifiable being'.16 Similarly, Judith Butler suggests that we are witnessing the emergence of 'normative conceptions of the human that produce, through an exclusionary process, a host of "unliveable lives" whose legal and political status is suspended'; lives 'viewed and judged so that they are less than human, or as having departed from the recognisable human community'.17 Agamben, drawing on the work of Hannah Arendt and Michel Foucault, has done most to describe and denounce the violent and impoverished conceptualisation of life implicit in such a politics. He saw in the convergence of a Schmittian theory of sovereignty and what Foucault termed `biopolitics' a diabolical system of political and administrative power that reduced human existence to 'bare life' (Homo sacer) that 'may be killed and yet not sacrificed' – Homo sacer being 'an obscure figure of archaic Roman law in which human life is included in the juridical order solely in the form of its exclusion (that is, of its capacity to be killed)'.18 He sees such a simultaneously exceptional and biopolitical power at work in `the Camp', which took on its most horrific form in the Holocaust but is also in operation at the US prisons in Cuba and Abu Ghraib, and, as Suvendrini Perera19 has shown, at immigration detention centres like Woomera and Baxter in remote South Australia, where sovereign power is unchecked and life is taken hold of outside the existing legal order (or at least within a radically unstable and arbitrary one). The camp, Agamaben argues, is 'the biopolitical paradigm of the modern' and the state of exception is becoming normalised and universalised: it 'tends increasingly to appear as the dominant paradigm of government in contemporary politics'.20 Agamben thus issues a profound warning for anyone concerned with interrogating modern conceptions of security – which, after all, posit the sovereign nation-state as the collective to be secured and abrogate to government powers to protect the 'life' of this collective. Yet life is not valued equally and its 'protection' comes with a simultaneous seizing of life by power: . . . in the age of biopolitics this power [to decide which life can be killed] becomes emancipated from the state of exception and transformed into the power to decide the point at which life ceases to be politically relevant. When life becomes the supreme political value, not only is the problem of life's nonvalue thereby posed as Schmitt suggests, but further, it is as if the ultimate ground of sovereign power were at stake in this decision. In modern biopolitics, sovereign is he who decides on the value or nonvalue of life as such.21 In a world where life and existence are defined biopolitically, and government takes on the responsibility to secure, enable, regulate and order life, Agamben argues (after Foucault) that it is as if: 'every decisive political event were double-sided: the spaces, the liberties, and the rights won by individuals in their conflicts with central powers always simultaneously prepared a tacit but increasing inscription of individuals' lives within the state order, thus offering a new more dreadful foundation for the sovereign power from which they wanted to free themselves.'22 In this light, the 'active defense of the American people' comes to sound sinister indeed, for Americans and their Others alike.

Cede the Political

The K sits back and watches Rome burn – only embracing the political can prevent wars of annihilation

Rasch, 05 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, 

“Lines in the Sand: Enmity as a Structuring Principle”, South Atlantic Quarterly Spring, 104(2): 253-262 Duke SW)

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.

Cede the political

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Introduction The primacy of the political”, 8/18, SW)

Burnham’s observation of the managerial society was, of course, but a variant of a host of similar, if philosophically more sophisticated, diagnoses from diverse political perspectives, including: (a) Weber’s analyses of modern rationalization, bureaucratization, and disenchantment, that fueled (b) Carl Schmitt’s critiques of liberalism’s neutralization of politics and (c) Lukács’ Marxist elaborations of commodity fetishism in the direction of the reification of human relations as a form of social and psychological self-alienation, until finally, (d) Adorno proselytized a near-total asceticism as a response to a modernity in which even culture becomes an industry. When linked with Heidegger’s similarly sweeping negation of an expansive and all-consuming modernity, it is this last gesture, Adorno’s asceticism, that leaves the greatest impression and creates the most alluring temptation. If, for the purist, in the dark night of modernity all cows are black – fascist and communist ‘totalitarianism’ as well as the capitalist ‘society of the spectacle’ – then there is no need for the political because the political, no matter how conceived, offers us no escape. Indeed, to engage with the corrupted world politically is to increase the corrosion and to implicate oneself more fully in the original sin that is modernity. Best, therefore, to hibernate and wait, if not with Heidegger for the return of the gods, then with Deleuze for the philosophers to found the new ontology. Ironically, if inevitably, such a retreat leaves the field clear for the managers. As we take our occasional summer respite from hibernation and gaze down upon the valley below, we can see that what was once called the state is now identified with the law and thus threatens to become fully absorbed by civil society (by ‘culture’, Leo Strauss and his conservative followers would say) and transformed into just one bureaucratized association among many. In this way liberal rule of law and humanist pluralism minimize the importance of the state, but by no means do they thereby abolish hated state sovereignty. Rather, ‘decision’, that existential bugaboo of liberal theory, is taken out of the hands of the sovereign (which includes ‘the people’ every bit as much as the arbitrary will of the monarch) and is dispersed, distributed among the various bureaucracies, exercised by ‘experts’ and ‘advisors’, and thus rendered invisible. And this invisibilization is the cause of exhaustion and ennui. The ‘managerial’ society is the ‘administered’ society whose efficient performativity reduces the political to the routine activity of policing.

Democracy Turn

The alt makes democracy impossible 

Scheuerman 97-Professor of Political Science @ Indiana University Bloomington, PhD in Political Science @ Harvard [William, professor of political science at Indiana University at Bloomington, “Between the Norm and the Exception,” MIT Press, pg. 194-195, DKP] Gender Edited 
‘lf the concept 'enemy' and *fear* do constitute the ‘energetic principles' of politics, a democratic political system is impossible" Democracy has no future if Schmitt’s concept of the political has the universal quality he attributes to it. Irrational anxiety paralyzes the political actor, making him or her incapable of acting with any political efficacy. Democracy is doomed if the masses are seized by unjustified persecutory fear. It is thus incumbent on us not only that we debunk Schmitt's theory, as Neumann thinks that his writings have helped do, but that we develop a positive and proudly democratic antidote to it: the left-wing anti-Schmittian “political sociology of the exception' offered by Kirchheimer and Neumann has to be sustained by a complementary normative theory of democracy. Neumann therefore counters Schmitt‘s concept of the political with his own concept of political freedom. just as ‘fear of an enemy” is the “energetic principle” of fascist authoritarian- ism, the author notes in the pivotal "Concept of Political Freedom,” so does democracy have its own ‘integrating element' in the principle of political freedom." In Neumann’s view, the experience of freedom re- mains the best insurance against anxiety. Democracy is the only political form that makes autonomy its telos, and it ‘is not simply a political system like any other; its essence consists in the execution of large scale social changes the freedom of [hu]man[s]."" Only democracy holds out the promise of personal and collective “self-reliance,” and only it can hope to succeed in undermining the irrational fear that Schmitt implicitly makes the centerpiece of his deceptively abstract view of politics and which his fascist allies managed to manipulate with such disastrous consequences in our century. If in the postwar era fear 'has begun to paralyze nations and to make men incapable of free decisions,” a broadening of the democratic project alone can help us counteract this worrisome trend." Only then can we completely rob Schmitt's theory of any empirical correlates it still possesses in the everyday political universe.
Extinction 

Diamond, 95 (Larry Diamond, senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, December 1995, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s, http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm)

OTHER THREATS This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.

Depoliticization Good

Depoliticization is good—we should deconstruct the boundaries of friend/enemy differences as a form of political, democratic heterogeneity

Derrida 97, Jacques Derrida, Visiting Professor at NYU, The Politics of Friendship, 1997, p. 104-106//MC

This last hypothesis may lead to two types of rejoinder to the Schmittian project or, if you prefer, to two distinct sides of the same answer to The Concept of the Political, that is, to the reconstruction of the political. On the one hand, we seem to be confirming — but not by way of deploring the fact, as Schmitt does — an essential and necessary depoliticization. This depoliticization would no longer necessarily be the neuter or negative indifference to all forms of the social bond, of the community, of friendship. On the other hand, through this depoliticization, which would apply only to the fundamental and dominant concept of the political, through this genealogical deconstruction of the political (and through it to the democratic), one would seek to think, interpret and implement another politics, another democracy. One would seek to say it, to thematize it, to formalize it in the course of a deconstruction — the course of the world — under these old names. Saying, thematizing, formalizing are not neuter or apolitical gestures, arriving after the fact from above [en surplomb]. These gestures are positions staked out in a process. Calling this experience (for it is an experience that crosses through and ventures out before being a philosophical, theoretical or methodological statement) genealogical deconstruction' would here no longer be naming, as was often done, an operation proceeding only through genealogical analysis, retrospection and reconstitution. At stake would thus be a deconstruction of the genealogical schema, a paradoxical deconstruction — a deconstruction, at once genealogical and a-genealogical, of the genealogical. It would concern, by way of a privilege granted — thus its attribute — the genealogical. Wherever it commands in the name of birth, of a national naturalness which has never been what it was said to be. It would concern confidence, credit, credence, doxa or eudoxia, opinion or right opinion, the approbation given to filiation, at birth and at the origin, to generation, to the familiarity of the family, to the proximity of the neighbour — to what axioms too quickly inscribe under these words. This is not to wage war on them and to see evil therein, but to think and live a politics, a friendship, a justice which begin by breaking with their naturalness or their homogeneity, with their alleged place of origin. Hence, which begin where the beginning divides (itself) and differs, begin by marking an `originary' heterogeneity that has already come and that alone can come, in the future, to open them up. If only unto themselves. Saying that to keep this Greek name, democracy, is an affair of context, of rhetoric or of strategy, even of polemics, reaffirming that this name will last as long as it has to but not much longer, saying that things are speeding up remarkably in these fast times, is not necessarily giving in to the opportunism or cynicism of the antidemocrat who is not showing his cards. Completely to the contrary: one keeps this indefinite right to the question, to criticism, to deconstruction (guaranteed rights, in principle, in any democracy: no deconstruction without democracy, no democracy without deconstruction). One keeps this right strategically to mark what is no longer a strategic affair: the limit between the conditional (the edges of the context and of the concept enclosing the effective practice of democracy and nourishing it in land [sol] and blood) and the unconditional which, from the outset, will have inscribed a self-deconstructive force in the very motif of democracy, the possibility and the duty for democracy itself to de-limit itself. Democracy is the autos of deconstructive self-delimitation. Delimitation not only in the name of a regulative idea and an indefinite perfectibility, but every time in the singular urgency of a here and now. Precisely through the abstract and potentially indifferent thought of number and equality. This thought certainly can impose homogenizing calculability while exalting land and blood, and the risk is as terrifying as it is inevitable — it is the risk today, more than ever. But it perhaps also keeps the power of universalizing, beyond the State and the nation, the account taken of anonymous and irreducible singularities, infinitely different and thereby indifferent to particular difference, to the raging quest for identity corrupting the most indestructible desires of the idiom.

Friend/Enemy = Instability

The friend/enemy can’t produce stability—it inevitable slides into indifference and absolute violence against anyone and everyone. 

Derrida 97, Jacques Derrida, Visiting Professor at NYU, The Politics of Friendship, 1997, p. 83-89//MC

—
We have lost the friend, as it is said in this century. —
No, we have lost the enemy, another voice says, in this same waning century. Both voices speak of the political, and that is what we wish to recall. They speak, in sum, of a political crime of which it is no longer known — this is a question of borders — if it is to be defined in the order of the political (for instance, when there is assassination, torture, or terrorism in a given political state for political reasons) or if it is a crime against the political itself, when in one way or another it puts to death that without which a political crime could no longer be defined or distinguished from other sorts of crimes, when appeal to political reason or to some critique of political reason would no longer be possible. Following this hypothesis, losing the enemy would not necessarily be progress, reconciliation, or the opening of an era of peace and human fraternity. It would be worse: an unheard-of violence, the evil of a malice knowing neither measure nor ground, an unleashing incommensurable in its unprecedented — therefore monstrous — forms; a violence in the face of which what is called hostility, war, conflict, enmity, cruelty, even hatred, would regain reassuring and ultimately appeasing contours, because they would be identifiable. The figure of the enemy would then be helpful — precisely as a figure — because of the features which allow it to be identified as such, still identical to what has always been determined under this name. An identifiable enemy — that is, one who is reliable to the point of treachery, and thereby familiar. One's fellow man, in sum, who could almost be loved as oneself he is acknowledged and recognized against the backdrop of a common history. This adversary would remain a neighbour, even if he were an evil neighbour against whom war would have to be waged. Among all the possible political readings of Nietzsche's phrase, we are on the verge of giving precedence to one, specifically where — at least apparently — it would lead back to a tradition, a tradition already in modernity. One which the twentieth century would certainly have replayed; and would replay again under new conditions, between two world wars and from one mutation to another of its postwar periods. But it would lead back to a tradition of modernity which, in a naturally differentiated and complicated fashion, goes back at least to Hegel. This tradition takes on systematic form in the work of Carl Schmitt, and we believe it is necessary to dwell temporarily on it here. At length, but temp¬orarily. Certainly on account of the intrinsic interest of Schmitt's theses —their originality, where they seem, however, as ragingly conservative in their political content as they are reactive and traditionalist in their philosophical logic. But also on account of their heritage. Their paradox and equivocality are well known. Is it fortuitous that the same filiation unites several right-wing and left-wing (Marxist, post-Marxist, and neo-Marxist) families?4 First reminder: for Schmitt, it is indeed nothing more and nothing less than the political as such which would no longer exist without the figure of the enemy and without the determined possibility of an actual war. Losing the enemy would simply be the loss of the political itself — and this would be our century's horizon after two world wars. And today, how many examples could be given of this disorientation of the political field, where the principal enemy now appears unidentifiable! The invention of the enemy is where the urgency and the anguish are; this invention is what would have to be brought off, in sum, to repoliticize, to put an end to depoliticization. Where the principal enemy, the 'structuring' enemy, seems nowhere to be found, where it ceases to be identifiable and thus reliable — that is, where the same phobia projects a mobile multiplicity of potential, interchangeable, metonymic enemies, in secret alliance with one another: conjuration. Here is the Schmittian axiom in its most elementary form: the political itself, the being-political of the political, arises in its possibility with the figure of the enemy. It would be unfair, as is often done, to reduce Schmitt's thought to this axiom, but it would nevertheless be indispensable to his thought, and also to his decisionism, his theory of the exception and sovereignty. The disappearance of the enemy would be the death knell of the political as such. It would mark the beginning of depoliticization (Entpolitisierung), the beginning of the end of the political Facing this end, at the eschatological edge of this imminent death, at the moment when the political has begun to expire, the Christian sage or the fool might say, with a sighed alas: 'there is no enemy! (es gibt keinen Feind!)' But then, to whom would he address himself (Tnemies . .!"Feinde .!'), to which enemies? Perhaps to his political enemies with whom he would still share that love of war outside the horizon of which, according to Schmitt, there is no state. But perhaps he would also be addressing the enemies of the political, the ultimate enemies, the worst of them all, enemies worse than enemies. At any rate, the Schmittian axiom is also posited in a `Nietzschean' posterity. The fact that it is attuned to a fundamentally Christian politics is certainly not insignificant even if in many respects this is considered secondary. In The Concept of the Political,5 Schmitt (whose massively attested Nazism remains as complex and overdetermined as his relation to Heideg¬ ger, Benjamin, Leo Strauss,6 etc.) claims to have pinpointed the determining predicate, the specific difference of the political. He writes, for example: The specific political distinction (die spezfisch politische Unterscheidung), to which political actions and notions can be reduced, is the distinction (Unterscheidung) between friend and enemy.'' If the distinction or the differential mark (Unterscheidung), if the determi¬nation of the political, if the 'political difference' itself (die politische Unterscheidung) thus amounts to a discrimination (Unterscheidung) between friend and enemy, such a dissociation cannot be reduced to a mere difference. It is a determined opposition, opposition itself This determina¬tion specifically assumes opposition. Should that opposition erase itself, and war likewise, the regime called 'politics' loses its borders or its specificity. Schmitt draws a great number of consequences from this axiom and these definitions, notably with regard to a certain depoliticization. There would be an essential risk for modem humanity tout court, which, qua humanity, ignores the figure of the enemy. There is no enemy of humanity. A crime against humanity is not a political crime. Alas, for humanity qua humanity, there is not yet, or already no longer, any enemy! Anyone who takes an interest in humanity qua humanity has ceased, according to Schmitt, to talk about politics, and should realize it. Is the person levelling this warning at us too much the sage or too much the fool? Schmitt claims that he has awakened a tradition that was beginning to lull. Whether we can substantiate them or not, some of his remarks must claim our attention here. We should underscore two of them. They deal on the one hand with the opposition public/private, and on the other with a certain concept of ethics. Let us begin with the first. The second will be taken up much later. Although he does not propose equivalence or symmetry for the friend, one of the opposing terms of the discrimination (Unterscheidung), Schmitt considers that the enemy has always been esteemed a 'public' enemy. The concept of a private enemy would be meaningless. Indeed, it is the very sphere of the public that emerges with the figure of the enemy: One may or may not share these hopes and pedagogic ideals. But, rationally speaking, it cannot be denied that nations continue to group themselves according to the friend and enemy opposition, that this opposition still remains actual today, and that it subsists in a state of real virtuality (als reale Moglichkeit) for every people having a political existence. Hence the enemy is not the competitor or the adversary in the general sense of the term. Neither is he the personal, private rival whom one hates or feels antipathy for. The enemy can only be an ensemble of grouped individuals, confronting an ensemble of the same nature, engaged in at least a virtual struggle, that is, one that is effectively possible (Feind 1st nur eine wenigstens eventuell, d.h. der realen Moglichkeit nach kampfende Gesamtheit von Menschen die einer ebensolchen Gesamtheit gegeruthersteht).' We have cited the letter of the last sentence of the original (slightly abused in the French translation) because the most obscure zone of the difficulty is enclosed therein. This last sentence points up in fact — but furtively, almost elliptically, as if it were self-evident — the innermost spring of this logic: the passage from possibility to eventuality (which is here specified as minimal eventuality) and from eventuality to effectivity-actuality (which in the sentence is named real possibility, 'reale Moglichkeit'). This passage takes place, it rushes into place, precisely where the abyss of a distinction happens to be filled up. The passage consists in fact in a denial of the abyss. As always, the tank is replenished in the present, with presence [le plein se fait au present]: in the name of a present, by allegation of presence — here, in the form of a present participle (kampfende). Schmitt emphasizes this present participle, as if to point to the sensitive spot of the operation, with an attentiveness which the translation, unfortunately, has passed over. As soon as war is possible, it is taking place, Schmitt seems to say; presently, in a society of combat, in a community presently at war, since it can present itself to itself; as such, only in reference to this possible war. Whether the war takes place, whether war is decided upon or declared, is a mere empirical alternative in the face of an essential necessity: war is taking place; it has already begun before it begins, as soon as it is characterized as eventual (that is, announced as a non-excluded event in a sort of contingent future). And it is eventual as soon as it is possible. Schmitt does not wish to dissociate the quasi-transcendental modality of the possible and the historico-factual modality of the eventual. He names now the eventuality (wenigstens eventuell), now the possibility (Moglichkeit), without thematizing the crite¬rion of distinction. No account of this distinction is taken in the French translation.' As soon as war is possible-eventual, the enemy is present; he is there, his possibility is presently, effectively, supposed and structuring. His being-there is effective, he institutes the community as a human community of combat, as a combating collectivity (kampfende Gesamtheit von Menschen). The concept of the enemy is thereby deduced or constructed a priori, both analytically and synthetically — in synthetic a priori fashion, if you like, as a political concept or, better yet, as the very concept of the political. From then on, it is important that the concept be purified of all other dimensions — especially of everything opposed to the political or the public, beginning with the private: anything that stems from the individual or even the psychological, from the subjective in general. In fact, this conceptual prudence and rigour are bound to imply, as is always the case, some sort of phenomenological procedure. Following what resembles at least an eidetic reduction, all facts and all regions that do not announce themselves as political must be put in parentheses. All other regional disciplines, all other knowledge — economic, aesthetic, moral, military, even religious knowl¬edge — must be suspended, although the theological-political tradition has to remain in operation for essential reasons — this is well known, but we shall return to it later — in this apparently secular thought of the political.'° This prudence, at once phenomenological and semantic, is often difficult to respect, but the stakes involved, for Schmitt, are decisive. This prudence sometimes receives authorization, at least in The Concept of the Political, from a distinction first marked in two languages, Latin and Greek (hostis/inimicus, polimios/ekhthros), as though the distinction of the political could not be properly formulated in more than two idioms; as if other languages, even the German language, could not have as clear an access to the distinction. But whether Schmitt allows himself this linguistic reference or whether it is used as a convenient pedagogic tool is difficult to say. He may well do both at the same time, as though the whole history of the political — that is, the rigorous determination of the enemy — sealed here or there, in a linguistic felicity, a universal necessity forever irreducible to it. In fact, following the publication of his book in 1932, Schmitt more than once returned to re-examine this linguistic limitation, in a context we shall specify in a moment. Would the question still be, as it always is, that of the 'right name', as Nietzsche would say? The question of the right name of friendship or of its supposed antithesis, enmity? We, speakers of Latin that we are, would have to understand, in adjusting our language on this point, that the antithesis of friendship in the political sphere is not, according to Schmitt, enmity but hostility. First consequence: the political enemy would not inevitably be inimical, he would not necessarily hold me in enmity, nor I him. Moreover, sentiments would play no role; there would be neither passion nor affect in general. Here we have a totally pure experience of the friend-enemy in its political essence, purified of any affect — at least of all personal affect, supposing that there could ever be any other kind. If the enemy is the stranger, the war I would wage on him should remain essentially without hatred, without intrinsic xenophobia. And politics would begin with this  purification. With the calculation of this conceptual purification. I can also wage war on my friend, a war in the proper sense of the term, a proper, clear and merciless war. But a war without hatred. Hence a first possibility of semantic slippage and inversion: the friend (amicus) can be an enemy (hostis); I can be hostile towards my friend, I can be hostile towards him publicly, and conversely I can, in privacy, love my enemy. From this, everything would follow, in orderly, regular fashion, from the distinction between private and public. Another way of saying that at every point when this border is threatened, fragile, porous, contestable (we thus designate so many possibilities that 'our time' is accentuating and accelerating in countless ways), the Schmittian discourse collapses. It is against the threat of this ruin that his discourse takes form. It defends itself, walls itself up, reconstructs itself unendingly against what is to come; it struggles against the future with a prophetic and pathetic energy. But it is also from within this threat, from within the dread that it seems to provoke in this traditionalist and Catholic thinker of European law, that he is able to see coming, better than so many others, the force of the future in this threatening figure. This reactive and unscrupulous dread is often presented in the rigour of the concept, a vigilant, meticulous, implacable rigour inherited from the tradition — from a tradition, moreover, that this entire discourse intends to serve and repeat, in order to put it up against the novelty of what is coming and to see, so it would seem, that it carries the day. With the energy of a last-ditch effort. If one is not to lose the enemy, one must know who he is, and what, in the past, the word `enemy' always designated — more precisely, what it must have designated. No, what it should have designated: The enemy is solely the public enemy (nur der offentliche Feind), because everything that has a relationship to such a collectivity of men, particularly to a whole nation, becomes public by virtue of such a relationship The enemy is hostis, not inimicus in the broader sense; poiernios, not ekhthrds. As German and other languages do not distinguish between the private and political enemy, many misconceptions and falsifications are possible. The often quoted 'Love your enen-nes' (Matt. 5:44; Luke 6:27) reads diligite hostes vestros, agapdte tous ekhthrous tundn and not diligite inimicus vestros. No mention is made of the political enemy. Never in the thousand-year struggle between Christians and Moslems did it occur to a Christian to surrender rather than defend Europe out of love toward the Saracens or Turks. The enemy in the political sense need not be hated personally, and in the private sphere only does it make sense to love one's enemy, that is, one's adversary."  (We could say a great deal today, among so very many other analogous indications that abound in Schmitt's text, on the choice of this example: Islam would remain an enemy even though we Europeans must love the Muslims as our neighbours. At a determining moment in the history of Europe, it was imperative not `to deliver Europe over to Islam' in the name of a universal Christianity. You are obliged, you will always have been obliged, to defend Europe against its other without confusing the genres, without confusing faith and politics, enmity and hostility, friendship and alliance or confusion. However, a coherent reading of this example should go further: today more than ever such a reading should take into account the fact that all the concepts of this theory of right and of politics are European, as Schmitt himself often admits. Defending Europe against Islam, here considered as a non-European invader of Europe, is then more than a war among other wars, more than a political war. Indeed, strictly speaking, this would be not a war but a combat with the political at stake, a struggle for politics. And this holds even if it is not necessarily a struggle for democracy, which is a formidable problem in any reading of Schmitt. From then on the front of this opposition is difficult to place. It is no longer a thoroughly political front. In question would be a defensive operation destined to defend the political, beyond particular states or nations, beyond any geographical, ethnic or political continent. On the political side of this unusual front, the stakes would be saving the political as such, ensuring its survival in the face of another who would no longer even be a political enemy but an enemy of the political — more precisely, a being radically alien to the political as such, supposing at least that, in its purported purity, it is not Europeanized and shares nothing of the tradition of the juridical and the political called European.)

The enemy is always a political choice independent from the friend/enemy distinction. The lack of pure enemies internal-link turns the aff. 
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 en abyme = into the abyss

Practical conclusion: in practice, in other words, in this political practice that history is — this difference between the disagreements never takes place. It can never be found. Never concretely. As a result, the purity of polemos or the enemy, whereby Schmitt would define the political, remains unattainable. The concept of the political undoubtedly corresponds, as concept, to what the ideal discourse can want to state most rigorously on the ideality of the political. But no politics has ever been adequate to its concept. No political event can be correctly described or defined with recourse to these concepts. And this inadequation is not accidental, since politics is essentially a praxis, as Schmitt himself always implies in his ever¬so-insistent reliance on the concept of real, present possibility or eventuality in his analyses of the formal structures of the political. Here we have another way of marking the paradox: the inadequation to the concept happens to belong to the concept itself. This inadequation of the concept to itself manifests itself pre-eminently in the order of the political or political practice, unless this order — or rather, its possibility — would situate the very place, the phenomenon or the 'reason' of an inadequation of any concept to itself the concept of disjunction qua the conceptual being of the concept. It follows that even what is called politics, an ideal politics, a regulative and programmatic aim — indeed, an idea of politics in general — could never regulate (itself on) such a 'concept of the political'. What makes us so sensitive to this problem? And why is it — precisely in a Schmittian-style discourse — something other than a methodological, epistemological, theoretical, speculative, even simply discursive problem, like an equivocation which logico-rhetorical precautions could easily eliminate? Because, in the remarkable effort of what can be called a modern `political expert' to recover possession of the concept opening and com¬manding the field of his own discourse, the effect of this limit is capitalized 'en abyme'. We are saying 'political expert' here, for if Schmitt is a jurist¬historian-of-the-theological-political, and so on, he would offer de jure its conceptual foundations, its phenomenogical and semantic axioms to a science of the political as such: he is a political expert who would acknowledge no other regional knowledge, no other experience than the 'political', the right to found a political discourse [politologie]: an ontology or an epistemology of the political. Only the purely political can teach us how to think and formalize what is purely political. From the very first words of the 1963 preface to the second edition of The Concept of the Political, this concern is recalled: concern for the tableau, spatial and taxonomic concern, methodological and topological concern. A concern which cannot last without hierarchical classification. The assigned task, the duty, is to frame and to enframe (encadrieren), to put into order (orden), to propose `a theoretical framework for a measureless problem.' Hence a framework (ein Rahmen) had to be given also to the problematic of the theory of right, to order its 'entwined thematic', and to discover 'a topology of its concepts'. Despite or on account of such an aim, Schmitt tirelessly claims concrete, living and relevant pertinence for the words of political language. Among these words, first and foremost for the word 'political'. These vocables must not and cannot remain, in their 'ultimate consequence', the correlate of ideal or abstract entities. Now this necessity of concrete determination would stem from the 'polemical sense' that always determines these terms. It is therefore all the more troubling that the meaning of polemos remains, as we have just suggested, both natural and blurred, naturally and irreducibly blurred. And precisely where Schmitt would exclude politics from natural¬ness. This blurred impurity stems from the fact, recalled by Schmitt, that all political concepts have a 'polemical sense', in two respects, as we shall see: these are concepts of the polemical, and they are never implemented except in a polemical field. These concepts of the polemical have a strictly polemical use. There are moments when the form of this paradox can be judged pathetic. Schmitt goes to great lengths — in our judgement totally in vain, a priori doomed to failure — to exclude from all other purity (objective, scientific, moral, juridical, psychological, economic, aesthetic, etc.) the purity of the political, the proper and pure impurity of the concept or the meaning of the 'political'. For he wants, moreover — he will never renounce this — the polemical sense of this purity of the political to be, in its very impurity, still pure. Failing this, it could not be distinguished from anything from which it distinguishes itself. Schmitt would like to be able to count on the pure impurity, on the impure purity of the political as such, of the properly political. He would wish — it is his Platonic dream — that this 'as such' should remain pure at the very spot where it is contaminated. And that this 'as such' should dissipate our doubts concerning what 'friend' and 'enemy' mean. More precisely — and this difference is important here — the doubts must disappear not so much relative to the meaning of friendship or hostility but, above all, relative to who the friend and enemy are. If the political is to exist, one must know who everyone is, who is a friend and who is an enemy, and this knowing is not in the mode of theoretical knowledge but in one of a practical identification: knowing consists here in knowing how to identify the friend and the enemy. The practical identi-fication of self — and from one self to another — the practical identification of the other — and from other to other — seem to be sometimes conditions, sometimes consequences, of the identification of friend and enemy (we shall have to come back to the logic of philautla or narcissism — even the fraternal double — working obscurely away at this discourse). Schmitt wants to be able to count on the opposition, and reckon with it. Even if no pure access to the ei'dos or essence is to be had, even if, in all conceptual purity, it is not known what war, politics, friendship, enmity, hate or love, hostility or peace are, one can and must know — first of all practically, politically, polemically — who is the friend and who is the enemy. This, it would seem to us, is the singular torsion marking, for example, the passage we shall quote shortly. The weight of the semantic or conceptual determination is carried in this passage, as we shall point out, by the word 'concrete'. Schmitt's entire discourse posits and supposes in fact, as we shall verify, a concrete sense of the concrete which he opposes — as if only in passing, and without the word being kept in the French translation — to the spectral (gespenstisch). In this analysis, the spectral is evoked in passing — as if in passing, like a passer-by — as a synonym of 'abstract' or 'empty'. But why would they be synonyms? Would there be no difference between empti¬ness, the abstract, and the spectral? What are the political stakes of this figure? On the other hand, the unending insistence here on what would be the opposite of the spectral — the concrete; the compulsive and obsessional recurrence of the word 'concrete' as the correlate of 'polemical' — does indeed provide food for thought. What thought? Perhaps that the concrete finally remains, in its purity, out of reach, inaccessible, unbreachable, indefinitely deferred, thereby inconceivable to the concept (Begnj); con¬sequently as 'spectral' (gespenstisch)9 as the ghost on its periphery, which one opposes to it and which could never be set apart. We shall see how this concretion of the concrete, this ultimate determination to which Schmitt ceaselessly appeals, is always exceeded, overtaken — let us say haunted — by the abstraction of its spectre. Is it not for this reason that so much effort must be exerted — vain effort — to find an intuition and a concept adequate to the concrete?

The friend/enemy distinction is utopian, impractical, and impossible to achieve. 
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We have become attuned to a certain effect of haunting. Where it seems inaccessible to intuition and concept, the purely concrete starts to resemble the ghost, just when you start to believe that you can tell them apart. This is the tormented experience of the inversion of signs. Such an experience allows itself, then, to be revealed in Schmitt's obsessional insistence on the `concrete' and on 'real possibility', at the very point at which these values were opposed to the 'spectral' (gespenstisch). We are constantly reminded that only a concrete, concretely determined enemy can awaken the political; only a real enemy can shake the political out of its slumber and, as we recall, out of the abstract `specularity' of its concept; only the concrete can awaken it to its actual/effective life (as 'the living fool that I am', when it bemoans the fact that there is no longer, or not yet, an enemy). But there is the spectre, lodged within the political itself; the antithesis of the political dwells within, and politicizes, the political. The spectre might well be — it might well already have been, in 1932 — this `partisan' who no longer respects the normal conditions and the juridically guaranteed boundaries of war. And this has not begun today, nor did it begin yesterday, or the day before. Negativity, disavowal and politics, haunting and dialectics. If there is a politicism in Schmitt, it lies in the fact that it it is not enough for him to define the political by the negativity of polemics or opposition. He defines antagonism or opposition (oppositional negativity in general) — which is not at all the same as defining the political — as teleologically political. The political is all the more political for being antagonistic — certainly, but opposition is all the more oppositional — supreme opposition, qua the essence and telos of opposition, negation, and contradiction — when it is political. It is impossible here — as it is impossible in any absolute proposition of speculative idealism, and hence of ideal dialectics — to distinguish between subject and predicate. Schmitt does not so much define the political by oppositional negation as define the latter by the political. This inversion stems from a teleological law of power or intensity. The stronger a contradiction or oppositional negativity, the more its intensity tends towards a limit, the more political it is. Example: 'Political antagonism (der politische Gegensatz) is the most intense (intensiviste) and extreme (iiusserste) antagonism, and every concrete antagonism (Gegensatzlichkeit) becomes that much more political the closer it approaches the most extreme point (sich dem aussersten Punkte . . . nahert), that of the friend—enemy grouping.'3 It will come as no surprise when this politicism of oppositional negativity calls on Hegel. The discrimination between friend and enemy would also be, in Hegelian terms, an `ethical difference' (sittliche Differenz), the first condition of ethical determination, which does not mean moral determi¬nation. The modem definition of hostility, perfectly distinct from enmity, would be due to Hegel and Marx (despite the economistic and hence depoliticizing tendency that would make the latter a nineteenth-century thinker4). And if Schmitt evokes this debt to Marx and Hegel, it is not simply to stress that this concept of hostility — in his view the only purely political concept of the political — is also an ethical concept. He is intent on already denouncing the misunderstanding in which modem philosophers begin to apprehend this logic of the political. They tend to avoid it — qua the political in sum — in so far as it is linked to a certain concept and to a certain practice of war. Although Hegel may at times show a `double face', he must be inscribed in the great tradition of `specifically political' thinkers (Machiavelli, Hobbes, Bossuet, de Maistre, Donoso Cortes, Fichte — `as soon as he forgets his humanitarian idealism!') who knew how to break with an optimistic anthropology (Man would be fundamentally and originally good'). In this discourse on Man, on his original innocence or on his accidental or extrinsic corruption, Schmitt denounces a strategy too often enrolled in the service of anti-State Jiberalism. 'Authentic' political theories, on the other hand, all presuppose a Man essentially `evil', `dangerous', a 'dynamic' and 'problematic' being: Hegel ... remains everywhere political in the decisive sense. . . . Of a specifically political nature also is his dialectic of concrete thinking. . . . Hegel also offers the first polemically political definition of the bourgeois. The bourgeois is an individual who does not want to leave the apolitical rislcless private sphere. He rests in the possession of his private property, and under the justification of his possessive individualism he acts as an individual against the totality. He is a man who finds his compensation for his political nullity in the fruits of freedom and enrichment and above all in the total security of its use. Consequently he wants to be spared bravery and exempted from the danger of a violent death. { Wissenschitliche Behandlungsarten des Naturrechts (The Methods of the Science of Natural Right), 1802, Lasson edn p. 383; Glockner 1 edn p. 499.) Hegel has also advanced a definition of the enemy which in general has been evaded by modem philosophers. 'The enemy is the ethical difference [die sittliche Differenz] (not in the sense of morality [nicht im moralischen Sinne], but in the perspective of 'absolute life' in the 'eternal being of the people'), as the Foreigner to be negatived in his living totality (als ein zu negierendes Fremdes in seiner lebendigen Totalitat). 'A difference of this sort is the enemy, and this difference, posited in its ethical bearing, exists at the same time as its counterpart, the opposite of the being of its antithesis, i.e., as the nullity of the enemy, and this nullity, commensurate on both sides, is the peril of battle. For ethical life (fur des Sittliche) this enemy can only be an enemy of the people and itself only a people (nur ein Yolk). Because single individuality comes on the scene here, it is for the people that the single individual abandons himself to the danger of death.' ... `This war is not a war of families against families, but between peoples, and hatred becomes thereby undifferentiated and freed from all personal elements (von oiler Personlichkeitfre)'s To remain consistent with itself; this homage to a Hegelian paternity must reach out and embrace Hegel's Marxist posterity. This consistency plays no small role in the notable sympathies this hyper-traditionalist jurist of the Catholic right wing will always have inspired in certain circles of leftist political thought. These 'friends' on the left do not correspond to a fortuitous or psychological formation born of some interpretative confu¬sion. In question is an immense historico-political symptom the law of which remains to be thought. Be this as it may, Schmitt regrets that Hegel's spectre has deserted Berlin to reappear elsewhere: with those of Lenin and Marx in Moscow:  OATH, CONJURATION, FRATERNIZATION
141 The question is how long the spirit of Hegel (der Geist Hegel) has actually resided (residiert hat) in Berlin. In any event, the new political tendency which dominated Prussia after 1840 preferred to avail itself of a conservative philosophy of state, especially one furnished by Friedrich Julius Stahl, whereas Hegel wandered to Moscow via Karl Marx and Lenin. His dialectical method became established there and found its concrete expression in a new concrete-enemy concept, namely that of the international class enemy, and transformed itself, the dialectical method, as well as everything else, legality and illegality, the state, even the compromise with the enemy, into a weapon of this battle. The actuality of Hegel is very much alive in Georg Lukics. [History and Class Consciousness, trans. Rodney Livingstone, Merlin Press, London 1971; Lenin: A Study of the Unity of his Thought, trans. Nicholas Jacobs, New Left Books, London 1970]6 The salute to Lenin forms the link between the two texts that we have been distinguishing, opposing and comparing, in order to understand how the second (The Theory of the Partisan) confirms the first (The Concept of the Political) precisely at that point where the former seems to contradict the latter. We are unable to follow in detail the argument of a work which, in its time, multiplies in an impressive and often pointed fashion valuable insights into the many transformations taking place in the political space of modernity. Regarding the classical European jus Belli (interstate war between regular armies), and to the extent that its regulation was ever respected, the partisan remains a marginal figure until the First World War. The preferred example of Schmitt, as it was for Clausewitz, is first the Spanish guerrilla fighting against the Napoleonic army. The modem partisan, on the contrary, leaves this initial marginality, expecting from his enemy no respect for the rights of conventional warfare. In the course of civil war, as of colonial war, the partisan transforms the concept of conventional hostility and blurs its boundaries. Apparently the partisan is no longer an enemy, and has no enemy in the classical sense of the term. Real hostility henceforth extends, through terrorism and counter-terrorism, all the way to extermination. Yet the definition of the partisan will long maintain the tradition of autochthony, the telluric dimension on which we have insisted so much. It is, for example, the autochthony of the Russian partisans against the Napoleonic army, then the readaptation of this 'myth of the national and autochtonomous partisan' by Stalin in the course of the Second World War. This 'myth' serves a worldwide communist politics. With Mao Tse-tung it represents a new stage in the history of the partisan, and therefore in the process of rupture with the classical criteriology of the political and that of the friend/enemy grouping. The partisan not only simply transgresses, he confuses the two classical distinctions (regular/ irregular, legal/illegal from the standpoint of constitutional or international law). One of the numerous advantages of these analyses is the precise and differentiated account of the relation to space (land, sea, or aerial space) —that is, first of all to technics or to tele-technology (the speed and expanse of transmission, mobilization and motorization) — as one of the essential factors in the mutation of the classical concept of the enemy and even in what had become the 'classical concept' of the partisan. This question of technics appears doubly decisive. On the one hand, although he does not say so explicitly in this form, the question is found to be at the heart of what Schmitt calls 'a process of concept dissolution', 'a remarkable sign of the times'.' Such a dissolution of concepts induces a 'metaphoric' but not necessarily improper use of the partisan concept. Schmitt himself acknowledges having recourse to it. This uncontrollable extension is due in particular to the criteria chosen for the definition of the partisan. These criteria authorize a limitless generalization (`every human being is a being who struggles'; thus he is found to be 'his own partisan', which is practically meaningless). Indispensable as they may be, these criteria are false ones, quasi-concepts, criteria of degree of intensity — that is, indefinitely extensive. Now, along with (1) irregularity and (2) the intensity of political engagement, we find (3) 'the high degree of mobility of active combat'8 — that is, the appropriation of space by the science of the tele-technical prosthesis. On the other hand, and as a consequence, this speed of motorization, and hence that of tele-technical automation, produces a break with autochthony. This rupture cuts the telluric roots characteristic not only of the classical enemy but of the first form of the partisan guerrilla war. It must be specified that telluric autochthony, ground warfare, the consider¬ation of geographical configurations, and the lay of the terrain no doubt persist throughout this mutation; Schmitt takes note of this and gives numerous examples: Mao Tse-tung, whose revolution has a 'better telluric base than that of Lenin',9 Ho Chi Minh, Fidel Castro, the war for independence in Algeria, the Cypriot war, and so forth. But also — and first of all — this means that this territorial drive has itself always been contradicted, tormented, displaced and delocalized. And that this is the very experience of place. That is what Schmitt does not acknowledge explicitly. In any case, he draws no visible and conceptually rigorous consequence from it. He shows no interest in the fact that telluric autochthony is already a reactive response to a delocalization and to a form of tele-technology, whatever its degree of elaboration, its power, or its speed. This law undoubtedly governs historically different events, places and contents. But what Schmitt is right in saying of the modem partisan, whose agrarian autochthony is driven by technical and industrial progress, whose mobility is reinforced by a motorization which interrupts the 'local bond' and destroys the 'telluric character', could have been said of the most 'classical' combatant. We should not consider this a simple problem of dating or periodization. At stake are the relations between the history of the political and the structure of theoretical concepts which one claims to articulate upon it. For this is not without effect on the two axes of the Theory of the Partisan. First of all on the juridical axis (the critical examination of 'equivocations', 'floating concept' and the 'default of clarity' in the concepts of the Hague Agreement (1907) and the Geneva Conventions (1949);'0 an examination highly 'motivated', let us say, by the example of the indictment of German generals after the Second World War). Secondly, the properly political axis which is our main interest here. The case made against the four Geneva Conventions in fact introduces this political axis. Having paid them exaggerated insistent homage (they are admirable for their sense of justice and humanitarian virtue, as well as their respect for the tradition of international law of European origin), Schmitt accuses them of having `weakened' — indeed, compromised — the 'system of essential distinctions': war and peace, the military and the civilian, enemy and criminal, interstate war and civil war. From that point, the road was clear for a form of war which 'deliberately destroys these clear-cut distinctions'. The normaliza¬tions of compromise that the law then proposed would be, for Schmitt, but fragile gangways above the 'abyss'." The abyss occasions vertigo, which engulfs, in sum, the conceptual banks of these 'clear-cut distinctions'. It is definitively sweeping away the reassuring littoral on which it was believed possible to discern, in a word, Man, the humanity of Man, Man as 'political animal' (We shall not multiply the glosses on the edge of this abyss. First of all because to speak of the abyss can be done only from the shore, and there we have a first immoderateness, sometimes even an unbearable indecency. We shall not take advantage of this pretext for pathetic eloquence over the bottomless depths of a chaos which is ours today, this great yawning mouth which cannot 'talk politics' without screaming, shouting hunger or suffer¬ing, without swallowing in one gulp all the assurances of 'clear-cut distinctions' to remain, finally, 'voiceless'. To be ready to listen to this screaming chaos of the 'voiceless', one has only to lend an ear to any 'news item'. At the very instant when I am rereading the previous sentence, all points in the world, all the places of the human world, and not only on the earth, and not only in Rwanda and in Italy, in ex-Yugoslavia and in Iran, in Israel and in Palestine, Cambodia and Ireland, Tahiti and Bangladesh, Algeria and France, Ukraine and the Basque Country, etc., are — and will always have been — just so many forms of the abyss for Schmitt's 'clear-cut distinctions' and his nostalgia. Still to give them country names is to speak a language without an assured foundation. To be ready to listen, we were saying: at the very instant when I reread this, a new stage has opened up (but have we not known that for such a long time?) with the 'Clipper' chip, a new bugging device — that is, a new stage in modern technics to lose the 'distinction' between private and public in the abyss. Why does Schmitt take no account of the fact that the police and spy network — precisely, the police qua spy network (the 'spectre' of the modem State of which Benjamin speaks in 'For a Critique of Violence') —points to what, precisely in the service of the State, ruins in advance and from within the possibility of the political, the distinction between private and public? What would he have thought of the new cryptographies, and of the unassignable 'political' status that is the singular institution of psychoanalysis — of which he never speaks? And what about cybercrime, consisting today in breaking into the electronic files of the State, the army, the police, banks, hospitals and insurance companies? A debate (of course, a hopeless one) is under way today (in the United States, naturally) bet'ween the State and citizen associations (all assuredly 'democrats' and 'liberals') concerned over the right to initiative, invention, communication, com¬merce, and safeguarding privacy. The citizens contest the state monopoly on the production and control of the 'Clipper' chip, designed to protect the secrecy of private communication in an age when, capable of intercept¬ing and recording everything, the highways of numeric transmission leave no leeway or chance to the heart of hearts. Today we have a State just as 'liberal' and 'democratic', just as concerned over its responsibilities, as its citizens, but providing it can maintain its hold on the means of protecting internal security and national defence — that is, the possibility of bugging everything every time it deems it necessary — politically necessary — to do so (internal and external security). — Fundamentally, one will say that there is nothing new here, despite the leap of technological mutation which also produces structural effects. — Certainly, but the novelty of these structural effects must not be neglected; this is the entirety of the 'concrete' in politics.  The choice of this topical example, among an infinity of others, is designed only to recall that a reflection on the politics of friendship should not be distinguishable from a meditation on secrecy, on the 'meaning', the 'history', and the 'techniques' of what is still called today, with the old Latin word, secret. We shall return to this later — with Kant.)

The alts concept of security is a social construct. Claims of war and conflict create a false dichotomy between “them” and “us” ignoring our role in provoking the aggression—this destroys their alt solvency
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Approaches that deconstruct theoretical practices in order to disclose what is hidden in the use of concepts such as “national security” have something valuable to say. Their more reflexive and critically-inclined view illustrates how terms used in realist discourses, such as state, anarchy, world order, revolution in military affairs, and security dilemmas, are produced by a specific historical, geographical and socio-political context as well as historical forces and social relations of power (Klein, 1994: 22). Since realist analysts do not question their ontology and yet purport to provide a neutral and objective analysis of a given world order based on military power and interactions between the most important political units, namely states, realist discourses constitute a political act in defense of the state. Indeed, “[…] it is important to recognize that to employ a textualizing approach to social policy involving conflict and war is not to attempt to reduce social phenomena to various concrete manifestations of language. Rather, it is an attempt to analyze the interpretations governing policy thinking. And it is important to recognize that policy thinking is not unsituated” (Shapiro, 1989a: 71). Policy thinking is practical thinking since it imposes an analytic order on the “real world”, a world that only exists in the analysts’ own narratives. In this light, Barry Posen’s political role in legitimizing American hegemonic power and national security conduct seems obvious: U.S. command of the commons provides an impressive foundation for selective engagement. It is not adequate for a policy of primacy. […] Command of the commons gives the United States a tremendous capability to harm others. Marrying that capability to a conservative policy of selective engagement helps make U.S. military power appear less threatening and more tolerable. Command of the commons creates additional collective goods for U.S. allies. These collective goods help connect U.S. military power to seemingly prosaic welfare concerns. U.S. military power underwrites world trade, travel, global telecommunications, and commercial remote sensing, which all depend on peace and order in the commons” (Posen, 2003: 44 and 46). Adopting a more critical stance, David Campbell points out that “[d]anger is not an objective condition. It (sic) is not a thing which exists independently of those to whom it may become a threat. […] Nothing is a risk in itself; [...] it all depends on how one analyses the danger, considers the event” (Campbell, 1998: 1-2). In the same vein, national security discourse does not evaluate objective threats; rather, it is itself a product of historical processes and structures in the state and society that produces it. Whoever has the power to define security is then the one who has the authority to write legitimate security discourses and conduct the policies that legitimize them. The realist analysts and state leaders who invoke national security and act in its name are the same individuals who hold the power to securitize threats by inserting them in a discourse that frames national identity and freezes it.9 Like many concepts, realism is essentially contested. In a critical reinterpretation of realism, James Der Derian offers a genealogy of realism that deconstructs the uniform realism represented in IR: he reveals many other versions of realism that are never mentioned in International Relations texts (Der Derian, 1995: 367). I am aware that there are many realist discourses in International Relations, but they all share a set of assumptions, such as “the state is a rational unitary actor”, “the state is the main actor in international relations”, “states pursue power defined as a national interest”, and so on. I want to show that realism is one way of representing reality, not the reflection of reality. While my aim here is not to rehearse Der Derian’s genealogy of realism, I do want to spell out the problems with a positivist theory of realism and a correspondence philosophy of language. Such a philosophy accepts nominalism, wherein language as neutral description corresponds to reality. This is precisely the problem of epistemic realism and of the realism characteristic of American realist theoretical discourses. And since for poststructuralists language constitutes reality, a reinterpretation of realism as constructed in these discourses is called for.10 These scholars cannot refer to the “essentially contested nature of realism” and then use “realism as the best language to reflect a self-same phenomenon” (Der Derian, 1995: 374). Let me be clear: I am not suggesting that the many neorealist and neoclassical realist discourses in International Relations are not useful. Rather, I want to argue that these technicist and scientist forms of realism serve political purposes, used as they are in many think tanks and foreign policy bureaucracies to inform American political leaders. This is the relevance of deconstructing the uniform realism (as used in International Relations): it brings to light its locatedness in a hermeneutic circle in which it is unwittingly trapped (Der Derian, 1995: 371). And as Friedrich Kratochwil argues, “[…] the rejection of a correspondence theory of truth does not condemn us, as it is often maintained, to mere ‘relativism’ and/or to endless “deconstruction” in which anything goes but it leaves us with criteria that allows us to distinguish and evaluate competing theoretical creations” (Kratochwil, 2000 : 52). Given that political language is not a neutral medium that gives expression to ideas formed independently of structures of signification that sustain political action and thought, American realist discourses belonging to the neorealist or neoclassical realist traditions cannot be taken as mere descriptions of reality. We are trapped in the production of discourses in which national leaders and security speech acts emanating from realist discourses develop and reinforce a notion of national identity as synonymous with national security. U.S. national security conduct should thus be understood through the prism of the theoretical discourses of American political leaders and realist scholars that co-constitute it. Realist discourses depict American political leaders acting in defense of national security, and political leaders act in the name of national security. In the end, what distinguishes realist discourses is that they depict the United States as having behaved like a national security state since World War II, while legitimating the idea that the United States should continue to do so. Political scientists and historians “are engaged in making (poesis), not merely recording or reporting” (Medhurst, 2000: 17). Precisely in this sense, rhetoric is not the description of national security conduct; it constitutes it. It is difficult to trace the exact origins of the concept of “national security”. It seems however that its currency in policymaking circles corresponds to the American experience of the Second World War and of the early years of what came to be known as the “Cold War”. In this light, it is fair to say that the meaning of the American national security state is bound up with the Cold War context. If one is engaged in deciphering the meaning of the Cold War prism for American leaders, what matters is not uncovering the “reality” of the Cold War as such, but how, it conferred meaning and led people to act upon it as “reality”. The Cold War can thus be seen as a rhetorical construction, in which its rhetorical dimensions gave meaning to its material manifestations, such as the national security state apparatus. This is not to say that the Cold War never existed per se, nor does it “make [it] any less real or less significant for being rhetorical” (Medhurst, 2000: 6). As Lynn Boyd Hinds and Theodore Otto Windt, Jr. stress, “political rhetoric creates political reality, structures belief systems, and provides the fundamental bases for decisions” (Hinds and Windt, cited in Medhurst, 2000: 6). In this sense, the Cold War ceases to be a historical period which meaning can be written permanently and becomes instead a struggle that is not context-specific and not geared towards one specific enemy. It is “an orientation towards difference in which those acting on behalf of an assumed but never fixed identity are tempted by the lure of otherness to interpret all dangers as fundamental threats which require the mobilization of a population” (Campbell, 2000: 227). Indeed, if the meaning of the Cold War is not context-specific, the concept of national security cannot be disconnected from what is known as the Cold War, since its very meaning(s) emerged within it (Rosenberg, 1993 : 277).11 If the American national security state is a given for realist analysts,12 it is important to ask whether we can conceive the United States during the Cold War as anything other than a national security state.13 To be clear, I am not suggesting that there is any such essentialized entity as a “national security state”.14 When I refer to the American national security state, I mean the representation of the American state in the early years of the Cold War, the spirit of which is embodied in the National Security Act of 1947 (Der Derian, 1992: 76). The term “national security state” designates both an institutionalization of a new governmental architecture designed to prepare the United States politically and militarily to face any foreign threat and the ideology – the discourse – that gave rise to as well as symbolized it. In other words, to understand the idea of a national security state, one needs to grasp the discursive power of national security in shaping the reality of the Cold War in both language and institutions (Rosenberg, 1993 : 281). A national security state feeds on threats as it channels all its efforts into meeting current and future military or security threats. The creation of the CIA, the Department of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the National Security Council at the onset of the Cold War gave impetus to a state mentality geared to permanent preparedness for war. The construction of threats is thus essential to its well-being, making intelligence agencies privileged tools in accomplishing this task. As American historian of U.S. foreign relations Michael Hogan observes in his study on the rise of the national security state during the Truman administration, “the national security ideology framed the Cold War discourse in a system of symbolic representation that defined America’s national identity by reference to the un-American ‘other,’ usually the Soviet Union, Nazi Germany, or some other totalitarian power” (Hogan, 1998: 17). Such a binary system made it difficult for any domestic dissent from U.S. policy to emerge – it would have “amounted to an act of disloyalty” (Hogan, 1998: 18).15 While Hogan distinguishes advocates from critics of the American national security state, his view takes for granted that there is a given and fixed American political culture that differs from the “new” national security ideology. It posits an “American way”, produced by its cultural, political, and historical experience. Although he stresses that differences between the two sides of the discourse are superficial, pertaining solely to the means, rather than the ends of the national security state, Hogan sees the national security state as a finished and legitimate state: an American state suited to the Cold War context of permanent war, while stopping short of a garrison state: Although government would grow larger, taxes would go up, and budget deficits would become a matter of routine, none of these and other transformations would add up to the crushing regime symbolized in the metaphor of the garrison state. The outcome instead would be an American national security state that was shaped as much by the country’s democratic political culture as it was by the perceived military imperatives of the Cold War (Hogan, 1998: 22). I disagree with this essentialist view of the state identity of the United States. The United States does not need to be a national security state. If it was and is still constructed as such by many realist discourses, it is because these discourses serve some political purpose. Moreover, in keeping with my poststructuralist inclinations, I maintain that identity need not be, and indeed never is, fixed. In a scheme in which “to say is to do”, that is, from a perspective that accepts the performativity of language, culture becomes a relational site where identity politics happens rather than being a substantive phenomenon. In this sense, culture is not simply a social context framing foreign policy decision-making. Culture is “a signifying part of the conditions of possibility for social being, […] the way in which culturalist arguments themselves secure the identity of subjects in whose name they speak” (Campbell, 1998: 221). The Cold War national security culture represented in realist discourses was constitutive of the American national security state. There was certainly a conflation of theory and policy in the Cold War military-intellectual complex, which “were observers of, and active participants in, defining the meaning of the Cold War. They contributed to portray the enemy that both reflected and fueled predominant ideological strains within the American body politic. As scholarly partners in the national security state, they were instrumental in defining and disseminating a Cold War culture” (Rubin, 2001: 15). This national security culture was “a complex space where various representations and representatives of the national security state compete to draw the boundaries and dominate the murkier margins of international relations” (Der Derian, 1992: 41). The same Cold War security culture has been maintained by political practice (on the part of realist analysts and political leaders) through realist discourses in the post-9/11 era and once again reproduces the idea of a national security state. This (implicit) state identification is neither accidental nor inconsequential. From a poststructuralist vantage point, the identification process of the state and the nation is always a negative process for it is achieved by exclusion, violence, and marginalization. Thus, a deconstruction of practices that constitute and consolidate state identity is necessary: the writing of the state must be revealed through the analysis of the discourses that constitute it. The state and the discourses that (re)constitute it thus frame its very identity and impose a fictitious “national unity” on society; it is from this fictive and arbitrary creation of the modernist dichotomous discourses of inside/outside that the discourses (re)constructing the state emerge. It is in the creation of a Self and an Other in which the state uses it monopolistic power of legitimate violence – a power socially constructed, following Max Weber’s work on the ethic of responsibility – to construct a threatening Other differentiated from the “unified” Self, the national society (the nation).16 It is through this very practice of normative statecraft,17 which produces threatening Others, that the international sphere comes into being. David Campbell adds that it is by constantly articulating danger through foreign policy that the state’s very conditions of existence are generated18. 

Friend/Enemy = Xenophobia

The friend/enemy distinction is dependent upon social structures. It cannot escape the inevitable presence of nationalism and xenophobia. 

Derrida 97, Jacques Derrida, Visiting Professor at NYU, The Politics of Friendship, 1997, p. 89-93//MC

Although it can never be reduced to a question of language or discourse, the differentiated rooting of this friend/enemy opposition in certain idioms could never be considered accidental or extrinsic. It recalls the too-evident fact that this semantics belongs to a culture, to structures of ethnic, social and political organization in which language is irreducible. One would then have to follow closely12 all the difficulties encountered by Schmitt in the justification of his terminological distinctions. Schmitt returns to this difficulty as if in passing, but regularly, in footnotes that one may be tempted to read as second thoughts, or at least as signs of worry. The Greek distinction (polimios/ ekhthr6s) is sustained only with a brief reference to the Republic (V, 470), where Plato opposes war strictly speaking (polemos) to civil war, to rebellion or to uprising (suisis).13 Without specifying what type of relationship or connection this is, Schmitt recalls Plato's insistence on the distinction 'bound' (verbunden) to that of two sorts of enemies (pole mios and ekhthr6s) — that is, the distinction between polemos (`war') and stasis (`riot, uprising, rebellion, civil war'). He adds: In Plato's eyes, only a war between Greeks and barbarians (`natural enemies') is actually a war (wirklich Krieg), whilst struggles (die Kdmpfe) between Greeks are of the order of stasis (internecine quarrels). The dominant idea here is that a people cannot wage war on itself and that a 'civil war' is never but a rending of self but would perhaps not signify the formation of a new State, or even of a new people." This last hypothesis seems hardly Platonic. In any case, it would seem to us, not literally so and not in this context. Plato does say, in fact, that the Greeks, where there is a disagreement [clifferend] (diaphord) between them¬selves, consider it an internal discord (stasis), since it is quasi-familial (5s oikdous), but they never bestow on it the name of war (polemos) (471a). It is true that between themselves, the Greeks always end up in reconciliation (a theme that reappears in Menexenus), and never seek either to subjugate or to destroy. They attack only the 'causes', the authors of the disagreement — that is (a specification upon which, from different points of view, we shall not cease to insist) the few in number. But if Plato indeed says that the barbarians are natural enemies and that, as we will read, the Greeks are 'by nature friends among themselves', he does not conclude, for all that, that civil war (stasis) or enmity between Greeks is simply outside of nature. He invokes an illness, which is something else again. Above all, far from being satisfied with the opposition on which Schmitt relies so heavily, the Republic indeed prescribes its erasure. In this case, it is indeed recommended that the Greeks behave towards their enemies — the barbarians — as they behave today among themselves. This prescription is laid down like a laur. I, he said, agree that our citizens ought to deal with their Greek opponents in this wise [semblable doit etre, 'their pohcy must be similar'] (omologd outii dein), while treating barbarians as Greeks now (eis nun) treat Greeks. Let us then lay down this law also (tithomen de" kai touton ton nomon), for our guardians, that they are not to lay waste the land or bum the houses. Let us so decree (thomen), he said, and assume that this and our preceding prescriptions are right. (471bc [translation modified]) Although Schmitt, to my knowledge, does not do so — never with sufficient precision, in any case — it must also be recalled that we are dealing with the very famous passage in which, in view of what is proper to justice (diakaiostine) and to injustice (adikia), Plato excludes the possibility of realizing this ideal State as long as philosophers do not reign over it, as long as the kings and sovereigns, the 'dynasts' who dispose of power, are not philosophers (473cd) — that is, as long as philosophic is not bound to political power, synonymous, if you will, with dtinamis politike: in other words, as long as justice is not bound to power, as long as justice is not one with force. As long as this unity remains out of reach — that is, for ever — the conceptual unities that depend on it — in fact, every one that Plato proposes or recalls — remain ideal entities. No empirical language is in fact fully adequate to it. This improbability does not rule out, on the contrary, it commands, as we know if we follow Plato — the perfectly rigorous description of these pure structures of the ideal State; for they give their meaning, legitimately and on principle, to every concept, and hence to every term, of political philosophy. It is no less the case that the distinction polimios/ekhthros, considered precisely in its purity, already implies a discourse on nature (pht4sis) that makes us wonder how Schmitt, without looking into the question more closely, could incorporate it into his general theory. Let us never forget that the two names that Plato is intent on keeping should name rigorously, in their ideal purity, two things that are in nature. These two names (polemos and stasis) are in fact assigned to two kinds of disagreement, contestation, disaccord (diaphora). The disagreement (diaphord) between those who share kinship ties or origins (oikeion kai suggenes: family, household, intimacy, community of resources and of interests, familiarity, etc.) is stasis, the discord or war that is sometimes called civil. As for the diaphotri between foreigners or foreign families (allottion kai othneion), it is sheer war (pOlemos). The naturalness of the bond uniting the Greek people or the Greek race (Hellinikon genos) always remains intact [inentamie], in polemos as well as in stasis. The Greek germs (lineage, race, family, people, etc.) is united by kinship and by the original community (oikeion kai suggenes). On these two counts it is foreign to the barbarian genos (to de barbarikO othneion to kai allotrion) (470c). As in every racism, every ethnocentrism — more precisely, in every one of the nationalisms throughout history — a discourse on birth and 'on nature, a phusis of genealogy (more precisely, a discourse and a phantasm on the genealog¬ical phtisis) regulates, in the final analysis, the movement of each opposition: repulsion and attraction, disagreement and accord, war and peace, hatred and friendship. From within and without. This phusis comprises everything — language, law, politics, etc. Although it defines the alterity of the foreigner or the barbarian, it has no other. 'We shall then say that Greeks fight and wage war with barbarians, and barbarians with Greeks, and are enemies by nature (polemfous phusei einai), and that war is the fit name for this enmity and hatred (kai pdlemon tin ekhthran tauten kletion)' (ibid.). But even when Greeks fight and wage war among themselves, we should say that they are no less naturally friends (phtisei phflous einai). Sickness is what then emerges, an equally natural sickness, an evil naturally affecting nature. It is divided, separated from itself. When such an event occurs, one must speak of a pathology of the community. In question here is a clinic of the city. In this respect the Republic develops a nosological discourse; its diagnostic is one of ill health and dissension, a faction inside Greece (nosein d'en t6 toiout5 tin Rellcida kai stasitisein). Stasis, the name that should apply to this hatred or to this enmity (elehthra), is also a category of political nosography. In following a certain logic staged by Menexenus, this accident, evil or sickness15 that internal dissension (stasis) is could not be explained, even, in the last instance, by hatred, enmity (elehthra) or malice. One would have to spot in this stasis a fatal disorder, a stroke of bad luck, misfortune (dustukhfa) (244a). The question whether this staging is ironic (we shall return to this point'6), whether the most common logic and rhetoric, the most accredited eloquence of epitaphios, is reproduced by Plato in order to belittle it, only gives that much more sense to the fictive contents of the discourse attributed to Aspasia, that courtesan who, moreover, plagiarizes another funeral oration and mouths once again the 'fragments' of a discourse by Pericles (236b). We have here a gold mine of commonplaces. The fact that the satincal character of this fiction-in-a-fiction has been ignored so often and for such a long time can hence be explained. Among the common¬places, then, there is the assiduity with which Greeks hasten to reunite with Greeks. This ease in reconciliation has no other cause than actual kinship, suggeneia, which produces a solid friendship founded on homogeneity, on homophilia, on a solid and firm affinity (bebaion) stemming from birth, from native community. This kinship nurtures a constant and homophilial friendship (philfan bebaion kai omaphulon) not only in words but in fact, in deeds (ou logo all' ergo). In other words, the effectivity/actuality of the tie of friendship, that which assures constancy beyond discourses, is indeed real kinship, the reality of the tie of birth (e t6 onti suggeneia). Provided that it is real — and not only spoken or set by convention — this syngenealogy durably guarantees the strength of the social bond in life and according to life. (We insist on this condition: a dreamt condition, what we are calling here a phantasm, because a genealogical tie will never be simply real; its supposed reality never gives itself in any intuition, it is always posed, constructed, induced, it always implies a symbolic effect of discourse — a 'legal fiction', as Joyce put it in Ulysses on the subject of paternity. This is true also — as true as ever, no matter what has been said, down to and including Freud —of maternity. All politics and all policies, all political discourses on 'birth', misuse what can in this regard be only a belief; some will say: what can only remain a belief; others: what can only tend towards an act of faith. Everything in political discourse that appeals to birth, to nature or to the nation — indeed, to nations or to the universal nation of human brotherhood — this entire familialism consists in a renaturalization of this 'fiction'. What we are calling here 'fraternization', is what produces symbolically, conven¬tionally, through authorized engagement, a determined politics, which, be it left- or right-wing, alleges a real fraternity or regulates spiritual fraternity, fraternity in the figurative sense, on the symbolic projection of a real or natural fraternity. Has anyone ever met a brother? A uterine or consanguine (distantly related) brother? In nature?)

Global Psychosis Turn

Their dualistic conception of politics produces massive violence—it precludes the turning of enemies into friends and generates psychotic violence—pluralist structures solve

Reinhard 05, Kenneth Reinhard, Associate Professor of English and Comparative Literature at UCLA, Toward a Political Theology of the Neighbor,” The Neighbor: Three Inquires in Political Theology, 2005, p. 14-17//MC

The figure of the enemy in Schmitt's 1932 The Concept of the Political is drained of all animus. The enemy, according to Schmitt, is not evil: The distinction of friend and enemy denotes the utmost degree of intensity of a union or separation, of an association or dissociation. . . . The political enemy need not be morally evil or aesthetically ugly; he need not appear as an economic competitor, and it may even be advantageous to engage with him in business transactions. But he is, nevertheless, the other, the stranger; and it is sufficient for his nature that he is, in a specifically intense way, existentially something different and alien, so that in the ex​treme case conflicts with him are possible. . . . Only the actual participants can cor​rectly recognize, understand, and judge the concrete situation and settle the extreme case of conflict. Each participant is in a position to judge whether the adversary in​tends to negate his opponent's way of life and therefore must be repulsed or fought in order to preserve one's own form of existence.10 The political emerges in a process that seems to have, on the one hand, the characteristics of formal logic, the "union or separation" of two groups, friends and enemies; and, on the other, an intensely personal, existential moment of "recognition," "understanding," and "judgment" for the particular subjects involved. The Friend and the Enemy form twin imagos for the national and subjective ethos, figures of positive and negative political ontology by which the interior "we" (the "I" and its friends) is identified as such, as distinguished from the exterior "they." If the "extreme case" of battle to the death with the enemy is the formal scene always on the horizon, as in the Hegelian dialectic of intersubjec​tivity, the decision to engage in war is radically contingent, not deter​mined by any necessity. The act of war, in this sense, is the exception that proves the political rule, the self-identity of the state. And it is pre​cisely insofar as this decisive act is always that of an individual subject, the "actual participants" in conflict, that subjectivity too becomes an in​stance of self-sovereignty." One problem with this account of the political, where we divide the world into friends we identify with and enemies we define ourselves against, is that it is fragile, liable to break down or even to invert and oscillate in the face of complex situations. But it is precisely in its inadequacy to the world we live in that Schmitt’s account of the friend-enemy distinction is most useful: today, we find ourselves in a world from which the political may have already disappeared, or at least has mutated into some strange new shape. A world not anchored by the "us" and "them" oppositions that flourished as recently as the Cold War is one subject to radical instability, both subjectively and politically. The disappearance of the enemy results in something like global psychosis: since the mirroring relationship between Friend and Enemy provides a form of stability, albeit one based on projective identifications and repudiations, the loss of the enemy threatens to destroy what Lacan calls the "imaginary tripod" (trepied imaginaire) that props up the psychotic with a sort of pseudo-subjectivity, until something causes it to collapse, resulting in full-blown delusions, hallucinations, and paranoia. 12 Hence, for Schmitt, a world without enemies is much more dangerous than one where one is surrounded by enemies. As Derrida writes, the disappearance of the enemy opens the door for "an unheard-of violence, the evil of a malice knowing neither measure nor ground, an unleashing incommensurable in its unprecedented—therefore monstrous—forms; a violence in the face of which what is called hostility, wars, conflict, enmity, cruelty, even hatred, would regain reassuring and ultimately appeasing contours because they would be identifiable." 13 America today is desperately unsure about both its enemies and its friends, and hence deeply uncertain about itself. The rhetoric of the so-called war on terror is a sign of the disappearance of the traditional, localizable enemy: the terrorist does not have the stabilizing function that Schmitt associates with the enemy, but to declare war on him [or her] is to attempt to resuscitate the enemy's failing animus. [gender modified] Derrida's argument in The Politics of Friendship is not so much that we have entered into a historical period where the friend-enemy polarity has broken down, but that it is an inherently unstable opposition. Der​rida's account of how the enemy and friend come to displace and infect each other in his reading of Schmitt leads him to propose "a step (not) beyond the political": Let us not forget that the political would precisely be that which thus endlessly binds or opposes the friend-enemy/enemy-friend couple in the drive or decision of death.... A hypothesis, then: and what if another lovence (in friendship or in love) were bound to an affirmation of life, to the endless repetition of this affirmation, only in seeking its way ... in the step beyond the political, or beyond that political as the horizon of fini​tude
the philein beyond the political or another politics for loving.14 This other "politics for loving" that Derrida hypothesizes, this love both beyond and not-beyond the political, must still remain in the vicinity of the theological if it is to be significant, in Schmitt's terms, and not merely a fantasy of some purely secular politics. I would like to suggest that such a politics can be located in the figure of the neighbor—the fig​ure that materializes the uncertain division between the friend /family/ self and the enemy/stranger/other. There is an element of this political theology of the neighbor that we can already point to in Derrida's comments on Schmitt's reference to Je​sus's call to "love your enemies" in Matthew. For Schmitt, this biblical reference points to a linguistic distinction in Greek and Latin (but not German or English) between the private inimicos, who may indeed be loved or hated, and the public hostis, the political enemy, who, accord​ing to Schmitt, is not an object of affect. But as Derrida points out in a reading of this passage in The Gift of Death, the full line from Matthew that Schmitt refers to involves a crucial reference to the neighbor: "Ye have heard that it hath been said, Thou shalt love thy neighbor, and hate thine enemy. But I say unto you, Love your enemies, bless them that curse you . . ." (5 : 43- 44). Jesus cites Leviticus 19:18, the commandment to "love thy neighbor as thyself," but adds to it something not present in the Hebrew Bible, a directive to "hate thine enemy," in order to make it seem that he is undoing a piece of legal vengeance and, in proclaim​ing Love your enemies, is asserting its opposite. In fact, the biblical passage in Leviticus Jesus refers to has just specifically forbidden ven​geance.15 Jesus acts here as a sovereign, in declaring an exception ("love your enemies") to a law ("hate thine enemy") that he himself has con​fected; Jesus's commandment to love the enemy must be perceived as not merely new, but antinomian, in violation of the preexisting legal code. Jesus's act of suspending a law that did not previously exist is not merely his exercise of the sovereign prerogative of exception, but an act of political-theological creation ex nihilo, truly a polemical "miracle." Although Jesus's rhetorical technique here would seem to be that of par​adoxical reversal, the first part of the verse, the injunction to love the neighbor, is not challenged, but persists, extended in the series of acts of love that follows ("bless them that curse you, do good to them that hate you, and pray for them which despitefully use you"). Indeed, rather than being inverted, it will be purified of particularism and appropriated as a central tenet of the new Christian political theology. For Schmitt, the line from Matthew is meant to clarify the difference between the public enemy and the various enmities that occur privately and are not part of the political as such. Jesus, he points out, uses the word inimicus or ekhthros for the enemy we are enjoined to love, and this must be distinguished from the true enemy, the hostis or polemios. As Derrida indicates, Schmitt's disturbing example is that the Christian state can have Islam as its enemy, but still love the Muslim as its neigh​bor.16 But Derrida argues that it is precisely in this enemy, the one who constitutes the political for Schmitt, that the trace of the neighbor ma​terializes: "An identifiable enemy—that is, one who is reliable to the point of treachery, and thereby familiar. One's fellow man, in sum, who could almost be loved as oneself. . . . This adversary would remain a neighbor, even if he were an evil neighbor against whom war would have to be waged."17 The implication of Derrida's comment is that the neighbor who is to be loved as ourself cannot be relegated to a private, pre- or extrapolitical realm, insofar as a similar, if not identical, structure of reflexivity also determines the relationship to the public enemy, who, as reliably "identifiable," is loved (or hated) as ourself. Thus, Derrida points out a possibility of "semantic slippage and inversion" in Schmitt's political theology: the enemy can also be a friend, and the friend is sometimes an enemy. The border between them, and between the pub​lic and private realms they are associated with, is "fragile, porous, con​testable," and to this extent "the Schmittian discourse collapses" and against the threat of that ruin, it takes form.18 Schmitt's theory of the exception recapitulates the first two structural moments in providential history by describing the sovereign's political miracles as acts of "creation" and "revelation": if "creation" corresponds to the reestablishment of the polis in the superlegal sovereign act that terminates the civic crisis and the threat of chaos, "revelation" is the ar​ticulation of the constitution or civic law that holds open and maps the contours of the political space established by creation. Cast in the light of revelation, the essence of the law is located in its exceptional rather than normative function.19 However, Schmitt does not include among the metaphors that fill out his structural analogy what would tradi​tionally be the final act of the drama of political theology: the eschato​logical conclusion when the earthly kingdom fashioned and chartered by God falls into ruin through human depredation, to be replaced by a heavenly kingdom that will last forever. For Walter Benjamin, who maintained a dialogue with Schmitt on these issues, redemption is fi​nally the only theological category that has real significance for poli​tics." In his "Theologico-Political Fragment," Benjamin extends the account of allegorical signification he developed in his book on the Ger​man Trauerspiel to theorize the redemptive logic of political theology: "The order of the profane assists, through being profane, the coming of the Messianic Kingdom. The profane, therefore, although not itself a cat​egory of this Kingdom, is a decisive category of its quietest approach. . . . For nature is Messianic by reason of its eternal and total passing away." 21 The world we live in contains figures of redemption not in the examples of charity and acts of neighbor-love we might find here and there, but in the signs of transitoriness that we see everywhere: natural decay, cultural ruin, political disintegration—the eternity of entropy only. Benjamin's account of the political theology of redemption is insistently material and consistently focused on the transformations of temporality. In his late essay "Theses on the Philosophy of History," Benjamin places cen​tral importance on redemption, not as a religious correlative for the Marxist dream of a classless society, but as a kind of temporal bomb which the historical materialist can throw into teleological historicism "in order to blast a specific era out of the homogeneous course of " his- tory.22 Redemption is not the final cause of history, but the interruption of the false totality of historical causality and contextualization by acts of critical creation and constellation. Given Schmitt's right-wing sympathies, it is not surprising that his ac​count of political theology does not invoke the language of redemption, which so frequently serves as a metaphor for political liberation. But it is precisely in redemption that we can find the possibility of a political theology other than that of the friend-enemy dyad—a political theology of the neighbor. In the Star of Redemption, his articulation of the three primal elements of human, world, and God into the three basic rela​tionships of creation, revelation, and redemption, Franz Rosenzweig ar​gues that redemption enters into the world through the act of neighbor-love, as the condition for messianic transformation, social revolution, and the radical revaluation of all values." For Rosenzweig, messianic temporality is not indefinitely postponed to the future, but happens now, as an incursion into the presentness of the present by the nearness of the neighbor: "If then a not-yet is inscribed over all redemptive uni​son, there can only ensue that the end is for the time being represented by the just present moment, the universal and highest by the approxi​mately proximate. The bond of the consummate and redemptive bond​ing of man and the world is to begin with the neighbor and ever more only the neighbor, the well nigh-nighest [zuneichst der Nachste and immer wieder nur der Neichste, das zu-nachst Nachste]." 24 For Rosenzweig, love of the neighbor is not merely the first step on the path to redemption, the good deed that might help make the world a better place in some hypo​thetical future, but its realization now, the immanent production of its transcendental conditions. The nearness of the neighbor materializes the imminence of redemption, releasing the here and the now from the fetters of teleology in the infinitesimal calculus of proximity." […continues…] Lacan's repeated insistence on the "mystery" of Freud's utterance, "They love their delusions as they love themselves," suggests that he is in​trigued by Freud's claim to have found "the secret" of paranoia not only in terms of the hidden content it might reveal, but also as mystery, oc​clusion of knowledge. Freud is himself clearly interested in the original injunction's grammatical structure, its formal cadence, in which the par​allelism between neighbor and self prepares for his substitution of delusion for neighbor. But whereas both the original scriptural text and Freud's modifications of it in Draft H (and implicitly in the Project for a Scientific Psychology) seem to suggest the dialectical reciprocity and substitutabil​ity of their terms (whether between self and neighbor for the subject of the Levitical injunction, self and Nebenmensch for the normal neurotic, or self and delusion in the formula of paranoia), this apparent symmetry is misleading. The paranoid projection is not the result of a representa​tional or figurative act; on the contrary, it is precisely the tropological function of the as that the paranoiac rejects in loving his delusion as himself—as Lacan writes, "He literally loves it like himself." 62 In refusing to tolerate the proximity of the Nebenmensch, the paranoiac literalizes what should have been a figure according to the paternal imperative and fixates on a real neighbor, not as a trope of the Nebenmensch, but as the refusal to trope as such.63 We can map the structure of psychosis described by Freud and Lacan across the dual axes of political theology: on the one hand, we have seen how the symptoms of psychosis, especially in its paranoid manifesta​tions, tend to cluster along what we can think of as the horizontal axis defined by the imperative to love the neighbor. The vicious gossip and penetrating gaze of the neighbor become the site of overwhelming af‑fect—love, hate, and fear commingled in fragments of the social rela​tionship. On the other hand, the presence or absence of the primary sig​nifier of the symbolic order that Lacan calls "the Name-of-the-Father," the determining condition of psychosis, correlates with the vertical rela​tionship implied by the commandment to love God, the theological im​perative underlying the exceptional powers of sovereignty. In his read​ing of Racine's Athaliah, Lacan describes this signifier as the "quilting point" [le point de capiton] that organizes the symbolic structure of the play: "everything radiates out from and is organized around this signi​fier," which, in the paradigmatic case of Athaliah, is "fear," in the phrase "fear of God." Lacan writes that this signifier is "particularly ambiva​lent," easily shifting into its correlative divine affect, love; unlike the classical fear of the gods, "The fear of God . . . is the principle of wisdom and the foundation of the love of God. Moreover, this tradition is pre​cisely our own." 64 Lacan argues that we live in a world radically trans​formed by the advent of monotheism and the condensation in it of a pri​mal signifier that anchors us in a relationship with an exceptional God. And, according to Lacan, this has nothing to do with whether or not a particular individual believes: monotheism enacts a material and histor​ical break that is absolute and irrecusable and that structures subjectiv​ity thereafter. In Freud's discussion of the case of Daniel Paul Schreber, we see that for Dr. Schreber "love of God" in its most obscene literal form (the fantasy of being fucked by God) takes the place of his failed rela​tionship to the symbolic order and his inability to assume his position in it as judge. According to Lacan, it is significant that this failure, in Schreber's case and many others, occurs in the political sphere: Further still, the father's relation to this law [promulgated by the Name-of-the-Father] must be considered in itself, for one will find in it the reason for that paradox, by which the ravaging effects of the paternal figure are to be observed with particular frequency in cases where the father really has the function of a legislator or, at least has the up​per hand, whether in fact he is one of those fathers who makes the laws or whether he poses as the pillar of the faith, as a paragon of integrity and devotion, as virtuous or as a virtuoso, by serving a work of salvation, of whatever object or lack of object, of nation or of birth, of safeguard or salubrity, of legacy or legality, of the pure, the impure or of empire [du pur, du pire ou de l'empire], all ideals that provide him with all too many opportunities of being in a posture of undeserving, inadequacy, even of fraud, and, in short, of excluding the Name-of-the-Father from its position in the signifier.65 The signifier of the Father is "sovereign" in its rule over the subject pre​cisely insofar as it is the exception to the rules that govern the movement of signification. There is a point, at least hypothetically, when the sub​ject hovers between neurosis and psychosis, even perhaps a zero degree where "primal repression," the installation of the paternal signifier, and "foreclosure," the failure to install such a signifier, have not yet been dis​tinguished.66 And this is the point when the subject is called upon to de​cide whether primal repression or foreclosure will define the political economy of his or her psyche. Lacan poses the distinction between neurosis and psychosis as a ques​tion of love: "Where does the difference between someone who is psy​chotic and someone who isn't come from? It comes from the fact that for the psychotic a love relation that abolishes him as subject is possible insofar as it allows a radical heterogeneity of the Other. But this love is also a dead love." 67 Although the psychotic fails to separate himself from the other's signifiers, because of the unbearable intensity of the affect they arouse, it is this inability that at the same time enables him to ex​perience the Other in its purity, or "radical heterogeneity." Unlike the model of love for the dead neighbor that Kierkegaard presents as exem​plary of love, the psychotic's love is itself dead, petrified in the fullness of its encounter with the real Other. Whereas such an encounter with the absolute alterity of the neighbor is paradigmatic of ethics for Levi​nas, for Lacan it is neither ethical nor real love. Neurosis and psychosis represent two asymmetrical modes of the failure to love the neighbor: whereas the neurotic becomes an autonomous subject of desire in turn‑ing away from the impossibility of the command to love the neighbor, the psychotic fails to achieve subjectivity while succeeding in experi​encing the other as radically other, loving the neighbor not wisely, but too well. 
The possibility of becoming friend or becoming enemy establishes an ethic of politicization that generates psychotic violence and confusion.

Reinhard 05, Kenneth Reinhard, Associate Professor of English and Comparative Literature at UCLA, Toward a Political Theology of the Neighbor,” The Neighbor: Three Inquires in Political Theology, 2005, p. 18-21//MC

But the cost of this response is that he misses something real in it, what Lacan calls "the difficult way, love for one's neighbor." And if Freud "stops" at the thought of the consequences of his discovery of the obscenity of the law, it is with even greater hor​ror that he encounters the truth of the commandment to love the neigh​bor that he finds, Lacan suggests, in the same place. The position of the subject is precisely at the intersection of these two commandments to love, where they come together, forming an ethical pivot. If the subject is called to face one or the other, he or she nevertheless remains in the place determined by both. The neighbor (as what Freud had called in the Project for a Scientific Psychology the Nebenmensch) bears within it the "thing," the kernel of jouissance that is both foreign, strange, and unrecognizable in the other and intimate to me—the secret of my own traumatic drives. As Lacan writes, "we cannot avoid the formula that jouissance is evil. Freud leads us by the hand to this point: it is evil be​cause it involves the evil of the neighbor [le mal du prochain]."80 What troubles Freud in the injunction to love the neighbor is precisely the fact that it condenses his own most disturbing insights about the nature of the superego, both urging and prohibiting the violence of jouissance in a single utterance. For Freud, the neighbor materializes the fundamental antagonism both within and between the familial and the social, the "strangeness" that haunts the subject of practical reason. The antago​nism between the familial and the social is what inspires the project of converting the one into the other, but the antagonism that the neighbor deposits within each, as their negative intersection, prevents the success of any such translation. Familial desire does not precede and condition social responsibility, but vice versa: the response to the neighbor is not the sublation, but the cause of Oedipal love. At this point in his seminar, Lacan presents the problematic of neighbor-love as a double bind for which there is no clear solution. He suggests a modification of a classic Kantian test case of ethical reason to explain his sense of the situation. In Kant's example, we are asked to decide whether to obey a despot who demands that we testify falsely against someone who will be put to death because of our testimony, or be put to death ourselves for our disobedience. For Kant, it is clear that we must die rather than testify falsely, since the biblical law against false testimony constitutes a truly categorical imperative for practical reason (we cannot imagine, according to Kant, a coherent world that would ap​prove of false testimony). Lacan wonders how things are changed if it is a question not of perjury, but of presenting true testimony that will nev​ertheless condemn our fellow man, if, for example, "I am summoned to inform on my neighbor or my brother for activities that are prejudicial to the security of the state." Here, I am caught between two equally ur​gent duties, to love my neighbor and to support the general good repre​sented by national interests. But how is my decision affected by the fact that in testifying truthfully perhaps I am satisfying a desire, unconscious or not, to kill my neighbor? Or, perhaps even more disturbing, how do I calculate the possibility that being betrayed might be in accordance with my neighbor's jouissance? And I who stand here right now and bear witness to the idea that there is no law of the good except in evil and through evil, should I bear such witness? This Law makes my neighbor's jouissance the point on which, in bearing witness in this case, the mean​ing of my duty oscillates. Must I go toward my duty of truth insofar as it preserves the authentic place of my jouissance, even if it remains empty? Or must I resign myself to this lie, which, by making me substitute forcefully the good for the principle of my jouissance, commands me to blow alternatively hot and cold? Either I retreat from be​traying my neighbor [prochain] so as to spare my fellow man [semblable] or I shelter behind my fellow man so as to give up my own jouissance.81 To testify against the other, in the name of Truth, may indeed support my jouissance, which may include condemning my neighbor to death. But insofar as to do so would require that I speak from the place and in the name of the Law, I am thereby evacuating the conditions necessary to my jouissance, which can only be sustained by and as transgression. On the other hand, to refuse to testify, for the sake of saving the other person's life, is to treat him as my "fellow man," mon semblable, whose good (self-preservation, satisfaction of needs) I imagine in the mirror of my own ego. And this is to fail to encounter him as "my neighbor," mon prochain, whose jouissance I cannot presume to know and which I may in fact betray along with the moral law in not testifying against him. The subject of jouissance is in a deadlock from which the ethics of practical reason provides no escape. To be loyal to the paternal law is to betray the neighbor, and to encounter the neighbor who stands nakedly before me-is to give up on the conditions of sociality itself. This is the same paradox that emerges in any sustained encounter with Emmanuel Levinas's thinking, which has been the primary site re​cently for a renewed interest in ethical critical theory. For Levinas, ethics is based on my radically asymmetrical and nonreciprocal relationship to the other as the "neighbor" to whom I owe a debt that can never be amortized and for which I am unjustly persecuted. No one can take my place, assume my ethical burden, but I am called to assume the place of all others. Politics, on the other hand, is a relationship among equals, subjects equivalent to each other, each having the same rights and responsibilities, each intrinsically substitutable—this particular other's claim must be put in perspective by this other other's claim, and indeed by all others. Politics for Levinas is a question of distributive justice, and as such it implies a reciprocal and symmetrical relationship among fellow citizens. Although Levinas's work has been made into a theory of moral conscience for postcolonial and multicultural studies, the ethical basis for political criticism, the crucial point that is often passed over (in​deed, that Levinas himself seems to forget) is that there can be no rela​tionship between ethics and politics in Levinas's theory. This fundamen​tal disjunction between the conditions of ethics (and the neighbor) and politics (and the citizen, on the model of "fraternity") should preclude any attempt to draw political consequences from Levinas's theory of the neighbor.82 What is truly radical in Levinas's thought is precisely this im‑passe, the fact of the unbridgeable gap between ethics and politics: inso​far as ethics involves the encounter of the two of the neighbor and the self, it cannot conceive of the three, the symbolic representation and me​diation on which politics is based; ethics is inherently apolitical, must willfully ignore what would be fair or for the general good. To shift the other as neighbor into mediation with the other in the polis is precisely to give up on ethics; moreover, to try to bring politics to the immediate level of the singular face of the other, to see the other as a singularity, can only mean to give up on politics. Slavoj Zizek counters the political appropriation of Levinas by radicalizing his insight into the incommen​surability between politics and ethics, which he presents as the opposi​tion between justice and love: "Others are primordially an (ethically) in​different multitude, and love is a violent gesture of cutting into this multitude and privileging a One as the neighbor, thus introducing a rad​ical imbalance into the whole. In contrast to love, justice begins when I remember the faceless many left in shadow in this privileging of the One. Justice and love are thus structurally incompatible. . . . What this means is that the third is not secondary: it is always-already here, and the primordial ethical obligation is towards this Third who is not here in the face-to-face relationship." 83 Zizek argues that only by limiting our obligation to the singular other and shifting into the perspective of the political Other, the third, can we locate ethics on the grounds of the uni​versal, rather than one version or another of particularism. When we hold onto this insight, despite its inconvenience for the project of an ethical critical theory, we encounter what is truly radical in Levinas. This is also where his thought approaches Lacan's insight that there is no such thing as a sexual relationship, which, in its impossibility, is itself the very rock of the real. The political is the condition of the ethical, the only ground by which we can approach ethics, and not vice versa. The love of the neighbor cannot be generalized into a universal social love, but it is only from the perspective of the political in its radical nonrela​tionship with ethics that love as such can emerge: as I will argue below, the two can only be created by passing through the three. It is only when we understand the neighbor in Levinas in terms of the fundamental apo​ria of the ethical and the political in his thinking—an aporia that resists any attempt to appropriate either term for the service of the other—that we encounter the resources he provides for a political theology of the neighbor. 

Heg Turn

Liberalism is key to hegemony

Nash 6-Retired US Army Major General [William, “The ICC and the Deployment of U.S. Armed Forces”, 2006, http://www.amacad.org/publications/icc9.aspx]

Thus U.S. military power is more effectively employed when its actions are endorsed as consistent with international norms and broadly shared objectives and when U.S. forces act in coalition and in conjunction with nations and institutions that undertake political, social, and economic efforts. Securing international support, while not determining, has become increasingly important for advancing U.S. security interests. The overwhelming vote against the U.S. proposal to allow states to shelter their nationals form the ICC shows that most nations, including some of the strongest allies of the United States, recoil at what they perceive as an open display of U.S. exceptionalism. This perception is dangerous. Over the long term, it undermines the capacity of the United States to lead. The ICC unfortunately is not the only issue fueling this perception. But because it goes to the heart of accountability international norms and because it is the first new international security institution in decades, it is a particularly resonant issue by which to measure U.S. attitude toward global leadership. This places a heavy burden on opponents of the ICC to demonstrate why it is not in U.S. interests to join the Court. The United States does not conduct coalition operations because it could not achieve its military objectives without the assistance of other nations. Put bluntly, the United States can accomplish virtually any strictly military task it is ordered to carry out. Rather, the United States works in partnership with others to accomplish a variety of objectives-and political objectives are at the forefront. Leading coalitions can be trying, time-consuming, and resource intensive. The associated costs and uncertainties cannot be predicted. But leadership of the United States, and its ability to sustain its credibility and effectiveness as a leader in the twenty-first century, hinges in no small part on its willingness to lead with and through other nations. In addition, the ICC is the first security-related international institution since the United Nations. U.S. absence from the Court would be a significant and supremely isolating act. It will underscore U.S. ambivalence about joining in collective efforts and institutions to enhance security, an attitude that, however reasonably presented, weakens the claim of the United States to international leadership. Other nations increasingly question the intentions of a leading power that appears willing to lead exclusively on its own terms. The United States loses leverage and credibility by fueling impressions that its cooperation in international politics requires an exemption from the rules. From a purely pragmatic standpoint, the United States can do more to advance national interests (and the interests of U.S. servicemembers) by signing the Treaty than it could by continuing to -oppose the ICC. To no small degree, the Court's efficacy and impact will hinge on the appointment of capable, fair, and apolitical officials. The United States has everything to gain from helping to choose those individuals. The United States will be in a better position to ensure an appropriate U.N. Security Council role regarding the definition of aggression if ever the Assembly of States Parties were to entertain discussions on that contentious issue. Ignoring the Court accomplishes little. It seems, on balance, prudent to sign the Treaty. The United States has lost much of the moral high ground in the effort to shape the ICC. While much time can be spent lamenting U.S. actions and rhetoric before, during, and after the Rome Conference, the future offers the only possibility for change. The sources of military concern are understandable, but they hinge on a need to believe the absolute worst of an institution and a process instead of on a commitment to ensure that it works as intended. Moreover, by trumpeting its uniqueness and appearing to demand special treatment, the United States corrodes its own power and authority.
Extinction

Barnett 11-Professor of Warfare Analysis @ the US Naval War College [Thomas, “The New Rules: Leadership Fatigue Puts U.S., and Globalization, at Crossroads,” 3/7/2011, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/8099/the-new-rules-leadership-fatigue-puts-u-s-and-globalization-at-crossroads]

 

Events in Libya are a further reminder for Americans that we stand at a crossroads in our continuing evolution as the world's sole full-service superpower. Unfortunately, we are increasingly seeking change without cost, and shirking from risk because we are tired of the responsibility. We don't know who we are anymore, and our president is a big part of that problem. Instead of leading us, he explains to us. Barack Obama would have us believe that he is practicing strategic patience. But many experts and ordinary citizens alike have concluded that he is actually beset by strategic incoherence -- in effect, a man overmatched by the job. It is worth first examining the larger picture: We live in a time of arguably the greatest structural change in the global order yet endured, with this historical moment's most amazing feature being its relative and absolute lack of mass violence. That is something to consider when Americans contemplate military intervention in Libya, because if we do take the step to prevent larger-scale killing by engaging in some killing of our own, we will not be adding to some fantastically imagined global death count stemming from the ongoing "megalomania" and "evil" of American "empire." We'll be engaging in the same sort of system-administering activity that has marked our stunningly successful stewardship of global order since World War II.  Let me be more blunt: As the guardian of globalization, the U.S. military has been the greatest force for peace the world has ever known. Had America been removed from the global dynamics that governed the 20th century, the mass murder never would have ended. Indeed, it's entirely conceivable there would now beno identifiable human civilization left, once nuclear weapons entered the killing equation.  But the world did not keep sliding down that path of perpetual war. Instead, America stepped up and changed everything by ushering in our now-perpetual great-power peace. We introduced the international liberal trade order known as globalization and played loyal Leviathan over its spread.What resulted was the collapse of empires, an explosion of democracy, the persistent spread of human rights, the liberation of women, the doubling of life expectancy, a roughly 10-fold increase in adjusted global GDP and a profound and persistent reduction in battle deaths from state-based conflicts.

Liberalism Good

Default to a liberal perspective, even Schmitt concedes movement has priority over substance

Botwinick 5-PhD in Political Philosophy @ Princeton [Aryeh, “Same/Other versus Friend/Enemy: Levinas contra Schmitt,” Telos Press, pg. 60]
In what from a liberal perspective must appear as the very perversity and wrong-headedness of his stance, Schmitt unwittingly confirms liberalism: that movement (what is enshrined in the notion of procedure) has priority over substance. As I suggested earlier, one way of making sense of Schmitt's understanding of the political as a decisionistic leap pursuant to the collective delineation of and psychological mobilization for doing combat with an enemy is by following the skeptical nominalistic and conventionalistic premises that he shares with liberalism. If the relationship between words and things (theory and fact) is as underdetermined as nominalism and conventionalism stipulate, then the triumph of skepticism gets figured as an irrational leap (a baptism through fire, or at least the readiness to enter the fire) which becomes the hallmark of the political. I have argued how the most coherent reconstruction of liberal thought high- lights how at this point it makes a detour. In order to remain consistent, skepticism must be reformulated as a generalized agnosticism which dis- enchants the inverted certainty attendant to full-fledged skepticism and legitimates deferral and “procedure” (the endless deferral encoded in the priority assigned to “procedure”) as the constitutive categories in the formation and maintenance of the state. The way that Schmitt inadvertently attests to the validity of liberal understandings is that in his rejection of a generalized agnosticism, he becomes a gnostic. “He affirms the political [in his sense] because he realizes that when the political is threatened, the seriousness of life is threatened.”1° There is no middle ground for Schmitt. When he rejects a generalized agnosticism, he does not move to some middle ground between not knowing with certainty (but still claim- ing to know) and passionately knowing. His very arguments that establish his jettisoning of a generalized agnosticism are the ones that communicate to us his intoxication with the certainty born of passionate commitment. Schmitt thereby unconsciously dramatizes for us a teaching that is central to the priority that liberalism assigns to procedure: that the movement is all - whether for good or for evil.

Liberalism is the best middle ground between Schmitt’s enemy category and friend category, opening space to make ethics relevant

Botwinick 5-PhD in Political Philosophy @ Princeton [Aryeh, “Same/Other versus Friend/Enemy: Levinas contra Schmitt,” Telos Press, pg. 50]
In contradistinction to Schmitt, in liberalism which in key respects is the political theory of empiricism just as empiricism can be read as the epistemology of liberalism, the category of enemy is not primary - but neither is the category of friend in a direct, literal sense. The silent other posited by the category of friend in liberal thought is not enemy - but self What limits the category of friend in liberal theorizing is not the adversarial category of enemy - but the ontologically prior category of self If one cannot securely get to the self in liberalism - how can one get to a friend? And enemy seems at least equally remote. The epistemological slack attendant to the categories of “self,” “friend,” and “enemy” in liberalism is suggestive of a philosophical opportunity that has Levinasian resonances. If epistemology cannot secure its own ground, perhaps this can be regarded as a tacit invitation to invoke and explore ethical categories as a means for mapping the terrain of the self and the other and their sustainable patterns of interrelationship. Perhaps ethics can become relevant (if not primary) by default - as a result of theorizing the simultaneous non-negotiability and unexitability of epistemology. The imperative for action in the face of unconsummated and unconsummable thought leads us to ethics. Everything from the “self’ on upward to “friend” and “enemy” is a charitable posit. Liberalism harbors the promise that we can begin to deploy and manipulate these charitable posits in ways that nurture the consensual moral judgments of humankind over the centuries and that are epitomized in the values of life and peace.
Schmitt’s philosophy is empirically wrong—wars waged in the name of liberal humanitarianism have been far less bloody.

Brown 07-Professsor of International Relations and Governor of the International Relations Department @ the London School of Economics [Chris, Writing in The international political thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror Liberal War and the Crisis of Global Order pg. 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.

Schmitt’s focus on how states appropriate humanitarian intervention to their own ends misses the point--humanitarian intervention is empirically successful at stopping violence.

Brown 07-Professsor of International Relations and Governor of the International Relations Department @ the London School of Economics [Chris, 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 is no longer viable—the main problems in the world are global and 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.

Liberalism Solves War

Liberalism, global trade, and mutual security relationships solve global war 

Deudney and Ikenberry 9-*Professor of Political Science at Johns Hopkins, **Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University [Daniel, John, Jan/Feb, 2009, Foreign Affairs, “The Myth of the Autocratic Revival :Why Liberal Democracy Will Prevail,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/63721/daniel-deudney-and-g-john-ikenberry/the-myth-of-the-autocratic-revival, DKP]

This bleak outlook is based on an exaggeration of recent developments and ignores powerful countervailing factors and forces. Indeed, contrary to what the revivalists describe, the most striking features of the contemporary international landscape are the intensification of economic globalization, thickening institutions, and shared problems of interdependence. The overall structure of the international system today is quite unlike that of the nineteenth century. Compared to older orders, the contemporary liberal-centered international order provides a set of constraints and opportunities-of pushes and pulls-that reduce the likelihood of severe conflict while creating strong imperatives for cooperative problem solving. Those invoking the nineteenth century as a model for the twenty-first also fail to acknowledge the extent to which war as a path to conflict resolution and great-power expansion has become largely obsolete. Most important, nuclear weapons have transformed great-power war from a routine feature of international politics into an exercise in national suicide. With all of the great powers possessing nuclear weapons and ample means to rapidly expand their deterrent forces, warfare among these states has truly become an option of last resort. The prospect of such great losses has instilled in the great powers a level of caution and restraint that effectively precludes major revisionist efforts. Furthermore, the diffusion of small arms and the near universality of nationalism have severely limited the ability of great powers to conquer and occupy territory inhabited by resisting populations (as Algeria, Vietnam, Afghanistan, and now Iraq have demonstrated). Unlike during the days of empire building in the nineteenth century, states today cannot translate great asymmetries of power into effective territorial control; at most, they can hope for loose hegemonic relationships that require them to give something in return. Also unlike in the nineteenth century, today the density of trade, investment, and production networks across international borders raises even more the costs of war. A Chinese invasion of Taiwan, to take one of the most plausible cases of a future interstate war, would pose for the Chinese communist regime daunting economic costs, both domestic and international. Taken together, these changes in the economy of violence mean that the international system is far more primed for peace than the autocratic revivalists acknowledge. The autocratic revival thesis neglects other key features of the international system as well. In the nineteenth century, rising states faced an international environment in which they could reasonably expect to translate their growing clout into geopolitical changes that would benefit themselves. But in the twenty-first century, the status quo is much more difficult to overturn. Simple comparisons between China and the United States with regard to aggregate economic size and capability do not reflect the fact that the United States does not stand alone but rather is the head of a coalition of liberal capitalist states in Europe and East Asia whose aggregate assets far exceed those of China or even of a coalition of autocratic states. Moreover, potentially revisionist autocratic states, most notably China and Russia, are already substantial players and stakeholders in an ensemble of global institutions that make up the status quo, not least the un Security Council (in which they have permanent seats and veto power). Many other global institutions, such as the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank, are configured in such a way that rising states can increase their voice only by buying into the institutions. The pathway to modernity for rising states is not outside and against the status quo but rather inside and through the flexible and accommodating institutions of the liberal international order. The fact that these autocracies are capitalist has profound implications for the nature of their international interests that point toward integration and accommodation in the future. The domestic viability of these regimes hinges on their ability to sustain high economic growth rates, which in turn is crucially dependent on international trade and investment; today's autocracies may be illiberal, but they remain fundamentally dependent on a liberal international capitalist system. It is not surprising that China made major domestic changes in order to join the WTO or that Russia is seeking to do so now. The dependence of autocratic capitalist states on foreign trade and investment means that they have a fundamental interest in maintaining an open, rule-based economic system. (Although these autocratic states do pursue bilateral trade and investment deals, particularly in energy and raw materials, this does not obviate their more basic dependence on and commitment to the wto order.) In the case of China, because of its extensive dependence on industrial exports, the wto may act as a vital bulwark against protectionist tendencies in importing states. Given their position in this system, which so serves their interests, the autocratic states are unlikely to become champions of an alternative global or regional economic order, let alone spoilers intent on seriously damaging the existing one. The prospects for revisionist behavior on the part of the capitalist autocracies are further reduced by the large and growing social net- works across international borders. Not only have these states joined the world economy, but their people - particularly upwardly mobile and educated elites - have increasingly joined the world community. In large and growing numbers, citizens of autocratic capitalist states are participating in a sprawling array of transnational educational, business, and avocational networks. As individuals are socialized into the values and orientations of these networks, stark "us versus them" cleavages become more difficult to generate and sustain. As the Harvard political scientist Alastair Iain Johnston has argued, China's ruling elite has also been socialized, as its foreign policy establishment has internalized the norms and practices of the international diplomatic community. China, far from cultivating causes for territorial dispute with its neighbors, has instead sought to resolve numerous historically inherited border conflicts, acting like a satisfied status quo state. These social and diplomatic processes and developments suggest that there are strong tendencies toward normalization operating here. Finally, there is an emerging set of global problems stemming from industrialism and economic globalization that will create common interests across states regardless of regime type. Autocratic China is as dependent on imported oil as are democratic Europe, India, Japan, and the United States, suggesting an alignment of interests against petroleum-exporting autocracies, such as Iran and Russia. These states share a common interest in price stability and supply security that could form the basis for a revitalization of the International Energy Agency, the consumer association created during the oil turmoil of the 1970s. The emergence of global warming and climate change as significant problems also suggests possibilities for alignments and cooperative ventures cutting across the autocratic-democratic divide. Like the United States, China is not only a major contributor to greenhouse gas accumulation but also likely to be a major victim of climate-induced desertification and coastal flooding. Its rapid industrialization and consequent pollution means that China, like other developed countries, will increasingly need to import technologies and innovative solutions for environmental management. Resource scarcity and environmental deterioration pose global threats that no state will be able to solve alone, thus placing a further premium on political integration and cooperative institution building. Analogies between the nineteenth century and the twenty-first are based on a severe mischaracterization of the actual conditions of the new era. The declining utility of war, the thickening of international transactions and institutions, and emerging resource and environmental interdependencies together undercut scenarios of international conflict and instability based on autocratic-democratic rivalry and autocratic revisionism. In fact, the conditions of the twenty-first century point to the renewed value of international integration and cooperation.
Permutation

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

Roach 05-Professor of Government and International Affairs @ the University of South Florida [Stephen, Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, “Decisionism and Humanitarian Intervention: Reinterpreting Carl Schmitt and the Global Political Order,” October 2005]

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 emergen- cies, 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. 

Perm – the argument that friend/enemy distinctions exclusively define the political justifies 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 andof 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.

The perm solves – liberalism must be challenged from within

Prozorov, 06 Research Fellow at the Department of Political and Economic Studies at the University of Helsinki (Sergei, “Liberal Enmity: The Figure of the Foe in the Political Ontology of Liberalism”, Millennium Journal of International Studies 35: 75, Sage SW)

Schmitt’s own critique of liberalism arguably proceeds from the same assumption of the irreducibly heterogeneous character of the liberal discourse, which historically has been both internally fragmented and intertwined ‘with nonliberal elements and ideas’.9 For Schmitt, liberalism is a complex constellation of such principles as individualism, humanitarianism, cosmopolitanism, rationalism, progressivism and parliamentarism, whose combination produces a radical negation of the political, a negation that itself is an intensely political act.10 This foundational negation renders liberalism inherently aporetic, particularly because its ‘globalisation’ as a mode of government, whose beginning Schmitt witnessed in his lifetime, increasingly leads it to encounter its Other(s) that cannot be subsumed under its principles. It is precisely in the relation of liberalism with that which is exterior to it that the problematic of enmity emerges as a fruitful site for inquiring into the fundamental aporias of liberal political ontology. In this focus on aporias, we necessarily approach liberalism from the perspective of its critics as a discourse that is already problematised.11 Yet, although critical in the Kantian sense, our approach should not be read as a reduction of diverse strands of liberalism to any single ‘straw figure’, let alone an endorsement of any version of ‘anti-liberalism’ as a remedy to the liberal politics of enmity. Rather than being mere defects of inconsistency, the ontological aporias of liberalism account for its internal heterogeneity and auto-critical potential as well as for its permanent return to its foundational problematics that simultaneously function as its problematic foundations.12 The critical perspective must therefore always be inherent in liberalism itself, insofar as its foundations are never stabilised. Thus, the Schmittian approach of this article does not constitute a positive term in the binary opposition of liberalism and realism but rather functions as a deconstructive supplement of liberalism that disrupts the operation of this opposition through an immanent problematisation of the aporetic ontology of liberalism.

Realism Good
The antagonistic approach of liberal realism is net better than enmity. 

Williams 05, Michael C. Williams, Professor of International Politics at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth, The Realist Tradition and the Limits of International Relations, 2005, p. 104-107//MC

Morgenthau and the liberal tradition The sophisticated and radical (or perhaps reactionary) critique of liberalism and form of realpolitik articulated by Schmitt was a key element of the context in which Morgenthau’s political Realism developed. Rather than following these concerns down an anti-liberal path, however, Morgenthau attempts to provide a reconstruction of liberal politics which takes account of the profound criticisms to which liberalism had been subjected. This project underlies his vision of political Realism and is essential in understanding his legacy for International Relations theory. Morgenthau’s critique of liberalism – most fully developed in Scientific Man Versus Power Politics – unfolds through an examination of three different variants of liberal thought. The first, in which the historical triumph of classical liberalism is intertwined with rationalist philosophy and an objectivist vision of science, Morgenthau finds theoretically unconvincing and politically misleading. However, like itsWeimar critics – including Schmitt – he is convinced that it is essential to grasp the historical genesis of this view in order to understand the influence that rationalism and claims concerning scientific knowledge continue to exert on contemporary attempts to comprehend political life. The second view, which he terms ‘decadent’ liberalism, emerges as a reaction against the inadequacies of classical liberal theory and conceives a relativistic politics of tolerance as the foundation for liberal politics. Interestingly, and importantly, while Morgenthau sees this vision of liberalism as most intellectually adequate, he finds it to be the most politically obtuse. Again, Weimar critiques of liberalism loom large in this position. The third, most complex and misunderstood, vision is that of a tragic or agonistic liberalism, deeply indebted to the thinking of Max Weber, that Morgenthau ultimately identifies with political Realism. In this vision, a liberal polity must be self-consciously created in the context of a clear understanding of the relationship between constructions of knowledge and constructions of politics, and the inescapability of power and ‘evil’ in politics. continues… If part of Morgenthau’s goal, as outlined above, was to understand the role which the inadequacies of liberal constructions of the political realm played in this disaster, the second aspect of his thought involves an attempt to understand how it might be countered. As is well known, Morgenthau saw it as his mission to educate the United States – the quintessentially liberal society, in his view – about the limits and dangers of an uncritical liberalism. The struggle over the relationship between knowledge and politics in this often na¨ıve political culture, which Morgenthau now viewed as the great global hope as well as the embattled and endangered bastion of a liberal politics, was one of the vital intellectual and political struggles of the time.57 To this end, he sought to provide an understanding of political life which would provide a realistic vision of the conditions under which a liberal order might be created and maintained. One of the clearest illustrations of this commitment can be found in his concept of ‘politics’ itself, an attempt to both confront and overcome the consequences of Schmitt’s concept of the political. The ‘politics’ of Realism It is clear that Morgenthau’s assessment of liberalism was deeply influenced by the critiques of liberal democracy current inWeimar, and particularly by the position of Schmitt. But it is equally clear that he seeks to counter these attacks via a reconstruction of the liberal position. His assault on liberalism emphasised that its opponents embraced a political rationality which was extremely powerful, extremely destructive, and toward which the prevailing responses of the liberal tradition – both intellectual and practical – were conspicuously weak. In response, Morgenthau’s Realism represents an attempt to provide a reconstructed political liberalism viable for and in the modern world. To indicate how he attempts to do so, I propose to look in some detail at his conception of politics itself.58 The concept of politics may seem a particularly unpromising point from which to argue for a reassessment of Morgenthau’s Realism, for however diverse the positions in contemporary International Relations may be there is almost universal agreement that one of the greatest weaknesses of his thinking (and that of immediately post-war Realism in general) lies in its remarkably narrow understanding of politics. Indeed, while liberal institutionalists,59 social constructivists,60 historical sociologists, 61 political economists,62 and even ‘neoclassical’ Realists63 may diverge widely on the nature of Realism and its place in the future development of International Relations theory, they are largely united in the conviction that a concern with political economy, the impact of domestic structures, or the influence of culture and identity, all appear remarkably marginal (or at best inadequately developed and unsystematically theorised) within ‘classical’ Realism, and that a broader, more sociologically and institutionally rigorous theory of the structure, dynamics, and multiple determinants of ‘politics’ at the domestic level is essential for the further development of International Relations theory, whether ‘Realist’ or not. Explanations of the narrowness of classical Realism’s understanding of politics abound in discussions of International Relations, and form a key element in accounts of the evolution of the field. Most commonly, this narrowness is traced to the historical conditions of Realism’s ascendance, particularly to the dominance of ‘high politics’, diplomacy, and military conflict at the conclusion of the SecondWorldWar and the onset of the ColdWar.64 Under these conditions, it is argued, Realism’s narrow vision of political relations is comprehensible, if ultimately unsatisfactory. To still others, classical Realism’s concern with human nature – in particular its concern with an elemental lust for power – overwhelmed any sustained concern with social and historical trajectories and the importance of political structures.65 From yet another perspective, the assumption of the state as a unitary rational actor precluded by analytic fiat the need to enquire more deeply into the complexities of state structure, domestic preferences, and action,66 while still other accounts locate its origins in Realism’s uncritical adoption of the classical liberal divide between politics and economics.67 Whatever the explanation, however, the narrowness of the classical Realist vision of politics is seen as a symbol of its limited theoretical bases and utility, and the evolution of the field of International Relations is again presented as a process of moving beyond these limits toward a more sophisticated theory of international politics. There is little doubt that Morgenthau proposes a very constricted vision of politics. In Politics among Nations, for example, he argues that ‘a nation is not normally engaged in international politics when it concludes an extradition treaty with another nation, when it exchanges goods and services with other nations, when it cooperates with another nation in providing relief from natural catastrophes, and when it promotes the distribution of cultural achievements throughout the world’.68 Such an unambiguous statement seems only to confirm suspicions concerning the narrowness of the Realist vision and its obvious – and increasing – inadequacy as a basis for thinking about world politics. Yet, when seen in light of Morgenthau’s intellectual background, such dismissals begin to look suspiciously easy, and the narrowness of the Realist vision of politics ceases to be an obvious point of criticism and becomes instead an intriguing question: why would a sophisticated thinker like Morgenthau propound such a narrow and (on the surface) obviously simplistic understanding of politics as the basis for a Realist theory of politics and International Relations? I would like to suggest that Morgenthau’s narrowing of the political sphere is neither an oversight nor a result of a lack of analytic sophistication. Rather than ignoring the obvious breadth of political life or the complexity of the concept of ‘the political’,69 the limited conception of politics is part of a sophisticated intellectual strategy seeking to address the centrality of power in politics without reducing politics to an undifferentiated sphere of violence, to distinguish legitimate forms of political power, to insulate the political sphere fromphysical violence, and to discern the social structures which such a strategy requires to be successful.

Schmitt’s theory is reductionist. The political should embrace plural entities with democratic institutions. 

Williams 05, Michael C. Williams, Professor of International Politics at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth, The Realist Tradition and the Limits of International Relations, 2005, p. 111-117//MC

The Weberian legacy At the heart of Morgenthau’s conception of politics lies a reworking of Weber’s liberalism,78 and a recognition and attempt to counter the power of Schmitt’s transformation of this legacy into his deeply conflictual concept of the political.79 In the context of Morgenthau’s understanding of politics, this Weberian legacy has two related aspects: a methodological stance and a philosophical vision of the specificity of politics as a sphere of social life. Each – and the less well-recognised relationship between them – is central in understanding the limited and specific vision of politics in his Realism. When placed in these contexts, Morgenthau’s Realist concept of ‘politics’ and the remarkably narrow definition of political phenomena which he develops emerge as sophisticated and self-conscious attempts to deal with the relationship between politics, power, and violence. His goal is to construct an understanding of politics that, while continuing to recognise its Schmittian dimensions, can avoid reducing politics to a relation of enmity, and that can provide a justification of a public sphere of engagement and potential mediation of differences as a core dimension of politics itself. The most straightforward element of this limitation lies in the influence that Weber’s philosophy of social science had upon Morgenthau. Weber’s method of ideal-types had sought to provide a means of classifying different social spheres according to their specific logics. By distinguishing these spheres (as ideal-types) the analyst can abstract specific logics of action from the totality of social life, and then examine how they struggle, interpenetrate and fuse in the production of concrete practices, as, for example, in Weber’s classic analysis of the role of radical Protestant morals and aesthetics in the rise of the economic logic of capitalism.80 The influence of this view on Morgenthau is obvious; as he puts it, ‘Intellectually, the political realist maintains the autonomy of the political sphere, as the economist, the lawyer, the moralist maintain theirs. He thinks in terms of interest defined as power, as the economist  thinks in terms of interest defined as wealth; the lawyer of the conformity of action with legal rules . . . the political realist asks“ How does this policy affect the power of the nation?” (Or of the federal government, of Congress, of the party, of agriculture, as the case may be).’81 Part of the narrowness of the concept of politics is, therefore, an analytic device: an attempt to specify politics as an ideal-type as referring particularly to structures of governance. Yet it is clear that this designation alone is not enough to account for the conceptual specificity of politics or its delineation as an autonomous sphere. If the focus of the political Realist is on how a particular policy increases, for example, the ‘power of agriculture’, there is no exclusive connection between this and governmental structures. Nor is it clear why this ‘political’ sphere should be separated from, for example, cultural spheres that support particular interests: for instance, a belief in the importance of rural agriculture in maintaining national identity. Once again, the defining concept of the political Realist – interest defined in terms of power – seems strangely amorphous and ill-defined. It seemingly applies to almost any actor, any interest, any form of power, in any given sphere. It either depends on a content that is smuggled in after the definition (interest as the ‘national’ interest, or power as ‘governmental’ power), or is completely lacking in content. Coming to terms fully with the specificity of ‘politics’ requires a further appreciation of how the roots of this concept lie not in Weber’s methodology, but in his political philosophy, and the Nietzschean roots of that philosophy.82 Weber begins from the postulate of value pluralism: there are no transcendental standards that can provide a ground for conduct, and in modernity individuals are left only with the choice between warring ‘gods and demons’.83 In this disenchanted context, all value choices and the actions that follow from them are inescapably ‘political’ in the sense that they involve claims about values that are irresolvable by appeal to a transcendent authority, and thus inevitably carry with them the possibility of contestation and conflict with competing visions. But as MarkWarren has insightfully argued, this does not mean that Weber collapses into a facile relativism or into a vision of politics as pure violence. As he puts it: Viewed negatively, politics is essentially ‘struggle’(Weber 1978a, 1414), the ‘striving to share power or striving to influence the distribution of power, either among states or among groups within a state’ (Weber 1946, 78). Viewed positively, however, politics involves relating individual value rationalities to group choices, implying that recognition of persons together with processes of discussion, argumentation, and consensus lie behind exercises of power. Political actions are a distinctively human kind of social action: they combine instrumental and value rationality, and thus develop and express whatWeber conceives as the human potential for teleological action and self-determination.84 Politics is thus identified by its specific duality: an indeterminacy that makes it at one and the same time a realm of power and inevitable struggle, and a realm of openness and self-determination. ForWeber, the maximisation of the positive potential entailed by this value relativity required a differentiation and separation of value spheres at both the conceptual and the social levels.To quoteWarren oncemore:‘Weber does not seek one set of value criteria to ground all others because he sees cultural progress in the differentiation of value spheres, none of which are primary and each of which has its own distinctive kind of rationality and criteria or propriety. This is true for economics, aesthetics, erotic life, language, intellectual life, social life, and so on. Each sphere is necessary for a fully human life, and it would be inappropriate to universalize the standards of one sphere to all others. One does not judge art by logical consistency, love by utility, or righteousness by efficiency.’85 This is, as he nicely summarises it, a ‘politicized neo-Kantian liberalism’:86 adopting Kant’s differentiation of spheres of knowledge (the empirical, the aesthetic, the moral), but rather than grounding them transcendentally, legitimates these categorical distinctions politically and ethically in terms of the possibilities of human freedom, and consequentially in terms of social differentiation that will allow the maximisation of that freedom. Seen in light of this Weberian heritage, the specificity of politics in Morgenthau’s Realism becomes clearer. Power and struggle are intrinsic to human life. Politics is the sphere of contest over the determination of values and wills; an undetermined realm in which the struggle for power and domination is pure (without content) and thus potentially limitless. The specificity of the political sphere thus lies in power as an interest in itself. Politics, as an autonomous sphere, has no intrinsic object of interest; it is literally lacking in any concrete ‘interest’ except the pursuit of power. This indeterminacy stands in contrast to other social spheres that possess concrete interests, forms of power, and limits that politics does not; for example, the economic sphere has a specific logic of interest (material gain) and a dominant form of power (control over material resources) that define its operation and give it a particular set of limits. Paradoxically, it is the unlimited nature of politics that is the basis of its conceptual specificity, and the basis of the distinction between the political sphere and other social spheres.87 Politics, in principle, has no limits – it lacks defined objects of interest or resources of power. Its limits lie only in the confrontation between divergent wills, interests, and the forms of power they can wield. To return to Morgenthau’s illustration of ‘non-political’ issues cited earlier, both legal (extradition) and trade relations are not ‘political’ because they are conducted within largely shared and settled structures of agreement on the appropriate norms, rules, and procedures. The ‘political’ struggle for power – the struggle over foundational principles, values, etc. – does not prevail in these relations (unless one actor is explicitly using them to these ends). By contrast, since it has no specific object to govern its interests or its potential forms of power, ‘politics’ is an almost limitless field of struggle and domination. And as Morgenthau repeatedly makes clear, the conceptual specificity of ‘politics’ applies across all political realms; at this level, there is no fundamental distinction between domestic and international politics. The primary difference between the two lies in the social resources – institutional and ideational – available for the limitation of the negative logic of politics, and the exploitation of its positive capacities. As he puts it, ‘The essence of international politics is identical with its domestic counterpart’, a symmetry ‘modified only by the different conditions under which this struggle takes place in the domestic and the international spheres’.88 This recognition allows us to make sense of Morgenthau’s claim that as an ideal-type purely ‘political’ man would be a ‘beast’: as a sphere without content or limits, politics is potentially a remarkably destructive dimension of human action.89 Yet at the same time, politics is the protean centre of social life, and Morgenthau views the indeterminacy of politics as a potentially positive phenomenon, representing the possibility of change, and as a core principle of democracy. As he characterised this ethic in direct contrast to that of Nazism: ‘The doctrine of democracy starts with the assumption that all citizens are potentially capable of arriving at the right political decision and that, consequently, nobody has a monopoly of political wisdom to which, at least potentially, the others would not have access . . . Philosophic relativism, political pluralism, the protection of minorities of all kinds and with respect to all kinds of activities are therefore the earmarks of democratic theory and practice.’90 The limitless nature of politics is thus the source of both its perils and its possibilities.91 Morgenthau consistently argues for the delineation (though not exclusion) of the realm of politics from other social realms, particularly the economic and the moral. In particular, the idea that the capacity for authoritative decision and the determination of substantive values, and the ability ultimately to uphold that capacity (both internally and externally) in a life and death struggle if necessary, defines his understanding of political differentiation and thus of relations between political orders.92 But decision does not necessarily entail enmity, and politics is not exclusively defined and determined by a violent and amoral logic of friendship and enmity.93 The essential emptiness of politics also represents its promise and positive potential. The quest for power without a fixed interest leaves those interests open to transformation and revision, and is thus the condition of change and progress. As a realm without a fixed interest, politics becomes the sphere of activity uniquely concerned with the consideration, generation, and transformation of common interests and understandings: the sphere where the fundamental meanings and values of social life are contested and determined. The lack of fixed understandings of the good and the true is the condition of modern politics, and the basis of its distinctiveness as a realm of freedom, creativity, and change. Politics is an extraordinarily dangerous sphere. By understanding its essence – its narrow conceptual specificity – it is possible to see the logic of political conflict, and the possibilities for its amelioration. ‘Political’ conflict cannot be reduced to conflicts of material interest and calculation. 94 It is farmore fundamental; indeed elemental. Rather than wishing away this conflict, it is necessary to recognise its nature and attempt to exploit its positive potential. And it is here that the importance of limits in Realism becomes clearer. The process of conceptual limitation is linked to political practices of limitation. Far from precluding a broad analysis of political life, the narrow definition of politics becomes the foundation of a sophisticated sociological and institutional analysis, in which a limited conception of politics is deployed in an attempt to constrain the destructive capacities of the logic of ‘politics’, while retaining its possibilities for creativity. This requires discerning the structures and practices that support this goal, identifying those that are lacking, and developing a strategy to maximise the promise of politics and limit its perils.95

Realism Good

Realism solves enmity best. It allows us to understand different entities through limitations and balances of power. 

Williams 05, Michael C. Williams, Professor of International Politics at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth, The Realist Tradition and the Limits of International Relations, 2005, p. 118-121//MC

A strategy of limits Morgenthau’s Realist strategy of limitation develops along three dimensions. First, he defines politics and political power as separate from other forms of power, particularly physical violence. This provides the basis for a limitation on the legitimate use of violence within the sphere of domestic politics. Second, he seeks to foster the development of other social spheres whose forms of interest and power can balance those of politics, minimising the attraction of its violent potential and counteracting its capacities. Third, he attempts to insulate these spheres from each other. The spheres of morality, law, and economics must be insulated against the intrusion of the logic of limitless domination characteristic of politics, while the openness of the political sphere must be defended against its subsumption within these other spheres. In actuality, these structures and strategies of limitation will always be partial, and political practice will always involve the interpenetration of different spheres and the struggle between them. But this interpenetration must always take place against the background of their basic separation, a separation which is essential for the operation of an ethical and balanced political order. Morgenthau’s thinking clearly bears the marks of his engagement with Schmitt: his understanding of politics as an undetermined realm of pure will reflects a similar position (and Nietzschean–Weberian heritage) on the specificity of ‘politics’, and he shares the view that the essence of sovereignty lies in the capacity for decision.96 However, the most important element of this relationship lies in the way that Schmitt’s concept of the political provides a key position against which Morgenthau’s own understanding of a limited politics emerges.97 The limited vision of politics can, in fact, be seen as a direct attempt to counter the Schmittian logic of enmity at both the conceptual and the social levels, and to avoid the radical realpolitik that is one potential outcome of the specific concept of politics he adopts. As noted earlier, Morgenthau views democracy as based on the claim that there is no fixed idea of the right or the good, and that this openness is, paradoxically, itself the principle of democracy. Democracy, he asserts outright, is based on a ‘relativistic philosophy’ and a ‘relativistic ethos’ which is paradoxically protected by ‘certain absolute objective principles which legitimize majority rule but are not subject to change by it’.98 While decision maybe the essence of sovereignty, the indeterminacy that is the essence of politics is the principle of democratic sovereignty. This indeterminacy itself must be a value to be defended if it is to survive, and this may require the application of violence. But the only legitimate exercise of violence is in support of the principled openness that is the essence of politics.99 This is the paradoxical role of the state, and the limit of its legitimate exercise of violence.100 The capacity for coercion may be important (indeed essential) in upholding political structures, but it is not their essence. Violence is only legitimate to the extent that it insulates the ‘political’ sphere from forms of power derived from physical violence: the state’s capacity for violence balances all attempts to bring violence into the political sphere, but this violence is limited to the defence of that order, it is not the principle of its operation. These concerns are clearly expressed in Morgenthau’s distinction between political power and military power. ‘When we speak of power’, he argues, ‘we mean man’s control over the minds and actions of other men.Bypoliticalpowerwerefer to the mutual relations of controlamong the holders of public authority, and between the latter and the people at large.’101 This is not merely an institutional distinction, it is a practical and ethical one: politics is a relationship of obligation and identification,   and properly political domination takes this form and is constrained by these limits. By contrast ‘When violence becomes an actuality, it signifies the abdication of political power in favour of military or pseudo-military power.’102 The narrow conceptual definition of politics is here part of an attempt to distinguish the exercise of legitimate political power and domination, and particularly to insulate this sphere from the intrusion of physical violence and domination.103 Seen in this light, the narrow definition of politics and its clear delineation from other social spheres is not only analytically or methodologically driven, it is a part of a comprehensive political philosophy. Equating political power with physical violence would violate the autonomy of the political, reducing its logic solely to coercion and thus destroying the autonomy of politics itself. By defining politics narrowly, Morgenthau seeks to distinguish the forms of power appropriate to politics, to limit their legitimate exercise within the political sphere, to insulate the political sphere to the greatest degree possible from other forms of power, interest, and domination, and to ensure that the openness and capacity for change that is the promise of politics is not foreclosed by the domination of the interests and power structures of other spheres. The conceptual specificity – and thus narrowness – of ‘politics’ is part of an attempt to justify a political practice in which the indeterminacy of the political sphere is understood in both its positive and negative dimensions. However, the effectiveness of this strategy requires more than just conceptual clarity concerning the specificity of the ‘political’. As Morgenthau was well aware, ideas alone are rarely powerful enough to prevail in social life.104 For the limited understanding of political power itself to have power, it must possess viable social foundations and be supported by competing interests. In pursuit of these foundations for a politics of limits, Morgenthau invokes one of Realism’s most basic concepts: the balance of power. The idea of a balance of power and interest is justifiably recognised as a key theme in Realism. In light of the argument above, however, it takes on a significance much broader than the narrow focus on the interstate balance of power that has so dominated discussions in International Relations. For Morgenthau, the idea of a balance of power and interest is as complex and vital at the domestic level as it is at the international. Indeed the two are closely linked. A balance of power at the domestic level supports a politics of limits that, in turn, supports a limited foreign policy and provides a more solid basis for a balance of power at the international level. Here the conceptual distinctions central to Morgenthau’s vision of politics have institutional and social implications, as part of a broadly liberal vision of politics. Distinct social spheres (economic, legal, moral, aesthetic) operating within their specific logics and forms of power can act as limits on the logic of politics and on the reach of the political sphere. While actors in these spheres may be tempted to further their interests and power by dominating the political field, they will also resist attempts by the political sphere to encroach upon their autonomy, and vice versa. What results is a social balance of power and interests in which the existence of ‘non-political’ spheres provides limits on an interest in politics, and generates forms of interest and realms of power with an interest in maintaining politics as a limited sphere. In short, the idea of politics as a distinct sphere is linked to a strategy of balancing social spheres and interests against one another in order to limit the reach of politics while also limiting the influence of other spheres on the political.105 

Rejection of limits and political realism justifies violence and fascism

Williams 05, Michael C. Williams, Professor of International Politics at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth, The Realist Tradition and the Limits of International Relations, 2005, p. 122//MC

For Morgenthau, this process was at the core of the rise of fascism. As a philosophy which rejected a politics of limits, which identified the essence of the political with violence, conflict, and the casting of Others as enemies, and which sought to inject this logic as broadly as possible in a process of social mobilisation, fascism represented the ultimate social expression of an unbounded politics. In a passage worth quoting at length, he argues: Thus National Socialism was able to identify in a truly totalitarian fashion the aspirations of the individual German with the power objectives of the German nation. Nowhere in modern history has that identification been more complete. Nowhere has that sphere in which the individual pursues his aspirations for power for their own sake been smaller. Nor has the force of the emotional impetus with which that identification transformed itself into aggressiveness on the international scene been equaled in modern civilization.108 While the existence of separate spheres and diverse forms of power and interest blunts the possibility of unified social expression of the will to power within the political sphere, it can also be the source of an (unlimited) ‘political’ logic, giving rise to an international system of endemic and almost irreconcilable conflict. The logic of politics becomes merged with patterns of violence and enmity and extended destructively to all aspects of life, becoming the dominant logic of society as a whole and making its foreign policy wholly one of domination and conflict: a reflection of the domination of the logic of politics within the society.

Schmitt Indicts

Schmitt’s history is selective and misleading—enmity has not reduced the scale or scope of wars.

Brown 07-Professsor of International Relations and Governor of the International Relations Department @ the London School of Economics [Chris, Writing in The international political thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror Liberal War and the Crisis of Global Order pg. 63-64]

 
Other features of Schmitt’s rather selective account of the history of the European states-system also deserve to be challenged. Central to this history is the notion that the bracketed, humanized wars of sovereign states were less terrible than the religious wars they replaced, or the modern crusades they would bereplaced by. It is certainly the case that there were brief periods in modern European history, especially in the mid-eighteenth century, when the notion of war as a duel between enemies who recognized each other as legitimate bore some relationship to the facts – although even then the general level of brutality towardscivilians was higher than anecdotes such as that told by Laurence Sterne would suggest. In any event, these periods were few and far between. Most of the time, the more civilized features of war during the era of the public law of Europe were experienced only by the princes who declared them, and perhaps a few aristocrats and senior military ofﬁcers. More, Schmitt makes life easy for himself by deﬁning his period in a way that helps his case – thus the Thirty Years War is described as a religious conﬂict which predates the idea of war as a duel between sovereign states, and yet religion was only one element in that conﬂict, and often not the most signiﬁcant element. Catholic France and the Papacy ended up effectively on what was nominally the ‘Protestant’ side of the conﬂict which hardly suggests deep religious motivations.
Schmitt’s historical analysis is meager at best—be highly skeptical of their evidence 

Scheuerman 96-Professor of Indiana University-Bloomington, PhD in Political Science @ Harvard [William, The Review of Politics, “Carl Schmitt’s Critique of Liberal Constitutionalism,” Spring 1996, Vol. 58, No. 2, pg. 305, JSTOR, DKP]

Alas, Schmitt provides only the most meager historical details when sketching out his dramatic thesis about normativistic constitutionalism's inevitable decay. His argument is primarily legal-philosophical in nature. Even the most coherent brand of liberal normativism is intellectually flawed, and thus normativism must undergo a long process of historical deterioration. History, it seems, follows jurisprudence: Schmitt assumes that the immanent conceptual limits of liberal constitutional theory can explain both its intellectual decline and (alleged) real-life political ills.

Schmitt = Nazi

The alt is why Schmitt became a Nazi

McKoy 10-Lecturer in Political Theory @ UC Santa Barbara [Christopher, “Inevitable Enmity, Inevitable Violence: Carl Schmitt on Internal and External Enemies," paper prepared for the 2010 meeting of the American Political Science Association, DKP]

The “internal enemy,” then, is the “other,” the “heterogeneous” element in political life, which Schmitt considers detrimental to healthy social life. As we have seen, the presence of an enemy can, according to Schmitt, often bring the onset of civil war to a sovereign state, which Schmitt thinks particularly disastrous insofar as the sovereign state is what ensures “internal peace, territorial enclos[ure], and impenetrab[ility] to aliens” – characteristics which themselves assist in providing a descriptive assessment of Schmitt’s view of internal political homogeneity and unity (Schmitt 1996, 46). Here again we see the strong connection Schmitt makes between the idea of an “internal enemy” and civil war. Schmitt cannot conceive of heterogeneity (what is often today often called diversity) in a state without the idea that such heterogeneity is inherently problematic and naturally productive of (mutual) hostility. Schmitt declares that the requirement for internal peace actually compels the state to decide upon an internal enemy, implying that there is little choice involved: the state must decide upon an internal enemy in “critical situations,” i.e., states of ‘exception’ or ‘emergency’ (ibid. 46-47). Thus, Schmitt provides a kind of theoretical rationale for a state turning on its own minority groups, a feature of Schmitt’s thought that is not lost on those critical of Schmitt. While this position – the idea that internally heterogeneous groups are a threat to the health and stability of a state – does not indicate that Schmitt was a true-believing Nazi, it contributes to our understanding of Schmitt’s inability to resist the Nazis once they had achieved power.

Schmitt was a Nazi and encouraged dictatorships 

Strong 7-Distinguished Professor of Political Science @ Harvard, PhD in Political Science @ Harvard [Tracy, Foreword: Dimensions of the New Debate about Carl Schmitt, from The Concept of the Political, 2007, pg. x-xii, DKP]

From the beginning of his career, Schmitt was taken seriously on all parts of the political spectrum. The young Carl Friedrich (later to become a central author of the postwar German constitution, a Harvard professor, and president of the American Political Science Association) cited him [Schmitt] approvingly, in 1930, on Article 48 of the Weimar constitution, which permitted commissarial dictatorship, a step that Schmitt had urged on Hindenberg. 3 Franz Neumann, the socialist and left-wing sociologist author of Behemoth, drew extensively upon Schmitt, as did his colleague and friend Otto Kirchheimer. 4 Indeed, all of the Frankfurt School (especially Walter Benjamin) spoke highly of him, often after 1933. 5 More recently, the Italian and French Left, as well as those associated with the radical journal Telos, have approvingly investigated his non ideological conception of the political. 6 The European Right, as well as American conservatives of a Straussian persuasion, find in his work at least the beginnings of a theory of authority that might address the supposed failings of individualistic liberalism. Just as interestingly, a number of defenders of liberalism have found it necessary to single out Schmitt for attack, a need they do not feel with other critics of liberal parliamentarism who were members of the Nazi Party. By virtue of the range of those to whom he appeals and the depth of his political allegiance during the Nazi era, Schmitt comes close these days to being the Martin Heidegger of political theory. 8 

Schmitt was a Nazi – reject him

Huysmans, 99-(Jef, Senior Lecturer in Politics and International Studies, He is also director of the Centre for Citizenship, Identities, Governance at the Faculty of Social Sciences, “Know your Schmitt: a godfather of truth and the spectre of Nazism,” Review of International Studies, 25, pg 323)

I have a problem with the article because Schmitt emerges as just a serious  political theorist, which he indeed was. But he was also more than an important  political theorist. He was a member of the Nazi party between 1933 and 1936  explicitly providing legal justiﬁcations for the Nazi regime and its policies, thus  becoming for some the Kronjurist of the Nazis. In that period also anti-Semitic  references started appearing in his work. Since then his name and work have carried  the spectre of Nazism and by implication of the Holocaust with them. This spectre  is nowhere sensed in Pichler’s analysis. It does not seem to have any grip on Pichler’s  narrative. I think this is unfortunate because I believe this spectre should always haunt any invoking of Schmitt or Schmittean understandings of the political.  The reason is not to silence discussions about his understanding of the political, but rather to render normative questions about the ethico-political project his concept of  the political incorporates as the kernel of any working with or on Schmitt’s ideas. 

Violent Cartographies Turn

Their attempt to create and retain enemies limits them to the state. Enemies that are viewed as unstable or irrational will be eliminated in violent conflict. 

Shapiro 97, Michael J. Shapiro, Professor of Political Science at Hawai’i, Violent Cartographies: Mapping Cultures of War, 1997, p. 72//MC

To put the matter within the discourse of order, which emerged in the discussion of Anggor cosmology, sensitivity to the ontological dimensions of warfare should lead one to expect complementarity between the orders of the self and those discerned in the world. Those who regard any aspect of disorder within the self as intolerable—those who demand a totally coherent and unified body—must necessarily engage in a denial of the forces of disorder within the order of the self. Insofar as this is the case, external disorder, practices in the world that do not comport with the system of order within which one resides, will be particularly threatening. When one recognizes in addition that the collectivity or nation serves as a symbolic extension—the individual body connects to the national body—the same structural logic linking self and other at the level of in-dividual selves also applies to the link between the domestic and foreign orders. Denial of disorder within the order for the collective body as a whole should lead to an intolerance of an external order that fails to validate, by imitation, the domestic order. Thus a nonimitative order will be interpreted as disorder and, accordingly, as a threat. Moreover, the "threat" is dissimulated because of the misrecognition involved in the very constitution of the self, a failure to recognize dimensions of incoherence and otherness within the self. Accordingly, the threat is interpreted as a danger to the survival of the order rather than an affront to the order's interpretive coherence. Having established a basis for the suspicion that the modern nation-state, like the prestate society, contains an ontological impetus to warfare and that in modernity this often takes the form of extraordinary demands for coherence within the orders of the self and the nation, the next move is to deepen that suspicion by pursuing a recent case. Accordingly, in the next chapter I pursue the ontological theme with special attention to the selection and targeting of dangerous objects during the Gulf War. 

Totalizing claims of the state and what an enemy is causes total war

Shapiro 97, Michael J. Shapiro, Professor of Political Science at Hawai’i, Violent Cartographies: Mapping Cultures of War, 1997, p. 67-68//MC

The Huron body had two "souls," the intellectual and the emotive. The former predominated during periods of deliberation and slumber and the latter, a sensitive-animating soul, was part of conscious life.62 This dualistic approach to the body, a recognition of different and often opposing orientations and forces, which the French Jesuits found perplexing, translated into the body-warfare relationship. Specifically, the Hurons' intellectual and emotive souls operated respectively as peace and war souls: "Corresponding to the intellectual soul are the chiefs and councils of peace; corresponding to the emotive soul are the chiefs and councils of war."63 Whatever else such a divided body and its correspondingly divided practices might imply, warfare for the Hurons could not be totalizing, for the whole identity was not involved. And, perhaps more important for purposes of comparison with modern state warfare, there was a relative absence of collective stakes. In contrast, modern states have decidedly collective stakes with a peculiarly modern character. What makes the contemporary state-oriented war animus peculiar when it is placed in historical perspective is the structure of its rationale. The stakes of war are bound up with the survival of a kind of collective body that did not exist in the seventeenth century, the "population." Speaking of modern warfare, Foucault isolates the relationship of this new body to violence: Wars are no longer waged in the name of a sovereign who must be defended; they are waged in behalf of the existence of everyone; entire popu-lations are mobilized for purposes of wholesale slaughter in the name of life necessity.... The principle underlying the tactics of battle—that one has to be capable of killing to go on living—has become the principle that defines the strategy of states.64 "Strategy" here does not mean the instrumental rationale through which violence is a policy to achieve various ends. It is meant ontologically, for it refers to the modern concern with the boundaries of individual and collective bodies that provide the predicates through which the globe is mapped and dangers are discerned. By contrast, warfare for the Hurons was individualistic; it involved the exercise of bravery and anger (parts of the emotive soul, for revenge was always involved), and the torture and cannibalism practiced on their captives stemmed from their notion that they needed the Other to nourish their soul: "To procure and deepen their courage, young men were encouraged to torture the flesh and minds of their victims, tear out their hearts and then partake of their roasted flesh and intermingle their blood with that of their victims."65 The body-to-body relation here was literally one of incorporation.

Their narrow view of the state justifies war in the name of sovereignty 

Shapiro 97, Michael J. Shapiro, Professor of Political Science at Hawai’i, Violent Cartographies: Mapping Cultures of War, 1997, p. 67-68//MC

Apart from its immediate legitimation for colonization, Mill's inter-pretive complicity with the European "advance" exemplifies more generally the interrelationship of spatial practices and ethical sensibility. To be an object of moral solicitude, one must occupy space and have an identity that commands recognition of that occupation. Mill's disparagement of American peoples is simply the modern, state-oriented cartography of violence. It is a moral complacency based on the universal ization of a particular spatial imaginary and mode of dwelling within it, a failure to allow one's particularities the instability and contingency that an ethical regard would suggest they deserve when confronted by alternatives. To disclose the structure of this spatial complacency and ethical insensitivity, Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari have represented the con-frontation between the emerging state system and various tribal peoples with a geometric metaphor. The coming of the state, they suggest, created a disturbance in a system of "itinerant territoriality."86 While the normative geometry of these itinerantly oriented societies takes the form of a set of nonconcentric segments, a heterogeneous set of lineage-based power centers integrated through structures of communication, the state is concentric in structure, an immobilized pattern of relations controlled from a single center. The state-oriented geometry produces a univocal code, a sovereignty model of the human subject that overcodes all segmental affiliations. For this reason, those, like Mill, schooled in the geometry of the state cannot discern a significant social and political normativity in segmentally organized groups. They see no collective coherence in peoples with a set of polyvocal codes based on lineage. In short, having changed the existing geometry, linear reason of state dominates, privileging what is sedentary and disparaging and arresting what moves or flows across boundaries. It makes labor sedentary and counteracts vagabondage, and it gives the nomad no space for legitimate existence (in various senses of the word space).87 This lack of legitimacy continues to be reflected in the inattention to spatial practices and marginalized identities in contemporary political and ethical discourses. Specifically, among what is silenced within state-oriented societies are nomadic stories, the narratives through which nonstate peoples have maintained their identities and spatial coherence. In the context of what Deleuze and Guattari call the state geometry, they are not able to perform their identities, to be part of modern conversations. Such cartographic and, by implication, ethnographic violence forecloses conversation. This violence of state cartography is elaborately described and powerfully conceptualized in Paul Carter's account of the European encounter with Australian Aboriginal peoples.88 The European state system's model of space involved boundaries and frontiers, and its advance during its colonizing period pushed frontiers outward. During the "stating" of Australia,89 when the European spatial imaginary was imposed, those on the other side of the frontier, the Aborigines, were given no place in a conversation about boundaries. Carter suggests what amounts to a Levinasian ethical frame for treating boundaries. The boundary could be seen as "a corridor of legitimate communication, a place of dialogue, where differences could be negotiated' Indeed, by regarding a boundary as "the place of communicated difference" instead of proprietary appropriation (the European model), the Europeans would have summoned a familiar practice from the Aborigines. For Aborigines, boundaries are "debatable places," which they regarded as zones for intertribal communication." As we know, however, Australia was ultimately "settled," and the boundaries served not to acknowledge a cultural encounter but to establish the presence of the Europeans, practically and symbolically. This vi-olence, which substituted for conversation, is already institutionalized in the form of what is represented as "Australia" just as other names and boundaries on the dominant geopolitical world map are rigidified and thus removed from the possibility of encounter. To the extent that community, society, and nation fail to reflect the otherness within, we have a cartographic unconscious, an ethics of ethics that establishes a set of exclusionary practices that are represented in the seemingly innocent designations of people and place. The various discourses springing from this unconscious are legion; for example, as I noted earlier, "the ethics of international affairs" reaffirms the violences, the nonencounters and nonconversations, that the state system perpetuates. It is time to unread the old map and begin the process of writing another one, a process without limit. 
