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Drawing of borders is a Eurocentric practice that sets some as diametrically opposed to others and makes possible colonialism.

Michael Shapiro, professor of political science at university of HI, 1997 “Violent Cartographies” p.195-7
Apart from its immediate legitimation for colonization. Mill’s interpretive 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 universalization 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 confrontation 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” 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 overcomes 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 polyovcal codes based on lineage. In short, having changed the existing geometry, linear reason of stat 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 world space. 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 though which non-state peoples have maintained their identities and spatial coherence. In the context of what Deleuze and Guattari call the sate 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. 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, 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 violence, 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 extend 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 non-encounters and non-conversations, 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. 
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Specifically, Kuwait was severed from Iraq so the west could control oil flows.

David Klein, California State University, Northridge, January 2003, “Mechanisms of Western Domination: A Short History of Iraq and Kuwait,” http://www.csun.edu/~vcmth00m/iraqkuwait.html cp

As the victors of World War I, France and Britain dismantled the Ottoman Empire and the Arab nation for their own colonial purposes. The Iraq Petroleum Company was created in 1920 with 95% of the shares going to Britain, France, and the U.S. In order to weaken Arab nationalism, Britain blocked Iraqi access to the Persian Gulf by severing the territorial entity, "Kuwait" from the rest of Iraq in 1921 and 1922. This new British colony, Kuwait, was given artificial boundaries with no basis in history or geography. King Faisal I of the new Iraqi state ruled under British military oversight, but his administration never accepted the amputation of the Kuwait district and the denial of Iraqi access to the Persian Gulf. Attempts by Faisal to build a railway to Kuwait and port facilities on the Gulf were vetoed by Britain. These and other similar British colonial policies made Kuwait a focus of the Arab national movement in Iraq, and a symbol of Iraqi humiliation at the hands of the British.

Vote negative to question the logic of borders.  Rather than participate in the affirmative’s blind acceptance of violent cartographies, we call on you to disrupt the violence they make possible.

Michael Shapiro, professor of political science at university of HI, 1997 “Violent Cartographies” p.174-179

Michel Foucault was calling for such intervention when he noted that the purpose of critical analysis is to question, not deepen, existing struc- tures of intelligibility. Intelligibility results from aggressive, institution- alized practices that, in producing a given intelligible world, exclude al- ternative worlds. "We must," Foucault said, "make the intelligible appear against a background of emptiness, and deny its necessity. We must think that what exists is far from filling all possible spaces."7 Like Foucault, Derrida claimed that a recognition of practices of ex- clusion is a necessary condition for evoking an ethical sensibility. His in- sights into the instability and contentiousness of the context of an utter- ance, in his critique of Austin, provides access to what is effectively the protoethics of ethical discourse, the various contextual commitments that determine the normative implications of statements. To heed this observation, it is necessary to analyze two particular kinds of contextual commitments that have been silent and often unreflective predicates of ethical discourses. And it is important to do so in situations in which contending parties have something at stake—that is, by focusing on the ethics of encounter. Accordingly, in what follows, my approach to "the ethical" locates ethics in a respect for an-Other's identity performances with special attention to both the temporal or narrative dimension and the spatial dimension of those performances. Moreover, to produce a critical political approach to the ethics of the present, it is necessary to oppose the dominant stories of modernity and the institutionalized, geopolitical versions of space, which support existing forms of global proprietary control, for both participate unreflectively in a violence of representation. The ethical sensibility offered in the thought of Emmanuel Levinas provides an important contribution to the ethics-as-nonviolent- encounter thematized in my analysis. Levinas regarded war, the ultimate form of violence, as the suspension of morality; "it renders morality de- risory," he said. Moreover, Levinas's thought fits the more general anti- Clausewitzian/antirationalist approach to war thematized in prior chapters, for Levinas regarded a strategically oriented politics—"the art of foreseeing war and of winning it by every means," which is "enjoined as the very essence of reason"—as "opposed to morality."8 In order to oppose war and promote peace, Levinas enacted a linguis- tic war on the governing assumptions of Western philosophy. He argued that philosophy from Plato through Heidegger constructed persons and peoples within totalizing conceptions of humanity. The ethical regard, he insisted, is one that resists encompassing the Other as part of the same, that resists recognizing the Other solely within the already spoken codes of a universalizing vision of humankind. However problematic Levinas's 
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notion of infinite respect for an alterity that always evades complete comprehension may be (an issue I discuss later), it neverthe- less makes possible a concern with the violence of representation, with discursive control over narratives of space and identity, which is central to my analysis. Edward Said emphasized the ethicopolitical significance of systems of discursive control, locating the violence of imperialism in the control over stories: "The power to narrate, or to block other narra- tives from forming and emerging, is very important to culture and im- perialism, and constitutes one of the main connections between them."9 Indeed, contemporary neoimperialism resides in part in the domi- nance of a spatial story that inhibits the recognition of alternatives. A geopolitical imaginary, the map of nation-states, dominates ethical dis- course at a global level. Despite an increasing instability in the geo- political map of states, the more general discourses of "international affairs" and "international relations" continue to dominate both ethical and political problematics. Accordingly, analyses of global violence are most often constructed within a statecentric, geostrategic cartography, which organizes the interpretation of enmities on the basis of an indi- vidual and collective national subject and on cross-boundary antago- nisms. And ethical theories aimed at a normative inhibition of these antagonisms continue to presume this same geopolitical cartography.10 To resist this discursive/representational monopoly, we must chal- lenge the geopolitical map. Although the interpretation of maps is usu- ally subsumed within a scientific imagination, it is nevertheless the case that "the cartographer's categories," as J. B. Harley has put it, "are the basis of the morality of the map."11 "Morality" here emerges most signif- icantly from the boundary and naming practices that construct the map. The nominations and territorialities that maps endorse constitute, among other things, a "topographical amnesia."12 Effacements of older maps in contemporary namings and configurations amount to a non- recognition of older, often violently displaced practices of identity and space. Among the consequences of this neglected dimension of cartog- raphy, which include a morality-delegating spatial unconscious and a historical amnesia with respect to alternatives, has been a radical cir- cumspection of the kinds of persons and groups recognized as worthy subjects of moral solicitude. State citizenship has tended to remain the primary basis for the identities recognized in discourses such as the "ethics of international affairs."13 The dominance and persistence of this discursive genre, an "ethics" predicated on absolute state sovereignty, is evident in a recent analysis that has attempted to be both critical of the ethical limitations of the sovereignty system and aware that "conflict has increasingly moved away from interstate territorial disputes."14 Despite these acknowledged sensi- tivities, the analysis proceeds within a discourse that reinstalls the domi- nance of geopolitical thinking, for it remains within its cartography and conceptual legacy. Arguing for a humanitarianism that avoids interstate partisanship, the writers go on to reproduce the geopolitical discourse on war, which grants recognition only to state subjects. Even as they criti- cize the language of "intervention" as a reaffirmation of a sovereignty discourse, they refer to the "Persian Gulf War" on the one hand and "in- surgencies" on the other. As I noted in chapter i, Bernard Nietschmann has shown that the map of global warfare changes dramatically when one departs from the lan- guage of sovereignty. Challenging the state-oriented language of war and unmapping the geostrategic cartography of "international rela- tions," Nietschmann refers to the "Third World War," which is "hidden from view because the fighting is against peoples and countries that are often not even on the map"—a war in which "only one side of the fight- ing has a name." Focusing on struggles involving indigenous peoples, Nietschmann proceeds to map 120 armed struggles as part of the "war." In his mapping, only 4 of the struggles involve confrontations between states, while 77 involve states against nations.15 In order to think beyond the confines of the state sovereignty orienta- tion, it is therefore necessary to turn to ethical orientations that chal- lenge the spatial predicates of traditional moral thinking and thereby grant recognition outside of modernity's dominant political identities. This must necessarily also take us outside the primary approach that contemporary philosophy has lent to (Anglo-American) ethical theory. As applied at any level of human interaction, the familiar neo-Kantian ethical 
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injunction is to seek transcendent values. Applied to the inter- state or sovereignty model of global space more specifically, this ap- proach seeks to achieve a set of universal moral imperatives based on shared values and regulative norms. This dominant tradition has not yielded guidance for specific global encounters because it fails to acknowledge the historical depth of the identity claims involved in confrontations or collisions of difference— difference that includes incommensurate practices of space and conflict- ing narratives of identity. The tradition depends instead on two highly abstract assumptions. The first is that morality springs from what humanity holds in common, which is thought to yield the possibility of a shared intuition of what is good. The second is that the values to be apprehended are instantiated in the world and are capable of being grasped by human consciousness, wherever it exists. As Hegel pointed out in one of his earliest remarks on Kantian moral reasoning, Kant's system involves "a conversion of the absoluteness of pure identity... into the absoluteness of content."16 Because, for Kant, the form of a concept is what determines its Tightness, there remains in his perspective no way to treat "conflicts among specific matters."17 A brief account of an encounter between alternative spatial imaginar- ies helps to situate the alternative ethical frame to be elaborated later. It is provided by the reflections of the writer Carlos Fuentes after an un- anticipated encounter with a Mexican peasant. Lost while driving with friends in the state of Morelos, Mexico, Fuentes stopped in a village and asked an old peasant the name of the village. "Well, that depends," answered the peasant. "We call it the Village Santa Maria in times of peace. We call it Zapata in times of war." Fuentes's meditation on this response reveals the historical depth of forms of otherness that exist relatively un- recognized within modernity. He notes that the peasant has existed within a narrative trace that tends to be uncoded in the contemporary institutionalized discourses on space: That old campesino knew what most people in the West have ignored since the seventeenth century: that there is more than one time in the world, that there is another time existing alongside, above, underneath the linear time calendars of the West. This man who could live in the time of Zapata or the time of Santa Maria, depending, was a living heir to a com- plex culture of many strata in creative tension.18 Fuentes's reaction constitutes an ethical moment. Provoked by an Other, he engages in an ethnographic self-reflection rather than re- asserting modernity's dominant temporal and spatial imaginaries; he recognizes an Other who cannot be absorbed into the same. His reaction cannot therefore be contained solely within what constitutes the ethical life of his community. By encountering an alterity that is at once inside and wholly outside of the particular narrative within which his social and cultural self-construction has been elaborated, he is able to step back from the story of modernity that is continually recycled within the West's reigning discourses on time and space: "What we call 'modernity' is more often than not this process whereby the rising industrial and mercantile classes of Europe gave unto themselves the role of universal protagonists of history."19 Face to face with an otherness that these "protagonists," those who have managed to perform the dominant structures of meaning, have suppressed, Fuentes is able to recover the historical trace of that other- ness and, on reflection, to recognize that the encounter must yield more than mere affirmation for his practices of self. Most significantly, the encounter produces a disruption of the totalizing conceptions that have governed contemporary societies—for example, the illusion that they are unproblematically consolidated and that they have quelled recalcitrant subjectivities. Therefore, in order to elaborate the ethical possibilities toward which
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1.  Borders are a form of otherization.  They differentiate us from the outside and cast the outside as fundamentally different.  That makes colonization possible—we are required to go into other countries and spread our enlightened practices because they just aren’t as lucky as we are.  That’s Shapiro.

<insert otherization causes violence>
2.  Borders are domination.  The history of colonialism shows that the west has drawn borders to control faraway lands—specifically, they split Iraq from Kuwait to deprive Iraq of oil and access to the sea.  Their complicity with these colonial systems of ordering ensure their continuation.  That’s Klein.

3.  Ethics—colonial mappings force a certain identity onto the other.  They are now necessarily Iraqi or necessarily Kuwaiti—no longer able to define themselves.  That destroys our relation to alterity—we must respect and aid the other, not infringer upon them.  Even if their advocacy does nothing to advance colonial mappings, their complicacy with these mappings creates a moral obligation to reject the affirmative.

Iraq Links

Iraq is a colonial construct forced upon the people after WWI

SCOTT ATRAN, scientist at the University of Michigan Institute for Social Research in Ann Arbor and the Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique in France.   March 7, 2003        LOCAL COMMENT: U.S. off target in terror war Nation can't root out problem having wrong view of attackers        http://sitemaker.umich.edu/satran/files/satran_3-7-03_detroit_fp.pdf
Post-war plans for Iraq on the model of the post-WWII Marshall plan for Germany or Gen. Douglas MacArthur's reconstruction of Japan strike Middle East experts as foolhardy. The United States was able to generate civil societies in Germany and Japan because both countries were ethnically homogenous, highly nationalistic and economically well developed. Iraq is a colonial construction forced upon an ethnic hodgepodge in the aftermath of World War I.

Understanding Iraq as having an imposed boundary key to understanding its poltics
Daniel Baldino, Hawke Research Institute for Sustainable Societies, Univ. of South Australia 2006
Hawke Research Institute Working Paper Series No 34 PROBLEMS OF ORDER, IDENTITY AND JUSTICE IN WORLD POLITICS: FIGHTING TERROR AND THE ROLE OF EXTERNAL ACTORS IN FOSTERING DEMOCRACY ABROAD   http://www.unisa.edu.au/hawkeinstitute/publications/downloads/wp34.pdf

The powerful influence of structural context can also be illustrated by examining a lack of common identity and national disunity as highly relevant internal variables affecting the fate of democracy. Communal polarisation may retard the process of state formation and complicate democratic durability (Nodia 1992). Iraq faces a high level of factious ethnic/communal polarisation; understanding the demographics and diversity of Iraq’s population and regions remains central to understanding the country’s politics. The country is a colonial construction within an imposed boundary, with a population of over 24 million people. While particular institutional designs may assist in minimizing divisions, major challenges remain in steering historically hostile constituencies toward reconciliation, trust and mutual accommodation. Visible strides towards democratic consolidation must contend with the tribalisation of Iraqi society, well-established family setups and strong personal and ethnic ties. Such traditional social relations, a diverse mix of religious groups and antagonistic nationalist inclinations were built over several decades and represent an ingrained hurdle to Iraq’s integrity and the prospects of democracy.
Iraqi boarders were drawn to fit England’s needs, contributing to later political conflicts in the region
Middle East Fellowship   2007-2008    Iraq Timeline: Part III: "British Colonialism and Influence"   http://www.middleeastfellowship.org/learn/iraq/3

The Paris Peace conference convenes. As Arabs voice their desire for independence, the Western powers divide up the real estate of the Middle East. The borders of modern Iraq are drawn to fit with Britain''s colonial interests in the region. The haphazard political boundaries, though fulfilling England''s short term needs, inevitably contributes to later political conflicts in the region (the Iran-Iraq war and the invasion of Kuwait both are partially based on territorial disputes that arise from the "divide and conquer" strategy of the European colonizers). 

Military Policy Links

Military policy has geographical dimensions that were exploited in the remapping of the world in categories for the Bush doctrine and the global war on terror.  

Simon Dalby, professor at Carleton University, 2009. “Geopolitics, the Revolution in Military Affairs,

and the Bush Doctrine” p.1 
Geopolitics is about the political organization of space, and about how this is conceived, represented, and used in political discussion. The term refers to power at the largest of scales and simultaneously to the geographical arrangements of that power. It is linked directly to European modes of conceiving the world as a whole and then discussing how it is divided and ruled by many political organizations (Agnew 2003). Inevitably it has a military dimension because political power is never entirely divorced from matters of coercion and violence. Strategy and political power have unavoidable geographical dimensions, but ones that are not always well understood by either politicians or the publics who advocate the use of military force. But first and foremost geopolitics is about the initial specification of the world in ways that subsequently facilitate policy in the world presented in that particular manner. Thus places with certain attributes can be presented as requiring certain policies. Modes of conduct are tied to these prior contextualisations in much policy discourse, a simple but obvious point that is so unremarkable as to frequently pass without comment. In the aftermath of September 11th 2001 the world was remapped in the political discourses of the war on terror (Dalby 2003). Initially it was unclear what the appropriate geography was to specify what had happened; ‘9/11,’ a temporal designation rather than a geographical one, is still used to specify the new circumstances. But remapped the world was, into the categories of the Bush doctrine and its ‘global war on terror 

Colonialism Links

Boundary problems are a product of European imperialism. Reaffirming borders legitimizes further colonialism. 

Carl Widstrand and Antony Allott, fellow at the Scandinavian institute of African studies, 1969, “African Boundary Problems”
In order to understand any problem, one has to explore its background, especially if the problem haas its roots in history. Such is the problem I propose to discuss now. The territorial problems of Africa have been brought into being by history, in which different forces are known to have been at work. In this connection I would say that Africa's territorial problems have a father, whose name is colonialism. So it seems to me that we should bear this historical fact in mind. Let me emphasize that one of the basic reasons for current territorial   conflicts    in     Africa is the fact that state frontiers are at variance with the boundaries of national settlement.  This is a grim heritage of colonialism, a heritage which known to give rise to tension in relations among the independent African states.  Newly independent African states have emerged as a result of the disintegration of the colonial system of imperialism. within the borders drawn by European powers on the map of Africa, after they divided the continent. It is well known that Africa was finally divided by the imperialist powers in the 1880's. This division took place in the course of a bitter struggle among Britain, France, Germany, Portugal, Belgium, Spain and Italy. African peoples resisted the invaders rather stubbornly, but their forces were no match for those of the Europeans. The colonial  division  of Africa  by  the  western European powers reflected their balance of power in the last quarter of the  19th century. This balance of power was secured in corresponding treaties and conventions concluded by them. As a: result of this struggle for raw-material resources, markets and fields of investment, a struggle that minced Africa, today 44 per cent of the frontiers of the continent's states and territories run along parallels and .meridians,  30 per cent along direct lines,  arcs or curves, and only 26 per cent along natural geographical boundaries, such as rivers,' lakes, mountains and valleys.  But, of course, not only did colonialism mince Africa, but in the process tried to prevent the formation of large ethnic communities in the colonies. It was not toy chance that the ideologue of British imperialism, Field-Marshal Smuts, in an attempt to aggrandize the idea of indirect government in colonies, was at pains to emphasize the need to preserve various types of tribal institutions for colonialism to lean on in Africa. Lecturing to colonial officers at Oxford University, Smuts put it bluntly when he said that the collapse of the tribal system must be prevented by every possible means. He tried to scare colonialists by saying that, should the tribal system disappear, Africa would fall into chaos. All this is to be found in his book Africa and Some World Problems (Oxford, 1930).  It stands to reason that colonialists cannot be held solely responsible for the presence in Africa of motley and isolated ethnic groups. They existed well before the advent of colonialism. But the fact remains than colonialists deliberately used tribalism to cause damage to African peoples. Profiteering from tribalism was made government policy.
I Late in the 19th century such views were in ample supply, some of them not only being proclaimed but also put into practice. This largely explains why even by the mid-fifties of! this century a major part of Africa remained at a low stage of social and economic development. In general, it may be said; that the slave trade, which began in Africa in the 15th century, the subsequent division of the continent by the imperialists, the preservation of old social institutions and the establishment of colonial regimes there have hampered the development of African society and its economic integration for many years.
' Thus, the father of the child—the problem before us—is well known. It is colonialism. However, no matter how right we may be in identifying this historical fact, it nevertheless fails to solve the territorial problems of Africa today. As newly   : independent states emerged in Africa,  the problem of territorial problems also came up. For some time it was fashionable among African states to speedily eliminate or revise the old frontiers

Media Biased

The media is biased—it produces false stories to garner support for American imperialism—buildup to the First Gulf War proves.

David Klein, California State University, Northridge, January 2003, “Mechanisms of Western Domination: A Short History of Iraq and Kuwait,” http://www.csun.edu/~vcmth00m/iraqkuwait.html cp

It is difficult to document or even estimate the extent of psychological operations, propaganda projects, and disinformation propagated by the U.S. government to enlist public support for military campaigns against Iraq. However, two examples have been documented and are well known: false reports of an Iraqi troop buildup threatening Saudi Arabia, and a manufactured story recited in congressional hearings about Iraqi soldiers killing newborn babies in a Kuwaiti hospital. The film "Hidden Wars" [2] and Pacifica National Radio have presented coverage of these stories. Fabricated Report of Iraqi Troop buildup The following description is taken from http://www.swans.com/library/art8/ga138.htmlThe U.S. administration made the claim that the Iraqis had amassed troops and tanks along the Saudi border and were poised to invade the kingdom. This claim was widely relayed by the main media. The only problem with these allegations was that they were utterly false. The former Soviet Union had provided satellite pictures, taken on September 11 and 13, 1990, of the border (actually, they were selling the pictures for $1,500 each) that clearly indicated that no concentration of Iraqi troops and equipment was in sight. Major news organizations like ABC News (Sam Donaldson) or The Washington Post (Bob Woodward) sat on the pictures and never used them. The only U.S. news organization that indeed published them was a regional paper, The St. Petersburg Times (Florida). Those pictures clearly showed, however, the concentration of U.S. troops on the Saudi side of the border! John R. MacArthur (and Ben Haig Bagdikian) documented this falsity in their book, "Second Front: Censorship and Propaganda in the Gulf War," University of California Press; reprint edition 1993; ISBN: 0520083989. MacArthur also cited these facts in his above-mentioned speech, http://www.independent.org/tii/content/events/f_macarth.html. Brian Becker debunked this claim in detail in his report. Jean Heller, the Editor of The St. Petersburg Times hired a U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency in the Reagan Administration, and a former image specialist for the Defense Intelligence Agency, Peter Zimmerman, to analyze the satellite photographs, to no avail. There simply were no Iraqi troops poised to invade Saudi Arabia. The "Incubator Story" The following description is taken from http://www.swans.com/library/art8/ga138.html "The readers may recall the testimony before Congress on October 10, 1990 of a 15-year old Kuwaiti woman, Nayirah (her last name was kept confidential). She had witnessed a terrifying deed by the Iraqi invaders of Kuwait. In her own words: 'I volunteered at the al-Addan hospital. While I was there, I saw the Iraqi soldiers come into the hospital with guns, and go into the room where . . . babies were in incubators. They took the babies out of the incubators, took the incubators, and left the babies on the cold floor to die.' The story about the 312 babies made the news with a vengeance. President Bush (that would be George I) repeated it. The line in the sand was drawn. Like Racak, it turned public opinion and Congress on the path of war. Months later we learned that Nayirah was the daughter of a Kuwaiti prince, Saud Nasir al-Sabah, Kuwait's Ambassador to the U.S. She had left Kuwait before the Iraqi invasion. The story had been entirely fabricated by the PR firm Hill & Knowlton. Tom Lantos, the California Democrat who chaired the hearing was co-chair (with Republican Rep. John Porter) of the Congressional Human Rights Foundation that occupied free office space in Hill & Knowlton's Washington, DC office." One of the best documentation of this hoax can be found in a fascinating book, "Toxic Sludge Is Good for You, Lies, Damn Lies and the Public Relations Industry" by John C. Stauber, Sheldon Rampton, 1995; (Common Courage Press; ISBN: 1-56751-060-4). Stauber and Rampton are Executive Director and Editor, respectively, of PR Watch, a newsletter published by the Center for Media and Democracy. An excerpt of the book on this PR issue was published in June 1996 by Claire W. Gilbert in her fine publication Blazing Tattles and can be read on line at http://www.blazingtattles.com/info/mother1.htm and http://www.blazingtattles.com/info/mother2.htm. It's an extraordinary read. PR Watch also recently posted these excerpts on their Web site, at http://www.prwatch.org/books/tsigfy10.html. Last May 2002, the former Hill & Knowlton staffer who was handling Nayirah made the claim that the story was true in O'Dwyer's PR Daily, an online access to the inside news of Public Relations but was forcefully rebuked by PR Watch Editor, Sheldon Rampton. See http://www.odwyerpr.com/archived_stories_2002/may/0528pegado.htm."
AT: Perm

Political discourses fail to challenge the nation-state’s geopolitical map and only further lefitimate the authority of the state system. 
Michael Shapiro, professor of political science at university of HI, 1994 “Moral Geographies and the Ethics of Post-Sovereignty” 
Global geographies are in flux. As political boundaries become increasingly ambiguous, academic discourses such as comparative politics and international relations, appear increasingly inadequate. However, it is less the case that these traditional political discourses have been made invalid by changes in the terrains to which they were thought to refer, than it is that the extended period of relative geopolitical stability during the Cold War discouraged reflection on the spatial predicates of these discourses’ intelligibility. State-centric political discourses approached adequacy only in their capacity to legitimate the authority of the state system. They helped contain ethical and political conversations within the problematics that served the centralizing authorities of states and the state system. Thus, they were complicit in reproducing modernity’s dominant, territorial imaginary, Despite their role in political legitimation, these discursive accomplices of a state-centric mode of authority were treated in earlier decades as referential and not politically complicit. Mainstream political scientists, operating within an empiricist understanding of modern political space, failed not only to address the ethical and political import of the nation-state’s geopolitical map, but also to treat as contentious the historical narratives that naturalize the state system. In recent years the practices of space and temporality that structure political discourse have become increasingly contentious. International relations scholars have sought to construct an ethics for the contemporary, unstable post-sovereign condition. Their efforts have sought a more universalizing perspective than as yet achieved in the context of the familiar, bordered world of national states. Such scholars have turned toward the philosophical abstractions of established traditions in moral theory: naturalism, realism, utilitarianism, rationalism, and legalism (Nardin and Mapel 1992). However, because these traditions are predicated on a fixed, ahistorical political geography, those pursuing this new ethical turn have found it difficult to avoid reinstalling the nation-state model of space. For example, in the juridical tradition, “international law, as the code of rights in world society, is the record, overwhelmingly, of rights and obligations of states toward each other” (Vincent 1992, 261).
Alt

A critical intervention in IR requires specific geological recoveries that denaturalize boundaries to destabilize discursive hegemonies attached to space sovereignty. 
Michael Shapiro, professor of political science at university of HI, 1994 “Moral Geographies and the Ethics of Post-Sovereignty” p.481-2
Space, especially for those occupying it, tends to have an air of neutrality, to appear empty of normative imposition; Henri Lefebvre describes space as “the epitome of rational abstraction . , . because it has already been occupied and used, and has already been the focus of past processes whose traces are not always evident in the landscape” (1976, 3),’ At the level of discourse, the invisibility of spatial effects functions as an enuciative poverty, for the spatial basis of discourses “resides well anterior to their formation” (Foucault 1972, 72). Spatial practices regularize a set of statements. But because they exist below the surface of the statements they are not available to direct apprehension. The challenge to a discourse’s structure of enuciative confinement therefore requires a historical recovery of the discourse’s situation of formation. To the extent that the nation-state’s geography remains descriptive (what some call realistic) and ahistorical rather than contentious, the ethics of space resists disclosure. This resistance makes it difficult to challenge prevailing political and ethical discourses of rights, obligations and proprieties that comprise the normativity of the state. Nevertheless, the spatial practices of the state-its divisions into official versus unofficial space, public versus private space, industrial versus leisure space- are commitments that are as normative as the Christian imaginary, which divided the world into sacred and profane spaces. Although they do not appear on the map, cultural and political struggles accompany and continue to challenge the political consolidations of space that comprise modernity’s geopolitical imaginary. The alternative worlds destroyed and suppressed within modem cartography become available only when the global map is given historical depth. Although the dominant geopolitical map appears uncontentious, it constitutes what I shall be calling a moral geography, a set of silent ethical assertions that preorganize explicit ethico-political discourses. Now that the contemporary global order is experiencing extreme "turbulence" (Rosenau 1990), the state system's ability to code and contain actions associated with "large-scale ethnic mobilizations" has been attenuated (Appadurai 1993, 417). Nevertheless, the geopolitical map of states remains the primary model of space. Despite increasingly active competitors for identity and affiliation, this model still dominates how things are valued, actions are interpreted, and persons are assigned identities. The geopolitical map of states represents the structure of approved sovereignties and is the primary force determining recognized political subjectivity. A critical intervention in the current global dynamics therefore requires thinking beyond state sovereignty. As noted above, ethical thought operates within the dominant system of sovereignties. Thinking outside of state boundaries requires specific genealogical recoveries which denaturalize those boundaries and thereby destabilize discursive hegemonies attached to spatial configurations associated with the system of state sovereignty. In what follows, I explore the ethical possibilities opened up by an analysis that challenges both practices of modem political space and the uncritical historical narratives through which they are reproduced and legitimated. A conceptual frame emerges within which discourses of global recognition can be altered to provide models of political subjectivity that are alternatives to those created through the consolidation and policing of national borders. To initiate this inquiry the discussion reworks a contemporary issue related to the ethics of international affairs. 
The Role of Critical Geopolitics is to understand the production of spaces and how they contribute to the legitimization of violence. 

Simon Dalby, professor at Carleton University, 2008. “Geopolitics, Grand Strategy and Critique: Twenty Years and Counting…” 

If geography's raison d'etre is to investigate the earth as the home of humanity then the really big questions of the future and the possibilities of both nuclear warfare and/or climate change induced disruptions to the conditions for urban civilization are clearly within the remit of critical geopolitics and will remain so. Linking these two themes has long been one of my intellectual preoccupations but it puts the most basic questions of politics at the heart of geographical considerations. Are we to understand ourselves as on earth, squabbling over control of discrete territories and threatening massive violence to our putative rivals in other sovereign spaces, or are we to understand our fate as increasingly a matter of reorganizing a dynamic biosphere in which we all dwell? Posing matters this bluntly is now key to focusing on matters of security and insecurity and the matters of biopolitics at the largest of scales. Doing so also goes back to Neil Smith's (1990) formulation of matters of uneven development in the 1980s and his insistence that the dynamism of capitalism has to be understood as simultaneously producing nature and space. Critical geopolitics is all about understanding the production of knowledge of spaces facilitating certain kinds of violent practice, the drawing of lines, the specification of dangers and the legitimization of violent actions to deal with these “threats”.
AT: Boarders Natural

Borders are unnatural impositions on the world that transgress instead of celebrate cultural and political difference. 
John Agnew, professor of geography at UCLA, 2008 “Borders on the mind: re-framing border thinking” http://journals.sfu.ca/coaction/index.php/egp/article/viewArticle/1892/1985
There is, then, nothing at all ‘natural’—physically or socially—to borders. They are literally impositions on the world. This is not to say that borders are somehow simply metaphorical or textual, without materiality; lines on a map rather than a set of objects and practices in space.43 It is more that borders are never transcendental objects that systematically secure spaces in which identities and interests can go unquestioned. We may today also be living in a time when they will begin to lose their grip because they no longer match the emerging spatial ontology of a world increasingly transnational and globalized.44 In the first place, as impositions, borders frequently transgress rather than celebrate or enable cultural and political difference. For example, the US-Mexican border cuts through historic migration fields and flows of everyday life,45 perhaps around 40 million people have US-Mexico cross-border family relations;46 the Israel-Gaza border is a prison perimeter premised on collective punishment of a population for electing rocket-firing adherents to Hamas; and most borders in the Middle East and Africa make no national or cultural sense whatsoever (e.g. the Somalia-Ethiopia border with more than 4 million Somalis within Ethiopia or the Israel-Palestine border that is constantly in mutation as Israeli settlers encroach on what had been widely agreed was ‘Palestinian’ territory). But in every one of these cases, borders play a crucial role in focusing the aspirations of the groups on either side. The perpetual instability of the border is precisely what gives it such symbolic power in the mind's eye of the nationalists who favor/challenge it.
AT: Realism

A realist approach precludes the possibility of change because the questions become who should decide the policy rather then what needs deciding.

Simon Dalby, professor at Carleton University, 2008. “Geopolitics, Grand Strategy and Critique: Twenty Years and Counting…” p.5

The neo-realist school precludes the possibility of change when it reasserts the identities of the protagonists in the structural tragedies of anarchy. In this at least it reproduced some of the worst attributes of the earlier social Darwinist streams of geopolitik. But as globalization and the debate about climate change make clear, such artificial boundaries are dangerous ethical practices, not the given categories of our political being. Understanding this provides a powerful mode of critique but not the practical policy stances that activists facing immediate tactical decisions frequently insist of scholars when they demand that they take a stand. In so far as politics is about who decides before it is about what it is that needs deciding, the invocation of authority and threats of violence are unavoidable. Pressing necessities are deferred in the endless arguments about legitimate authority; pointing out the pernicious consequences of prioritizing rivalries over commonalities is a matter of critique too.
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