The 1AC invests hope into state-centric governance -- terminally unsustainable and fails --- only a return to global civil society and the natural condition of society solves the impositions of the state
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Traditional state-centric theories of IR often fail to address the emergence of 'anomalous' phenomenon, such as the increasing significance of non-state actors in international relations and emerging patterns which challenge the presumption that states are the only source of governance (Rosenau, 2002). It has been noted by many authors that the focus on the state in IR is most problematic in that it, and the state itself, are considered to be completely unproblematic 'categories of thought' (Bourdieu, 1994, p1; Rosenau, 2002). The inability of mainstream IR theory to conceive of the state critically may be regarded as a consequence of the mutually reinforcing relationship between dominant theories and the state system, as well as a result of the various reinforcing social structures of the state that have 'all the appearances' of being natural and remove from thought alternative trajectories (Bourdieu, 1994, p4). At the same time, the inability to theorise beyond the state reinforces state domination in practice, by replicating and reinforcing hegemony in our ability to conceive and produce knowledge of the world (Smith, 2004). Turner's discussion of the state begins by building on the work of Charles Tilly, drawing on the edited volume The Formation of National States in Western Europe (1975). Turner presents Tilly's work on the state by positioning the 'origin of state-centered governance... to the Treaty of Westphalia' (Turner, 1998, p26). This initial point of departure truncates the history of the state and fails to emphasise the focus of Tilly's work; the imperial expanding national state. Tilly's later work on the state, in 'War-Making and State-Making as Organized Crime' (1985) outlines his hypothesis regarding the origins and mechanisms of centralised power that led to the development of the early state system. In 'War-Making and State-Making', Tilly suggests that states evolved from the collusion of early landowners, the economic elite and mercenaries. The role of the economic elite is essential as they provided the initial means for expansionist landowners to employ mercenaries who would extend their borders externally and control the new populations through force internally. As populations within the borders increased, new war funds became available through the administration of taxes. In his work, Tilly refers to the early state actors as operating a protection racket; taxation was forcibly extracted from populations by internal mercenaries to be used to further war efforts and expand territory. Emerging from this system of violence, coercion and organised crime came distinct proto-state actors; the internal policing force, the external military, the economic elite, the political magnate and, most importantly, a burgeoning administrative class that emerged to manage the taxes and who laid the institutional foundation of the modern state. The elements that are missing from Turner's summary of Tilly's state are the essential roles of capitalism, imperialism and the collusion of the economic class in the violence of the state. While Turner notes that Tilly 'argues that the first European state were ultimately responsible for the most violence extension of the state system throughout the entire world' (Turner, 1998, p27), he fails to provide the theoretical basis from which Tilly argues this point. For Tilly, in both The Formation of National States in Western Europe and in 'War-Making and State-Making as Organized Crime', the violence of the state, both internal coercion and external warfare, are propelled by the enmeshed relationship of the state and capitalism. Tilly acknowledges the broader structures of violence in the international system and draws on Lenin in his critique of capitalism, imperialism and colonialism. Turner also suggests that violence is central to 'the very nature of state as institutional hierarchy' (1998, p28). However, Turner suggests that realism is blind to this, focusing instead on 'the Hobbesian conception of international anarchy' (ibid.). The misdirection of subtext here suggests that social contract theory and realist conceptions of anarchy are incapable of accessing the true origins of the state, despite these also being concepts inherent to liberalism. Though Turner seems to suggest that contrary to social contract theory, the state is not a source of protection and order, but rather the main source of violence in society, he fails to push this critique to its logical conclusion: the end of the state. Instead, as in many arguments made in support of civil society within the domestic and international realms, Turner's theoretical positions remains rooted in the liberal tradition when he notes that global civil society challenges the legitimacy of the state through 'international standards, discursive diversity and global public opinion' in order to 'redefine the parameters of acceptable institutional behaviour' (ibid.). This view concisely echoes a familiar liberal approach to criticisms of the state: the system itself is not at fault, it is simply not being held to a high enough standard. Through Tilly's work, Turner folds two critical theories under the wings of liberalism. First, anarchist theory and its critiques of the state are appropriated to argue that realism is incapable of making key insights regarding non-state actors. The sleight of hand hidden in this argument is that liberalism is concerned with addressing non-state actors where realism is not. Rather than speaking from the familiar debate between liberalism and realism, Turner employs anarchism to make arguments that are unproblematic for a liberal theorist. Second, Tilly's Marxist analysis is diluted through a selective use of his works, erasing the important influences of capitalism, taxation and the radical critique that states are not inevitable political institutions, as social contract theory claims. By emphasising Tilly's critique of the colonial, expansionist state, Turner is able to void Tilly's work of Marxism and suggest a haphazard, social contract theory based birth date for the sovereign state: the Treaty of Westphalia, the ultimate liberal achievement in international cooperation. GLOBALISING GOVERNANCE, CIVIL SOCIETY AND CITIZENSHIP In his article, Turner argues that global governance is representative of a new mode of international relations where global citizens are 'not the passive object' of the machinations of states, but 'an active participant in shaping not only immediate policies but also the long-term parameters of legitimacy of the state' (1998, p40). The following assesses Turner's argument and suggests that rather than heralding the dawn of an anarchist future, this approach to global activism is much more representative of a stronger state system, where non-state global relations are understood as an extension of state power. Global governance has become a sub-field of study concerned with the problem-solving actions and interactions of state and non-state actors. As noted by Zurn (2013) the current debate regarding global governance addresses questions regarding the transnationalisation of governance, multi-level governance and transformations of statehood and 'its impact on the notion of democracy', though none of these debates 'have come up with conclusive results' (pp409-409). Conceptually, global governance may be viewed as representing two perspectives. The first is analytically based, wherein global governance aims to describe 'a specific set of observable and related phenomena' which seek to overcome barriers to globally coordinated action (Dingwerth & Pattberg, 2006, p190). The second is normatively based, where global governance seeks to achieve desirable outcomes within globally coordinated activity (Brand, 2005; Zurn, 2013). Global governance therefore expands the scope of IR inquiry, but does so without significantly challenging state-centrism in international politics. For example, much of the scholarship which focuses on NGOs and social movements considers these in the context of international, state-centred regimes (Murphy, 2000). Further, the global governance perspective has been criticised for representing a paradigm which seeks to normalise conflicts resulting from the state and capitalism, such as economic crises resulting from neoliberal theory and aggressive liberalisation of markets (Brand, 2005). For some critics, the concept of global governance has emerged strategically to address a need for co-operation on 'economic, environmental, security, and political issues' and to advance 'common interests and values' (Barnett & Duvall, 2005, p1). In this view, global governance does not seek to respond to the failure of states, but rather acts as a 'hegemonic discourse to disguise the negative effects of neoliberal economic development on a global scale' (Dingwerth & Pattberg, 2006, p196). Through global governance discourse specific 'guidelines and practices are legitimised as appropriate' while other are dismissed (Brand, 2005, p157). For example, rather than seeking to fundamentally question or challenge the system that has produced instability and conflict, global governance seeks instead to improve the management of this system. As a consequence, global governance as a perspective is also limited. In spite of the attention given to non-state actors, the processes of economic global governance remain decisively directed towards the 'supremacy of the neoliberal agenda both within and across states' (Murphy, 2000, p796), thus skewing the ability of global governance to perceive and analyse these actors independently of the state. This interdependence is reflected in the construction of non-state actors are being members of a global civil society; a direct extension of the concept of the individual as existing only within the state system, as a citizen, in their actions beyond the state, even when engaging with other individuals or non-state groups. In defining global civil society, Turner begins with a list of actors such as the UN, EU, separatist movements, terrorist organisations, multinational corporations and non-governmental organisations before eliminating those that are statist 'in orientation', seeking to establish or control a state or 'motivated solely by profit', leaving 'critical social movements' as the constitutive group (1998, p28). For Turner, this group includes 'environmentally conscious indigenous peoples' who seek to address 'problems that are not amenable to direct policy responses' (p30). However, upon closer inspection, the protests effected by the groups listed (1) are directed towards the state, the economy and/or rely on human rights models that seek ultimately to hold the state accountable. Further, Turner notes that these groups employ technology to help 'globalize citizenship', though this contests Turner's claim that the diversity of these critical social movements challenge the liberal system by rejecting the state system and ideology (pp30-32). Turner argues further that 'global civil society challenges the state's monopoly of authority by redefining the nature of legitimacy' through the pressure of a 'diverse and activated global citizenry' (p33). However, due to the diverse and different nature of these actors, in order to incorporate these critical social movements as part of global civil society, it 'may be necessary to reconceive the meaning of citizenship' (p32). Though this appears at first to be a critical insight, citizenship is a highly contested concept. Not only is citizenship bound to the state which creates, sustains and revokes this status on the basis of exception, it is also through the progressive expansion of the meaning of citizenship to include and thereby conform individuals that liberal system of centralised state government is perpetuated. The history of citizenship demonstrates a continuous incorporation of dissent against inequality by creating exceptional inclusions to sustain liberal state domination. The liberal system of political organisation has stretched to require, seemingly by demand though more accurately motivated by inequality, that all individuals within societies be citizens first and foremost. In essence, the only proper engagement with the state, including contestations of state power, may be advanced through our political identity as individual citizens. From an anarchist perspective citizenship implies the disciplining and confinement of every individual within the liberal order. Whether through the state or through the discourse of a global society based within and across states, acting to hold states accountable, the concept of citizenship cannot be paired with anarchism's rejection of the state, even where this is simply a heuristic device. Thus, Turner's argument that a global civil society constitutes a form of global citizenship, which further empowers individuals and groups to perform as an activated citizenry, cannot be understood in anarchist terms. Instead, this discourse and conceptualisation of protest, action, agency and association is best understood as an expression of liberal theory as it does not reject the state, but instead applies a domestic state concept to the international as a means of incorporating social movements into global governance theory. Turner's vision of a 'globalist community' organised according to state principles, acting within 'the rights discourse', is therefore not an 'alternative normative' paradigm to 'state-centric realism', rather it is a normalisation of liberal theory as universal perspective (pp33-34). Further, the essential deconstruction and eradication of the state in anarchist theory is not 'very similar to the contemporary character of global civil society' as suggested by Turner (p38). Turner himself stresses that global civil society does not aim to 'overturn the state system' though 'it does represent a different set of priorities than those traditionally associated with the state system' (p39). Despite Turner's clarification that anarchism and his conception of global civil society are not theoretically compatible, it is this statement that is most problematic. By doing away with the straw man of overly pessimistic realism and presenting anarchist theory as a heuristic device and a radical, utopian alternative to global protest politics, Turner has led the reader to the moderate middle ground of liberalism. This misappropriation of anarchism allows Turner to include protest politics in the evolution of global governance theory, thereby perpetuating the dominance of institutionalism in IR theory and most importantly, retaining the sanctity of the state and centralised power in the face of an increasingly diversified field of engagement. Non-state actors are increasingly prevalent in international relations and analyses of this changing landscape must venture beyond the incorporation of new actors into old moulds and avoid the misappropriation of theoretical concepts in order to fortify hegemonic paradigms against their own weaknesses. Anarchist theory here has been reduced to a sub-optimal model employed to expedite an analysis of global governance while compensating for theoretical weaknesses in liberal theory. Most problematically, Turner has used anarchism to advance the principles, concepts and discourse of the state. This misappropriation of anarchism also creates a blurring of theoretical distinction, particularly where it used to distance global governance theory from criticisms of liberalism. From an anarchist perspective, the discourse and underlying ideology of global governance is limited by state-centrism and a normative agenda to advance liberalism. Further, global governance may be seen as seeking to embody the interests of the state in a discourse which presents itself as being in the general interest of world society (Brand, 2005). Through this same process, global governance delegiti-mises alternative orders, actions and interactions in the global political realm by privileging the experiences and interests of dominant actors (largely OECD states, politicians, and experts) and ideologies (liberalism, liberal democracy and neoliberal economics) (Brand, 2005). As a result of the embedded agenda of liberalism and the domination of state and political elites in the processes of global governance, the discourse in practice lacks non-coercive, anti-authoritarian or consensus-based legitimacy (Scholte, 2005). As noted by Scholte (2005), the regulation of global conflicts and commons does not draw on or require the consent of the global public, but instead avoids and evades progressive engagement and denies all possibilities for free or open participation and action to those outside of the global political or economic elite. Global governance is therefore incapable of addressing or considering meaningful emancipation, equality (both political and economic), free association or consensus. Most importantly, global governance is unable to conceptualise transformations of power and action that are beyond the interest, direction and authority of states.
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