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2 | RELATIONS OF EXTRACTION 
The “relations of extraction”—or taxation—that bind together rulers and ruled are central to the social contract deemed, from Locke onwards, to be at the heart of the modern state (see Bhambra & Holmwood, 2021). The idea that citizens and their property were to be protected and, in their turn, they provided financial support to the state to do so through taxes—and that the levels of both were to be determined through some form of deliberation, usually via a legislative assembly—has come to be commonplace. As the authors of a call for a new fiscal sociology set out: “Taxes formalize our obligations to each other. They define the inequalities we accept and those that we collectively seek to redress” (Martin et al., 2009, p. 1). Martin et al. (2009, p. 3) go on to argue that taxation is crucial in the development of the “imagined community” of the nation to the extent that it “enmeshes us in the web of generalized reciprocity.” 
A focus on taxation—and the distributed returns to citizens of that taxation—then, clarifies the nature of the state, its limits and its boundaries. While taxation was initially seen to be a significant factor in the state's ability to wage war, by the mid-twentieth century it became more extensively bound up with its execution of domestic issues of welfare. This can be seen in the shift from Charles Tilly's pithy statement that, in the early modern period “war made the state and the state made war” (1975, p. 42) to the claim by Titmuss (1958) that, by the mid-twentieth century, we can see how modern war had had a profound influence on social policy as demonstrated by the emergence of the welfare state (see also Mann, 2012). What is at issue is what sort of state was made by imperial wars and whose welfare did those wars secure. 
Income tax had first been raised in Britain in 1798 to cover the costs of its wars with revolutionary France. After the end of these wars in 1815, however, it was discontinued as a consequence of strong public opposition to it. Income tax was not reintroduced in Britain until the mid-nineteenth century. First, as a temporary measure by Peel in 1842, before coming to be an established part of the social contract of the state through Gladstone's reforms in 1853. These also brought Ireland into the income tax regime following the earlier Act of Union that established the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland. During this period, and through to the end of the nineteenth century, the “fiscal constitution” of the state—with its emphasis on a judicious balance of taxes and taxpayer consent—has been regarded as being remarkably successful by historians of British taxation (Kanter, 2012). 
One such, Martin Daunton for example, argues that the tax system was designed “to be carefully balanced to ensure proportionality … to be a means of integration and not conflict” (1996b, p. 173); as such, “no group or interest felt it was unduly burdened” by taxation (1996a, p. 885). In this way, the British state is seen to have established a high level of trust in the central state and fellow taxpayers. But, as Douglas Kanter argues, one of the problems with this narrative is that the UK was not just “British,” but also included Ireland and “Irish fiscal policy fits uneasily into this account” (2012, p. 1123). At the very outset of reintroducing income tax into the British state, Peel omitted Ireland from any obligation to pay due to a concern with exacerbating opposition to the Act of Union. However, when the famine occurred in 1845, there was then resistance to the provision of relief by central government due to the Irish being deemed to have not paid their share of taxation. 
The grants that were provided for famine relief were converted to loans, which accrued interest, increasing “the total sum owed by some 75%” (Kanter, 2012, p. 1139). Later negotiations around the partial remission of these consolidated annuities turned on the requirement to bring Ireland into the income tax regime. There was a belief among many in Ireland that not only should famine relief have been a moral responsibility of the central government, but that the new regime of taxation would generate a surplus that would be used to reduce taxes in the rest of Britain; that is, as Kanter (2012, p. 1151) argues, that the poorer periphery would subsidize tax breaks at the wealthier center. 
The consensus on taxation that Daunton otherwise represents as a feature of the British state, then, did not exist in Ireland where the debate on fiscal policy—in particular arguments about over-taxation—remained a strong feature in movements for Home Rule from the mid-nineteenth century onwards. Such debates find their parallel, Kanter (2012) suggests, within the wider empire, where arguments about economic justice intersect with those of social entitlement in movements of colonial opposition. This was particularly the case in India, as Bayly (2000), among others, has also suggested. 
One of the key expenses of the state, for which income tax was initially raised, was war. However, over the nineteenth century, the military costs of the British state were largely exported to the wider empire and specifically to India. As Bayly notes, both through indirect means of “tribute” as well as “directly through the overseas use of the Indian Army,” the company-state sustained the domestic military-fiscal machine (1994, p. 15). The Indian peasant, he goes on to argue, “bore a heavy part of the costs of Britain's world role which the British people were not prepared to bear” (1994, p. 16). The standard idea of the “nation-at-arms,” then, should actually be understood as the empire-at-arms as both personnel for the army and the costs of war through colonial taxation were increasingly borne by the wider empire. This reduced the claims of the British state on the national economy to below the levels of the eighteenth century and eased the burdens of domestic taxation. It also removed any requirement for national military conscription and allowed “the domestic state to disarm and ‘civilianize’ itself” (Bayly, 1994, p. 18). 
One consequence of this was that that while continental Europe was convulsed in revolutions in 1848, Britain, in contrast, saw the demise of equivalent struggles, such as Chartism. One explanation for this, as Daunton suggests, is that the rhetoric of equity and the generally low levels of domestic taxation “meant that the working class was assimilated to the state rather than viewing it as coercive or exploitative” (1996a, p. 885). Similarly, Miles Taylor argues that “by displacing the tax burden from metropole to periphery” and generally facilitating an improvement in living conditions, working-class discontent in Britain during this period was eased (2000, p. 158). However, while there was no fiscal revolt in Britain, Taylor notes that there was an eruption of serious discontent across the empire: with riots and rebellions in “Ceylon, the Ionian Islands and the Orange River” together with fiscal crises across the wider empire, including in the Caribbean (2000, p. 152). A major uprising was temporarily averted in the Punjab, but not stayed. The subsequent events of 1857 were precipitated by factors that had mitigated against such disturbances domestically—primarily a sense of an unfair burden of taxation. 
During the latter half of the nineteenth century, within Britain, there was a single rate of income tax imposed upon the domestic population. Those earning below £160—which was four times the national average wage of around £40 in 1900—received a full abatement and did not pay any income tax. Those earning up to £400 “were granted an abatement of £160, which fell to £70 on incomes between £600 and £700” (Daunton, 1996b, p. 176). In 1909, a super-tax was introduced on large incomes, over £5,000—the salary of a high court judge or the Chancellor of the Exchequer—and “a tax-free allowance of £10 was introduced for children under 16” (Daunton, 1996b, pp. 176–177). The abatements together with the tax-free allowances for children meant that the working class and much of the middle class did not pay any income tax at all until the First World War. 
Considerations around the proper balance of taxation operated somewhat differently in the empire. The East India Company, after the defeat of the local rulers at the Battle of Plassey in 1757, had, in 1765, obtained the right to collect taxes in the Provinces of Bengal, Bihar, and Orissa. The Company initially maintained the structures of the existing taxation regime, with land revenue forming the bulk of its taxation income, but this was diversified over time to include new taxes such as the salt tax and the opium tax (Richards, 2006). An income tax was explicitly implemented after the British Crown took over direct rule a century later. 
The Indian Income Tax of 1860 was closely modelled on the British version; except, as the Governor of Madras, Charles Trevelyan noted, while the financial system was transplanted to India, “a basic requirement of that system, representation of taxpayers, was wanting” (Bhattacharya, 2005, p. 52). There was an exemption for those earning less than Rs. 200 a year, but there was no system of abatement such that tax was paid on the whole income once it reached the taxable minimum. There was also no allowance for children. The average income at the time was around Rs. 20–27 which meant that the exemption limit was at eight to ten times the national average. The exemption limit was raised to Rs. 1,000 by 1903, which at the time, was over twenty times the average income of Rs. 45. This led to some within Britain arguing that India was lightly taxed. However, by examining the revenue raised in taxation as a proportion of national income, Naoroji (1901) demonstrated clearly that India bore the heavier burden. Further, if land revenue was considered as a form of taxation rather than rent, which many argued that it should be, then the recognized tax burden would have significantly increased. 
There were a series of full exemptions from income tax. However, these all fell “on the side of government servants, pensioners, … foreign shipping concerns, tea agents, and the holders of sterling debt rather than in favour of the general taxpayers” (Pagar, 2012 [1920], p. 98). Further, as Pagar (2012 [1920], p. 187) sets out, no tax was deducted from the salaries of employees of the India Office in London despite those salaries being paid out of Indian revenues—this included the Secretary of State for India whose £5,000 salary would have put him amongst the highest earners in the entire empire. While there is much to discuss about the forms and rates of taxation, the central issue for my purposes here is the following, paraphrased from Naoroji: not only was India more heavily taxed than Britain, but there was another additional circumstance; the whole of British taxation returned entirely to the people themselves from whom it was raised, but that which was obtained out of India did not all return to them (1901, p. 314). 
As George Wingate wrote in 1859 and whom Naoroji quotes: “Taxes spent in the country from which they are raised, are totally different in their effect from taxes raised in one country and spent in another. In the former case, the taxes collected from the population at large … are again returned to the industrious classes. … But the case is wholly different when the taxes are not spent in the country from which they are raised. In this case, they constitute no mere transfer of a portion of the national income from one set of citizens to another, but an absolute loss and extinction of the whole amount withdrawn from the taxed country” (1859, pp. 57–58). To put it in anachronistic, Keynesian, terms, the “multiplier” has its effects elsewhere while the extraction depresses activity locally. 
What we see through this discussion is (a) that Britain established domestic legitimacy and quiescence through imperial revenue; and (b) that that imperial revenue included the taxes extracted from a colonized population. In the following section, I go on to discuss the “relations of redistribution” more explicitly in terms of their construction as welfare and examine the extent to which “the web of generalized reciprocity” applied to all those under British rule.
3 | RELATIONS OF REDISTRIBUTION 
Scholars of distributive justice, such as Walzer (1983), argue that redistribution presupposes a bounded world. Collective solidarity relies on an understanding of “us,” as insiders, as opposed to “them,” as strangers. Such a demarcation determines who ought to be seen as the legitimate beneficiary of the distribution of collective goods and social entitlements. This is a widespread and commonplace understanding of welfare systems which are understood to pool and redistribute wealth raised through taxation for the benefit of the members of the political community. While the necessity of boundaries to the possibility of just distribution is regarded as self-evident, what is rarely considered is where the resources that are to be redistributed come from. Further, and relatedly, there is little discussion of what the entitlements are of those broader constituencies who have contributed to the building up of those collective resources, but who are under the rule of the political community without being seen to be part of it.
The community constituted through the relations of political extraction is much more extensive than that which comes into being through the relations of redistribution. This raises the further question of how legitimacy comes to be established for using the resources extracted from the imperial community and redistributing them solely to the national community. The provision of welfare in Britain in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, for example, occurred through a “mixed moral economy” of limited state interventions supplemented by the work of voluntary organizations, friendly societies, and private charitable activity (Johnson, 1996). The low burden of domestic taxation, made possible through the imperial relations of extraction, meant that, until the twentieth century, the state had less involvement in the direct provision of national welfare. For example, as Thane (1996) notes, at the end of the nineteenth century it is estimated that more money was transferred to the poor through charities in London alone than was expended nationally via the Poor Laws.
While much is written about how charities were organized, who benefitted from them, and the relations of deference they created, there is remarkably little systematic work on where the money that was disbursed through philanthropic initiatives came from. There is a separate literature on the extent of money brought back to Britain from empire, but the connections between the two are rarely made. The salaries paid to those working for the East India Company, for example, were exceedingly high and regardless of rank all employees received an annual pension of £1,000 so long as they had completed between 25 and 35 years of service. In addition, there were various allowances—not to mention the private investments, or loot as William Dalrymple has called it— which meant that they were able to retire well on their return to Britain. As an example from Margot Finn and Kate Smith's edited volume on the East India Company at Home, David Williams writes: “John [Melvill] spent the whole of his working life as a civil servant and judge in India before retiring back to England in 1813 with sufficient funds to purchase an 8,200-acre estate in Sussex” (2018, p. 390). 
The “Nabobs,” as returning East India Company employees were known, were recognized as part of Britain's growing philanthropic community. As Tillman Nechtman notes, for example, “[n]ewspaper subscriptions show that Company employees were substantial donors to charities” (2007, p. 76); but scholarship on the relationship between charity and welfare rarely acknowledges this association with imperial wealth. An exception to this is a recent chapter by Andrew Mackillop which make a more substantial connection between the circulation of imperial wealth and charitable initiatives within early modern Scotland. Mackillop sets out how wealth made in the empire was deployed to secure status back at home through charitable activities such as contributing to the poor relief of a parish, funding hospitals and infirmaries, and donating to institutions of learning. To give one example that highlights the extent of the money being disbursed, Mackillop writes: The Bombay opium, textiles, and shipping entrepreneur John Forbes donated £10,000 for the construction of Aberdeen's new asylum in 1819. This made up 76% of its entire costs (and would be close to £1 million in today's money) (Mackillop, in press). Further, he also shows how an imagined community of belonging was often mobilized to elicit charitable donations from members across empire for national welfare projects. 
The situation was somewhat different in terms of charitable initiatives in relation to issues of colonial welfare. As Andrea Major argues, “British philanthropic interest in the subcontinent tended to be more concerned with its moral rather than its material condition” (2020, p. 230). This was despite the fact that across the period of British rule—from the East India Company onwards—India faced a series of devastating famines and periods of food scarcity. One of the most intense periods of famine and scarcity was from 1860 to 1910—coinciding with the implementation of the income tax in India. During this period, it is estimated that over 14 million people died of starvation; they died in the context of grain being exported by rail from the famine regions and taxes continuing to be collected even in the worst affected areas. 
While environmental factors, such as the failure of the monsoon, contributed to food shortages in specific areas, these shortages were never absolute. As Ajit Ghose argues, in the latter half of the nineteenth century India was a food-surplus country; the issue was that “[e]xports of foodgrains were taking place even in years when thousands, or perhaps millions, were dying of starvation” (1982, p. 378). The maintenance of exports was a consequence of what were presented as colonial laissez-faire policies which prevented officials from interfering in the natural operation of free trade. These policies did not, however, prevent them from collecting tax from an impoverished population; tax in such circumstances was coercive and in breach of the voluntarism otherwise inscribed in the idea of laissez-faire. Famines were products of colonial public policy. 
Decisions on famine policy, as Kate Currie notes, reflected broader policy struggles “over the efficacy or otherwise of state intervention … within the spheres of the market and taxation” (1991, pp. 26–27). Deliberations by British civil servants in India tended to go along the following lines: around 80% of the people dying from starvation come from the laboring classes and do not earn sufficient to pay taxes; to keep them alive through famine relief would stretch the wage funds of the tax-paying population and lead to a further increase in the population at the lowest levels; this would put further pressure on the food supply and lead to further famines; such a course of action would demoralize the population and increased debt together with taxation would be more fatal to the country than famine itself (Ambirajan, 1976). Public finance trumped public health in such considerations; especially as any measures to avert deaths in the colony would have had an impact on imperial finances and the preferred activities that this income was to support—that is, celebrations in India to proclaim Victoria Empress of India and preparations for the war with Afghanistan funded by Indian taxes (Davis, 2002). 
Discussions about whether Indian subjects were entitled to any relief from the government occurred in the context of earlier arguments about the Poor Laws in Britain and Ireland. Apparently, the encouragement of idleness in the local population, as a consequence of providing any material relief in times of food shortages, had to be avoided as a priority. In addition, there were increasing discussions about over-population and famines were regarded as one way in which such concerns could be addressed. Perhaps more pertinently, the case against famine relief was made in the fear that if the arguments for such relief at such times were accepted, then that would lead to arguments for the permanent maintenance of the Indian poor, that is for their inclusion within the generalized web of reciprocity. The 1880 Famine Commission, for example, set out the following: “The doctrine that in time of famine the poor are entitled to demand relief … would probably lead to the doctrine that they are entitled to such relief at all times, and thus the foundation would be laid of a system of general poor relief, which we cannot contemplate without serious apprehension….” (quoted in Davis, 2002, p. 33). 
This was at a time when general poor relief was provided as a legal right to the destitute poor in Britain— whether deserving or undeserving (Shilliam, 2018). While provisions made through the Poor Laws were not regarded as particularly generous, they were deemed, as Boyer argues, to be “enough to ensure that unemployed workers and their families could subsist in good health” (2004, p. 432). Further, Lorie Charlesworth (2010) argues that had Poor Law entitlements in England and Wales not been protected as legal rights, then the level of relief would have been as little as it had been in Ireland in the 1840s. During the Irish famine, she argues, the British Government and its Irish administration were permitted, as a consequence of the limited poor law structures introduced into Ireland, “to legally abdicate responsibility for preventing deaths by starvation” (2010, p. 179). Mike Davis similarly draws the links between Ireland and India stating that in both contexts, they were turned into laboratories for utilitarianism, “where millions of lives were wagered against dogmatic faith in omnipotent markets” (2002, p. 31). 
As such, not only was there not a general commitment to the alleviation of poverty in India, but even calls for the mitigation of the worst effects of famine were denied as they could potentially lead to calls for a more general entitlement. One of the few dissenting voices in such discussions by British officials in India was that of James Caird who “drew attention to the fact that India spent on famine relief less than two per cent of what Britain spent annually in relieving the poor” at home (Ambirajan, 1976, p. 11). As a final note, a Famine Fund was started after the 1880 Famine Commission had recommended that extra taxation should be imposed on the Indian population for the purpose of raising money that could then be stored up for the specific purpose of providing for future famines. This Fund was maintained at around £1 million annually, but when there was need to call on it in relation to a future famine, the money was found not to be available, having been expended on the Afghan War among other non-famine related activities (Davis, 2002). 
The relations of extraction—both political and economic—explicitly bound India into the British polity and were implicated in its general conditions of immiseration. There was little acceptance, however, that these relations generated “a web of reciprocity” in terms of equivalent relations of redistribution. Indeed, actions were taken specifically to limit any reciprocity arising motivated out of private philanthropy or individual charitable concern. Classical liberal theory may have enunciated a principle of voluntarism applied to the recognition of the distress of others and eschewed what it regarded as compulsion in the provision of relief. However, in the case of the recognition of the distress suffered by subjects of empire, voluntarism was strongly dissuaded under accusations that it would undermine the Government of India (Currie, 1991). The hypocrisy of the Government’s attitude under such privation brought forth a stinging satire by William Digby (1878) that it was as if it had passed an Act criminalising voluntarism. 1 The issues of asymmetry were to become even starker across the twentieth century highlighting further what King (1999) calls the illiberalism of the liberal state. 
4 | IMPERIAL REVENUE AND NATIONAL WELFARE 
The balance that Daunton argued had been so central to the deliberations and domestic activities of the British state in the nineteenth century came to be significantly disrupted by the wars of the subsequent one. The burden of taxation increased during the period of the First World War as “the heavy interest payments to holders of the national debt came into conflict with demands for increased expenditure on education, health and housing” (Daunton, 1996a, p. 884). Military conscription was brought in in 1916 and the level of income-tax exemption was cut from £160 to £130 which drew many more people into the payment of income tax. Within a couple of years, however, the number of taxpayers was reduced again “by raising the tax-free allowance for children and extending it to wives” (1996a, p. 889). It was with an eye to this particular history of balance that, in the immediate aftermath of the First World War, there were a number of debates among welfare economists about the feasibility of setting up a system of national welfare to be funded through taxation. 
One such was Bowley (1919), who sought to ascertain the amount of money that could be taken from the rich and added to the wages of the poor such that it would both alleviate poverty and not be an undue burden on the rich. In making his calculations, Bowley determined the national income, which was made up of the total income of people within the United Kingdom as well as income received from abroad, deducted the amount that would be necessary for running the government and then divided the remainder by the population of the UK. The national dividend, then, that was to provide the economic basis for welfare provision was, as Pigou writes, “the objective income of the community, including, of course, income derived from abroad” (1929, p. 31, my emphasis). The national dividend was explicitly an imperial dividend distributed nationally. 
As Temple (1884) had noted in his earlier presentation of the “General Statistics of the British Empire,” of the £203 million at the disposal of the British state for general government £89 million came from the UK, £74 million from India, and £40 million from territories and colonies in the rest of empire. Over half the money at the disposal of the government at Westminster came from the labor, resources, and taxes of those within empire and beyond the national state. The taxes and resources of colonized subjects were taken into account when making calculations about the feasibility of national welfare provision in the metropole (i.e., in terms of calculating the size of the national fund) without ever taking them—colonized subjects—into account as the recipients of the distribution of that fund; not even in the most extreme cases of famine and starvation. 
It goes without saying that these resources were then also used to fund such schemes as they came into being in the twentieth century, just as they had been used to fund the infrastructure of the state over the previous two centuries. Indeed, no less a figure than Winston Churchill, as Chancellor of the Exchequer, stated the following: “The income which we derive each year from commission and services rendered to foreign countries is over £65 million. In addition, we have a steady revenue from foreign investments of close on £300 million a year … That is the explanation of the source from which we are able to defray social services at a level incomparably higher than that of any European country … These resources from overseas constitute the keystone … of our economic position” (April 15, 1929). 
This statement was in response to an interjection by Ellen Wilkinson MP in the House of Commons claiming that the post-war sacrifices that Churchill was calling to be made were “class sacrifices, not national sacrifices.” As Churchill sets out, while there were disparities among the classes in Britain, all classes benefitted from overseas resources, especially as these were used to defray the costs of social services. Radical arguments about class were countered by conservative claims about the nation, but each was belied by the colonies and empire—and their “classes”—that underlay both claims. This common erasure comes to be central to the development of politics oriented to the welfare state (Noble, 2015). 
It was the shared experience of “total war,” that, according to Asa Briggs among others, “forced politicians to consider the ‘community’ as a whole” and to deploy communal resources “to abate poverty and to assist those in distress” (1961, p. 226, 228). Warfare and welfare, then, were conjoined in bringing together the idea of citizens as a nation. This was reinforced through the processes by way of which material resources “were distributed and redistributed within national boundaries” (Mann, 2012, p. 463). As such, the national frame can be regarded as explicitly coming into being in terms of determining the population to whom recompense was to be made in the aftermath of two devastating wars in the context of a growing national electorate able to lobby for such demands. 
However, not only were the wars fought by the British Empire, and not simply the British nation, but they were also significantly funded by that wider population through increased taxation. The “small wars” of empire across the nineteenth century had been almost entirely fought and funded by India, as mentioned earlier; and Indian troops were also used in the Crimean War and African soldiers in the Boer War. During the First World War, over one million Indian soldiers served overseas and over two million fought for the Allies in the Second World War, where India's contribution “roughly equalled that of South Africa, Canada, New Zealand, and other Commonwealth territories put together” (Singh, 1982, p. 569).
In addition, as Anita Singh sets out, India was “a financial reservoir for imperial defence” (1982, p. 569). During both wars, the Home Charges that India paid to Britain for colonial rule were dramatically increased as was expenditure on the military. After the First World War, India provided a coerced gift to Britain of £100 million to aid the war effort and Britain's debt to India of £55 million was unilaterally erased through currency manipulation. During the Second World War, alongside the increase in military expenditure attributed to the Indian budget, India further supported the British war effort through a series of “forced loans” that provided goods and services to the British in return for “I.O.U.s,” that is, sterling balances. As Aditya Mukherjee states, the rapid expansion of the currency—together with the fact that nothing returned to India for the goods and services provided—“led to severe shortages and runaway inflation” in India (1990, p. 231). 
In earlier discussions about how the war was to be funded, Keynes had argued that one option was to let prices rise more than real wages. This would redistribute incomes away from wages to profits, which could then be taxed in order to pay for the war. Such a scheme, however, would disproportionately hurt the poorest classes and in order to ensure domestic working class support it was disregarded in favor of a system of graded taxation (Patnaik, 2017, pp. 206–207). However, the scheme which was regarded as too regressive for implementation in Britain was, as Utsa Patnaik argues, implemented in India upon “a colonised population with one-thirtieth of the per head income” and which, in 1943, led to the deaths of over 3 million civilians in the Bengal famine (2017, p. 208). This was a consequence of public policy decisions made in Britain which again valued national lives differently from the lives of those in the colonies. 
Britain, in contrast, was able to contain inflationary pressures at home and was also able to develop and implement welfare policies. Policies, which, as Noel Whiteside argues, had as their objective “to protect the whole population—but particularly the working population—from the consequences of the conflict” (1996, p. 87). Specifically, there was a concern to redistribute national income through cost-of-living subsidies as well as providing other social services. How this was to be paid for, however, was a real issue given that in the immediate post-war period “the Labour government faced enormous economic difficulties” including a “lack of raw materials, productive capacity and financial resources” (Whiteside, 1996, p. 86). The balance of payments crisis, of 1947– 1948, further exacerbated these issues. 
Britain emerged from the Second World War owing more than £3 billion to her creditors while also being committed to the construction of the welfare state (Newton, 1984). How this was to be managed was how Britain had always managed its domestic responsibilities—by turning to the empire. The two primary ways in which Britain did this was: first, it ran down the amount it owed to India and Pakistan after independence; and second, it subordinated the economies of its remaining colonies to its national concerns. In other words, the imperial dividend continued after the end of empire and was integral to the construction of the post-war welfare state. 
By the end of 1945, Britain owed India £1.3 billion, “a third of the total built up by Britain … [and] almost one-fifth of Britain's net receipts from the United States under Lend-Lease” (Balasubramanian & Raghavan, 2018, p. 82). From the outset, British officials sought to write down the balances owed, given that they could not unilaterally write them off, even though this had initially been attempted (and had actually been done after the First World War). de Paiva Abreu (2017) sets out the many ways by which Britain managed what was called “concealed cancellation”: the lower rates of interests on the loans obtained by Britain from India, higher pension charges including liability for all pensions of civil and military personnel working in India prior to independence, and perhaps most importantly, the devaluation of sterling in 1949, which occurred without a gold clause such as that which had protected creditors like Argentina and Brazil. Officially, there was a cancellation of around a third of outstanding Indian balances, although this figure is considered a serious underestimation all things considered (Balasubramanian & Raghavan, 2018). 
In addition to cancelling a significant amount of its debt to India, Allister Hinds (1999) argues that Britain also harnessed colonial resources from its remaining empire and aligned colonial fiscal and monetary policy to the needs of its own national economy. As he sets out, “Malaya was the most valuable of Britain's dollar earning colonies”—with its exports of rubber and tin—closely followed by the Gold Coast, to become Ghana, and Nigeria (1999, p. 107). The dollars earned by these countries, through sale of their raw products, were put into a “dollar pool” controlled by Britain. The dollar earning capacity of the colonies that remained under Britain's control was central to Britain's domestic recovery. In this way, as David Fieldhouse argues, British colonies were made to tie up funds that they might have otherwise used for their own development “in order to give Britain cheap credit” and “to subsidize Britain's post-war standard of living” (1984, p. 96). 
While the British government maintained a “benevolent rhetoric of economic development” toward its remaining colonies, the reality, as Fieldhouse argues, was rather one of “economic exploitation” (1984, p. 95). From 1946 to 1951, for example, “the colonies were lent or given some £40 million” through the Colonial Development and Welfare Acts and, at the same time, were required “to lend or tie up in London about £250 million” (1984, p. 98). The colonies were thus used “to protect the British consumer from the high social price which continental countries were then paying for their post-war reconstruction” and were unable to use their own funds to pay for development at home (Fieldhouse, 1984, p. 99). Britain's policies were condemned by a variety of figures and the Nigerian newspaper, the West African Pilot, ran an editorial stating: “Colonial socialism is aimed at developing the resources to expand the production of foodstuffs and raw materials which Britain needs badly to carry out her socialism at home” (quoted in Hinds, 1987, p. 160). As such, the health of the sterling area in the post-war period can be seen to have been “central to the [possibility of] success of the Government's domestic programme” (Newton, 1984, p. 392). 
The development of the British welfare state in the post-war period, then, depended on the writing down of the debt that Britain owed to newly independent India and Pakistan, appropriating the dollar-earnings of its remaining colonies, and subordinating the economic development requirements of those colonies to its own needs. The economic health of the British state relied on these relations of economic and political subordination and yet there is almost no discussion of them in the literature discussing the emergence of the domestic welfare state.
5 | CONCLUSION 
As John Hills argued, in an altogether different context but useful for my purposes here: “the redistributive effect of the welfare state cannot be judged just by looking at who benefits from it … One also has to look at who pays for it through the tax system and in other ways” (1995, p. 33). Once we consider the state to have been an imperial state and not just a national state, we come to understand the deeper inequalities that the welfare state represents that we have not yet systematically thought about let alone come to terms with how we might provide reparation. The relations of extraction of the British state constituted it as an imperial state; its relations of redistribution exemplified the national project at its heart. The asymmetry here is reproduced within mainstream social science every time the nation-state is taken as the unit of analysis and not the wider empire, or imperial state. The injustice embodied in that asymmetry is central to arguments about the legitimacy of the white working class and is reproduced in discourses and practices that privilege national citizens over others. 
The historical provenance of the material resources available to be redistributed was broader than the nation; it was imperial. Yet, the imperial community is neither acknowledged in terms of the contributions it has made to the resources appropriated by the state, nor is it regarded as a legitimate beneficiary of the distribution of those collective resources. There were both direct and indirect benefits to the domestic population of taxation within the wider empire. The direct benefits resulted from the simple accrual of additional wealth and resources for domestic purposes, including the reduction in the domestic tax burden of the national population and increased social services available to them. The indirect benefits involved the compounded loss suffered by the colonized populations and the global patterns of inequality that continue through to the present (Bhambra, 2021). The end of empire did not bring an end to the legacies of its social structures, including their modes of legitimation. 
My call here is for a better social science, located in a more adequate understanding of the shared histories that have configured our present, in order to find more expansive and generous solutions to the problems that face us. That “us” must be inclusive of those currently presented as “other” and outside the webs of reciprocity in which obligations are recognized—both historically and contemporaneously. The imperial relations of extraction maintained the standard of living of the national population at the expense not only of the livelihoods of colonial subjects, but often their very lives. The recurrence of famine throughout the period of British rule was a consequence of colonial policies of extraction for which there was no mitigation and no consideration that there ought to be any mitigation through systematic welfare provision to these taxpayers. While it may have been the metropolitan bourgeoise that explicitly exploited colonized populations, as Aditya Mukherjee argues, “metropolitan society as a whole benefit[ed] at the cost of the entire colonial people” (2010, p. 76). 
There is an urgent need for us to reconsider the broader, shared histories of the polity undivided as central to the future possibilities of the welfare state. This will involve a reconfiguration of our disciplines, what I have elsewhere called epistemological justice, as well justice through material reparations.
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2 | RELATIONS OF EXTRACTION 
The “relations of extraction”—or taxation—that bind together rulers and ruled are central to the social contract deemed, from Locke onwards, to be at the heart of the modern state (see Bhambra & Holmwood, 2021). The idea that citizens and their property were to be protected and, in their turn, they provided financial support to the state to do so through taxes—and that the levels of both were to be determined through some form of deliberation, usually via a legislative assembly—has come to be commonplace. As the authors of a call for a new fiscal sociology set out: “Taxes formalize our obligations to each other. They define the inequalities we accept and those that we collectively seek to redress” (Martin et al., 2009, p. 1). Martin et al. (2009, p. 3) go on to argue that taxation is crucial in the development of the “imagined community” of the nation to the extent that it “enmeshes us in the web of generalized reciprocity.” 
A focus on taxation—and the distributed returns to citizens of that taxation—then, clarifies the nature of the state, its limits and its boundaries. While taxation was initially seen to be a significant factor in the state's ability to wage war, by the mid-twentieth century it became more extensively bound up with its execution of domestic issues of welfare. This can be seen in the shift from Charles Tilly's pithy statement that, in the early modern period “war made the state and the state made war” (1975, p. 42) to the claim by Titmuss (1958) that, by the mid-twentieth century, we can see how modern war had had a profound influence on social policy as demonstrated by the emergence of the welfare state (see also Mann, 2012). What is at issue is what sort of state was made by imperial wars and whose welfare did those wars secure. 
Income tax had first been raised in Britain in 1798 to cover the costs of its wars with revolutionary France. After the end of these wars in 1815, however, it was discontinued as a consequence of strong public opposition to it. Income tax was not reintroduced in Britain until the mid-nineteenth century. First, as a temporary measure by Peel in 1842, before coming to be an established part of the social contract of the state through Gladstone's reforms in 1853. These also brought Ireland into the income tax regime following the earlier Act of Union that established the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland. During this period, and through to the end of the nineteenth century, the “fiscal constitution” of the state—with its emphasis on a judicious balance of taxes and taxpayer consent—has been regarded as being remarkably successful by historians of British taxation (Kanter, 2012). 
One such, Martin Daunton for example, argues that the tax system was designed “to be carefully balanced to ensure proportionality … to be a means of integration and not conflict” (1996b, p. 173); as such, “no group or interest felt it was unduly burdened” by taxation (1996a, p. 885). In this way, the British state is seen to have established a high level of trust in the central state and fellow taxpayers. But, as Douglas Kanter argues, one of the problems with this narrative is that the UK was not just “British,” but also included Ireland and “Irish fiscal policy fits uneasily into this account” (2012, p. 1123). At the very outset of reintroducing income tax into the British state, Peel omitted Ireland from any obligation to pay due to a concern with exacerbating opposition to the Act of Union. However, when the famine occurred in 1845, there was then resistance to the provision of relief by central government due to the Irish being deemed to have not paid their share of taxation. 
The grants that were provided for famine relief were converted to loans, which accrued interest, increasing “the total sum owed by some 75%” (Kanter, 2012, p. 1139). Later negotiations around the partial remission of these consolidated annuities turned on the requirement to bring Ireland into the income tax regime. There was a belief among many in Ireland that not only should famine relief have been a moral responsibility of the central government, but that the new regime of taxation would generate a surplus that would be used to reduce taxes in the rest of Britain; that is, as Kanter (2012, p. 1151) argues, that the poorer periphery would subsidize tax breaks at the wealthier center. 
The consensus on taxation that Daunton otherwise represents as a feature of the British state, then, did not exist in Ireland where the debate on fiscal policy—in particular arguments about over-taxation—remained a strong feature in movements for Home Rule from the mid-nineteenth century onwards. Such debates find their parallel, Kanter (2012) suggests, within the wider empire, where arguments about economic justice intersect with those of social entitlement in movements of colonial opposition. This was particularly the case in India, as Bayly (2000), among others, has also suggested. 
One of the key expenses of the state, for which income tax was initially raised, was war. However, over the nineteenth century, the military costs of the British state were largely exported to the wider empire and specifically to India. As Bayly notes, both through indirect means of “tribute” as well as “directly through the overseas use of the Indian Army,” the company-state sustained the domestic military-fiscal machine (1994, p. 15). The Indian peasant, he goes on to argue, “bore a heavy part of the costs of Britain's world role which the British people were not prepared to bear” (1994, p. 16). The standard idea of the “nation-at-arms,” then, should actually be understood as the empire-at-arms as both personnel for the army and the costs of war through colonial taxation were increasingly borne by the wider empire. This reduced the claims of the British state on the national economy to below the levels of the eighteenth century and eased the burdens of domestic taxation. It also removed any requirement for national military conscription and allowed “the domestic state to disarm and ‘civilianize’ itself” (Bayly, 1994, p. 18). 
One consequence of this was that that while continental Europe was convulsed in revolutions in 1848, Britain, in contrast, saw the demise of equivalent struggles, such as Chartism. One explanation for this, as Daunton suggests, is that the rhetoric of equity and the generally low levels of domestic taxation “meant that the working class was assimilated to the state rather than viewing it as coercive or exploitative” (1996a, p. 885). Similarly, Miles Taylor argues that “by displacing the tax burden from metropole to periphery” and generally facilitating an improvement in living conditions, working-class discontent in Britain during this period was eased (2000, p. 158). However, while there was no fiscal revolt in Britain, Taylor notes that there was an eruption of serious discontent across the empire: with riots and rebellions in “Ceylon, the Ionian Islands and the Orange River” together with fiscal crises across the wider empire, including in the Caribbean (2000, p. 152). A major uprising was temporarily averted in the Punjab, but not stayed. The subsequent events of 1857 were precipitated by factors that had mitigated against such disturbances domestically—primarily a sense of an unfair burden of taxation. 
During the latter half of the nineteenth century, within Britain, there was a single rate of income tax imposed upon the domestic population. Those earning below £160—which was four times the national average wage of around £40 in 1900—received a full abatement and did not pay any income tax. Those earning up to £400 “were granted an abatement of £160, which fell to £70 on incomes between £600 and £700” (Daunton, 1996b, p. 176). In 1909, a super-tax was introduced on large incomes, over £5,000—the salary of a high court judge or the Chancellor of the Exchequer—and “a tax-free allowance of £10 was introduced for children under 16” (Daunton, 1996b, pp. 176–177). The abatements together with the tax-free allowances for children meant that the working class and much of the middle class did not pay any income tax at all until the First World War. 
Considerations around the proper balance of taxation operated somewhat differently in the empire. The East India Company, after the defeat of the local rulers at the Battle of Plassey in 1757, had, in 1765, obtained the right to collect taxes in the Provinces of Bengal, Bihar, and Orissa. The Company initially maintained the structures of the existing taxation regime, with land revenue forming the bulk of its taxation income, but this was diversified over time to include new taxes such as the salt tax and the opium tax (Richards, 2006). An income tax was explicitly implemented after the British Crown took over direct rule a century later. 
The Indian Income Tax of 1860 was closely modelled on the British version; except, as the Governor of Madras, Charles Trevelyan noted, while the financial system was transplanted to India, “a basic requirement of that system, representation of taxpayers, was wanting” (Bhattacharya, 2005, p. 52). There was an exemption for those earning less than Rs. 200 a year, but there was no system of abatement such that tax was paid on the whole income once it reached the taxable minimum. There was also no allowance for children. The average income at the time was around Rs. 20–27 which meant that the exemption limit was at eight to ten times the national average. The exemption limit was raised to Rs. 1,000 by 1903, which at the time, was over twenty times the average income of Rs. 45. This led to some within Britain arguing that India was lightly taxed. However, by examining the revenue raised in taxation as a proportion of national income, Naoroji (1901) demonstrated clearly that India bore the heavier burden. Further, if land revenue was considered as a form of taxation rather than rent, which many argued that it should be, then the recognized tax burden would have significantly increased. 
There were a series of full exemptions from income tax. However, these all fell “on the side of government servants, pensioners, … foreign shipping concerns, tea agents, and the holders of sterling debt rather than in favour of the general taxpayers” (Pagar, 2012 [1920], p. 98). Further, as Pagar (2012 [1920], p. 187) sets out, no tax was deducted from the salaries of employees of the India Office in London despite those salaries being paid out of Indian revenues—this included the Secretary of State for India whose £5,000 salary would have put him amongst the highest earners in the entire empire. While there is much to discuss about the forms and rates of taxation, the central issue for my purposes here is the following, paraphrased from Naoroji: not only was India more heavily taxed than Britain, but there was another additional circumstance; the whole of British taxation returned entirely to the people themselves from whom it was raised, but that which was obtained out of India did not all return to them (1901, p. 314). 
As George Wingate wrote in 1859 and whom Naoroji quotes: “Taxes spent in the country from which they are raised, are totally different in their effect from taxes raised in one country and spent in another. In the former case, the taxes collected from the population at large … are again returned to the industrious classes. … But the case is wholly different when the taxes are not spent in the country from which they are raised. In this case, they constitute no mere transfer of a portion of the national income from one set of citizens to another, but an absolute loss and extinction of the whole amount withdrawn from the taxed country” (1859, pp. 57–58). To put it in anachronistic, Keynesian, terms, the “multiplier” has its effects elsewhere while the extraction depresses activity locally. 
What we see through this discussion is (a) that Britain established domestic legitimacy and quiescence through imperial revenue; and (b) that that imperial revenue included the taxes extracted from a colonized population. In the following section, I go on to discuss the “relations of redistribution” more explicitly in terms of their construction as welfare and examine the extent to which “the web of generalized reciprocity” applied to all those under British rule.
3 | RELATIONS OF REDISTRIBUTION 
Scholars of distributive justice, such as Walzer (1983), argue that redistribution presupposes a bounded world. Collective solidarity relies on an understanding of “us,” as insiders, as opposed to “them,” as strangers. Such a demarcation determines who ought to be seen as the legitimate beneficiary of the distribution of collective goods and social entitlements. This is a widespread and commonplace understanding of welfare systems which are understood to pool and redistribute wealth raised through taxation for the benefit of the members of the political community. While the necessity of boundaries to the possibility of just distribution is regarded as self-evident, what is rarely considered is where the resources that are to be redistributed come from. Further, and relatedly, there is little discussion of what the entitlements are of those broader constituencies who have contributed to the building up of those collective resources, but who are under the rule of the political community without being seen to be part of it.
The community constituted through the relations of political extraction is much more extensive than that which comes into being through the relations of redistribution. This raises the further question of how legitimacy comes to be established for using the resources extracted from the imperial community and redistributing them solely to the national community. The provision of welfare in Britain in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, for example, occurred through a “mixed moral economy” of limited state interventions supplemented by the work of voluntary organizations, friendly societies, and private charitable activity (Johnson, 1996). The low burden of domestic taxation, made possible through the imperial relations of extraction, meant that, until the twentieth century, the state had less involvement in the direct provision of national welfare. For example, as Thane (1996) notes, at the end of the nineteenth century it is estimated that more money was transferred to the poor through charities in London alone than was expended nationally via the Poor Laws.
While much is written about how charities were organized, who benefitted from them, and the relations of deference they created, there is remarkably little systematic work on where the money that was disbursed through philanthropic initiatives came from. There is a separate literature on the extent of money brought back to Britain from empire, but the connections between the two are rarely made. The salaries paid to those working for the East India Company, for example, were exceedingly high and regardless of rank all employees received an annual pension of £1,000 so long as they had completed between 25 and 35 years of service. In addition, there were various allowances—not to mention the private investments, or loot as William Dalrymple has called it— which meant that they were able to retire well on their return to Britain. As an example from Margot Finn and Kate Smith's edited volume on the East India Company at Home, David Williams writes: “John [Melvill] spent the whole of his working life as a civil servant and judge in India before retiring back to England in 1813 with sufficient funds to purchase an 8,200-acre estate in Sussex” (2018, p. 390). 
The “Nabobs,” as returning East India Company employees were known, were recognized as part of Britain's growing philanthropic community. As Tillman Nechtman notes, for example, “[n]ewspaper subscriptions show that Company employees were substantial donors to charities” (2007, p. 76); but scholarship on the relationship between charity and welfare rarely acknowledges this association with imperial wealth. An exception to this is a recent chapter by Andrew Mackillop which make a more substantial connection between the circulation of imperial wealth and charitable initiatives within early modern Scotland. Mackillop sets out how wealth made in the empire was deployed to secure status back at home through charitable activities such as contributing to the poor relief of a parish, funding hospitals and infirmaries, and donating to institutions of learning. To give one example that highlights the extent of the money being disbursed, Mackillop writes: The Bombay opium, textiles, and shipping entrepreneur John Forbes donated £10,000 for the construction of Aberdeen's new asylum in 1819. This made up 76% of its entire costs (and would be close to £1 million in today's money) (Mackillop, in press). Further, he also shows how an imagined community of belonging was often mobilized to elicit charitable donations from members across empire for national welfare projects. 
The situation was somewhat different in terms of charitable initiatives in relation to issues of colonial welfare. As Andrea Major argues, “British philanthropic interest in the subcontinent tended to be more concerned with its moral rather than its material condition” (2020, p. 230). This was despite the fact that across the period of British rule—from the East India Company onwards—India faced a series of devastating famines and periods of food scarcity. One of the most intense periods of famine and scarcity was from 1860 to 1910—coinciding with the implementation of the income tax in India. During this period, it is estimated that over 14 million people died of starvation; they died in the context of grain being exported by rail from the famine regions and taxes continuing to be collected even in the worst affected areas. 
While environmental factors, such as the failure of the monsoon, contributed to food shortages in specific areas, these shortages were never absolute. As Ajit Ghose argues, in the latter half of the nineteenth century India was a food-surplus country; the issue was that “[e]xports of foodgrains were taking place even in years when thousands, or perhaps millions, were dying of starvation” (1982, p. 378). The maintenance of exports was a consequence of what were presented as colonial laissez-faire policies which prevented officials from interfering in the natural operation of free trade. These policies did not, however, prevent them from collecting tax from an impoverished population; tax in such circumstances was coercive and in breach of the voluntarism otherwise inscribed in the idea of laissez-faire. Famines were products of colonial public policy. 
Decisions on famine policy, as Kate Currie notes, reflected broader policy struggles “over the efficacy or otherwise of state intervention … within the spheres of the market and taxation” (1991, pp. 26–27). Deliberations by British civil servants in India tended to go along the following lines: around 80% of the people dying from starvation come from the laboring classes and do not earn sufficient to pay taxes; to keep them alive through famine relief would stretch the wage funds of the tax-paying population and lead to a further increase in the population at the lowest levels; this would put further pressure on the food supply and lead to further famines; such a course of action would demoralize the population and increased debt together with taxation would be more fatal to the country than famine itself (Ambirajan, 1976). Public finance trumped public health in such considerations; especially as any measures to avert deaths in the colony would have had an impact on imperial finances and the preferred activities that this income was to support—that is, celebrations in India to proclaim Victoria Empress of India and preparations for the war with Afghanistan funded by Indian taxes (Davis, 2002). 
Discussions about whether Indian subjects were entitled to any relief from the government occurred in the context of earlier arguments about the Poor Laws in Britain and Ireland. Apparently, the encouragement of idleness in the local population, as a consequence of providing any material relief in times of food shortages, had to be avoided as a priority. In addition, there were increasing discussions about over-population and famines were regarded as one way in which such concerns could be addressed. Perhaps more pertinently, the case against famine relief was made in the fear that if the arguments for such relief at such times were accepted, then that would lead to arguments for the permanent maintenance of the Indian poor, that is for their inclusion within the generalized web of reciprocity. The 1880 Famine Commission, for example, set out the following: “The doctrine that in time of famine the poor are entitled to demand relief … would probably lead to the doctrine that they are entitled to such relief at all times, and thus the foundation would be laid of a system of general poor relief, which we cannot contemplate without serious apprehension….” (quoted in Davis, 2002, p. 33). 
This was at a time when general poor relief was provided as a legal right to the destitute poor in Britain— whether deserving or undeserving (Shilliam, 2018). While provisions made through the Poor Laws were not regarded as particularly generous, they were deemed, as Boyer argues, to be “enough to ensure that unemployed workers and their families could subsist in good health” (2004, p. 432). Further, Lorie Charlesworth (2010) argues that had Poor Law entitlements in England and Wales not been protected as legal rights, then the level of relief would have been as little as it had been in Ireland in the 1840s. During the Irish famine, she argues, the British Government and its Irish administration were permitted, as a consequence of the limited poor law structures introduced into Ireland, “to legally abdicate responsibility for preventing deaths by starvation” (2010, p. 179). Mike Davis similarly draws the links between Ireland and India stating that in both contexts, they were turned into laboratories for utilitarianism, “where millions of lives were wagered against dogmatic faith in omnipotent markets” (2002, p. 31). 
As such, not only was there not a general commitment to the alleviation of poverty in India, but even calls for the mitigation of the worst effects of famine were denied as they could potentially lead to calls for a more general entitlement. One of the few dissenting voices in such discussions by British officials in India was that of James Caird who “drew attention to the fact that India spent on famine relief less than two per cent of what Britain spent annually in relieving the poor” at home (Ambirajan, 1976, p. 11). As a final note, a Famine Fund was started after the 1880 Famine Commission had recommended that extra taxation should be imposed on the Indian population for the purpose of raising money that could then be stored up for the specific purpose of providing for future famines. This Fund was maintained at around £1 million annually, but when there was need to call on it in relation to a future famine, the money was found not to be available, having been expended on the Afghan War among other non-famine related activities (Davis, 2002). 
The relations of extraction—both political and economic—explicitly bound India into the British polity and were implicated in its general conditions of immiseration. There was little acceptance, however, that these relations generated “a web of reciprocity” in terms of equivalent relations of redistribution. Indeed, actions were taken specifically to limit any reciprocity arising motivated out of private philanthropy or individual charitable concern. Classical liberal theory may have enunciated a principle of voluntarism applied to the recognition of the distress of others and eschewed what it regarded as compulsion in the provision of relief. However, in the case of the recognition of the distress suffered by subjects of empire, voluntarism was strongly dissuaded under accusations that it would undermine the Government of India (Currie, 1991). The hypocrisy of the Government’s attitude under such privation brought forth a stinging satire by William Digby (1878) that it was as if it had passed an Act criminalising voluntarism. 1 The issues of asymmetry were to become even starker across the twentieth century highlighting further what King (1999) calls the illiberalism of the liberal state. 
4 | IMPERIAL REVENUE AND NATIONAL WELFARE 
The balance that Daunton argued had been so central to the deliberations and domestic activities of the British state in the nineteenth century came to be significantly disrupted by the wars of the subsequent one. The burden of taxation increased during the period of the First World War as “the heavy interest payments to holders of the national debt came into conflict with demands for increased expenditure on education, health and housing” (Daunton, 1996a, p. 884). Military conscription was brought in in 1916 and the level of income-tax exemption was cut from £160 to £130 which drew many more people into the payment of income tax. Within a couple of years, however, the number of taxpayers was reduced again “by raising the tax-free allowance for children and extending it to wives” (1996a, p. 889). It was with an eye to this particular history of balance that, in the immediate aftermath of the First World War, there were a number of debates among welfare economists about the feasibility of setting up a system of national welfare to be funded through taxation. 
One such was Bowley (1919), who sought to ascertain the amount of money that could be taken from the rich and added to the wages of the poor such that it would both alleviate poverty and not be an undue burden on the rich. In making his calculations, Bowley determined the national income, which was made up of the total income of people within the United Kingdom as well as income received from abroad, deducted the amount that would be necessary for running the government and then divided the remainder by the population of the UK. The national dividend, then, that was to provide the economic basis for welfare provision was, as Pigou writes, “the objective income of the community, including, of course, income derived from abroad” (1929, p. 31, my emphasis). The national dividend was explicitly an imperial dividend distributed nationally. 
As Temple (1884) had noted in his earlier presentation of the “General Statistics of the British Empire,” of the £203 million at the disposal of the British state for general government £89 million came from the UK, £74 million from India, and £40 million from territories and colonies in the rest of empire. Over half the money at the disposal of the government at Westminster came from the labor, resources, and taxes of those within empire and beyond the national state. The taxes and resources of colonized subjects were taken into account when making calculations about the feasibility of national welfare provision in the metropole (i.e., in terms of calculating the size of the national fund) without ever taking them—colonized subjects—into account as the recipients of the distribution of that fund; not even in the most extreme cases of famine and starvation. 
It goes without saying that these resources were then also used to fund such schemes as they came into being in the twentieth century, just as they had been used to fund the infrastructure of the state over the previous two centuries. Indeed, no less a figure than Winston Churchill, as Chancellor of the Exchequer, stated the following: “The income which we derive each year from commission and services rendered to foreign countries is over £65 million. In addition, we have a steady revenue from foreign investments of close on £300 million a year … That is the explanation of the source from which we are able to defray social services at a level incomparably higher than that of any European country … These resources from overseas constitute the keystone … of our economic position” (April 15, 1929). 
This statement was in response to an interjection by Ellen Wilkinson MP in the House of Commons claiming that the post-war sacrifices that Churchill was calling to be made were “class sacrifices, not national sacrifices.” As Churchill sets out, while there were disparities among the classes in Britain, all classes benefitted from overseas resources, especially as these were used to defray the costs of social services. Radical arguments about class were countered by conservative claims about the nation, but each was belied by the colonies and empire—and their “classes”—that underlay both claims. This common erasure comes to be central to the development of politics oriented to the welfare state (Noble, 2015). 
It was the shared experience of “total war,” that, according to Asa Briggs among others, “forced politicians to consider the ‘community’ as a whole” and to deploy communal resources “to abate poverty and to assist those in distress” (1961, p. 226, 228). Warfare and welfare, then, were conjoined in bringing together the idea of citizens as a nation. This was reinforced through the processes by way of which material resources “were distributed and redistributed within national boundaries” (Mann, 2012, p. 463). As such, the national frame can be regarded as explicitly coming into being in terms of determining the population to whom recompense was to be made in the aftermath of two devastating wars in the context of a growing national electorate able to lobby for such demands. 
However, not only were the wars fought by the British Empire, and not simply the British nation, but they were also significantly funded by that wider population through increased taxation. The “small wars” of empire across the nineteenth century had been almost entirely fought and funded by India, as mentioned earlier; and Indian troops were also used in the Crimean War and African soldiers in the Boer War. During the First World War, over one million Indian soldiers served overseas and over two million fought for the Allies in the Second World War, where India's contribution “roughly equalled that of South Africa, Canada, New Zealand, and other Commonwealth territories put together” (Singh, 1982, p. 569).
In addition, as Anita Singh sets out, India was “a financial reservoir for imperial defence” (1982, p. 569). During both wars, the Home Charges that India paid to Britain for colonial rule were dramatically increased as was expenditure on the military. After the First World War, India provided a coerced gift to Britain of £100 million to aid the war effort and Britain's debt to India of £55 million was unilaterally erased through currency manipulation. During the Second World War, alongside the increase in military expenditure attributed to the Indian budget, India further supported the British war effort through a series of “forced loans” that provided goods and services to the British in return for “I.O.U.s,” that is, sterling balances. As Aditya Mukherjee states, the rapid expansion of the currency—together with the fact that nothing returned to India for the goods and services provided—“led to severe shortages and runaway inflation” in India (1990, p. 231). 
In earlier discussions about how the war was to be funded, Keynes had argued that one option was to let prices rise more than real wages. This would redistribute incomes away from wages to profits, which could then be taxed in order to pay for the war. Such a scheme, however, would disproportionately hurt the poorest classes and in order to ensure domestic working class support it was disregarded in favor of a system of graded taxation (Patnaik, 2017, pp. 206–207). However, the scheme which was regarded as too regressive for implementation in Britain was, as Utsa Patnaik argues, implemented in India upon “a colonised population with one-thirtieth of the per head income” and which, in 1943, led to the deaths of over 3 million civilians in the Bengal famine (2017, p. 208). This was a consequence of public policy decisions made in Britain which again valued national lives differently from the lives of those in the colonies. 
Britain, in contrast, was able to contain inflationary pressures at home and was also able to develop and implement welfare policies. Policies, which, as Noel Whiteside argues, had as their objective “to protect the whole population—but particularly the working population—from the consequences of the conflict” (1996, p. 87). Specifically, there was a concern to redistribute national income through cost-of-living subsidies as well as providing other social services. How this was to be paid for, however, was a real issue given that in the immediate post-war period “the Labour government faced enormous economic difficulties” including a “lack of raw materials, productive capacity and financial resources” (Whiteside, 1996, p. 86). The balance of payments crisis, of 1947– 1948, further exacerbated these issues. 
Britain emerged from the Second World War owing more than £3 billion to her creditors while also being committed to the construction of the welfare state (Newton, 1984). How this was to be managed was how Britain had always managed its domestic responsibilities—by turning to the empire. The two primary ways in which Britain did this was: first, it ran down the amount it owed to India and Pakistan after independence; and second, it subordinated the economies of its remaining colonies to its national concerns. In other words, the imperial dividend continued after the end of empire and was integral to the construction of the post-war welfare state. 
By the end of 1945, Britain owed India £1.3 billion, “a third of the total built up by Britain … [and] almost one-fifth of Britain's net receipts from the United States under Lend-Lease” (Balasubramanian & Raghavan, 2018, p. 82). From the outset, British officials sought to write down the balances owed, given that they could not unilaterally write them off, even though this had initially been attempted (and had actually been done after the First World War). de Paiva Abreu (2017) sets out the many ways by which Britain managed what was called “concealed cancellation”: the lower rates of interests on the loans obtained by Britain from India, higher pension charges including liability for all pensions of civil and military personnel working in India prior to independence, and perhaps most importantly, the devaluation of sterling in 1949, which occurred without a gold clause such as that which had protected creditors like Argentina and Brazil. Officially, there was a cancellation of around a third of outstanding Indian balances, although this figure is considered a serious underestimation all things considered (Balasubramanian & Raghavan, 2018). 
In addition to cancelling a significant amount of its debt to India, Allister Hinds (1999) argues that Britain also harnessed colonial resources from its remaining empire and aligned colonial fiscal and monetary policy to the needs of its own national economy. As he sets out, “Malaya was the most valuable of Britain's dollar earning colonies”—with its exports of rubber and tin—closely followed by the Gold Coast, to become Ghana, and Nigeria (1999, p. 107). The dollars earned by these countries, through sale of their raw products, were put into a “dollar pool” controlled by Britain. The dollar earning capacity of the colonies that remained under Britain's control was central to Britain's domestic recovery. In this way, as David Fieldhouse argues, British colonies were made to tie up funds that they might have otherwise used for their own development “in order to give Britain cheap credit” and “to subsidize Britain's post-war standard of living” (1984, p. 96). 
While the British government maintained a “benevolent rhetoric of economic development” toward its remaining colonies, the reality, as Fieldhouse argues, was rather one of “economic exploitation” (1984, p. 95). From 1946 to 1951, for example, “the colonies were lent or given some £40 million” through the Colonial Development and Welfare Acts and, at the same time, were required “to lend or tie up in London about £250 million” (1984, p. 98). The colonies were thus used “to protect the British consumer from the high social price which continental countries were then paying for their post-war reconstruction” and were unable to use their own funds to pay for development at home (Fieldhouse, 1984, p. 99). Britain's policies were condemned by a variety of figures and the Nigerian newspaper, the West African Pilot, ran an editorial stating: “Colonial socialism is aimed at developing the resources to expand the production of foodstuffs and raw materials which Britain needs badly to carry out her socialism at home” (quoted in Hinds, 1987, p. 160). As such, the health of the sterling area in the post-war period can be seen to have been “central to the [possibility of] success of the Government's domestic programme” (Newton, 1984, p. 392). 
The development of the British welfare state in the post-war period, then, depended on the writing down of the debt that Britain owed to newly independent India and Pakistan, appropriating the dollar-earnings of its remaining colonies, and subordinating the economic development requirements of those colonies to its own needs. The economic health of the British state relied on these relations of economic and political subordination and yet there is almost no discussion of them in the literature discussing the emergence of the domestic welfare state.
5 | CONCLUSION 
As John Hills argued, in an altogether different context but useful for my purposes here: “the redistributive effect of the welfare state cannot be judged just by looking at who benefits from it … One also has to look at who pays for it through the tax system and in other ways” (1995, p. 33). Once we consider the state to have been an imperial state and not just a national state, we come to understand the deeper inequalities that the welfare state represents that we have not yet systematically thought about let alone come to terms with how we might provide reparation. The relations of extraction of the British state constituted it as an imperial state; its relations of redistribution exemplified the national project at its heart. The asymmetry here is reproduced within mainstream social science every time the nation-state is taken as the unit of analysis and not the wider empire, or imperial state. The injustice embodied in that asymmetry is central to arguments about the legitimacy of the white working class and is reproduced in discourses and practices that privilege national citizens over others. 
The historical provenance of the material resources available to be redistributed was broader than the nation; it was imperial. Yet, the imperial community is neither acknowledged in terms of the contributions it has made to the resources appropriated by the state, nor is it regarded as a legitimate beneficiary of the distribution of those collective resources. There were both direct and indirect benefits to the domestic population of taxation within the wider empire. The direct benefits resulted from the simple accrual of additional wealth and resources for domestic purposes, including the reduction in the domestic tax burden of the national population and increased social services available to them. The indirect benefits involved the compounded loss suffered by the colonized populations and the global patterns of inequality that continue through to the present (Bhambra, 2021). The end of empire did not bring an end to the legacies of its social structures, including their modes of legitimation. 
My call here is for a better social science, located in a more adequate understanding of the shared histories that have configured our present, in order to find more expansive and generous solutions to the problems that face us. That “us” must be inclusive of those currently presented as “other” and outside the webs of reciprocity in which obligations are recognized—both historically and contemporaneously. The imperial relations of extraction maintained the standard of living of the national population at the expense not only of the livelihoods of colonial subjects, but often their very lives. The recurrence of famine throughout the period of British rule was a consequence of colonial policies of extraction for which there was no mitigation and no consideration that there ought to be any mitigation through systematic welfare provision to these taxpayers. While it may have been the metropolitan bourgeoise that explicitly exploited colonized populations, as Aditya Mukherjee argues, “metropolitan society as a whole benefit[ed] at the cost of the entire colonial people” (2010, p. 76). 
There is an urgent need for us to reconsider the broader, shared histories of the polity undivided as central to the future possibilities of the welfare state. This will involve a reconfiguration of our disciplines, what I have elsewhere called epistemological justice, as well justice through material reparations.
Bounded understandings of political obligation cause extinction – only a radical openness to a politics beyond the nation state can resolve the risks inherent to reality
Mbembe ’19 (Achille, Cameroonian historian, political theorist, research professor in history and politics at the Wits Institute for Social and Economy Research at the University of the Witwatersrand. May 18. “Bodies as borders”, https://www.fesjournal.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/2.Mbembe.pdf, accessed Jul. 14.)//max 
The third mega process is what we should call the dialectics of entanglement and separation. All over the world, the combination of fossil capital, soft-power warfare, and the saturation of the everyday by digital and computational technologies has led to the acceleration of speed and the intensification of connections, creating a new redistribution of the Earth and of population movements. To be alive, or to remain alive, is increasingly tantamount to being able to move speedily. In the process, the human race has come up against terrestrial limits. Such limits are not only the consequence of the sphericality of the planet. They are also limitations on the expansion of life as such. As the planet increasingly seems bound to burn, it is not only the individuated bodies that are imperilled. It is earthly existence, the fate of everything on earth, the fluidity of life which is at stake (Pyne 1997; Parisi and Terranova 2000). Meanwhile, we are, more than ever before at any other time in human history, not only in close proximity to each other but also exposed to each other. This close proximity and exposure is experienced less and less as opportunity and possibility and, more and more, as heightened risk. But entanglement and exposure to each other are not all that characterize the now. Wherever we look, the drive is simultaneously and decisively towards contraction, towards containment, towards enclosure and various forms of encampment, detention, and incarceration. Typical of this logic of contraction, containment, incarceration and enclosure is the worldwide erection of all kinds of walls and fortifications, gates and enclaves. In other words, various practices of partitioning space, of offshoring and fencing off wealth, of splintering territories, of fragmenting spaces, saddling them with various kinds of borders whose function is to decelerate movement, to stop it in some instances, for certain classes of populations, in order to manage risks. Various reasons are mobilized to account for this renewed infatuation with borders taken as the best way to manage risks. Security and the preservation of one’s identity are some of these reasons. And as it happens, physical and virtual barriers of separation, digitalisation of databases, filing systems, the development of new tracking devices, sensors, drones, satellites and sentinel robots, infrared detectors and various other cameras, biometric controls, and new microchips containing personal details – everything is put in place to transform the very nature of the border in the name of security. Borders are increasingly turned into mobile, portable, omnipresent and ubiquitous realities. The goal is to better control movement and speed, accelerating it here, decelerating it there and, in the process, sorting, recategorizing, reclassifying people with the goal of better selecting anew who is whom, who should be where and who shouldn’t, in the name of security. As a result, borders are no longer merely lines of demarcation separating distinct sovereign entities. Increasingly, they are the name we should use to describe the organised violence that underpins both contemporary capitalism and our world order in general. But perhaps, to be exact, we should not speak of borders in general but, instead, of ‘borderization’, that is, the process by which certain spaces are transformed into uncrossable places for certain classes of populations, who thereby undergo a process of racialization; places where speed must be disabled and the lives of a multitude of people judged to be undesirable are meant to be immobilized if not shattered. Whatever the case, the technological transformation of borders is in full swing. In a sense, one of the major consequences of the acceleration of technological innovations has been the creation of a segmented planet of multiple speed regimes. A key development, of late, is the extent to which border security practices have taken a keen interest in the connection between the human body and identity, as a means to achieve detailed control over movement and speed. This being the case, the question we must ask is the following: what precisely is at stake in the extension of the biometric border into multiple realms of social life and, in particular, the human body? In other words, what explains the migration from the border understood as a particular point in space to the border as the moving body of the undesired masses of populations? The answer is a new global partitioning between potentially risky bodies vs. bodies that are not. It is in the nature of risk to be hidden from view. That which is hidden from view is generally unknown. For it to be known, it must be visualized. The screening of bodies at border checkpoints aims at making visible “that which is hidden from view, opening up new visualizations of the unknown, potentially risky body” (Amoore and Hall 2009, 444). In such a context, biometric technologies are supposed to fragment the human body in order to recompose it for the purpose of securitization, of elimination and neutralization of the risk. This happens because the human body is seen as an indisputable anchor from which data can be safely harnessed or extracted. As a result, we are witnessing a gradually extending intertwinement of individual physical characteristics with information systems – a process that has served to deepen faith in data as a means of risk management and faith in the body as a source of absolute identification. In this sense, biometric technologies should perhaps be best understood as techniques that govern both the mobility and enclosure of bodies (see van der Ploeg 2003). They are perceived as infallible and unchallengeable verifiers of the truth about a person – the ultimate guarantors of identity. They are supposed to produce the identification of a person beyond question, and lend authenticity and credibility to all of the data that are connected to that identity. According to this logic, the world would be safer if only ambiguity, ambivalence and uncertainty could be controlled. These technologies are assumed to provide a complete picture of who someone is, to fix and secure identity as a basis for prediction and prevention, leaving people to dispute their own identity. The three mega processes I have briefly sketched are driving the movement towards what I have called ‘planetary entanglement’, as well as its opposite, that is, enclosure, contraction, containment, encampment, and incarceration. Once again, they are shaped by the alliance between military power, the industries that surround it (contractors), and tech giants. They are also driven by corporate elites increasingly detached from their countries of origin and who store most of their capital in tax heavens (see Davis 2019). These elites can no longer be ‘forced to account’ through traditional means such as elections or protests. They defeat citizens’ scrutiny via complexity and secrecy, often under the pretext of national security or via an economic rationale that puts capital first, before people. This movement is erratic, uneven. But everywhere it heightens uncertainty and insecurity. Everywhere it institutionalizes the risks inherent in the misfortunes of reality.
The alt is decolonial cosmopolitanism – the alt embraces radical openness to people imagined to be beyond the bounds of the nation-state, rooting political commitments in shared humanity rather than national belonging 
Moyo and Dube 21 [Nathan Moyo (Great Zimbabwe University) and Bekithemba Dube (University of the free State), Decolonial cosmopolitan citizenship for a post-COVID-19 world: Towards a reimagined convivial planetary re-existence, 2021, https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Nathan-Moyo/publication/353417674_Decolonial_cosmopolitan_citizenship_for_a_post-COVID-19_world_Towards_a_reimagined_convivial_planetary_re-existence/links/60fb14a60c2bfa282af89779/Decolonial-cosmopolitan-citizenship-for-a-post-COVID-19-world-Towards-a-reimagined-convivial-planetary-re-existence.pdf. 7-14-2023; marlborough-mjen]
Reimagined decolonial cosmopolitan citizenship for convivial re-existence
The public failure of a cosmopolitan citizenship premised on global coloniality became manifest when the world’s response to COVID-19 was characterised by the “strengthening of exclusionary nationalistic messaging” (Estelles & Fischam 2020, p. 1), and not human solidarity and collaboration against the pandemic. We discuss three distinct ways through which such a cosmopolitanism citizenship can be reimagined for convivial re-existence. First, we recentre Ndlovu-Gatsheni’s 10 Ds of the decolonial turn (2020) as a broader framework for a critical cosmopolitanism that is radically different from the neoliberal cosmopolitanism of Euromodernity. Second, we draw on the principles of Ubuntu, as key to a robust mosaic that is sensitive to the convivial imperatives of a planetary re-existence in a post-COVID world – that is, Ubuntu becomes useful in reframing the normative underpinnings of a decolonial cosmopolitanism. And, finally, we explore how an inherent civic engagement in a decolonial cosmopolitan citizenship could enhance struggles for convivial re-existence in a post-COVID-19 world. Taken together, the three approaches outlined above illustrate how a de-colonial cosmopolitan citizenship that resists coloniality could promote a planetary conviviality that upholds an all-encompassing idea of humanity, to which we can all belong as equal beings. In order to put these issues into perspective, Table 1 juxtaposes the distinguishing hallmarks of a reimagined decolonial cosmopolitan citizenship against those of a Eurocentric neoliberal cosmopolitanism citizenship.
Table 1
Hallmarks of a decolonial cosmopolitan citizenship
	Reimagined Decolonial Cosmopolitanism
	Neoliberal cosmopolitanism

	Ubuntu worldview
	Cartesian worldview

	Decolonial perspective – hence pluriversality and diversality
	Colonial matrix of power – Eurocentric universalism

	People-oriented – hence ‘zone of being’ for all
	Race-oriented – hence the hierarchisation of human beings

	Counter-hegemonic cosmopolitanism
	Hegemonic Euromodern cosmopolitanism

	Recognition of the precarity of all lives –values life in pluriversal co-existence
	Differential grievability of lives – some lives are not worth saving

	Responsibility to humanity – care for all humanity
	Responsibility for self – care for the select

	Normative in favour of a moral social justice for all
	Normative in favour of selective justice


(Source: Author’s own)
The raced hierarchies of a neoliberal cosmopolitanism need to be deracialised and decentred, to pave the way for a critical “cosmopolitan project in which everyone participates instead of being participated” (Mignolo 2000, p. 744). The following section will map a decolonial perspective for a reimagined cosmopolitanism.
The decolonial perspective for a reimagined cosmopolitanism
In charting the characteristics of a decolonial cosmopolitan citizenship, we draw on the postulates of Santos’s (2007, p. 55) “subaltern cosmopolitanisms”, Mignolo’s (2011; 2017) “delinking”, and NdlovuGatsheni’s (2020b) 10 Ds of decoloniality, to frame a mosaic theory for citizenship that is cognisant of the way the Global South has been marginalised – epistemically, ontologically and in terms of resource distribution. The cosmopolitan citizenship theory forefronted in this paper is premised on “openness towards the Other” (Leinius, 2014, p. 40), as opposed to the totalising and closed narrative of Euromodernity. This form of cosmopolitanism may well be called “dialogical cosmopolitanism, [as] it is the cosmopolitanism of the other” (2009, p. 243). This fondness for dialogue in a critical subaltern cosmopolitanism is reminiscent of what Paulo Freire (2007, p. 72) calls “radical love”, and what NdlovuGatsheni (2020) calls “decolonial love”. The essence of ‘love’ in these descriptors is primarily respect and dignity of human beings in ways that resonate with the central principles of Ubuntu, as being centred on the dictum that “I am because we are, and since we are, therefore, I am” (Mbiti, 1970, p. 141). This notion of human connectedness highlights, in our view, the indivisibility of human beings as members of one big human family, all enjoying the same ontological densities, irrespective of race and geography. When deployed as a framework for a reimagined cosmopolitan citizenship, ‘love’ in the sense meant here guarantees a convivial planetary re-existence in a post-COVID-19 world. As Nyamnjoh (2017, p. 5) explains, “conviviality depicts diversity, tolerance, trust, equality, inclusiveness, cohabitation, coexistence, mutual accommodation, interaction, interdependence, getting along, generosity, hospitality, congeniality, festivity, civility and privileging peace over conflict, among other forms of sociality”. 
The decolonial perspective for dismantling the taken-for-granted assumptions of the dominant neoliberal cosmopolitanism is aptly summed up in Ndlovu-Gatsheni’s 10 Ds of the decolonial turn (2020b, p. 384). It is our view that the 10 Ds, taken together, invoke an ontologically combative insurrectionary approach that is certainly capable of decentring the Euromodernity paradigm and posturing an alternative worldview. The 10 Ds are deimperialization, de-Westernisation, depatriachisation, deracialisation, debourgeoisement, decorporatisation, democratisation, deborderisation, decanonisation, and desecularisation. while all 10 concepts are central to our reimagining of a decolonial cosmopolitanism citizenship, we highlight only a few, because of space constraints. First, both deimperialisation and deWesternisation are critical as counter-hegemonic heuristics that address directly the coloniality of power that is a product of the colonial empire and its logic of extending Western-centric epistemology. Imperialism and Westernisation were/are the axis around which the coloniality of power survives. Added to the axis of coloniality is the imperative for deracialisation, because racial superiority was used to frame an artificial hierarchy of the ontological densities of human beings. In the COVID-19 pandemic, race, as Butler (2020) shows, was part of the politics of pandemics and politics of life, in which the ‘being’ of others is undermined. Second, debourgeoisement and decorporatisation are, in our view, pertinent reminders of how a moral cosmopolitanism has been hijacked and robbed of its human soul by the forces of capital and the market that puts profits before saving lives. The neoliberalism that, seemingly, destroys the livelihoods of the people of the Global South in its search for profit has often masqueraded in the guise of corporate governance. Critical decisions about which industries could open (or remain closed) in the pandemic were subject to the corporate interests of finance capital. In the Global South, for example, the big mines were permitted to continue operating to ensure profit for conglomerates located in the Global North. Finally, we see both deborderization and decanonization as critical factors in mapping the road towards the future postCOVID world as the planetary entanglements rendered re-borderisation ineffective for combating a pandemic whose transmission knows no borders. Decanonising knowledge is necessary to allow the world to learn and benefit from the knowledges of the Global South. Taken together, both deborderisation and decanonisation would re-allow free movement of the planet, and for pluriversality to form the basis of our engagements, as opposed to the monoperspectivity that breeds the arrogance characterising the universalism of Euromodern values. Seen in this light, a decolonial cosmopolitanism is certain to be an ongoing process of self-constitution through the continuous opening up of new perspectives in light of the encounter with the Other (Delanty, 2009, p. 13). Confronted with pandemics, such as that occasioned by COVID-19, a decolonial cosmopolitanism would not abandon its commitment to human equality, but would draw on a solidarity-based epistemology, in search of the moral obligations inherent in cosmopolitanism. NdlovuGatsheni (2020b, p. 384), refers to such an envisaged conviviality as a “moral order predicated on decolonial love and its ethics of all humans living together harmoniously”.
2NC – Link – Generic
The aff’s redistribution along national lines is an implicitly nationalist project – welfare states are tools for constructing the identity of the nation
Clarke 5 — [John Clarke, the Open University, “Welfare States as Nation States: Some Conceptual Reflections,” Cambridge Univeristy Press, 2005, https://www.cambridge.org/core/services/aop-cambridge-core/content/view/2AD6A69C490E938FFC4991264DEB5F81/S1474746405002599a.pdf/welfare-states-as-nation-states-some-conceptual-reflections.pdf, accessed 7-12-2023; marlborough-mjen]

We can now consider the ways in which welfare states are national in a more constitutive sense. Rather than taking place in a national space, or reflecting national character or culture, welfare has been one of the means through which nations are formed and reformed (Lewis, 1998). Welfare states seek to produce a nation – a People. They attempt to reinforce or enforce certain ‘ways of life’; they regulate forms of being and behaviour; they classify and categorise the population (and deal differently with its segments); and they manage the relationships between the public and private realms. I stress ‘seek to’ and ‘attempt to’ above, because there is no guarantee that such projects succeed (Clarke, 2004). Welfare is enmeshed in the institutionalisation of conceptions of the nation, its ways of life, its needs and the complex socio-demography of its people and how they are to be governed (Chatterjee, 2004; Riley and McCarthy, 2003). States are one of the key agencies though which formations of difference are produced and one of the means by which those differences are reconciled into the imagined unity of a people. Catherine Hall’s observations on the relation of metropole and colony identify the importance of marking and mapping ‘difference’ (see also Lewis, 2003). In the articulation of class, gender, racialised, and sexualised identifications, she argues that
Marking differences was a way of classifying, of categorising, of constructing boundaries for the body politic and the body social. Processes of differentiation, positioning men and women, colonisers and colonised, as if these divisions were natural, were constantly in the making, in conflicts of power . . . The mapping of difference, I suggest, the constant discursive work of creating, bringing into being, or reworking these hieratic categories, was always a matter of historical contingency. The map constantly shifted, the categories faltered, as different colonial sites came into the metropolitan focus, as conflicts of power produced new configurations in one place or another. (2002: 17, 20)
This ‘grammar of difference’ is simultaneously mobile and prone to being solidified and naturalised. It provides the taxonomic basics for the golden age of welfare states as nation- states: the distinctions between citizens and non-citizens (aliens, foreigners, migrants, etc.); the racialised imagining of the nation and its Others; the architecture of gendered worlds of (waged) work and family (and public and private realms), as well as their embodiment of ‘normal’ sexuality; the age norms of ‘dependent’ younger and older people; and the work/welfare distinctions between able-bodied and disabled people. Many of the struggles around welfare policy and practice that mark the trajectory of western welfare states have been about trying to rearticulate this taxonomy – to reorder its structure of inclusions and exclusions, dominations and subordinations, marginalisations and repressions. Challenges to ‘second-class citizenship’ have tried to re-map the ‘body politic and the body social’.
Moving to a constitutive view of welfare draws attention to what conceptions of the nation are installed and enacted in the institutions of welfare (and other state practices, too). States both operationalise the grammar of difference (addressing people in their cat- egoric identities) and articulate conceptions of how all these differences fit together – the unity of the nation. For example, there are dominant conceptions of a ‘modern’ British people that are articulated by the political project of New Labour and find their way into policies about the relationships between work and welfare, about the future of family life, about the conditions and character of citizenship, about the problems and possibilities of a multi-cultural modernity (Clarke and Newman, 1998 and 2004). These are not the same as the dominant conceptions of a Modern Finnish People that are articulated in the policies and practices of Finnish welfare (Castells and Himanen, 2002). However, both operate on the terrain of similar dynamics and instabilities – the interpenetration of the national, regional and global spaces; challenges to the public realm; the perception of ‘demographic’ difficulties; the relationships between work and welfare, and between work, welfare and the private realm (usually described as the family); and the question of ‘post-national’ national identities.
Economic redistribution is a tool for collective identity-building – the nation remains the underlying collective referent
Béland and Lecours 08 — Daniel Béland, a Director of the McGill Institute for the Study of Canada at McGill University and James McGill Professor in the Department of Political Science, former Canada Research Chair for the University of Saskatchewan, holds a Ph.D in Political Sociology, André Lecours is a Professor in the School of Political Studies at the University of Ottawa, holds a Ph.D from Carleton University, 2008 (“Nationalism and Social Policy: The Politics of Territorial Solidarity,” Oxford, 2008, available online at https://academic.oup.com/book/6828, accessed 07-14-2023)

Nationalism and Social Policy words, who should be included in the ‘social justice’ community,5 or put another way, to whom should social solidarity extend? Typically, the answer to these questions is ‘the nation’ or ‘members of the national community’. In Canada, the United Kingdom, and Belgium, however, there exist different, often competing, national projects, the result of which is that ‘the nation’ refers to different communities, depending on who is asked. In these countries, thus, social policy, as both a mechanism and a symbol of territorial solidarity, has become intertwined with nationalist politics. The Nation, Territory, and Public Policy Despite the shadow cast over the state by global cultural, economic, and political processes, there is a growing consensus in both the sociological and the political science literatures that state institutions still matter a great deal, and that the territorial dimension of political and economic processes remains ever-present in the West as well as elsewhere around the world.6 Yet, despite this consensus and the proliferation of scholarship on federalism and decentralization, the changing political articulation between territorial identities and policy development remains an understudied issue that raises crucial theoretical questions about politics and policy-making. Scholars who seek to better understand the connection between territorial identities and public policies may consider at least two such questions. First, how do territorial mobilization and identities impact policy outcomes? Second, and inversely, how do existing public policies affect processes of territorial mobilization and identity formation? Systematic, theoretically informed accounts about 5 David Brown, Contemporary Nationalism: Civic, Ethnocultural and Multicultural Politics (2000), 38. 6 For a critique of the ‘globalization thesis’ that considers that states and territorial politics have become increasingly irrelevant, see, among many other possible references, John L. Campbell, Institutional Change and Globalization (2004); John F. Helliwell, Globalization and Well-Being (2002); T. V. Paul, G. John Ikenberry, and John Hall (eds.), The Nation-State in Question (2003); Jan Aart Scholte, ‘What is Globalization? The Definitional Issue–Again,’ working paper no. 109/02, Center for the Study of Globalization and Regionalization, GSGR, Coventry: University of Warwick, 2002. Even a contemporary Marxist theorist like David Harvey acknowledges that the territorial logic of the state remains a crucial aspect of the contemporary world order that exists alongside—and interacts with—global capitalism: The New Imperialism (2003).
Introduction the relationship between identity formation, territorial mobilization, and public policy are relatively rare, especially if one excludes scholarship focusing exclusively on federalism or other specific modes of institutional governance.7 Territory and public policy are joined as a result of the structure and organization of human communities. In one form or another, the territorial anchoring of public policy in advanced industrial societies involves the nation as a basic collective reference. Traditional thinking held that state policies were simply national policies in so far as they were designed for a nation by its elected representatives. From this perspective, education and economic development policies are considered instrumental in the political construction of nations,8 while the national community, once established, is viewed as the foundation for the development of an array of public policies. This straightforward, though often implicit, connection between national identity and public policy has been seriously challenged by the concept of multi-level governance.9 In federal systems, this connection has always been more complex than was the case in centralized unitary states, as the formal division of sovereignty typically allows for constituent units to design and implement policy independently of the central state.10 In the European Union, this complexity is even greater owing to the existence of an additional level of political authority and policy-making capacity. The reality of multinationalism presents a different type of challenge to the notion that state, national, and public policy all overlap. Public policies and territorial configurations were typically understood in relation to the model of the nation-state, where the state’s conceptualization of the nation remains virtually unchallenged. In some cases (Germany, the Netherlands, and the United States, for instance), the assumption of a conflation between state and nation is fairly unproblematic in so far as citizens recognize themselves as members of one nation that generally corresponds to existing international borders. There might be debates about the nature of the nation, but they do not extend to questioning 7 For an exception, see among others Jan Erk, “‘Wat We Zelf Doen, Doen We Beter;” Belgian Substate Nationalisms, Congruence and Public Policy,’ Journal of Public Policy 23 (2003): 201–24. 8 Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism (1983). 9 Gary Marks, Liesbet Hooghe, and Kermit Blank, ‘European Integration from the 1980s: State-Centric v. Multi-Level Governance,’ Journal of Common Market Studies 34 (1996): 341–78. 10 Ronald L. Watts, Comparing Federal Systems (1999).
Nationalism and Social Policy its boundaries.11 In other instances, however, the nation projected by the state is opposed by a substantial segment of the population. We can refer to these countries as multinational societies or, as is the case in Belgium, Canada, and the United Kingdom, as multinational democracies.12 Multinationalism need not involve an essentialist view of national communities: it does not have to be defined, strictly speaking, as a state harbouring multiple nations. Rather, multinational democracies may be seen as countries where the nation projected by the central state is opposed by a sub-state nationalist movement enjoying substantial support as expressed, for example, by the electoral strength of nationalist parties. Students of public policy dealing with multinational democracies can pretend they are just like regular nation-states (as was often done by British scholars who focused almost exclusively on England), or investigate them for the more complex and diverse societies they actually are. Scholars of nationalism, for their part, could gain greater understanding of multinational societies by focusing on how policy is made, rather than simply exploring broad institutional arrangements. After all, in addition to entitlement and redistribution issues, modern social policy involves notions of identity. Moreover, nationalism is as much about solidarity as it is about language and culture. Overall, nationalism is a multifaceted phenomenon that packages identity, interests, and political mobilization into a territorial framework that does not necessarily coincide with the state. It is a form of politics that features identity, although it cannot be reduced to it because it also plays to the notion of collective interests. Through this dual emphasis on identity and interests, sub-state nationalism challenges the political, institutional, and/or constitutional status quo, but not necessarily through a struggle for independence. Indeed, in contemporary multinational democracies, nationalist politics is as much about seeking greater territorial autonomy and the recognition of nationhood than it is about achieving independence. As for the concept of national identity, or nationhood, it refers to the perception of national boundaries and identity that does not 11 Yet, in nation-states as elsewhere, territorial boundaries are always social and political constructions. On the social construction of boundaries, see Michele Lamont and Virág Molnár, ‘The Study of Boundaries in the Social Sciences,’ Annual Review of Sociology 28 (2002): 167–95. 12 See Alain-G. Gagnon and James Tully (eds.), Multinational Democracies (2001) and AlainG. Gagnon, Montserrat Guibernau, and François Rocher (eds.), The Conditions of Diversity in Multinational Democracies (2003).
Introduction necessarily entail the active quest for autonomy and recognition associated with nationalism. Exploring the Nationalism–Social Policy Nexus To explore how nationalism affects policy development while simultaneously being shaped by it, we focus on social policy, by far the largest policy area in terms of spending in advanced industrial societies. Social policy refers to measures that fight economic insecurity, redistribute income, and provide social services to workers and citizens. Social programmes deal with issues such as poverty, unemployment, health care, and retirement. The concept of solidarity has long been used to describe the role of social policy in both industrial and advanced industrial societies.13 As the final chapter suggests, understanding the relationship between nationalism and social policy could serve as an entry point to consider the politics of territorial solidarity in settings other than the state, for example in the European Union. This book examines the relationship between nationalism and social policy in the multinational democracies of Canada, the United Kingdom, and Belgium, countries whose politics are heavily shaped by Québécois, Scottish, and Flemish nationalism, respectively. We examine how social policy has been used by these nationalist movements as an identitybuilding tool and how it has become a central focus of nationalist mobilization. The underlying argument is that there is something distinctive about social policy that renders it a more likely target of nationalist mobilization than, for example, environmental or agricultural policies. Nationalist movements, we argue, will seek the congruence of the national community (as their leaders define it) to the social solidarity community. Indeed, the notion of solidarity, a key feature of social policy debates, first necessitates resolving the issue of the exact contours of the community where this solidarity should occur. Our three cases suggest that the processes of identity formation/consolidation and territorial mobilization inherent to nationalism involve a social policy dimension, at least in democratic industrialized societies. At both the state and sub-state levels, social policy arrangements have been an important component of 13 See, for example: Daniel Béland and Randall Hansen, ‘Reforming the French Welfare State: Solidarity, Social Exclusion and the Three Crises of Citizenship,’ West European Politics 23 (2000): 47–64.
Nationalism and Social Policy nation-building, and social policy preferences are fundamental aspects of the characterization of the nation. Social programmes structure shared institutions while participating in the construction of economic, social, and political boundaries between specific populations and territorial entities.14 This book also analyses how nationalist movements in Canada, the United Kingdom, and Belgium, alongside other social and political forces, impacted the enactment and implementation of social policy. In other words, we are trying to understand the potential impact of a nationalist movement on the welfare state. The existing literature on social policy devotes much attention to issues of class and gender mobilization,15 yet relatively little has been done to assess the role of nationalism in welfare state politics. Our three cases demonstrate that sub-state nationalism may affect social policy development by reshaping social policy agendas and, in some contexts, strengthening the policy autonomy of regional entities. In addition to demonstrating how nationalism and social policy intersect in our three illustrative countries, we seek an understanding of what might explain the specific dynamic assumed in each country by the dual processes of social policy development in the context of multinationalism, and nationalist politics in the context of the welfare state. For this purpose, we highlight throughout the role of ideas and frames, political institutions, and policy legacies as well as socio-economic conditions and organizations in shaping how nationalism and social policy interact. We recognize that political institutions are crucial to our understanding of both nationalism and public policy, but we also contend that societal factors should be taken into account, and that they can indeed complement insights stemming from institutional analysis. Therefore, in analysing the politics of territorial solidarity, this book pays heed to the weight of political institutions and policy legacies, the mediating effects of ideas and framing processes, and the structural impact of concrete social and economic cleavages.
The project of protecting and expanding the national social safety net legitimizes exclusive conceptions of national identity – inclusion within the western welfare state is underwritten by those it excludes 
Scott Watson, 11 — [Scott Watson, University of Victoria, “Back Home, Safe and Sound: The Public and Private Production of Insecurity,” OUP Academic, 5-18-2011, https://academic.oup.com/ips/article/5/2/160/1943030?login=true, accessed 7-12-2023; marlborough-mjen]
In Canada, potential migrants may be excluded for various reasons beyond fears of contagious disease—criminality, membership in a violent organization, physical/mental disorder, or insufficient financial support (CIC 2009). Each of these categories of difference reflects distinct moral bases on which Canadian national identity is reproduced and through which exclusion is necessitated. A number of these exclusions, such as those with insufficient financial resources and those with contagious disease, partially reflect a concern with the maintenance of the welfare state and the prosperity of the country. Foucault notes that this has been a concern of states since the eighteenth century and gave rise to health policing in that era (Foucault 1980; Turner 1997). Health, economic prosperity, and national security became intimately intertwined as the citizenry's health, wealth, and longevity emerged as the greatest resource of the state (Rosen 1953; Osborne 1997:177–178; Lowenheim 2007:205). Over time, the view of the healthy citizen as strategic resource for the state was supplemented by the view that citizens had a right to good health in the eighteenth century and thereafter, public health became the duty of the state and a proper area for intervention and control (La Berge 1992:16). Health and the provision of healthcare by the state as a marker of difference internationally blossomed with the birth and growth of the welfare state. Though contagion from foreigners continues to be understood as a threat to the health of society, it also increasingly reflects a concern with the protection and security of the public health system itself. To take one contemporary example, Citizenship and Immigration Canada (CIC) subjects certain migrants to health checks “to protect the health and safety of Canadians and to reduce and prevent excessive demand on Canada's health and social services” (CIC 2010c).
Protection of the social safety net in the modern nation-state is necessitated by the crucial role it plays in legitimizing the state (Beck 2002:40–41). In Canada, as in other Western states, the two dominant features of the welfare state are to protect citizens from poverty and disease,4 and these dangers are, in turn, associated with foreign spaces and migrants. Excluding poor and diseased migrants, who are expected to make immediate and costly demands on the welfare state, reproduces national subjects as legitimate recipients of such assistance and the perception that potential migrants are illegitimate recipients. The moral basis of exclusion incorporates beliefs about contagion as well as beliefs about just deserts based on contribution. Externally, the undeserving migrant is justifiably excluded through the representation of them as profiteers gaining benefits and security from the welfare system of a community to which they do not belong and have not contributed (Huysmans 2000:768). The internal manifestation of the just deserts moral basis of exclusion is the “welfare cheat” (see Cruickshank 1997; Moffatt 1999; Chunn and Gavigan 2004).
The construction of the undeserving migrant motivated to cross international border to gain access to the social safety net of Western states also serves to reinforce another aspect of the Western state identity: the Western welfare state model as the exemplar of good governance and rationality. Equating the Western world with the civilized world is a prominent boundary condition differentiating the West from the rest based on features of Western states such as democratic ideals and rationality (Tsoukala 2008:147–148). I would add that the welfare state and modern medicine serve as similar function as democracy, as a boundary through which the West is reproduced as civilized and rational. In this construction, weak social security provisions and an unhealthy citizenry reinforce the tropicality discourse that constructs certain areas as less developed, culturally unhealthy, and potentially dangerous. The representation of certain parts of the world as prevalent with disease in the media (Youde 2005) or in UN documents such as the Human Development Index reinforces the conception of the West as advanced, rational, and desirable, and other areas as backward, irrational, and undesirable. In turn, nationals of these states/zones are thereby constructed as threatening, by their potential to flood or invade the developed Western states and overwhelm their social safety nets (Faist 1994:61), and by their backward or irrational cultural characteristics (Youde 2005) that threaten the rationality on which the welfare state is based. This in turn necessitates and legitimizes the creation and maintenance of designated lists to identify and exclude unhealthy, and thus potentially dangerous, zones and peoples.
Redistribution along national lines constitutively excludes non-national others – process of nation-building means that obligations are always viewed as bounded and limited
Axelsen 13— [David Axelsen, Political Science at Aarhus University, “The State Made Me Do It: How Anti-cosmopolitanism is Created by the State,” The Journey of Political Philosophy, 2013, https://doi.org/10.1111/jopp.12005, accessed 7-13-2023; marlborough-mjen]
IV. HOW NATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS ARE MADE FUNDAMENTAL
It is rather uncontroversial to claim that the existence of nations and national identities is not the result of chance, nor is it the final étape of the evolution of a cultural bond that has lain dormant in the minds of inhabitants of certain geographical territories since the dawn of time. Instead, the imagined communities of most nations have been created—more or less deliberately—by state actors and societal institutions. And, in fact, all liberal democracies have engaged in such deliberate attempts at nation building.45 So, in the famous words of Ernest Gellner: “Nationalism is not the awakening of nations to self-consciousness: it invents nations where they do not exist”.46 And in the terms of the second premise of the argument: the relationship of sharing a national identity has not always been imagined as fundamental, but has been made so by state policies and societal institutions. This is important because it shows that the fundamental quality of the relationship between co-nationals is not tied to the human condition as such. Furthermore, it shows that the fundamentality of sharing an imagined national identity can be challenged (at the very least, by reverting to a pre-industrial form of society), if such a contestation turns out to be a necessary condition for making the cosmopolitan relationship more fundamental. This further means that national identities should not be understood as passive traits that persons have or groups share but rather as things that are continually constructed and re-constructed through collective acts and political processes that shape the communal imagination.47
One might argue, however, that even if national identity was created by deliberate state policies at the time of each nation-state’s genesis, this is no longer the case. However, as Will Kymlicka has pointed out, virtually all liberal democracies promote a common language and a sense of common membership, decide upon a core curriculum in education, and devise requirements for acquiring citizenship “with the intention of diffusing a particular identity based on participation in that particular culture”.48 So, to an important degree, national identity is still influenced and controlled by state institutions. To find everyday examples of such practices one does not have to look far. All over the world, children are taught a national language; they are educated in history and culture and presented with a nationalist bias in all other educational subjects; they are surrounded by statues of national heroes and streets named after poets and generals of the national golden age; they are drafted to the national army; public holidays are fitted to important events in national history, and celebrated with official, nationwide ceremonies; public service channels show their national teams competing in international sporting events, which are extensively covered by the nationally biased private media. Through all these multifarious policies of nation-building, people are provided with occasions to imagine their membership in the national community and imagine their co-nationals imagining the same, thus ensuring the existence of the imagined community of the nation. As Anderson points out, this process has been made possible by national media that have ensured extensive and (almost) instant sharing of national events and values, enabling constant instances of community-wide collective imagination. Not only state-subsidised newspapers and state television have engaged in these practices, but privately owned media, which remain heavily biased towards covering national events, partake as well.49
Thus, even today, societal institutions reproduce and maintain the character of national identities and contribute significantly to the fundamental character of the relationship between those who share a national identity. In itself, this is not enough to render (5) implausible, since cosmopolitan relationships might not be created and maintained in this way. It would, however, be problematic if nation-building policies could be said to influence cosmopolitan relationships as well. This would signify that we are affecting the character of the relationship, and, thus, impinging people’s ability to meet strong redistributive duties towards non-compatriots. And I believe nation-building policies can be said to have this effect.
V. HOW COSMOPOLITAN RELATIONSHIPS ARE MADE PERIPHERAL
To see how nation-building policies shape cosmopolitan relationships, let us revisit the examples mentioned above. As we have seen, these practices let people imagine the national community. When celebrating a national holiday, watching the national football team, listening to a speech by the president or prime minister, tuning in to a popular television show on a state-owned or nationally-based channel, or reading a national newspaper, we imagine ourselves doing it along with a myriad of compatriots. But we simultaneously imagine ourselves not engaging in these practices with our non-compatriots. Thus, in the words of Anderson, it is a key feature of the national community that it is imagined as limited—it has borders, both geographically and mentally, and imagining the community entails imagining those outside it as non-members. Thus, the relationship with foreigners is made to be viewed less as an end in itself, and in this manner is made less fundamental—and more peripheral. So, we might add, the last part of (2)—that sharing a cosmopolitan identity constitutes a peripheral relationship—is true because state institutions make it so, making this the case for (3) as well.
Another reason for reaching this conclusion is found by considering the establishment of myths and misrepresentation of history involved in nation-building. In the words of Ernest Renan: “Forgetting, and I would say even historical fallacy, are [sic] an essential factor in the creation of a nation”.51 This involves forgetting the historicity of nations, which, when portrayed politically, “always loom out of an immemorial past, and . . . glide into a limitless future”.52 Quotidian examples of this practice are easily found. Through the creation and upkeep of monuments, structures, museums, and national symbols (such as coins, flags, songs, and art in state buildings), and the education of children in national history with a heavy focus on the national golden age(s), state policies contribute to this process in a very direct manner by consolidating the myths in the consciences of its citizens. They create the back-story for the bond that Anderson describes as a “deep, horizontal comradeship”53 between co-nationals.
But not only are the historical accounts that national culture is built upon more or less false,54 they are also decidedly non-cosmopolitan. As we have seen, the fundamental character of the relationship between those who imagine sharing a national identity is created and maintained through societal institutions and state policies to a large degree. So when the myths of national culture (for the most part) focus on local events, portray the nation as a fundamental entity, and over-emphasise roles played by national actors and trends, it is an example of this practice. But the policy of creating national myths also assists in making cosmopolitan relationships more peripheral, by playing down the influence on national culture that has come from abroad. In this way, the nation is portrayed as though it has evolved by itself or even in spite of the rest of the world, and the cultural and material interaction and exchange with foreign actors, which has fundamentally determined the evolution of modern societies, is neglected. Accordingly, the creation and maintenance of national myths gives a depth to the sharing of a national identity by establishing a glorious cultural back-story, and dilutes cosmopolitan identity by ignoring the way in which world history is intricately interconnected, thus making cosmopolitan relationships more peripheral. This gives us further reason to understand (3) in the weak sense, since the peripheral character of cosmopolitan identity is contingent upon the creation and cultivation of such myths.
At this point, one might contend that recent developments in new social media and movements could undercut these processes, and render it more difficult or even, in time, impossible to uphold national identity through the state and societal institutions, and hence annul its effects on cosmopolitan relationships, in which case the analysis above seems less pertinent.55 Indeed, since new social media are, by nature, less geographically bound and have greater border-crossing potential, they often create commitments that are in tension with those upheld by societal institutions and state policies.56 We should not discard the analysis prematurely, though. Firstly, the mere fact that new social media create identities that do not correspond to national imagined communities does not show that they will not create different communities with similar problems—that is, communal identities that similarly inhibit our ability to make systematic sacrifices towards poor non-members. In this case, they would be susceptible to a critical analysis similar to the one above. Secondly, even if new social media track cosmopolitan relationships, it is not clear that they are able to render these fundamental, and thus that they can make large, systematic transfers between members of the community possible. If this is true, societal institutions and state policies remain the relevant tools for maintaining fundamental relationships—the object of analysis for this article. Finally, if it turns out that new social media and movements are able to create fundamental relationships between those sharing only a cosmopolitan identity this would not make the above analysis irrelevant, but would rather point to a welcome way of solving the non-cosmopolitan side-effects of nation-building. In either case, new social media and movements might change the content of the above analysis, but unless radical changes occur, the conclusions stand.
To summarise, the nation-building policies that liberal democracies employ create non-cosmopolitans in two ways. First, they afford a great number of occasions for imagining the national community and more national media to cover these occasions. This entails imagining foreigners as non-members, thus conveying a feeling of not participating in a joint venture. Second, they compose and maintain national myths, which underpin the fundamental character of national identity with a cultural back-story that emphasises the role of national actors and discounts foreign influences. This weakens the relationship between those who share only a cosmopolitan identity.
These policies cause the sharing of a cosmopolitan identity to be understood less as playing a central role in a good human life; less as something that should be treated as an end in itself; and less as determining whether or not people’s lives are successful—making the relationship between those sharing a cosmopolitan identity more peripheral (according to my definition above). The identification of these processes shows why we should indeed understand (3) in the weak sense. For we can only know that people are currently unable to meet strong redistributive obligations towards non-compatriots. But since we observe these motivational shortcomings within a system in which many different state policies and societal institutions work together to create, shape, and maintain nationalist and anti-cosmopolitan sentiments and dispositions, we can hardly conclude that it must always be so. When understanding (3) in a weak(er) sense, however, it seems problematic to conclude that people are not required by justice to meet strong redistributive duties towards non-compatriots, if we are presently preventing them from overcoming their inability to do so through our choice of policies and institutions. New social media and global movements might limit the creation of anti-cosmopolitan sentiments eventually—depending on their ability to create and sustain inclusive, fundamental relationships—but in either case, national anti-cosmopolitans seem obligated to reconsider their conclusions about motivational constraints and justice.
Formation of politics around national identity is inherently exclusionary – the national self is inevitably constructed in reference to the non-western other
Scott Watson 11, Associate Professor of Political Science, University of Victoria, “Back Home, Safe and Sound: The Public and Private Production of Insecurity,” International Political Sociology, Volume 5, 2011, pp. 160-177
The reproduction and maintenance of national boundaries demonstrates that insecurities associated with international anarchy are not natural and inherent to an anarchic system, but have a history and are the product of human agency. But it is not clear that this anarchic system is ‘‘what states make of it’’ (Wendt 1992), as much as it suggests that differentiated nation-states require a dangerous and disordered anarchic international realm to necessitate the production of domestic order and security. Exclusion is an essential feature of such a system, and as Douglas contends ‘‘it is only by exaggerating the difference between within and without, above and below, male and female, with and against, that a semblance of order is created’’ (1966:4). Playing slightly with Douglas’ contention, this article has shown that it is only by exaggerating the differences between within and without that disorder is created, and the attempt to create order necessitated. Anarchy and state identity are mutually coconstitutive; states and private actors rely on and reproduce international anarchy through the maintenance of collective boundaries and national identities. 
The regulation of human movement and health are two fields of practice through which the international ⁄domestic is actualized, and which reinforce the moral bases of exclusion fundamental to the nation-state. These twin concerns have been an integral element of the growth of the nation-state as the pre-eminent form of political community. The Canadian case demonstrates that the identity of the national self has been constructed in difference to the unhealthy, non-Western, and undeserving outsider, while simultaneously relying on and reproducing the state as a safe, secure and ordered space in an anarchic and disordered international realm. These constructions are reproduced through the regulation of human movement and healthcare by public and private entities that operate in the spaces created by and through these practices.
2NC – Link – MMT
MMT relies on the maintenance of monetary sovereigns, which is incommensurate with an ethos that is attentive to cross-border politics
Konsta Kotilainen 2022 [“A cosmopolitan reading on Modern Monetary Theory”; https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13600826.2021.1898343?needAccess=true&role=button  ; Konsta Kotilainen holds M.A. and B.A. degrees in World Politics and a further degree in Theoretical Philosophy from the University of Helsinki. He’s also studied at the University of Cambridge.] ARL 

Much of the recent IPE literature on monetary issues has tended to ignore “big” socially burning questions that initially were in the field’s focus of attention (Cohen2017, 675). Among such questions, the democratic legitimacy of monetary and macro-economic governance is rarely explicitly tackled, even if the groups of decision-makers and “decision-takers” rarely coincide within these traditionally technocratic domains. More generally, there is little dialogue between empirical IPE research and normative democratic theory (Agné2011).1 The normative aspects of global economic governance, less surprisingly, have been largely brushed aside also in macroeconomics. Economists’ accounts of democracy have traditionally remained implicit (Kurki2013). The pre-2008“new consensus” on the primacy of monetary policy and the merits of central bank independence took the democratic deficit in macroeconomic governance as essentially a virtue without engaging with political theory (for a partial exception, see Blinder1996; on the new consensus, seee.g. Goodfriend2007; Woodford2009). The post-2008 worries about “secular stagna-tion”, economic inequalities, and the ongoing Covid-19 havoc, have drawn some of the average macroeconomist’s attention towards the fiscal capacities of the state, but no explicit normative discussion on the long-term objectives or institutional basis of fiscal policy involvement has yet emerged within the mainstream of the profession. Even if one focuses on critical approaches to macroeconomic governance that are broadly sympathetic to strong democratic claims–as I will in this paper–it is difficult to find accounts that would build on normative political theory and economic inquiry in a balanced and engaged way (for one exception, see Patomäki and Teivainen2004). One-sided perspectives to political economy easily result in unfortunate incompatibilities between views that seem promising in their own right. An important task, then, is to cross-examine such views in order to find ways to save and synthesize what is valuable in them and disregard what is not. There appears to be such an incompatibility between the increasingly influential neo-chartalist Modern Monetary Theory (MMT) emphasizing the macroeconomic role of the nation-state, on the one hand, and cosmopolitan calls for supranational democratic economic governance, on the other. While both accounts endorse the general idea that democratic macroeconomic governance in service of the “public purpose” should be the objective, their proponents reach conflicting conclusions about the desirability of national self-determination in economic affairs. MMT is primarily an economic theory and cosmopolitanism an ethico-political theory, but their concerns overlap to such an extent that clear mutual tensions can emerge. The neochartalists (Kelton2011; Mitchell, Wray, and Watts2019; Wray2012) argue that the contemporary “monetarily sovereign” states are far more able to pursue autonomous macroeconomic policies than what is commonly believed. According to the neo-chartalists, a national control over currency allows these states to pursue independent monetary and fiscal policies. In case a sovereign state also happens to be democratic, its substantial autonomy, in effect, opens up room for democratic governance. In contrast, cosmopolitans and global democrats4(see e.g. Hale, Held, and Young2013, 113–188; Hale and Held2017; Held2010, 107–110; Patomäki and Teivainen2004; Scholte, Fioramonti, and Nhema2016) are convinced that an economic governance framework organised largely around sovereign nation-states and their unilateral policy decisions cannot deliver truly democratic outcomes. Many IPE and legal scholars doubt whether there even exists genuinely monetarily sovereign states in the globalized political economy (Cohen2008, 205–310; Zimmermann2013, 5). Cosmopolitans raise further questions about whether any category of states enjoys much substantial auton-omy to resist global economic imperatives. And to the extent that such autonomy exists, cosmopolitans argue that it should be exercised only within certain ethical bounds that take the cross-border ramifications of national policies into account (Held2010, 107–110, 167)
Monetary sovereignty assumes atomized, competitive nation-states
Kotilainen 21 — Konsta Kotilainen, a SYLFF fellow at the University of Helsinki in politics, economics, and philosophy, doctoral researcher, holds a M.A. and B.A in world politics with specializations in Global Political Economy and Global Governance and a further degree in Theoretical Philosophy from the University of Helsinki, 2021 (“A Cosmopolitan Reading of Modern Monetary Theory,” Taylor and Francis Online, March 19th, available online at https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/13600826.2021.1898343, accessed 07-14-2023) //CD
My third MMT-inspired argument against leaving the exercise of monetary sovereignty solely to the nation-states relates to the wider political economy in which these states operate. As the neochartalists often stress, numerous institutional, judicial, and ideological factors, as distinct from “purely economic” ones, undermine the ability of monetarily sovereign states to take the full advantage of their currency privileges (Armstrong Citation2019; Sardoni and Wray Citation2007). Many such barriers are supranational by nature. Contemporary nation-states are rarely politically strong enough to coordinate sufficiently effective economic, social, and regulatory policies despite their in principle considerable capacities as monetary sovereigns. Few individual states acting alone are fit to fight the global institutional and ideological forces that constrain their exercise of monetary sovereignty. While even the smallest and poorest of nation-states are not always incapable of benefitting from their sovereign privileges to some limited extent, it is especially hard for them to bact alone against the prevailing global near-consensus on appropriate macroeconomic policy defined by the powerful states, governance organisations, and influential private actors on the scene. As Gill and Law (Citation1989, 491) argue, transnational capital greatly benefits from the political division of the world into separate, competing, and mostly relatively weak, nation-states. In playing states against each other, economic elites routinely employ the age-old divide et impera strategy. As a result, long-term trends in global political economy are not easily reversed by any single state even within its own territorial borders. For instance, “new constitutional” neoliberalism (Gill Citation2003, 116–142; Hirschl Citation2004), manifested in the evermore-stringent legal constraints on national policies from the 1990s onwards, probably cannot be effectively combatted without cross-border action for new, truly transformative forms of global constitutionalism (Kochi Citation2020).
2NC – Link – Social Security
Social security is a method of rewriting social solidarity – it constructs the identities of recipients as uniquely deserving of moral obligation 
William Walters 4, Associate Professor, Department of Political Science, Carleton University, “Secure Borders, Safe Haven, Domopolitics,” Citizenship Studies, Volume 8, Number 3, September 2004, pp. 237-260
Domopolitics implies a reconfiguring of the relations between citizenship, state, and territory. At its heart is a fateful conjunction of home, land and security. It rationalizes a series of security measures in the name of a particular conception of home. Of course there is a history to the understanding of homeland and a notable variance in its meaning across countries (Robin and Stra˚th, 2003). However, in a great many of these uses it has powerful affinities with family, intimacy, place: the home as hearth, a refuge or a sanctuary in a heartless world; the home as our place, where we belong naturally, and where, by definition, others do not; international order as a space of homes—every people should have (at least) one; home as a place we must protect. We may invite guests into our home, but they come at our invitation; they don’t stay indefinitely. Others are, by definition, uninvited. Illegal migrants and bogus refugees should be returned to ‘their homes’. Home as a place to be secured because its contents (our property) are valuable and envied by others. Home as a safe, reassuring place, a place of intimacy, togetherness and even unity, trust and familiarity. Hence domopolitics embodies a tactic which juxtaposes the ‘warm words’ (Connolly, 1995, p. 142) of community, trust, and citizenship, with the danger words of a chaotic outside—illegals, traffickers, terrorists; a game which configures things as ‘Us vs. Them’ (Stasiulis, 1997, p. 203). Bigo is right to suggest that the politics of internal and transnational security both mobilizes and plays upon fear and unease to legitimate itself (Bigo, 2002). But 241 Downloaded by [Acadia University] at 01:10 08 October 2013 William Walters besides these negative forces, it also plays upon the positive image of home. These are some of the contours of the domological. 
But there is a second aspect to domopolitics—domo as conquest, taming, subduing; a will to domesticate the forces which threaten the sanctity of home. Domopolitics is not reducible to the Fortress impulse of building walls, strengthening the locks, updating the alarm system. It contains within itself this second tendency which takes it outwards, beyond the home, beyond even its own ‘backyard’ and quite often into its neighbours’ homes, ghettos, jungles, bases, slums. Once domopolitics extends its reach, once it begins to take the region or even the globe as its strategic field of intervention, then the homeland becomes the home front, one amongst many sites in a multifaceted struggle.4 
Towards a Genealogy of Security 
A second objective of the paper is to make a contribution to the genealogy of security. More specifically, I want to place the emergence of domopolitics within a trajectory that has hitherto been overlooked. Perhaps because of their background in academic international relations, many authors locate the rise of Schengenland, Homeland and other securitizations within something we might call a post-Cold War (or, more recently, a ‘post-9/11’) narrative. Refugees, organized crime, drugs-smuggling, terrorism and people trafficking are seen as occupying a security field that opened up with the demise of the Cold War. Increasingly these figures constitute the new enemy, the new threat that underwrites the politics and policies of security.5 
Practices and experiences of internal and transnational security, then, are typically compared with the logics of international security. But this move tends to overlook the fact that the twentieth century saw other methods of actualizing security. Perhaps the most notable of these is social security. The state is ‘polymorphous’ (Mann, 1993). Most western states were welfare states at the same time that they were national security states (but also bureaucratic states, capitalist states, patriarchal states, and so on; Brown, 1995). But there is an academic convention which tends to keep the analysis of social security largely separate from national, and today transnational security. The former is the domain of the social policy specialist, the latter the preserve of international relations. It is this division that I want to challenge here. Placing questions of social security and internal security, welfare and domopolitics within the same frame of analysis will enable us to see the latter in a new light. (While it is not a path I follow here, it could also facilitate a new perspective on the meaning of social security as well.) Comparing social and internal security is uncommon but, it seems to me, there are at least two good reasons why this is a valid and timely move. 
First, both social security and domopolitics are governmentalities. That is, both are concerned with the government of population (Foucault, 1991a). But as long as the analysis of domopolitics remains confined to the field of international security studies, this is not adequately addressed. By comparing domopolitics to social security, I want to focus attention on the particular ways in which domopolitics governs population. How does it understand risk? Our time is not 242 Downloaded by [Acadia University] at 01:10 08 October 2013 Domopolitics the first to be transfixed with the prospect of dangerous mobilities. In today’s response to asylum-seekers do we hear echoes of the treatment of the vagrant and the pauper? How does it divide and classify its subjects? What kind of security does it promise and for whom? How does it appear when interrogated as a response to poverty, both national and global? 
Second, I want to make this comparison because both social security and domopolitics are not simply public policies pursued by the state. They are much more: they need to be understood in terms of diagrams. Rajchman has clarified the concept of the diagram which comes to us from Foucault via Deleuze (1988). The diagram expresses ‘something at work in many different institutions and situations, spread out in several countries, working in a manner not given in the map of social policies and prescriptions, planned as such by no one’ (Rajchman, 1999, p. 47). Foucault gives us the panopticon as a diagram of the disciplinary society, revealing how a certain set of techniques and logics—ways of organizing space and time, accumulating bodies, regulating activities, and so forth—can be found at work across the social space during the nineteenth century—in prisons, schools, factories, barracks and hospitals. 
Welfare states did not dispense with discipline, but combined it with other diagrams. According to Ewald (1991), the welfare societies of the twentieth century had insurance as their pre-eminent diagram. He recognizes this in noting that insurance was for these societies simultaneously an abstract technology, a technology of risk and a political imaginary. In other words, social insurance, and social security more generally, provided a mechanism through which an important set of identities and practices were established. This included a definition of the state as a welfare state caring for all its members who are, in turn, constituted as ‘social’ citizens bearing certain social rights and responsibilities; a definition of society as a solidaristic collective whose members bear certain risks together; a definition of the family as a household unit comprising a gendered division of paid and caring work; and so on. Through insurance, the state was crystallized in this particular form. 
2NC – Link – Inequality
The possibility of redistribution is reliant upon expropriation of resources from the global south – the aff’s claim to universalist social benefit is colonial whitewashing. 
Bhambra 20 [Gurminder K. Bhambra, 10-20-2020, Gurminder K Bhambra: Professor of Postcolonial and Decolonial Studies in the Department of International Relations in the School of Global Studies, University of Sussex; Fellow of the British Academy (FBA); of the Academy of Social Sciences (FAcSS); and the Royal Historical Society (FRHistS); President of the British Sociological Association (2022-24"Colonial global economy: towards a theoretical reorientation of political economy," Taylor & Francis, https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/09692290.2020.1830831] /RS
Although Fraser is aware of the racialized nature of the US welfare state – in that she comments on the racial inequalities that constitute it – there is no discussion about how this institutionalized segregation and inequality might itself have been responsible for the social democratic ideal not being a universal ideal in the first place, but rather, one constructed on racialized and colonial hierarchies. The racial inequalities inherent to welfare provision in the postwar United States were, however, recognized, as Holmwood (Citation2016) notes, by the leading US sociologist of the time, Talcott Parsons. The success of the US civil rights movement, for Parsons, heralded the possibility of the further development of the welfare state based on social rights and moving away from ‘older, more particularistic ascriptive bases of membership’ (cited in Holmwood, Citation2016, p. 145). That is, Parsons recognized the welfare state prior to civil rights as having been based on particularistic understandings of identity that were structurally organized along racially segregated lines and saw in the civil rights movement the possibility of generalizing welfare through principles of equality. As such, the rise of the supposedly new political subjects that Fraser regards as undermining the welfare state could be reinterpreted as previously excluded political subjects arguing for full citizenship within the welfare state. Their failure to achieve full citizenship does ultimately lead to the demise of the welfare state, but this failure is more appropriately located in the racialized voting preferences of those who voted for neoliberal policies over generalizing the welfare state to include racialized others (Holmwood, Citation2016). In effect, by suggesting that social democracy is unable to accommodate the demands for socio-economic equality made by racialized and colonized others, Fraser is implicitly accepting that it was in fact formed on their domination and exploitation. This is as true of racialized citizens in the US as it is of the colonial subjects of European empires.
While acknowledging that processes of decolonization occurred simultaneously to the establishment of welfare states, Fraser does not address the consequences of decolonization on the re-configuration of capitalism. Rather, she simply locates formerly colonized countries as lagging behind their former colonizers. There is no discussion about how this might be a consequence of centuries of ‘colonial drain’ and deliberate underdevelopment – processes which, in turn, enabled the development of European countries and their settler colonies; not simply their industrial capacities, but, as I argued in the previous section, their welfare states as well. While decolonization involves no reparation for the previous colonial drain, it does reduce the flow with consequences for welfare state finances and the fiscal crisis (O’Connor, Citation1973) they enter even if that relation goes unrecognized. It has two further consequences. The first, in terms of the constitutive relation between development and underdevelopment, has long been recognized, at least by those in the countries at the sharper end of the relationship (Habib, Citation1975; Naoroji, Citation1901; Rodney, Citation1972), even if there has been little redistributive action as a result of such recognition. The second is less recognized and relates to questions of political legitimacy in the present. That is, the right to have rights within a state and to be regarded as a legitimate object of public policy or recipient of welfare provision tends to be associated with being able to demonstrate historical belonging to the nation. Yet, most European states were imperial states and so the political community of the state was much wider and more stratified than is usually acknowledged. The failure to recognize these broader constituencies as belonging historically to the imperial state facilitates the rise, in the present, of an authoritarian politics based on arguments of exclusion and fears of ‘white replacement’.
In addressing the challenges currently facing Europe, Helga Nowotny (Citation2017) for example, points to the European social-democratic project being under threat ‘by a massive influx of refugees and asylum-seekers’ who are ‘taxing European institutions, and straining social cohesion.’ In a similar vein, Branko Milanovic argues for the necessity of protecting the citizenship premium of those already within wealthy countries against the inward movement of migrants from poorer parts of the world. This is because, as he states, rich countries accumulate wealth and transmit it ‘along with many other advantages, to the next generations of their citizens’ (2013, p. 207). ‘[W]e take it as normal,’ he continues, ‘that there is a transmission of collectively acquired wealth over generations within the same nation’ (Milanovic, Citation2013, p. 207) and for the enjoyment of its national citizens. But, if as I have been arguing, European states were not constituted simply as nations, but as imperial polities, and that a significant proportion of what is presented as their national wealth historically is attributable to the coerced labour and appropriated resources of others, then what does it mean to argue for the protection of that wealth solely for one’s ‘own’ citizens? In common with other commentators, Nowotny and Milanovic have little to say on the provenance of the inherited wealth of the welfare state democracies they are seeking to protect.
Across the political spectrum, then, scholars are presenting arguments about the demise of the welfare state and the rise of neoliberalism to be understood as a consequence of (racialized) migration or the rise of a politics of recognition which, they suggest, have contributed to the breakdown of the national and class solidarities necessary to the maintenance of social democracy (Bhambra, Citation2017). Such a conclusion is only possible, however, if the colonial histories of the development of capitalism are removed from active consideration. The welfare state was not an historic achievement of the working class. It was an amelioration of national conditions of deprivation funded by the labour and resources of racialized others and colonial subjects. With the demise of empire and of formal segregation in the late twentieth century it is no surprise that the welfare state is itself in question. Neoliberalism, then, can perhaps best be described as the failure of the state and its national citizens to generalize welfare conditions across racial and historically colonial lines.
Conclusion
My focus here has been on the history that political economists, and social scientists more generally, use as the basis from which they develop the concepts and categories that are presented as central to their theories of capitalism. In this article, I have set out the ways in which colonialism is constitutive to the emergence and development of capitalism and its political institutions. In discussing the history of capitalism, I have sought to challenge the four, familiar, stages that most scholars of capitalism accept and to offer an alternative conceptualization. The purpose of this is to orient our conceptual understandings of capitalism away from the primary focus on the capital-labour relation to demonstrate how other forms of appropriation were not simply in existence (as is recognized), but how these other forms disrupt the implicit teleology attributed to ‘labour’ and thus the centrality of class to our analyses. This has the further consequence of providing a global account of the emergence and configuration of the world we share; moving beyond Eurocentred explanations that fail to acknowledge the significance of forms of colonial appropriation and displacement. Given that colonial processes are also central to the production of racialized inequalities upon which capitalism is itself structured, we see that race cannot be treated as a secondary and derived phenomenon or simply an issue of identity. Instead, there needs to be a recognition of the ways in which race comes to be foundational to capitalism as a consequence of the centrality of colonial processes to its emergence and development.
The reason why such a reorientation is necessary, I conclude, is because most critical approaches to capitalism are focused upon the possibilities for resistance contained within the capital-labour relation which is argued to be the key to capitalism’s dynamic including its transformation. A distributive justice directed at the surplus generated by labour and misappropriated by capital, however, neglects other forms of misappropriation. Forms that, as I have argued, have been long-standing and central to the very configuration of capitalism. A distributive justice that fails to acknowledge the requirement of reparative justice for colonialism will always be partial. Worse, it becomes a building block for the walls that separate and divide the relatively advantaged from the disadvantaged and excluded. An address of what are presented as global inequalities requires an explicit recognition of the broader provenance of the historically constituted wealth of European and north American states that have produced those inequalities. Acknowledging the colonial and imperial contexts of this inheritance could facilitate the generation of more extensive solidarities and a postcolonial reparative and redistributive politics that would be to the benefit of us all. This requires a theoretical reorientation, facilitated by a new historical framework, in our understandings of capitalism that would in turn enable a transformation in our understandings of the meaning of global redistributive justice.
The aff’s attempt to resolve domestic inequality mask and legitimate global inequalities – redistribution within national bounds requires “looking the other way” in the face of global violence
Beck 11 – Ulrich Beck, former professor of sociology @ the University of Munich and one of the most cited social scientists in the world; “We do not live in an age of cosmopolitanism but in an age of
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Studying the cosmopolitisation of social inequality – and, indeed, across the globe inequalities seem to have increased – it is less clear that social class is the principal unit of analysis and investigation. I rather provocatively developed the argument that ‘social class’ is too soft a category to study social inequalities in the twenty-first century.
I developed three points here: first, the world of second modernity is a world of unbelievable contradictions and contrasts. There are ‘super modern castles’ or citadels constructed next to scenes of Apocalypse Now (as with the now destroyed World Trade Center in New York with thousands of beggars living in the subway below). Class hardly captures such shimmering inequality.
Second, the major movements of change have little to do with class, even that responsible for the most stunning transformation of the past three decades, such as the financial crisis of 2008, ‘9/11’ and the dramatic and unpredicted bringing-down of the Soviet empire by various rights-based social networks.
Third, the national outlook on social inequality is inward orientated. It stops at the borders of the nation state. Social inequalities may blossom and flourish on the other side of the national garden fence, which is, at best cause for moral outrage, but politically irrelevant.
A clear distinction must be made, therefore, between the reality of social inequality and the political problem of social inequality. National boundaries draw a sharp distinction between politically relevant and irrelevant inequality Inequalities within national societies are enormously magnified in perception; at the same time inequalities between national societies are faded out. The ‘legitimation’ of global inequalities is based on an institutionalised ‘looking the other way’. The national gaze is ‘freed’ from looking at the misery of the world. It operates by way of a double exclusion: it excludes the excluded. And the social science of inequality, which equates inequality with nation-state inequality, is unreflectively party to that. It is indeed astonishing how firmly global inequalities are ‘legitimated’ on the basis of tacit agreement between nationstate government and nation-state sociology – a sociology programmed to work on a nation-state basis and claiming to be value-free!
My point is that while the performance principle legitimates national inequality, the nation-state principle legitimates global inequality (in another form). How? The inequalities between countries, regions and states are accounted politically incomparable. In a perspective bounded by the nation state, politically relevant comparisons can only be played out within the nation state, never between states. Such comparisons, which make inequality politically explosive, assume national norms of equality.
Paradox: even de-creasing global inequalities and in-creasing global norms of equality make global inequalities socially and politically explosive. Why? Because nation-state borders lose their function to legitimate global inequalities.
Yet that is precisely what the national gaze fades out: the more norms of equality spread worldwide, the more global inequality is stripped of the legitimation basis of institutionalised looking away. The wealthy democracies carry the banner of human rights to the furthest corners of the earth, without noticing that the national border defences, with which they want to repel the streams of migrants, thereby lose their legitimation. Many migrants take seriously the proclaimed human right of equality of mobility and encounter countries and states which – not least under the impact of increasing internal inequalities – want the norm of equality to stop short at their fortified borders. Put in other words, the conception of social class, based on principles of nationality and statehood, misleads analysis. Most theorists of class, including Bourdieu (1984), who thought so extensively about globalisation in his final years, identify class society with the nation state. The same is true of Wallerstein (1974, 1980, 1989), Goldthorpe (2002) and, incidentally, also of my individualisation thesis.
2NC – Link – Economic Competitiveness
The aff’s discourse of economic competitiveness is parasitic upon the global south – it subjects other countries to the excesses of neoliberalism rather than allowing regional development
Bristow 10, Gillian Bristow, 1/27/10, School of City & Regional Planning, Cardiff University, "Resilient regions: re-‘place'ing regional competitiveness," OUP Academic, https://academic.oup.com/cjres/article/3/1/153/339363 /RS
The hegemonic status of competitiveness is clear. In spite of its confused theoretical and conceptual basis, the discourse of competitiveness has come to dominate the thinking and practice around regional economic development in recent years. This thinking asserts that competitiveness is an abstract and malleable concept equivalent to ‘attractiveness’ or the capacity of the region to compete with other places for globally mobile capital and labour. While the discourse embraces the quality of place as part of the growing emphasis on the social and cultural environment and its role in shaping competitiveness, it is a narrowly conceived notion of ‘place’ that elides place liveability with place marketability. It thus is ostensibly driven by an economic rationale—that is the attraction of investors and people (Jarvis, 2007).
Thus, the strategic imperative is to take the requisite steps to attract and retain innovative firms, skilled labour, mobile investment and central and supranational government subsidies and funds, with particular emphasis being placed on the relevant conditions in the microeconomic environment within which productive firms can prosper. Not surprisingly, this also impels regions to benchmark and adopt ‘best-practice’ lessons from elsewhere, while periodically measuring their competitive ‘success’ relative to other regions or ‘rivals’ (Bristow, 2005; Kitson et al., 2004).
The hegemonic status of competitiveness is not unique to regions. Indeed, the ‘new conventional wisdom’ is that all places—nations, regions and cities—have to be more competitive to survive in the new marketplace being forged by globalisation and the rise of new information technologies (Buck et al., 2005). However, competitiveness has been pursued with particular fervour at the regional scale that has emerged as a determinate ‘space of competitiveness’ inasmuch as the rescaling processes associated with the spread of neoliberalism have enhanced its economic and institutional role within competitiveness agendas (Brenner, 2000; Bristow, 2005). It is indeed at the regional scale that many of the ‘soft’ factors that enhance the productivity of firms and raise general economic performance are deemed to be created and sustained.
However, the discourse of competitiveness that has come to dominate in regions is a narrowly reductionist and overtly stylised notion of the role ‘competitiveness’ and ‘competition’ play in relation to regions. Thus, for example one of its principal assertions is that global labour and capital are hypermobile such that self-discipline in relation to the ‘global logic’ is regarded as the most feasible or indeed only policy option (Fougner, 2006). This creates an innate imperative for regions to compete to provide the appropriate living and working environment for the attraction of footloose investment and highly skilled, creative labour.
Yet global capital is rarely as hypermobile in reality as this. While routine assembly-line manufacturing operations and call centre firms are globally footloose, there is a strong evidence pointing towards the geographical inertia of a range of businesses, including those firms in ‘new’ economy industries often regarded as having the greatest potential to be locationally flexible in the wake of new distance-shrinking technologies (e.g. Rodriguez-Pose and Crescenzi, 2008). Many firms, especially local service providers, retailers and small businesses, simply never relocate—the costs and upheaval of doing so are too great, and the innate advantages of, and ties and preferences to, particular places too strong to disregard on the basis of an unending search for lower operational costs. Furthermore, there are a range of public sector businesses that contribute significantly to local and regional economies and simply cannot move easily from place to place. Talk of a flat, borderless world where geography no longer matters is thus overtly simplistic of the variegated reality of local economies that exists, each with their variously embedded forms of ‘competitive’ economic activity and resources.
Perhaps more fundamentally, the dominant conception of regional competitiveness is a narrow one that portrays regions as being locked in fierce head-to-head battles with one another for mobile capital and resources (Kitson et al., 2004). This creates a powerful sense that some regions will be winners and others will be losers and typically leads to the view that competition has all the dangerous and negative connotations associated with ‘jungle law’ breaking out (Peck and Tickell, 1994). However, a broader conception of competition also exists that emphasises three key characteristics. Firstly, that competition can lead to improvement and greater regional vitality and adaptability through the creation of strong, diverse business networks. As such, “resilience requires a competitive economy, effective government and trust” (Perrings, 1998, 233)—resilience depends on some competitive success. Secondly, some competition is inevitable. The natural (western) instincts of individualism and egotism are such that in reality competition is unlikely to disappear (Kitson et al., 2004; Patchell, 1996).
Finally, this conception asserts that competition is much more than the simple head-to-head stereotype and that market motivations are manifested in multiple ways. As such “they create an interdependency of competing firms which make different versions of similar products and of a variety of suppliers, suppliers and distributors” (Patchell, 1996, 487). Thus, within-region competition can create positive inter-firm relationships and interdependencies that positively “enable industrial regions to accommodate technological change and to maintain their vitality” (p. 482). In other words, some competition, especially in localised clusters, helps support regional resilience.
The dominant discourse of competitiveness thus lacks a more nuanced understanding of competition and its different modalities. This is not surprising, however, given the ways and means by which the discourse has been selected, retained and spread. The selection of regional competitiveness reflects the rhetorical power and usefulness of the discourse for particular groups with particular interests, notably the business community, who have played a powerful role in promoting competitiveness agendas in policy. Not surprisingly then, the competitiveness discourse has asserted that the characteristics of firms can be unproblematically imposed onto regions—from competitive firms to competitive regions—without cognisance of the more variegated markets and modalities of behaviour which characterise regional economies.
The privileging of the particular ‘attractiveness’ oriented conception of competitiveness also reflects the emphasis of western governments and institutions on spreading and reproducing the neoliberalist capitalist hegemony and rationality of governance (Fougner, 2006). In short, it makes sense to constitute states and their populations as competitive and entrepreneurial ‘place-sellers’ in a global market place for investment since this helps promote the sorts of supply-side interventions and economic activities that fit with neoliberal ideologies.
Finally, the spread of a narrow unsophisticated notion of competitiveness also reflects the processes of benchmarking and policy transfer conducted by a highly influential and networked industry of regional development agencies, consultancies and thinktanks. Their efforts to help regions replicate the successful paths to prosperity of exemplars lead inexorably to the development of a set of codifiable range of stylised facts and policy prescriptions (Greene et al., 2007; Hospers, 2006; Lagendijk, 2007; Lagendijk and Cornford, 2000).
The result of this is the spread of a de-contextualised notion of competitiveness that creates policy tools and strategies that lack sensitivity to critical issues of context and place. Thus, “as knowledge is transferred from one scale to another, the particular social, political, and economic context from which it was produced is stripped away, allowing the presentation of abstract programmatic statements that are valorised as universally applicable” (Dixon and Hapke, 2003, 142–143; cited in Jones, 2008). Competitiveness strategies have thus become a standardised fare that have taken away from regions the potential capacity for development through deeper assessments of their institutional and cultural specificities, and belie a lack of understanding of the causal effects of the processes that are making and remaking the economic and institutional ensemble present in particular locations (Harrison, 2006; Malecki, 2004). In short, the geography is missing.
This has a number of negative implications. As Boschma (2004, 1011) states, “the historical trajectory of a region sets serious limits on copying an external model that owed its success to its deep roots in an alien environment”. This applies to efforts to replicate whole systems or constituent parts of it. For example, the set-up of a research centre of excellence in a technology field (such as biotechnology) is likely to remain a ‘cathedral in the desert’ in a region that lacks the required competences in organisation and institutional context to support it effectively. A similar critique has been developed by Todtling and Trippl (2005) in respect of the tendency for regions to replicate best practice innovation strategies. In many cases, they argue, these efforts fail to both examine the specific strengths and weaknesses of particular regions (and their firms, knowledge and innovation networks) and to understand their critical interrelationships with other regions and with higher spatial scales. Empirical investigations demonstrate that the preconditions for innovation activities and processes as well as the networks central to their development differ strongly between different types of region—whether peripheral, central or old industrial.
Furthermore, such approaches are also increasingly being re-scaled to apply to cities and the emergent ‘city-region’ scale where the same amalgam of fashionable ideas is being imitated from place to place (Harrison, 2007). This lack of tailoring to place and context “leaves development dialogue trapped in the abstract, where reports create false expectations, and where regions may be led towards ill-suited programme interventions based on passing policy or development fads” (Markey et al., 2008, 342). With continuing evidence of uneven development between regions, there are clear grounds for questioning whether such standardised policy approaches actually work (Birch and Mykhnenko, 2009).
2NC – Link – Heg
Military competitiveness relies on nationalism – hegemony requires and produces dehumanization of those the U.S. wages war against 
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Finally, the intimate connections between nationalism and militarism are worth noting. In a Westphalian world-system, interstate struggles are ultimately settled through military competition. Not surprisingly, therefore, nationalism tends to be deeply intertwined with militarism and frequently glorifies war and “national sacrifice” as admirable and necessary. Nationalist militarism produces moral geographies of similarity and difference designed to dehumanize the Other, to legitimate military conquest, and to excuse the most horrific of human-rights violations in the name of national defense. Nationalists typically hold the military, whether in Nazi Germany, Soviet Russia, World War II Japan, or the contemporary United States, to be sacrosanct. Love of the military often pervades popular culture and shapes government spending priorities: Nothing stirs national pride and hatred of Others like a good war. The United States, which, with 5 percent of the world’s population, spends almost 50 percent of the world’s military expenditures, well exemplifies this tragic pattern (Olson 2010). One need only think of the intimate ties between nationalism and militarism over the last fifty years: To win Congress’s approval of highway funding, President Dwight Eisenhower proposed the Na- tional Defense Highways Act in 1956. Even today, global warming often receives the most serious attention among policymakers only when it is couched in national security terms.
2NC – Link – Security Dilemma
The security dilemma understands security as solely produced between nation states – that understanding is a narrow view of security that naturalizes the nation-state frame 
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The production of insecurity is a preeminent, though contested, area of concern in security studies. A central area of contestation concerns the relative importance of the anarchic international structure and domestic identity construction. In the structural-realist tradition, insecurity is an intrinsic feature of life in an anarchic international system in which all states engage in self-help behavior to ensure survival (Waltz 1979:103). Insecurity is produced through the security dilemma—wherein insecurity stems from a fear of being attacked and through efforts to enhance one's security (Herz 1950:157). Conversely, in some constructivist scholarship, insecurity is less a product of international structure than of certain types of identity configurations. Because “anarchy is what states make of it” (Wendt 1992), the international system of states is not inherently insecure; and more peaceful anarchic structures are made possible through changes in collective identity and interests (for example, see Adler and Barnett 1998; Cronin 1999; Abizadeh 2005; for a good overview see Rumelili 2008). In this liberal-constructivist view, certain types of relationships lead to insecurity and conflict, while others are more conducive to peace and security. Treating insecurity as a product of state relationships privileges a narrow understanding of security as equivalent to the potential use of violence between states. Furthermore, it ignores how the society of states relies on the insecurity within anarchy—even in Wendt's “Kantian anarchy”—to legitimate, sustain, and protect differentiated states and the state system. Critical-constructivist scholars (for example, Campbell 1992; Huysmans 1995; Weldes 1999; Connolly 2002) challenge this narrow understanding of insecurity and identity by showing how the maintenance of boundaries and identity requisite in a system made up of distinct nation-states necessarily produces insecurity. For example, Weldes, Laffey, Gusterson, and Duvall explain that “insecurity is not external to the object to which it presents a threat, but is implicated in and an effect of the process of establishing and reestablishing the object's identity” (1999:11). Consequently, insecurity is not a result of an anarchic system, nor of antagonistic identity formations, but of a system comprised of and created by differentiated nation-states.
While the prioritization of identity in the production of insecurity marks an important shift, this has come at the expense of understanding how anarchy functions in and through the production of identity and insecurity. The division of modern political life into differentiated nation-states is achieved through the construction of an insecure anarchic international realm and a safe domestic realm. Understanding the production of insecurity requires analysis of both the production of the international/domestic binary that renders differentiated nation-states both possible and necessary, as well as particularistic identities that differentiate these states and identify the threatening other. This happens in multiple fields of human activity, and exploring all of these would require much more space than I have here. In this paper, I restrict my focus to two fields of practice that have played a prominent role in the production of the state system: the regulation of health and human movement.A second contribution of this paper to the study of the production of insecurity is to further explore the relationship between public and private actors in this process, which has emerged as one of the central themes around which the field of security studies is organized (Williams 2010). Though the institution and bundle of practices known as the state is a primary site where insecurity is produced (Weldes 1999:18), critical security scholars have drawn attention to how actors such as the media (Shapiro 1997; Williams 2003; Hansen 2007; Weber 2007; Huysmans 2010), private security firms (Leander 2005; Abrahamsen and Williams 2009), and specialized security bureaucracies and intellectuals (Luckham 1984; Cohn 1987; Dalby 1990; O'tuathail and Agnew 1992; Bigo 2002) reproduce state-based discourses of danger. In this paper, I draw on the Canadian case to show how the migration and health bureaucracies of the state and private travel insurance corporations reproduce the international/national binary and construct the national “self” through the regulation of cross-border movement and contagious disease. I focus on these actors to further demonstrate the myriad sites in which security is reproduced, and because they are privileged in the production of insecurity in this particular domain even as they remain under studied in the field of security studies.Contagious Disease and Migration in the Study of InsecurityMost scholars addressing the construction of insecurity associated with contagious disease and migration examine them separately, though this article takes up Mary Douglas' call to study classifying symbols not in isolation, “but in relation to the total structure of classifications of the society in question” (Douglas 1966:vii) that include international and national, secure and insecure, clean and dirty, rational and irrational. Nonetheless, it is useful to examine how these issues have been incorporated in security studies. As with many other “new” threats, contagious disease has been brought into the field of security studies by those seeking to broaden the field beyond military security. Problematically, these security broadeners tend to treat disease as an objective threat to either national or human security. For example, some security scholars (Lillibridge 2000; Peterson 2002; Price-Smith 2002) contend that epidemic disease endangers national security because it induces violent conflict or reduces the ability of the military to defend the state. Alternatively, human security scholars (UNDP 1994; Rothschild 1995; Paris 2001) contend that disease is a threat, not because it contributes to the outbreak of violent conflict, but because of the sheer number of preventable human deaths they cause. While usefully identifying some of the practical problems posed by contagious disease, the broadeners neglect the profound implications of treating it as a security issue. For instance, Fidler (2007) demonstrates that the securitization of health-related issues since the end of the Cold War challenges alternative, more productive strategies for the provision of health and humanitarian assistance. Others (McInnes and Lee 2006; Davies 2008) point out that the recent securitization of health has produced an international health regime that prioritizes the interests of Western states.The importance of these de-securitizing works lies in showing how the securitization of infectious disease has contributed to unexpected, negative outcomes; issues often overlooked by proponents of broadening the security agenda. However, the de-securitizing critique ignores how disease functions as a boundary-defining concept and how the securitization of infectious disease is a foundational component of the identity of individual states and the state system. It is not a new, nor a post-Cold War phenomenon; it has been an integral part of the nation-state building process since its inception. In Western states, health of the population is an important component of the nation's identity, and providing protection against the diseased other a key role of the state and international entities. That this manifests itself in the intensified securitization following the end of the Cold War, and the privileging of certain states should not come as a surprise.Provision of healthcare is an integral component of Canadian identity2 and other Western states and is produced through the identification of locations of disease and vulnerability against which the state must be secured. Consequently, migration into and out of the state becomes a source of insecurity, as citizens of the secure state are exposed to dangers associated with foreign spaces either via immigration or through international travel. The regulation of health and cross-border movement represent distinct strands of a larger set of practices that reproduce national/state identity and the dangerous other, in turn reifying the territorial nation-state as the natural, safe and secure mode of organizing the anarchic and dangerous international realm. Migration has also been drawn into the realm of security studies, most notably following the restrictive turn in immigration policy in Western states after the Cold War (see Wæver, Kelstrup, Lemaitre, and Buzan 1993; Weiner 1995; Doty 1996; Bigo 2002; Huysmans 2006). Much of this work addresses how migration has been perceived as a threat to societal identity, demography, or culture, exemplified by the rise of xenophobic, anti-immigrant parties and social movements and the increased surveillance of certain minority groups. Fears over the cultural impact of migration are intertwined with other distinct concerns as well, such as public order and labor market stability (Huysmans 2000:752). Huysmans (2000) contends that these three interrelated concerns play an integral role in the Europeanization process and the identification of Europe as a distinct political community. In this paper, I point to a fourth concern that is inter-twined with migration and the production of identity and insecurity—that of health and disease. As noted earlier, health is a key component of national identity and converges on two axes of differentiation: culture/race and just desert based on contribution. Identification and exclusion of the other is based on dual claims: that other cultural practices are unhealthy and need to be kept out of the healthy body politic (Douglas 1966) and that the welfare state requires protection through the exclusion of those who have not contributed to it or who endanger it. These two mutually reinforcing concerns are evident in the processes that gave rise to the modern nation-state in Europe.
2NC – Link – Disease
Disease reps are foundational to the Westphalian nation-state order – the securitization of disease causes nation-states to turn inward and solidify national control
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Fear of contagious disease was a key element in the process of establishing the Westphalian nation-state order. Political authorities in the early modern period sought to control the spread of contagious disease through the implementation of emergency measures targeted toward migrants. Practices such as quarantine, sequestration of infected property, and the establishment of cordons Sanitaires targeted migrating populations and were designed to prevent the spread of disease (La Berge 1992:10; Sehdev 2002). As a result of repeated bouts of contagious disease, these emergency measures gave way to more permanent institutionalized measures in the form of boards of health and legal requirements governing various “health-related issues” such as street cleaning and sewage disposal (La Berge 1992:21; Palmer 1993:66). The early bureaucratization process around the issue of health was key to the emergence of the nation-state as the preeminent political authority in Europe.
The expanding bureaucracy of the state also sought control over human movement. John Torpey demonstrates that states sought to monopolize the capacity to authorize the movement of persons to extract military service, taxes, and labor; to control the loss of labor and brain drain; and for the exclusion, surveillance and containment of undesirable elements of ethnic, national, religious, ideological, and medical character (2000:7). The multitude of undesirable and threatening “others” served to justify the expanding bureaucratic control over human migration through the use of passports and other identity documents. The early modern state's growing control over the legitimate use of violence and the monopolization of the means of production were made possible partly by the elaborate bureaucracy devoted to controlling and limiting human movement (Torpey 2000:167). As the nation-state emerged as the legitimate form of political community in Europe, two of its primary rationales, and among its most developed permanent institutionalized presences, concerned the regulation of health and human movement.
The link between the threat of infectious disease and migration, and the need for state control, was further cemented during the period of European imperialism, when contagious disease was most clearly associated with the colonized populations in the tropics. David Arnold argues that as European powers came into contact and established relations with the colonized other, medical establishments in Europe developed a discourse of tropicality, creating a sense of otherness that Europeans attached to these environments as distinct from their own temperate zones (1996:6–7; see also Bankoff 2001:20–21). Subsequent scientific research into distinctions in plant and animal life, climate and topography, indigenous societies and their culture, as well as the nature of disease served to reinforce the tropical/temperate distinction (Bankoff 2001). Western medical discourse and practice effectively defined large portions of the earth as zones of danger for Europeans and large portions of the earth's population as dangerous based on race, culture and geographic location. Though much of the scientific basis of the tropicality narrative has been replaced, and other discourses of danger now supersede fears of tropical disease; it has not been completely eclipsed as a boundary-defining concept. Western governments still issue health, travel, and vaccination warnings to their citizens and impose quarantine on goods and people from certain regions perceived as dangerous (Bankoff 2001:21; Lowenheim 2007:203).
Awareness of the danger associated with tropicality gave rise to a greater concern with health and hygiene as an integral component of Western identity; a process Michel Foucault referred to as the “imperative of health” (Foucault 1980). In her work on public health, Deborah Lupton argues that the health and hygiene movements of the nineteenth century were about reproducing the boundaries between included and excluded populations, and about preventing contamination of those within from those without (1995:38). Immigration in particular was a site of potential vulnerability; immigrants were often viewed as a threat to the health of nations, and as foreign agents, like bacteria, seeking to invade and occupy the healthy body politic (Lears 1989:60; Sears 1992:70). In many Western states, disease outbreaks were blamed on immigrant or minority communities, such as Jews throughout Europe, Chinese immigrants in Australia and Canada, Italian immigrants in New York City, to name but a few (Lupton 1995:31–44). In Britain, immigrants from tropical areas of the empire were excluded on the grounds that they were dirty, contaminated, did not conform to Western ideas of sanitation, and would produce moral decay (Doty 2003:250).
In Canada, policies aimed at preventing contagion were bound up with racialized fears of immigration and border control (Mawani 2003:3). The colonial depiction of certain areas as “reservoirs of disease,” or “plagued by illness and contagion” justified the exclusion of people from these areas (Mawani 2003:8). The discourse of tropicality combined race/culture and health as distinct components of national identity, identifying external diseases as more threatening and thereby legitimizing efforts of the state to promote and ensure the health of its citizens by excluding certain races through various restrictive immigration controls.
Even as Canada and other settler states, such as the United States and Australia, abandoned their explicitly racist immigration policies, the discourse of tropicality continued to play a role in reproducing national identity and informing immigration policies (Bankoff 2001). The contemporary manifestation of the dangers associated with tropicality is evident in the border control and visa policies of Canada and other Western states. The Canadian government maintains a designated unhealthy country list and requires a medical examination from residents or long-term visitors of those areas. A quick examination of these territories reveals that most of Africa, the Middle East, Asia, and South America are considered dangerous zones.3 Migrants from these areas are not prohibited from entry, but must first alleviate Canadian suspicions by submitting to a medical exam at an approved medical office. Thus, as Lupton notes, the practices and discourses of Western states have drawn upon certain binary oppositions such as inside/outside, clean/dirty, healthy/diseased, safe zones/zones of danger which legitimize discriminatory moral judgments by identifying groups at risk and in need of protection and groups that pose a risk and thus require extra surveillance and control (1995:47). Beliefs about contagion from immigrants uphold moral values about who deserves health and social services that in turn justify practices of exclusion (Douglas 1966:3).
In Canada, potential migrants may be excluded for various reasons beyond fears of contagious disease—criminality, membership in a violent organization, physical/mental disorder, or insufficient financial support (CIC 2009). Each of these categories of difference reflects distinct moral bases on which Canadian national identity is reproduced and through which exclusion is necessitated. A number of these exclusions, such as those with insufficient financial resources and those with contagious disease, partially reflect a concern with the maintenance of the welfare state and the prosperity of the country. Foucault notes that this has been a concern of states since the eighteenth century and gave rise to health policing in that era (Foucault 1980; Turner 1997). Health, economic prosperity, and national security became intimately intertwined as the citizenry's health, wealth, and longevity emerged as the greatest resource of the state (Rosen 1953; Osborne 1997:177–178; Lowenheim 2007:205). Over time, the view of the healthy citizen as strategic resource for the state was supplemented by the view that citizens had a right to good health in the eighteenth century and thereafter, public health became the duty of the state and a proper area for intervention and control (La Berge 1992:16). Health and the provision of healthcare by the state as a marker of difference internationally blossomed with the birth and growth of the welfare state. Though contagion from foreigners continues to be understood as a threat to the health of society, it also increasingly reflects a concern with the protection and security of the public health system itself. To take one contemporary example, Citizenship and Immigration Canada (CIC) subjects certain migrants to health checks “to protect the health and safety of Canadians and to reduce and prevent excessive demand on Canada's health and social services” (CIC 2010c).
Protection of the social safety net in the modern nation-state is necessitated by the crucial role it plays in legitimizing the state (Beck 2002:40–41). In Canada, as in other Western states, the two dominant features of the welfare state are to protect citizens from poverty and disease,4 and these dangers are, in turn, associated with foreign spaces and migrants. Excluding poor and diseased migrants, who are expected to make immediate and costly demands on the welfare state, reproduces national subjects as legitimate recipients of such assistance and the perception that potential migrants are illegitimate recipients. The moral basis of exclusion incorporates beliefs about contagion as well as beliefs about just deserts based on contribution. Externally, the undeserving migrant is justifiably excluded through the representation of them as profiteers gaining benefits and security from the welfare system of a community to which they do not belong and have not contributed (Huysmans 2000:768). The internal manifestation of the just deserts moral basis of exclusion is the “welfare cheat” (see Cruickshank 1997; Moffatt 1999; Chunn and Gavigan 2004).
The construction of the undeserving migrant motivated to cross international border to gain access to the social safety net of Western states also serves to reinforce another aspect of the Western state identity: the Western welfare state model as the exemplar of good governance and rationality. Equating the Western world with the civilized world is a prominent boundary condition differentiating the West from the rest based on features of Western states such as democratic ideals and rationality (Tsoukala 2008:147–148). I would add that the welfare state and modern medicine serve as similar function as democracy, as a boundary through which the West is reproduced as civilized and rational. In this construction, weak social security provisions and an unhealthy citizenry reinforce the tropicality discourse that constructs certain areas as less developed, culturally unhealthy, and potentially dangerous. The representation of certain parts of the world as prevalent with disease in the media (Youde 2005) or in UN documents such as the Human Development Index reinforces the conception of the West as advanced, rational, and desirable, and other areas as backward, irrational, and undesirable. In turn, nationals of these states/zones are thereby constructed as threatening, by their potential to flood or invade the developed Western states and overwhelm their social safety nets (Faist 1994:61), and by their backward or irrational cultural characteristics (Youde 2005) that threaten the rationality on which the welfare state is based. This in turn necessitates and legitimizes the creation and maintenance of designated lists to identify and exclude unhealthy, and thus potentially dangerous, zones and peoples.
2NC – Impact – VTL
Nation state frame destroys value to life 
Norman Jacobson, 11-1-2003, Professor of Political Science at the University of California, Berkeley "Escape from Alienation: Challenges to the Nation-State," University of California Press, https://online.ucpress.edu/representations/article-abstract/84/1/44/67286/Escape-from-Alienation-Challenges-to-the-Nation
The earliest bronze age, dated around 3500 is for us shrouded in an antiquity that is all but impenetrable. Yet, if we were to take as our standard for the mortal span the biblical three score and ten, the bronze age began considerably less than a hundred lifetimes ago, and all that we moderns call history has occurred since. We are separated from the time of Jesus by thirty lifetimes, from the first formation of the modern state by seven, from the American Revolution by little more than three. Humans are not fruit flies; mutations are impossible to detect in the handfuls of generations between then and now. The wonder is that particularist sentiments and yearnings have been as quiescent as they have been during the few centuries in the lives of Western states. Existence as a member of a prenational community, at least from the perspective of those who share the nostalgia for it, was sweet: secure, unambiguous, free of risk, steeped in the familiar. Everywhere we look we see ourselves. The faces of our neighbors mirror our own, thereby rendering any search for an individual identity superfluous if not ridiculous. I had been born at least a hundred times before, had died as many times, what had been, is, and what is now, will be, forever. Never mind the realities. There is no more unreliable witness than nostalgia. In the course of its development, so the story goes, the nation-state ruthlessly swept away such primary relationships, destroyed the true basis of community, set sibling against sibling and the devil take the hindmost. The predictable outcome, and the modern intellectual had the precise term for it, was alienation. Released from the warm security of cottage and commons, the once contented soul was now doomed to wander the earth as a stranger to all others, even to itself. As the life of the individual becomes more and more abstract, the measure of control one exerts over one’s own destiny wanes, identity itself becomes fragile, one feels rootless, at home nowhere. Alexis de Tocqueville thought he perceived this symptom at large in American life well over a century ago. Driven or enticed from the land, the erstwhile peasant or freeholder enters a world so remote from corporeal experience as to be almost unrecognizable. Men and women are now given tools to work with that bear no comfortable connection to the external human body. Hammers and pliers, scales and calipers are obvious extensions of our physical equipment. Hammers are our pounding fists, pliers our grasping fingers, scales our hefting hands, calipers the span of thumb and forefinger. If the computer has an analogue in the human body, it is one that is not visible— synapse, neural net, or cortex—one that we have never seen and hope never to see. The introduction of money into trade, especially paper money, was an enormous abstract leap. What then do we make of abstractions for money itself, checks and drafts, plastic credit cards, wages deposited to our accounts electronically? How certain are we that twenty generations of peasants have successfully and, more important, definitively, made the leap into abstraction? The voice of nostalgia can be as alluring as the sirens’ song. Yet there is another side to it, to some the more persuasive side. The organization of the modern nationstate has released incredible quanta of energy from its members and placed much of it at their disposal. The process by which that has been accomplished is properly that of alienation. The energies released by making particular existence an anachronism, by directing erstwhile parochial passions to more secular projects, and by subduing particular cultures to a national superculture have been enormous. One of the chief instruments in this process of alienation, an instrument not originally or even consciously designed for the purpose, has been migration. The modern internal migrations of European peoples, mostly northward, both east and west, were sometimes invasions, sometimes flights, at other times responses to the invitations of governments short of labor or capital or skilled management. Special benefits were often conferred upon migrants and their families, in the form of tax incentives or exemption from military conscription for their children. More dramatic by far was the external migration of the nineteenth century, when in the space of three generations, between the Congress of Vienna and the outbreak of the First World War, more than fifty million Europeans left their homelands for residence in North, Central, and South America; Africa; Australia; and New Zealand. It marked the greatest migration in recorded history. And the migration continues from the four corners of the earth. Most immigrants to the new nations lived exemplary alienated lives. Many changed their names, their style of dress, their religious affiliations: they learned new languages, new trades, and new living arrangements. The benefits accruing to the host nations were staggering. Migrations spurred the accumulation of capital, the ingenuity of entrepreneurs, and the skills of labor, all of which enhanced the power of the nation. If there is anything at all in what I have been saying so far, there arises an intriguing, and possibly tragic, paradox: the more individual alienation, the more power generated for the state; the more state power, the more rootlessness. People grow weary of trying to cope in a world that seems ever wider and more chaotic. They feel distanced from both the political institutions and the markets that control their destiny, without special regard for their own travails and felt needs. The resulting experience of powerlessness finds expression in political apathy, social irresponsibility, and rage. In this circumstance it is hardly surprising that more of us should seek security in either flight from responsibility altogether, or an effort to reassert control in associations of the like-minded: in religion, in culture, in ethnicity, in race. Where once it was the family that was thought the refuge from the wounds of modern industrial society, a haven in a heartless world, now it is the single-identity collective, however abstact in itself, that strikes many as the bearer of the ethos of community against alienation, cooperation against ruthless competitiveness, friendship against mere aggregation. ‘‘Are you lonesome tonight?’’ Who isn’t. Another factor: The events of the sixties, which gave an enormous boost to the search for single-identity associations, from social or ethnic to gender-oriented, revealed the fragility of established institutions, for the most part a well-kept secret in the history of the nation-state. Trumpets were blown, walls came tumbling down. Possibilities undreamt of for generations now seemed to open up. The impending deconstruction of the state in an age of deconstruction came as such a shock, especially to those busily tapping, tapping at the foundations, that nobody seemed to know what to do next. Two American presidents were brought down, and in 1968 political power lay in the streets of Paris apparently at the disposal of the daring. No one had a plan. The sixties, as was everything else, were late in arriving in the closed societies of Eastern Europe. There the fragility of existing arrangements (which, from the outside, seemed unshakable), once revealed, created a domino effect—the only time in my judgment the domino theory has made any sense. As might be expected, the domino theorists of the West were all taken by surprise. How is it that shared reactions to questions of state legitimacy can surface in such a short period of time in societies remote from one another, with diverse histories, cultures, economies, and religions? Historians used to attribute such upheavals to the spirit of an age, and to talk about them the way epidemiologists talk about the spread of disease. In the latter case, it is the human constitution that is at risk, in the former the body politic as it is represented in the nation-state. Today the agents of contamination are the mass media, particularly television. The burning question obviously is the prospect for democracy in the new single-identity states, or those that will soon be such by suppressing the accursed Other, murdering him, or driving him beyond the borders. In terms familiar to movie buffs, democracy has a way of reading better than it plays. In reality, democracy is an inconvenient system of organization, encompassing as it does plurality, diversity of opinion, protection for the rights and interests of minorities. There is something else at work as well: the misleading example of our own revolutionary experience. America had presented to the world a case study in what appears the necessary relationship of self-determination to democracy. Following a long war for independence a liberal democratic entity emerged as the United States. Simplistic interpretations of what had happened began simultaneously with that event, in the Declaration of Independence and the writings and orations of the leading actors, later reinforced by doctrines of self-determination confidently fostered by American presidents. But there appears no necessary relationship between self-determination and the prospects for democracy. Especially when there emerge single-identity states inhospitable to difference and unwilling to exhibit the patience and forbearance demanded for the maintenance of mechanisms that safeguard human rights. One people, one language, one culture, one religion—who needs democracy? Particularly when new and pressing considerations of political economy and national defense seem so urgent. It is at just such a time that mediating influences are at a premium, from international confederations for certain purposes to internal constitutional guarantees. The eruption of enmities long suppressed, accompanied by cries for vengeance, are horrifying to all who value common decency, let alone democracy. A dozen years ago Vaclav Havel, poet, playwright, political martyr, then astonishingly president of Czechoslovakia, wrote these mournful words about his recently liberated nation (note how his opening passage resembles that toward the beginning of Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s Social Contract): We are witness to a bizarre state of affairs: society has freed itself, but in some ways it behaves worse than when it was in chains. Criminality has grown rapidly, and the familiar sewage that in times of historical reversal always wells up from the nether regions of the collective psyche has overflowed into the mass media, especially the gutter press. But there are other, more serious and dangerous symptoms: hatred among nationalities, suspicion, racism, even signs of fascism; vicious demagogy, intrigue, and deliberate lying; politicking, an unrestrained, unheeding struggle for purely particular interests, a hunger for power, unadulterated ambition, fanaticism of every imaginable kind; new and unprecedented varieties of robbery, the rise of different mafias; the general lack of tolerance, understanding, taste, moderation, reason. And, of course, there is a new attraction to ideologies, as if Marxism had left behind it a great, unsettling void that had to be filled at any cost. In the terms I have been using, that ‘‘great, unsettling void’’ is the anxiety produced by alienation. Give us new masters, take back the accursed freedom we had only yesterday dreamed of; we can’t stand the uncertainty of multiplying choices. We were led to believe that democracy would be heaven; instead we find the chill of isolated, autonomous identities, of a lack of direction and directives; we were not meant for such chaos but for serenity and like-mindedness; we wanna go home. President Havel entitled his lamentation ‘‘Paradise Lost.’’ Paradise lost? Havel could not possibly be referring to the desultory state of Czechoslovakia under the recently deposed Communists. Paradise lost: the opportunity to erect in its place a beautiful model of democracy, serene, loving, singleminded? I don’t think so. By the paradise that was lost Havel means, at least I hope he does, and his prescriptions later on in the essay seem to bear this out, the relinquishment, however reluctantly, of the dream of such a state. Consider the indictment: increased criminality; editorial ambition; rivalry; politicking; the agitation for particular interests; hunger for power; lack of taste, moderation, and reason. From the time of Plato to the present these have been seen as the constant unrestrained companions of political freedom. We are forever linking the words law and order, but however paradoxical it may sound, where there exists in reality the rule of law, order has rarely been the outcome. Social and political order—that is, quiescence—is more to be expected in authoritarian and totalitarian states than in democracies. Release us from an oppressive order, and we are capable of all sorts of extravagances. Life in a free society has always borne the anxiety of risk. It is some of the other ills to which Havel refers—hatred among ethnic groups, racism, fanaticism, suspicion, intrigue, and lack of tolerance and understanding—that are always and everywhere the foes of democracy. Recent reports from Moscow, Warsaw, and Budapest confirm Havel’s observations. In our, quite understandable, joy at the collapse of tyrannies in Europe, we perhaps ought not expect that those who only yesterday burst their chains will exult in their newfound freedom. The void left by the collapse of Marxism may be so horrifying to contemplate as to lead its former subjects to seek substitutes for wholeness in associations based on ethnicity, religion, or a common exclusive culture. And in certain cases, those associations will be coexistent with the state itself. In such an eventuality, the lengthy, excruciating process of wider nation building might be doomed to repeat itself. Remembering its cost, perhaps the least we can do in the circumstance is to offer compassion and to counsel patience. Bolstering the delusions of others about the functions democracy was never designed to perform, and never could perform, might give us the selfsatisfied feeling of I told you so, but delusions have a way of being unmasked sooner or later by reality. Then disillusion comes in their train, followed by intense rage and yet another search for scapegoats. Liberal democracy is no cure for alienation; it is an acceptance of a world in which our most cherished fantasies will most likely never be realized. Democracy does have its own rewards, but foremost among them is not an end to alienation. Perhaps there is a practical joke buried beneath all this posturing about one culture, one religion, one people, and it just might be a joke in favor of democracy. Once the institutions designed to suppress and control differences begin to languish, for the very reason that there appear no differences any longer to suppress and control, the single-identity advocates might discover, one hopes to their eventual delight, just how many differences, on practically everything, actually do exist even among an otherwise homogenous population. After all, no one with a serious claim on the attention of one’s fellows throughout the history of political thought has ever suggested that we mortals are by nature creatures who harbor exactly the same dreams and expectations. Some have celebrated the differences, more have condemned them. Still, it is safe to say that where freedom is, differences persist. To discover this for oneself can come as a shock, true. But some shocks are bracing to the spirit, and can breathe new life into an otherwise dull and predictable existence.
2NC – Impact – Inequality
Global inequality is the ultimate evil – it categorically outweighs other impacts
Hayden 07 (Patrick Hayden; Lecturer at the School of International Relations, University of St Andrews; Superfluous Humanity: An Arendtian Perspective on the Political Evil of Global Poverty, pg. 287-290; https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/03058298070350021001)
The appalling effects of global poverty have become crucially intertwined with contemporary economic globalisation, and should be seen against this background. I am not attempting to demonstrate here that global poverty is the only possible causal effect of globalisation. My point in what follows is to focus attention on the superfluity or dehumanisation of large segments of humanity which is manifested as one component of the globalisation of capitalism. Whatever else might be said about the potential benefits of economic globalisation - for clearly it has generated great wealth for some - it is also politically imperative to diagnose the worst offences of global capitalism as being none other than making numerous human beings superfluous. With this in mind, we must consider that globalisation has been accompanied by growing inequality, both between nations, in terms of the gap between the rich and the poor world, and within nations, as the rich get richer and the poor poorer. At present, around 1.2 billion human beings live on less than $1 a day, and another 1.5 billion people live on less than $2 a day. Further, around 850 million people are chronically malnourished, although 80 per cent of the malnourished in the developing world live in countries with food surpluses, and 1.3 billion people lack access to clean water.40 The global distribution of income reveals an extraordinarily high degree of structural inequality. The richest 20 per cent of the world’s population hold 75 per cent of the world’s income, while the poorest 40 per cent hold just 5 per cent. Nine out of every ten of the citizens of affluent countries are among the world’s richest 20 per cent, and ‘the gap between the average citizen in the richest and in the poorest countries is wide and getting wider’.41 In addition, the UN estimates that income, life expectancy, and literacy declined in 21 countries during the 1990s, this being a particularly dismal decade for sub-Saharan Africa and Latin America.42 Roughly one third of all human deaths, some 50,000 daily, are due to poverty-related causes, and of these more than 10 million annually are children under five; in fact, ‘98% of children who die each year live in poor countries’.43 100 million children live on the streets; half a million women die during pregnancy or in childbirth every year; one million a year die of malaria and two million of tuberculosis; 44 and more than 40 million people are ____________ 39. Carlos Santiago Nino, Radical Evil on Trial (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1996), vii. 40. United Nations Development Programme, Human Development Report 2005 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 24. 41. Ibid., 36–7. 42. Human Development Report 2005, 21–3. 43. Ibid., 24. 44. World Health Organization, World Health Report 2004 (Geneva: WHO infected with HIV/AIDS, nearly two-thirds of whom live in sub-Saharan Africa.45 Despite such widespread yet preventable misery, total external debt for the world’s poorest countries in 2003 stood at a shocking $2.43 trillion,46 preventing any chance of addressing many of these issues. In light of this radical inequality, Manuel Castells speaks of the emergence within the global economy of a new ‘fourth world’.47 This refers to the emergence of an ‘underclass’ of ‘millions of homeless, incarcerated, prostituted, criminalized, brutalized, stigmatized, sick, and illiterate persons’ across every country, who are excluded from the benefits of globalisation and marginalised in terms of political participation and social belonging.48 A stark example of this underclass of humanity is the swelling numbers of the world’s urban poor, indicative of a shift in the locus of poverty from rural areas to urban centres. In its recent report,49 UN-HABITAT estimates that nearly 17 per cent of humanity - about one billion people - now live in urban slums; 72 per cent of the world’s slum dwellers are in sub-Saharan Africa. Globally, the slum population is expected to grow at a rate of 27 million people per year over the next 15 years. Despite their proximity to services, durable housing, and government institutions, the UN report concludes that the urban poor are almost wholly excluded from access to them and thus suffer from a systemic ‘urban penalty’. The ‘multidimensional nature of poverty experienced by the urban poor’ includes environmental degradation, discrimination, violence, chronic malnutrition, disease, a high, premature mortality rate, and recurrent dispossession. Yet notwithstanding their rapidly growing numbers, the urban poor remain ‘hidden’ and slums ‘largely ignored’.50 Zygmunt Bauman discusses the problem of global poverty in terms that help to illuminate how Arendt’s characterisation of political evil as making human beings superfluous may be applicable here. For Bauman, poverty takes on an intense significance today in a globalising world. We have moved, he argues, from a social order in which people were engaged primarily as workers, and where the non-working population existed as a reserve army of labour, to a society where people are engaged withinsocial orders primarily as consumers.51 Unemployment and insecurity become permanent for hordes of the ‘redundant’. The main figure of the poor today, then, is as ‘flawed consumer’. In Bauman’s view, the poor today are regarded as having no function, and they tend to be blamed for their condition. Their plight is no longer viewed as a collective social problem; rather, it is linked with criminality in that the poor are regarded as a ‘nuisance and worry’. The only role left to the poor is invisibility, to behave as if they do not exist. Much like Arendt, Bauman argues that modernity is characterised by instrumental rationality and a drive towards bureaucracy and technological order, with a resulting emptying out of moral responsibility. The era of neoliberal globalisation, Bauman contends, exposes how the project of modernity - or more accurately, of compulsive modernisation - necessarily produces ‘human waste’.52 Here three historical strands of modernisation converge: order-building, economic progress, and capitalist globalisation. For Bauman the modernisation process is defined by the drive to design, engineer and administer society, most fundamentally in terms of the ‘freedom’ to consume. The corollary of this process is that whatever cannot be assimilated into the model of modernisation (or ‘development’) as consumption must be treated as unfit, undesirable, redundant, useless, and disposable. Immigrants, refugees, and the impoverished are simply superfluous populations who, if they cannot be directly eliminated in the ‘post-totalitarian’ era, at least can be made to disappear from our consciousness. In Bauman’s words, we ‘dispose of leftovers in the most radical and effective way: we make them invisible by not looking and unthinkable by not thinking. They worry us only when the routine elementary defences are broken and the precautions fail.’53 The wasted lives of human refuse are stripped of dignity, driven to the furthest margins of society and eradicated from public space while hidden in plain sight. Bauman’s argument, couched in language that evokes the parallels drawn by Arendt between totalitarian systems and the basic conditions of modern capitalist society, lends support to the central claim of this article: that global poverty ‘erases’ the global poor, excludes them from recognition as fellow human beings, and denies them standing as equals within a shared public world. Simply put, global poverty makes a vast portion of humanity superfluous. The global poor have become, to borrow Arendt’s phrase for those deprived of their human rights, ‘the scum of the earth’, because of who they are (or where they are born) rather than what they have done.54 As Dana Villa asserts, in today’s world ‘untold millions will have to suffer the crushing fate of being no use tothe world economy’.55 Along these lines, Thomas Pogge has proposed that extreme global poverty may constitute ‘the largest crime against humanity ever committed, the death toll of which exceeds, every week, that of the recent tsunamis and, every three years, that of World War II, the concentration camps and gulags included’.56
Inability to think beyond the nation-state makes global poverty inevitable 
Hayden 7 [Patrick, Emeritus Professor of Political Theory and International Relations at the University of St Andrews, focusing on the intersection of international politics and social and political theory, “Superfluous Humanity: An Arendtian Perspective on the Political Evil of Global Poverty, 290-292,” https://doi.org/10.1177/03058298070350021001//MDC]
Pogge maintains that abject global poverty offers evidence of what he refers to as ‘radical inequality’. For Pogge, it is not only the extreme (both absolutely and relatively), pervasive, and persistent characteristics of global poverty that make it unjust, but most importantly that it is avoidable.57 As Pogge notes, if global poverty were simply a matter of ‘bad luck’, of the uncontrollable consequences of natural events and simple chance, then while it might be unfortunate it would not be unjust. Contrary to this, he counters that while it ‘is bad luck to be born into a family that is too poor to feed one . . . the fact that a quarter of all children are born into such families is not bad luck but bad organization’.58 Advancing what he calls an ‘institutional’ understanding of human rights, Pogge argues that the injustice of global poverty arises from the fact that it is produced by shared global institutions with which, under conditions of economic globalisation, we all are engaged in some form. In other words, within the global political and economic order we are all connected to extremely powerful institutions such as the IMF, the World Bank, and the WTO, which determine and mediate our relationships to one another to a significant degree insofar as they govern markets, trade, and foreign affairs. Because these institutions and the governments through which they operate constitute a highly integrated whole that designs and coordinates policies, decisions, and actors for the purpose of producing specific consequences, the outcomes of this scheme must be ascribed to identifiable social structures and agents.59 Hence, Pogge contends that radical inequality is an extreme injustice in that it foreseeably and avoidably results in the severe impoverishment of billions of human beings. Global poverty is not due simply to unavoidable extrasocial factors (although such factors, like natural disasters, may exacerbate the conditions of poverty) but most fundamentally to institutional design, decisions, and actions. What is crucial to note here is that feasible alternative decisions and actions can be taken; alternative institutional schemes can be implemented which do not produce pervasive, persistent, and radical inequality.60 That such alternatives are not adopted means that the worse-off are knowingly being starved and impoverished, as the foreseeable and avoidable conditions of extreme poverty are imposed upon them and they are coercively excluded from the benefits of economic globalisation. To put this all another way, the foreseeable and avoidable infliction of the ongoing harm of global poverty is a political evil, in the sense that it arises from a coordinated institutional scheme the effects of which make human beings superfluous. While it may not be the explicit intention of political leaders, and heads of multinational corporations and transnational financial institutions such as the World Bank and IMF to make a large portion of humanity superfluous, the fact that such a systemic outcome is knowingly perpetuated allows us to judge as radically unjust the institutional design and policies of the current global politico-economic order. For this reason, global poverty cannot be regarded as a ‘non-moral’ form of evil, that is, as a terrible event ‘that is not caused by human agency’ or that results from ‘unchosen’ human action.61 Given the case put forward by Pogge and others, this is a conclusion that has become difficult if not impossible to sustain. Rather, as George Kateb has argued, ‘deliberate impoverishment or neglect or correctable misery’ may be properly regarded as a moral and political evil.62 It is the structural nature of global poverty today that makes it possible to trace back to specific institutional contexts the agents and policies responsible for continuing radical inequality. And insofar as these structural conditions can be identified as the products of human agency, they may also be avoided through systemic change. Change may be difficult, of course, since structural violence becomes normalised in institutional conditions that produce or reinforce social, economic, and political disparities. In most cases the institutions that contain elements of structural violence are long-standing, giving these forms of violence an appearance of normality and even acceptability. As such they are ‘symptoms of deeper pathologies of power and are linked intimately to the social conditions that so often determine who will suffer abuse and who will be shielded from harm’.63 Those on the disadvantaged side of structural inequalities often are rendered voiceless as their suffering and concerns go unheard, and they remain invisible within a stratified social order.64 In effect, gross social inequalities inhibit the establishment of, in Arendt’s terms, a common world where each person is able to see this world ‘from the other person’s standpoint’.65
Nation-state frame is constitutively exclusive – teaches us to look the other way in the face of global inequity
Beck 14 [Ulrich. “We Do Not Live in an Age of Cosmopolitanism but in an Age of Cosmopolitization: The ‘Global Other’ is in Our Midst.” Ulrich Beck: Pioneer in Cosmopolitan Sociology and Risk Society vol. 18 169–187. 27 Jan. 2014, doi:10.1007/978-3-319-04990-8_14]//MDC
A clear distinction must be made, therefore, between the reality  of  social inequality and the political  problem of social inequality. National boundaries draw a sharp distinction between politically relevant and irrelevant inequality. Inequalities within national societies are enormously magnified in perception; at the same time inequalities between national societies are faded out. The ‘legitimation’ of global inequalities is based on an institutionalised ‘looking the other way’. The national gaze is ‘freed’ from looking at the misery of the world. It operates by way of a double exclusion: it excludes the excluded. And the social science of inequality, which equates inequality with nation-state inequal-ity, is unreflectively party to that. It is indeed astonishing how firmly global inequalities are ‘legitimated’ on the basis of tacit agreement between nation-state government and nation-state sociology – a sociology programmed to work on a nation-state basis and claiming to be value-free! My point is that while the performance principle legitimates national in-equality, the nation-state principle legitimates global inequality (in another form). How? The inequalities between countries, regions and states are ac-counted politically incomparable. In a perspective bounded by the nation state, politically relevant comparisons can only be played out within the nation state, never between states. Such comparisons, which make inequality politically ex-plosive, assume national norms of equality. Yet that is precisely what the national gaze fades out: the more norms of equality spread worldwide, the more global inequality is stripped of the legiti-mation basis of institutionalised looking away. The wealthy democracies carry the banner of human rights to the furthest corners of the earth, without noticing that the national border defences, with which they want to repel the streams of migrants, thereby lose their legitimation. Many migrants take seriously the pro-claimed human right of equality of mobility and encounter countries and states which – not least under the impact of increasing internal inequalities – want the norm of equality to stop short at their fortified borders. Put in other words, the conception of social class, based on principles of nationality and statehood, mis-leads analysis. Most theorists of class, including Bourdieu (1984), who thought so extensively about globalisation in his final years, identify class society with the nation state. The same is true of Wallerstein (1974, 1980, 1989), Goldthorpe (2002) and, incidentally, also of my individualisation thesis.
2NC – Impact – Transnational Threats
Only a politics beyond the nation state allows for the recognition of transnational existential risks
Butler 20 – Maxine Elliot Professor in the Department of Comparative Literature and the Program of Critical Theory at UC Berkeley.
Judith Butler, “1: Nonviolence, Grievability, and the Critique of Individualism,” The Force of Nonviolence: An Ethico-Political Bind, Verso 2020, non-paginated epub.

Let us now move from dependency to interdependency, and ask how that alters our understanding of vulnerability, of conflict, adulthood, sociality, violence, and politics. I ask this question because, at both a political and an economic level, the facts of global interdependency are denied. Or they are exploited. Of course, advertisements for corporations celebrate a globalized world, but that idea of corporate expansion captures only one sense of globalization. National sovereignty may be waning, and yet new nationalisms insist upon the frame. 11 So one reason it is so difficult to convince governments such as that of the United States that global warming is a real threat to the future of the livable world is that their rights to expand production and markets, to exploit nature, to profit, remain centered on the augmentation of a national wealth and power. Perhaps they do not conceive of the possibility that what they do affects all regions of the world, and that what happens in all regions of the world affects the very possibility of the continuation of a livable environment, one on which we all depend. Or perhaps they do know that they are in the midst of a globally destructive activity, and that too seems to them like a right, a power, a prerogative that should be compromised by nothing and no one. 
The idea of global obligations that serve all inhabitants of the world, human and animal, is about as far from the neoliberal consecration of individualism as it could be, and yet it is regularly dismissed as naive. So I am summoning my courage to expose my naiveté, my fantasy—my counter-fantasy, if you will. Some people ask, in more or less incredulous tones: “How can you believe in global obligations? That is surely naive.” But, when I ask if they want to live in a world where no one argues for global obligations, they usually say no. I argue that only by avowing this interdependency does it become possible to formulate global obligations, including obligations toward migrants; toward the Roma; those who live in precarious situations, or indeed, those who are subject to occupation and war; those who are subject to institutional and systemic racism; the indigenous whose murder and disappearance never surface fully in the public record; women who are subject to domestic and public violence, and harassment in the workplace; and gender nonconforming people who are exposed to bodily harm, including incarceration and death. I want to suggest, as well, that a new idea of equality can only emerge from a more fully imagined interdependency, an imagining that unfolds in practices and institutions, in new forms of civic and political life. Oddly enough, equality imagined in this way compels us to rethink what we mean by an equality among individuals. Of course, it is good that one person is treated as equal to another. (I am all in favor of anti-discrimination law; don’t get me wrong.) But that formulation, as important as it is, does not tell us by virtue of what set of relationships social and political equality becomes thinkable. It takes the individual person as the unit of analysis and then establishes a comparison. When equality is understood as an individual right (as it is in the right to equal treatment), it is separated from the social obligations we bear toward one another. To formulate equality on the basis of the relations that define our enduring social existence, that define us as social living creatures, is to make a social claim—a collective claim on society, if not a claim to the social as the framework within which our imaginings of equality, freedom, and justice take form and make sense. Whatever claims of equality are then formulated, they emerge from the relations between people, in the name of those relations and those bonds, but not as features of an individual subject. 12 Equality is thus a feature of social relations that depends for its articulation on an increasingly avowed interdependency—letting go of the body as a “unit” in order to understand one’s boundaries as relational and social predicaments: including sources of joy, susceptibility to violence, sensitivity to heat and cold, tentacular yearnings for food, sociality, and sexuality. 
I have argued elsewhere that “vulnerability” should not be considered as a subjective state, but rather as a feature of our shared or interdependent lives. 13 We are never simply vulnerable, but always vulnerable to a situation, a person, a social structure, something upon which we rely and in relation to which we are exposed. Perhaps we can say that we are vulnerable to those environmental and social structures that make our lives possible, and that when they falter, so do we. To be dependent implies vulnerability: one is vulnerable to the social structure upon which one depends, so if the structure fails, one is exposed to a precarious condition. If that is so, we are not talking about my vulnerability or yours, but rather a feature of the relation that binds us to one another and to the larger structures and institutions upon which we depend for the continuation of life. Vulnerability is not exactly the same as dependency. I depend on someone, something, or some condition in order to live. But when that person disappears, or that object is withdrawn, or that social institution falls apart, I am vulnerable to being dispossessed, abandoned, or exposed in ways that may well prove unlivable. The relational understanding of vulnerability shows that we are not altogether separable from the conditions that make our lives possible or impossible. In other words, because we cannot exist liberated from such conditions, we are never fully individuated. 
One implication of this view is that the obligations that bind us to one another follow from the condition of interdependency that makes our lives possible but that can also be one condition for exploitation and violence. The political organization of life itself requires that interdependency—and the equality it implies—is acknowledged through policy, institution, civil society, and government. If we accept the proposal that there are, or must be, global obligations—that is to say, obligations that are globally shared and ought to be considered binding—they cannot be reduced to obligations that nation-states have toward one another. They would have to be postnational in character, traversing borders and navigating their terms, since populations at the border or crossing the border (stateless people, refugees) are included in the larger network of interrelationships implied by global obligations. 

Only post-westphalian social protection can solve global financial and environmental crisis.
Fraser 12 — Nancy Fraser, the Henry A. and Louise Loeb Professor of Political and Social Science and professor of philosophy at The New School in New York City, 2012 ("Can society be commodities all the way down? Polanyian reflections on capitalist crisis," Fondation Maison des sciences de l’homme, August, Available Online at https://edisciplinas.usp.br/pluginfile.php/1299757/mod_resource/content/1/Nancy%20Fraser-commods%20all%20the%20way%20down.pdf#:~:text=Polanyian%20reflections%20on%20capitalist%20crisis&text=In%20his%20classic%201944%20book,life%20into%20%E2%80%9Cfictitious%20commodities%E2%80%9D., Accessed 07-14-2023)
This revision enables a better understanding of the “labor” dimension of the current crisis. By introducing the problematic of male domination and women’s emancipation, we can grasp crucial aspects of the present constellation that are occulted in more orthodox Polanyian accounts. It is true, of course, as these accounts suggest, that wage labor is everywhere in crisis as a result of neoliberal globalization–witness astronomical rates of unemployment, attacks on unions, and the involuntary exclusion of roughly two-thirds of the world’s population from official labor markets. But that is not all. In a further turn of the screw, much of the formerly unwaged activity of social reproduction is now being commodified– witness, the burgeoning global markets in adoptions, child-care, babies, sexual services, elder care, and bodily organs. Now add to this the fact it is increasingly women who are being recruited today into waged work. Thus, neoliberalism is proletarianizing those who still do the lion’s share of the unwaged work of social reproduction. And it is doing so at the very moment when it is also insisting on reduced public provision of social welfare and curtailed state provision of social infrastructure. The overall result is a deficit of care. To fill the gap, global capitalism imports migrant workers from poorer to richer countries. Typically, it is racialized and/or rural women from poor regions who take on reproductive and caring labor previously performed by wealthier women. But to do this, the migrants must transfer their own familial and community responsibilities to other, still poorer caregivers, who must in turn do the same–and on and on, in ever longer “global care chains.” Far from filling the care gap, the net effect is to displace it–from richer to poorer families, from the Global North to the Global South. 
Here we see a new, intensified form of fictitious commodification. Activities that once formed the uncommodified background that made commodified labor possible are now themselves being commodified. The result can only be intensified crisis, as the tiger bites ever more deeply into its tail. 
No wonder, then, that struggles over the social construction of “family and work” have exploded over recent years–witness the rise of feminist movements and women’s movements of various stripes; of grass-roots community movements seeking to defend entitlements to housing, health care, job training, and income support; of movements for the rights of migrants, domestic workers, public employees, and of those who perform social service work in for-profit nursing homes, hospitals, and child care centers. But these struggles do not take the form of a double movement. They are better grasped, rather, as threesided struggles, encompassing not only neoliberals and social protectionists, but also proponents of emancipation, including those for whom exploitation represents an advance. 
Consider, next, the commodification of nature. Here, too, Polanyi was prescient, laying the basis in 1944 for an ecological critique of capitalism avant la lettre. He understood that nature is an indispensable precondition both for social life in general and for commodity production in particular. He understood too that unbridled commodification of nature is unsustainable, bound to impair both society and economy. He understood, finally, that, reduced to a factor of production and subjected to unregulated market exchange, nature is destined to become a node of crisis. Such treatment is bound, moreover, to provoke resistance, sparking movements to protect nature and human habitats from the market’s ravages. Here, too Polanyi envisioned a “double movement,” a two-sided battle between environmentalists and free marketeers.

Without question, this perspective is pertinent today. In the 21st century, commodification of nature has proceeded far beyond anything Polanyi imagined–witness the privatization of water, the bioengineering of sterile seeds, and the patenting of DNA. Such developments are far more intrusive, and destabilizing, than the land enclosures and free trade in corn he wrote about. Far from simply trading already existing natural objects, these forms of commodification generate new ones; probing deep into nature, they alter its internal grammar, much as the assembly line altered the grammar of human labor. Adapting terminology used by Marx, one could say that such new forms of fictitious commodification effect not just the “formal subsumption,” but the “real subsumption,” of nature into capitalism. Hence, nature truly is now produced for sale. In addition, the depletion of the earth’s non-renewable resources is far more advanced today than in Polanyi’s time–so advanced, indeed, as to raise the prospect of full-scale ecological collapse. Finally, the neoliberal cure for the ills of markets in nature is more markets–markets in strange new entities, such as carbon emissions permits and offsets, and in even stranger meta-entities derived from them, “environmental derivatives,” such as carbon emissions “tranches,” modeled after the mortgage-backed CDOs that nearly crashed the global financial order in 2008 and now being briskly traded by Goldman Sachs. 
No wonder, then, that struggles over nature have exploded over recent years–witness the rise of environmental and indigenous movements, locked in battles with corporate interests and proponents of “development,” on the one hand, and with workers and would-be workers who fear the loss of jobs, on the other hand. If there were ever a time when nature was a flashpoint of crisis, it is today. But these conflicts, like those surrounding labor and care, do not take the form of a simple two-sided struggle between neoliberals and environmentalists. Like labor, nature is now a site of conflict for a complex array of social forces, which also include labor unions and indigenous peoples, ecofeminists and ecosocialists, and opponents of environmental racism. Here, too, in other words, not a double, but a triple movement. Also encompassing movements for emancipation, such struggles belie romantic ecofundamentalist perspectives that would flat out prohibit commodification of nature, just as the feminist critique of patriarchal protection belied romantic communitarian approaches that would ban commodification of the labor of care. In this case, too, accordingly, what is needed is a structural critique, divested of all nostalgia and linked to the critique of domination. 
Consider, finally, the commodification of money. In this case, too, Polanyi was remarkably prescient. In the 21st century, financialization has achieved new heights of dizziness, far beyond anything he could have imagined. With the invention of derivatives, and their metastasization, the commodification of money has floated so free of the materiality of social life as to take on a life of its own. Untethered from reality and out of control, “securitization” has unleashed a tsunami of insecurity, nearly crashing the world economy, bringing down governments, devastating communities, flooding neighborhoods with under-water mortgages, and destroying the jobs and livelihoods of billions of people. As I write, moreover, financialization is threatening to destroy the euro, the European Union, and any pretense of democracy, as bankers routinely overrule parliaments and install governments that will do their bidding. No wonder, then, that politics is everywhere in turmoil, as movements both on the Left and the Right, mobilize to seek protective cover. More perhaps even than in Polanyi’s time, finance is at the center of capitalist crisis. 
Here, too, however, Polanyi’s perspective harbors a major blindspot. He identified the modern territorial state as the principal arena and agent of social protection. Granted, he appreciated that the regulatory capacities of states depend importantly on international arrangements. Thus, he rejected the early 20th century free trade regimes that had deprived European states of control over their money supplies and prevented from adopting policies of full employment and deficit spending. But the best alternative Polanyi could envision was a new international regime that would reinstate national currency controls and thus facilitate protective policies at the national level. What he did not anticipate was that the “Embedded Liberalism” (Ruggie 1982) established after the War would serve some states better than others. In that era of decolonization, imperialism took on a new, indirect, “non-political” form, based on unequal exchange between newly independent ex-colonies and their erstwhile masters. As a result of this exchange, the wealthy states of the core could continue to finance their domestic welfare systems on the backs of their former colonial subjects. The disparity was exacerbated in the neoliberal era, moreover, by the policies of structural adjustment, as international agencies like the IMF used the weapon of debt to further undercut the protective capacities of postcolonial states, compelling them to divest their assets, open their markets, and slash social spending. Historically, therefore, international arrangements have entrenched disparities in the capacities of states to protect their populations from the vagaries of international markets. They have shielded the citizens of the core, but not those of the periphery. In fact, the national social protection envisioned by Polanyi was never in fact universalizable to the entire world; its viability in the Global North always depended on value siphoned off from the Global South. Thus, even the most internally egalitarian variants of postwar social democracy rested on external neo-imperial predation. 
Today, moreover, as many on the Left have long warned, and as Greeks have discovered to their dismay, the construction of Europe as an economic and monetary union, without corresponding political and fiscal integration, simply disables the protective capacities of member states without creating broader, European-level protective capacities to take up the slack. But that is not all. Absent global financial regulation, even very wealthy, free-standing countries find their efforts at national social protection stymied by global market forces, including transnational corporations, international currency speculators, financiers, and large institutional investors. The globalization of finance requires a new, post-westphalian way of imagining the arenas and agents of social protection. It requires arenas in which the circle of those entitled to protection matches the circle of those subject to risk; and it requires agents whose protective capacities and regulatory powers are sufficiently robust and broad to effectively rein in transnational private powers and to pacify global finance. 
No wonder, then, that present-day struggles over finance do not conform to the schema of the double movement. Alongside the neoliberals and national protectionists that Polanyi foregrounded, we also find alter-globalization movements, movements for global or transnational democracy, and those who seek to transform finance from a profit-making enterprise into a public utility, which can be used to guide investment, create jobs, promote ecologically sustainable development, and support social reproduction, while also combating entrenched forms of domination. Such actors represent a new configuration, which aims to integrate social protection with emancipation. 
What all of this shows, I believe, is that Polanyi was right to identify labor, land, and money as central nodes and flashpoints of crisis. But if we are to exploit his insights today, we must complicate his perspective, connecting a structural critique of fictitious commodification to a critique of domination. 
Let me close, however, by returning to a point I stressed at the outset. The purpose of centering our understanding of crisis on nature, social reproduction, and finance is not to treat these three dimensions separately. It is rather to overcome critical separatism by developing a single comprehensive framework, able to encompass all three of them and thus to connect the concerns of ecologists, feminist theorists and political economists. 
Far from being neatly separated from one another, the three strands of capitalist crisis are inextricably interwoven, as are the three corresponding processes of fictitious commodification. I have already noted the neoliberals are pressing governments everywhere to reduce deficits by slashing social spending, thereby jeopardizing the capacity of families and communities to care for their members and to maintain social bonds; thus, their response to financial crisis is undermining social reproduction. Likewise, I have mentioned the new speculation in environmental derivatives. What such “green finance” portends is not only economic breakdown, but also ecological meltdown, as the promise of quick speculative super-profits draws capital away from the long-term, large-scale investment that is needed to develop renewable energy and to transform unsustainable modes of production and forms of life that are premised on fossil fuels. The resulting environmental destruction is bound to further disturb processes of social reproduction and will likely produce some nasty effects–including zerosum conflicts over oil, water, air, and arable land, conflicts in which broader solidarities give way to “lifeboat ethics,” to scapegoating and militarism, and perhaps again to fascism and world war. In any case, we do not need to rely on such predictions to see that finance, ecology and social reproduction are not neatly separated from one another, but are deeply and inextricably intertwined.
Nation-state form is incapable of solving existential risks – only recognition of global obligation solves international financial crises, climate change, emerging tech, and international terrorism
Sand 12 – Professor of Public and International Law at the University of Oslo.
Inger-Johanne Sand, “From National Sovereignty to International and Global Cooperation: The Changing Context and Challenges of Constitutional Law in a Global Society,” Scandinavian Studies in Law, 2012, pp. 276-279, https://www.scandinavianlaw.se/pdf/52-15.pdf.

2 Cross-boundary Dynamics and Problem Solving
The practical significance of national sovereignty has been enabled by the fact of and the presumption that it was possible to regulate or to solve most social and practical problems which arose, within the boundaries of the nation-state. The nation-states which over time were created with partly historically based and partly more politically contingent boundaries, were increasingly also made into problem-solving and practical governing entities. With the emergence of modernity with industrialization and urbanization legislation and governance was not only or primarily a question of the will of the sovereign, but increasingly a question of taking care of the needs and the welfare of the citizens and the social infrastructure.6 The emerging democracy created the legitimacy necessary for the comprehensive forms of interventions which evolved. Sovereignty was then linked to what emerged as comprehensive political, legal, administrative and practical forms of decision-making and problem-solving. The presumption of nationally delimited problem-solving has emerged with the emergence of democratic and politico-legal institutions on the nation-state level. 
Today however the general presumption of national problem-solving capacities as self-sufficient has been broken. Economic, technological, cultural, social and other aspects of the processes of globalization have resulted in both cross-boundary problems and cross-boundary problem-solving capacities.7 International trade and financial transactions have reached a level where national economies are largely dependent on the fluctuations which these create. Interest rates and monetary politics have become largely internationally dependent even if decisions still are taken on a national level. International trade has increased due to both economic and political dynamics and necessitates some form of cross-boundary decision-making and conflict-resolution systems. At its present level also working conditions and environmental problems in production countries become a problem and a responsibility for the importing and consumer countries. Numerous transnational corporations with significant economic power, in relation to the nation-states, have emerged and are moving their investments and operations around without political consent, and thus also contributing to a transnational space. 
Environmental damage and climate change are inherently cross-boundary in their effects. Significant parts of the problems created can only be solved by cross-boundary cooperation. It has for example become known that air and chemical pollution is particularly highly concentrated in arctic areas because of the magnetic fields. It is also step-by-step admitted that the environment and its biodiversity, with the variety of species, in the various states and regions are so biologically inter-dependent that the responsibility for taking care of it must be shared. Intensive international trade also underlines the fact that pollution and environmental damage in one country may in fact be caused by financial interests and/or consumers in other countries. Changes in the ozone layers and in the climate are also inherently global problems which can only be solved by comprehensive and binding forms of international cooperation. Hurricanes, flooding etc. will strike randomly and not directly at areas which have produced the most pollution or heating. 
Knowledge and new technologies travel fast and are applied more or less simultaneously across geographical and cultural boundaries. The developments within information- and telecommunication technologies have in the internet created a transnational communicative infrastructure enabling transnational communication to some extent irrespective of the national regulations and thus enabled and strengthened the tendencies of transnational exchange of information, knowledge and new technologies. The construction and the functioning of the internet are largely done on technological and not explicitly political terms. It has been done by US based authorities, albeit in a relatively neutral way, and by a user organization, ICANN.8 Regulation on access, e-trade, privatization etc. is largely done by nation-states or regionally, but obviously there will be tendencies to harmonize and learn from each other. Simultaneous transmission of new knowledge and technologies may lead to equivalently simultaneous learning processes of regulation. 
The use of new biotechnologies will also have transnational effects which need to be coordinated and regulated (such as the spreading of GMOs and of new species both when they are placed in the environment, and when they are used in foodstuffs, cfr. The Bio-Safety protocol). International trade also requires or eventually leads to some forms of standardization in the application of new knowledge and technologies. Technical standards have multiplied and become increasingly important, in some cases also political in terms of de facto having environmental and social consequences. When new technologies are applied simultaneously in different countries and cultures there may also be common regulatory discussions and legal transplants. Even when the legislature of one nation-state decides to ban the application of a new technology (GMOs, research on stemcells etc.), it will be affected by the fact that other states allow them. Discussions on new technologies are cross-boundary. Producers, consumers and patients will travel to get what they want. Genetically modified organisms can be spread in the environment beyond the boundaries where they have been permitted. Foods with minor ingredients from genetically modified plants can be hard to avoid if GMOs are widely used in some food-producing countries. National legal regulations may then not be sufficient alone for securing certain goals. Situations which are considered ethical dilemmas in one state, may not be considered problematic in other states. Other examples could also be mentioned. 
International migration be it for political, security, economic or cultural reasons is also a cross-boundary dynamic and which is not only caused by or affecting the states involved in a specific migration. The number of migrants today can probably to a significant degree be explained partly by the enormous economic differences between the different regions of the globe and partly by the simultaneous “closeness” enforced on us by TV and internet. Migration is then one of the inherently global phenomena and closely entangled with other aspects of globalization. It is also illustrative of the inabilities of single states to solve the problems attached to it. 
War and terrorism, in its many forms, have also become international phenomena at times occurring in contingent places, almost anywhere, and not, at least in some cases, as explicit boundary-conflicts. Conflicts may be started in and connected to particular places, but war- or terror-like actions may occur anywhere. Some of the conflicts are also argued to be at least partly based on the general economic injustices between global regions. Both the war- and terror-like actions and the attempts at counter-measures follow inter- and transnational trajectories. 
The trajectories and dynamics shortly described in the above refer to quite different types of cross-boundary and global phenomena which may need access to cross-boundary and global problem-solving procedures to very different degrees and for quite different reasons.9 The different dynamics are also deeply entangled in and interdependent of each other and may thus be difficult to single out in a regulatory context. Parts of the environmental and climate changes are inherently global, and the problems caused by these can hardly be solved without binding forms of international cooperation. The economic global dynamics have come about by a combination of economic, technological and political trajectories which also mutually seem to re-enforce each other. International trade has increased for economic reasons, but probably also because new politico-legal treaties have enabled it. Telecommunications have also enabled much closer and more intensive production-process cooperation across geographical distances. Financial markets have become global also to the extent that national monetary politics depend on international financial fluctuations. The national central banks have developed close coordinating mechanisms. The international regulations of trade and the free movement of goods etc. have also led to a number of regulatory side-effects involving environmental, health, social etc regulations, which at least initially were not intended. The internet is in itself a transnational dynamic and a “space” enabling the cross-boundary spread of information, knowledge and technologies in ways which are difficult to hinder or regulate by national authorities. International migration and more multi-cultural societies have evolved from a mix of regional economic differences, the possibilities of traveling and the use of telecommunications. New knowledge and technologies will “travel” irrespective of constitutional authorities. The same is to some extent true for health problems, viruses etc. The result is that in vital policy areas any clear distinction between national and international dynamics has broken down. The transnational character of financial markets, the enormous increase of trade, also of natural resources, the transnational character of pollution and of climate change, the internet as a transnational space, the transnational exchange of knowledge and new technologies etc. are all cases in point.
2NC – Impact – Climate
Framing problems through the lens of individuated nation states is the root cause of failure to deal with climate change
Milanovic 19 Branko Milanovic, 3-21-2019, "The Nation-State: The Common Root of Our Failure to Deal with High Global Inequality and Climate Change," ProMarket, https://www.promarket.org/2019/03/21/nation-state-common-root-of-our-failure-deal-with-high-global-inequality-and-climate-change//MDC
There are obvious and (to some people) surprising similarities between climate change and inequality. First, both are obviously global problems. Neither can be solved by a single country, group or individual. In both cases, there are significant externalities and, consequently, coordination problems. Both issues are even formally linked (that is, not only conceptually): On average, carbon emissions increase at the same rate as economic activity grows. This means not only that if a person’s (or country’s) income increases by 10 percent, emissions will also increase by 10 percent, but that the distribution of emitters mimics the distribution of income. Since in the global income distribution the top decile receives at least 50 percent of global income, it is also responsible for at least one half of all emissions. But there are also significant differences. The effects of global inequality are in part the product of high within-country inequalities that obviously have to be dealt with at the level of nation-states. There are only two parts of rising inequality that are truly global. The first is that high global inequality also means high global poverty; the second is that high global inequality is to a significant extent the result of high inequality between countries’ incomes, which in turn fuels migration. The issue of global poverty is an ethical issue for all those who are not poor, but does not otherwise affect those who are not poor in their daily lives. Moreover, since the non-poor do not share the same space with the global poor, they tend to ignore them in their daily lives. Migration is thus the only concrete manifestation of global inequality that affects people in rich countries. The benefits and costs of migration are unevenly distributed within the populations of rich countries. Some groups, for instance employers and workers with complementary skills, gain from migration, while others who compete with migrants lose. Global climate change is different, in the sense that its effects are mostly more remote in time and uncertain—its not clear who the winners and losers will be. Combating climate change requires individuals and countries to adjust their behavior (reduce their “footprint”) in order to forestall effects that lie in the future. The benefits of this adjustment are not always clear, however, while the costs of adjustment are obvious and present. Individual adjustment, while entailing often significant monetary or convenience cost for the person who does it, has close to zero effect on climate change and is therefore irrational to undertake from a purely personal perspective. Changing the behavior of larger groups, induced by taxation of especially “bad” activities, can produce effects, but the distribution of benefits from these adjustments is unknown. Even if the benefits were somehow equally distributed, a group that adjusted its behavior would receive a very small share of all benefits. It is a typical externality problem. This implies that no group of people and no individual country has an incentive to do anything to combat climate change by itself: they have to be roped into an international framework where everyone is compelled to reduce emissions and where, in the case of success, net benefits would most likely be distributed unequally. Indeed, this is what happened with the Kyoto and Paris accords, in which nearly every country in the world committed itself to explicit targets of reducing emissions. Nation-states are not the best units to combat climate change, because the emitters who should be targeted are the rich, regardless of where they live. A much more appropriate approach would be an international (global) taxation of goods and services consumed by the rich. But for that, one would need to have an international authority that would be allowed to tax citizens of different countries and collect revenues globally. Given the current global governance structure, such an agency is extremely unlikely to be created, since it would involve nation-states giving up a part of their monopoly on taxation of their citizens. As I mentioned above, there is a formal equivalence between global inequality and climate change. Migration, which to some is the strongest “negative” effect of global inequality, also requires international coordination. For example, the increased migration of Africans into Europe cannot be solved by any individual country alone—it can only be “solved,” or rather managed, by a joint action (distribution of quotas) involving both the emitting and receiving countries. Yet unlike climate change, which is basically considered an overall “bad,” migration is not an overall “bad” but rather an overall global good that reduces global inequality and global poverty, even if it may in some cases produce negative effects. Because of these real or putative negative effects (economic and social), we need rules that would assuage some people’s fears, lest these people stop and wreck the whole process of migration. This is where the idea of “circular migration” and differentiation between job-related rights (equal for all) and civic rights (not available to migrants) comes from (I discuss both in my book Global Inequality, as well as in my forthcoming book Capitalism, Alone). In the case of climate change, we are dealing with something that is essentially a “bad”, but we have trouble forcing those who are generating the bulk of this “bad” to pay for it and change their behavior. Thus, in one case (inequality) we cannot fully benefit from what is globally good (migration) because of the political power of some groups that are opposed to migration at the level of recipient nation-states. In the case of climate change, we cannot efficiently fight this “bad” because nation-states are unwilling to share their power of taxation with anybody else. In both cases, we are thus left trying to devise what may be called “second-best” solutions, mostly because of a political limitation called the nation-state.
Climate change mitigation cannot be defined solely by US action inside the border.
Sunstein 22 – Cass R. Sunstein, Robert Walmsley University Professor @ Harvard University; “Climate Change Cosmopolitanism,” Yale Journal on Regulation; 2022; http://hdl.handle.net/20.500.13051/18212; //ghs-eo

Unlike many environmental problems where the cause Unlike many environmental problems where the causes and impacts are distributed more locally, climate change is a true global challenge making GHG emissions a global externality. GHG emissions contribute to damages around the world regardless of where they are emitted. The global nature of GHGs means that U.S. interests, and therefore the benefits to the U.S. population of GHG mitigation, cannot be defined solely by the climate impacts that occur within U.S. borders. Impacts that occur outside U.S. borders as a result of U.S. actions can directly and indirectly affect the welfare of U.S. citizens and residents through a multitude of pathways. Over 9 million U.S. citizens lived abroad as of 2016-17 and U.S. direct investment positions abroad totaled nearly $6 trillion in 2019. Climate impacts occurring outside of U.S. borders will have a direct impact on these U.S. citizens and the investment returns on those assets owned by U.S. citizens and residents. The U.S. economy is also inextricably linked to the rest of the world. . . . The global nature of GHGs means that damages caused by a ton of emissions in the U.S. are felt globally and that a ton emitted in any other country harms those in the U.S. Therefore, assessing the benefits of U.S. GHG mitigation activities will require consideration of how those actions may affect mitigation activities by other countries since those international actions will provide a benefit to U.S. citizens and residents.74
This analysis emphasizes (and specifies) the interconnectedness argument and also nods in the direction of the reciprocity argument. As we shall now see, these arguments have played an important role in federal court.
2NC – AT: Extinction O/W
Their impact calculus sanitizes violence done in the name of empire – the modern era is the bloodiest in human history
Duffield 7 – Mark Duffield, Professor Emeritus and former Director of the Global Insecurities Centre @ University of Bristol, and an Honorary Professor at the Humanitarian and Conflict Response Institute @ University of Manchester with a PhD in Anthropology; “Development, Security and Unending War: Governing the World of Peoples,” Polity Press; p. 34-36; 2007
So far, biopolitics has been examined in relation to supporting and promoting the life of population. Foucault has pointed out, however, that biopolitics contains a fateful paradox. At the same time as fostering life, biopolitics also has the ability to disallow life ‘to the point of death’ (Foucault [1976]: 138). Death in this sense can be both literal and, importantly, indirect and metaphorical. As well as forms of social death through marginalization and exclusion, this can include, for example, the regular exposure to risk associated with the way of life within mass consumer society (Foucault [1975–6]: 256; Beck 1992). While Western states support and promote life to the full, through mass transport systems, centralized food chains, agribusiness, manufactured vulnerabilities, carbon emissions or pollution, people are also directly or indirectly exposed to unprecedented risk and violence ‘in the most profane and banal ways. Our age is the one in which a holiday weekend produces more victims on Europe’s highways than a war campaign’ (Agamben 1998: 114). In decoding life itself, bio- genetics is creating the potential for new and far-reaching forms of social exclusion that can as yet only be glimpsed. As Harvey, Bauman and Agamben would no doubt agree, this is possible because we are now all potentially surplus to requirements.
The paradox of biopolitics is graphically expressed in the emergence of total war in Europe at the same time as the appearance of social insurance and the welfare state. During the nineteenth century, as the state began to consolidate its ability to promote and support life at the level of population, the simultaneous modernization of warfare was exposing that same population to death on a widening scale. The great world wars of the twentieth century not only established the paradigm of total war, they were formative events in the spread of social insurance and the emergence of a centralizing welfare state (Thane 1989). The biopolitical tension between the state’s increasing power to optimize collective life and its ability to wage war at the level of entire societies is expressed in Foucault’s often quoted argument that wars are no longer waged in the name of a sovereign who must be defended, ‘they are waged on behalf of the existence of everyone; entire populations are mobilized for the purpose of wholesale slaughter in the name of life necessity: massacres have become vital’ (Foucault [1976]: 137).
Since they have become managers of life, modern regimes have been able to wage wars of incredible destructiveness. Martin van Creveld has given an account of the emergence of total war in relation to the dissolution of the laws and customs of eighteenth-century European interstate warfare and the rise of industrialized forms of procurement, logistics and munitions (van Creveld 1991; see also Kaldor 1999; Smith 2006). Legal or contained ‘trinitarian war’ first emerged with the birth of the European nation-state in the mid-seventeenth century. It involved the slow development of codes of conduct and legal instruments that distinguished and separated the people, the army and the government for the purposes of war (van Creveld 1991: 39–42). During the course of the eighteenth century, trinitarian distinctions were progressively refined. As the state asserted its legal monopoly over the use of armed force, ordinary people were prohibited from taking part in wars. These became affairs of state, and governments used war as an instrument of politics. To distinguish it from crime, war was defined as something waged by sovereign states alone. People should show loyalty, pay their taxes and generally keep out of the way of armies. During the nineteenth century the legal separation of people, army and government would be converted into positive law, giving rise to modern ideas of the ‘civilian’ and the disparagement of ‘civil’ war. Conventions stipulated that hostilities could not commence without previous and explicit declarations of war and they were to be ended by formal peace treaties negotiated between the belligerent states. Soldiers were those licensed to bear arms and engage in conflict on behalf of the state. Civilians were not to be abused, but, in exchange, they must not become involved and must accept the political outcome of contained battles. To reinforce this point, private or partisan warfare together with its encouragement was made illegal.
This model of contained interstate warfare, however, was seldom applied outside Europe. Wars of colonial conquest and pacification, especially against non-European peoples, have traditionally been waged with little restraint against non-combatants (Schmitt [1963]). The hapless ‘lower races’ entered history, as it were, as a politically surplus population or what Agamben would call bare-life, with the trinitarian distinction between peoples, armies and governments already blurred and obscured. In this respect, the genocidal closure of the global commons effected by the late nineteenth century’s New Imperialism, in terms of its pioneering methods of cowing, dispossessing and destroying on a societal scale (Hochschild 2002), was a rehearsal for the great wars and totalitarianisms to come (Arendt [1951]). Within Europe total war has been described as the blurring of the boundaries between established trinitarian divisions and the weakening of the restraints on violence (van Creveld 1991: 42–9; Schmitt [1963]: 6–8). From the mid-nineteenth century innovations in communications, such as the railways, steamships and the telegraph, together with advances in the mass production and destructiveness of armaments, not only supported the New Imperialism, their implications began to question and push against the laws and conventions of war that separated state and society. During the world wars of the twentieth century, through declaring states of emergency, whole societies were mobilized for the purpose of war (ibid.: 14). At the same time, national populations were exposed to death in new ways, not only directly through mass conscription, but since society was now the human and industrial embodiment of the war effort itself, civilians also became targets. To paraphrase Agamben, like the surplus life of the colonies, the ‘civilian’ in Europe and Asia entered a zone of non- differentiation where it was possible to kill without committing murder. Although seemingly protected by laws and conventions, through the licence that emergency provides, civilians routinely became the targets of indiscriminate military intimidation, blockade and destruction. Total war made the twentieth century the most calamitous and bloody in human history (Hobsbawm 1994).
2NC – Perm
Perm is impossible if we win a link – nationalism is a categorical evil
Warf 12 — [Barney Warf, University of Kansas, “Nationalism, Cosmopolitanism, and Geographical Imaginations,” The Geographical Review, 2012, https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1111/j.1931-0846.2012.00152.x, accessed 7-13-2023; marlborough-mjen]

COSMOPOLITANISM AND NATIONALISM
The relationships between nationalism and cosmopolitanism are complex, fre- quently uneasy, and often marked by acrimony. From the point of view of many cosmopolitans, the nation-state and nationalism—two inextricably bound enti- ties—are moral abominations (Brennan 2001). In this view, nationalism is a politi- cal and moral sin on a par with sexism, racism, and Eurocentrism, but one that receives far less condemnation. In this sense, cosmopolitanism is explicitly and vehemently antinationalist and antipatriotic, viewing nation-states as artificial—but nonetheless very real—constructions; that is, as historical constructions, as made and not given, and therefore as mutable and plastic. Nationalism—with its empha- sis on the moral geographies of inclusion and exclusion, its parochial narrowing of community to ethnic or national communities, its fetishization of arbitrary bor- ders, its pervasive xenophobia, and its frequent sanctification of military violence against Others—inherently privileges some groups over other groups, a violation of the norm of universality. Indeed, without this sanctification of difference, national- ism deprives itself of the legitimacy of war, which is one of its central purposes. In short, from the perspective of cosmopolitanism, the sovereign state is no longer morally defensible in an age when global webs of interconnectedness and obliga- tion spill easily across national borders. The logical moral step is to conscien- tiously reject the Westphalian system of national borders as artificial and destructive constructs.
Nationalism and cosmopolitanism also jostle at the level of affect. If the pri- mary emotions associated with nationalism are pride and fear, the primary emo- tions associated with cosmopolitanism are empathy and respect. Nationalism promotes a sense of community, a geography of belonging, centered on ostensi- bly—and often mythologized—common origins, values, concerns, and expecta- tions, all of which are held to end at the border. Cosmopolitanism, in contrast, seeks to overcome the dichotomous fixation on “we” and “them,” citizens and immigrants, the local and the global. As Nussbaum asked, “Why should we think of people from China as our fellows the minute they dwell in a certain place, namely the United States, but not when they dwell in a certain other place, namely China? What is it about the national boundary that magically converts people toward whom our education is both incurious and indifferent into people to whom we have duties of mutual respect?” (1996, 14). In this view, no “illegal immigrant” can exist, for no human being can be “illegal.” Of course, as Yi-Fu Tuan stated in 1996, translating the sentiment and attachment to the local is not easily replicable at broader scales, particularly those beyond the nation-state.
Some observers hold that cosmopolitanism and nationalism are not mutually exclusive, that they reflect all sorts of entanglements, that it is possible to be both. Robbins held that, “for better or worse, there is a growing consensus that cosmo- politanism sometimes works together with nationalism rather than in opposition to it” (1998b, 2). Rather than a blunt dichotomy, this version of cosmopolitanism seeks to resolve the tensions between nationalism and universal liberal ideals, view- ing the two ideologies as complements rather than substitutes. Kwame Appiah, for example, advocates a “cosmopolitan patriotism” that acknowledges the common sentimental attachment to the local but disavows nationalist xenophobia and discrimination against Others (2006). The difficulty with such a stance is that nationalism has become irredeemably corrupted by xenophobia, so that a con- structive reconciliation with cosmopolitanism is effectively impossible.
2NC – FW
Their FW is methodological nationalism – they presume that the nation-state is both natural and inevitable – only creating new paradigms within social science solves
Caraus and Paris 19 – Tamara Caraus is a researcher at the Research Institute of the University of Bucharest. Elena Paris is a PhD researcher at the Law School, Bucharest University.
Tamara Caraus and Elena Paris, “Introduction: Migrant Protests as Radical Cosmopolitics,” Migration, Protest Movements and the Politics of Resistance: A Radical Political Philosophy of Cosmopolitanism, Routledge 2019, pp. 9-10.

The Trap of Methodological Nationalism
Methodological nationalism as a cognitive bias in which researchers take the nation-state as their unit of analysis, subsume society under the nation-state and presuppose basic dualisms such as domestic/foreign or national/international. Methodological nationalism naturalizes the boundaries of nation-states, views it as a necessary container (Beck and Sznaider 2006; Chernilo 2006), and functions as an “unrecognized mental block” (Beck 2000). Within the framework of methodological nationalism, migration is regarded as an exception to a sedentary rule and as a problem that happens at the border of the Western/European states. So, political theory, as well as migration studies in general, is mainly an approach of immigration, and as a rule of the immigration in the Western/European states (Cole 2000: 43-60). Within liberal political theory, methodological nationalism determines both the closed borders and open borders approaches, although these are considered as opposing. The closed borders’ approach starts from the presumption that states have the right to discretionary control over their borders, and advance arguments for closed borders: preserving culture, sustaining the economy, distributing state benefits, political functioning, establishing security, political self-determination, etc. (e.g. Miller 2016). “Open borders” is a response to closed borders arguments, and claims that immigration restrictions are inconsistent with basic liberal egalitarian values, including freedom and moral equality, and that affluent, liberal democratic societies are morally obliged to admit immigrants as a partial response to global injustices, such as poverty and human rights violations (Carens 2013). Nevertheless, closed borders and open borders differ only by a matter of degree. Open borders approach, more generous, discusses the brain drain, the conditions for guest workers, the fair criteria for recruiting immigrants or what to do with the undocumented persons already in, etc. However, the essence of the normative theory of immigration is to clarify who should be let in and who should be deported. So, in using nation-state categories that classify persons in legal and illegal, scholars of migration and political theorists themselves more or less directly “make people illegal” (Dauvergne 2008; Sager 2018).
There is an urgency to overcome methodological nationalism and to denaturalize the national in social science in general, and especially in migration studies (Wimmer and Glick Schiller 2002). Migration is inherently an epistemic task: theorists need to inquire into the production of knowledge about migration and how power and interests have shaped dominant “scientific” categories of approaching migration. Migration is a total fact (Sayad 2004) implying not only migrants at the border of the Western states, but the world as a whole – the countries of origin, the countries of destination, the countries of transit, the routes taken, the agency of migrants, and many other aspects. An adequate analysis of migration requires a fundamental revision of the entire current methodology and theory. So, political theory cannot address the migration without addressing itself and perhaps cannot answer it without radically transforming itself.
Rethinking the terms of redistribution is necessary for a reckoning with global inequality
Santos 07 – Emeritus Professor of Sociology, University of Coimbra (Portugal), and Distinguished Legal Scholar at the University of Wisconsin-Madison.
Boaventura de Sousa Santos, “Beyond Abyssal Thinking: From Global Lines to Ecologies of Knowledges,” Review (Fernand Braudel Center), vol. 30, no. 1, 2007, pp. 63-65, https://www.jstor.org/stable/40241677

SUBALTERN COSMOPOLITANISM
In light of these observations, it seems that, if not actively resisted against, abyssal thinking will go on reproducing itself, no matter how exclusionary and destructive the practices to which it gives rise. Political resistance thus needs to be premised upon epistemological resistance. As I said in the beginning, there is no global social justice without global cognitive justice. This means that the critical task ahead cannot be limited to generating alternatives. Indeed, it requires an alternative thinking of alternatives. A new post- abyssal thinking is thus called for. Is it possible? Are there any conditions that, if adequately valued, might give it a chance? This inquiry explains why I pay special attention to the countermovement I mentioned above as resulting from the shaking up of the abyssal global lines since the 1970’s and 1980’s: what I called subaltern cosmopolitanism.
It bears a real promise in spite of its rather embryonic character at the present time. Indeed, to capture it, it is necessary to embark on what I call a sociology of emergences (Santos, 2004). The latter consists of the symbolic amplification of signs, clues, and latent tendencies that, however inchoate and fragmented, do point to new constellations of meaning as regards both the understanding and the transformation of the world. Subaltern cosmopolitanism manifests itself through the initiatives and movements that constitute the counter-hegemonic globalization. It consists of the vast set of networks, initiatives, organizations, and movements that fight against the economic, social, political, and cultural exclusion generated by the most recent incarnation of global capitalism, known as neoliberal globalization (Santos, 2006b; 2006c). Since social exclusion is always the product of unequal power relations, these initiatives, movements, and struggles are animated by a redistributive ethos in its broadest sense, involving redistribution of material, social, political, cultural, and symbolic resources and thus based both on the principle of equality and on the principle of the recognition of difference. Since the beginning of the new century, the World Social Forum has been the most accomplished expression of counterhegemonic globalization and subaltern cosmopolitanism (Nisula & Sehm-Patomaki, 2002; Fisher & Ponniah, 2003; Sen, Anand, Escobar & Waterman, 2004; Polet, 2004; Santos, 2006c; Teivainen, forthcoming). And among the movements that have been participating in the World Social Forum, the indigenous movements are, in my view, those whose conceptions and practices represent the most convincing emergence of postabyssal thinking. This fact is most auspicious for the possibility of postabyssal thinking, as the indigenous people were the paradigmatic inhabitants of the other side of the line, that ideal-typical playground for appropriation and violence.
The novelty of subaltern cosmopolitanism lies, above all, in its deep sense of incompleteness without, however, aiming at completeness. On the one hand, it defends that the understanding of the world by far exceeds the Western understanding of the world and therefore our knowledge of globalization is much less global than globalization itself. On the other hand, it defends that the more non-Western understandings of the world are identified, the more evident it becomes that there are still many others to be identified and that hybrid understandings, mixing Western and non-Western components, are virtually infinite. Postabyssal thinking stems thus from the idea that the diversity of the world is inexhaustible and that such diversity still lacks an adequate epistemology. In other words, the epistemological diversity of the world does not yet have a form.
2NC – Alt – Solvency
The alt is a “cosmopolitanism from below” – a form of anti-colonial cosmopolitanism constituted by openness towards others beyond the bounds of nationality
Mushonga and Dzingirai 23 – Rufaro Hamish Mushonga is a Lecturer of Community and Social Development at the University of Zimbabwe. Vupenyu Dzingirai is a Professor of Applied Social Studies at the University of Zimbabwe.
Rufaro Hamish Mushonga and Vupenyu Dzingirai, “Cosmopolitanism ‘from below’ and claim-making in the Global South,” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, vol. 49, no. 1, 2023, pp. 157-159, https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/1369183X.2021.2012138.


The notion of cosmopolitanism has many interpretations and genealogies. However, its many inflections from history, political theory, cultural studies and philosophy must be rethought from a postcolonial perspective (Appiah 2006; Balakrishnan 2017). Cosmopolitanism takes on various meanings, including, as a political project, a condition, an attitude, a practice and a worldview (Vertovec and Cohen 2002; Anderson 2004; Delanty 2009, 2012). The etymology of cosmopolitanism can be traced back to ancient Grecian philosophy, with cosmos denoting ‘world’ and polites denoting ‘citizen’. It refers to an individual who is a ‘world citizen’, who identifies in one way or another with ‘boundarylessness,’ and who has ‘an everyday, historically alert, reflexive awareness of ambivalences in localities of muddling differentiations’ (Beck 2006, 3, cited in Tzaninis 2020).
While we have moved into a ‘world risk society’ (Beck 1998), cosmopolitanism seeks to translate the ideals of singular global human community into the formation of a world-wide political and legal order. In this sense, cosmopolitanism can be viewed as a political project with its ability to position ‘globality at the heart of political organisation, action and imagination’ (Beck 1998, 29). Therefore, as Homi Bhabha argues, we need to arrive at an understanding of cosmopolitanism no longer as a universalistic, Western and egalitarian notion, but as cosmopolitanism ‘from below’, thus making space for subjects excluded by dominant historiographies. Bhabha (1996) coined the term vernacular cosmopolitanism to describe such a phenomenon. Cosmopolitanism ‘from below’ strives to reconcile egalitarian universalism with a respect for the right to cultural specificities and differences beyond the confines of class consciousness (Kusarawa 2004). For Werbner (2006), cosmopolitanism ‘from below’ is a refashioned project of active citizenship, what Hall (2008) conceptualises as the everyday experiences of encounters with diverse cultural lifestyles. However, Hall warns against a perception of culture as a single, coherent, clear cut, organic and integrated set of rule and traditions: ‘The world is not demarcated neatly into particular distinct cultures wedded to every community … ’. Later, the concept was also signally used by James Ingram, arguing that if what predictably corrupts cosmopolitanism is its structural affinity with seeing and acting on the world from above, the remedy is to tie it to seeing and acting in the world from below (Ingram 2016). Here, Ingram (2016, 72) reimagines cosmopolitanism ‘from below’ not as a model of a ‘project or design’ but a ‘practice and process of contestation, a politics waged against the very forms of false universals and domination that seek to co-opt it’.
Like a prism, cosmopolitanism ‘from below’ renders visible the intricacies, complexities and limitations in the inherently bounded concepts of transnationalism and nationalism (Vertovec and Cohen 2002; Landau and Freemantle 2010). It is grounded in practices that forge a new ‘we’ mentality as opposed to an ‘us’ and ‘them’ mentality (Agustin and Jorgensen 2019). Its aim is to harness ‘moments of openness’ which arise from new connections between the self, the ‘Other’ and the world (Harvey 2009). Unlike transnationalism which is often about belonging to multiple localities, cosmopolitanism ‘from below’ practices are more ‘decentred’ tactics that emphasise universality, generality and individualism (Roudometof 2005). They emerge strongly in conjunctures or moments, generative of collective identities and political subjectivities, situated in space and time, inventive of new imaginaries and organised in multi-scalar relations (Lejeune et al. 2021).
Cosmopolitanism ‘from below’ entails the political move of building a contentious consciousness and a subaltern politics of emancipation as a ‘political and cultural form of counter-hegemonic globalisation’ (Santos 2007, 13). The primary agents of such cosmopolitanism are seen as those individuals, groups or movements from the Global South, that aim to transform and challenge the global structures from the bottom up (Leinius 2014). In Africa, for example, at the forefront of these decolonial approaches to cosmopolitanism is Pan-Africanism, a philosophy which seeks to unite Africans and diaspora around their intrinsic diversity, not racial unanimism (Ferim 2017). In an epistemological sense, Pan-Africanism is a worldview evolving from a subaltern world inhabited by the ‘wretched of the earth’ (Fanon 1968). For Fanon, the ‘wretched of the earth’ includes those who experienced exclusion and discrimination during colonialism, slave trade and apartheid. By deliberately refiguring African identity outside racial autochthony, PanAfricanism challenges the ties that have cohered the diaspora ethically, politically and historically (Balakrishnan 2017). Therefore, Pan-Africanism challenges Eurocentric bias that continues to permeate debates on cosmopolitanism and which do not resonate well with African interests and experiences.
Cosmopolitanism from below – rather than assimilating all people into a single global nation-state, we affirm an openness to difference across national boundaries
Kurasawa ’04 [Fuyuki; Associate Professor of Sociology, Political Science, and Social and Political Thought at York University, Canada and holds the York Research Chair in Global Digital Citizenship.; “A Cosmopolitanism from Below: Alternative Globalization and the Creation of a Solidarity without Bounds”; pp. 239-242; https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/european-journal-of-sociology-archives-europeennes-de-sociologie/article/cosmopolitanism-from-below-alternative-globalization-and-the-creation-of-a-solidarity-without-bounds/0C2E8C3317DC6D8C1D09CDD506C7CC82.]
The recognition of global pluralism
In its normative and institutional incarnations, cosmopolitanism has tended to follow the lead of assimilationist egalitarians (Gitlin 1994; Rorty 1998), according to whom a commitment to equal treatment of all human beings requires cultural uniformity; whether in a national or global polity, socio-political institutions can only grant individual subjects the same rights and freedoms if they are treated as identical citizens. When translated in cosmopolitan terms, assimilationist egalitarianism implicitly expects human beings to follow a path of scaling up of their identities until they become abstract bearers of universal rights and duties, who embrace all of humankind yet are ‘‘unencumbered’’ by sub-cosmopolitan attachments. To be cosmopolitan in this way is to become geographically and culturally disembedded, to adopt a view from nowhere that leaves socio-cultural specificities aside in order to unite under a generic globetrotting banner that falsely universalizes the experiences of economic and cultural elites (Calhoun 2003). Aside from the fact that it overlooks other, less rarefied cosmopolitan lifeworlds — those of Indians working in call centres to answer queries from American or British clients in real time, or of Maghreban immigrants in France producing rai music, for instance — this cosmopolitanism from above elides the extent to which individuals and groups are hierarchically situated in intersecting structures of domination as well as unevenly able and willing to claim a cosmopolitan status. To paraphrase Orwell, all world citizens are equal, but some world citizens are more equal than others.
A practice of cosmopolitanism from below must strive to reconcile egalitarian universalism with a respect for the right to cultural specificity and difference, and thus to include a multiplicity of experiences beyond the confines of the ‘‘class consciousness of frequent travellers’’ (Calhoun 2003). Thus, cosmopolitanism does not signify being from nowhere or everywhere at once, but rather embracing the simultaneous existence of multilayered local, national and global identities. Vitally, to my mind, it is also premised upon an ethos of cultural openness that actively seeks out and tries to understand and appreciate ways of thinking and acting found in different societies, as well as listening to the voices of those who are not often heard in the elite cosmopolitan discourse.
What is interesting about the AGM in this respect is how it sees resistance to domination as being intimately tied to the search for inclusion of others. Its worldview is deeply engrained in the right to cultural difference and the idea that strength lies in diversity, principles that are strategically useful as rhetorical antidotes to the generic culture spawned by global neoliberalism — a culture that would flatten out variations among peoples in the name of cultivating non-descript consumers for the planet’s shopping malls and docile labour for its workplaces (Bové ; Fisher and Ponniah , p. ; Klein a; Marcos b). But the AGM’s defence of pluralism is also visible on the ground, for as many observers have noted, the protest marches and counter-summits that have greeted various meetings of international financial and political organizations over the last few years (in Seattle, Quebec City, Prague, etc.) — to say nothing of the World Social Forums () themselves — have brought together a bewildering range of subaltern groups whose identities and livelihoods are threatened by the current world order: women, indigenous peoples, workers, immigrants, people of colour, gays and lesbians, environmentalists, farmers, and so on (7).
In light of the lessons of feminism and the international women’s movement—where the most sophisticated debates about questions of voice and representation have taken place over the last few decades () —the AGM is wary of adopting the perspective of a single group as representative of the whole. The diversity of its membership makes such generalizations impossible, for how could the experiences of landless Brazilian peasants stand in for, say, those of Javanese factory workers or Indians opposed to the Narmada Valley dam projects? Its transnational coalitions are best described as patchworks grounded in the local and the national, which are considered to be essential dimensions of existence rather than the remaining traces of provincialism to be eventually overcome. Further, the AGM has come to realize that its embrace of global cultural heterogeneity must not occlude the existence of internal socio-economic assymetries. Despite neoliberalism’s nearuniversal reach, the material deprivation and organized violence faced by many people from the global South remain considerably worse in degree and kind than those experienced in the North. Although many farmers are joining forces against genetically modified crops, the realities of subsistence farming — let alone landlessness — in South America, Asia and Africa dramatically differ from those of organic agriculture in Europe and North America; the same could be said about transnational environmentalism, with ecological preservation being a sine qua non for day-to-day survival for many of the earth’s communities (). Thus, for many civic associations, participation in the AGM is based upon both solidarity with the excluded of the world and opposition to the specific state of affairs and forms of oppression that they confront in their everyday lives.
When grasped in this way, cosmopolitanism can consist of a broadening of horizons, with the AGM’s constituent parts taking steps to substantially engage with and listen to each other. As such, its summits and forums are explicitly designed to provide participants with opportunities to exchange and acquire first-hand information about the difficult political, cultural and socio-economic circumstances faced by ordinary citizens on all continents, in order to gain a more global perspective. For instance, supporters of the Zapatistas who made the trek to the Lacandón jungle in Southern Mexico to attend the International Encuentros for Humanity and Against Neoliberalism rapidly discovered that they were not expected to teach the indigenous peoples of Chiapas how to become world citizens, but to observe indigenous ways of life and discuss the conditions in their own communities. Appreciating and contributing to the preservation of a variety of languages, beliefs and forms of activity thereby becomes a vital part of a different sort of globalization, ‘‘a world where many worlds fit’’ as the Zapatistas themselves are fond of declaring (Marcos a, p. ). Here, actors can become cosmopolitan by learning to respect and value other ways of organizing social life and believing in universal distributive justice, not by shedding all socio-cultural particularities in order to fit into a single, generic mould.
2NC – Alt – Transnational Movements
The alt aligns with movements building alternatives to the nation-state – examples like the Transition Towns movement proves that localized resistance can scale across territorial and national boundaries
Bristow 10, Gillian Bristow, 1/27/10, School of City & Regional Planning, Cardiff University, "Resilient regions: re-‘place'ing regional competitiveness," OUP Academic, https://academic.oup.com/cjres/article/3/1/153/339363 /RS

The building of resilient places also lies at the core of many bottom-up initiatives focused on the development of alternative economic practices and spaces. Initiatives such as community agriculture and barter economy movements are typically focused on creating more robust economic and social spaces by empowering producers and consumers to interact locally, seeking to reduce dependence upon distant and larger scale agents, namely non-local and large corporations and the nation state (Leitner et al., 2007). However, the discourse of resilience features most prominently in the Transition Towns movement that provides a useful means of illustrating what strategies for regional resilience might look like and how they might be progressed.
The Transition Towns movement seeks to encourage communities to explore methods for reducing energy use in the era of peak oil, as well as increasing their economic, political and social self-reliance through a variety of place-based initiatives. These range from the development of local currencies to encourage the reduction of food miles and support local businesses through the retention of wealth and spending power locally (e.g. the Totnes pound in Devon, UK), as well as community gardens for food production, and various initiatives supporting waste reduction, re-use and recycling. The movement has spread quickly from its origins in Kinsale, Ireland, and there are now estimated to be over 100 communities recognised as official Transition Towns across the UK, Ireland, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, the US, Chile and parts of Europe.
The Transition Towns movement is indeed explicitly evangelical in its philosophy and places a high priority on national and international networking activities to mobilise ‘the viral spread’ of the transition and resilience concepts (Hopkins, 2008). Transition movements dedicate themselves to sharing their visions, ideas and practices “so as to more widely build up a collective body of experience” (Hopkins and Lipman, 2008, 6), encourage a momentum for change and work supportively and thus more effectively with other initiatives and groups with similar value systems. In particular, increasing reliance is placed on various forms of organic, internet-enabled networks including ‘blogs’ and ‘wikis’, while a Transition Network Ltd has also been established as a legally constituted body to provide a formalised structure of support for the movement and its international networking activities.
The Transition Towns movement also deliberately shies away from reifying particular spatial or territorialised boundaries or being overtly prescriptive about which scales work best, which it regards as being a task that is about as easy and as helpful as “nailing jelly to a wall” (Hopkins and Lipman, 2008, 6). Instead, it asserts that “local transition initiatives will identify for themselves the scales that feel most appropriate for them to work at, but [they are encouraged] to work at the scale that feels comfortable and over which they can have an influence” (p. 7). This inherently organic definition of local space that “models the ability of natural systems to self-organize” (p. 6) is reflected in the diversity of scope and coverage of transition initiatives in practice. While referred to as ‘towns’, the communities involved typically cut across and embrace various sub-national spatial scales ranging from villages, to council districts, cities and city boroughs.
Nevertheless, its advocates do describe an emerging combination of scales or multi-layered, nested structure of ‘networks in networks’ in transition activities. These range from local transition initiatives, to regional transition networks and ‘hubs’, national transition support organisations and networks, as well as temporary groupings of local initiatives to carry out particular projects. Furthermore, there is perceived to be scope for different scales to fulfil different roles in the evolution and spread of the network and its values. Thus, ‘regional hubs’ are described as providing a useful mechanism for supporting better links between local initiatives “to help them work synergistically” (p. 12), providing training in key areas such as conflict resolution, organisation and other areas “where local initiatives are too small to provide it effectively” (p. 12). They also provide a useful means for connecting with arms of local and regional government and with coalitions of businesses. In short, regions are viewed as critical arenas for helping to spread the notion of resilience from the bottom-up.
The Transition Town movement coupled with the preceding discussion regarding resilience and competitiveness provides a basis for developing a typology of alternative regional strategies (see Table 1). This typology uses the key characteristics of resilience identified here to illustrate alternative strategies for regions from the narrowly constructed, dominant de-contextualised competitiveness approach, to what might be referred to as ‘contextualised’, place sensitive competitiveness (which takes a more nuanced understanding of competitiveness), and then to resilience. This is by no means intended to be prescriptive or exhaustive but is designed to illuminate the key characteristics of resilience and the different and complex means by which competitiveness interplays with it.
2NC – Alt – AT: Pragmatism
Methodological nationalism shapes our understanding of what is truly possible – the alt only looks utopian from the perspective of someone who’s never had to challenge it
Wimmer and Schiller 2 [Andreas Wimmer (Columbia University) and Nina Glick Schiller (University of Manchester). "Methodological nationalism and beyond: nation–state building, migration and the social sciences." Global networks 2.4 (2002): 301-334. accessed 7-12-2023; marlborough-mjen]

It is particularly marked in the social sciences of France (Taguieff 1991: 46) and Germany, where the sociologist Otto Hondrich (1992) felt moved to deliver a public nostra culpa for having neglected nationalism as an object of social theory (see Radtke 1996). In the Anglo-Saxon world, the early works on nationalism by Deutsch, Kedouri, Gellner and Smith and others developed, from the 1980s onwards, into a well-established research tradition, especially in the field of historical sociology (cf. Thompson and Fevre 2001), without, however, having much influence on mainstream social theory. More fundamentally, however, this silence about the continuing importance of national principles stemmed from a methodological problem, as Anthony Smith suggested two decades ago (A. D. Smith 1983: 26). That nationalist forms of inclusion and exclusion bind our societies together served as an invisible background even to the most sophisticated theorizing about the modern condition. The social sciences were captured by the apparent naturalness and givenness of a world divided into societies along the lines of nation-states (Berlin 1998). What Billig (1995) has shown for everyday discourse and practice holds true for grand theory’s encounters with the social world as well: because they were structured according to nation-state principles, these became so routinely assumed and ‘banal’, that they vanished from sight altogether. Methodological nationalism has thus inhibited a true understanding of the nature and limits of the modern project. It has produced a systematic blindness towards the paradox that modernization has led to the creation of national communities amidst a modern society supposedly dominated by the principles of achievement. Whether Parsons and Merton or Bourdieu, Habermas and Luhmann, none of these authors discusses in any systematic fashion the national framing of states and societies in the modern age. Interestingly enough, such nation-blind theories of modernity were formulated in an environment of rapidly nationalizing societies and states, sometimes, as was the case with Max Weber and Emile Durkheim, on the eve or in the aftermath of nationalist wars. Ignoring the national framing of modernity, however, is just one form of methodological nationalism A second variant, typical of more empirically oriented social science practices, is taking national discourses, agendas, loyalties and histories for granted, without problematizing them or making them an object of an analysis in its own right. Instead, nationally bounded societies are taken to be the naturally given entities to study. Here are some illustrative examples of the naturalization of the nation-state from different disciplinary traditions. International relations assume that nation-states are the adequate entities for studying the international world. While the anarchical nature of this interstate system and the changing dynamics of hegemony and polycentrism have been discussed at length, almost no research was done on why this international system has become an international one (one exception is Mayall 1990). Similarly, scholarship after the Second World War on the newly independent states thought of nation building as a necessary, although somewhat messy, aspect of the decolonization process (see for example Wallerstein 1961). The task of building a viable national culture was seen as an evident corollary to the other tasks of modernization, projecting as a model a vision of Western nation-state building. Nation building and state formation made natural bedfellows in the works of modernization theorists such as Lerner or Rostow, since the nation-state model represented the only thinkable way of organizing politics.
2NC – Alt – AT: Nation-State Key
Nation-state-based solutions aren’t necessary to resolve social problems – COVID proves that people will form international solidarities to help each other in crisis
Posocco & Watson ‘23 (Lorenzo, Iarfhlaith, Lorenzo Posocco, a Gerda Henkel Stifutung Postdoctoral Fellow at University College Dublin and Università di Roma Tor Vergata, and Iarfhlaith Watson, former Head of the UCD School of Sociology. Feb. 2023. “Re-imagining the nation-state: An impetus from the pandemic”, https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2023.1086569, accessed Jul. 12.)//max
It is in this context of worldwide fear and concern that an unprecedented number of solidarity initiatives originated, within civil society, to help those in need. Initiatives involving religious and non-religious charities, non-governmental institutions, micro-initiatives at the family or individual level, professional associations, sport associations, foundations, social movement associations, activist groups, trade unions, etc. Non-governmental organizations such as the World Economic Forum acknowledged that incredible efforts have been made to raise unprecedented amounts of money (WEF, 2020). The same is true for the World Health Organizations, which launched the COVID-19 Solidarity Response Fund to raise money from individuals, the private sector, as well as financial and other foundations. “10 days after its March 13 launch, it had raised US$71 million from 170,000 individuals and organizations, including Facebook, Google, and FIFA” (The Lancet, 2020). It was the first time that WHO attempted to raise funding from private people, which denotes the gravity of the situation and the special measures undertaken to face a special emergency. Following WHO, UN, UNDP, OECD (see Figure 1), all the larger humanitarian organizations that were already in operation and could count on an extensive network of agencies worldwide—UNICEF (see Figure 2), Action Against Hunger, Amref, Health Communications Resources, ActionAid, Kaarvan Crafts Foundation, Phase Worldwide, Relief International, The Freedom Fund, Save the Children (see Figure 3), etc.—amplified their solidarity efforts during the pandemic. All of them started specific fundraising for tackling the consequences of the pandemic, and they did it beyond nationality, gender, language, or ethnicity. This is in line with the Habermassian idea of “postnational” or Beck's “cosmopolitanization,” potentially enlarging that “circle of we” Alexander (2012) wrote about. Indeed, the fact that the efforts of these organizations resonated through social media, journals, and televisions, increased the message of a world that needs to come together and overcome all barriers, including national and ethnic ones. NGOs such as the Focolare Movement, a Catholic-born cross-religious, cross-cultural, and international association, is another example of an organization that prioritized the groups most affected by the pandemic, namely the poor, the “different,” and the immigrant. Founded in 1943, after the tragedies of WW2, and being present in 180 countries, it facilitated a prompt and effective action to fight the many side effects of the pandemic. Silvina Chemen, the director of Bet El, an Argentinian NGO devoted to help the poor and needy, summarized well the general sentiment among people around grassroot solidarity: These small gestures of humanity give me hope that once the pandemic is over not only those of us who are actively engaged, but also many others, will understand how interdependent we all are. The longer we are at home alone, the more we realize we cannot do without each other [...] I renew my commitment to continue building a healed community where caring for others is our first commandment (Focolare, 2020). Another show of solidarity that was widely broadcast by the media, but took place within the borders of a country, is the one that saw 750,000 people answering the call by the National Health System in the UK. Volunteers would undertake tasks such as delivering medication from pharmacies, driving patients to appointments, or making regular phone calls to isolated individuals (Tierney and Mahtani, 2020). According to Tierney and Mahtani's study, similar expressions of solidarity increase people's sense that they matter and their sense of participation, and have been recorded in most countries hit by the pandemic. Also the phenomenon of private donors, wealthy philanthropists who donated to alleviate the suffering caused by the pandemic, came to the forefront of the media. The list of benefactors is long and includes, among others, celebrities such as Twitter CEO Jack Dorsey who put almost a third of his 3.6 billion dollar fortune into a fund that will tackle coronavirus relief, Bill and Melinda Gates donated $100 million through their foundation for what they defined a “once in a century pandemic,” Facebook's founder Mark Zuckerberg donated $25 million, and Ali Baba founder Jack Ma donated $14 million to develop a vaccine against the COVID-19. Besides donors and NGOs, science came to the rescue with academies and research centers in search of a treatment and a vaccine against COVID-19. Scientists from all disciplines came together to tackle the consequences of the pandemic, and carry out research aimed to prevent it from happening again. The Solidarity Clinical Trial, the largest international clinical study to find an effective COVID-19 disease treatment, is one example of cooperation and coordination at the global level that is making a difference. The necessity of this study came from the lack of coordination between scientists in different countries, which led them to experiment with many individual treatments rather than join forces and come up with one valid for all. Instead, the Solidarity Clinical Trial enrolled patients in one single randomized trial that generated the strong evidence needed to determine the relative effectiveness of potential treatments (WHO Clinical Trial, 2020). A great number of medical facilities and research centers from all over the world took part in the study, and a recent investigation by Bondio and Marloth (2020) proves that this was highly beneficial, in particular by cutting the time for critical trials by 80% and providing open access data to scientists worldwide. On the wave of the Clinical Trial, many other institutions joined forces. The InterAcademy Partnership (see Figure 4) is another example, including 140 medical, scientific and engineering academies from around the world, calling on the scientific and policymaking communities to come together (Interacademies, 2020). Similar cooperation initiatives occurred also at the micro-level, where professionals invested their time and skills to help people in need. One notable event involved a small group of engineers who, acknowledging the lack of valves for life-saving coronavirus treatment, used 3D printers to build the valves themselves, which they distributed to medical facilities (BBC, 2020). Others focused on the environment, trying to cope with the ecological consequences of the pandemic. Although reduced transport resulted in significant reduction in air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions, the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development underlined that due to the fact that environmental protection workers were at home in lockdown, illegal deforestation, fishing and wildlife hunting increased (UNCTAD, 2020). In addition, the volume of non-recyclable waste has risen. Stay-at-home policies have increased people's consumption of take-away food delivered with single-use packaging. Also throwaway protective masks are now used daily. At a time when recycling activities have been suspended due to coronavirus, many organizations mobilized to come to the rescue of the environment. To conclude, it seems that there's overwhelming evidence that the civil society does not wait for official institutions to mobilize, but takes the lead with the goal of lessening the suffering of fellow human beings, beyond color, gender, and nationality, and preserving life in all its forms. In this regard, and specifically in relation to the pandemic, civil society may represent a model for the political world, which is entangled in nation-centric dynamics that render the nation-state, as it is, unfit to deal successfully with, let alone prevent, global catastrophes, thus cope with the challenges of the global risk society.
No link – cosmopolitanism decenters the nation-state as the center of international politics – we embrace openness to other modes of organizing government, not an abolition of all nation-states
Kotilainen 21 — Konsta Kotilainen, a SYLFF fellow at the University of Helsinki in politics, economics, and philosophy, doctoral researcher, holds a M.A. and B.A in world politics with specializations in Global Political Economy and Global Governance and a further degree in Theoretical Philosophy from the University of Helsinki, 2021 (“A Cosmopolitan Reading of Modern Monetary Theory,” Taylor and Francis Online, March 19th, available online at https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/13600826.2021.1898343, accessed 07-13-2023)
What David Held (Citation2010, 143) calls “the paradox of our times” nicely captures some of the main motivations for cosmopolitanism: “the collective issues we must grapple with are increasingly global and, yet, the means for addressing these are national and local, weak and incomplete”. As a basic premise, most cosmopolitans share a version of the view that diverse globalisation-related processes have eroded the policy capacity of contemporary nation-states in a wide range of important issues and / or that the range of intrinsically global challenges is widening. Cosmopolitanism is therefore often defended, in part, on the practical grounds of policy efficacy.
Simultaneously, globalisation seems to have undermined the legitimacy basis of national representative politics. The standard democratic all-affected principle (in Held's terminology, the criterion of all-inclusiveness), according to which the group of decision-makers should coincide with the group of “decision-takers”, underlies this judgment and encourages calls for cosmopolitan democracy (Held Citation2010, 173; see also Lagerspetz Citation2015; Näsström Citation2011). The principle seems to capture a core motivation for democracy – people should be free to decide about precisely those affairs that affect themselves (ideally to the extent that they are affected). Because the present organisation of politics around nation-states often fails to serve all-inclusiveness, the cosmopolitans call for supranational democratic governance structures also on the normative grounds of policy legitimacy (on legitimacy in global governance, see Tallberg, Bäckstrand, and Scholte Citation2018).
To recreate conditions for democratic politics, the cosmopolitans argue that numerous supranational, or truly global, reforms and institutions are urgently needed (Holden Citation2000, 1–13; Patomäki and Teivainen Citation2004). According to some authors, these institutions should be accompanied by a comprehensive legal framework, a cosmopolitan law (Held Citation2010, 93–116). Relatively few contemporary cosmopolitans argue for a centralised global government, however.Footnote30 As Held emphasises, the goal of securing all-inclusiveness often “points to the necessity of both the decentralisation and the centralisation of political power” (175).
Despite their differences, even the most modest proposals for supranational forms of democracy effectively question the merits of the traditional “Westphalian model” of exclusive state sovereignty.Footnote31 As Held (Citation2010, 96) puts it, “any assumption that sovereignty is an indivisible, illimitable, exclusive and perpetual form of public power – entrenched within an individual state – is now defunct”.
What does this apparent transformation of sovereignty mean for a discussion on monetary sovereignty? The cosmopolitans have not addressed the implications of supranational democracy for the specifically monetary aspects of state sovereignty in much depth. This is a regrettable omission in the otherwise rich literature on global economic governance. For tentative guidance on how the issue of monetary sovereignty could be approached from a cosmopolitan angle, I will draw on Held’s (Citation2010, 107–110) normative framework of “economic cosmopolitanism”. Held's related account of economic governance is underdeveloped and it does not tackle monetary sovereignty explicitly.Footnote32 But despite their relative vagueness on economic subtleties, Held's ideas can nevertheless be helpfully applied in this section's examination of the legitimacy conditions of national exercise of monetary sovereignty.Footnote33 Also Andrew Linklater’s (Citation2006, Citation2011) work on the global harm principle proves useful.
Held (Citation2010, 107–110) discusses economic cosmopolitanism as one aspect of his overall vision, alongside legal, political, and cultural aspects. He argues that there exists a cosmopolitan “rationale for a politics of intervention in economic life” (108). In an attempt to justify this rationale, he states that “market economies can only function in a manner commensurate with self-determination and economic freedom if [the indeterminacy of the market system itself] is addressed systematically and if the conditions of the possibility of self-governance are met” (190). Largely concurring with a wide critical political economy literature, Held accuses Washington Consensus policies for undermining democratic self-governance at all levels, including the general erosion of communities’ “capacity to provide urgent public goods” (154).
How should this cosmopolitan intervention in economic life be carried out? Held notes that cosmopolitanism does not necessarily imply the end of nation-states themselves but rather only the end of the primacy they have enjoyed in the present world order. In his conception of cosmopolitanism, states and local institutions can indeed continue to play an important role in many areas of policy. As Held (Citation2010, 106) puts it, “recognising the complex structures of an interconnected world, political cosmopolitanism views certain issues as appropriate for delimited (spatially demarcated) political spheres (the city, state or region) while it sees others … as needing new, more extensive institutions to address them”.
National exercise of monetary sovereignty is thus not necessarily incompatible with Held's economic cosmopolitanism. If certain requirements are fulfilled, the state may be even the most appropriate body to exercise control in macroeconomic issues. In Held’s (Citation2010, 167) vision, cosmopolitan social democratic policies should be pursued “while ensuring, on the one hand, that different countries have the freedom they need to experiment with their own investment strategies and resources and, on the other, that domestic policy choices uphold basic universal standards” (my emphasis).
Held thus seems to embrace the autonomy of states in macroeconomic policy with some crucial caveats – he insists on a sort of (what I call) cosmopolitan condition on legitimate national exercise of economic policy. In order to meet this condition specifically with respect to the rights and capacities associated with monetary sovereignty, the national issuance of currency and the related conduct of monetary and fiscal policy would have to be at least compatible with the policy goals and strategies of other states as well as with certain universal standards.
A cosmopolitan condition on legitimate national exercise of monetary sovereignty can be developed further by viewing it as an instance of a global harm principle (see Linklater Citation2006, Citation2011). In a weak form, this condition would require each state to exercise its monetary sovereignty in a fashion that is (merely) compatible with basic cosmopolitan values and does not harm (interfere with) the ability of other states to conduct their own preferred versions of (similarly cosmopolitan) economic policies. Formulated more strongly, this condition would call for the national exercise of monetary sovereignty to positively promote cosmopolitan social democracy both at home and abroad.
2NC – Alt – AT: Nationalism Good
No link – cosmopolitanism rejects the idea that the nation is the sole basis of political solidarity – it does not eliminate all identification along national lines
Posocco & Watson ‘23 (Lorenzo, Iarfhlaith, Lorenzo Posocco, a Gerda Henkel Stifutung Postdoctoral Fellow at University College Dublin and Università di Roma Tor Vergata, and Iarfhlaith Watson, former Head of the UCD School of Sociology. Feb. 2023. “Re-imagining the nation-state: An impetus from the pandemic”, https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2023.1086569, accessed Jul. 12.)//max
The augmented capacity in terms of cooperation and coordination between countries, and also a different kind of political legitimacy and collective subjectivity that a cosmopolitan world involves, are powerful answers to the problems posed by nation-states entrenched in nationalism. This became even more evident in the pandemic, when, during the initial phase of contagion, a lack of cooperation and coordination between countries delayed important countermeasures that would have saved lives. In addition, priority to the nation, which is one of the main features of nationalism (Posocco and Watson, 2022), made rich nation-states race to buy their way out of the crisis before poor ones by gaining for themselves the first doses of vaccines.2 It isn't difficult to imagine what will happen when catastrophic events such as climate change will hit with more intensity than they already do now—when vast regions will be uninhabitable, extreme weather events will be more common, fires will destroy more forests, and droughts will jeopardize food supply (Chomsky and Pollin, 2020). Migration waves will possibly move entire populations from one region to another with consequences that, in a world dominated by national priority, can only be disastrous. Hence the need for a post-national society (Kendall et al., 2009). In the post-national society, national identity, traditions, and values need to be reinterpreted vis-à-vis the increasingly globalized world, resulting in the intensification of worldwide social relations which link previously disparate and isolated communities on this planet and unite them into mutual dependance and unity of one world (Richter, 2017). In recent years, interregional flows of people and goods grew and reached such a speed that the local and global stopped being two distinctive and different realities. New technologies such as social media made people hyperconnected, 24–7, and any event occurring in the world can be seen anywhere exactly when it happens. Faster internet connection, better software, artificial intelligence, robotization, 3D viewers, virtual reality and other technologies gave rise to what Baldwin (2016) called telemigration, the widespread new form of existence that allows people to sit in one nation and interact (Balwin's focus was on work, but the same is true for many other activities) with people in another, or more than one nation-states at the same time. From this perspective, a larger circle of the “we” (Alexander, 2016) is already here. What is lacking is nation-state constitutions that embrace our increasingly multilingual, multiethnic, and multicultural societies and depart from the introverted nation-centric bubbles in which nationals have priority, society is divided between class A and class B citizens, the “other,” the “different,” etc. So far, nation-states have not re-modernized (Beck, 2010) enough into better versions of themselves and this has created innumerable problems, the consequences of which are very visible—one among many is the way our societies deal with immigration. Masses of migrants and refugees fleeing from hunger and poverty, children and elderly included, begging for food in rich Western societies. Others do not even make it and stop at the frontiers of states, where “walls” have been erected, protected by armed police, and others perish en route (with thousands dying in the Mediterranean sea each year). Implementing cosmopolitan constitutions does not mean flattening cultural differences—“there can be no cosmopolitans without locals” (Hannerz, 1990, p. 239). It is fundamental to ensure that the political and juridical fields keep pace with a world that is radically changed, and will keep changing. Not to do so would maintain the status of global hysteresis (Bourdieu, 2015), a disconnect between the imagined world of nations and the reality of the global village we live in Goldin (2021). That is to say, the required shift from national exceptionalism to universalism must be a shift involving the field of law. This is very much in line with Taraborelli's reading of Kantian cosmopolitanism, where it is clear that the inclusion of “cosmopolitan right” in states' constitutions is a fundamental step in making states more cosmopolitan and less national (Taraborrelli, 2019, p. 23). Nation-states' constitutions entrenched in nationalism legitimize and protect the status quo, hindering our increasingly multicultural, multilingual, and multi-ethnic societies from taking their place as protagonists of nation-states' constitutions. To do so, a shift toward constitutional cosmopolitanism would be instrumental. The radical change that cosmopolitan constitutions would bring is evident in the fact that they entail a legal order where the fundamental rights of every person within their jurisdiction are granted “without respect to nationality or citizenship” (Stone Sweet, 2012, p. 53). Unlike most nation-states' constitutions, cosmopolitan constitutions would ensure the Kantian emphasis on individuals as human beings rather than nationals or citizens (Kleingeld, 1998). It is a fundamental shift that doesn't require the disappearance of the “nation-state” nor the category of “national,” but it would legally empty them of their national exclusivism: a generator of inequality between nationals and non-nationals. This would have a strong impact on cultural and everyday nationalism, thus on the importance that nationals give to national tropes. Constitutional cosmopolitanism would enforce, and contribute to spreading the idea of, equality vis-à-vis the most important common denominator between all human beings: humanity. It is not surprising that cosmopolitan constitutionalism has a bad name in law and “its tenets are routinely dismissed as naïve, sloppy, or even disingenuous” (Perju, 2013, p. 711), and why it remains relegated to the realm of “dreams,” a utopia (Kennedy, 2007). Our world is a world of nation-states driven by nationalism, and nationalism is a boundary-building phenomenon. “It locks up nation-states in themselves, making them principally worry about matters of internal security, domestic homogeneity and national growth and less about global issues and other nations' troubles” (Posocco and Watson, 2022, p. 2). Cosmopolitanism is the opposite phenomenon, it opens nation-states up, it puts national solidarity at the same level as global solidarity, and it involves a shift in terms of collective subjectivity. Cosmopolitanism assumes that nation-states and their people have obligations toward one another across, and irrespective of, national borders or nationality, while nationalism posits that nation-states have obligations, first and foremost, to the nation. It is not difficult to see how all this entails a radical change in terms of ideology that shakes the very foundations of the nation-state system as we know it, and results in a rejection of cosmopolitan constitutionalism as a utopia. Indeed, cosmopolitan constitutionalism is a necessary update to nationalism vis-à-vis the great transformations that our world went through in the last 200 years; it would provide solutions to its most problematic features. It would render nation-states less nationalist while keeping them alive and functioning. Cosmopolitanism and its constitutionalism entail the possibility of breaking with a singular political particularity. In such a system one can be Irish, Italian, Indian or American and a “citizen of the world” at the same time, as Beck (2002, p. 19) “cosmopolitanism means: rooted cosmopolitanism, having ‘roots' and ‘wings' at the same time.” Cosmopolitanism doesn't require the rejection of one's nationality but the addition of another wider identity with potentially enormous positives for everybody. World citizenship rights would ensure every person's right and duty to participate in the authority structures and public life of any state regardless of their “historical or cultural ties to that community” (Soysal, 1994, p. 3). The introduction of such rights within cosmopolitan constitutions would have profound implications on issues of global importance such as immigration and the job market, not to mention improving a sense of belonging and solidarity that go beyond the nation. Finally, a world driven by cosmopolitan constitutionalism coupled with world citizenship rights increases the possibility of comfort and a feeling of patriotism everywhere in the world.
Aff
Aff – Perm
Perm do both – the nation state is the best mechanism for enacting cosmopolitan sympathies
Lind ’11 [Michael; Michael Lind is a professor at the Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas at Austin, a columnist at Tablet, and cofounder and fellow at New America.; “Against Cosmopolitanism”; 6-4-2011; https://thebreakthrough.org/journal/issue-1/against-cosmopolitanism; ror]
2.
In recognizing the continuing, and likely expanding, hegemony of the nation-state as the primary unit of global political, economic, and social organization, we need not deny the simultaneous expansion of cosmopolitan sympathies. Liberalization of government controls on trade and finance, greater cross-border immigration and global travel, and the constitution of something approaching a global public through mass media communication of serial cosmopol­itan "moments" all contribute to the spread of cosmopolitan sentiments. But those sympathies are likely to continue to exist alongside national identities and allegiances.
To be sure, global initiatives such as the Millennium Development Goals and other antipoverty programs, as well as post-Cold War military interventions in the former Yugoslavia, Iraq, Afghanistan, and Libya have been justified, to some extent, on cosmopolitan grounds. The US intervention in Libya, to take one recent example, appears to have involved a protracted debate within the Obama Administration between advocates of the cosmopolitan notion of "Responsibility to Protect" (R2P) and pragmatists opposed to the application of US military power in conflicts where there is no clear national interest. In this debate, the cosmopolitans appear to have prevailed.
But we should be careful not to read too much into these examples. In virtually every case, the nation-state remains the institution through which economic and military resources are deployed in service of cosmopolitan objectives. In many cases, it is often difficult to disentangle where national interest ends and cosmopolitan interest begins. The wars in the Balkans and the Middle East can just as easily be explained in terms of the national interests of the United States and its allies in defeating sponsors of terrorist attacks (Afghanistan), securing US regional military hegemony (Iraq and Libya), and averting destabilizing flows of refugees to Europe (a motivation behind European participation in the Balkan and Libyan wars), as through cosmopolitan ones. As such, even where cosmopolitan sentiments succeed in galvanizing national or international action in response to global and regional challenges, those responses are likely to only further establish the nation-state as the focal point for making those decisions and the primary institution through which such interventions are likely to be carried out.
The resulting organization of global affairs is better explained by liberal internationalism than by cosmopolitanism. In this view, nation-states, rather than individuals, corporations, or non-governmental organizations (NGOs), will continue to be the main actors in world politics (though certainly not the only ones) for generations to come. Liberal internationalists maintain that all human beings have inalienable rights, which should be secured by governments resting on their consent. While those rights-securing governments may take various forms, the nation-state is the largest unit that has been able to combine effective government with a sense of solidarity among its citizens. The nation to which the state corresponds can be defined broadly, in terms of a shared culture and language, and it can be generous to minority nationalities that may share its territories. But there is a point at which linguistic and cultural diversity undermine the minimum of community needed to maintain a sense of shared citizenship. A global government would be a Tower of Babel which few would be willing to obey, to provide with taxes, or to support with military service.
Liberal internationalism answers the question of how the world can be organized, if each people, however defined, has a right to its own sovereign, accountable nation-state. The alternative to both Hobbesian anarchy and global cosmopolitanism is cooperation by nation-states. This cooperation can take the form of international law, international arbitration, and international agencies, as well as military alliances and concerts of power. But international is not supranational. Countries may delegate powers to international agencies for some purposes, but as long as the delegations are revocable, they are not surrendering sovereignty.
Perm – national solidarities are compatible with global ones
Christine Straehle 10— [Christine Straehle is Professor for Practical Philosophy at the Universität Hamburg and Associate Professor at the University of Ottawa, “National and Cosmopolitan Solidarity,” Macmillan Publishers, 2010, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1bMrEnQexjQOAyzEV1ejb9sqmfin7SM3T/view?usp=sharing, accessed 7-12-2023; marlborough-mjen]

How does the concept of protecting the vulnerable at home help motivate cosmopolitan duties? I propose an argument from analogy, namely that between the socio-economically weakest members of society and the globally worst off. Members of both groups share some fundamental characteristics beyond the obvious one of their socio-economic weakness: Neither group has much bargaining leverage in the context of public policy deliberations — little on the national and even less on the global level. And second, members of both groups are also most in need of solidary actions on the part of the better off — they both share, I would argue, a basic vulnerability to the actions of others. If we accept the argument that concern for vulnerability is at the basis of anti-poverty measures in the welfare state, then it is not clear why these duties should end at the watershed of the nation. Note that this is not to say that a theory of global justice based on the idea of cosmopolitan solidarity would be open to the standard criticism by social liberals that it would not allow for specific duties arising from sharing in the institutions of the nation-state — what we can refer to as associative duties. I accept that the institutional set-up of the nation-state may facilitate the implementation and carrying out of duties of justice. Moreover, it seems uncontroversial that those with whom we share in the institutional make-up of the nation-state will be most immediately vulnerable to our actions and that this vulnerability may warrant specific duties that are based on our political association. To accept associative duties genuine to the national community, however, is not tantamount to calling into question the shared motivational basis of solidary actions at home and abroad. It is not to say that there is something special in our attachment to our fellow nationals that makes us understand their vulnerability and their needs better than our understanding of the needs of distant others. Neither is it the same as to say that there is indeed a conceptual difference between motivations for solidarity at home and solidarity abroad. The simple point I wish to make here is that the motivation to address vulnerability is at the basis of solidary actions everywhere. What remains to be worked out are the institutional details that would allow for the implementation of cosmopolitan solidarity along the lines of the social welfare state at home.
Aff – FW
Their FW is anti-cosmopolitan – commitment to openness requires evaluating consequences and rejecting the frame of mutual exclusivity
Marshall, 17 [Jonathan Paul, professor of social and political sciences at the University of Technology Sydney, July 2017, ‘Disinformation Society, Communication and Cosmopolitan Democracy’, https://epress.lib.uts.edu.au/journals/index.php/mcs/article/view/5477/6104 //alundy]
Cosmopolitanism requires people to risk the disapproval of their own groups, and to try and act as bridges between groups, even though they risk being misunderstood on both sides with resulting exile or violence. This is a lot to ask. The solidity of the social categories in play may need to be challenged as, in reality, there may be considerable fuzziness, overlap, intermarriage and so on, which may weaken desired social categories if recognised. This is again difficult to do without offence, as it may challenge ingroup status and relationships. In a company you might break the silos, as Tett states (2015, pp. 246ff.), by moving people between them, but that is difficult in a democratic society, with no recognised neutral actors, and may be interpreted as an attack on culture, which it could well be. Similarly, it will be difficult to set up any information coordination between groups, or to keep boundaries between groups permeable and flexible, if groups have been busy separating.
Peckham implies (1979) that some of these problems can be overcome by people working together on a material project. Material nature and consequences can force people to check whether their intended meaning has been received, and to learn how to correct misunderstandings. Relative equality, so counter information is not penalised, may also help. Perhaps, as suggested by Sloman & Fernbach (2017) it can be useful to ask people to explain how various policy ideas would actually work as this helps open people to their relative ignorance, and can soften political extremism and certainty. It might also be useful to deliberately explore the unintended consequences of policies and actions. An understanding of complexity may also prove useful in stopping expectations that there will be an end to the processes of communication, action, change and cosmopolitan action.
Aff – AT: MMT Link
Perm solves – monetary sovereignty is compatible with cosmopolitan ends
Kotilainen ’22 [Konsta; Faculty of Social Sciences @ University of Helsinki; “A Cosmopolitan Reading of Modern Monetary Theory”; Global Society; Vol 36. No 1; p. 94-95; https://doi.org/10.1080/13600826.2021.1898343; ror]

National exercise of monetary sovereignty is thus not necessarily incompatible with Held's economic cosmopolitanism. If certain requirements are fulfilled, the state may be even the most appropriate body to exercise control in macroeconomic issues. In Held’s (Citation2010, 167) vision, cosmopolitan social democratic policies should be pursued “while ensuring, on the one hand, that different countries have the freedom they need to experiment with their own investment strategies and resources and, on the other, that domestic policy choices uphold basic universal standards” (my emphasis).
Held thus seems to embrace the autonomy of states in macroeconomic policy with some crucial caveats – he insists on a sort of (what I call) cosmopolitan condition on legitimate national exercise of economic policy. In order to meet this condition specifically with respect to the rights and capacities associated with monetary sovereignty, the national issuance of currency and the related conduct of monetary and fiscal policy would have to be at least compatible with the policy goals and strategies of other states as well as with certain universal standards.
A cosmopolitan condition on legitimate national exercise of monetary sovereignty can be developed further by viewing it as an instance of a global harm principle (see Linklater Citation2006, Citation2011). In a weak form, this condition would require each state to exercise its monetary sovereignty in a fashion that is (merely) compatible with basic cosmopolitan values and does not harm (interfere with) the ability of other states to conduct their own preferred versions of (similarly cosmopolitan) economic policies. Formulated more strongly, this condition would call for the national exercise of monetary sovereignty to positively promote cosmopolitan social democracy both at home and abroad.
Aff – AT: Nationalism Link
Link is backwards – national welfare states reduce attachments to reactionary populism
Burgoon & Schakel, 21 [Brian Burgoon, Amsterdam Institute for Social Science Research, professor at the University of Amsterdam; Wouter Schakel, Amsterdam Institute for Social Science Research, University of Amsterdam; 5-10-2021, ‘Embedded liberalism or embedded nationalism? How welfare states affect anti-globalisation nationalism in party platforms’, https://s18798.pcdn.co/gripe/wp-content/uploads/sites/18249/2021/01/BurgoonSchakelGRIPE.pdf //alundy]
With its estimable footprint, however, how the welfare state actually affects antiglobalization nationalism turns out to be a matter of considerable debate and uncertainty. On the one hand, the welfare state may dampen anti-globalization nationalism. Rooted in the tradition of Karl Polanyi’s Great Transformation (1944), many scholars articulate how the welfare state’s insurance, social rights, redistributive and/or compensatory functions can ease economic pain and insecurities related to political and economic globalization. John Ruggie famously dubbed “embedded liberalism” as the post-War system of mutually reinforcing multilateral economic openness with safeguards to protect national societies (Ruggie 1982). Scholars in this tradition not only find that economic openness might strongly spur welfare state development (Cameron 1978; Katzenstein 1985; Garrett 1998), but that ex ante welfare state effort might deepen commitments to economic and political openness. The welfare state’s fostering of globalization, here, can involve social policies directly dampening nationalist backlash (Hays 2009), but also how social policy moderates, dampens the tendency of economic suffering to spur anti-globalization nationalism (Burgoon 2009, 2013). These studies clarify such claims with respect to individual, party, or policy outcomes, and different faces of globalization – ranging from trade openness (Ehrlich and Hearn 2014; Rickard 2015), immigration (Crepaz and Damron 2009), capital investment (Bordo et al. 1999), and European integration (McNamara 2015). In line with this is the view that a stalling or rolling-back of social policy may be spurring rising nationalism (Milner 2019; Snyder 2019; Trubowitz and Burgoon 2020). Buttressing this focus on welfare-policy origins of global interconnectedness, finally, are studies suggesting that social policy’s lowering of economic insecurities may stem voter support for radical populist parties (Swank and Betz 2003). All told, this thicket of 6 insights provides good reasons to expect welfare states to have an “embedded liberalism” effect that diminishes anti-globalization nationalism. 
Aff – AT: Colonialism Impact
K is backwards – the nation-state frame prevents domination because of its commitment to self-determination and political independence
Erez 17 — [Lior Erez, University of Oxford, “Anti-Cosmopolitanism and the Motivational Preconditions for Social Justice,” Social Theory and Practice, 2017, https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/26381163.pdf?casa_token=UpE6VPDmMzMAAAAA:gLfJQpSe6PuNKF-k8Vu-xFVoYHFRVRxp5B4-JI59lnLCcvVMX4pLIKdD35lCaUul8IpQCn12Gol9gX0RZZKpyx0cLqH-nAesiiVWIsK6dluTrWCBdzsl, accessed 7-13-2023; marlborough-mjen]
A common reading of civic republicanism is as an alternative to liberal po- litical morality.** Against the liberal focus on liberty as non-interference, civic republicans have placed their emphasis on liberty as freedom from domination by an arbitrary power, both public and private. This conception of liberty as non-domination as a primary good has led republicans to prefer constitutional institutions and a more engaged mode of citizenship as an antidote to the abuse of political power by corrupt elites. While the liberal conception of the citizen is thought of as a nexus of rights, which are construed in a negative manner, republican citizenship is a status that carries with it more stringent positive duties. It is thus more demanding of the individual citizen—it requires that people not only avoid harm to others and obey the law, but willingly share in practices of social cooperation and make considerable compromises and sacri- fices for the sake of the common good of being not dominated.
Accordingly, civic republicanism demands strong ties of obligation and solidarity among citizens who maintain each other’s freedom from domina- tion. Yet unlike the liberal nationalist version, these strong ties are not the result of pre-political identification with other members of the community. Rather, this is an allegiance to a certain political way of life, or a “love of coun- try,” a sense of “belonging to a polity,” in which citizens see the flourishing of institutions and practices as linked to their own political freedom.* Citizens in a republican polity are linked by sense of collegiality, and are perceived as sharing a common political good of non-domination.’
The motivational precondition here is not a particular motivation, but rather a cluster of motivations grouped under “civic virtue.” Citizens are to be motivated to (a) resist being dominated by an arbitrary power, (b) avoid domi- nating others, and (c) protect others from non-domination by third parties. In other words, for the normative ideal of social justice, understood here as non- domination, to be stable, citizens must see acting by civic virtues as regulative of the other desires and interests they may have, and, crucially, trust that other citizens are doing the same. While virtuous citizens must be vigilant against the abuse of trust by political institutions and fellow-citizens, the role of trust in institutions and fellow-citizens is crucial for maintaining the practices of republican citizenship.*
One may object, at this point, that this account of civic motivation is overly abstract and unrealistic. Unlike appeals to constitutional essentials or national identity, which are a familiar features of actual political discourse, can we really expect citizens to be motivated by such high-minded ideals as non-domination?® As a matter of fact, however, opposing domination and re- sisting arbitrary power are very common and effective tropes in the rhetoric of political parties and movements, both historically and presently. Consider the following examples. National liberation movements appeal not only to a shared cultural identity, but to the value of self-determination and resistance to foreign rule. Ideals of non-domination were also prevalent in abolitionist and anti-apartheid rhetoric, powerfully captured in Nelson Mandela’s famous 1964 speech during the Rivonia trial, where he describes the struggle against white and black domination as an ideal worth dying for.** And finally, the success of the recent campaign for the United Kingdom leave of the European Union (“Brexit”) was attributed, to a large degree, to the rhetorical power of “tak- ing control” back from political elites and Brussels bureaucrats. The validity and desirability of each of these particular arguments may be questioned, of course, but not so much their motivational efficacy.
But how can civic virtue and citizens’ trust in the motives of fellow-citi- zens be sustained beyond such specific and unusual circumstances? Different republican accounts provide competing answers to this question. In so-called “Athenian” or “civic humanist” versions of republicanism, man is perceived as essentially a social and political animal. Civic virtue is thus seen as the highest rational good for the individual, and the congruence between the per- sonal good and the regulative role of civic virtue is secured. The common good is understood as pre-political, embedded either in the basic human good of sociability, or in a particular way of life and a shared identity as an ethical community.”!
Historically, republicans such as Montesquieu and Rousseau, as well as some of their critics, have argued that this view of civic virtue cannot be ad- vanced in modern nation-states, and is restricted to smaller polities, such as the Greek polis or the city-states of the Renaissance.”? In response, some liberal nationalists, sympathetic to republican citizenship, argue that under the condi- tions of modernity civic virtue can only be maintained through a cultural na- tional identity.>* According to this argument, nation-states are the only political units large enough to sustain a modern political system, while at the same time maintaining a shared identity as a resource of civic virtue. As we saw above, however, this account faces the problem of the incompatibility between cul- tural national identities and political boundaries. 
To avoid this problem, civic republicans maintain that the link between nationalism and civic patriotism is historically contingent. The common good is seen not as an objective pre-political good, but as the result of democratic in- terpretation.> Insofar as civic republicanism has an account of a shared collec- tive identity, it interprets this identity as a public culture of particular political traditions, practices and histories. Thus unlike the ethical community account, the shared view of the good is not a pre-political given, nor is it meant to be seen as fully encompassing of any individual ethical identity. The political cul- ture of the well-ordered republican polity maintains the civic virtue of citizens through the socialization into the political norms of non-domination, albeit in their particular form within the local political tradition, social norms, cultural traditions, and historical examples.*
Aff – AT: Transnational Threats Impact
Alt fails – nation states are the best way to resolve international problems
Lind ’11 [Michael; Michael Lind is a professor at the Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas at Austin, a columnist at Tablet, and cofounder and fellow at New America.; “Against Cosmopolitanism”; 6-4-2011; https://thebreakthrough.org/journal/issue-1/against-cosmopolitanism; ror]
4.
Contrary to the claims of the prophets of cosmopolitanism, the world is likely to remain divided among great sovereign powers for ages to come. Sometimes they will compete, at other times they will collaborate, but they are unlikely to sacrifice their sovereignty by merging into a single global government; if one were established, by force or intimidation, it would probably break apart quickly.
The ideas of postmodernity and second modernity appeal primarily to thinkers in European nations where it is necessary to transcend and pool sovereignty in order to compete with huge nation-states like the United States and China. Large nation-states, in contrast, are powerful on the basis of their internal populations, resources, and economies, so it is unsurprising that they see no benefit in surrendering their sovereign powers to supranational organizations dominated by smaller countries. In a world of sovereign nation-states, the biggest nation-states are more sovereign than the others. Unilateralism is natural for the great powers. Whales do not consult the barnacles on their sides or the schools of small fish who swim in their wake.
The rise of the giants is likely to lead to less, not more, emphasis on international organizations like the United Nations and the World Trade Organization. If the United States, China, and India account for much of the world economy in fifty to a hundred years, then they may prefer setting the rules of world trade and investment by bilateral or trilateral negotiations. Why should giants consult with dozens or hundreds of pygmies before acting? International law has traditionally been championed by small- or moderate-sized, neutral countries (including the United States in the 19th century). Its influence may decline in an age in which a few titanic continental states have hundreds of millions or billions of inhabitants.
Unfortunately, cosmopolitanism is not simply a quaint, harmless religious faith held by global elites. Confusing the cosmopolitan "ought" with the cosmopolitan "is" results in all sorts of disastrously wrongheaded policies. If, for example, the world really is on the verge of full economic and political integration, then outsourcing all US manufacturing capacity to China might make sense in the same way that it might be reasonable for a state like California to outsource all of its manufacturing capacity to other US states. They share the same tax, regulatory, and social welfare systems; they make shared national investments in infrastructure and education; and they share the same military and national security interests. But in a world in which nation-states are likely to continue to retain their sovereignty and in which economic nationalism continues to reign, trade and investment policies that presuppose a borderless world make no sense at all.
The cosmopolitan error has similarly distorted international efforts to address global challenges. International climate policy has persistently foundered upon the basic realities of an international political economy that continues to be defined by the interests of national economies. International development and antipoverty efforts in recent decades have similarly failed to align themselves with the basic economic interests of donor economies. As such, the cosmopolitan error has had real consequences for both national efforts to build healthy, equitable economies and international efforts to address serious global problems and risks.
The frequently-made argument that extensive supranational cooperation is necessary to solve global problems is incorrect. Without question, destructive, zero-sum national rivalries are a threat to a peaceful and prosperous world -- on this point, liberal internationalists and liberal cosmopolitans can agree.
Fortunately, most of the world-order goals of cosmopolitanism can be achieved by enlightened liberal internationalism without the need to sacrifice or weaken the democratic nation-state, the organization in which most of the progress toward equality and economic security over the last three centuries has taken place. Contrary to the commonly held views of pundits and science-fiction­­ writers, a world government or a true global market is unlikely to emerge in the foreseeable future. But a successful and enlightened liberal internationalism would permit us to enjoy the benefits of both without the costs of either. 
Nation-state is key – only way to motivate people to act to solve common problems 
Lenard 10 (Patti Tamara Lenard; Assistant Professor of Ethics at the University of Ottawa’s Graduate School of Public and International Affairs; “Motivating Cosmopolitanism? A Skeptical View”; https://brill.com/view/journals/jmp/7/3/article-p346_5.xml; rwang)
Th e discussion above illustrates a larger problem in cosmopolitan theorizing more generally – namely, its account of moral motivation is deeply want- ing. In arguing that moral principles might well motivate in the absence of feeling, Caney fails to offer an account of what it means to motivate in the first place. How do individuals come to be motivated to act according to their principles? How do moral principles motivate individuals to carry them out? It seems clear enough that any story about how it is that individuals become motivated to act according to moral principles requires that individuals inter- nalize them in some sense – it is insufficient to suggest that they ought to motivate, when in many instances they fail to do so. In other words, in order to motivate individuals moral principles must have some purchase with normal, human psychology.32 On the other hand, nationalists offer a compelling story of moral motiva- tion, one that seems to capture the true moral psychology of modern indi- viduals – it is from within the special relations that co-nationals share that their obligations to each other emerge. This way of interpreting the special obligations that characterize the relations among co-nationals (as distinct from the general obligations that all individuals owe to all other individuals) is typically defended from within a theory of associative duties. Associative duties are defined as those that ‘provide positive benefits for one’s associa- tions, duties that go beyond whatever positive duties we may have toward people in general’.33 Th ese duties hold among ‘members of significant social groups’ which are characterized by ‘socially salient characteristics’, and their source is the relationships themselves.34 For defenders of associative duties, that certain kinds of relationships give near-immediate rise to moral obliga- tions is a matter of common-sense morality. 35 In other words, the obligations we have to others derive from the relationships we have with them: ‘we account for special responsibilities...by citing the nature of our relation- ships to that person. We have special duties, we may say, because she is our sister, or our friend, or our neighbour’.36 Obligations are inherent in the notion of familial relation, of friendship, of neighborliness: even if we cannot defi nitively list which specific obligations are incumbent on us as members of any of these relations, it is clear that to be a member of any one of them means, in large part, to be willing to carry out the obligations to which they give rise.37 As David Miller writes, ‘the duties in question must be integral to the relationship, in the sense that the relationship could not exist in the form that it does unless the duties were generally acknowledged’.38 It may seem clear enough that we have special obligations towards those who are close to us – our friends, family members and so forth. In these kinds of cases, it seems straightforward to claim that our personal relations generate obligations that we need to take seriously in order for the relationship to con- tinue as that kind of relationship. But what may seem less clear is whether special obligations attend relationships that are not as clearly personal.39 Nationalists, however, argue that nations are sufficiently like these other forms of relations that they too generate special obligations among members. Nations are, crucially, communities that their members value, and the special obligations that pertain among co-nationals derive in large part from the value that the members see in their relations to each other. The nation – in order to defi ne itself, and in part to account for the worry that the family/friend–nation analogy fails to justify, on its face, the special duties that obtain among co- nationals – relies heavily on what David Miller terms a ‘shared public culture’, i.e., a shared ethos that manifests itself in overlapping values, norms and expectations among members of a community.40 In other words, national boundaries identify a group of people who, based on the existence of a shared public culture, have ethical duties towards each other that take priority over those they have towards others more generally. 
Aff – AT: Climate Impact
Nation States are key to solve climate change---the aff enables them to do so  
Anatol Lieven, 2020 Professor at Georgetown University School of Foreign Service, Qatar, visiting professor in the War Studies Department of King's College London, "Climate Change and the Nation State," Penguin, https://www.penguin.co.uk/books/313184/climate-change-and-the-nation-state-by-lieven-anatol/9780141990545
This book argues that a strong civic (as opposed to ethnic) nationalism is also necessary because of the importance of national unity and solidarity in the face of the effects of climate change. While researching this book I came to the gloomy conclusion that because of the failure to act over the past three decades, some severe effects are now inevitable and have indeed already begun. The challenge is to prevent them from becoming catastrophic. There is of course a danger, a dilemma, and a challenge in appealing to nationalism, well set out by Paul Collier: The brute fact is that the domain of public policy is inevitably spatial. The political processes that authorise public policy are spatial: national and local elections generate representatives with authority over a territory …. The non-spatial political unit is a fantasy, so the only real option is to revive spatial bonds. Unfortunately, given that the most practical unit for most polities is national, we need a sense of shared national identity. But we know that national identities can be toxic. Is it possible to forge bonds that are sufficient for a viable polity yet not dangerous? This is the central question that has to be addressed in social science. On its answer rests the future of our societies.21 I entirely agree with this, but I have to add that if states are both to demand the sacrifices necessary to combat climate change and to survive the effects of climate change, it will not be enough for them to be “viable.” They, and the national identities that underpin them, will have to be strong. There is no contradiction between this and international cooperation against climate change. To cooperate effectively, nation states need to bring effective powers to the table.22 In David Miller’s apt formulation, “Nations are communities that do things together” (my italics).23 The social and political danger to Western states is greater in the next decades even than most climate change scientists realize, because the effects of climate change will combine with two other critical challenges for Western societies: automation and artificial intelligence, which threaten the whole contemporary structure of employment, and migration. In combination with white nationalism, mass migration threatens irredeemably to divide societies and paralyze their political systems. Part of the background noise to the writing of this book strongly increased my fears in this regard: not just the Trump administration in the United States and the rise of chauvinist parties in Europe, but the amazing magic show called Brexit, in which a political order once renowned for its pragmatism and common sense transformed itself into play dough before our very eyes. Populations have become divided in their fundamental understandings of their own national identities: in the United States, believers in a multicultural country defined by ideology and defined by multiple identities against believers in a cultural community chiefly defined by a confused appeal to an Anglo-American heritage; in Britain, believers in a multicultural, multi-ethnic Britain as part of the European Union against believers in an independent England defined by its own national history. As the miserable examples of Turkey and Egypt demonstrate, it is impossible to make democracy work when at each election, not policies but the very definition of the nation itself is at stake. Such fractured political systems will have even less ability to do anything serious about anthropogenic climate change. Unless Western democracies can summon up the will to address these challenges, they will ultimately face a choice between authoritarian rule and complete political and social collapse. Having worked in Russia during the near collapse of the state and society in the 1990s, such a scenario is for me not a futurist fantasy but a vivid memory. We therefore need to develop “sustainable states” in a double and conjoined sense: states that will develop sustainable economies not dependent on fossil fuels and other non-renewable resources; and resilient states that will be able to sustain themselves in the face of the appalling shocks that the next century has in store for us.24 Legitimate states exist to defend the interests and security of their citizens and are essential to this task.25 Yes, states can sometimes be monstrous threats to liberty; but the absence of responsible state power is a permanent nightmare for anyone without bodyguards or an armed clan to defend themselves and their families: “The state—partial, flawed and often oppressive as it is—is all that stands between us and the unmediated power of money and weapons.”26 International activist movements and international agreements are certainly vital in the fight against anthropogenic climate change. I am grateful to Greta Thunberg and the School Strike campaign and to Extinction Rebellion, for helping to push governments into paying attention. However, neither such movements, nor international NGOs, nor the “international community” can do anything by themselves. Their goal is to persuade and pressure states to act, and for that there have to be states capable of action. In the Western democracies, this also means governments and political parties capable of winning elections and persuading voters to support climate change action in plebiscites—something that most have so far generally been very unwilling to do when it appears that this will require sacrifices on their part. Indeed, most progressive reforms, including social welfare and women’s rights, can only be implemented by effective and legitimate national states. The environmentalist slogan “Think globally, act locally” actually means, “Think globally, act nationally.” Or to adapt David Goodhart’s famous formulation: to achieve goals that are in the interests of Everywhere and ardently desired by the Anywheres, you have to rely on Somewhere, and therefore to mobilize support among the Somewheres.27 The attachment of many Somewheres to their local environment and beloved landscapes is a very good starting point for this. Talk of the need for nation states to disappear and be replaced by international governance is utterly pointless. It isn’t going to happen.28 If action against climate change depends on the abolition of nation states then there will be no action. Existing nation states may well eventually collapse due to climate change, but the result will be not world government but universal chaos. The nationalism that underpins strong nation states is also not going to disappear. Predictions that globalization would weaken nationalism have proved almost the exact opposite of the truth. As in the previous great era of modern capitalist globalization between 1871 and 1914, rapid and uncontrolled economic, social, and cultural change is strengthening nationalism, as people look to national identity to preserve some element of inherited culture, and to nation states to give them some protection against capitalist exploitation and uncontrolled movements of transnational finance. My sense of the importance of strong states backed by strong nationalisms stems in part from my experience of Pakistan. That state—as I predicted in my book of 2011—has proved much stronger than most observers predicted when it comes to surviving and defeating attempts to overthrow it. The problem is that the Pakistani state does not seem capable of doing much more than surviving. For more than 30 years I have seen one vital promised reform after another founder on the reefs of predatory and uneducated political elites; an ignorant and indifferent population; a demoralized, corrupt, and amateurish bureaucracy; a fundamental lack of state legitimacy; and ethnic, social, regional, and sectarian divisions that feed political paralysis and make any collective effort extremely difficult. The dire picture Robert Reich has painted of the consequences of the absence of “a shared sense of responsibility to the common good” are Pakistani reality. 29 I always said that a more accurate title of my book on Pakistan, Pakistan: A Hard Country, would have been Pakistan Trundles Along; and the track along which it is trundling is taking it to collapse once the effects of climate change really kick in.30 We in the West shouldn’t feel smug or superior, however. If we fail to limit climate change, Pakistan will only go off the rails a few decades before the West does. Indeed, the collapse of states like Pakistan will in turn help push us off the rails. A perception of the need to strengthen states internally led me to the idea that we need to combine measures to limit climate change with measures to strengthen social solidarity, support employment, and limit tax avoidance by the rich. This necessity forms part of a tradition going back more than 150 years of movements from above and below acting to place limits on capitalism and thereby to save capitalism from itself. Once again, however, such social programs can only be implemented on a national basis and by strong national states.31 Ideas of international solidarity involving the transfer of immense resources from developed to poor countries are the purest fantasy (unless they can be convincingly linked to jobs, through massive exports of alternative energy technology).32 Even within the European Union, large-scale social solidarity across national borders notoriously failed in the wake of the 2008 financial crash. Measures to strengthen national social solidarity by contrast are possible, are necessary to rebuild national unity, and are also essential if populations are to be persuaded to make sacrifices to limit climate change. I therefore strongly support the general thrust of the Green New Deal and analogous proposals in Europe toward the radical reform of capitalism and the expansion of social security. However, as Green thinking grows in the US Democratic Party and Green parties in Germany and elsewhere in Europe rise to replace the Social Democrats as the dominant party on the left, it is ever more important that they should really prioritize the linked goals of action against climate change, social solidarity, and national unity. They should not allow these goals to be harmed by other agendas that sometimes directly contradict them.
Aff – Alt Fails
Backlash kills alt solvency – open political institutions cause reactionary counter-mobilization
Kuhn et. Al 17 — Theresa Kuhn, associate professor in political science at the University of Amsterdam, Hector Solaz, senior research officer at ESSEXLab and the Department of Government at the University of Essex, Erika J. van Elsas, postdoctoral research fellow at the Amsterdam School of Communication Research, University of Amsterdam, 2017 ("Practising what you preach: how cosmopolitanism promotes willingness to redistribute across the European Union," Journal of European Public Policy, September 11, Available Online at https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/13501763.2017.1370005, Accessed 07-15-2023)

The European sovereign debt crisis has underlined the political relevance and the fragile foundation of public support for international redistribution in the European Union (EU). Amid unprecedented economic downturn, several member states have received financial assistance from the European Union and the International Monetary Fund (European Commission 2014). European policy makers are currently pushing for further social integration and risk sharing, as highlighted in the Five Presidents’ Report (European Commission 2015). 
However, international redistribution is highly contentious, and sceptical public opinion makes it difficult to legitimize such actions (Hobolt 2015). Citizens do not necessarily adapt their allegiances to the transnationalization of society. Globalization also triggers counter-reactions such as ethnocentrism and parochialism. West European democracies are witnessing the emergence of a new political divide that pits the proponents of globalization against its opponents (Hooghe and Marks 2017; Kriesi et al. 2008). The most salient issues of this conflict are immigration and European integration, and they are predominantly discussed in cultural rather than economic terms (Hooghe and Marks 2017; Teney et al. 2014; Van der Brug and Van Spanje 2009). Teney et al. (2014) show that this conflict is related to cosmopolitan and communitarian ideological dispositions. While cosmopolitans favour opening national boundaries and welcome immigration and European integration, communitarians oppose these developments.
 It is less clear whether openness towards immigration and European integration is mere lip service or translates into support for international redistribution, especially as much of the current debate focuses on cultural rather than economic aspects. Moreover, while cosmopolitanism entails more open and global orientations, this may not translate into support for redistribution either at home or abroad. Cosmopolitans might be simply too élitist, mobile and detached from society to care for ‘ordinary’ people in need (Calhoun 2002; Ciornei and Recchi 2017; Delhey et al. 2015). It is therefore not obvious that cosmopolitanism indeed breeds international solidarity within the European Union. 
The alt is doomed to fail – it opens the door for domination of the vulnerable and drains trust in institutions
Erez 17 — [Lior Erez, University of Oxford, “Anti-Cosmopolitanism and the Motivational Preconditions for Social Justice,” Social Theory and Practice, 2017, https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/26381163.pdf?casa_token=UpE6VPDmMzMAAAAA:gLfJQpSe6PuNKF-k8Vu-xFVoYHFRVRxp5B4-JI59lnLCcvVMX4pLIKdD35lCaUul8IpQCn12Gol9gX0RZZKpyx0cLqH-nAesiiVWIsK6dluTrWCBdzsl, accessed 7-13-2023; marlborough-mjen]
The first worry is that, absent a global political culture, a cosmopolitan ideal of social justice would require unrealistic levels of altruism. As Pettit writes in his “Republican Law of Peoples,” the cosmopolitan ideal would be utopian in the sense that states, in particular the richer representative states, would have to be saintly—in effect, they would have to be controlled by saintly peoples—in order to provide robustly for the satisfaction of the ideal. The world in which states operated like that would be a more perfect world than ours but psychological and institutional realities make it into a scenario we can hardly rely on being able to attain.*
Pettit does not specify here why cosmopolitan justice, but not social jus- tice within the state, would require unrealistic levels of altruism. In more re- cently published work, however, there are some clues that, importantly, point in the direction of the PMA. First, Pettit sees state sovereignty as a necessary condition for non-domination, as it reflects the self-determination of a demo- cratic people. Since trust is in short supply across cultural divides, there will be “less likelihood of establishing those important unelected authorities . . . who could credibly claim to make decisions in line with shared standards,” and thus “the cause of democracy, articulated in terms of freedom, argues for a world of many states.”® Following this thought, Pettit argues that states are obliged not to use their citizens’ tax revenue towards the needs of other people “except when those citizens explicitly or implicitly demand this, or support it as an implication of a separate demand.”' Given the motivational limits on social justice, the cosmopolitan ideal is realizable only if people become more other- regarding than they currently are—in other words, assuming away the stability problem—or if political institutions act against their people’s expressed will.
The second and related concern is that cosmopolitan ideals of justice would require global political institutions for their creation and implementation, and these, in turn, risk becoming themselves sources of domination and arbitrary power. The danger lurks in the lack of a global equivalent of active citizen- ship, which in the civic republican account carries a motivational precondition of civic virtue and a sense of belonging to a polity. Without a political culture and tradition to provide the motivation to engage and criticize these political institutions, there is a risk of them operating against the democratic will of the people. This, correspondently, will have a negative effect on citizens’ trust towards allegiance to these institutions, seeing them as alien dominating forces rather than a representation of the democratic will.®?
Note that this republican concern need not assume that the ideal of cosmo- politan justice requires a global leviathan. Indeed, many, if not most contem- porary cosmopolitans explicitly reject the notion that their theories require the establishment of a global equivalent to the sovereign state, and restrict their prescriptions to global institutions addressing specific policy areas (for ex- ample, taxation, migration, or development policies).”” Nevertheless, insofar as cosmopolitan ideals of justice are meant to serve as a stable foundation for political action, and not merely as voluntary guidelines for sovereign states, they would require at least some of these supra-national institutions to have political authority over the relevant domains. Given that republicans question the existence of a global public culture that would facilitate civic engagement with these institutions, the worry with regards to domination is not unfounded even if we restrict the authority of these institutions to specific policy areas: consider, for example, the political power held by the World Trade Organiza- tion over weak states.
A third and final concern is that the diffusion of patriotic concern for compatriots would have negative consequences for the relationship between citizens. As Richard Miller argues, extending the relationship of civic friend- ship globally would undermine the relationship of trust among citizens. Miller interprets the cosmopolitan ideal of justice as allowing no partiality towards one’s compatriots, and thus the needs of more needy foreigners take prece- dence. As the disadvantaged citizens of a political society no longer see their compatriots as committed to their protection from domination, and since there is a “psychologically inevitable limit” on the levels of trust and respect in a domestic society without this special concern between compatriots, this will undermine the basis for cooperation in society and will generate forms of ob- jectionable domination.®
Circumvention – powerful interests coopt the alt to justify exploitation
Jeffrey and McFarlane 8, Craig Jeffrey and Colin McFarlane, June 2008, Craig Jeffrey is Director and CEO of the Australia India Institute and a Professor of Human Geography at the University of Melbourne. Colin McFarlane is a Professor of Geography at the University of Durham. "Performing Cosmopolitanism," Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/epdf/10.1068/d2603ed /RS
Introductions to edited collections carry with them the risk of squeezing complicated and rich accounts into particular conceptual boxes and thus drawing attention away from other possibilities for reflection and analysis (Jeffrey and Dyson, 2008). But it is important to identify two interconnected themes of this theme issue. First, several of the papers are concerned with how dominant political actors, such as the state, business interests, and political parties, deploy notions of cosmopolitanism to reproduce and legitimate their power. The manner in which cosmopolitanism may be entwined in the efforts of governments, corporations, educators, media organizations, and political parties to justify and extend their dominance is a theme richly present inmany other geographical and anthropological studies (eg Brennan, 2001; Ferguson,2006; Mitchell, 2007). According to Brennan (2001), the most powerful global cosmopolitan movement in the contemporary era is the small coterie of financiers and policymakers working to elaborate a neoliberal economic project. As England and Ward(2007) have recently noted, one of the most distinctive aspects of this dominant set of agents is their ability to move rapidly and smoothly across cultural and national boundaries (see also Sparke, 2005). It is not only that powerful governments, political movements, and media organizations have the means to develop complex assemblages of bodies, politics, and technologies that move across the world, but also that many of these organizations are engaged in producing discourses of cosmopolitanism and cultural openness that support their claims to power. In dramaturgical terms, transnational networking is both the context of the drama and the theme of the play (see alsoBebbington and Kothari, 2006; McFarlane, 2006). Thus, for example, the current emphasis of the US governments to promote cultural awareness, language learning, and empathy in schools is often grounded in a narrow and chauvinist concern with geopolitical security and aggrandizing projects of rule, and this is the sense in which Mitchell (2007) writes of ``strategic cosmopolitanism''. Nor is this a recent phenomenon. European empires often deployed cultural awareness as a means of governing populations, and the formation of area studies in the US during the Cold War was tiedto the geopolitical imperative of gaining knowledge of other cultures and languages (Miyoshi, 2002).
Aff – It’s Imperialist
Sovereignty is good – it shields against western interventionism – anything else allows the U.S. to push its agenda onto the rest of the world
Rao 10 – Rahul Rao, lecturer in International Political Thought @ the University of St Andrews; “Third World Protest: Between Home and the World,” Oxford University Press; p. 42-45; 2010; //ghs-eo
The question that concerns us here is how the cosmopolitan legitimation of humanitarian intervention assists in the maintenance of Western hegemony. Realists have long argued that the claim to be acting in defence of universal morality usually turns out to obscure the pursuit of very particular interests. Carl Schmitt’s observation that ‘whoever invokes humanity wants to cheat’ is frequently cited in this regard,33 as is E. H. Carr’s evisceration of the tendency of dominant groups to conflate their interests with those of the community as a whole and to proclaim them as such.34 In the context of Kosovo, for example, Danilo Zolo has suggested that lurking beneath the cosmopolitan moral justifications for the intervention were a host of power-political considerations—an opportunity for the United States to demonstrate its indispensability in the maintenance of European security, to obtain access to the resources of the Caspian Sea and the Caucuses, to establish new raisons d’eˆtre for NATO given the end of the Cold War, and so on.35 Critics on the left have made analogous arguments in respect of virtually every humanitarian intervention in the post-Cold War era.
Liberal proponents of intervention have urged that motivation ought not to be considered a defining test for the humanitarian credentials of an intervention. Wheeler suggests that this treats the intervening states as the referent object for analysis rather than the victims.36 Michael Ignatieff advances a pragmatic consequentialist argument for ignoring motivation: ‘if good results had to wait for good intentions, we would have to wait forever’.37 While a great deal of the moral argument around humanitarian intervention has focused on the issue of motives, an obsession with the nature of motivations for particular interventions misses the ways in which intervention as a persistent practice in international society has assisted in the consolidation of Western hegemony. Recall that hegemony rests, to a significant extent, on the acquiescence of lesser actors in the international system in their own domination. In the context of humanitarian intervention, this acquiescence has been elicited, first, by creating a broad consensus on the need for international intervention, and second, by insisting on satisfying the demand for intervention in ways that maintain and reinforce a distribution of power in the international system that grossly favours the West in general and the United States in particular.
Egregious human rights abuses are an undeniable feature of our contemporary world, but the clamour for international intervention to deal with them is the result of a set of representational practices38 in which failures of governance are attributed primarily to local dynamics internal to putatively dysfunctional states. This is a crucial element of the hegemonic cosmopolitan sensibility. Anne Orford offers a compelling critique of what she calls ‘the imaginative geography of intervention, according to which the international community is absent from the scene of violence and suffering until it intervenes as a heroic saviour’.39 In contrast to readings of the humanitarian crises in Yugoslavia and Rwanda as exemplars of ‘ancient tribal hatreds’,40 Orford argues that international economic institutions and development agencies were present and actively interventionist in these regions well before the eruption of security crises. Relying on Susan Woodward’s account of the dissolution of Yugoslavia for example,41 she draws attention to the detrimental impact of economic austerity measures foisted on the Yugoslav state in the 1980s by foreign creditors and Western governments, which weakened the federal government at precisely the moment when greater state capacity was needed to ensure civil order and to enable people to cope with the shocks of transition from a state to a market economy. Orford’s analysis radically unsettles the false dichotomy between international intervention and inaction that is usually presented at the moment of crisis to justify the imperative that ‘something must be done’. In her reading of these cases, the international had already intervened in the domestic in ways that rendered it deeply culpable for the security crises that allegedly beseeched (more) intervention. 
Working in conjunction with imaginative geographies are imaginative histories, whereby security crises are represented as failures of post-colonial governance, with the causal implication of colonial governance being eclipsed or retrospectively whitewashed.42 Robert Jackson’s work on ‘quasi-states’ is illustrative in this regard, for its insinuation that decolonization heralded a significant deterioration in the quality of governance experienced by Third World peoples and for its silencing of the historical and contemporary global relationships that contribute to state failure.43
One corollary of the practice of constructing failures of governance as primarily local and post-colonial is that the function of the international human rights regime is conceived in extremely narrow terms as facilitating the intervention of the international in the domestic. Prominent liberal cosmopolitan philosophers have been complicit in these constructions. According to Charles Beitz, for example, ‘the role of human rights in international political discourse has two aspects: first, human rights may serve to justify interference in the internal affairs of states or other local communities; second, they may argue for various external agents, such as international organizations and other states, to commit the resources required for effective interference’.44 Similarly, the liberal international lawyer Michael Reisman views the function of human rights as being ‘the international control of the essential techniques by which governments manage and control their peoples internally’.45 In an influential 1992 article on a putative ‘emerging right to democratic governance’, Thomas Franck saw the most significant threats to democracy as internal to states, emanating from coups, dictators, and totalitarianism.46 The notion that human rights or democracy could be threatened by powerful external actors (other states, IFIs, multinational corporations) or global structures (capitalism) and that international human rights regimes ought to protect against such eventualities does not even enter into these formulations. It is not as if this literature is blind to these possibilities; rather, it is informed by an implicit hierarchy of threats and a corresponding set of priorities. ‘Human rights’ are the instruments that protect individuals from the depredations of their own states; ‘sovereignty’ is supposed to shield them from the depredations of the international. Yet human rights are treated as absolute and non-derogable, while sovereignty has become conditional—thereby betraying a sense that it is the local that is likely to be the more serious locus of threat.
We should note, parenthetically, that these assumptions also infect the thinking of Western communitarians, where they serve a radically different purpose. Rawls, relying on the work of David Landes, asserts that ‘burdened societies’ owe their travails primarily to features of their domestic political culture.47 Miller has similarly relied on the empirical assumption that successful economic development reflects prudent domestic choices, to deny that Western states have global obligations of distributive justice.48 For Western communitarians, the attribution of Third World underdevelopment to domestic dysfunctionality is used to deny or restrict the claims of global distributive justice. Cosmopolitans use the very same assumption to bolster the authority of the international to intervene in Third World states. Despite beginning from shared empirical premises, the antagonists in this debate reach radically different conclusions because of a fundamental normative disagreement. For communitarians, obligations of justice are tied to causality: those who are responsible for bringing about a certain state of affairs must remedy any injustices that result from it. For cosmopolitans, obligations of justice arise out of a putative shared humanity, tempered perhaps by the capacity to assist.
The selective geographies and histories of culpability that underpin cosmopolitan narratives of intervention are essentially exercises in constructing the authority of the international, premised on its putatively superior knowledge, expertise, and clean hands. Having established a relatively consensual basis (a ‘demand’) for intervention as the best method of dealing with security crises, the West—and the United States in particular—insists on supplying security in ways that reinforce its crushing dominance in international society. Referring to Lake’s 1993 ‘From Containment to Enlargement’ speech setting out US priorities for the post-Cold War world, Andrew Bacevich finds it instructive for what it did not mention—worldwide disarmament and the creation of an effective global security organization, both of which had long been central to the liberal internationalist agenda. Neither figured explicitly in Lake’s strategy of enlargement because each would diminish US authority and freedom of action.49 Rather than taking seriously alternative methods of global security provision, the United States has unilaterally assumed the mantle of ‘guardianship of human rights everywhere’,50 and has tended to seek exemption from a number of rules on that basis. It has sought to legitimate unrestrained power by setting itself up as the driving agent of the liberal cosmopolitan project (even if not explicitly in those terms).
Alt is imperialism – demand for moral universalism subsumes cultural differences
Walker 12 (Kathryn, CREUM, University of Montreal, “Is rooted cosmopolitanism bad for women? ”, Journal of Global Ethics, 14 June, 2011, https://sci-hub.ru/https://doi.org/10.1080/17449626.2011.635692 , accessed July 15, 2023) // CD
On the other side of the debate, the anti-cosmopolitan position is bolstered by two sets of concerns: criticisms regarding the desirability and feasibility of a global state and concerns regarding the moral universalism that subtends the cosmopolitan position. The first set is overcome by either pointing to global structures of governance which while not as thorough going as a global state, nonetheless establish enough institutionalization to count as a context of justice, or limiting cosmopolitanism to moral articulations, abandoning political versions of the doctrine. However, the second category of objections, those pitted against moral universalism are more persistent. These objections fall into four categories: arguments regarding, our moral orientation to others far and near, an affinity between universalism and imperialism, distributive versions of global justice and the abstract individualism that subtends theories moral universalism. Concerning our moral orientation, critics argue that moral universalism problematically ignores the special responsibility we properly owe to compatriots (Morgenthau 1951; Walzer 1996). More generally, on this point, anti-cosmopolitans argue that cosmopolitanism inverts the priority of our obligations by ignoring the significance of more particular memberships and attachments. The central idea here is that proximate relationships bear a unique obligation and operate as essential sources of our moral capacity. Detractors of cosmopolitanism criticize moral universalism in a second way, arguing that moral universalism devolves into imperialism. As both Butler (1996) argue every conception of universality is always, necessarily, culturally specific. This means that any effort to reify a single ideal as universal will involve at the very least a problematic undermining of important cultural difference. More perniciously, it will become a coercive quest for hegemony. The third set of arguments against moral universalism expresses specific concern over distributive versions of global justice. Aiming for global equality, distributive global justice faces an insurmountable metric problem that applies both to efforts to equalize natural resources and to the goal of establishing an equality of opportunity. In both cases, there is no way to measure value that is not culturally specific because the value of natural resources is not set by nature but is defined by human decision. Here, Miller (2007, 59) offers the example of an oilfield, pointing out that the oilfield would be valuable only in a human society that allows the oil to be extracted and sold. Likewise, opportunity lacks objective measure in a culturally plural world where different societies define and rank goods in distinct ways. This metric problem means that any attempt to develop an equal distribution of goods and opportunities would be complicit in a denunciation of pluralism, ethnocentrically exporting one conception of value and thereby perpetrating a neo-imperialism. Furthermore, critics argue that distributive global justice problematically undermines national self-determination and political autonomy. Here, Miller argues that a meaningful conception of national self-determination requires that nations be held responsible for the outcome of their choices. The sort of international intervention needed to establish global equality would mitigate the consequences of such choices, thereby rendering national responsibility effectively meaningless: what could national responsibility mean in a world where no matter what a nation does, the outcome is the effectively the same? A related concern is that a distributive approach to global justice tends to understand persons in terms of production and distribution, resulting in a depoliticized perspective in which the significance of political participation and political autonomy is not recognized. This is problematic insofar as it belies the political agency of nations, a result which further impoverishes national responsibility. Finally, fourth, though directly related to the concerns regarding moral universalism, there is a group of objections based on a challenge to the abstract individualism on which moral universalism depends. Cosmopolitan morality argues that the single individual is the primary unit of concern; this position requires that the single individual is itself a meaningful concept. However, critics argue, it is not. More specifically, they maintain that the attempt to conceptualize humankind as a collection of discreet individuals fails to appreciate the highly significant ways in which human beings are shaped by the specificities of their lives, by the particular places they live in and the particular people they live with. In other words, critics contend that cosmopolitanism fails to understand a defining situatedness of people. Moreover, this failure leads to further problems, such as an inability to recognize the patterned and systemic character of injustice, and the fact of pluralism (Sandel 1984, 90). In this respect, the shortcoming of moral universalism is that it is too vague. In contrast, a perspective that appreciates the specific embeddedness of human beings is capable of offering a more powerful account of this injustice. 
Aff – Cosmo Sucks
Effective global governance requires nation states.
von der Schulenburg 18 - Michael von der Schulenburg, former UN Assistant Secretary General, worked @ the UN and OSCE in countries in war or internal conflicts involving fragile governments and armed non-state actors; “Why global peace needs nation-states,” International Politics and Society; 11/22/18; https://www.ips-journal.eu/regions/global/why-global-peace-needs-nation-states-3101/; //ghs-eo
In a word, yes. In fact, nation-states may even become more important, not despite but because of globalisation. Anything else would lead to chaos.  
The most compelling argument for nation-states is the mounting number of those that fail. They create ‘black holes’ in the global order of ungovernable places that affect the survival and wellbeing of tens of millions of people and tend to destabilise entire regions. Virtually all armed conflicts in the world are now within failing nation-states. They have become a global security problem.
Of the 178 countries reviewed in the 2018 Fragile States Index, only 56 were considered stable, whereas 122, or 68 per cent, were listed at various levels of fragility and instability; 32 countries, or 18 per cent, were categorised under alert, high alert and very high alert. These countries’ problems are caused not by outside pressures but almost exclusively by internal conflicts – most with deep historical roots. As a result, governments lose control over parts of the country and their populations, be it physically in the form of no-go areas or socially in the form of lack of public services.
With the onset of the Cold War, attitudes towards nation-states became ambivalent.
The vacuum this creates is filled by belligerent, mostly armed, non-state actors – never by any global governance. Non-state actors range from Islamist extremist organisations to various ideologically driven, ethnic, religious and/or secessionist movements. These include warlords, militia forces, paramilitary groups and even youth gangs, clan structures and rebel groups. They overlap with criminal syndicates, transnational crime organisations, illicit drug traders and corrupt networks within governments. The aims of these non-state actors are diverse. Some want to topple a government, others to control parts of a country; others again only want space for illegal business.
What they have in common is that they challenge the state’s monopoly on the use of force, provoke violence, create instability and prevent development – and kill innocent people. In 2016, well over half a million people were killed violently worldwide. Only 18 per cent of those violent deaths were the result of intra-state armed conflicts; 72 per cent were intentional homicides due to crime, gang wars or racial disturbances. This indicates a huge loss in state authority. 
Population increases, global warming and economic backwardness may accelerate intercommunal violence and further contribute to nation-state failures. To prevent this, we must abandon dreams of global governance replacing nation-states and, instead, find a new balance between global governance and nation-states. In fact, effective global governance will need strong nation-states.  
Nation-states change over time
Most Western political analysts deride nation-states for being responsible for wars, colonialism and chauvinism. They have a point. However, the irony is that these ‘nationalistic’ nation-states no longer exist. They died at the end of World War II. The 1945 UN Charter was their death certificate. When UN member states agreed to ‘refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state’, they ended the militarism on which nationalistic nation-states relied. And when UN member states affirmed ‘fundamental human rights, in the dignity and worth of the human person, in the equal rights of men and women and of nations large and small’, they finished ‘racist superiority’ as a justification to rule over other countries and people.
With the onset of the Cold War, attitudes towards nation-states became ambivalent. The victors of World War II – the Soviet Union and the United States – now promoted competing ideologies they wanted to apply globally. Independent nationalistic policies were no longer possible. Indeed, both ideologies believed their political and economic system would ultimately make nation-states obsolete. This, of course, did not happen. Most of today’s UN member states experienced nationalistic nation-states only as colonial masters and were mostly at the margins of East-West confrontations. 
People appear fearing to lose their identity in larger state associations and hence feel more secure in smaller nations.
Modern nation-states are rarely, if ever, ethnically homogeneous, and their survival depends on cross-communal integration and not on claims of ethnic superiority. They are increasingly judged by providing security, justice, jobs and social services, and no longer by the strength of their military. This is true not only for democratic countries. Some of the greatest successes in economic development and poverty elimination were during authoritarian regimes, such as those in South Korea, Singapore, Taiwan, Chile and, of course, China. Even so-called rogue states make no exception here.
As a result, there are virtually no more wars among nation-states. There is also a decline in military alliances. Many security arrangements are part of regional cooperation agreements such as the African Union, ECOWAS, ZOPCAS, SADC and, for now, even SCO. They are no longer directed against an outside enemy but instead seek mutual support in maintaining security within their regions. NATO is the exception.
Integrating the two sides of nation-states
With the collapse of Communism, it was assumed that liberal democracy would be the answer to failing nation-states. However, this rarely, if ever, worked. The reason that no single political system would fit all countries lies in their dual character: they are not only a ‘state’, but also a ‘nation’. This is what makes them unique.
The ‘state’ is the tangible side of a country: the government, the national institution, the judiciary, the parliament, the security forces, the legal systems. The ‘nation’ is the more elusive side: national identities, national solidarity, common values, a feeling of belonging together. The nation aspect gives the state its legitimacy while the state aspect gives a nation its shape. For a nation-state to be stable and peaceful, the two aspects must be in harmony. Virtually all today’s intra-state armed conflicts can be traced back to years of bad governance feeding into divided national loyalties – and vice-versa.
Since 2005, liberal democracy is globally declining and Fukuyama’s End of History will not come any time soon.
The nation aspect dominates. Without answering the question of whether people or communities want to live together and, if so, how, it is impossible to build sustainable state institutions. People appear fearing to lose their identity in larger state associations and hence feel more secure in smaller nations. This would explain why in our globalised world the number of nation-states continues to increase, why in the post-Cold War era so many countries disintegrated, and why we see an upsurge in secessionist movements – even in Europe. It would explain why most large nation-states are plagued by secessionist movements and the problems with European integration. Europe still lacks a sufficient common identity and solidarity and to build credible corresponding ‘state’ institutions that could turn it into a ‘supra-nation-state’.
Especially, poorer sections of a population see nation-states as a safeguard of social benefits, affordable health, education systems and justice, and as a protector against misfortunes and the negative impact of globalisation. This would explain why nation-states enjoy so much popular support throughout the world. According to the World Values Survey, an average of more than 80 per cent of citizens are proud or rather proud of their country, even in countries like Zimbabwe that are relatively new and in which the state is largely dysfunctional.
Accepting diverse political systems
Because of their dual character, nation-states are likely to adopt different political systems that are rooted in their historical experiences, local value systems, religious beliefs and existing social organisations. This is bad news for all those who had hoped at the end of the Cold War that liberal democracy would become the unifying global political system. Since 2005, liberal democracy is globally declining and Fukuyama’s End of History will not come any time soon.
Western interventions may have contributed to this development. In Afghanistan, with ongoing US peace negotiations, the country may end up with the Taliban in government. In Libya, presidential elections could bring Saif Qaddafi to power and in Syria Assad is likely to hold on to power. Despite billons in foreign support, Iraq is hardly a functioning liberal democracy. We may have to support political solutions that we do not like in other trouble spots around the world among them in Somalia, Yemen, Congo, South Sudan, Mali, Central African Republic, Venezuela and even in the Ukraine. 
The world will not be a perfect place. But if we build on what unites member states and focus less on what divides them, we could make it a better place.
We must accept that nation-states adopt different political systems and, for our own good, stop seeing the world being divided in democratic and authoritarian regimes, in good or bad countries. The political landscape of the world is far more complex and the West no longer has the power to change this.
Ironically, it may be the multitude of nation-states that absorbs diverging political views and approaches around the world and prevent them from becoming open conflicts. The political diversity of nation-states provides hence a crucial element of global stability. Global governance without nation-states could never achieve this.
Rooting politics in the nation-state is key to resolve global risks – institutionalized governance is the only way to produce stability
Rodik 17 — Dani Rodril, Ford Foundation professor of internation political economy at the John F Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, 2017 (“Why nation-states are good,” Aeon, October 7th, available online at https://aeon.co/essays/capitalists-need-the-nation-state-more-than-it-needs-them, accessed 07-15-2023)

Robust nation-states are actually beneficial to the world economy. The multiplicity of nation-states adds rather than subtracts value.
A principled defence of the nation-state would start from the proposition that markets require rules. Markets are not self-creating, self-regulating, self-stabilising or self-legitimising, so they depend on non-market institutions. Anything beyond a simple exchange between neighbours requires investments in transportation, communications and logistics; enforcement of contracts, provision of information, and prevention of cheating; a stable and reliable medium of exchange; arrangements to bring distributional outcomes into conformity with social norms; and so on. Behind every functioning, sustainable market stands a wide range of institutions providing critical functions of regulation, redistribution, monetary and fiscal stability, and conflict management. These institutional functions have so far been provided largely by the nation-state.
Throughout the postwar period, not only did this not impede the development of global markets, it facilitated it in many ways. The guiding philosophy behind the Bretton Woods regime, which governed the world economy until the 1970s, was that nations – not only the advanced nations but also the newly independent ones – needed the policy space within which they could manage their economies and protect their social contracts. Capital controls, restricting the free flow of finance between countries, were viewed as an inherent element of the global financial system. Trade liberalisation remained limited to manufactured goods and to industrialised nations; when imports of textiles and clothing from low-cost countries threatened domestic social bargains by causing job losses in affected industries and regions, these, too, were carved out as special regimes.
Yet the postwar years saw historic growth in trade and investment, in no small part because Bretton Woods encouraged healthy domestic policy environments. Economic globalisation relied on the rules maintained by the major trading and financial centres. National monetary systems, central banks and financial regulatory practices served as cornerstones of financial globalisation. Domestic political bargains, more than GATT rules, sustained the openness that came to prevail. Prosperous communities within nation-states – major urban centres, suburbs and technology hubs – thrived precisely because they could rely on the institutional infrastructure established by national governments.
A truly global economy, in which economic activity is unmoored from its national base, would necessitate transnational rule-making institutions that match the global scale and scope of markets. But there are no such institutions.
Nor are market-supporting rules universal. The United States, Japan, individual European nations and all advanced societies are to varying degrees market societies, but all have also developed historically under different circumstances and institutional setups. These market societies feature divergent practices in labour markets, corporate governance, social welfare systems, and regulation. They all have generated comparable amounts of wealth under very different rules. There is no single institutional recipe for economic success. Yes, markets, incentives, property rights, stability and predictability are important. But they do not imply unique blueprints.
The institutions facilitating capitalism are malleable. History and contemporary reality make this clear. As the political theorist Roberto Mangabeira Unger has emphasised, there is no reason to think that the range of institutional divergence we observe in the world today exhausts all feasible possibilities. Desired institutional functions – aligning private incentives with social optimality, establishing macroeconomic stability, achieving social justice – can be generated in many different ways. The only limit is set by our imagination. There simply is no single best-practice set of institutions.
Institutional diversity among nations is as close as we can expect to a real-life laboratory for capitalism
Given the non-uniqueness of practices and institutions enabling capitalism, it’s not surprising that nation-states also resolve key social trade-offs differently. The world does not agree on how to balance equality against opportunity, economic security against innovation, health and environmental risks against technological innovation, stability against dynamism, economic outcomes against social and cultural values, and many other consequences of institutional choice. Developing nations have different institutional requirements than rich nations. There are, in short, strong arguments against global institutional harmonisation.
Consider the question of how to regulate financial markets. Should commercial banking be separated from investment banking? Should there be a limit on the size of banks? Should there be deposit insurance and, if so, what should it cover? Should banks be allowed to trade on their own account? How much information should they reveal about their trades? Should executives’ compensation be set by directors, with no regulatory controls? What should the capital and liquidity requirements be? And so on.
A central trade-off here is between financial innovation and financial stability. A light approach to regulation will maximise the scope for financial innovation (the development of new financial products), while also increasing the likelihood of financial crises and crashes. Strong regulation will reduce the incidence and costs of crises, but raise the cost of finance while excluding many from its benefits. There is no global answer, no universal formula to apply to these questions. Different communities will find a range of answers to the optimal innovation-stability trade-off. A global solution might have the virtue of reducing transaction costs in finance, but it would incur significant other costs from being out of sync with local realities and preferences. At the moment, financial regulation faces this very conundrum: banks are pushing for common global rules, and domestic legislatures and policymakers are resisting.
Finally, since there is no fixed, ideal shape for institutions, and diversity is the rule rather than the exception, a divided global polity presents an additional advantage. It enables experimentation, competition among institutional forms, and learning from others. To be sure, trial and error can be costly when it comes to society’s rules. Still, institutional diversity among nations is as close as we can expect to a laboratory for capitalism in real life.
Nation states are key to economic and social progress
Rodrik 17 Dani, Ford Foundation professor of international political economy at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, 10/2/17, "Capitalists need the nation-state more than it needs them," https://aeon.co/essays/capitalists-need-the-nation-state-more-than-it-needs-them//MDC]
The populist revolt of our day reflects the deep rift that has opened between the worldview of the global intellectual and professional elites, and that of ordinary citizens. These two groups now live in parallel social worlds and orient themselves using different cognitive maps. Yet the intellectual consensus that brought us to this chasm remains intact. Proposed remedies among mainstream thought leaders rarely go beyond an invocation of the problem of inequality, and a bit more focus on compensating the losers.
But the problem lies deeper, in elites’ attachment to a globalist mindset that underplays and weakens the nation-state. Without a shift, we might find not only our open global economy, but also our liberal, democratic order swept away by the backlash wrought by the blind spots and excesses of this mindset.
Among the intelligentsia, the nation-state finds few advocates. Most often, it is regarded as ineffectual – morally irrelevant, or even reactionary – in the face of the challenges posed by globalisation. Economists and centrist politicians tend to view globalism’s recent setbacks as regrettable, fuelled by populist and nativist politicians who managed to capitalise on the grievances of those who feel they have been left behind and deserted by the globalist elites. Last October, the British prime minister Theresa May ignited an outcry when she disparaged the idea of global citizenship. ‘If you believe you’re a citizen of the world,’ she said, ‘you’re a citizen of nowhere.’
Markets need regulatory and legitimising institutions to thrive – consumer-safety rules, bank regulations, central banks, social insurance and so on. When it comes to providing the arrangements that markets rely on, the nation-state remains the only effective actor, the only game in town. Our elites’ and technocrats’ obsession with globalism weakens citizenship where it is most needed – at home – and makes it more difficult to achieve economic prosperity, financial stability, social inclusion and other desirable objectives. As we’ve all seen, elite globalism also opens political paths for Right-wing populists to hijack patriotism for destructive ends.
The globalist worldview is grounded in the argument that an interconnected world economy requires collective action at the global level. But this premise is largely false. The conventional picture of the world economy as a ‘global commons’ – one in which all nations would be driven to economic ruin unless they cooperate – is misleading. If economic policies fail, they most often do so for domestic not international reasons. Global governance remains crucial in some areas, for example climate change or health pandemics, where the provision of global public goods is essential. But in the economic sphere the best way in which nations can serve the global good is by putting their own economic house in order.
Historically, the nation-state has been closely associated with economic, social and political progress. It has curbed internecine violence, expanded networks of solidarity beyond the local, spurred mass markets and industrialisation, enabled the mobilisation of human and financial resources, and fostered the spread of representative political institutions. Failed nation-states usually bring economic decline and civil war. Among intellectuals, the nation-state’s fall from grace is in part a consequence of its achievements. For residents of stable and prosperous countries, the nation-state’s vital role has become easy to overlook.
But has the nation-state, as a territorially confined political entity, truly become a hindrance to the achievement of desirable economic and social outcomes in view of the globalisation revolution? Or does the nation-state remain indispensable to the achievement of those goals? In other words, is it possible to construct a more principled defence of the nation-state, one that goes beyond saying that it exists and that it has not withered away?
For many, the nation-state evokes nationalism, the extremes of which have meant war and death to millions. But a corrective is in order, to remember not just the ideological excesses of the ‘nation’ part, but also the transformative, historic role of the state component. As scholars of nationalism like to say, the state usually precedes and produces the nation, not the other way around. The best definition of the nation remains that of Abbé Sieyès, one of the theorists of the French Revolution: ‘What is a nation? A body of associates living under one common law, and represented by the same legislature.’ Ethno-nationalists, with their emphasis on race, ethnicity or religion as the basis of nation, have it backward. As the historian Mark Lilla at Columbia University put it recently: ‘A citizen, simply by virtue of being a citizen, is one of us.’
Robust nation-states are actually beneficial to the world economy. The multiplicity of nation-states adds rather than subtracts value.
A principled defence of the nation-state would start from the proposition that markets require rules. Markets are not self-creating, self-regulating, self-stabilising or self-legitimising, so they depend on non-market institutions. Anything beyond a simple exchange between neighbours requires investments in transportation, communications and logistics; enforcement of contracts, provision of information, and prevention of cheating; a stable and reliable medium of exchange; arrangements to bring distributional outcomes into conformity with social norms; and so on. Behind every functioning, sustainable market stands a wide range of institutions providing critical functions of regulation, redistribution, monetary and fiscal stability, and conflict management. These institutional functions have so far been provided largely by the nation-state.
Throughout the postwar period, not only did this not impede the development of global markets, it facilitated it in many ways. The guiding philosophy behind the Bretton Woods regime, which governed the world economy until the 1970s, was that nations – not only the advanced nations but also the newly independent ones – needed the policy space within which they could manage their economies and protect their social contracts. Capital controls, restricting the free flow of finance between countries, were viewed as an inherent element of the global financial system. Trade liberalisation remained limited to manufactured goods and to industrialised nations; when imports of textiles and clothing from low-cost countries threatened domestic social bargains by causing job losses in affected industries and regions, these, too, were carved out as special regimes.
Yet the postwar years saw historic growth in trade and investment, in no small part because Bretton Woods encouraged healthy domestic policy environments. Economic globalisation relied on the rules maintained by the major trading and financial centres. National monetary systems, central banks and financial regulatory practices served as cornerstones of financial globalisation. Domestic political bargains, more than GATT rules, sustained the openness that came to prevail. Prosperous communities within nation-states – major urban centres, suburbs and technology hubs – thrived precisely because they could rely on the institutional infrastructure established by national governments.
A truly global economy, in which economic activity is unmoored from its national base, would necessitate transnational rule-making institutions that match the global scale and scope of markets. But there are no such institutions.
Nor are market-supporting rules universal. The United States, Japan, individual European nations and all advanced societies are to varying degrees market societies, but all have also developed historically under different circumstances and institutional setups. These market societies feature divergent practices in labour markets, corporate governance, social welfare systems, and regulation. They all have generated comparable amounts of wealth under very different rules. There is no single institutional recipe for economic success. Yes, markets, incentives, property rights, stability and predictability are important. But they do not imply unique blueprints.
The institutions facilitating capitalism are malleable. History and contemporary reality make this clear. As the political theorist Roberto Mangabeira Unger has emphasised, there is no reason to think that the range of institutional divergence we observe in the world today exhausts all feasible possibilities. Desired institutional functions – aligning private incentives with social optimality, establishing macroeconomic stability, achieving social justice – can be generated in many different ways. The only limit is set by our imagination. There simply is no single best-practice set of institutions.
Institutional diversity among nations is as close as we can expect to a real-life laboratory for capitalism
Given the non-uniqueness of practices and institutions enabling capitalism, it’s not surprising that nation-states also resolve key social trade-offs differently. The world does not agree on how to balance equality against opportunity, economic security against innovation, health and environmental risks against technological innovation, stability against dynamism, economic outcomes against social and cultural values, and many other consequences of institutional choice. Developing nations have different institutional requirements than rich nations. There are, in short, strong arguments against global institutional harmonisation.
Consider the question of how to regulate financial markets. Should commercial banking be separated from investment banking? Should there be a limit on the size of banks? Should there be deposit insurance and, if so, what should it cover? Should banks be allowed to trade on their own account? How much information should they reveal about their trades? Should executives’ compensation be set by directors, with no regulatory controls? What should the capital and liquidity requirements be? And so on.
A central trade-off here is between financial innovation and financial stability. A light approach to regulation will maximise the scope for financial innovation (the development of new financial products), while also increasing the likelihood of financial crises and crashes. Strong regulation will reduce the incidence and costs of crises, but raise the cost of finance while excluding many from its benefits. There is no global answer, no universal formula to apply to these questions. Different communities will find a range of answers to the optimal innovation-stability trade-off. A global solution might have the virtue of reducing transaction costs in finance, but it would incur significant other costs from being out of sync with local realities and preferences. At the moment, financial regulation faces this very conundrum: banks are pushing for common global rules, and domestic legislatures and policymakers are resisting.
Finally, since there is no fixed, ideal shape for institutions, and diversity is the rule rather than the exception, a divided global polity presents an additional advantage. It enables experimentation, competition among institutional forms, and learning from others. To be sure, trial and error can be costly when it comes to society’s rules. Still, institutional diversity among nations is as close as we can expect to a laboratory for capitalism in real life.
But wouldn’t a world with fewer global rules that restrained nation-states be one rife with protectionism? National governments are meant to look out for national interests, and rightly so. This does not exclude the possibility that constituents might act with enlightened self-interest, by taking into account the consequences of domestic action for others. But what happens when the welfare of local residents comes into conflict with the wellbeing of foreigners?
Luckily, in most economic areas – taxes, trade policy, financial stability, fiscal and monetary management – what makes sense from a global perspective also makes sense from a domestic perspective. Economics teaches that countries should maintain open economic borders, sound prudential regulation and full-employment policies, not because these are good for other countries, but because they serve to enlarge the domestic economic pie. The magic of comparative advantage is that international trade enlarges economic opportunities for each nation, regardless of its economic structure or level of development.
Of course, policy failures – for example, protectionism – do occur in all of these areas. But these reflect poor domestic governance, not a lack of cosmopolitanism. They result from the inability of policymakers to convince domestic constituencies of the benefits of superior choices, from political capture by powerful interests, or from unwillingness to make adjustments to ensure that most domestic groups do indeed benefit. What gives economic nationalism its deservedly bad name is not the pursuit of the national interest per se. It is the reliance on remedies that serve yet another group of special interests – protectionist lobbies or nativist groups.
When pushing for trade agreements, intellectual and financial elites often accuse their critics of neglecting the interests of the global economy or of poor nations. But hiding behind cosmopolitanism in such instances is a poor substitute for winning policy battles on their merits. And it devalues the currency of cosmopolitanism when we truly need it, as we do in the fight against global warming.
Institutional design comes with a fundamental trade-off. The diversity of social needs and preferences push governance down, to the local level. Meanwhile, the scale and scope of market integration push governance up, to the global level. An intermediate outcome, a world divided into diverse polities, is the best that we can do.
Insufficient appreciation of the value of nation-states leads to dead ends. We push markets beyond what their governance can support; or we set global rules that defy the underlying diversity of needs and preferences. We eviscerate the nation-state without compensating improvements in governance elsewhere. The failure to grasp that nation-states constitute the foundation of the capitalist order lies at the heart of both globalisation’s unaddressed iniquities, as well as the decline in the health of our democracies.

