1nc – kritik

The aff falls victim to the culture of dissent --- we participate in an intellectual game of criticism rather than real world revolt --- this merely maintains the system that the 1ac criticizes
Zizek 2 (Slavoj, International Director of the Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities, president of the Society for Theoretical Psychoanalysis, Welcome to the Desert of the Real: Five Essays on September 11 and Related Dates, “Passions of the Real, Passions of Semblance”, p. 59-61)
In a strict Lacanian sense of the term, we should thus posit that 'happiness' relies on the subject's inability or unreadiness fully to confront the consequences of its desire: the price of happiness is that the subject remains stuck in the inconsistency of its desire. In our daily lives, we (pretend to) desire things which we do not really desire, so that, ultimately, the worst thing that can happen is for us to get what we 'officially' desire. Happiness is thus inherently hypocritical: it is the happiness of dreaming about things we do not really want. When today's Left bombards the capitalist system with demands that it obviously cannot fulfil (Full employment! Retain the welfare state! Full rights for immigrants!), it is basically playing a game of hysterical provocation, of addressing the Master with a demand which will be impossible for him to meet, and will thus expose his impotence. The problem with this strategy, however, is not only that the system cannot meet these demands, but that, in addition, those who voice them do not really want them to be realized. For example when, 'radical' academics demand full rights for immigrants and opening of the borders, are they aware that the direct implementation of this demand would, for obvious reasons, inundate developed Western countries with millions of newcomers, thus provoking a violent working-class racist backlash which would then endanger the privileged position ofthese very academics? Of course they are, but they count on the fact that their demand will not be met - in this way, they can hypocritically retain their clear radical conscience while continuing to enjoy their privileged position. In 1994, when a new wave of emigration from Cuba to the USA was on the cards, Fidel Castro warned the USA that if they did not stop inciting Cubans to emigrate, Cuba would no longer prevent them from doing it - which the Cuban authorities in effect did a couple of days later, embarrassing the USA with thousands of unwanted newcomers.... Is this not like the proverbial woman who snapped back at a man who was making macho advances to her: 'Shut up, or you'll have to do what you're boasting about!' In both cases, the gesture is that of calling the other's bluff, counting on the fact that what the other really fears is that one will fully comply with his or her demand. And would not the same gesture also throw our radical academics into a panic? Here the old '68 motto 'Soy0ns realistes, demandons l'impossible!' acquires a new cynical and sinister meaning which, perhaps, reveals its truth: 'Let's be realists: we, the academic Left, want to appear critical, while fully enjoying the privileges the system offers us. So let's bombard the system with impossible demands: we all know that these demands won't be met, so we can be sure that nothing will actually change, and we'll maintain our privileged status!' If someone accuses a big corporation of particular financial crimes, he or she is exposed to risks which can go right up to murder attempts; if he or she asks the same corporation to finance a research project into the link between global capitalism and the emergence of hybrid postcolonial identities, he or she stands a good chance of getting hundreds ofthousands of dollars. 
This turns the case --- we’ve identified enough of the problems with the unitary executive --- what debate needs is normative engagement to reclaim democracy 

Ellis, et al, 09 [Richard, Ph.D. University of California, Berkeley, degree completed December 1989, M.A. University of California, Berkeley, Political Science, 1984, B.A. University of California, Santa Cruz, Politics, 1982, Debating the Presidency: Conflicting Perspectives on the American Executive, p. google books] 

In 1969 the political scientist Aaron Wildavsky published a hefty reader on the American presidency. He prefaced it with the observation that “the presidency is the most important political institution in American life” and then noted the paradox that an institution of such overwhelming importance had been studied so little. “The eminence of the institution,” Wildavsky wrote, “is matched only by the extraordinary neglect shown to it by political scientists. Compared to the hordes of researchers who regularly descend on Congress, local communities, and the most remote foreign principalities, there is an extraordinary dearth of students of the presidency, although scholars ritually swear that the presidency is where the action is before they go somewhere else to do their research.”1 Political scientists have come a long way since 1969. The presidency remains as central to national life as it was then, and perhaps even more so. The state of scholarly research on the presidency today is unrecognizable compared with what it was forty years ago. A rich array of new studies has reshaped our understanding of presidential history, presidential character, the executive office, and the presidency’s relationship with the public, interest groups, parties, Congress, and the executive branch. Neglect is no longer a problem in the study of the presidency. In addition, those who teach about the presidency no longer lack for good textbooks on the subject. A number of terrific books explain how the office has developed and how it works. Although students gain a great deal from reading these texts, even the best of them can inadvertently promote a passive learning experience. Textbooks convey what political scientists know, but the balance and impartiality that mark a good text can obscure the contentious nature of the scholarly enterprise. Sharp disagreements are often smoothed over in the writing. The primary purpose of Debating the Presidency is to allow students to participate directly in the ongoing real-world controversies swirling around the presidency and to judge for themselves which side is right. It is premised philosophically on our view of students as active learners to be engaged rather than as passive receptacles to be filled. The book is designed to promote a classroom experience in which students debate and discuss issues rather than simply listen to lectures. Some issues, of course, lend themselves more readily to this kind of classroom debate. In our judgment, questions of a normative nature —asking not just what is, but what ought to be—are likely to foster the most interesting and engaging classroom discussions. So in selecting topics for debate, we generally eschewed narrow but important empirical questions of political science—such as whether the president receives greater support from Congress on foreign policy than on domestic issues—for broader questions that include empirical as well as normative components—such as whether the president has usurped the war power that rightfully belongs to Congress. We aim not only to teach students to think like political scientists, but also to encourage them to think like democratic citizens. Each of the thirteen issues selected for debate in this book’s second edition poses questions on which thoughtful people differ. These include whether the president should be elected directly by the people, whether the media are too hard on presidents, and whether the president has too much power in the selection of judges. Scholars are trained to see both sides of an argument, but we invited our contributors to choose one side and defend it vigorously. Rather than provide balanced scholarly essays impartially presenting the strengths and weaknesses of each position, Debating the Presidency leaves the balancing and weighing of arguments and evidence to the reader. The essays contained in the first edition of this book were written near the end of President George W. Bush’s fifth year in office; this second edition was assembled during and after Barack Obama’s first loo days as president. The new edition includes four new debate resolutions that should spark spirited classroom discussion about the legitimacy of signing statements, the war on terror, the role of the vice presidency, and the Twenty-second Amendment. Nine debate resolutions have been retained from the first edition and, wherever appropriate, the essays have been revised to reflect recent scholarship or events. For this edition we welcome David Karol, Tom Cronin, John Yoo, Lou Fisher, Peter Shane, Nelson Lund, Doug Kriner, and Joel Goldstein, as well as Fred Greenstein, who joins the debate with Stephen Skowronek over the importance of individual attributes in accounting for presidential success. In deciding which debate resolutions to retain from the first edition and which ones to add, we were greatly assisted by advice we received from many professors who adopted the first edition of this book. Particularly helpful were the reviewers commissioned by CQ Press: Craig Goodman of Texas Tech University, Delbert J. Ringquist of Central Michigan University, Brooks D. Simpson of Arizona State University, and Ronald W. Vardy of the University of Houston. We are also deeply grateful to chief acquisitions editor Charisse Kiino for her continuing encouragement and guidance in developing this volume. Among the others who helped make the project a success were editorial assistants Jason McMann and Christina Mueller, copy editor Mary Marik, and the book’s production editor, Gwenda Larsen. Our deepest thanks go to the contributors, not just for their essays, but also for their excellent scholarship on the presidency.

This political strategy is ultimately a self-serving means of perpetuating the status quo --- despair at the present, and provide no future --- this method marginalizes the Left 

Gitlin 05  (Todd, Former Pres. Students for a Democratic Society, Former Prof. Soc. and Dir. Mass Comm. Program – UC Berkeley, Former Prof. Culture, Journalism, Soc. – NYU and Prof. Journalism and Soc. and Chair Ph.D. Program in Comm. – Columbia U. “The Intellectuals and the Flag”, p. 2-4)

During this period the hallmark of left-wing thought has been negation—resistance is the more glamorous word. Intellectuals of the left have been playing defense. It is as if history were a tank dispatched by the wrong army, and all that was left to do was to stand in its way and try to block it. If we had a manual, it would be called, What Is Not to Be Done. We are the critics—it is for others to imagine a desirable world and a way to achieve it. The left has gotten comfortable on the margins of political life, and for intellectuals it has been no different. The left speaks of "resistance" and "speaking truth to power." But resistance presupposes that power has the initiative—resistance is its negative pole. "Speaking truth to power," an old Quaker ideal of virtuous conduct, is a more problematic approach than it appears at first blush, for it presupposes that the party of power is counterposed to the party of truth. In this scenario the intellectual is the torchbearer of opposition, invulnerable to the seductions of powerindeed, hindeed, the left posits that one can recognize the truth by being indifferent to power. That indifference verges on the definitional. Being powerful is proof that one has sold out. So there is a purity to the will. There is also more than a little futility—what Herbert Marcuse in 1964 called the "Great Refusal," the absolute rejection of the social order.' At a time when the civil rights movement was on the brink of triumph and the New Left was ascendant, Marcuse was convinced that the United States exemplified a "one-dimensional" society, a state of intellectual impoverishment so all embracing as to have seeped into the seemingly inviolable identity of the person, body-snatched him so thoroughly as to have devoured his soul, and converted the denatured remnant into—in the title of Marcuse's once-influential book—a onedimensional man. The Great Refusal plays to a hope of redemption in some glimmering future because it despairs of the present. Because the present is slammed shut, one finds solace in an imagined future—an act of faith that is, at the very least, naive, given the refuser's conviction that closure is fate. The Great Refusal is the triumph of German romanticism. (Even the initials are apt.) Inside the idea of the Great Refusal lives a despair that the left can—or, in truth, needs to—break out of the prison of its margins. The Great Refusal is a shout from an ivory tower. It presupposes that the intellectuals live in a play with two characters: the speakers of truth and the powers. The play challenges the onlookers to declare themselves: which side are you on? But in the world of ordinary life, the overwhelming bulk of the populace belong to neither camp. Most people live in an apolitical world and rarely feel that they need to choose sides. Moral purity tends to leave them cold. Indeed, as most of them see it, the intellectuals are more alien than the powers, who at least can feign "speaking their language." Despite the growing percentage of Americans who graduate from college—between 1960 and 2003, the percentage of college graduates in the adult population almost quadrupled, from 7.7 to 27.2 percent of those aged twenty-five and older2— anti-intellectualism has not receded: far from it. The powers' demagogic techniques—their propagandistic smoothness, combined with the media's deference—match up well with popular credulity. So those who do not normally concern themselves with poli- tics feel closer to the powers than to the intellectuals. It is to the powers—or to celebrities or to each other—that they turn when they feel fearful, embattled, needy. To them the intellectuals tend to look like a sideshow of sneering, self-serving noisemakers.
Vote negative to politicize the 1AC’s criticism while embracing uncertainty --- the impact is cascading crises that include and exceed the 1AC’s impacts --- we need to reinvigorate a strategy of politics that doesn’t merely situate itself within a culture of dissent 

Boggs 97 (Carl, National University, Los Angeles, Theory and Society, “The great retreat: Decline of the public sphere in late twentieth-century America”, December, Volume 26, Number 6, http://www.springerlink.com.proxy.library.emory.edu/content/m7254768m63h16r0/fulltext.pdf)

The decline of the public sphere in late twentieth-century America poses a series of great dilemmas and challenges.  Many ideological currents scrutinized here – localism, metaphysics, spontaneism, post-modernism, Deep Ecology – intersect with and reinforce each other.  While these currents have deep origins in popular movements of the 1960s and 1970s, they remain very much alive in the 1990s.  Despite their different outlooks and trajectories, they all share one thing in common: a depoliticized expression of struggles to combat and overcome alienation.  The false sense of empowerment that comes with such mesmerizing impulses is accompanied by a loss of public engagement, an erosion of citizenship and a depleted capacity of individuals in large groups to work for social change.  As this ideological quagmire worsens, urgent problems that are destroying the fabric of American society will go unsolved – perhaps even unrecognized – only to fester more ominously in the future.  And such problems (ecological crisis, poverty, urban decay, spread of infectious diseases, technological displacement of workers) cannot be understood outside the larger social and global context of internationalized markets, finance, and communications.  Paradoxically, the widespread retreat from politics, often inspired by localist sentiment, comes at a time when agendas that ignore or sidestep these global realities will, more than ever, be reduced to impotence.  In his commentary on the state of citizenship today, Wolin refers to the increasing sublimation and dilution of politics, as larger numbers of people turn away from public concerns toward private ones.  By diluting the life of common involvements, we negate the very idea of politics as a source of public ideals and visions. 74  In the meantime, the fate of the world hangs in the balance.  The unyielding truth is that, even as the ethos of anti-politics becomes more compelling and even fashionable in the United States, it is the vagaries of political power that will continue to decide the fate of human societies.   This last point demands further elaboration.  The shrinkage of politics hardly means that corporate colonization will be less of a reality, that social hierarchies will somehow disappear, or that gigantic state and military structures will lose their hold over people’s lives.  Far from it: the space abdicated by a broad citizenry, well-informed and ready to participate at many levels, can in fact be filled by authoritarian and reactionary elites – an already familiar dynamic in many lesser-developed countries.  The fragmentation and chaos of a Hobbesian world, not very far removed from the rampant individualism, social Darwinism, and civic violence that have been so much a part of the American landscape, could be the prelude to a powerful Leviathan designed to impose order in the face of disunity and atomized retreat. In this way the eclipse of politics might set the stage for a reassertion of politics in more virulent guise – or it might help further rationalize the existing power structure.  In either case, the state would likely become what Hobbes anticipated: the embodiment of those universal, collective interests that had vanished from civil society. 75

1nc – kritik

The 1AC argues that social acceleration produces a “global concentration camp.”  Turning concentration camps into an abstract and generic rhetorical gesture denies specificity of experiences and strategies of victims of the Nazi concentration camps.  
Dominick LaCAPRA Bryce and Edith M. Bowmar Professor of Humanistic Studies @ Cornell ‘4 History in Transit: experience, identity, critical theory p.  162-168

Agamben takes the Muselmann in isolation from his or her context— the historical conditions of emergence, which cannot be seen only in terms of a homogeneous idea of Auschwitz or a few restricted refer​ences to the SS. (This diremption or decontextualization may be nec​essary for the figuration of the Muselmann as a sublime object.) Indeed Agamben almost seems to come upon the Muselmann as one might discover a creature in the wild or on another planet—planet Auschwitz as it has sometimes been called, to distinguish it from anything we have hitherto known on planet Earth. And in Agamben the planets collide and interpenetrate to the point of indistinction. One difficulty in treating the Muselmann as an objet trouve is that Agamben offers no sustained inquiry into the ideology and practice of perpetrators in the creation of the historical state of affairs that brought the Muselmann into being. One gets almost no sense of the perpetrator-victim dynamic, which was crucial in the emergence of, or the erosive process leading to, the Muselmann. One would think that the perpe​trators and their role in the genesis of the Muselmann would also be among the remnants of Auschwitz that are deserving of contempo​rary understanding and relevance. Indeed Agamben's use of the his​torical for transhistorical purposes postulates the Muselmann as the prototype of the split subject, and in the process Auschwitz itself tends to become a paradoxically abstract counter or philosophical Lehrstiick. Agamben has a general conception of the modern age as one tending toward or even embodying the combination of sovereignty and mere, bare, or naked life—of unlimited power and the reduction of the human being to a being denuded of possibilities and in a con​dition of ultimate abjection. (One might compare naked life to Hei​degger's conception of the Geste11, or reduction of all things to a standing stock or reserve of raw material, perhaps even to Marx's notion of abstract exchange value.) Auschwitz and the Muselmann are the fullest realization to date of this extreme or excessive state of affairs, which Agamben both severely criticizes and at times seems to  approximate or even replicate, at least in part, in his own all-or​-nothing, insistently evacuating, postapocalyptic assumptions or assertions. Indeed in Agamben the immanent sacred is denuded of all traditional dimensions of the sacred (its ambivalence, its attraction- repulsion, its elation or ecstasy, its limit-setting and limit-transgress​ing power).18 It is reduced to bare or naked life. Instead of seeing this reduction as one important effect of recent history (related to devel​opments within religion and to modes of secularization, including capitalism and positivism)—an effect nonetheless countered by other significant forces, he at times seems to postulate it as a general theory of the sacred in transhistorical terms. Insofar as this postulation occurs, he discloses, apparently as a belated, posttraumatic effect of Auschwitz, what putatively was the case all along: the sacred pre​sumably always already was bare or naked life.' The begged question is whether, to what extent, and in what specific ways, this is the case even now.20 Elaborating this theory is a basic project in Homo Sacer, where Porn​peius Festus's On the Significance of Words becomes the basis of a con​ception of the "sacred man" as a victim or outsider, subject to being killed at will by anyone but not to being sacrificed (in any traditional sense) or murdered (in any criminal or legal sense of homocide).' The result in that book is a rather reduced understanding of the Holocaust in terms of biology, medicalization, and eugenics, related to a Fou​cauldian notion of biopower and biopolitics. This line of argument continues in Remnants of Auschwitz (see, for example, 82-86), and, as in the earlier book, it leads to an excessively one-sided or analytically reduced understanding of the victim as mere or naked life. Hence the camps are "the site of the production of the Muselmann, the final biopolitical substance to be isolated in the biological continuum. Beyond the Muselmann lies only the gas chamber" (85). Agamben's notion of mere, bare, or naked life may in important ways apply to the reduced state of the Muselmann and to one dimension of other victims insofar as they were considered mere raw material or stock, treated as vermin, or hunted as "mere" game by perpetrators and bystanders. (It may also apply to recent conceptions of the other-than​human animal, for example, in the mass production of foodstuff.)' But, as I shall try to indicate, it eliminates or ignores other aspects of Nazi ideology and practice with regard to victimization. Agamben himself, moreover, sees the Muselmann not as mere life but as a thresh​old figure: he or she "marks the threshold between the human and the inhuman" (55). How the notions of Muselmann as naked life and as marker of a threshold relate to each other is not clear, but in any case, for Agamben, "the sight of Muselmanner is an absolute new phe​nomenon, unbearable to human eyes" (51). In the Muselmann we pre​sumably behold and bear witness to the absolutely, blindingly, even apocalyptically new. And in our relation to Auschwitz and the Musel​mann, we are decidedly within a postapocalyptic condition of exis​tence, a condition of remnants or perhaps of ruins.' Here one may mention the importance for Agamben of Carl Schmitt's notion of the state of exception.24 He does not examine to any significant extent Schmitt's ideas on secularization as the dis​placement of the religious to the secular which, I think, might in certain ways inform a treatment of the sublime, including unthema​tized dimensions of Agamben's own thought, for example, its insis​tence, if not fixation, on the dubious human/nonhuman opposition and its relation to the sublimely apocalyptic and postapocalyptic. In the runaway state of exception (which seems close to Schmitt's state of emergency), the exception becomes the rule (hence the distinction between rule and exception becomes blurred or breaks down), and preexisting normative and legal orders are suspended. The sovereign is one who declares and decides on the state of exception. Agamben sees this condition as generalized or rampant in the post-Auschwitz world, and this allows him to assert that the camp is the prototype of modern life and that Auschwitz is now everywhere. As he puts the point in one of his more resounding declamations: "Behind the pow​erlessness of God peeps the powerlessness of men, who continue to cry 'May that never happen again!' when it is clear that 'that' [Auschwitz] is, by now, everywhere." The postapocalyptic Auschwitz-now-everywhere hyperbole is one insistently repeated and variously reformulated feature of Agamben's account that lends itself to an elated, seemingly radical, breathlessly ecstatic discourse of the sublime. Hence in his chapter "The Witness," after putting forth a pathos-charged, participatory evocation of Levi's discussion of the wordless child Hurbinek (who utters an "obstinately secret" word whose meaning is undecidable—the word mass-kb o or matisklo, which Agamben approximates to "the secret word that Levi discerned in the 'background noise' of Celan's poetry" [381), he ends with these intri​cately straining (unsayable?) words (reminiscent of certain passages in Foucault's Histoire de la folie): "The trace of that to which no one has borne witness, which language believes itself to transcribe, is not the speech of language. The speech of language is born where language is no longer in the beginning, where language falls away from it simply to bear witness: 'It was not light, but was sent to bear witness to the light— (39).25 One might, however, also argue that the hyperbole (even the cryptic prophetic mode) allows for a justifiable sense of urgency and indi​cates the limitations of ethics or politics as usual or indeed of any useful, easy, or even immediately accessible approach to problems. Indeed if one agrees with Agamben, he is not being hyperbolic but lucid in the arresting manner of the child who sees that the emperor has no clothes—that the post-Auschwitz world is itself utterly bereft or bankrupt, irremediably ruined and in dire need of some incon​ceivably new politics and ethics. In any event, one (or at least I) would like to know more than Agamben provides about the usual or con​ventional state of ethics and its relation to traditions. One result of his procedure is that he offers little room for immanent critique or decon​struction based on a careful analysis of the past and the "unre​deemed" possibilities it may offer for action in the present and future (the possibilities that interested Walter Benjamin in his historical and critical dimension—Benjamin's more decidedly apocalyptic-mes​sianic moments are the ones that captivate Agamben). One may well argue that Auschwitz itself provided no such possibilities either in itself or in its aftermath, and this would seem to be Agamben's view. But one may contest this view without going to the other extreme of spiritual uplift or fixation on the moments of resistance (the Warsaw ghetto uprising, for example) or of mutual aid in the most dire of cir​cumstances (some instances of which Levi recounts and which appear in many survivor testimonies). One may also contest Agamben's view while recognizing the importance of sustained reflection on the Musel​mann and, more generally, on the question of posttraumatic repetition of the conditions and experience of victimization, including extreme disempowerment and harrowing isolation, even in survivors who have in certain significant respects reconstructed a life "after Auschwitz."' 
Analogizing contemporary violence to a global concentration camp turns into a victory for fascism. Their framing erases specific experiences, survival tactics, and suffering of concentration camp innmates.
Dominick LaCAPRA Bryce and Edith M. Bowmar Professor of Humanistic Studies @ Cornell ‘4 History in Transit: experience, identity, critical theory p.  180-185

Agamben not only sees Primo Levi as speaking for the Muselmann but he generalizes the gray zone in a manner that threatens to undo significant distinctions and to eventuate in a view of all existence in terms of the limit event or situation as a state of exception, if not emer​gency or crisis, in which the exception becomes the rule. I have noted that, from Agamben's postapocalyptic perspective, "Auschwitz marks the end and the ruin of every ethics of dignity and conformity to a norm" and "Levi, who bears witness to the drowned, speaking in their stead, is the cartographer of this new terra ethica, the implaca​ble land-surveyor of Muselmannland" (69). Of Levi, Agamben also writes: "He is the only one who consciously sets out to bear witness in place of the Muselmanner, the drowned, those who were demol​ished and touched bottom" (59). The problem here is not the argu​ment that Auschwitz, or the Muselmann in particular, poses distinctive problems for ethics or that it is dubious to impute essential dignity to the Muselmann, especially for self-serving reasons. What is problem​atic pertains to the synecdochic use of the Muselmann as a theoretical cypher to disprove human dignity and to discredit all preexisting (perhaps all presently conceivable) forms of ethics. What remains of ethics (if it still can be called ethics) in Agamben is dissociated from law and voided of all forms of normativity (including responsibility and guilt). It seems to eventuate in an empty utopianism and a form of political romanticism ("as Spinoza knew, the doctrine of the happy life" [24]). In any case, Agamben takes a potential in humanity and, rather than examining closely its historical role in Auschwitz and comparing it carefully to other situations and possibilities, actualizes it in universal terms by generalizing the Muselmann as the prototype or exemplar of humanity. This condition humaine, as "life in its most extreme degradation," becomes "the touchstone by which to judge and measure all morality and dignity" (ibid.).% The result is an unsi​tuated, extreme mode of victimology or identification with the abject and utterly disempowered—something that, despite its transhistori​cal cast, might most generously be seen as a radical reversal of, or perhaps an overcompensation for, extreme victimization under the Nazis. See also Slavoj 2i2ek, Did Somebody Say Totalitarianism? (London: Verso, 2001), chap. 2. One difficulty with Agamben's generalization of the gray zone is that it allows an illegitimate metaleptic slippage from the defensible view that there is an impor​tant sense in which everyone is a potential Muselmann (or, for that matter, perpetra​tor) to the dubious view that the Muselmann is everyman. In his brief but trenchant reflections on ethics, Agamben apparently takes Auschwitz as an apocalyptic divide between past and present that delegitimates all uses in the present of past ethical assumptions or discourses. He even attributes such a view to Levi: "The Musel​mann, as Levi describes him, is the site of an experiment in which morality and humanity themselves are called into question" (63). Moreover: The unprecedented discovery made by Levi at Auschwitz concerns an area that is independent of every establishment of responsibility, an area in which Levi succeeded in isolating something like a new ethical element. Levi calls it the "gray zone." It is the zone in which the "long chain of conjunction between victim and executioner" comes loose, where the oppressed becomes oppressor and the executioner in turn appears as victim. A gray, incessant alchemy in which good and evil and, along with them, all the metals of traditional ethics reach their point of fusion. (21) There are many contestable features in these statements to which I shall return. Here I would point out the dubiousness of seeing total ethical meltdown in Levi, who drew from traditional culture and ethics both to provide him with sustenance in the camps and, in a manner that was, if anything, perhaps insufficiently informed by the concerns that preoccupy Agamben, to inform his postwar reflections on his experience. If one recalls the quotation from Himmler's Posen speech, one may well sympathize with Agamben when he asserts of the Muselmeinner: "To speak of dignity and decency in their case would not be decent." Sympathy wavers when he adds, in his prevalent turn to a kind of free indirect style or middle voice: "The survivors [including Levi as Agamben speaks with(in) and for him] are not only 'worse' in com​parison with the best ones—those whose strength rendered them less fit in the camp—they are also 'worse' in comparison with the anony​mous mass of the drowned, those whose death cannot be called death. This is the specific ethical aporia of Auschwitz: it is the site in which it is not decent to remain decent, in which those who believed them​selves to preserve their dignity and self-respect experience shame with respect to those who did not" (6o). Auschwitz epitomizes the absolute impossibility of "death with dignity" in the modern world, the way in which death gives way to the manufacture of corpses. "This means that in Auschwitz it is no longer possible to distinguish between death and mere decease, between dying and 'being liqui​dated" " (76).3' More generally, in the modern world one's unease about dying is related to its privatization, deritualization, and con​cealment from public view. Agamben is touching on important issues here—issues that should not be obliterated by any reservations about his approach. Still, Agamben is so concerned with the problem of death that he pays scant attention to processes of killing among the Nazis and their rela​tions to specific objects of victimization. In the relatively few refer​ences to the SS, even they undergo, rather than activate, processes and are often framed in the passive voice or in something approximating a bystander position or a position that almost seems to place them (as in the soccer game) on a gray on gray, level playing field with victims. "The SS could not see the Muselmann, let alone bear witness to him" (78). Or again: "Both the survivor's discomfort and testimony concern not merely what was done or suffered, but what could have been done or suffered. It is this capacity, this almost infinite potentiality to suffer that is inhuman—not the facts, actions, or omissions. And it is pre​cisely this capacity that is denied to the SS" (77). There may be a worthwhile shock or scandal induced by accusing the SS of an incapacity to be inhuman—a shock relating to an attempt to rethink the threshold between the human and the inhuman or non​human and to reposition ethics as other than purely humanistic. Agamben does not make explicit and explore the implications of this unsettling, seemingly paradoxical idea, for example, concerning the "rights" or claims of other-than-human animals. (Indeed, one danger of Agamben's sharp binary between the human and the inhuman or nonhuman, which he maps onto the opposition between the speak​ing being and mere or naked life, is the exclusion or even scapegoating of nonhuman animals who, by implication, seem reduced to mere life or raw material.) Moreover, pace Agamben and whatever may be the case concerning almost infinite potentiality, the capacity to suffer is something humans share with other animals, and it is related to empathy, which the SS did not have for victims. But this capacity (or Agamben's postulated incapacity, for that matter) was not simply denied the SS as passive recipients. It was actively countered, blocked, or eliminated through ideological and related practical forces as well as through the dynamic of victimization that brought victims to the abject state Nazi ideology, in circular and self-fulfilling fashion, attrib​uted to them. A particularly questionable feature of Agamben's ori​entation is that the deficit of the SS, in terms of a lack of inhumanity, is itself construed in terms of an almost infinite (quasi-divine?) capac​ity or potentiality for suffering. No known being, human or other​wise, has this infinite capacity. Beyond a certain threshold of suffering, one blacks out, and it would seem that Agamben strives to write from, or even from beyond, that threshold. Once again we seem to be in the vicinity of ethics understood in paradoxical terms as supraethical, supererogatory excess rather than in more socially and politically viable terms. Does empathy for both human and other-than-human beings require an infinite capacity for suffering, or does the latter rad​ically transcend empathy into an ecstatically indistinct realm of sub​limity that would itself seem, in any social or political terms, to be isolating? (Almost involuntarily, I think of the unimaginably suffer​ing but transfigured Christ ascending into heaven.) Agamben's related understanding of the meaning of Himmler's Posen speech is curious at best. He sees it in line with his idea of the SS as not having the inhuman, almost infinite capacity to suffer. He relates the latter to another passive position with a paradoxical twist: the Befehlnotstand. "The executioners unanimously continue to repeat that they could not do other than as they did, that, in other words, they simply could not; they had to, and that is all. In German, to act without being capable of acting is called Befehlnotstand, having to obey an order" (77-78). Agamben then relates the perpetrator's claim to submit to orders that one must obey, thereby acting without really acting, to the passage from Himmler's Posen speech (which I earlier quoted in a somewhat different translation): "Most of you know what it means when ioo corpses lie there, or when 500 corpses lie there, or from a few exceptions caused by human weakness—to have remained decent, that has made us great. That is a page of glory in our history which has never been written and which will never be written" (quoted 78). Himmler himself shows a preference for passive or indeterminate constructions that veil somewhat the fact that those whom he addresses not only have beheld a scene but are responsible for having brought it about. One may analyze the functions of such a construc​tion but one ought not simply to repeat it transferentially in one's own analysis. Moreover, Himmler in this passage is not altogether like Eichmann on trial appealing to a distorted Kantian sense of duty in doing one's job and obeying orders; he does not simply appeal to a Befehlnotstand or the inability to do otherwise. There are in his words an appeal to the sublime (notably a mathematical sublime in the geo​metrically increasing expanse of corpses), to the fascination with excess and radical transgression in the form of unheard-of mass destruction, to the glory that the uninitiated will never understand, to the quasi-sacrificial allure of victimization in the absolute injunc​tion to kill all Jews without exception (by definition there is no such thing as a good Jew), and to the superhuman ability to become hard (interestingly mistranslated in the above quotation as "great"— "absolute greatness" characterized the sublime for Kant) by enduring (durchstehen) the aporia or combining in oneself the antinomic features of decency and radical transgression.' In other words, for Himmler, Nazis did look the Gorgon directly in the face, and this "sublime," petrifying gaze made them hard in a sense they desired. What is inter​esting is Agamben's inability to detect these aspects of the Posen speech and to focus instead on what would seem unaccentuated in, if not projectively inserted into, it." There is also a problem with respect to what might be termed, for lack of a better word, subject positions. For Levi as survivor to say that not he but the Muselmann is the true witness is, I think, an accept​able hyperbole. For Agamben to identify with Levi and hence speak for (or in the stead of) Levi and hence for the Muselmann (as he believes Levi does) may be hyperbolic in an objectionable sense.' Moreover, the idea that Auschwitz radically delegitimates all preex​isting ethics and all present appeals to them, including all notions of decency and dignity, paradoxically runs the risk of granting a posthu​mous (postapocalyptic?) victory to the Nazis. In any event it obviates a careful inquiry into the uses of such concepts by victims and sur​vivors themselves as well as their attempts to preserve some sense of dignity and decency in impossible situations (for example, by washing themselves with filthy water). It also risks handing the concept of decency over to Himmler as his heritage rather than to struggle for and to rethink it (for example, by criticizing any invidi​ous use of it to distinguish the human from the other-than-human, including the animal, which should not itself be reduced to bare or naked life or be understood in neo-Heideggerian terms as not having a world or a form of life). 

Globalizing the camp annihilates spatial and temporal difference.  This turns the case – compressing different phenomena into a singular coherent logical structure accelerates political activity into a messianic moment.

Ichiro TAKAYOSHI English @ Tufts ’11 “Can philosophy explain Nazi violence? Giorgio Agamben and the problem of the ‘historico-philosophical’ method” Journal of Genocide Research 13 p. 60-62

The second lesson is related to the larger problem that frames this case study: Can philosophy explain Nazi violence? The above assessment of Agamben’s treatment of the ‘euthanasia’, the camp system, and Hitler’s law revealed many tendencies characteristic of his ‘historico-philosophical’ method. Among the most important are: (1) literalism; (2) failure to consider partial explanations; (3) de-contextualization; and (4) the naturalization of logic (that is, conflation of conceptual reasoning with the logic of events).41 These tactics can be traced to as many corresponding assumptions about the nature of historical investigation and the investigator’s relation to it. The first technique enables the philosopher to contrive a linguistic unity out of diverse phenomena. If one attaches the same label to different objects, the oneness of these objects, no matter how incommensurable in other respects, is established verbally. This explains why Agamben tends to take rhetorical plays of historical documents on faith, when doing so furthers the amalgamation of disparate objects, events, sites, and actors. Also, the verbal unification of objective phenomena—the creation of the verbal ‘zone of indistinction’— reflects another assumption underlying the second shortcoming. As his impatience with partial answers attests, Agamben imagines the causes and goals behind the various instances of Nazi violence as singular. This faith in the single cause and single purpose, when the unity in operation cannot be found, leads the philosopher to supply the missing unity in language. The faith in the unity of phenomena is a progenitor of the unity in discourse; the latter is a methodological necessity for the former. Agamben’s penchant for de-contextualization is quite expected in a thinker who defines ‘historico-philosophical’ method by opposition to historicism. By historicism I mean a pessimistic credo prevalent among researchers that a void in the body of knowledge can be partially filled over the long course of a cumulative process, but because this process is only additive and never transformative the void will remain open forever. It presupposes the imperfectability hard-wired in all research projects, and this presupposition is in turn informed by a secularist view that there will never come the Day of Judgement when humankind is redeemed and all moments in the past become citable.42 This hopelessness contrasts with Agamben’s optimism; he tells us that the truth has eluded his predecessors, including Hannah Arendt and Michel Foucault, the two main sources of inspiration in Homo Sacer, because they chose to occupy a wrong vantage point. The inevitable implication is that an adjustment to the theoretic perspective, not an endless muddling through, opens the passageway to historical truth. This messianic perspectivism partially explains the unusual proliferation of the ‘only from this perspective can we understand’ type of sentence constructions throughout Homo Sacer. An esoteric truth discloses itself ‘only if’ it is contemplated from a special ‘perspective’ he recommends. Contra historicism, this modality of investigation conceives of truth as an instantaneous and eternal epiphany (the two adjectives mean the same thing), a holographic figure that flashes before the eye of the spectator when gazed at from an appropriate angle. The whole secret would remain, Agamben warns the reader, ‘otherwise unintelligible’. And the secret Agamben discovers is often troubling. In one of the most uncertain passages in Homo Sacer, Agamben writes: The stadium in Bari into which the Italian police in 1991 provisionally herded all illegal Albanian immigrants before sending them back to their country, the winter cycle-racing track in which the Vichy authorities gathered the Jews before consigning them to the Germans, the Konzentrationslager fur Auslander in Cottbus-Sielow in which the Weimar Government gathered Jewish refugees from the East, or the zones d’attentes in French international airports in which foreigners asking for refugee status are detained will then all equally be the camps. (174) If we were to believe Agamben, all these dissimilar sites scattered across time and space share one decisive feature: they all exemplify the ‘creation of a space in which bare life and the juridical rule enter into a threshold of indistinction’ (174). But the unity of these objects is perspectival, existing only in the mind of the Knower by virtue of their contiguity and juxtaposition in his experience of knowing, the experience whose psychological reality overrides the reality of physical disjunctions and blockages among these objects of contemplation. This passage can be also read as an illustration of the fourth and last tactic, namely, Agamben’s tendency to naturalize the logic of thinking. The quote conveys a vivid feel of a certain style of thinking that is assured of its unmolested automaticity because it knows that its intellectual life is independent of the world, history, and experience. ‘If this is true, if the essence of the camp consists in the materialization of the state of exception . . . then’, so Agamben reasons. Logic in human thought, however, often deviates from logic in nature and history, even if its starting-point is anchored in a robust referentiality. When one’s premise does not bottom out on historical experience in any meaningful way, as is often the casewith Agamben’s speculations, the best one could hope is to gain historical truth by happenstance.

Vote negative to endorse a radical embrace of uncertainty in place of a unitary executive and unitary theory of the structure of contemporary political space.

Framing executive overreach and acceleration as globalizing the paradigm of the concentration camp precludes effective political responses.  Our alternative is a pre-requisite for an effective confrontation with the unitary executive.  

Ernesto LACLAU Political Theory @ Essex ‘7 in Giorgio Agamben: Sovereignty and Life eds. Matthew Calarco and Steven DeCaroli p. 21-22


Needless to say, we fully reject Agamben's third thesis, according to which the concentration camp is the nomos or fundamental biopolitical paradigm of the West. He asserts: The birth of the camp in our time appears as an event that decisively signals the political space of modernity itself. It is produced at the point at which the politi​cal system of the modern nation-state, which was founded on the functional nexus between a determinate localization (land) and a determinate order (the State) and mediated by automatic rules for the inscription of life (birth or the nation), enters into a lasting crisis, and the State decides to assume directly the care of the nation's biological life as one of its proper tasks. . . . Something can no longer function within the traditional mechanisms that regulated this inscription, and the camp is the new, hidden regulator of the inscription of life in the order—or, rather, the sign of the system's inability to function without being transformed into a lethal machine. (HS, 174-75) This series of wild statements would only hold if the following set of rather dubious premises were accepted: I. That the crisis of the functional nexus between land, State, and the automatic rules for the inscription of life has freed an entity called "biological—or bare—life" That the regulation of that freed entity has been assumed by a single and unified entity called the State That the inner logic of that entity necessarily leads it to treat the freed entities as entirely malleable objects whose archetypical form would be the ban Needless to say, none of these presuppositions can be accepted as they stand. Agamben, who has presented a rather compelling analysis of the way in which an ontology of potentiality should be structured, clos​es his argument, however, with a naïve teleologism, in which potentiality appears as entirely subordinated to a pre-given actuality. This teleologism is, as a matter of fact, the symmetrical pendant of the "ethymologism" we have referred to at the beginning of this essay. Their combined effect is to divert Agamben's attention from the really relevant question, which is the system of structural possibilities that each new situation opens. The most summary examination of that system would have revealed that: (1) the crisis of the "automatic rules for the inscription of life" has freed many more entities than "bare life," and that the reduction of the latter to the former takes place only in some extreme circumstances that cannot in the least be considered as a hidden pattern of modernity; (z) that the pro​cess of social regulation to which the dissolution of the "automatic rules of inscription" opens the way involved a plurality of instances that were far from unified in a single unity called "the State"; (3) that the process of State building in modernity has involved a far more complex dialec​tic between homogeneity and heterogeneity than the one that Agamben's ‘`camp-based" paradigm reflects. By unifying the whole process of mod​ern political construction around the extreme and absurd paradigm of the concentration camp, Agamben does more than present a distorted his​tory: he blocks any possible exploration of the emancipatory possibilities opened by our modern heritage. Let me conclude with a reference to the question of the future as it can be thought from Agamben's perspective. He asserts: "Only if it is pos​sible to think the Being of abandonment beyond every idea of law (even that of the empty form of laws being in force without significance) will we have moved out of the paradox of sovereignty towards a politics freed from every ban. A pure form of law is only the empty form of relation. Yet the empty form of relation is no longer a law but a zone of indistinguishabil​ity between law and life, which is to say, a state of exception" (HS, 59). We are not told anything about what a movement out of the paradox of sover​eignty and "towards a politics freed from every ban" would imply. But we do not need to be told: the formulation of the problem already involves its own answer. To be beyond any ban and any sovereignty means, simply, to be beyond politics. The myth of a fully reconciled society is what governs the (non-)political discourse of Agamben. And it is also what allows him to dismiss all political options in our societies and to unify them in the concentration camp as their secret destiny. Instead of deconstructing the logic of political institutions, showing areas in which forms of struggle and resistance are possible, he closes them beforehand through an essentialist unification. Political nihilism is his ultimate message. 
1nc – case
Speed is good --- it provide redundancy and openness which internal link turns their automated Accident impacts --- the impact to the aff is wrong
Grove 08 – Jairus Victor Grove is a Ph.D. candidate at Johns Hopkins University in International Relations and Political Theory. His research focuses on the new materialities of politics and warfare. He studies the effects of new forms of warfare on soldiers and civilian populations in urban settings. Chapter 1: A Schmittian Century?: From Nuclear Leviathan to Nuclear-Sovereign-Assemblage – March 17, 2008 – http://becomingwar.blogspot.com/2008/03/chapter-1-schmittian-century-from.html
Initially nuclear weapons seemed to solidify even complete the decisionistic model of sovereignty once and for all. In Virilio’s reading of Schmitt’s the state of emergency became permanent and democracy ended once it became possible for a single individual to decide to go to war and to finish that war in 30 minutes. At first glance Virilio’s apocalyptic diagnosis seems accurate. Nuclear weapons at their current numbers could destroy the entire planet and given the structure of the United States nuclear command any Congressional or popular attempt to stop the war would be in vain. This is the backbone of Virilio’s argument. Politics and a democratic balance of power require time. Time to react, time to respond, time to debate, time to strategize, time to implement and ICBMS nullify time. But Virilio is wrong. The threat of the extreme case has obscured the actual or present case that presents new opportunities for intervention. Politics, whether micro or macro, does not begin and end with the sovereign decision; the sovereign decision (both expressively and in its enactment) emerges from a relay of forces, connections, and other previous decisions, resonances, forces, and actants that are presupposed in each subsequent iteration of the sovereign decision, and layered in multiple streams of time. Even an increasingly automated nuclear arsenal requires the participation of literally millions of people and countless networks, objects, tectonic stability, stable solar flare activity and on and on. The decision only appears singular when Virilio truncates time to the moment the president ‘pushes the button.’ We are not as of yet in that moment so other temporal rhythms abound and each part of the nuclear assemblage follows a different temporal course. Certainly the sovereign decision is a powerful, expressive, performative act of individuation for the sovereign and highly affective in mobilizing populations, but it is not self-constituted or self-causal. The process of individuation and mobilization necessitates a field of relations and resonances from which the sovereign decision emerges. The decision is also not decisive. Instead it territorializes the relations from which it emerges through its resonant modulation. The enunciation of a sovereigndecision (a distinct inquiry from the ‘making of a decision. Certainly no less emeshed but nonetheless ought to remain analytically different) is something like a refrain, the sovereign—in so far as it is constituted by the enunciation of decisions—is a condensation point for national ethos, affect, and institutional identity making. Each decision is constitutive not of the ‘sovereign’ as is the case in Schmitt’s analysis but of a sovereign point of identification or reified, dogmatic consistency which can be recognized but need not remain static or immobile. Again however such a node is only possible because of its attachments whether physical or resonant (both material) to the complex system of tradition, culture, wires, telephones, satellites, nuclear silos, television cameras, previous sovereign decisions, personal affective characteristics, character, etc. This list is not exhaustive by any measure however it gestures in the direction of what I am trying to get at. The sovereign is not an individual, at best it is an iterative series of moments of performative or expressive individuation resulting from a complex interface with machines, networks, affective fields. The assemblage has a life of its own that cannot and should not be reduced to a single point simply because that is most consistent with our common sensibilities. In some sense the sovereign is a prosthesis or interface to be worn by whoever is elected to office. (President as first-person-shooter?) This does in part explain why there is so little transition time between each sovereign and so little variation in war powers. It is reference point or index for a history of actions and events made more complex by the function it is meant or believed to serve. It is the titular focal point of an assemblage that if recognized as such would undermine its own function. An assemblage that function because it can inspire belief in it is unity not its dispersed and multivalent organization. The irony is that the development of miles of fiberoptic networks, new technological interfaces and mobility was supposed to save the centralized and hierarchical sovereign form from its obvious strategic liability—that of being an easy target. However in increasing its ‘survivability’ it has also opened innumerable points of access to the supposed center. Each access point whether it be technological, affective, or economic that can recenter, or reterritorialize the sovereign assemblage. I do not want to make this sound ‘easy’ or ‘painless’ however as this ‘dispersed’ or redundant network system has become ‘everyday’ increasingly the President has been unaware of exactly who is in control or even at how many levels the Nuclear-sovereign-assemblage can be engaged or reterritorialized.

The criticism of speed is self-referential and tautological --- it means their impact claims are epistemologically bankrupt 

McAllister ‘8

Kirsten Emiko McAllister teaches in the School of Communication at Simon Fraser University, Canadian Journal of Communication, Vol 33 (2008) p. 567-589
But I am less concerned with what is obviously Virilio’s ideal human subject than with the way his work appears to be trapped in mourning, in melancholy. He seems unable to let go of something he assumes has been lost. Grieving this loss, he refuses to reach beyond the terms of the model for the world. The inability to engage with the contemporary changing world is evident in his inability to contemplate anything other than the degeneration of human life. Even if his aim is to blow apart the fantasies of academics who blindly embrace technoscience, his focus on the techniques to effectively blow apart their fantasies point to the way he is enthralled by the destructive forces of modernity.10 And while Virilio asserts “Resistance is always possible!” (quoted in Armitage, 2000, p. 194, emphasis in original), resistance seems impossible in the worlds he paints in his texts. Wendy Brown writes about the melancholy of left intellectuals, what Walter Benjamin referred to as “left melancholia,” pointing out that “we come to love our Left passions and reasons, our Left analyses and convictions, more than we love the existing world that we presumably seek to alter with these terms” (Brown, 2003, pp. 460). Benjamin defines left melancholia as “a mournful, conservative, backward-looking attachment to a feeling, analysis, or relationship that has been rendered thing-like and frozen in the heart of the putative Leftist” (quoted in Brown, 2003, p. 460). It issues from an “unaccountable loss, some unadvowedly crushed ideal” (p. 460). Brown identifies many losses for the Left over the last century, including labour and class, socialist regimes, the legitimacy of Marxism, a unified movement, and alternatives to capitalism (p. 460). Although many on the Left can acknowledge these losses, Brown contends there is an unavowed loss, the loss of the promise that “Left analysis and . . . commitment would supply its adherents with a clear and certain path towards the good the right and the true” (p. 460). She claims that this was the basis for the pleasure of being on the Left and the basis of our “self-love as Leftists.” To give up this love up would require a radical transformation of the self. Brown turns to Freud to explain that if the love for the dead object or destroyed ideal cannot be given up, it takes its refuge in narcissistic identification, and hate comes into operation on this substitutive object, abusing it, debasing it, making it suffer and deriving sadistic satisfaction from its suffering. (quoted in Brown, 2003, p. 460) Brown claims that identity movements as well as post-structuralism and post-modernism have become the substitutive objects blamed for the Left’s weakness and its inability to generate coherent authoritative accounts of the world. This scorn safeguards the critics from recognizing the inadequacy of their own analyses. With regard to Virilio, as mentioned above, his energies are focused on mimetically capturing the destructive drive of modern technology rather than considering what is necessary for a new basis for life, for example, non-humanist modes of eco-centred living (for example, see Heyd, 2005; Katz, Light, & Rothenberg, 2000; Plumwood, 1993; Shiva, 1999; Wong, 2008). Caught in mourning for the loss of pre-modern techn¯e, which, for Virilio, is tied to the sacred, he seems to refuse to let go of that to which he is profoundly attached, to accept its death. As a result, he views the world around him in terms of painful absence and is unable to realize that life continues to undergo transformation rather than just destruction (Freud, 1984).11 His zeal in describing the collapse of the human world, atrophied human bodies, the mad worship of speed, and the penetrating reach of the antithesis of life at its most infinitesimal level suggests that humans have become his substitute object. His imagery debases the human body as he sadistically describes our reduction to neurologically simple organisms capable only of a few feeble winks and squirms. The danger of melancholy is that it makes it impossible to accept the loss. The subject thus becomes locked in stasis, unable to realize the adaptive and transformative potential of life forms and cultural practices: what might be the basis for new forms of techn¯e that instantiate sustainable relations between life forms and socio-political technologies. For example, as I have suggested, he refuses to engage with the work by feminist scholars and artists who have critically theorized techno-body interfaces. What is “other” and “not yet” is all of what escapes and transmutes the relentless colonization of life that he so vividly paints.

Their impact is too sweeping and ignores that human agency is resilient and checks that state of Pure War
Adria ‘8

(Marco Adria – Director of the Graduate Program in Communications and Technology University of Alberta – The Journal of Community Informatics – Vol 4, No 1 (2008) – http://www.ci-journal.net/index.php/ciej/article/view/426/392)
A totalizing view of technology is evident in the work of Virilio, as it is in the work of Martin Heidegger, Jacques Ellul, and Marshall McLuhan. From this perspective, technology is seen as a demiurge, that is, as ultimately influencing and shaping all human experience. Such a view underestimates the diversity of technological forms, the varying intentions of users, and the resiliency of human agency. The method employed by these theorists, however, is to uncover the unrecognized structuring influences of technology as a means of understanding its full scope in human life. Achieving such an understanding need not be grounded in an anti-technological stance, but may be rooted in the conviction that without understanding of what is at stake in technological change, meaningful social action in response is impossible. If the gestalt of medium theory could be stated in a word, it might well be to understand. Medium theory provides a route to insight and rich description, from which strategies for action may be devised. 
They’ve inaccurately identified the cause of the unitary executive --- speed doesn’t destroy democracy, it reinforces it
Kellner 03 – critical theorist in the Frankfurt Institute for Social Research, George Kneller Chair in the Philosophy of Education in the GSEI at UCLA (Douglas, “Virilio, War, and Technology: Some Critical Reflections”, illuminations: the critical theory project, http://pages.gseis.ucla.edu/faculty/kellner/Illumina%20Folder/kell29.htm) //BZ

But while there are still threats to world peace and even human survival from the dark forces of military capitalism, one of the surprising events of the past decade is the emergence of a new form of Microsoft capitalism, of less lethal and more decentralized new technologies, of new modes of peaceful connection and communication. The project of this new form of technocapitalism is the development of an information-entertainment society that we might call the infotainment society and which is sometimes described as the "information superhighway." This form of capitalism is a softer capitalism, a less violent and destructive one, a more ecological mode of social organization, based on more flexible, smaller-scale, and more ludic technologies.[6] The differences between hard military capitalism and a softer Microsoft capitalism are evident in the transformation of the computer from a top-down, highly centralized, specialized machine controlled by big organizations to the smaller scale, more flexible, and more ludic personal computer (see Turkle 1996 for elaboration of this distinction). Moreover, the surprising development of the Internet opens up new public spheres and the possibility of political intervention by groups and individuals excluded from political dialogue during the era of Big Media, controlled by the state and giant corporations (for elaboration of this argument see Kellner 1995, 1996, and forthcoming). Of course, Microsoft capitalism has its own dangers ranging from economic worries about near-monopoly control of economic development through software domination to the dangers of individuals getting lost in the proliferating terrains of cyberspace and the attendant decline of individual autonomy and initiative, social relations and interaction, and community. Yet the infotainment society promises more connections, interactions, communication, and new forms of community. The project is in far too early stages to be able to appropriately evaluate so for now we should rest content to avoid the extremes of technophobia which would reject the new technologies out of hand as new forms of alienation or domination contrasted to technophilic celebrations of the information superhighway as the road to a computopia of information, entertainment, affluence, and democracy.
Speed doesn’t produce Accidents, it solves them --- technology already exists which means that acceleration only provides redundancy and rapid reaction 

Thrift, 4 (“But Malice Aforethought: Cities and the Natural History of Hatred Centre of Contemporary Culture of Barcelona”, Nigel is the head of the Division of Life and Environmental Sciences at the University of Oxford, http://www.cccb.org/rcs_gene/malice_aforethought.pdf)

Recently, this general hum of activity has been powered up by information technology. True, the speed and interconnectedness of information and communications technology may have produced new vulnerabilities but, generally speaking, information and communications technology has probably made cities more robust by adding more degrees of redundancy. Simple things like risk analysis and other institutionalised forms of diligence, booking systems, etc. have made the business of maintenance and repair easier to carry out and, indeed, is beginning to automate at least some of this activity (as in, for example, the instance of machines that send messages that they are breaking down). More to the point, in situations of breakdown, whether epic or mundane, the humble mobile phone has extended the city’s interactivity and adaptability in all kinds of ways and may well have been the most significant device to add to a city’s overall resilience by adding an extra thread to the urban knot. In addition, all kinds of knowledges of maintenance and repair which are heavily dependent upon information and communications technologies are coming to the fore, all the way from logistics to disaster planning itself (which, in certain senses, is a branch of logistics). I want to argue that this activity constitutes an urban technological unconscious which helps to keep cities as predictable objects in which things turn up as they are meant to, regularly and predictably (THRIFT, 2004a). Modern Western cities are in many ways mass engineerings of time and space and this engineering increasingly involves working with very small spaces (of the order of millimetres) and times (of the order of milliseconds). At this scale, this means working on the structure of anticipation, producing a comforting sense of regularity and a corresponding (and probably amplified historically) sense of annoyance when things do not play out exactly as it is intended that they should. In a sense, speed has produced a new landscape of anticipation. Some commentators see this landscape as a threat, likely to institute a new «dromocracy». I am more ambivalent. It seems to me that it offers possibilities too, and not least in providing rapid reaction to problems large and small. Indeed, as information technology systems come in which are based on continuous updating of information, some degree of capacity to track and trace and the ability to forecast forward in a very limited way (for example, through profiling systems), so it seems to me that cities will add another landscape to their repertoire, one which works a few seconds or minutes or, in extreme cases, hours ahead of the present and which will add markedly to their resilience. Of course, there is a new repertoire of risk associated with this landscape of foresight but whether it is that much larger than many other developments remains to be seen. Computer systems are vulnerable to attack just like any other system but it is also important to remember the continuous amount of repair and maintenance which goes into these systems anyway and reactions to attacks by worms or viruses are rapidly being incorporated into this burgeoning structure.
