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Link:  Technology

Technological progress permeates the post-modern world, devastating “animal,” “social,” “territorial,” and “political” bodies
Adams 3 Jason, MA, political science, Simon Fraser U; "Popular Defense in the Empire of Speed: Paul Virilio and the Phenomenology of the Political Body" Simon Fraser University; November 26, 2003; http://ir.lib.sfu.ca/bitstream/1892/4277/1/b34840278.pdf   |Cramer
The argument that technological progress has been complementary to the fight against totalitarian forms of government is repeated often within the social sciences, based largely upon the notion that it has brought people from the most distant corners of the earth 'together' in such a way as to inscribe the liberal democratic values of liberty, equality and fraternity at a global level for the first time. What these arguments ignore however, are the ties that bind the Nazi and Soviet forms of totalitarianism to the mass liberal democracies under which we live today through their common embrace of the ideology of progress, under which all that is external to technology is redefined as raw material for its 'inevitable' expansion. This thesis considers the shape that this complicity has taken over the course of the twentieth century through an engagement with the thought of Paul Virilio, whose life's work has demonstrated that technologization has depended upon the uprooting, fragmentation and totalization of the 'animal bodies' of men, women and children, the 'social bodies' of families, cities and nations and the 'territorial bodies' of forests, oceans and mountains. By drawing attention to this aspect of his thought, the study demonstrates the bases on which Virilio stakes his claim that the lived bodily experience of the territorial and social ecologies has been subordinated to the artificial prosthetic experience of the technical ecology, thus laying the groundwork for a totalitarian individualism to take over where the conviviality of the 'political body' left off. The study not only analyzes the deconstructive effects of technology on political community, but also investigates the many attempts of civilian populations to mount a popular defense against such incursions, while also considering the question of how the disassembled political body might be reconstructed through the reinvention of art, architecture and the city. Ultimately, the thesis concludes that while Virilio is pessimistic about the liberating potentiality of technology under fascism, Communism and liberalism, he nevertheless allows for the possibility of a 'new politics' and a 'new technology' through his uniquely phenomenological and anarchist approach.

Link:  Nanotech

Nanotech’s implications are unknown and risk catastrophic accident
Anderson 7 Department of Geography, University of Durham, Durham, Nanoscience Centre, University of Cambridge, Cambridge, 2007, Geographies of nano-technoscience

Posed between dream and reality, and suspended between the future and present, nanotechnology has been heralded as a technology that may define the twenty-first century. Based on claims of either the ability to precisely control and manipulate the material world at the nanoscale, or the ability to modulate living processes at the nanoscale, nanotechnology is said to promise a set of transformative applications that will disrupt established categories such as the artificial/natural or the biological/informational. Nanotechnology is defined by the possibilities for technological exploitation of the nanoscale, and the current institutionalization of nanoscience through coordinated research funding and support mechanisms is dependent upon a broad set of expectations of the potentially transformative implications of this exploitation. For example, a recent UNESCO report expresses something of this ambivalent potentiality as it presents nanotechnology as the next step-change in human progress and development – albeit a step change with uncertain consequences: Nanotechnology could become the most influential force to take hold of the technology industry since the rise of the Internet. Nanotechnology could increase the speed of memory chips, remove pollution particles in water and air and find cancer cells quicker. Nanotechnology could prove beyond our control, and spell the end of our very existence as human beings. Nanotechnology could alleviate world hunger, clean the environment, cure cancer, guarantee biblical life spans or concoct super-weapons of untold horror. Nanotechnology could be the new asbestos. (UNESCO 2006, 3; emphases added) The repetition of the conditional ‘could’ exemplifies that what we will hereafter term ‘nanotechnoscience’ – the diverse and interdisciplinary confluence of scientific practices and technological developments organized under the prefix ‘nano’ – can be described as both ontologically and temporally indeterminate. Informed by overlapping expectations of social, economic and political value, nanotechnoscience also therefore entails the strategic attempt to exploit this indeterminacy. (Mody 2006). As might be expected, for a field vaunted as providing the tools for the ‘next industrial revolution’, nanotechnology has also been criticized as a superfluous creation of intellectual fashion that fails to designate a novel field of scientific knowledge or experimental practice. In response, attempts to demonstrate the novelty of nanoscale research have asserted the material distinctiveness of the nanoscale, rather than rely on traditional ‘natural’ distinctions between different classes of object associated with different fields of scientific enquiry (that would designate physics as a distinct field of enquiry from biology, for example). Typically, nanoscale research is defined by an interest in the unique properties of the space between 1 and 100 nm, in which novel properties are said to emerge. As such, the novelty of nanotechnology is defined by the uniqueness of a particular space. Nanotechnology might therefore be thought of as a geographical project, capitalizing on – and also enacting – such novel properties (Nordmann 2004). Given the ontological and temporal indeterminacy of nanotechnoscience – that is, its promissory mode of being – how could or should Human Geographers respond?1 Despite its scalar definition, nanotechnology is represented in overtly temporal terms as future oriented. 

Link:  Space Mil

Space mil makes Virilio cry

Charles Hables Gray, Professor at UCSC, June 1, 2007, Postmodern War at Peak Empire, Science as Culture, electronic

There is no need here to reprise all the arguments against the Star Wars proposals or the militarization in space but something needs to be said about the particular perspective of the role of information in military systems because it is one of the major problems of Postmodern war. The problems are framed by a pragmatic combination of lived experience with information systems and what we know about information theory itself.6 In light of the work on the limitations of computers in relation to Star Wars, specifically and weapons in general, and more general critiques of science and technology, the faith that the US government and others show in technology is disturbing. They don’t care that what they want is deemed impossible now; they assume that eventually anything will be technologically possible. The limitations of ballistic missile defense in general render the whole idea of an ICBM defense nonsensical. It isn’t just that it costs the defender 10 to 100 times more to counter a deception by the attacker. The idea that any small state or non-governmental organization would choose to deliver weapons of mass destruction by rocket instead of some other way is just not credible. The systems effects are multiple. It isn’t just the impossibility of predicting the outcomes of complex systems, that is discussed in the technical articles, rather it is some of the larger effects of ballistic missile defense that are foreseeable that we should be concerned with. If the Star Wars system was really meant as a defensive system only (which is impossible in actual military terms, but one can pretend) then it would be trying to use an impossible technology to solve a horrible problem that was bought into being by technology in the first place. However, since the actual goal of the current plans is just to make the next step in the militarization of space a reality, it is a political goal (literally, of world domination) being met by an impossible technology. The militarization of space and its domination has been an explicit goal of parts of the US military since the mid-1940s. Now there is a consensus at the Pentagon and it is shared by the rest of the executive branch and much of the national legislature. A Unified Space Command is in place and there plans for the Space Force, a new military branch to join the Air Force, Navy, and Army. It’s politically sensitive, but it’s going to happen. Some people don’t want to hear this, and it sure isn’t in vogue, but – absolutely – we’re going to fight in space, we’re going to fight from space and we’re gong to fight into space. (Quoted in Scott, 1996, p. 51, original emphasis) The National Missile Defense and its resulting occupation of space by the US Space Corp. is deemed necessary in order to avoid a ‘Space Pearl Harbor’. So defensive ‘preemption’ becomes the rationale for the abrogation of the treaties preventing war in space and the beginning of the military exploitation of ‘the last frontier’, fortunately infinite. To its supporters it seems inevitable. It is our manifest destiny. You know we went from the East Coast to the West Coast of the United States of America settling the continent and they call that manifest destiny and the next continent if you will, the next frontier, is space and it goes on forever. (Sen. Bob Smith (R. New Hampshire), Senate Armed Services Committee. Quoted in the ‘Star Wars Returns’ documentary, February 2001) Militarizing space is just part of a major refocusing of military priorities for the United States. Down the line, we can expect that nanotechnology could produce new types of weapons of mass destruction, and, from space, effective lasers could do very bad things, but these are far enough away that we need not worry about them for a decade or so. Meanwhile, defense intellectuals and established militaries have been flogging a new type of war, based on information, and promising easy, maybe even bloodless, victories.
Link:  Democracy

The drive to spread “liberal democracy” which shatters politics and makes violence inevitable
Adams 3 Jason, MA, political science, Simon Fraser U; "Popular Defense in the Empire of Speed: Paul Virilio and the Phenomenology of the Political Body" Simon Fraser University; November 26, 2003; http://ir.lib.sfu.ca/bitstream/1892/4277/1/b34840278.pdf   |Cramer
Over the course of the past several centuries it has become commonplace in the Western liberal democracies for political theorists to accept and even encourage technological and scientific 'advance' at the most accelerated pace possible, due to the widespread perception that their primary effects are positive rather than negative in that they have supposedly brought people from the most distant corners of the earth together into a more just and peaceful form of political community, namely that of liberal democracy. Paul Virilio challenges such notions by demonstrating how technological 'progress' is instead developing into a new form of totalitarianism, an 'empire of speed' that is uprooting, fragmenting and totalizing the 'animal bodies' of men, women and children, the 'social bodies' of couples, families, cities and nations and the 'territorial bodies' of forests, oceans and mountains, to such an extent that the lived experience of reality on which the political body is based will soon be eclipsed by the virtual reality of technique.

Link:  Cyberspace/ Globalization
Technological globalization severs human ties, closes politics, and readies the world for “the mother of all accidents”

Virilio 95 Paul, Emeritus, École Spéciale d’Architecture;  former director and chairman, École Spéciale d’Architecture; winner, Grand Prix National de la Critique; “Speed and Information:  Cyberspace Alarm!” August 27, 1995; http://fields.eca.ac.uk/deaua/wp-content/uploads/2008/10/virilio.pdf    |Cramer
The big event looming upon the 21st century in connection with this absolute speed, is  the invention of a perspective of real time, that will supersede the perspective of real  space, which in its turn was invented by Italian artists in the Quattrocento. It has still not  been emphasized enough how profoundly the city, the politics, the war, and the economy  of the medieval world were revolutionized by the invention of perspective. Cyberspace is a new form of perspective. It does not coincide with the audio-visual  perspective which we already know. It is a fully new perspective, free of any previous  reference: it is a tactile perspective. To see at a distance, to hear at a distance: that was the  essence of the audio-visual perspective of old. But to reach at a distance, to feel at a  distance, that amounts to shifting the perspective towards a domain it did not yet  encompass: that of contact, of contact-at-a-distance: tele-contact. A Fundamental Loss of Orientation Together with the build-up of information superhighways we are facing a new  phenomenon: loss of orientation. A fundamental loss of orientation complementing and concluding the societal liberalization and the deregulation of financial markets whose  nefarious effects are well-known. A duplication of sensible reality, into reality and  virtuality, is in the making. A stereo-reality of sorts threatens. A total loss of the bearings  of the individual looms large. To exist, is to exist in situ, here and now, hic et nunc. This  is precisely what is being threatened by cyberspace and instantaneous, globalized  information flows. What lies ahead is a disturbance in the perception of what reality is; it is a shock, a  mental concussion. And this outcome ought to interest us. Why? Because never has any  progress in a technique been achieved without addressing its specific negative aspects.  The specific negative aspect of these information superhighways is precisely this loss of  orientation regarding alterity (the other), this disturbance in the relationship with the  other and with the world. It is obvious that this loss of orientation, this non-situation, is  going to usher a deep crisis which will affect society and hence, democracy. The dictatorship of speed at the limit will increasingly clash with representative  democracy. When some essayists address us in terms of "cyber-democracy", of virtual  democracy; when others state that "opinion democracy" is going to replace "political  parties democracy", one cannot fail to see anything but this loss of orientation in matters political, of which the March 1994 "media-coup" by Mr. Silvio Berlusconi was an  Italian-style prefiguration. The advent of the age of viewer-counts and opinion polls  reigning supreme will necessarily be advanced by this type of technology. The very word "globalization" is a fake. There is no such thing as globalization, there is  only virtualization. What is being effectively globalized by instantaneity is time.  Everything now happens within the perspective of real time: henceforth we are deemed to  live in a "one-time-system"1. For the first time, history is going to unfold within a one-time-system: global time. Up to  now, history has taken place within local times, local frames, regions and nations. But  now, in a certain way, globalization and virtualization are inaugurating a global time that  prefigures a new form of tyranny. If history is so rich, it is because it was local, it was  thanks to the existence of spatially bounded times which overrode something that up to  now occurred only in astronomy: universal time. But in the very near future, our history  will happen in universal time, itself the outcome of instantaneity - and there only. Thus we see on one side real time superseding real space. A phenomenon that is making  both distances and surfaces irrelevant in favor of the time-span, and an extremely short  time-span at that. And on the other hand, we have global time, belonging to the  multimedia, to cyberspace, increasingly dominating the local time-frame of our cities, our  neighborhoods. So much so, that there is talk of substituting the term "global" by  "glocal", a concatenation of the words local and global. This emerges from the idea that  the local has, by definition, become global, and the global, local. Such a deconstruction  of the relationship with the world is not without consequences for the relationship among  the citizens themselves.   Nothing is ever obtained without a loss of something else. What will be gained from  electronic information and electronic communication will necessarily result in a loss  somewhere else. If we are not aware of this loss, and do not account for it, our gain will  be of no value. This is the lesson to be had from the previous development of transport  technologies. The realization of high velocity railway service has been possible only  because engineers of the 19th century had invented the block system, that is a method to  regulate traffic so that trains are speeded up without risk of railway catastrophes2. But so  far, traffic control engineering on the information (super)highways is conspicuous by its  absence. There is something else of great importance here: no information exists without disinformation. And now a new type of dis-information is raising its head, and it is totally  different than voluntary censorship. It has to do with some kind of choking of the senses,  a loss of control over reason of sorts. Here lies a new and major risk for humanity  stemming from multimedia and computers. Albert Einstein, in fact, had already prophesized as much in the 1950s, when talking  about "the second bomb". The electronic bomb, after the atomic one. A bomb whereby  real-time interaction would be to information what radioactivity is to energy. The  disintegration then will not merely affect the particles of matter, but also the very people  of which our societies consist. This is precisely what can be seen at work with mass  unemployment, wired jobs, and the rash of delocalizations of enterprises. One may surmise that, just as the emergence of the atomic bomb made very quickly the  elaboration of a policy of military dissuasion imperative in order to avoid a nuclear  catastrophe, the information bomb will also need a new form of dissuasion adapted to the  21st century. This shall be a societal form of dissuasion to counter the damage caused by  the explosion of unlimited information. This will be the great accident of the future, the  one that comes after the succession of accidents that was specific to the industrial age (as  ships, trains, planes or nuclear power plants were invented, shipwrecks, derailments,  plane crashes and the meltdown at Chernobyl were invented at the same time too...) After the globalization of telecommunications, one should expect a generalized kind of  accident, a never-seen-before accident. It would be just as astonishing as global time is,  this never-seen-before kind of time. A generalized accident would be something like  what Epicurus called "the accident of accidents" [and Saddam Hussein surely would call  the "mother of all accidents" -trans.]. The stock-market collapse is merely a slight  prefiguration of it. Nobody has seen this generalized accident yet. But then watch out as  you hear talk about the "financial bubble" in the economy: a very significant metaphor is  used here, and it conjures up visions of some kind of cloud, reminding us of other clouds  just as frightening as those of Chernobyl... When one raises the question about the risks of accidents on the information (super)  highways, the point is not about the information in itself, the point is about the absolute  velocity of electronic data. The problem here is interactivity. Computer science is not the  problem, but computer communication, or rather the (not yet fully known) potential of computer communication. In the United States, the Pentagon, the very originator of the  Internet, is even talking in terms of a "revolution in the military" along with a "war of  knowledge", which might supersede the war of movement in the same way as the latter  had superseded the war of siege, of which Sarejevo is such a tragic and outdated  reminder. Upon leaving the White House in 1961, Dwight Eisenhower dubbed the military industrial complex "a threat to democracy". He sure knew what he was talking about,  since he helped build it up in the first place. But comes 1995, at the very moment that a  military-informational complex is taking shape with some American political leaders,  most prominently Ross Perot and Newt Gingrich, talking about "virtual democracy"3 in a  spirit reminiscent of fundamentalist mysticism, how not to feel alarmed? How not to see  the outlines of cybernetics turned into a social policy .
Link:  Competitiveness

The affirmative’s drive for economic competitiveness ensures violently undemocratic distribution of technology

Der Derian & Virilio 97 (James, Watson Institute research professor of international studies and professor of political science at Brown University,  and Paul, “Interview with Paul Virilio,” http://asrudiancenter.wordpress.com/2008/11/26/interview-with-paul-virilio/)

Will military technological superiority eventually efface these national and geographical differences? -A terrible question, philosophically speaking. One must speak of the unequal development of nations. National identity is linked to the industrial and technological development of the country in question. Now we are in a world where there is unequal technical development of the means of production and the means of destruction, that is to say, of arms. The proliferation of conflict has been favored by the countries which have at their disposal the means of mass destruction. They have put up for sale, for reasons of the market, their technology of destruction. We have thus created a disequilibrium in the relations amongst nations. The worst example is, of course, that of nuclear proliferation. -What about the impact of technology on individuality of culture? There have been three industrial revolutions. The first important revolution on the technical plane is that of transportation, which favors an equipping of the territory with railroads, airports, highways, electric lines, cables, etc. It has a geopolitical element. The second revolution which is almost concomitant, is the transmissions revolution, including Marconi, Edison, radio, television. From this point on, technology is set loose. It becomes immaterial and electromagnetic. The third revolution, which it seems to me we are on the verge of, is the revolution of transplantations. All these technologies of telecommunication which had been employed in aviation and missiles, favor nano-technology, the possibility of miniaturizing technology to the point of introducing it into the human body, to achieve what the futurists wished for: to sustain the human body through “technology” and not just through “chemistry.” In the future, just as the geographic world was colonized by means of transportation or communication, we will have the possibility of a colonization of the human body by technology,. That which favors the equipping of territories, of cities, in particular, threatens to apply to the human body, as if we had the city in the body and not the city around the body. The city “at home”, in vitro, in vivo. . Here there is a sort of anthropomorphism of technology. We see this with supplementary technologies, cardiac stimulators, with the possibility of grafts, of techno-grafts, supplementary memory, as Marvin Minsky proposes. We are on the verge of the biomachine. Personally, I critique this, as the advent of the hyperstimulated man. 
Link:  Satellite Surveillance
The affirmative’s use of satellite imagery allows for violent domination in warfare
Armitage and Virilio 01 (John Armitage and Paul Virilio. Dromology scholar and Professor of Philosophy at the European Graduate School in Switzerland respectively. Virilio Live: Selected Interviews. Accessed via Library.nu) 

JA: In the early 1980s you produced one of your most well-known books, War and Cinema: The Logistics of Perception (1989a [1984]). In this book you discuss the use by the military of cinematic technologies of perception. Why is the analysis of the relationship between war and the cinema so important for you? PV: Because images have turned into ammunition. Logistics deals in the first place with the supply to the front-line of ammunition, energy and so on. The front-line is constantly being replenished with ammunition, energy and foodstuffs. Now, from the end of the First World War onwards, but especially with the Second World War, the front-line is also being fed with images and information. That means that a ‘logistics of perception’ will be put in place, just as there is a logistics of fuel supplies, of explosives and shells. For instance, one can observe that the First World War was fought on the basis of maps. Maps were being drawn, lines were sketched on them and height-lines established, whereupon the artillery was told where to fire. But at the close of the war, maps were being displaced by aerial photography, shot by planes and then assembled on tables like mosaics – I did that kind of job myself, when I was a HQ staffer. How did that come about? Well, because the destructive power of artillery is such that the ordinary topographical landmarks simply disappear – here, again, the aesthetics of disappearance at work! Only film or photography keep the memory of the landscape as it was, and as it is constantly being reshaped. The film substitutes for the ordnance survey and, at the same time, architecture goes underground. It buries itself in the soil, in bunkers, in order to escape control from the skies. If you look at the Second World War, there was no bombing without photographs of the planned bomb site being taken back, being scrutinized with specialized equipment. Images thus become a product of extraordinary strategic importance. And if we switch to contemporary military conflicts, what you get are video missiles, unmanned miniature planes or ‘drones’, observation satellites and more wondrous things. War has morphed into images, into the eyes … JA: According to you, war is now a war of images? PV: Absolutely. It is impossible to imagine war without images. And, if possible, ‘live’ images. 
Link:  Economics
The affirmative’s economic thought entrenches domination

Kroker & Kroker, 8 (Arthur and Marilouise, editors of CTheory, “City of Transformation: Paul Virilio in Obama's America,” CTheory is an international, peer-reviewed journal of theory, technology, and culture, publishing articles, interviews, event-scenes and reviews of key books, Oct. 30, 2008, http://www.ctheory.net/articles.aspx?id=597#bio)
Are we beyond Speed and Politics? What characterizes contemporary politics is the unstable mixture of speed information and slow movements. Like the slow implosion of the manufacturing economy, the slow rise of evangelical visions of catastrophe, the slow ascent -- the slow ubiquity -- of the speed of technology, the slow descent of culture into the cold state of surveillance under the sign of bio-governance. You can see it everywhere. In the world economy, the speed of mortgage backed securities, credit swap debt offerings, and complex derivatives always seeks to move at the speed of light. Iceland is the world's first country actually liquidated by hyperreality with debts amassed at light-speeds now constituting 10 times its national wealth. Like Michel Serres' the perfect parasite, the Wall Street financial elite has worked a perfect number on the host of the world economies -- implanting unknown levels of toxic debt everywhere in the circulatory system of finance capital, from China and Japan to the European community. Waking up to the danger of hot debt moving at light-speed when it is definitely too late, Japanese bankers suddenly declaim that "It is beyond panic." Wall Street types say it is "panic with a capital P." Harvard economists, standing on the sidelines like a chorus of lament, wisely add that we are now between "capitulation and panic" and "debt is good." That in a world of over-extended economies, sudden loss of financial credibility, and a seizing up of credit mechanisms everywhere, the only thing to do, financially speaking, is wait for the capitulation point -- that fatal moment when despair is so deep, pessimism so locked down tight in the investor's heart, that everything just stops for an instant. No investments, no hope, no circulation. And for the always hopeful financial analysts, this is precisely the point to begin anew, to reinvest, to seize financial redemption from despair. Definitely then, not a speed economy, but a politics and economy of complex recursive loops, trapped in cycles of feedback which no one seems to understand, but with very real, very slow consequences: like vanishing jobs, abandoned health care and trashed communities. In The City of Panic, Virilio writes about the "tyranny of real time," "this accident in time belonging to an event that is the fruit of a technological progress out of political control." For Virilio, we're now interpellated by a complex, three dimensional space-time involved in the acceleration of technological progress "that reduces the extent, the fullness of the world to nothing

Link:  Environmental Protection

The affirmative’s attempts at environmental protection will inevitably co-opted for violent purposes
Virilio 7 Professor Emeritus, École Spéciale d’Architecture;  former director and chairman, École Spéciale d’Architecture; winner, Grand Prix National de la Critique, “The Original Accident”  |Cramer

But, here, the rampant ideology is not so much about a legitimate duty to protect populations; it is about a 'precautionary principle' taken to the absurd extreme of the myth of comprehensive insurance.3 'The idea of protection haunts and takes up the whole of life,' claimed one of the great exterminators of the twentieth century. But this paradoxical claim of Adolf Hitler forces us to go back over the origins of the various 'expectation horizons' that have preceded the one of the Great Accident of which ecology today presents as a symptom. Since the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, three types of expectation have, in fact, succeeded and overlapped each other, without a soul seemingly taking umbrage at the constantly escalating extremism they represent. In the eighteenth century, it was firstly the revolution or, more precisely, revolutions, American and French, that were to lead to the suite of political upheavals we all know about right ''up to the implosion of the Soviet Union at the end of the twentieth century, not forgetting the nihilist revolution of Nazism. Buoyed by technoscientific progress, those political revolutions ushered in a whole host of industrial and energy revolutions, revolutions in transport and telecommunications, which we don't need to list here. As Lenin explained, and he should know: 'Revolution is comnmnism plus electricity.' Parallel to this very first 'expectation horizon', the nineteenth century was to have a hand in generating the second, that of war, a Great War, whose geopolitical absurdity was flagged by the first worldwide conflict of 1914, following on from the Napoleonic epic. The other great conflict, the Second World War, was a total war, in which what was attacked at one and the same time was the human race as such, at Auschwitz, and its environment, at Hiroshima. This is to say nothing of the quarantine years of the balance of terror between East and West, that Third World War that remained undeclared under the pretext of 'nuclear deterrence' between the two antagonistic blocs. But the militarization of science and the arms race involving weapons of rnass destruction that it gave rise to were soon to reveal just how atrocious this undeclared war was. There is no need to spell out the strict correlation between these horizons of expectation, 'war' and 'revolution' mutually reinforcing each other in the narne of a technical and political Progress that remains uncontested, except by a handful of heretical thinkers. 

Link:  Nuclear Deterrence/ “The Bomb”

The specter of nuclear deterrence closes politics makes violence inevitable

James 7 Ian, lecturer in French and Fellow, UCambridge; Paul Virilio; Routledge Publishing; 2007; pp. 77-80  |Cramer
Perhaps one of the most startling conclusions that Virilio draws from his analysis in Bunker Archeology, one upon which he builds in subsequent works, is that the Second World War did not come to an end (Virilio 1994a: 58). The logic of total war is such that the state of war itself becomes limitless. Virilio draws this conclusion because he sees an essential continuity between the aerial bombing of European and Japanese cities and the threat of extermination posed to civilian populations by nuclear weapons in the post-war period. If the redundancy of frontier fortifications signals the advent of total war, then the advent of the nuclear bomb and the threat of extermination it implies inaugurates a period of what Virilio terms ‘Total Peace’. This continuity between the total war of aerial bombardment and the total peace of nuclear deterrence, and by implication the absence of any real distinction between war and peace in the post-war period, could be defended with simple reference to the actual use of nuclear weapons in Hiroshima and Nagasaki. The deployment of nuclear payloads was arguably a direct extension of the strategy of bombing urban centres which was already in place and, whilst the destruction of the two Japanese cities clearly brought hostilities between the Allied and Axis powers to a close, it was also the opening chapter of what came to be called the Cold War, that is, the nuclear stand-off between the United States and the Soviet Union. For Virilio the Total Peace of nuclear deterrence is an inverted continuation of the total war of aerial bombardment, or as he puts it in an interview with Sylvère Lotringer, ‘the Second World War never ended…There’s no state of peace. It isn’t over because it continued in Total Peace, that is, in war pursued by other means’ (Virilio and Lotringer 1997:30–1). Here Virilio inverts Clausewitz’s statement about war being a continuation of politics and transforms it into the following: ‘the Total Peace of deterrence is Total War pursued by other means’ (Virilio and Lotringer 1997:31). Looked at from this perspective the claim that the Second World War did not come to an end is perhaps not so startling, although it clearly recasts the question of what a ‘cold war’ might be in different terms. This argument is taken up by Virilio in the work published immediately after Bunker Archeology in 1976, entitled The Insecurity of Territory (L’Insécurité du territoire). Once again he emphasizes the manner in which the Second World War can be seen as a transitional moment of decisive importance in the history of conflict and the political structures which are shaped by military space. Here he focuses again on the impact of aerial warfare: ‘Total war was a threshold for our civilization to the extent that it was the first global aerial war’ (Virilio 1993:92). The shift from total war to total peace needs to be understood quite specifically in the context of the technology of war, and the dialectic of attack and defence which, according to Virilio, provides the motor for the development of war technology. Here he suggests that the transition from total war to total peace is an implicit necessity of technological progress which will inevitably aim to increase the power, speed and penetration of weaponry: ‘Already, total war carried within it its technical self-surpassing, the Cold War then total peace’ (Virilio 1993:133). Yet, however much aerial bombing and nuclear deterrence might seem very different from each other, Virilio argues that they bring about in reality the same state of affairs, that is, a generalized insecurity of civilian populations on the basis of which military strategy is pursued: ‘the principle of these successive strategies derives only from the creation and expansion of civil insecurity inside national frontiers, an insecurity which would have been inconceivable a few decades earlier’ (Virilio 1993:133). The assertion that the Second World War did not come to an end is not simply an abstract redrawing of the distinction between war and peace. For Virilio the continuation of total war in the shape of total peace implies a very real lived insecurity on the part of civilian populations (as those who lived through this period may all readily testify). As was shown earlier, Virilio questions in more general terms the distinction between war and peace, since he affirms the presence of war in peacetime (Virilio 1994a: 43) and the ‘occult permanence of the state of siege’ (Virilio 1986:11). Yet the Second World War marks a point where this more general permeability of the two states is radicalized to the point where even the experience of a state of war and a state of peace becomes more radically indistinct. For Virilio the logic of nuclear deterrence brings with it nothing less than the end of the distinction between these two states and signifies ‘the end of the centuries-old alternative between war and peace, the passage of total war to a new and unknown state: total peace’. If, hitherto, war was present in peacetime, or subsisted into peacetime in an ‘occult state of siege’, henceforth the two states fold into each other to form an entirely new military and political form.  This state of total peace is closely connected to what, in subsequent works, Virilio comes to call ‘pure war’. Both these terms are used in relation to the logic of nuclear deterrence, but it is arguable that ‘pure war’ becomes a far more all-embracing theoretical term in so far as it more directly implies, not just a military strategy based on generalized insecurity, but comes to stand as a figure for a global, technological, economic and even metaphysical organization the state and of collective experience. Pure war is similar to total peace in so far as both imply the conflation of the states of war and peace described above. In Popular defence and Ecological Struggles Virilio expresses this as follows: ‘PURE WAR is neither peace nor war, nor is, as we may have believed, “absolute” or “total” war, rather it is the military instance in its perennial ordinariness’ (Virilio 1990:35). Yet, arguably, the term ‘pure war’, in Virilio, develops further some of the assumptions which were already implicit in ‘total peace’. In The Insecurity of Territory nuclear deterrence is described as a strategy which strips warfare of its contingent aspects: ‘the bomb does not suppress war, it suppresses a certain number of its random elements [hazards] while shifting strategic decision making into other categories’ (Virilio 1993:143). The bomb, as it were, ‘purifies’ war of the random or accidental possibilities of the battlefield and places decision making with those who plan strategy, make decisions to site missile silos or, indeed, press the nuclear trigger. More generally Virilio refers to the doctrine of nuclear deterrence as a: ‘conspiracy, in which science and technology radiate their all-powerfulness, and become mystical figures’ (Virilio 1993:140). It is these two aspects, that is, the stripping from war of the contingency of the battlefield, and the raising of technological power to the level of a mystical or metaphysical figure, which come to characterize Virilio’s use of the term ‘pure war’. War in its ‘pure’ form appears almost to transcend the question of conflict per se and to become a mode of organizing or structuring the whole of human reality. It is located in the scientific or techno-scientific view of the world, that is, ‘war operating in the sciences… everything that is perverting the field of knowledge’ (Virilio and Lotringer 1997:27). Unlike total peace, pure war is to be seen less in relation to a specific conflict (e.g. the Second World War) and far more in terms of techno-scientific discovery. Pure war, for Virilio, isn’t ‘tied down to confrontation between East and West, but to the development of science as techno-science’ (Virilio and Lotringer 1997:167). In the final analysis, it appears to describe an almost religious attitude rather than a specific mode of conflict: ‘Pure War is the absolute idol…Pure War is entirely comparable to that of the idol in ancient societies’ (Virilio and Lotringer 1997:164). It is an ‘ultimate metaphysical figure’ (Virilio 1990:102). What these citations imply is a development in Virilio’s thinking during the 1970s. His meditation on the concrete fortifications of the Atlantic seaboard is inserted into a wider thinking about the technology of war. The archaeological remains of the bunkers become a key symbol of a transformation of military and political space brought about by the opening up of the third front of aerial bombardment. From this Virilio concludes that the Cold War period following the Second World War was, in fact, a period of total peace, that is to say, the continuation of war by other means (nuclear deterrence). This, in turn, develops into a thinking of pure war, a thinking which more explicitly foregrounds the techno-scientific ideology which underpins nuclear deterrence as both a mode of organizing the whole of human society and a metaphysical figure or belief system which shapes a collective view of reality. In effect Virilio moves from a thinking of military technologies which shape social and political space to a thinking of a military-technological world view which shapes our entire apprehension of reality. Pure war becomes, for Virilio, a modern cult, a ‘military-scientific messianism’ which underpins the global order of security based on nuclear weapons. 

Link:  Hegemony

Heg is bad… mkay?
Virilio 7 Professor Emeritus, École Spéciale d’Architecture;  former director and chairman, École Spéciale d’Architecture; winner, Grand Prix National de la Critique, “The Original Accident”  |Cramer

But let's go back over the phenomenon of the acceleration of reality, so perceptible today in the retooling of nations' foreign policy. In recent years, the United States has decided to see international conflicts as internecine wars, between states considered more or less rogue. But in this extroverted world, rapid deployment of US armed forces has hoodwinked and abused the United States in the most peculiar way about the reality of its hegemony. Just as adaptation of the eye is a function of the car driver's speed, the optical point expanding in the distance with acceleration of the vehicle, today the geostrategic perception of Amenca as a hyperpower has moved beyond the limits of the United Nations to embrace the curve of the globe . For the Americans the dromosphere is thus no longer a metaphor of progress but an avowed fact of their geopolitical perception in which topological reversals become more and more frequent. Recently, a wit asked himself this question: 'How can American society, so wealthy and so multicultural, project itself in such a monolithic way? There is a lot of talk of an American empire, but it's an empire behind a barricade. The Americans are in bunkers.  

Link: “Timeframe”

The affirmative’s obsession with urgency results in the magnification of the “accident”

Virilio 6 Paul, Professor Emeritus, École Spéciale d’Architecture;  former director and chairman, École Spéciale d’Architecture; winner, Grand Prix National de la Critique; “The Museum of Accidents” International Journal of Baudrillard Studies vol. 3  no. 2; July, 2006; http://www.ubishops.ca/baudrillardstudies/vol3_2/viriliopf.htm”  |Cramer
A society which rashly privileges the present – real time – to the detriment of both the past and the future, also privileges the accident. Since, at every moment and most often unexpectedly, every​thing happens, a civilization that sets immediacy, ubiquity and instantaneity to work brings accidents and catastrophes on to the scene. The confirmation of this state of affairs is provided for us by insurance companies, and particularly by the recent Sigma study, carried out for the world's second-largest reinsurance company Swiss Re. This recently published study, which each year lists man-made disasters (explosions, fires, terrorism etc.) and natural catas​trophes (floods, earthquakes, storms etc.), takes into account only those disasters causing losses in excess of 35 million dollars. “For the first time”, the Swiss analysts observe, “since the 1990’s, a period when damage due to natural catastrophes predominated over man-made damage, the trend has reversed, with man-made damage standing at 70 percent”.

Link:  Cataclysmic Imagery

The affirmative’s imagery of catastrophe stifles dissent and ensures violence

Virilio 6 Paul, Professor Emeritus, École Spéciale d’Architecture;  former director and chairman, École Spéciale d’Architecture; winner, Grand Prix National de la Critique; “The Museum of Accidents” International Journal of Baudrillard Studies vol. 3  no. 2; July, 2006; http://www.ubishops.ca/baudrillardstudies/vol3_2/viriliopf.htm”  |Cramer
Hence the ravages wrought by the circulation of images, this constant concertina-ing, this constant pile-up of dramatic scenes from everyday life on the evening news. And even if the written press has always been more interested in derailed trains than the ones that run on time, it is with the coming of audiovisual media that we have been able to look on, thunderstruck, at the overex​posure of accidents, of catastrophes of all kinds – not to mention wars. *  *  * Where the broadcasting of horror is concerned, television has, since the end of the last century, been the (live) site of a constant raising of the stakes and, particularly with the increase in live coverage, it has provided us with an instantaneous transmission of cataclysms and incidents that have broadly anticipated disas​ter movies. Moreover, after the standardization of opinion, which began in the nineteenth century, we are now seeing the sudden synchronization of emotions. TV channels' competition for viewers has turned the catas​trophic accident into a scoop, if not indeed a fantastic spectacle which all pursue with equal vigour. When Guy Debord spoke of the “society of the spectacle”, he omitted to mention that this scenarization of life was organized around sexuality and violence; a sexuality which the 1960s claimed to liberate, whereas what was actually happening was a progressive abolition of societal inhibitions, regarded by the Situationists as so many unbearable straitjackets. As was so well expressed at the time by one of the officials of the Festival du Film Fantastique d'Avoriaz, “At last death will have replaced sex and the serial killer the Latin lover”! Television – a “museum of horrors” or a “tunnel of death” – has, then, gradually transformed itself into a kind of altar of human sacrifice, using and abusing the terrorist scene and serial massa​cres; it now plays more on repulsion than on seduction. From the death twenty wars ago – allegedly “live on air” – of a little Colombian girl being swallowed by mud, to the execution this winter of little Mohammed struck down beside his father, when it comes to making horror banal, any pretest will serve. By contrast, as we may recall, the mass media in the old Soviet Union never reported accidents or violent incidents. With the exception of natural catastrophes, which it would have been dif​ficult to pass over, the media systematically censored any devia​tions from the norm, allowing only visions of a radiant future to filter through ...until Chernobyl.  However, when it comes to censorship, liberalism and totalitar​ianism each had their particular method for stifling the true facts. For the former, the aim was, even then, to overexpose the viewer to the incessant repetition of tragedies; the latter, by contrast, opted for underexposure and the radical occultation of any sin​gularity. Two panic reactions, but an identical outcome: censorship by illumination – a fateful blinding by the light – for the democratic West, and censorship by the prohibition of any divergent represen​tation – the darkness and fog of wilful blindness – for the dog​matic East. *  *  * \So, just as there is a Richter scale of seismic catastrophes, so there is, surreptitiously, a scale of media catastrophes, the clearest effect of which is to cause, on the one hand, resentment against the perpetrators and, on the other, an effect of exemplarity, which leads, where terrorism is concerned, to the reproduction of the disaster, thanks to its dramaturgical amplification. So much is this the case that to Nietzsche's study of the birth of tragedy we need to add the analysis of this media tragedy, in which the perfect synchronization of the collective emotion of TV viewers might be said to play the role of the ancient chorus – though no longer on the scale of the theatre at Epidauros, but on the life-size scale of entire continents. It is clearly here that the museum of the accident has its place…  The media scale of catastrophes and cataclysms that dress the world in mourning is, in fact, so vast that it must necessarily make the amplitude of the perceptual field the first stage of a new understanding – no longer solely that of the ecology of risks in the face of environmental pollution, but that of an ethology of threats in terms of the mystification of opinion, of a pollution of public emotion.  A pollution that always paves the way for intolerance followed by vengeance. In other words for a barbarism and chaos which quickly overwhelm human societies, as has recently been demon​strated by the massacres and genocides, those fruits of the baneful propaganda of the “media of hatred”.   After a period of waiting for the “integral accident” to occur, we are seeing the forceps birth of a “catastrophism” that bears no relation whatever (we really must make no mistake about this) to that of the “millenarian” obscurantism of yesteryear, but which requires just as much in the way of precautions, in the way of that Pascalian “subtlety” which our organs of mass information so cruelly lack 
Link:  Postructuralism/ K Aff’s
The affirmative’s acceptance of technology dooms their critical project to failure and ensures the spread of violent technology

Adams 3 Jason, MA, political science, Simon Fraser U; "Popular Defense in the Empire of Speed: Paul Virilio and the Phenomenology of the Political Body" Simon Fraser University; November 26, 2003; http://ir.lib.sfu.ca/bitstream/1892/4277/1/b34840278.pdf   |Cramer
In this sense then, Virilio's philosophy of technology could be said to be 'essentialist' in that he sees technology as deeply imbued with the instrumental values of the society from which it emerged, but it could not be said to be determinist since he does not follow this with the assertion that we must simply wait passively for the 'historical stages' to play themselves out. One framework for categorizing the various philosophies of technology which deals with many of these questions is that articulated by Andrew Feenberg, who divides them according to the degree to which technology is seen as either neutral or value-laden on the one hand and humanly controlled or autonomous on the other, all of which are key attributes that Virilio discusses in his own conception. With what he terms the 'instrumentalism' of mainstream liberalism, for instance, he says that technology is seen as both neutral and humanly controlled, with the implication that there is no pressing need for greater control over its development, while with the 'determinism' of Marx and Engels, technology is seen as autonomous and beyond human control, even though it is accepted that it is ultimately neutral, meaning that public intervention would not be possible. Likewise, with the 'substantivism' of Ellul and Heidegger, it is also argued that technology is autonomous from human control, with the difference that it is not seen as neutral but rather as bound up with the instrumental logic of the society which produced it, whereas with the 'critical theory' of Marcuse and Foucault, while it is accepted that technology is imbued with value, the idea that technology is autonomous is rejected since this is seen as overly simplistic and limiting to human agency.19 While it is asking the right questions and contributes much to the understanding of the various traditions, the one limitation of this formulation is that it only allows for the combination of two attributes with regard to each category, rather than three as would be needed in the case of Virilio, who while he agrees with Ellul and Heidegger that technology is value-laden and autonomous within the context of a technocratic society, also concurs with Marcuse and Foucault that given the emergence of a more democratic system, it could be subjected to human control. While it is true that Feenberg argues that this is precisely what distinguishes substantivism from critical theory, with the implication that perhaps Virilio should be considered 'critical-theoretical' instead, the difference in his conception is that while both agree that there is a pressing need to subject technology to the democratic will of the communities that it affects, Feenberg contends that most technologies could continue on as they are today without interfering in this process. Thus while critical theory would potentially allow for the continuation of large-scale industrial, weapons and computer technologies so long as they are placed under democratic control, Virilio would be unlikely to accept this for the 'essentialist' reason that they all demonstrate tendencies toward autonomy and thus cannot really be placed under 'control' as such, which is why he argues that new forms of what Murnford called 'democratic technics' would have to be developed within the context of a radically decentralized and democratic society.20

Link:  Marxism

Materialism is wrong, history is driven by war, not capital

Armitage 2k John, Principal Lecturer in Politics and Media Studies, UNorthumbria; “Beyond Postmodernism?” CTheory; November 15, 2000; http://www.ctheory.net/articles.aspx?id=133#bio     |Cramer
The importance of Virilio's theoretical work stems from his central claim that, in a culture dominated by war, the military-industrial complex is of crucial significance in debates over the creation of the city and the spatial organization of cultural life. In Speed & Politics, for example, Virilio offers a credible 'war model' of the growth of the modern city and the development of human society. Thus, according to Virilio, the fortified city of the feudal period was a stationary and generally unassailable 'war machine' coupled to an attempt to modulate the circulation and the momentum of the movements of the urban masses. Therefore, the fortified city was a political space of habitable inertia, the political configuration, and the physical underpinning of the feudal era. Nevertheless, for Virilio, the essential question is why did the fortified city disappear? His rather unconventional answer is that it did so due to the advent of ever increasingly transportable and accelerated weapons systems. For such innovations 'exposed' the fortified city and transformed siege warfare into a war of movement. Additionally, they undermined the efforts of the authorities to govern the flow of the urban citizenry and therefore heralded the arrival of what Virilio (Virilio and Parent, 1996: xv) calls the 'habitable circulation' of the masses. Unlike Marx, then, Virilio postulates that the transition from feudalism to capitalism was not an economic transformation but a military, spatial, political, and technological metamorphosis. Broadly speaking, where Marx wrote of the materialist conception of history, Virilio writes of the military conception of history. 

Alternative

Alternative:  Politicize Technology

***Status quo technology renders political closure inevitable, only a politicization of technology allows for localized resistance capable of escaping violent politics and achieving positive uses of technology

Adams 3 Jason, MA, political science, Simon Fraser U; "Popular Defense in the Empire of Speed: Paul Virilio and the Phenomenology of the Political Body" Simon Fraser University; November 26, 2003; http://ir.lib.sfu.ca/bitstream/1892/4277/1/b34840278.pdf   |Cramer
Just as we have seen with his critique of the epistemology of science, so too does Virilio reject the ideology of objectivity in regard to technology, pointing out that far from being the product of equal input from all sectors of society, much less without value altogether, it too is always developed for someone and for some purpose, namely that of the military, the media, the state and other centers of power. It is through the convergence of these critiques that he develops his theory of technocracy as the totalitarian replacement of participatory politics in our time, which he says has come about because the instrumentalism that was born with what we call 'technology' has exceeded the machinic bounds of the term to encompass ever greater sectors of society, with the result that today it necessarily includes any standardized complex of procedures that transform nature, animals or humans into a means to an end, such that reflective and deliberatory decision-making are replaced, as seen for example in the way in which both the machinic technology of the nuclear bomb and the economic technology of neoliberalism involve the transformation of billions of living beings into either hostages or consumers rather than political actors in their own right.9 Thus, politics and technology can no longer be separated in a time when the latter forms the very framework within which the former takes place, to such an extent in fact, that deliberation is often subsumed by technique altogether; as John Street has argued, this occurs because "technology encompasses not just nuclear power stations and computers. It extends, for example, to hedgerows, trees and walls. The row of trees outside the American Embassy in London was not planted out of commitment to natural beauty, but to break up student demonstrations, just as the Paris streets were designed to frustrate revolutionary mobs".1•‹ In this example we get a glimpse of why Virilio describes what are generally thought of as liberal 'democracies' as technocracies instead, since almost all of the most important decisions in regard to overall design are made not by the people directly affected by them, much less by their elected representatives in government, but rather by technicians who not only exclude the public from the decision of whether or not a particular form of technology should be introduced, but even design them from the start so as to preclude the very possibility from ever occurring at all." This argument has only become more relevant with the passing of time, as seen in phenomena recently whereby elected officials have taken to passionately defending the autonomy of the very technicians whom they have lost the ability to control, such as Clinton's dismissive remark during the 1999 WTO Ministerial in Seattle that those concerned about the dangers of genetically modified foods had merely lost faith in the representative nature of liberal democracy; as he proclaimed at the time, "I say to the people of the world: we eat this food too and we eat more of it than you do".12 A similarly Antoinettian approach has emerged in the aftermath of September 11, with the unveiling of a whole arsenal of totalitarian technologies such as the Pentagon's 'Combat Zones That See' in which the millions of surveillance cameras already in place throughout the major cities of the world would be linked into a single feed that would then be piped into US Military intelligence computers, automatically comparing thousands of passing faces and vehicles with database files of suspected terrorists and other 'undesirables';'"~ surprising as this development may be for some, Virilio demonstrates that the technical foundations for such phenomena were already being put into place several centuries back in the very layout of the cities that are now being placed under the constant watch of military analysts; as he quotes of a French police official in 1749, "public order will reign if we are careful to distribute our human time and space between the city and the country by a severe regulation of transit; if we are attentive to schedules as well as to alignments and signal systems; if by environmental standardization the entire city is made transparent, that is, familiar to the policeman's eye”. Thus we can see that for Virilio for as long as technology has been allowed to become ever more autonomous, the deliberative basis on which politics rests has been undermined since it has exempted what is arguably the most important element of public administration from consideration. In order for the political to prevail over the technical then, the metadesign of society that results from the introduction of technique must be subjected to open and sustained debate and decision-making processes which directly involve the populations affected by them.I5 If this were to take place, he argues, the likely result would be the scaling back of large-scale authoritarian technologies such as nuclear power and the emergence of small-scale democratic technologies such as wind power, which is why it should not be taken from his pessimism about the present that he wants to turn back the clock to 'Year Zero', but rather that he would prefer to wait and see what might appear within the context of a society in which science and technology are transformed so as to serve the interest of the public rather than that of the elites who go to such great lengths to protect their autonomy.I6It is for this reason that it is rather difficult to place him within a particular tradition of technological thought since he is both negative about the short term future of technology and positive about its long term potentiality at one and the same time. While on the one hand he agrees with Ellul that the instrumental logic of technology as we know it today has become so pervasive that ours is more appropriately described as a 'technological society' than as a capitalist society, since even non-capitalist societies such as the Soviet Union held that 'communism is socialism plus electricity' and were thus in many way of a piece with our own, on the other hand he also takes from Heidegger that "we must take hold of the riddle of technology and lay it on the table as the ancient philosophers and scientists put the riddle of Nature out in the open.. .we must politicize speed, whether it be the metabolic speed (the speed of the living being, of reflexes) or technological speed. We must politicize speed, because we are both: we are moved, and we move. To drive is also to be driven".17In order to accomplish this, his suggestion is that citizens should immediately demand meetings with the engineers and technicians in order to really discuss both the positive and the negative implications of what is being brought into existence today, just as the developers of the railway system throughout Europe got together in Brussels in 1888 and came up with the 'block system' to prevent accidents as a result. What was unique in that instance, and what is unheard of today, as Virilio notes, is that "the starting point of the discussion in Brussels was on the negative, on what did not function. Contact switches and signals were devised, and these became the basis of a very sophisticated form of data management. But why are there no conferences nowadays on the damaging consequences of unemployment? On the wrong turns taken by urbanism? On the obverse side of technical progress?".'8
 Alternative: Museum of Technological Accidents
The affirmative’s expansion of technology risks terminal violence, only revisiting past accidents solves
Virilio 6 Paul, Professor Emeritus, École Spéciale d’Architecture;  former director and chairman, École Spéciale d’Architecture; winner, Grand Prix National de la Critique; “The Museum of Accidents” International Journal of Baudrillard Studies vol. 3  no. 2; July, 2006; http://www.ubishops.ca/baudrillardstudies/vol3_2/viriliopf.htm”  |Cramer
Proof, if proof were needed, that far from promoting quietude, our  industrialized societies throughout the twentieth century have essentially developed disquiet and the major risk, and this is so even if we leave out of account the recent proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.  …Hence the urgent need to reverse this trend which consists in exposing us to the most catastrophic accidents produced by the techno-scientific spirit, and to establish the opposite approach which would consist in exposing or exhibiting the accident as the major enigma of modern progress.  Although some car companies carry out more than 400 crash tests annually in the attempt to improve the safety of their vehi​cles, this still does not prevent television channels from continually inflicting road-death statistics on us (not to mention the tragedies which see the present repeatedly plunged into mourning. It is certainly high time (alongside the ecological approaches that relate to the various ways in which the biosphere is polluted) for the beginnings of an eschatological approach to technical progress to emerge – an approach to that finitude without which the much-vaunted globalization is in danger of itself becoming a life-size catastrophe.  Both a natural and a man-made catastrophe, a general catas​trophe and not one specific to any particular technology or region of the world, which would far exceed the disasters currently covered by the insurance companies – a  catastrophe of which the long-term drama of Chernobyl remains emblematic.\So as to avoid in the near future an integral acci​dent on a planetary scale, an accident capable of incorporating a whole host of incidents and disasters in a chain reaction, we should right now build, inhabit and plan a laboratory of cata​clysms – the technical progress accident museum – so as to avoid the accident of substances, revealed by Aristotle, being succeeded by the knowledge accident – that major philosophical catastrophe which genetic engineering, coming on the heels of atomic power, bears within it.             Whether we like it or not, globalization is today the fateful mark of a finitude. Paraphrasing Paul Valéry, we might assert without fear of contradiction that “the time of the finite world is coming to an end” and that there is an urgent need to assert that knowledge marks the finitude of man, just as ecology marks that of his geophysical environment. *  *  *             At the very moment when some are requesting, in an open letter to the president of the French Republic, that he create a “Museum of the Twentieth Century” in Paris,3 it seems appropriate to enquire not only into the historical sequence of the events of that fateful century, but also into the fundamentally catastrophic nature of those events.             If, indeed, “time is the accident of accidents",4 the museums of history are  already an anticipation of the time of that integral accident which the twentieth century foreshadowed, on the pretext of scientific revolution or ideological liberation.             All museology requires a museography, and the question of the  presentation of the harm done by progress has not received any kind of answer; it therefore falls to us, as a primordial element of the project, to provide one. At this point we have to acknowledge that it is not so much in history books or in the press that this par​ticular historical laboratory has been prefigured, as in radio, cinema newsreel and, above all, television.             Since cinema is time exhibiting itself, as the sequences succeed each other, so with television, it is the pace of its “trans-border” ubiquity that disrupts the history in the making before our eyes.             General history has, as a result, experienced a new type of acci​dent, the accident of its perception at first hand (de visu): a “cinematic” – and soon to be “digital” – perception which modifies its meaning, its customary rhythm – the rhythm of almanacs and cal​endars, or, in other words, that of the long run – in  favour of the ultra-short timescale of that televisual instantaneity which is revolutionizing our view of the world.             “With speed man has invented new types of accident  …The fate of the motorist has become pure chance”,  wrote Gaston Rageot in 1928.5  What are we to say, today, of the major accident of audiovisual speed and hence of the fate of the innumerable hosts of TV viewers?             Other than that, with that speed, it is history which is becom​ing “accidental” – through the sudden pile-up of facts, through events which were  once successive, but are now simultaneous, cannoning into one another, in spite of the distances and time intervals that used to be required for their interpretation. Let us imagine, for example, the probable damage that will be done to the authenticity of the testimony of historical actors by the practice of live digital morphing.             Speaking of the preponderant influence of film on the concep​tion of contemporary art, Dominique Païni has stated: “For a long time, the cinema came out of the other arts, now it is the plastic arts which come out of it”. But in fact it is the whole of history that comes out of cinematic acceleration, out of this movement in cinema and television!             Hence the ravages wrought by the circulation of images, this constant concertina-ing, this constant pile-up of dramatic scenes from everyday life on the evening news. And even if the written press has always been more interested in derailed trains than the ones that run on time, it is with the coming of audiovisual media that we have been able to look on, thunderstruck, at the overex​posure of accidents, of catastrophes of all kinds – not to mention wars. *  *  *             Where the broadcasting of horror is concerned, television has, since the end of the last century, been the (live) site of a constant raising of the stakes and, particularly with the increase in live coverage, it has provided us with an instantaneous transmission of cataclysms and incidents that have broadly anticipated disas​ter movies. Moreover, after the standardization of opinion, which began in the nineteenth century, we are now seeing the sudden synchronization of emotions. TV channels' competition for viewers has turned the catas​trophic accident into a scoop, if not indeed a fantastic spectacle which all pursue with equal vigour.             When Guy Debord spoke of the “society of the spectacle”, he omitted to mention that this scenarization of life was organized around sexuality and violence; a sexuality which the 1960s claimed to liberate, whereas what was actually happening was a progressive abolition of societal inhibitions, regarded by the Situationists as so many unbearable straitjackets. As was so well expressed at the time by one of the officials of the Festival du Film Fantastique d'Avoriaz, “At last death will have replaced sex and the serial killer the Latin lover”! Television – a “museum of horrors” or a “tunnel of death” – has, then, gradually transformed itself into a kind of altar of human sacrifice, using and abusing the terrorist scene and serial massa​cres; it now plays more on repulsion than on seduction. From the death twenty wars ago – allegedly “live on air” – of a little Colombian girl being swallowed by mud, to the execution this winter of little Mohammed struck down beside his father, when it comes to making horror banal, any pretest will serve.             By contrast, as we may recall, the mass media in the old Soviet Union never reported accidents or violent incidents. With the exception of natural catastrophes, which it would have been dif​ficult to pass over, the media systematically censored any devia​tions from the norm, allowing only visions of a radiant future to filter through ...until Chernobyl.             However, when it comes to censorship, liberalism and totalitar​ianism each had their particular method for stifling the true facts. For the former, the aim was, even then, to overexpose the viewer to the incessant repetition of tragedies; the latter, by contrast, opted for underexposure and the radical occultation of any sin​gularity.             Two panic reactions, but an identical outcome: censorship by illumination – a fateful blinding by the light – for the democratic West, and censorship by the prohibition of any divergent represen​tation – the darkness and fog of wilful blindness – for the dog​matic East. *  *  *             So, just as there is a Richter scale of seismic catastrophes, so there is, surreptitiously, a scale of media catastrophes, the clearest effect of which is to cause, on the one hand, resentment against the perpetrators and, on the other, an effect of exemplarity, which leads, where terrorism is concerned, to the reproduction of the disaster, thanks to its dramaturgical amplification. So much is this the case that to Nietzsche's study of the birth of tragedy we need to add the analysis of this media tragedy, in which the perfect synchronization of the collective emotion of TV viewers might be said to play the role of the ancient chorus – though no longer on the scale of the theatre at Epidauros, but on the life-size scale of entire continents. It is clearly here that the museum of the accident has its place…             The media scale of catastrophes and cataclysms that dress the world in mourning is, in fact, so vast that it must necessarily make the amplitude of the perceptual field the first stage of a new understanding – no longer solely that of the ecology of risks in the face of environmental pollution, but that of an ethology of threats in terms of the mystification of opinion, of a pollution of public emotion.             A pollution that always paves the way for intolerance followed by vengeance. In other words for a barbarism and chaos which quickly overwhelm human societies, as has recently been demon​strated by the massacres and genocides, those fruits of the baneful propaganda of the “media of hatred”.             After a period of waiting for the “integral accident” to occur, we are seeing the forceps birth of a “catastrophism” that bears no relation whatever (we really must make no mistake about this) to that of the “millenarian” obscurantism of yesteryear, but which requires just as much in the way of precautions, in the way of that Pascalian “subtlety” which our organs of mass information so cruelly lack! \Since one catastrophe may conceal another, if the major accident is indeed the consequence of the speed of acceleration of the phe​nomena engendered by progress, it is certainly time, in these early years of the twenty-first century, to take what is happening, what is emerging unexpectedly before our eyes and analyze it wisely. Hence the imperative need now to exhibit the accident. 
Alternative: Gestalt

The alternative is to see between the lines.  Only when we reexamine what we have already exposed to be true can we escape violent politics.

James 7 Ian, lecturer in French and Fellow, UCambridge; Paul Virilio; Routledge Publishing; 2007; pp. 18-19  |Cramer
If Virilio’s account of painting draws our attention to the more general role played by phenomenology in  his work it also highlights the importance of another theoretical perspective underpinning his writing,  namely the psychology of forms or what is also known as ‘Gestalt psychology’ (see box, pp. 19–21). As  has been indicated, painting, for Virilio, should not be seen simply as representation but rather as a  questioning of the ‘silent appearance’ ‘of objects, of things, of figures’. In both phenomenology and  Gestalt psychology the question of the appearance of forms is of central importance. Virilio’s interest in  the psychology of form is centred principally around the relation that forms or figures maintain with the ‘perceptual whole’ to which they belong. His  argument is that, in our everyday engagements and perceptual habits, we recognize certain things very  easily but pass over, ignore or fail to see other aspects of the world around us. This is because certain  forms, and the relation they have to their surroundings or background of appearance, are deeply  familiar to us and provide the structuring principles with which we organize our habitual perception of  the world. Once again Virilio refers to the figures of geometry: ‘While we perceive circles, spheres, cubes  or corners perfectly, our perception of intervals, of the interstices between things, between people is far  less acute’ (Virilio 2005a: 29). In fact Virilio’s preoccupation is far more centred on that which escapes,  or is obscured by, the forms and figures with which we are most familiar. Our ‘perception of intervals’ or  of ‘the interstices between things’ is so much less acute because, in our habituation to received figures,  we structure our general view of the world according to a principle of sameness. Perceiving according to  this principle of sameness, we systematically exclude the ‘in-between’ or that which does not show itself  clearly in the relation of a familiar form to its background. This, for Virilio, is not a neutral tendency but  has ethical and political implications:  We pass our time and our lives in contemplating what we have already contemplated, and by this we  are most insidiously imprisoned. This redundancy constructs our habitat, we construct by analogy and  by resemblance, it is our architecture. Those who perceive, or build differently, or elsewhere, are our  hereditary enemies.  (Virilio 2005a: 37)  It is clear from this citation that Virilio sees our tendency to structure our perception of the world  around resemblances and similarities in negative terms. In succumbing to such a tendency we not only  risk a kind of perceptual incarceration, that is, an inability to engage with the diverse and unfamiliar, we also lay the grounds for hostility or even violence towards those who see differently.  

Alternative:  Challenge Corporate Society
The alternative is to challenge corporate society—that’s the only internal to democratic application of technology
Virilio 95 Paul, Emeritus, École Spéciale d’Architecture;  former director and chairman, École Spéciale d’Architecture; winner, Grand Prix National de la Critique; “Speed and Information:  Cyberspace Alarm!” August 27, 1995; http://fields.eca.ac.uk/deaua/wp-content/uploads/2008/10/virilio.pdf    |Cramer
Something is hovering over our heads which looks like a "cybercult". We have to  acknowledge that the new communication technologies will only further democracy if,  and only if, we oppose from the beginning the caricature of global society being hatched  for us by big multinational corporations throwing themselves at a breakneck pace on the  information superhighways. 
AT:  Krishna

Virilio’s phenomenology bridges the gap between postmodernism and constructivism allowing for more effective forms of resistance

Adams 3 Jason, MA, political science, Simon Fraser U; "Popular Defense in the Empire of Speed: Paul Virilio and the Phenomenology of the Political Body" Simon Fraser University; November 26, 2003; http://ir.lib.sfu.ca/bitstream/1892/4277/1/b34840278.pdf   |Cramer
Although it is true that compared to other French theorists such as Foucault, who has become more well established, Virilio has remained a primarily marginal figure within the discipline of political science over the past several decades, in this section I will demonstrate that his uniquely phenomenological approach to the politics of science, technology and the body position him well to become one the most significant thinkers of the political to emerge from that country in the past several decades. This becomes particularly clear when one considers the recent history of political science in which a plurality of new forms of criticism have suddenly emerged which challenge the assumptions of scientific positivism that have for so long patrolled the borders of acceptable forms of inquiry within the discipline, leaving very little room for conceptual innovation and a great deal of discontent as a result. Although political science as a discipline can be said to have began as early as the nineteenth century, it really wasn't until the 1960s that this began to shift, with the rise of the post-Behavioral argument that the concept of 'impartiality' was itself ideological in nature since it served the interests of power rather than the public, obscured the agency of non-state actors in the practice of politics and undermined more radical attempts at multidisciplinary inquiry.' While this primarily Marxian argument was quite popular for a short period, within a few years the legacy of positivism would once again attain hegemony with the emergence of rational choice theory in the 1980s, once again silencing those whose interest in political science stemmed from a desire to critically engage with the issues affecting the public at large through means that went beyond its confines. Recently however, a second revolution has emerged within the discipline under the name of 'Perestroika', converging around many of the same issues, but this time consisting of a much broader cross-section of opposition, including not just Marxists, but also feminists, postmodernists, constructivists and others who have made diversity itself their rallying cry, including such dimensions as methodological procedure as well as proportionate ethnic, racial, class, and gender representation.2 Yet this broad basis of unity has not stopped the Perestroikans from fighting amongst themselves to such an extent that the common goal of overcoming the hegemony of positivism within the discipline has become increasingly difficult; the best example of this is to be found in the debate between the postmodernists, who argue that reality is socially constructed and that strictly empirical work more often than not reinforces power rather than challenging it and the constructivists who argue that while it is true that reality is socially constructed, it 'exists' nonetheless and therefore can and should be studied empirically, and that such an approach can either challenge or reinforce the system-as-it-is in the process." What has not received sufficient attention in this debate however is the tradition of phenomenology, which can help to bridge the gap between the two by asserting like constructivists that reality 'really does' exist, but that it is always interpretive and multiple, and like postmodernists that analysis should not be based not on 'objectivity' but rather on the lived experience of the subjectively perceiving animal body and intersubjectively perceiving social body within a particular context.Though prominent postmodern political scientists such as James Der Derian and others regularly refer to him in their writings, more often than not they ignore that while Virilio is not hostile to most of its key thinkers, he has consistently distanced his own approach from that of postmodernism, preferring to identify with the tradition of phenomenology which many of his contemporaries had rejected; indeed, as he himself has stated, "I am a phenomenologist, and I never stopped being one. I always said as much to Deleuze and the others. In my opinion, Husserl is worth ten times Heidegger. It is about time to wake up, moreover, since we are in the process of forgetting Husserl and phenomenology, when in fact we have never gone beyond it. That is what is so terrible. If we had gone beyond it, I would be the first to forget it. But we have not gone beyond it, we have left it to the machine"J.u~st as the 'new science' of phenomenology was originally conceived by Husserl, the version of it articulated by Virilio is also one which brackets the 'natural attitude' of positivism by focusing on the description of phenomena as it is lived subjectively, since even supposedly 'objective' forms of measurement are inherently biased toward their anthropocentric origins. While some might reply that this is not a truly scientific form of investigation, Virilio retorts that he is merely aligning himself with Einstein's Theory of Relativity, in which he demonstrated that the observer cannot be separated from the thing observed; as he explains, the importance of this revelation was that it revealed for the first time the limitations of classical physics "which were those of any science linked to man's sensory experience, to the general sense of spatial relationships which the logistics of perception has been secretly undercutting since the Renaissance and especially since the nineteenth century" This insight is of even greater importance after the eclipse of the era in which space and time were still absolute and it was the speed of technology that was relative, as opposed to today, when it is space and time that are relative and technological speed that has become absolute; the weight of this argument is seen in Virilio's example of a passenger on a modern bullet train, observing the forest going by, asking "which tree is the true one? The tree that is only a frozen image whose branches and every single piece of bark I can describe in detail,  or the blurred tree that passes by? We know very well that both trees are true. Yet in Newtonian rationalism (space and time are absolute and speed is relative), the true tree is the frozen, immobilized tree .but I believe we are heading in the opposite direction, where the genuine tree is the tree that passes by, because we are always moving.'  or the blurred tree that passes by? We know very well that both trees are true. Yet in Newtonian rationalism (space and time are absolute and speed is relative), the true tree is the frozen, immobilized tree.. .but I believe we are heading in the opposite direction, where the genuine tree is the tree that passes by, because we are always moving.'  Therefore while he agrees with postmodernists that there is no such thing as 'objective' reality as such, Virilio does not agree with theorists like Baudrillard who dispense with the concept altogether, arguing that there is no reality beyond its simulation; for Virilio this misses the point entirely, since what really occurs is 'substitution' whereby the reality of a past era is substituted by the reality of an emerging era. In other words the question of our time is not whether reality exists as such, but whether only one reality exists or if instead there are multiple realities, in which for instance, due to the plurality of electronic prostheses which are engaged with daily, one lives both a 'virtual' reality and a 'real' reality together as stereoscopic reality. Thus by bringing the relativist arguments of Einstein into dialogue with the phenomenological arguments of Husserl, Virilio satisfies the imperative of constructivism to preserve the importance of empirical investigation without violating the postmodern penchant for subjective interpretation, a perspective which reflects the underlying spirit of both the post-Behavioral and Perestroikan revolutions, thus helping the broad 'family' of critical political theories to come together more solidly around the issue of methodological pluralism.8 This is possible because while the current hegemony of rationalism within political science rests largely on its claim to be based upon 'objectively' verifiable phenomena accessible through positivist methodology, Virilio's political phenomenology points out the inherent biases underlying these ultimately relative truth claims without denying the importance of empirical investigation in the process.
AT:  Cede the Political
War and the military define all status quo politics

James 7 Ian, lecturer in French and Fellow, UCambridge; Paul Virilio; Routledge Publishing; 2007; pp. 69-70  |Cramer
The priority Virilio gives to the military sphere leads him to make some characteristically sweeping  claims, as, for instance, in Popular Defence and Ecological Struggles: ‘It was not only the disciplining of  intelligence and of bodies, or the elimination of individual patterns of behaviour which was developed on  the battlefields of civil or foreign wars, but rather the ethics of the entire industrial world’ (Virilio  1990:29). By this account war not only shapes political and economic activity (e.g. the emergence of  fortified towns and their accompanying political formations), it has a profound impact on the very nature  of society’s shared outlook, its values and its ideals. For Virilio, then: ‘War…is the fundamental concept  of our civilization’ (Virilio 1990:22), or more specifically, war ‘forms the constitutional base of the great  modern States’ (Virilio 1990:46). Taken in isolation such claims will inevitably have the character of  sweeping historical generalization rather than sober analytical assessments. Yet, as always with Virilio’s  writing, more general claims like these can be understood only in relation to the broader detail of the  arguments he puts forth. What follows in this chapter will evaluate the specifics of some of Virilio’s  arguments in relation to war and will examine in particular his analysis of the development of weapons  and communications from the First World War through to the first Gulf War. It will also highlight the  manner in which his thinking diverges from that of one of the best known theorists of war, Carl von  Clausewitz, whose famous dictum, ‘War is the continuation of politics by other means,’ is referred to by  Virilio, directly or indirectly, on a number of occasions (e.g. Virilio and Lotringer 1997:31; Virilio 2000c:  49; Armitage 2001:95; see also Clausewitz 1968:119, 402). Where Clausewitz clearly separates politics  from war and places the former in a primary position in relation to the latter (since war is a continuation  of political activity) (Clausewitz 1968:119, 402), Virilio appears to invert this relation. Politics may here  be said to be the continuation of war by other means. However, it might be more accurate to suggest,  that, for Virilio, war plays such a fundamental role in shaping the space of the political that the two  spheres no longer maintain any clear or distinct identity such that one might be said to be the  continuation of the other.  This blurring of the distinction between war and politics is of particular significance for the account  Virilio gives of twentieth-century conflicts. As will become clear, in the context of the Cold War and the  logic of nuclear deterrence the very distinction between war and peace itself is also called into question.  The fundamental role played by military space in the structuring of the political and social spheres is the  dominant preoccupation of Virilio’s first full-length work, Bunker Archeology, published in the original French in 1975. This first   work takes as its subject matter the concrete blockhouses of the Atlantic seaboard which were erected  by Nazi Germany in the early 1940s. The book itself is made up of a number of short meditations and a  collection of surprisingly beautiful photographs of the blockhouses themselves. Virilio’s fascination with  the remnants of Nazi fortifications may at first seem rather idiosyncratic. The argument of Bunker  Archeology, however, suggests that it is in the existence of such fortifications that we can discern the  complex and perhaps hidden interrelation of war, politics and the shaping of urban and geopolitical  space.  

Aff Answers

THE ALT IS TERRIBLE!!!!!!!!!!!
Virilio’s critique of technology is ahistorical and removes human factors, making effective resistance impossible while his failure to provide an alternative blueprint along with his utopianism make the worst excesses of violence possible
Otero-Pailos 2k Jorge, Associate Professor of Historic Preservation, Columbia U Graduate School of Architecture; founder, editor, Future Anterior; winner, Fitch Foundation Mid-Career Grant; “Living or Leaving the Techno-Apocalypse: Paul Virilio's Critique of Technology and Its Contribution to Architecture” Journal of Architectural Education Vol. 54, No. 2; November, 2000; http://www.jstor.org/stable/1425597?seq=3    |Cramer
The crux of Virilio's objection to modern technology  is his  understanding  of it as an agent of separation  from a more immediate experience of the world. Written into his text is the claim that  our increasing dependence on technology comes at the price of a fuller, richer, more meaningful life experience.  His focus on  the sense of vision as the pillar of techno-epistemology  suggests  the  possibility of other epistemologies-presumably  to be built out of  our other senses-but at the same time precludes  them. In Virlio's  model, traditional  epistemology  has evolved into techno-epistemology. Other undistorted forms of cognition are impossible in the  present. We are unable to know the world and therefore  to act in it  without the mediation of technology. The equation removes agency  from the subject. All that is possible is a direct correspondence  between the desires of those in power and the fulfillment of those desires by those below. In Virlio's history, however,  there is no one at  the helm but technology. Industrial capitalism has one goal, the  "delirium of production," which comes "from technology itself  rather  than from the politicians, armies or general staffs."'3 By leaving the human beings responsible  for the exercise of power and the  control of production out of the equation, he portrays  technology  as a self-propelling  force: the very force that rips the possibility of  self-knowledge  out of the present and into some unthinkable past  or future. Virilio constructs  the present as though we were caught  in the virtual matrix of technology. Like Morpheus, he hopes to  wake us from our dream-like  state and encourage us to join in the  struggle as we wait for the coming of the savior. Technology and the Modern Experience  Much has been said about both the role of technology  in experi-  ence, and the function of vision in epistemology. This is not the  place to review that literature, but I would like to suggest that  Virilio's perpetuation of what are by now ubiquitous arguments  about modernity has contributed  to the positive reception of his  theories in architecture.  If there is to be a canonical history of the  role of World War I in shaping modern consciousness,  it is best  described by the work of Paul Fussell and Stephen Kern. Fussell's  widely influential book The Great Warand Modern Memory  (1975)  characterizes  the years of 1914-1918 as a systematic break with all  aspects of human experience. Fussell presents a simple and naive  nineteenth century that is radically  transformed  by the war: "The  Great War took place in what was, compared with ours, a static  world, where the values appeared  stable and where the meanings of  abstractions  seemed permanent  and reliable."'4  Fussell contrasts  this  scenario to the postwar era, when, in his view, an unprecedented  "modernity"  and complexity permeated  all aspects of life. Similarly,  Kern's The Culture of Time and Space (1983) argues that World  War I obliterated  the experiential  paradigms  of those living in the  period immediately preceding 1914: "The war ripped up the his-  torical fabric and cut everyone off from the past suddenly and irre-  trievably.''l5  For Kern, history and civilization  ended in the western  front's lines of trenches. Fussell and Kern present a limited singu-  lar model of the period that preceded  the war in order to make the  thesis of a homogeneous worldview exploding into a plethora of  fragmented perceptions convincing. Virilio has internalized  this  conception of modernity  to such a degree that he does not find it  necessary  to discuss attitudes  towards  technology, cinema, war, or  power before the war. Historians  like Daniel Pick, however, have  questioned the presumption of pastoral passivity and provincial  mind-set that is often projected on the nineteenth century.'6  Virilio's construction  of a radically new modernity resulting  from  war presents us with a highly idealized juxtaposition of past and  present, which imbues technology with a range of philosophical,  evolutionary,  and psychological  functions- and in fact eerily echoes the war philosophy of the nineteenth century.  Virilio falls short precisely where we would expect him to take  a more nuanced look at the technological mediation of experience.  That is, at the level of the relationship  between vision and epistemology. Although he cites Maurice Merleau-Ponty,  Virilio neither  elaborates an argument based on that philosopher's critique of  occularcentrism,  nor on his description of the body-subject. The only way to understand  the enthusiastic  reception of Virilio's incomplete and poorly grounded disparagement  of vision and techno-  epistemology is to turn to the historical context. By the time  Virilio's thinking began to circulate,  the critique of classical epistemology by the Frankfurt School (Adorno) and phenomenology  (Ricocur, Gadamer) had gained wide acceptance. These writers critiqued the identity theory of specular  thought, which constructed  "reflection,"  "speculation,"  and other forms of self-knowledge  as the  action of our "third" or internal eye seeing itself in infinite  mirrorings,  by pointing out a contradiction:  although the specular  model presents the difference between subject and image, it also  conflates the two, merging identity and nonidentity. War and  Cinema's  epistemological  claims are written as though in a historiographic vacuum. The reception of his work was facilitated by the  fact that he aligned himself with these critiques, although he con-  structed his argument  from a radically different philosophical  posi-  tion.   Virilio organizes  the history of the twentieth century according  to  technological  benchmarks. He circumscribes  his narrative  to a pre-  sentation of technological  inventions  in isolation from their social  and cultural context. Historical continuity  is thus reduced  to tech-  nological continuity, and the result is a historiographical  model of  vulgar technological determinism. The general structure and con-  clusion of War and Cinema betray Virilio's conviction that under-  neath the chaotic randomness of war, he has discovered the  evolutionary  design of history's  teleology. Virilio misconstrues  the  semblance of coherence offered by his linear narrative as a latent  historical structure propelling  the erratic phenomenon of war to-  wards a definitive end. He identifies  the final moment of history as  the present, which he describes as the period when technology has  totally replaced vision, and all that is knowable  is the technologi-  cal: "One could go on forever  listing the technological weapons,  the  panoply of light-war,  the aesthetic of the electronic battlefield,  the  military use of space whose conquest was ultimately  the conquest  of the image....  It is subliminal  light of incomparable  transpar-  ency, where technology  finally exposes the whole world.''l7  Virilio contradicts his own assertion  that the history of tech-  nology has a clear direction and end by repeatedly  portraying  tech-  nology as a random endogenous force, as an unpredictable  and  indomitable machine operating independently of civil society, which disrupts humanity periodically with its negativity. "Terror-  ism," he states in the opening remarks  of the book, "insidiously  re-  minds us that war is a symptom of delirium operating  in the half  light of trance, drugs, blood and unison.''l8  The unreconciled  double interpretation  of war that permeates  Virilio's work (either as a techno-industrial machine spun out of  control, or as a side effect of a technologically  driven historical pro-  cess of unfolding, ordered, power structures) was already present in  Europe during the latter half of the nineteenth century. It was dur-  ing this period that great efforts were made, especially  in Britain,  to  domesticate  the image of the army. The goal of the modern army  was to render what was essentially  chaotic and instinctive  (i.e., vio-  lence) into a rationalized  and orderly  system of rules and procedures.  In Britain, the Cardwell reforms of the 1870s aimed at contesting  the generalized  perception of the army as a parasitic  coterie of itin-  erant hooligans, with rebellious or even revolutionary  tendencies,  that stood beyond the law and were led by a "hard-drinking"  officer  class. Rationalization  and standardization,  the standards  of industry,  were marshaled  to give violence coherence. Arguably,  it was not just  the disciplining  drills that turned the image of armies  from an amor-  phous mass into ordered  industries. Rather,  the increasing  tendency  to measure  the strength and organization  of armies against industry  had more to do with the North American and European  armies'  in-  creased reliance on industrial mass production  to clothe, feed, trans-  port, arm, and direct their vast numbers of soldiers.'9 By the end of  the century,  the conceptualization  of the army as a modern machine  had crystallized.20  But this domesticated  image of the army did not  succeed. The understanding  of armies and war as uncontrollable  ir-  rational  forces persisted, but the senselessness once thought to be the prerogative of soldiers was now understood as the domain of tech- nology. In brief, the two general attitudes towards technology latent in War and Cinema are in fact perpetuations of unresolved histori- cal views dating back to the nineteenth century. Virilio's claim that World War I engendered a new technological condition that af- fected our perceptions of the world is undermined by his own in- debtedness to conceptions predating 1914. More importantly, by relegating violence to the domain of technology, Virilio casts it as the other of subjectivity and civilization, absolving our continued use of it to carry out unthinkable brutalities. Remarkably, Virilio remains blind to the most challenging di- mension of the study of technological power: he is oblivious to the various ways in which power is resisted, subverted, or alternatively, buttressed at the level of the individual. To follow Foucault, power is a two-way relationship that is experienced and perpetuated by those inside the power relations. It is not a force outside of human- ity. The kinds of knowledge presented in War and Cinema exclude the knowing person. In War and Cinema there is a significant ab- sence of evidence documenting the everyday life experience of a para- lyzing dependency on technology, because it is taken for granted. Little attention is paid to accounts of men and women testifying to their consent or resistance to the violent removal of their agency. Negative Apocalypse We are now closer to answering whether architects have failed to heed Virilio's prophetic warning calls, or whether his prophecies, although interesting and thought provoking, fail to stand up to rea- son. The question is still pending of how, if subjective agency has been liquidated we will ever be able to free ourselves from technology's hold. For Virilio, modern technology has numbed our body to the temporal and physical experience of the real according to the same perceptual logistics of vision: distance. With our senses deprived, we can no longer experience time or space and thus tech- nology makes the present burn eternally before us as a final, still image of history. According to Virilio, technology has taken both place and body out of the equation of existence, and replaced them with frozen time. The now precedes the here, but it is a now that can go nowhere. The kind of technological speed that Virilio posits is light speed, or the type of infinite velocity where bodies disappear in an unthinkable stretching over space and time, only to remain immobile. Virilio buys his critique of the essentializing logic of tech- nological vision in western epistemology at the price of essentializing history. War and Cinema's concluding chapter, "A Travelling Shot Over Eighty Years," makes this essentializing undercurrent clear: history is nature morte in some ideal state of stasis, and as such, one can scan over its immobility with the commanding eye of a camera- man. Technology is history, but since it is a history that no subjects can experience, it is actually stuck as the ever-present. The success of Virilio's critique of technology therefore rides on his ability to prove that history is at a standstill. He does not convince us of this fact. Like Morpheus, he can only show us the door, but we must ultimately step through it. But how can this hap- pen? How can we react against the replacement of our senses if we can no longer know ourselves? Virilio tells us that since the great industrial machine of World War I shattered the perceived coher- ence and wholeness of the nineteenth century world, we have been living a technologically decentered subjectivity, which he equates with the experience of modernity. This is in fact the very concept Hegel refers to in The Philosophy of History (c. 1831) as "exterior- ization" (which Marx would later appropriate as "alienation"), in describing how the object is an unstable part of a social and histori- cal process leading beyond it-although for Hegel this process does not originate in industry. Virilio sees technology as the driving force of a singular historical process that will eventually lead (or has al- ready led?), in the Hegelian sense, to "Sublation" or the final un- folding of history and the spirit. Clearly, Virilio is not optimistic about this final outcome. In his final moment of history, there is no possibility for emancipation. Rather, turning Hegel against Hegel, he offers us a dialectic that defeats spirit. In War and Cinema, the Enlightenment belief in his- tory as a forward movement of progressing civility is not over- thrown, it is simply reversed. Virilio maintains the teleological view that modernity is characterized by the continuous perfection of structures towards particular ends. In his account, however, that end is shot through with negativity: It is a negative apocalypse, with no salvation and no redemption, only hell on earth. Midway through his book, the title of chapter three warns us: "Abandon All Hope, Ye Who Enter the Hell of Images." Instead of closure and future bliss, the end of history is turned into a techno-epistemologi- cal image that stands still as every aspect of the world's reality is at once consumed and reproduced by a satanic endogenous technol- ogy. The destruction of the world as we know it is understood as a self-perpetuating loop carried ad infinitum. Cinema is the prow of a technological force perpetuating the repetitive and endless expe- rience of the end: "After 1914 . . . the Americans . . . were building their great cinema temples deconsecrated sanctuaries in which, as Paul Morand put it, the public sensed the end of the world in an ambiance of profanation and black masses.''2l Reason is the first victim of this negative apocalypse. Inca- pable of knowing reality, humanity can no longer think. Perhaps influenced by his reading of Ernst Junger, Virilio imbues cinematic technology with all the irrationalism and mysticism necessary to make this loss credible. "War is cinema," he declares solemnly, in- sisting that wars are, like movies, the kinds of "forces of affective, mystical or collective origin," capable of moving the "thinking of nations."22 Inside the "great cinema cathedrals" the masses are sup- posed to have absorbed the guiding mystical postulates of the techno-industrial state.23 To the degree that Virilio characterizes the negation of civi- lization as the return to a world governed by enchantment and oc- cultism where people can no longer exercise their powers of reason, he partakes in Karl Popper's theories on the subject. In The Open Society and its Enemies, Popper claims civilization was born in the shock of moving from a "tribal or 'closed society' which submitted to magical forces, to the 'open society' which set free the critical powers of man."24 Where he sets himself apart from Popper, however, is in his apocalyptic rhetoric. Popper's work is in fact aimed at exposing the dangers of such modes of historicizing. Attempts, like Virilio's, to deal with society as a whole, "leaving no stone unturned," are suspected of what Pop- per calls "utopian social engineering." Through Popper's lens, we find in the shadow of Virilio's thinking a dangerous and a more or less whimsically aesthetic "blueprint for society," which, in or- der tO be achieved, must eradicate from the world all that it does not anticipate. Like all utopian engineering, it presupposes (or at least desires) a tabula rasa or an apocalypse.25 The danger of such reasoning is that, being born out of an aesthetic vision, it is be- yond the scope of scientific analysis. In its more physical expres- sions, it can lead to the sort of irrational violence that characterizes most revolutions. In its more abstract expressions, such as Virilio's critique of technology, this thinking is burdened by the same te- leological metaphysics of history and stands equally outside of the realm of reason, except that the violence is now performed on concepts, not on bodies. Popper believes that the utopian thinker's desire for apocalyp- tic events is the precondition for the establishment of their own kingdom on earth. But as we have seen, Virilio's apocalypse is nega- tive; it does not hold the promise of a better future. His final mo- ment does not disclose the truth of history; on the contrary, it veils it completely. How then can we understand Virilio as a critic of technology and not just as a fatalist or a pessimist? Where is his blueprint for society? It is implicit in his historical construction. However, in his case, the new order cannot result from the current technologically driven history. War and Cinema is an attempt to prove that western history has fulfilled itself by defeating itself. It has ended. This is how Virilio gets out of the historiographic im- mobility proposed by his own theoretical web. Precisely to the de- gree that the historical drive of technology does not result in an apocalyptic disclosure of truth, but in a negative apocalypse where the final resolution of history is endlessly postponed and truth veiled, technology reveals the truth of its own artificiality. Virilio's final moment of history holds no future, but it does offer an insight, that of its own lie. The door that Virilio asks us to step through in order to free ourselves has "I am not reality; reality is on the other side" written across the lintel. War and Cinema is an attempt to awaken the world to this new reality. Virilio's blueprint is defined as a rejection of technology: We must look away from technology, away from the "hell of images," and seek to experience the world and history, time and place directly, bodily, without me- diation.26 The problem is, as I hope to have made apparent in this essay, that the immediacy Virilio desires in experience is not the idealized essence he wants it to be. It is not waiting, pure and abso- lute, outside of history. In fact, the problem of getting out of his- tory is a historical problem. In order to demote technology, Virilio has delivered the whole of reality, including himself, over to it. It is no coincidence that architects and technophiles should enjoy the wonderful catalogue of technological facts he presents, and ignore his critique: His argument undoes itself.
Essentialism Turn
Virilio’s philosophy draws on one single dimension of critique, resulting in a totalizing theory that can’t take in outside factors.
Brugger 99 (Niels Brugger. “Critical introduction to the work of Paul Virilio” presented as part of The Danish Transport Council: SPEED-A workshop on space, time and mobility. October 1999. www.trg.dk/transportraadet/pup/NT/NT-99-05.doc)

The 'negative' critical remarks can be summarized in two words: one-dimensionality and totality. One-dimensionality as well as totality manifests itself within Virilios theory, his fields of analysis and his method.  The bias of one-dimensionality can be seen in the fact that Virilio's theory points out one single phenomenon - speed and its acceleration - as the factor that determines the organization of the world as well as the progression of civilisation. And taking this single phenomenon as a point of departure, Virilio's theory is able to explain everything, which gives it its bias of totality. When - for instance - Virilio argues, that "history progresses with the speed of the weapon-systems", it is obvious, that he is relying on a philosophy of history, and as it is often seen in that genre this means: 1) that the motor of history is reduced to one single principle that can explain everything; 2) which - simultaneously - makes the theory blind to the importance of other potential forces. To put it in a paradoxical way: a theory that makes speed and its acceleration the dominant pivot can explain almost everything; and what it cannot explain, it simply does not explain.  A theory and a strategy of analysis that tends to re-capture the already known and to make it difficult to find the unknown - as a philosopher, who has just got a new hammer and therefore sees nails all over.  How can the bias of one-dimensionality and totality be seen in Virilio's choice of fields of analysis and in his choice of method?  Especially one single field of analysis is said to be the most important, namely the military field. Anything can be derived from the development of speed within the military field.  And concerning the method: the archaeologist of the future chooses - without caring about such trivial elements as representativity - exactly the examples that most clearly illustrate the theory; and in the very same movement these examples are often extended to what is said to be a general tendency. 


Alt Fails

Virilio’s work fails to outline a reflexive method of opposition, making him complicit with his subject of objection.

Cooper 02 (Simon Cooper. Technoculture and Critical Theory: In the service of the machine?. 2002. Accessed via Library.nu)
Paul Virilio has remarked that ‘we should, after two centuries of positivism, progressivism and idealism of techno-science, come to critique the negative aspect’ (Virilio in Madsen 1995: 80). Much of his work has been devoted to highlighting the negative aspects of technological development and change, writing with a certain apocalyptic sense of what an extrapolated technological future might hold. Virilio’s work has become increasingly influential, going well beyond its initially favourable reception in the avant-garde circles of art and social theory. Yet, there has been relatively little discussion as to the overall value of Virilio’s critique of technology. Certainly, there is much to be said for his sustained opposition to the increasing colonisation of life by technology. At a time when new technologies are the subject of an enormous amount of uncritical hype, when even ‘critical’ intellectuals seem content to revel in the play of technologically- mediated simulations, Virilio’s is almost a voice in the wilderness. But despite his consistent critique, and pointed observations concerning the ‘negative aspect’ of technology, I want to argue that Virilio’s work remains limited in the degree to which it can contribute to a critical or ethical engagement with technology. More than any other theorist discussed in this book (except perhaps Heidegger), Virilio has focused on the role of technology as a reconstituting agent, in relation to embedded social and cultural meanings. In this sense, his work is vital in that he sketches out the ground on which we can assess the impact of technological change. However, his work never goes beyond this point. So while Virilio is valuable for one part of my argument (critique), it is severely limited in terms of outlining the ground for a more reflexive theory of technology. Indeed, this limitation at times makes Virilio partially complicit with the trends and ideologies he opposes. Virilio’s aphoristic brilliance allows his theoretical insights to reveal themselves spectacularly, like the technological ‘accidents’ which briefly counter the prevailing technological telos. As with the nature of accidents however, Virilio’s rapid fire missives fade almost as quickly as they appear.
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