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Our human agency disad and contextualization challenge. 
a) Speed K’s too sweeping and ignores that people can check the impact. 

Adria ‘8
(Marco Adria – Director of the Graduate Program in Communications and Technology University of Alberta – The Journal of Community Informatics – Vol 4, No 1 (2008) – http://www.ci-journal.net/index.php/ciej/article/view/426/392)

A totalizing view of technology is evident in the work of Virilio, as it is in the work of Martin Heidegger, Jacques Ellul, and Marshall McLuhan. From this perspective, technology is seen as a demiurge, that is, as ultimately influencing and shaping all human experience. Such a view underestimates the diversity of technological forms, the varying intentions of users, and the resiliency of human agency.


 The method employed by these theorists, however, is to uncover the unrecognized structuring influences of technology as a means of understanding its full scope in human life. Achieving such an understanding need not be grounded in an anti-technological stance, but may be rooted in the conviction that without understanding of what is at stake in technological change, meaningful social action in response is impossible. If the gestalt of medium theory could be stated in a word, it might well be to understand. Medium theory provides a route to insight and rich description, from which strategies for action may be devised. 

b) Human agency is important – they can’t “trade” their K impact for it.

Malik ‘2
Kenan Malik is a writer and senior visiting fellow at the Department of Political, International, and Policy Studies at the University of Surrey. This paper was presented to the Engelsberg seminar on 'Consciousness, Genetics and Society', Avesta, Sweden, 14 - 16 June 2002 – http://www.kenanmalik.com/papers/engelsberg_nature.html

For this and many other reasons, many find implausible the idea that human agency is just an illusion. They therefore adopt a different approach - accepting, in principle, the existence of consciousness and agency, but ignoring them in practice when formulating scientific concepts of human nature. The psychologist Steven Pinker, for instance, points out that moral reasoning, depends upon our acknowledgement of ourselves as sentient beings. The concept of sentience 'underlies our certainty that torture is wrong and that disabling a robot is the destruction of property but disabling a person is murder'. Pinker acknowledges that, as yet, we have no idea how to explain sentience scientifically. But, he argues, 'Our incomprehension of sentience does not impede our understanding of how our mind works.'10  It seems odd to hold that sentience is both central to human thinking and also irrelevant to our understanding of how the mind works. As the neurologist Raymond Tallis points out, to construct a theory of the human mind while ignoring sentience is a bit like 'trying to build a house by starting at the second floor'. Sentience, Tallis observes, 'is the first, not the last, problem of psychology. It is not merely the most difficult of the problems of consciousness or mind; it is also the pivotal one and addressing it cannot be postponed until one has solved the "easier" problems such as those pertaining to... intelligence, memory, thinking etc.'11 Consciousness and agency, in other words, are not phenomena tacked on to human nature; they are at the heart of what it is to be human.  The relationship between humans as physically determined beings, and humans as conscious agents - between humans as objects and humans as subjects - is one of the most difficult problems for scientists and philosophers. While analytically we can talk of humans either as subjects or as objects, in reality humans are simultaneously both subject and object. We have at present no real conceptual framework within which to consider such an ontological peculiarity. Denying one or other aspects of our humanness, however, is not a way of solving the conundrum. By insisting that humans can be understood in purely naturalistic terms, mechanistic thinkers are in practice forced to give up on the attempt to understand humans as subjective beings, and compelled to view us simply as objects. 

Virilio radically over-values speed – permits atrocity and nuclear war

Federici ‘87
This card is quoting Virilio – Silvia Federici is a Teaching Fellow at Hofstra – Here, she has obtained a transcript of Virilio’s final editorial meeting prior to releasing his book called Pure War A Review Play on Paul Virilio/Sylvere Lotringer, Pure War Author(s): Silvia Federici and George Caffentzis Reviewed work(s):Source: Social Text, No. 17 (Autumn, 1987), pp. 97-105Published by: Duke University PressStable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/466480 .

P: I'll trust your judgment. After all capital punishment is not the only way to take responsibility for death. I'M THINKING OF PRIMITIVE SOCIETIES WHICH PLACED DEATH AT THEIR CENTER. Take human sacrifices; anthropologists always interpreted them in a utilitarian way, but to me they express the recognition of DEATH AS THE GREAT ORGANIZER OF SOCIETY. Death is not something to fear, it is something to be questioned, so that WE KNOW HOW TO ORGANIZE IT. FROM THIS POINT OF VIEW I FEEL CLOSER TO RURAL SOCIETIES THAN TO MY CONTEMPORARIES. S: Sometimes, Paul, you frighten me. But I suppose your boldness is what is so fascinating about you. P: I'm only stating the obvious. IT WAS NOT UNTIL INDUSTRIAL SOCIETY THAT WE LOST OUR POLITICAL AWARENESS OF DEATH. IN THE PAST YOU WERE A CHIEF, OR A KING, OR A STRATEGIST BECAUSE YOU HAD A RELATION WITH DEATH INSCRIBED WITHIN THE LAW. YOU WERE A LEADER BECAUSE YOU WERE OPENLY WILLING TO KILL. CAPITAL PUNISHMENT WAS THE LAST POINT ON WHICH DEATH STILL HAD A RELATION TO POLITICS. THE STATE, THE MINISTER OF JUSTICE DECIDED ON DEATH-THE MOST SERIOUS BUSINESS ON EARTH-INCLUDING ITS PRACTICAL EXECUTION, THE GUILLOTINE, HANGING, THE ELECTRICAL CHAIR. I CANNOT HELP FEELING ITS ABOLITION IN FRANCE HAS BEEN A TRAGIC MISTAKE, FOR NOW DEATH WILL HAVE NO INTELLIGIBILITY AND POLITICS ITSELF WILL DISAPPEAR. IT IS THE ESSENCE OF POLITICS THAT IT CONFERS DEATH BY LAW. S: You sound like John Locke. But let me ask you: you approve, then, of the reintroduction of executions in the US? P: Yes, this is what raised my hopes for a breakthrough with respect to Pure War coming from the Reagan quarter. S: What do you mean? P: I said it! I am not against nuclear war, I'm against the way it is organized, where the decision for war or peace belongs to an answering machine. If this were not the case, nuclear weapons should be welcome. Even now we can see that nuclear war can have positive effects. For THE POSSIBILITY OF THE DEATH OF THE ENTIRES PECIES REINTRODUCES THE QUESTION OF GOD, THE QUESTION OF ETHICS ... THROUGH THE DOOR OF TERROR GOD HAS COME BACK INTO HISTORY.
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Even if energy is key—the campaigns won’t talk about it
Kemp ’12 – Reuters market analyst
(John, “COLUMN-Romney, Obama both evade key energy issues: Kemp”, AlertNet, 8-24-2012, http://www.trust.org/alertnet/news/column-romney-obama-both-evade-key-energy-issues-kemp/)
Both campaigns are keen to highlight their energy policies (though Republicans seem markedly more enthusiastic than Democrats). But neither side is entirely comfortable talking about the subject, and both prefer to keep quiet about some of the difficult tradeoffs it presents. The Romney campaign wants to focus on the potential for increased oil and gas production to boost the economy and national security, if only the federal government would step out of the way. For Romney, energy policy unifies all aspects of the Republican base: pro-business groups, small-government conservatives and the national security lobby. It usefully divides Democrats, pitting environmentalists against unions and workers in energy-intensive sectors such as steel, cement, coal and transport. Divisions within the Democratic Party were on display when large numbers of legislators from coal and industrial states voted against emission curbs and again when many Democrats from oil and gas-producing states and conservative-leaning districts rebelled against the president's decision to block Keystone. But the Romney campaign is less candid about what producing all this extra oil and gas would mean for global warming. It would almost certainly leave clean energy technologies such as wind and solar struggling to compete, especially since Romney has pledged to oppose the renewal of subsidies, and Republicans remain hostile to cap and trade and other forms of carbon pricing. If Romney is not presenting the whole picture, neither is Obama. The president has been silent on the future role of coal, which is one of the biggest sources of fossil energy and the largest part of the country's reserve base. The Energy Department is supporting research and pilot projects into a broad range of technologies based around gasification as well as carbon capture utilisation and storage (CCUS). The problem is that none is anywhere near ready for commercialisation, let alone roll-out on a national scale. Without them, however, it is not clear what future the administration sees for the coal industry and coal-fired power plants. Obama's Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has proposed rules that would bar the construction of new coal-fired plants beyond 2014. But coal is a massive part of existing installed generation and the country's energy reserves. It is also vital to the economies of several states. Trying to phase out coal use is impractical.


