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oil adv “link-turn”

The United States’ dependence on foreign oil has produced a cultural and political phenomenon that fuels imperialist war and a securitization of individuality by the domestic populous of America.

Campbell ’05 – Professor of Cultural and Political Geography in the Department of Geography at Durham University in the UK (David, “The Biopolitics of Security: Oil, Empire, and the Sports Utility Vehicle,” American Quarterly 57.3 (2005) 943-972, JSTOR)//aberg

This argument, which was controversial, sought to discipline domestic behavior by linking it to external danger. One ironic response to the campaign, first made by columnist Arianna Huffington, was to argue that if funding terrorism was the concern, then "soccer moms" driving sports utility vehicles (SUVs) were more easily linked to the problem through the increased revenues for Middle East oil producers their reliance on an uneconomical family vehicle generated. Huffington reported that two Hollywood producers had written spoof scripts for advertisements that parodied the ONDCP campaign. Linking individual consumer choice with the international threat of the moment, one of these scripts declared the SUVs parked in families' driveways to be "the biggest weapons of mass destruction."4 Huffington's column generated considerable debate, and a new lobby group the Detroit Project was launched so the anti-SUV advertisements could be produced and broadcast as part of a campaign to link improved fuel efficiency with national security. Although most television stations refused to air the commercials (demonstrating a corporate fear of controversy), they garnered much attention, and came to highlight the cultural clash between SUV manufacturers and users and those concerned about the vehicles' communal effects.5 This controversy raged in the months leading up to the U.S.- led invasion of Iraq in 2003 and was part of a larger discourse about the relationship between oil and security. While the ONDCP campaign targeted the casual narcotic user, the Detroit Project advertisements in effect saw the United States as an addict whose oil habit could be satisfied only by an act of international crime. Both arguments sought to individualize responsibility by positing a tight causal connection between personal choice and political effect, thereby following in a long line of issues whose social and political context have been subsumed by the politics of individualization. While the Detroit Project advertisements simplified issues in a manner akin to the ONDCP campaign, in the context of the relationship between oil and security, they did raise difficult issues with respect to the relationship between the domestic and the foreign. While individual SUV owner-drivers cannot be said to directly endorse terrorism simply as a result of automotive choice, it is the case that the SUV has come to underpin U.S. dependence on imported oil. This dependence in turn underpins the U.S. strategic interest in global oil supply, especially in the Middle East, where the American military presence has generated such animus. As a result, the SUV symbolizes the need for the U.S. to maintain its global military reach. Given the dangers this global military presence provokes, it might be possible to say the SUV is one of Americas greatest national security threats. This article explores the validity of those connections as part of a critical examination and retheorization of the relationship between oil and security. Its aim is to conceptualize the relationship between individual choices and geopolitical effects, yet to do so without adopting the moral leveling of crude arguments that demonize certain individual behaviors in the correlation of drugs, oil, and terror. Central to this rethinking of the relationship between oil and security is an appreciation of the role law has played in making the SUV possible, and the way different laws have combined to produce a series of cultural, social, and political effects that stretch beyond Americas borders. U.S. environmental legislation in the early 1970s especially the Clean Air Act of 1970 and the Energy Policy Conservation Act of 1975, which established fuel economy standards permitted the differential treatment of cars and light trucks, which the automakers exploited to the detriment of both efficiency and the environment. The rise of the SUV has also been made possible by building codes, zoning regulations, and legislation such as the Interstate Highways and Defense Act of 1956, all of which have materialized urban Americas reliance on private transport. Supported further by tax rebates and trade tariffs, the SUV has come to embody a form of radically individualistic citizenship that is being underwritten by new developments in jurisprudence.6 However, the impact of domestic law reaches beyond domestic society. Contrary to the new citizenships ethos of autonomy and disconnection, the SUV has played a role in creating a number of international legal effects, most notably the United States' rejection of the Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change and the illegal invasion of Iraq. The conceptual starting point for the required rethinking of the relationship between oil and security is that the interconnections between what appear as individual consumer preferences for certain vehicles and their geopolitical effects should be regarded as part of a complex called "automobility." In John Urry s assessment, "automobility can be conceptualized as a self-organizing autopoietic, non-linear system that spreads worldwide, and includes cars, car-drivers, roads, petroleum supplies and many novel objects, technologies and signs."7 As a complex system, automobility has profoundly affected the social and geographical structure of daily life. In the environment it has spawned, the territorialities of home, leisure, and work have been "unbundled" such that urbanism has been "splintered."8 While automobility is recognized as a worldwide system, notwithstanding the occasional references to oil rich states, petroleum supplies, and import dependence, the focus of the literature is principally domestic, with relatively little attention to the global security context.9 This essay argues that with the unbundling of domestic territorialities in the context of new global networks, we need to appreciate the way (especially though not exclusively in the United States) the "unbounded" consumption of automobility produces an "unbordered" sense of the state in which security interests extend well beyond the national homeland. At the same time, this deterritorialization of the space of automobility and its security effects does not mean we exist above and beyond territory. To the contrary, the globalization of automobility and its security implications results in the creation of new borderlands with uneven consequences. These borderlands are conventionally understood as distant, wild places of insecurity where foreign intervention will be necessary to ensure domestic interests are secured. They include zones of exploration and the spaces traversed by pipelines, both of which involve the further marginalization of impoverished indigenous communities. The fate of these people and places is subsumed by the privilege accorded a resource (oil) that is central to the American way of life, the security of which is regarded as a fundamental strategic issue.10 However, if we understand borderlands as spatially disparate contact zones where practices intersect, actors and issues meld into one another, and conflicts potentially arise, then the translocal borderlands of automobility encompass networks that connect cultures of individual consumption with practices of global security. They do so through multiple sites of materialization and territorialization at "home" and "abroad." As a consequence, this argument intends not only to supplement the automobility literature s focus on the "inside," but also to overcome the way arguments about resource conflicts emphasize the "outside." This essay thus aims to bring the question of security into the heart of the concern with automobility to demonstrate how these consumer practices contribute to the production of national identity. The first step in this argument is to reconceptualize the relationship between foreign policy, security, and identity so we can appreciate what is at stake in linking internal behaviors with external threats at this juncture in American politics. This allows us to set the grounds for a spatial understanding that goes beyond the "domestic" versus the "foreign." The second step is to consider how the domain of the cultural, social, and political can be conceptualized so that the complexity of the interconnections can be appreciated. Central to this is an understanding of the way "domestic" law, regulation, and policy work to create the geopolitics of identity in the new borderlands of automobility. This is illustrated in this essays third and fourth sections, which tell the story of U.S. oil consumption, automobility, and regulation. Regulation refers to more than governmental policy; it encompasses the question of the production of desire. An account of the SUV's rise to popularity as family transport in the United States thus demonstrates how questions of geopolitics and identity are linked to a cultural politics of desire that exists beyond the institutionalized sites of the state. The SUV is the icon through which the relationship of security to automobility can be best understood, precisely because the SUV constitutes a cultural site that transgresses the inside and outside of the nation and through the conceptualizations of security it both embodies and invokes because the SUV folds the foreign back into the domestic, thereby rendering each problematic. Together these elements will demonstrate that the predominant representation of oil as simply an external, material cause of insecurity is insufficient for a more comprehensive and nuanced understanding of contemporary geopolitics. However, while this article was prompted by and written in the context of the U.S.- led invasion of Iraq and its aftermath, the argument is not seeking to explain the causes of and reasons for that invasion (fig. I).11 Instead, it seeks to articulate an understanding of the conditions of possibility for the specific decisions that led to that invasion as a particular moment of U.S. (and allied) global strategy. The effect of this U.S.- led security strategy is to "reborder" the state in a multitude of cultural and political sites as a way of containing the social forces that have splintered both conventional locales and frames of reference

perm—environment advs

The perm solves best—the alt is just as flawed as the status quo, but pluralism allows for a better understanding of policy problems and solutions

Schwanen et al., 11 – professor of geography and the environment at Oxford (Tim, “Scientific research about climate change mitigation in transport: A critical review,” Transportation Research Part A 45 993–1006, 2011)//HK
We do not suggest that current practice in transport research about climate change mitigation should be displaced by

these alternative analytical perspectives – they inevitably come with their own blind spots. Also, existing competencies

and excellence should be retained. We rather envisage something resembling Longino’s (2002) engaged pluralism, according

to which researchers employ different theoretical perspectives, use different epistemologies, methodologies and methods,

and study different facets of climate change mitigation in such a manner that no perspective, method or facet takes precedence

over, or marginalises, any of the others. Researchers should try to learn from and about the work by colleagues in different

traditions, engage in debate with them regarding their evidence, methods, assumptions and reasoning, and use such

debates to reflexively engage and extend their own assumptions and research. Whilst communication across research traditions

poses significant challenges, it is our firm belief that pluralism will ultimately produce richer, more textured understandings

of effective climate change mitigation in transport than at present.

perm—tranpsortation

The perm allows a system of benign engineering that takes both safety and social aspects into account

Neluheni, 01 – Professor of Urban Transportation Studies at the University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee (Malindi, “Changing Identities in Transportation: Definition and Measurement of Cultural Exclusion in Innovative Design,” http://www.msas.maliwatch.org/msas2002/pdf/msas_pp048_56.pdf)//HK

5. DISSEMINATION AND APPLICATION

Knowledge, information and culture are increasingly becoming borderless as new computer and communication technologies are transforming the way people work, travel, communicate, and consume, hence, we cannot assume the static traditional conservation of community practices and ideals. Within the system of engineering infrastructure elements, the physical manifestation of transportation facilities, there is a clear influence of changing cultural aspirations towards modernity. These and other issues bear directly on developing economies, their sustainability of infrastructure as well as their social, and political institutions, we need to understand the complex issues that confront a society with deeply rooted traditional values but with an expanding capacity for scientific and technological manipulation of resources, so that engineering is practiced as a social as well as a technical activity.

Moore (1987) asserts that we need to understand the mutual relations and existence of human behavior in a physical space, to improve environments. This suggests the mutual dependence of physical environments and human activities. Further, Schneeckloth (1987) supports this position by suggesting that infrastructure not only generates knowledge about people and their environments, but also creates a tool for meaningful interventions in the design, maintenance and management of physical environments to improve on people’s experiences.

5.1. Values

The performance of any transportation system should ideally be linked directly to the needs of the transportation consumers. As it stands, most transportation providers continue to use transportation criteria that do not reflect ethnic, racial or gender social contexts. Engineering technology inevitably reflects a particular moment in time in terms of taste and technique. Good technology however, also reflects qualities related to values, norms, and therefore culture, within a community. The cultural value of technology lies in its ability to respond to these deeper sensibilities and to the tangible realities of place and to make connections with and enhance the specifics emanating from culture.

Because culture is mostly reproduced through daily activities, education, religion, politics, gender and social status filter through culture to determine areas that might still be valued as time progresses and technological advancements are assimilated into the population. In evaluating road projects, we could start by examining social consequences and cultural diversities as well as technology.

6. THE NEED FOR ENGINEERING STANDARDS

Highway capacity and road design manuals traditionally focus on specific methods for calculating project conformity based on geometry and structural adherence. There is an apparent existing conflict of interest in standards provided by design manuals in general, in relation to the qualitative value of products to the communities benefiting from road projects. While it is acknowledged that geometric design is an important element for safe and functional roads, the purpose for guidelines provided often ignore the community values

such as cultural contexts. The manuals with their technological, analytical and numerical procedures do allow for the production of successful structures that are efficient and safe to use, therefore science and technological analyses remain important. Technology and aesthetics without much scientific analysis would result in catastrophes, and despite the need to incorporate community values, road designs need to respond to the required standards in order to perform without posing safety hazards to the users.

The shortcomings of engineering manuals in their geometric adherence, however, not look into social issues. Most practitioners agree that this is a rigid tool in road projects design and implementation (Dennison, 1995), but that manuals are lacking in most other perspectives. Some authors however also view this as a lacking gap in theory and practice, which needs to be filled (Passonneau, 1988; Burke & Montoney, 1996).

This context is primarily linear (reductionistic) and deterministic in nature, whereby systems can be observed independent of the observer, and that the laws that govern their behavior can be deduced empirically through these "objective" observations (subject/object dualism).

It is hard to imagine a physical (or mechanical) world that is not amenable to such reductionism. Other aspects of concern to engineers of transport facilities designers are for provision of services targeted at speed, efficiency and safety. Because facts are presented but do not require opposition, they suggest how phenomena should, and do occur, which leads to their characterization as prescriptive or normative in nature, Lang (1987), Lynch (1981). Design theories are schemes of ideas, concepts, or expressions, that relate and serve to define and propose what and how design procedures should be carried out.

It is becoming imperative, though, not only to construct physical transport systems that are efficient, but also for road projects to capture the human elements to enhance cultural significance.

7. AN ALTERNATIVE VIEW OF ENGINEERING APPLICATIONS

The shift in the culture of engineering is an ambitious project that will necessitate research to develop a new curriculum. However, as this project gets understand the contextual underpinnings of the ethical questions at play, understand the human decision-making processes and to expand their ethical reasoning ability. the engineering profession would shift the emphasis from the engineer as a problem solver to the recognition that the way a technical problem is framed already contains ethical choices, but that they are able to thoughtfully reflect on their own internal assumptions as well as solve problems in an objective way, just as they are capable of being in an on-going dialogue with other members of the societal decision making process in an objective way.

Social values and ethics, how they function, and what they are based on. The emerging ethical issues arising from our technological developments, relationship between the individual's values, the technology that is being created and, the values of society. As the model presented in figure 1.1. shows, technology and ideals do exist in these society, so technological change is inevitable. However, engineering standards would be based on shared ideals among the community or subgroup.

no impact—liberalism checks

Liberal government solves—biopower must be combined with a concept of racial sovereignty to cause their impacts

Dean, 04 – professor of sociology at the University of Newcastle (Mitchell, “Four Theses on the Powers of Life and Death,” Contretemps 5, December 2004, http://sydney.edu.au/contretemps/5december2004/dean.pdf)//HK

Second Thesis: It is not merely the succession or addition of the modern powers over life to the ancient right of death but their very combination within modern states that is of significance. How these powers are combined accounts for whether they are malign or benign. According to this view, it is not the moment that life became a political object in the eighteenth century that defined the disturbing features of modern states. Rather, the different ways in which bio-politics is combined with sovereign power decide their character. Certain passages from Foucaultʼs lectures and from the History of Sexuality can be interpreted in this way. In a passage from the latter, Foucault shows that the genocidal character of National Socialism did not simply arise from its extension of bio-power.16 Nazism was concerned with the total administration of the life, of the family, of marriage, procreation, education and with the intensification of disciplinary micro-powers. But it articulated this with another set of features concerned with “the oneiric exaltation of a superior blood,” of fatherland, and of the triumph of the race. In other words, if we are to understand how the most dramatic forces of life and death were unleashed in the twentieth century, we have to understand how bio-power was articulated with elements of sovereignty and its symbolics. Pace Bauman, it is not simply the development of instrumental rationality in the form of modern bio-power, or a bureaucratic power applied to life that makes the Holocaust possible. It is the system of linkages, re-codings and re-inscriptions of sovereign notions of fatherland, territory, and blood within the new bio-political discourses of eugenics and racial hygiene that makes the unthinkable thinkable. The fact that all modern states must articulate elements of sovereignty with bio-politics Contretemps 5, December 2004 21 also allows for a virtuous combination. The virtue of liberal and democratic forms of government is that they deploy two instruments to check the unfettered imperatives of bio-power, one drawn from political economy and the other from sovereignty itself.17 Liberalism seeks to review the imperative to govern too much by pointing to the quasinatural processes of the market or of the exchanges of commercial society that are external to government. To govern economically means to govern through economic and other social processes external to government and also to govern in an efficient, cost-effective way. Liberalism also invokes the freedom and rights of a new subject—the sovereign individual. By ʻgoverning through freedomʼ and in relation to freedom, advanced liberal democracies are able to differentiate their bio-politics from that of modern totalitarian states and older police states.

democratic biopolitics good—vtl

The kritik creates a distinction between biological and political life that destroys value to life

Fassin, 10 - Social Science Prof at Princeton (Didier, “Ethics of Survival: A Democratic Approach to the Politics of Life” Humanity: An International Journal of Human Rights, Humanitarianism, and Development, Fall, Vol 1 No 1, Project Muse)//dm

Conclusion Survival, in the sense Jacques Derrida attributed to the concept in his last interview, not only shifts lines that are too often hardened between biological and political lives: it opens an ethical space for reflection and action. Critical thinking in the past decade has often taken biopolitics and the politics of life as its objects. It has thus unveiled the way in which individuals and groups, even entire nations, have been treated by powers, the market, or the state, during the colonial period as well as in the contemporary era. However, through indiscriminate extension, this powerful instrument has lost some of its analytical sharpness and heuristic potentiality. On the one hand, the binary reduction of life to the opposition between nature and history, bare life and qualified life, when systematically applied from philosophical inquiry in sociological or anthropological study, erases much of the complexity and richness of life in society as it is in fact observed. On the other hand, the normative prejudices which underlie the evaluation of the forms of life and of the politics of life, when generalized to an undifferentiated collection of social facts, end up by depriving social agents of legitimacy, voice, and action. The risk is therefore both scholarly and political. It calls for ethical attention. In fact, the genealogy of this intellectual lineage reminds us that the main founders of these theories expressed tensions and hesitations in their work, which was often more complex, if even sometimes more obscure, than in its reduced and translated form in the humanities and social sciences today. And also biographies, here limited to fragments from South African lives that I have described and analyzed in more detail elsewhere, suggest the necessity of complicating the dualistic models that oppose biological and political lives. Certainly, powers like the market and the state do act sometimes as if human beings could be reduced to “mere life,” but democratic forces, including from within the structure of power, tend to produce alternative strategies that escape this reduction. And people themselves, even under conditions of domination, [End Page 93] manage subtle tactics that transform their physical life into a political instrument or a moral resource or an affective expression. But let us go one step further: ethnography invites us to reconsider what life is or rather what human beings make of their lives, and reciprocally how their lives permanently question what it is to be human. “The blurring between what is human and what is not human shades into the blurring over what is life and what is not life,” writes Veena Das. In the tracks of Wittgenstein and Cavell, she underscores that the usual manner in which we think of forms of life “not only obscures the mutual absorption of the natural and the social but also emphasizes form at the expense of life.”22 It should be the incessant effort of social scientists to return to this inquiry about life in its multiple forms but also in its everyday expression of the human.

biopower inevitable

Biopower is inevitable

Wright, 2008 - Fellow at the Centre for Global Political Economy (Nathan,“Camp as Paradigm: Bio-Politics and State Racism in Foucault and Agamben”, http://ccjournal.cgu.edu/past_issues/nathan_wright.html)//dm

Perhaps the one failure of Foucault’s that, unresolved, rings as most ominous is his failure to further examine the problem of bio-political state racism that he first raises in his lecture series, Society Must Be Defended. At the end of the last lecture, Foucault suggests that bio-power is here to stay as a fixture of modernity. Perhaps given its focus on the preservation of the population of the nation it which it is practiced, bio-power itself is something that Foucault accepts as here to stay. Yet his analysis of bio-politics and bio-power leads inevitably to state-sanctioned racism, be the government democratic, socialist, or fascist. As a result, he ends the lecture series with the question, “How can one both make a bio-power function and exercise the rights of war, the rights of murder and the function of death, without becoming racist? That was the problem, and that, I think, is still the problem.” It was a problem to which he never returned. However, in the space opened by Foucault’s failure to solve the problem of state racism and to “elaborate a unitary theory of power” (Agamben 1998, 5) steps Agamben in an attempt to complete an analysis of Foucauldian bio-politics and to, while not solve the problem of state racism, at least give direction for further inquiry and hope of a politics that escapes the problem of this racism.

Biopower Defense

Biopolitics creates a better life- benefits outweigh the costs

Dickison, 2004 - associate professor of history at UC Davis (Edward Ross, “Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse about "Modernity””, accessed from JSTOR on 7/4/12)//BZ

It is striking, then, that the new model of German modernity is even more relentlessly negative than the old Sonderweg model. In that older model, pre​modern elites were constantly triumphing over the democratic opposition. But at least there was an opposition; and in the long run, time was on the side of that opposition, which in fact embodied the historical movement of modern​ization. In the new model, there is virtually a biopolitical consensus.
 And that consensus is almost always fundamentally a nasty, oppressive thing, one that par​takes in crucial ways of the essential quality of National Socialism. Everywhere biopolitics is intrusive, technocratic, top-down, constraining, limiting. Biopolitics is almost never conceived of— or at least discussed in any detail — as creating possibilities for people, as expanding the range of their choices, as empowering them, or indeed as doing anything positive for them at all. Of course, at the most simple-minded level, it seems to me that an assessment of the potentials of modernity that ignores the ways in which biopolitics has made life tangibly better is somehow deeply flawed. To give just one example, infant mortality in Germany in 1900 was just over 20 percent; or, in other words, one in five children died before reaching the age of one year. By 1913, it was 15 percent; and by 1929 (when average real purchasing power was not significantly higher than in 1913) it was only 9.7 percent.
 The expansion of infant health programs — an enormously ambitious, bureaucratic, medicalizing, and sometimes intrusive, social engineering project — had a great deal to do with that change. It would be bizarre to write a history of biopolitical moder​nity that ruled out an appreciation for how absolutely wonderful and astonish​ing this achievement — and any number of others like it — really was. There was a reason for the “Machbarkeitswahn” of the early twentieth century: many marvelous things were in fact becoming machbar. In that sense, it is not really accurate to call it a “ Wahn” (delusion, craziness) at all; nor is it accurate to focus only on the “inevitable” frustration of “delusions” of power. Even in the late 1920s, many social engineers could and did look with great satisfaction on the changes they genuinely had the power to accomplish.
Biopolitics creates strong government through citizen benefits- key to democracy and freedom

Dickison, 2004 - associate professor of history at UC Davis (Edward Ross, “Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse about "Modernity””, accessed from JSTOR on 7/4/12)//BZ

Nor should we stop at a reexamination of knowledge and technology. It might make sense, too, to reexamine the process of institution-building, the elaboration of the practices and institutions of biopolitics. No doubt the cre​ation of public and private social welfare institutions created instruments for the study, manipulation, or control of individuals and groups. But it also generated opportunities for self-organization and participation by social groups of all kinds. Grossmann s birth control movement was but one instance of the explo​sive growth of the universe of associational life in the field of biopolitics, which itself was only one small part of a much broader development: the self-creation of a new, urban industrial social order, the creation of a self-government of soci​ety through myriad nongovernmental organizations. In these organizations, cit​izens were acting to shape their own lives in ways that were often fundamentally important as part of lived experience — of the “life world.” Of course there was nothing inherently democratic about these organizations or their social func​tions — many were authoritarian in structure, many cultivated a tendentially elitist culture of expertise, and some pursued exclusionary and discriminatory agendas. Nevertheless, they institutionalized pluralism, solicited participation, enforced public debate, and effectively sabotaged simple authoritarian govern​ment. Again, National Socialist totalitarianism was in part a response precisely to the failure of political, social, and cultural elites to contain and control this proliferation of voices, interests, and influence groups.
 Private organizations, further, were not the only ones that helped to build habits and structures of participation. The German state deliberately recruited citizens and nongovernmental organizations to help it formulate and implement welfare policy. It had to, for no state could possibly mobilize the resources nec​essary for such a gigantic task. And of course often the policy initiative came from the other direction — from private organizations engaged in elaborating biopolitical discourses of various kinds, and working to mobilize the authority and resources of the state to achieve the ends they defined for themselves. That was an intended consequence of the creation of a democratic republic. As S. N. Eisenstadt wrote in 2000, an important part of the project of modernity was “a very strong emphasis on the autonomous participation of members of society in the constitution of the social and political order.”
 Again, the massive, state- orchestrated mobilization of the German population in the Nazi period or in the German Democratic Republic (not least in welfare organizations) should remind us that such mobilization is not necessarily democratic in nature; this is a point made amply for the Weimar period too by, for example, Peter Fritzsche.
 But obviously, it could be, and in fact, before 1933 and after 1949 in the Federal Republic of Germany, very often was. One answer might be to argue — as Michael Schwartz and Peter Fritzsche have suggested — that regimes that arise for reasons having little to do with this aspect of modernity “choose” their biopolitics to suit their needs and princi​ples. Victoria de Grazia, for example, has suggested that differing class coalitions determine regime forms, and that regime forms determine the “shape” of biopolitics.
 This is obviously not the approach that has predominated in the literature on Germany, however, which has explored in great depth the positive contribution that modern biopolitics made to the construction of National Socialism. This approach may well exaggerate the importance of biopolitics; but, in purely heuristic terms, it has been extremely fruitful. I want to suggest that it might be equally fruitful to stand it on its head, so to speak. One could easily conclude from this literature that modern biopolitics “fits” primarily authoritarian, totalitarian, technocratic, or otherwise undemocratic regimes, and that democracy has prevailed in Europe in the teeth of the development of technocratic biopolitics. Again, however, the history of twentieth-century Germany, including the five decades after World War II, suggests that this is a fundamentally implausible idea. A more productive conclusion might be that we need to begin to work out the extent and nature of the positive contribu​tion biopolitics has made to the construction also of democratic regimes. Why was Europe’s twentieth century, in addition to being the age of biopol​itics and totalitarianism, also the age of biopolitics and democracy? How should we theorize this relationship? I would like to offer five propositions as food for thought. First, again, the concept of the essential legitimacy and social value of indi​vidual needs, and hence the imperative of individual rights as the political mechanism for getting them met, has historically been a cornerstone of some strategies of social management. To borrow a phrase from Detlev Peukert, this does not mean that democracy was the “absolutely inevitable” outcome of the development of biopolitics; but it does mean that it was “one among other pos​sible outcomes of the crisis of modern civilization.”
 Second, I would argue that there is also a causal fit between cultures of exper​tise, or “scientism,” and democracy. Of course, “scientism” subverted the real, historical ideological underpinnings of authoritarian polities in Europe in the nineteenth century. It also in a sense replaced them. Democratic citizens have the freedom to ask “why”; and in a democratic system there is therefore a bias toward pragmatic, “objective” or naturalized answers — since values are often regarded as matters of opinion, with which any citizen has a right to differ. Scientific “fact” is democracy’s substitute for revealed truth, expertise its substi​tute for authority. The age of democracy is the age of professionalization, of technocracy; there is a deeper connection between the two, this is not merely a matter of historical coincidence. Third, the vulnerability of explicitly moral values in democratic societies cre​ates a problem of legitimation. Of course there are moral values that all demo​cratic societies must in some degree uphold (individual autonomy and freedom, human dignity, fairness, the rule of law), and those values are part of their strength. But as people’s states, democratic social and political orders are also implicitly and often explicitly expected to do something positive and tangible to enhance the well-being of their citizens. One of those things, of course, is simply to provide a rising standard of living; and the visible and astonishing suc​cess of that project has been crucial to all Western democracies since 1945. Another is the provision of a rising standard of health; and here again, the democratic welfare state has “delivered the goods” in concrete, measurable, and extraordinary ways. In this sense, it may not be so simpleminded, after all, to insist on considering the fact that modern biopolitics has “worked” phenome​nally well.

Democracy checks radicalization of biopolitics—empirically proven.

Dickinson 04 (Edward Ross, Associate Professor of History at the University of California-Davis, “ Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse about "Modernity"”, in  Central European History, Vol. 37, No. 1 (2004), pg 18-19.)

In an important programmatic statement of 1996 Geoff Eley celebrated the fact that Foucault's ideas have "fundamentally directed attention away from institutionally centered conceptions of government and the state ... and toward a dispersed and decentered notion of power and its 'microphysics.'"48 The "broader, deeper, and less visible ideological consensus" on "technocratic reason and the ethical unboundedness of science" was the focus of his interest.49 But the "power-producing effects in Foucault's 'microphysical' sense" (Eley) of the construction of social bureaucracies and social knowledge, of "an entire institutional apparatus and system of practice" (Jean Quataert), simply do not explain Nazi policy.50 The destructive dynamic of Nazism was a product not so much of a particular modern set of ideas as of a particular modern political structure, one that could realize the disastrous potential of those ideas. What was critical was not the expansion of the instruments and disciplines of biopolitics, which occurred everywhere in Europe. Instead, it was the principles that guided how those instruments and disciplines were organized and used, and the external constraints on them. In National Socialism, biopolitics was shaped by a totalitarian conception of social management focused on the power and ubiquity of the volkisch state. In democratic societies, biopolitics has historically been constrained by a rights-based strategy of social management. This is a point to which I will return shortly. For now, the point is that what was decisive was actually politics at the level of the state. A comparative framework can help us to clarify this point. Other states passed compulsory sterilization laws in the 1930s.  Indeed, individual states in the United States had already begun doing so in 1907. Yet they did not proceed to the next steps adopted by National Socialism, mass sterilization, mass "eugenic" abortion and murder of the "defective." Individual figures in, for example, the U.S. did make such suggestions. But neither the political structures of democratic states nor their legal and political principles permitted such poli? cies actually being enacted. Nor did the scale of forcible sterilization in other countries match that of the Nazi program. I do not mean to suggest that such programs were not horrible; but in a democratic political context they did not develop the dynamic of constant radicalization and escalation that characterized Nazi policies. 

Democracy checks biopolitical coercion and violence.

Dickinson 04 (Edward Ross, Associate Professor of History at the University of California-Davis, “ Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse about "Modernity"”, in  Central European History, Vol. 37, No. 1 (2004), pg 32.)

Again, as Peukert pointed out, many advocates of a rights-based welfare structure were open to the idea that "stubborn" cases might be legitimate tar-gets for sterilization; the right to health could easily be redefined as primarily a duty to be healthy, for example. But the difference between a strategy of social management built on the rights of the citizen and a system of racial policy built on the total power of the state is not merely a semantic one; such differences had very profound political implications, and established quite different constraints. The rights-based strategy was actually not very compatible with exclusionary and coercive policies; it relied too heavily on the cooperation of its targets and of armies of volunteers, it was too embedded in a democratic institutional structure and civil society, it lacked powerful legal and institutional instruments of coercion, and its rhetorical structure was too heavily slanted toward inclusion and tolerance. 

Democracy checks biopolitical violence.

Dickinson 04 (Edward Ross, Associate Professor of History at the University of California-Davis, “ Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse about "Modernity"”, in  Central European History, Vol. 37, No. 1 (2004), pg 35.)

In short, the continuities between early twentieth-century biopolitical discourse and the practices of the welfare state in our own time are unmistakable. Both are instances of the "disciplinary society" and of biopolitical, regulatory, social-engineering modernity, and they share that genealogy with more authoritarian states, including the National Socialist state, but also fascist Italy, for example. And it is certainly fruitful to view them from this very broad perspective. But that analysis can easily become superficial and misleading, because it obfuscates the profoundly different strategic and local dynamics of power in the two kinds of regimes. Clearly the democratic welfare state is not only formally but also substantively quite different from totalitarianism. Above all, again, it has nowhere developed the fateful, radicalizing dynamic that characterized National Socialism (or for that matter Stalinism), the psychotic logic that leads from economistic population management to mass murder. Again, there is always the potential for such a discursive regime to generate coercive policies. In those cases in which the regime of rights does not successfully produce "health," such a system can and historically does create compulsory programs to enforce it. But again, there are political and policy potentials and constraints in such a structuring of biopolitics that are very different from those of National Socialist Germany. Democratic biopolitical regimes require, enable, and incite a degree of self-direction and participation that is functionally incompatible with authoritarian or totalitarian structures. And this pursuit of biopolitical ends through a regime of democratic citizenship does appear, historically, to have imposed increasingly narrow limits on coercive policies, and to have generated a "logic" or imperative of increasing liberalization. Despite limitations imposed by political context and the slow pace of discursive change, I think this is the unmistakable message of the really very impressive waves of legislative and welfare reforms in the 1920s or the 1970s in Germany.90
Biopower is strategically reversible—it can become a tool of resistance and empowerment

Campbell, 98 - professor of international politics at the University of Newcastle - 1998 (David, “Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity,” pg. 204-205)

The political possibilities enabled by this permanent provocation of power and freedom can be specified in more detail by thinking in terms of the predominance of the “bio-power” discussed above. In this sense, because the governmental practices of biopolitics in West​ern nations have been increasingly directed toward modes of being and forms of life — such that sexual conduct has become an object of concern, individual health has been figured as a domain of discipline, and the family has been transformed into an instrument of govern​ment— the ongoing agonism between those practices and the free​dom they seek to contain means that individuals have articulated a series of counterdemands drawn from those new fields of concern. For example, as the state continues to prosecute people according to sexual orientation, human rights activists have proclaimed the right of gays to enter into formal marriages, adopt children, and receive the same health and insurance benefits granted to their straight coun​terparts. These claims are a consequence of the permanent provoca​tion of power and freedom in biopolitics, and stand as testament to the “strategic reversibility” of power relations: if the terms of governmental practices can be made into focal points for resistances, then the “history of government as the ‘conduct of conduct’ is interwoven with the history of dissenting ‘counterconducts.”’39 Indeed, the emer​gence of the state as the major articulation of “the political” has in​volved an unceasing agonism between those in office and those they rule. State intervention in everyday life has long incited popular col​lective action, the result of which has been both resistance to the state and new claims upon the state. In particular, “the core of what we now call ‘citizenship’ consists of multiple bargains hammered out by rulers and ruled in the course of their struggles over the means of state action, especially the making of war.” In more recent times, constituencies associated with women’s, youth, ecological, and peace movements (among others) have also issued claims on society. These resistances are evidence that the break with the discursive/nondiscursive dichotomy central to the logic of interpretation undergirding this analysis is (to put it in conventional terms) not only theoretically licensed; it is empirically warranted. Indeed, expanding the interpretive imagination so as to enlarge the categories through which we understand the constitution of “the political” has been a necessary precondition for making sense of Foreign Policy’s concern for the ethical borders of identity in America. Accordingly, there are manifest political implications that flow from theorizing identity. As Judith Butler concluded: “The deconstruction of identity is not the deconstruction of politics; rather, it establishes as political the very terms through which identity is articulated.”
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