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Current infrastructure ideas and policies are structured around the car. Though the government has mandated more cycling infrastructure, states continue to ignore this and spatially organize for the automobile. The metropolis has become the autopolis, forcing out the bicycle.

Zack Furness, Assistant Professor of Cultural Studies in the Department of Humanities, History, and Social Sciences at Columbia College Chicago, 2010, One Less Car: Bicycling and the Politics of Automobility, Chapter 3: Vélorutionaries and the Right to the (Bikeable) City, Project Muse, http://muse.jhu.edu/books/9781592136148, TB

It is more than a little ironic that Dwight Eisenhower, Nazi fighter extraordinaire, was impressed by the efficiency of the autobahn and at once incapable of recognizing its deep implications in totalitarian logic.20 While the autobahn project began prior to Adolf Hitler and was not solely reducible to the tenets of National Socialism, it was nonetheless ideological in its effects.21 Historian Anne-Katrin Ebert recalls that Hitler’s 1934 traffic law made the promotion of the car the highest goal of the Reich chancellor despite the fact that the estimated 16 million bicyclists outnumbered cars by roughly 8:1 in 1935. Thus, the priorities of Hitler’s traffic edict asserted the rights of the wealthy minority at the expense of the rest of the people, who were later sold affordable cars built by slave workforces.22 What Eisenhower called the “wisdom” of Germany’s traffic plan was, in fact, a form of technological and spatial authoritarianism used to reposition the automobile as the exclusive focal point for urban mobility—a task largely achieved by coupling automobility with the promise of jobs (road building), economic prosperity, and the nationalist/expansionist mythos of Lebensraum, or “living space.” Drawing comparisons between American automobility and Nazism—or Italian fascism, for that matter—might seem like a cheap way to build a case against the former, something akin to damning antiwar protesters for being un-American. However, this comparison is instructive inasmuch as it speaks to the similarly intertwined militarist/capitalist logic at work in the development of the U.S. highway system under Eisenhower:23 that is to say, a comprehensive political project buttressed by the ideological articulation of mobility to nationalism, public defense, job creation, economic growth, and a technologically updated version of the frontier thesis—a uniquely American version of Lebensraum informed by the ethos of modernity, the mythos of the Wild West, and the corporate/religious philosophy embodied in Henry Ford’s appeal for drivers to experience “God’s great open spaces.”24
Massive postwar expenditures on highway infrastructure cemented the automobile’s centrality in U.S. mobility with over $55 billion in Highway Trust funds spent on the interstate system alone between 1956 and the end of 1972. Federal financing for mass transit was virtually nonexistent until money was set aside in the Housing Act of 1961, followed by the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, a piece of legislation providing roughly $375 million over a three-year period—a figure paling in comparison to the billions devoted to highway construction.25 It was not until 1973 that the Highway

Trust fund was tapped for mass transit expenditures (minus funds for the actual operating costs, which were dropped under the threat of Nixon’s veto), and the creation of an analogous Mass Transit Account was similarly postponed until 1983. Another eight years would pass before the federal government signed off on the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA), one of the first pieces of comprehensive legislation to call for the inclusion of national pedestrian and cycling plans in state transportation planning. In other words, the first time walking and bicycling were seriously recognized as national/federal priorities, in terms of funding and the scope of the policy, was more than a century after the invention of the automobile. Yet according to the National Center for Bicycling and Walking, more than

40 percent of all state Departments of Transportation had not even complied with ISTEA’s most basic requirement as of 2003: to develop a statewide, longrange plan for bicycles and pedestrians.26

The postwar redevelopment of the United States was problematic not only because it helped transform the metropolis into an autopolis but also because simultaneously it facilitated both mass suburbanization at home and the geopolitical policies necessary to ensure steady supplies of oil from abroad.27 Tragically, these processes occurred almost immediately following a period when public transportation and walking were common, when more than half of U.S. car owners claimed they could do without their cars, and when there were more than 12 million bicycles in use by 1948, up from 9 million in 1940.28 By contrast, cycling continued to find a place in everyday European life, particularly in England, where the cycling industry thrived and bicycles were widely used for both transportation and recreation prior to, and following, World War II.29 Lewis Mumford was among those who spoke to the problem of U.S. automobility as early as the 1950s, seeing cars not as the end result of technological Darwinism but as a problem to be remedied. In addition to penning books on the subject, he used his “Sky Line” column in the New Yorker to wage a public battle against auto-centric planning and, more specifically, Robert Moses’s catastrophically myopic vision of New York City as a driver’s paradise.30 In 1963, he stated:

Plan: The United State federal government should substantially increase its investment in bicycle transportation infrastructure in the United States. 
This network of infrastructure kills space as a living area, dividing and hierarchizing it and making us further rooted in automobility in an attempt to spatially fix these cracks.

David Campbell, professor of cultural and political geography at Durham University in the U.K., 2005, American Quarterly 57.3 (2005) 943-972, ‘The Biopolitics of Security: Oil, Empire, and the Sports Utility Vehicle’, Project Muse, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/american_quarterly/v057/57.3campbell.html, TB

The concept of automobility—or that of the "auto social formation" or "car culture"—calls attention to the hybrid assemblage or machinic complex that the apparently autonomous entities of car and driver compose.88 In the "automobilized time-space" of contemporary society we can observe a networked, sociotechnical infrastructure that is in process, an infrastructure in which there is "the ceaseless and mobile interplay between many different scales, from the body to the globe."89 Automobility thus is one dimension of empire, in the sense proposed by Hardt and Negri.

The relationship between the auto and the urban has always been at its strongest in the United States. The beautification of cities through the construction of avenues, malls, and parkways in the early twentieth century coincided with and furthered the rise of the automobile.90 While the development of technology was obviously important, a transformation in American urban culture—wherein streets came to be viewed as traffic ways rather than recreational social spaces—was fundamental to the creation of the auto social formation.91 Most obvious in the urban planning of Robert Moses, whose bridges, expressways, and parkways transformed New York City and its environs, these infrastructural developments came to be the leitmotif of modernity.92 National highway systems became the centerpieces of utopian plans—as in General Motors' "Futurama" in the 1939 World's Fair in New York—and were realized in the cold war years as a consequence of the Interstate Highways and Defense Act of 1956.93
Although constructed as a means to achieve the unification of social life, the web of traffic routes that permeate urban space have in practice furthered the fragmentation of the urban and its peri-urban and suburban spaces, creating in the process new borderlands (which in turn require new capsules of security).94 The distanciation of life elements (home from work, family from friends, haves from have nots) that are part of this urban fissure in turn promotes further reliance on automobility as people seek to overcome, traverse, or bypass these divisions. Importantly, this partitioning of the urban world has been codified in and encouraged by planning legislation. Embodying a functionalist view of the city as an organized machine, American urban planners from the 1920s on relied on a system of zoning controls that separated uses and imposed homogenous criteria on specified areas. Hostile to mixed usage or hybrid formations, these uniform zoning codes (known as Euclidean zoning after a 1926 Supreme Court decision in favor of the village of Euclid) have produced urban sprawl and the elongation of travel routes.95 In the absence [End Page 965] of public transport systems, these urban forms have further increased reliance on the car. For residents of the border zones known as "edge cities," there is little choice but to rely on private transport for mobility. Contemporary urban life is both sustained by oil in the form of the car and requires increasing oil consumption through the use of the car urban life promotes. Citizens are thus coerced into a limited flexibility, creating a situation that is "a wonderful testament to the ability of a sociomaterial structure to serve its own reproduction."96
We experience nothing between our starting point and destination, using this space as only a means to achieve our travel, making it into a dead zone.

John Urry, Professor of Sociology and Director of the Centre for Mobilities Research, Lancaster University; Edited by  Steffen Böhm, Campbell Jones, Chris Land, and Matthew Paterson; “Inhabiting the car,” in “Against Automobility,” The Editorial Board of the Sociological Review 2006,  p.21-22

Simmel makes points relevant to the nature of this inhabiting. Contra much contemporary social theory he considers that the eye is a unique ‘sociological achievement’ (Simmel, 1997: 111). Looking at one another is what effects the connections and interactions of individuals. Simmel terms this the most direct and ‘purest’ interaction. It is the look between people (what we now call ‘eyecontact’) which produces extraordinary moments of intimacy since: ‘[o]ne cannot take through the eye without at the same time giving’; this produces the ‘most complete reciprocity’ of person to person, face to face (Simmel, 1997: 112). The look is returned, and this results from the expressive meaning of the face. What we see in the person is the lasting part of them, ‘the history of their life and . . . the timeless dowry of nature’ (Simmel, 1997: 115). He further argues, following notions of the possessive gaze, that the visual sense enables people to take possession, not only of other people, but also of diverse objects and environments often from a distance (Simmel, 1997: 116). The visual sense enables the world of both peoples and objects to be controlled from afar, combining Inhabiting the car detachment and mastery. It is by seeking distance that a proper ‘view’ is gained, abstracted from the hustle and bustle of everyday experience. Automobility precludes both of these achievements of the eye. Especially for the non-car user roads are simply full of moving, dangerous iron cages. There is no reciprocity of the eye and no look is returned from the ‘ghost in the machine’. Communities of people become anonymized flows of faceless ghostly machines. The iron cages conceal the expressiveness of the face and a road full of vehicles can never be possessed. There is no distance and mastery over the iron cage; rather those living on the street are bombarded by their hustle and bustle and especially by the noise, fumes, tastes and relentless movement of the car that can never be mastered or possessed (Urry, 2000: ch. 4). To inhabit a road full of cars is to be in an environment where the visual sense is overwhelmed by other senses. More generally: ‘Modernist urban landscapes were built to facilitate automobility and to discourage other forms of human movement . . . [Movement between] private worlds is through dead public spaces by car’ (Freund and Martin, 1993: 119). Large areas of the globe now consist of car-only environments – the quintessential non-places of super-modernity (Augé, 1995). About one-quarter of the land in London and nearly one-half of that in LA is said to be devoted to car-only environments. And they then exert an awesome spatial and temporal dominance over surrounding environments, transforming what can be seen, heard, smelt and even tasted (the spatial and temporal range of which varies for each of the senses). Such car-environments or non-places are neither urban nor rural, local nor cosmopolitan. They are sites of pure mobility within which car-drivers are insulated as they ‘dwell-within-the-car’. They represent the victory of liquidity over inhabiting the ‘urban’. One such non-place is the motel that ‘has no real lobby, and it’s tied into a highway network – a relay or node rather than a site of encounter between coherent cultural subjects’ (as would be found in a hotel) (Clifford, 1997: 32). Motels ‘memorialize only movement, speed, and perpetual circulation’ since they ‘can never be a true place’ and one motel is only distinguished from another in ‘a high-speed, empiricist flash’ (Morris, 1988: 3, 5). The motel, like the motorway service stations, represents neither arrival nor departure but the ‘pause’, consecrated to circulation and movement and demolishing particular senses of place and locale. This ‘sense of sameness and placelessness’ is accompanied by a ‘social organization of space that helps to further auto-dependence and to mask any realistic alternatives to automobility’ (Freund and Martin, 1993: 11). Morse describes the freeway not as a place but as a vector, as direction, as ‘inbetweens’ where magnitude is measured in minutes rather than miles (1998). 

The separation and depersonalization of the car causes a state of diremption in which the world as seen as dead or foreign.  This separation is internalized to prevent social interaction and understanding that in turn forms the basis and meaning of life.

(Joshua Fischel, Senior Project Manager at Thomson Reuters, 2011 “EDUCATION AFTER MODERNITY: DEWEY, DAVIDSON, AND THE PROSPECTS FOR OVERCOMING DIREMPTION”)

But let’s take a closer look at what happens when we emerge from a condition of diremption to a condition of love. Friedrich Hegel’s early essay on love can help us do so. According to Hegel (1948), in the state of diremption, an individual exists and understands itself in a state of opposition to an objective world or “dead matter” that is distinct from itself (p. 304). Still, however, ones own identity is itself caught up in there being an objective world in opposition (Hegel, 1948, p. 304). “Thus his thought of self must transcend his own consciousness, for there is no determinant without something determined, and vice-versa” (Hegel, 1948, p. 304). Nothing, if you will, stands alone. Everything gains its identity through the other. “Nowhere is any independent existence to be found except in an alien being . . . ” (Hegel, 1948, p. 304). But in the state of diremption, Hegel continues, there is an imbalance in power between one side of the relation and the other. When this happens, one part of the relation is objectified and turned into dead matter. Hence, any exploitative relationship is one not based in love. True love, on the other hand, can only occur “between living beings who are alike in power and thus in one another’s eyes living beings from every point of view; in no respect is either dead for the other” (Hegel, 1948, p. 304). Hegel (1948) concludes, therefore, that in love: Life is present as a duplicate of itself and as a single and unified self. Here life has run through the circle of development from an immature to a completely mature unity: when the unity was immature, there stood over against it the world and the possibility of a cleavage between itself and the world. . . . finally, love completely destroys objectivity and thereby annuls and transcends reflection, deprives man’s opposite of its foreign character. . . . In love the separate does still remain, but as something united and no longer as something separate. (p. 305) Life, for Hegel, was always a unity, always in relation, even at the stage of immaturity (diremption), when it was not in love. Love is realized when the self no longer sees the world as an alien other than it turns into an object. No longer, in the state of love, is the other person or nature seen as a threat or a competitor who could possibly weaken me by acquiring what I have that they want or what it has that I want. Rather, the world is seen in reciprocal terms. “The lover who takes is not thereby made richer than the others; he is enriched indeed, but only so much as the other is” (Hegel, 1948, p. 307). In this sense, the relationship between a young child and her mother or caretaker is paradigmatic of a love relation, not the relation between self and world that one finds in the self-image of Modernity that is scrubbed of all contextual features in its attempts to gain proper theoretical distance. Noe (2009) nicely describes it this way: As I have suggested, the child has no theoretical distance from her closest caretaker. The child does not wonder whether Mommy is animate. Mommy’s living consciousness is simply present, for the child, like her warmth or the air: it is, in part, what animates their relationship. . . . Like the baby in relation to her mother, we are involved with each other. It is our joint cohabitation that secures our living consciousness for each other. We live and work together. (p. 33) In addition, the more I look into myself, the more I find the other and the world. And conversely, the more I see the world the more I see myself. Relations based on love, for Hegel, are never detached or impersonal ones. Nor can they be commodified, since to commodify the world or another person, is to turn oneself into a thing. Similarly, to turn another person or the natural world into a resource is to turn oneself into a resource. As such, in relationships based on love there is no attempt to control or dominate the other. Hegel’s conception of love, then, puts Dewey and Davidson’s relational self, argued for in Chapter 2, in a new light. The relational self is a self-image whose foundation is in love. If the self is to gain its identity as a person, it must understand its personhood to be emergent from other persons and the world. This spawns a gratitude, appreciation, and responsibility one has for oneself (self-love) and for the other, be it in another person or the natural world. The gratitude and appreciation for our interconnectedness, then, is expressed in a relation based on love. And in as much as it is a relation based in love, it seeks no control over the other. Without love, there is diremption. Of course, even a self in a state of diremption is still related to the world, but it’s related in such a way that the world is seen as standing in opposition to it. And to the extent that it is, the diremptive self seeks to remove those barriers. But in the process of attempting to dominate and remove what is seen to be in opposition, the self loses itself and becomes alienated from itself. “Life without meaning, hope, and love breeds a coldhearted, mean-spirited outlook that destroys both the individual and others” (West, 2001, pp.14-15). Only when the self comes to realize that the perceived separation and opposition between self and world is illusory, will it be able to overcome this alienation. 

The subject of automobility is liquidated, the organization of space gives them no choices and takes them away from life.

Kari Hensley, doctoral candidate at New York University in the Department of Media, Culture, and Communication, master's degree in that program as well as an undergraduate degree in the history of art from the University of California, Berkeley, March 2010, American Quarterly, Vol. 62 No. 1, One Nation Behind the Wheel Automobility in U.S. Culture, Project Muse, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/american_quarterly/v062/62.1.hensley.html, TB

The liberal ideal of the "open road" has been further troubled by the ubiquity of racialized violence and discrimination. Through an analysis of midcentury guidebooks written for black drivers—Travelguide (bearing the telling subtitle Vacation and Recreation Without Humiliation) and the Negro Motorist Green Book, which directed African American drivers toward safe, nondiscriminatory hotels, restaurants, and car repair shops—Seiler explores the "high stakes, pleasures, and perils of African Americans' driving and car ownership, claims to the public space of the road, and general participation in an expanding culture of automobility" (106). Such publications exhibited an immense desire among blacks to participate as equal citizens in the U.S. automotive and democratic processes, though often in the contradictory terms of "communal racial uplift and liberal individualism" (106). In this sense the guidebooks, published from 1936 to 1957, facilitated a type of cultural citizenship for African Americans, who were in the proto-stage of the civil rights movement. "It was in this historical context that African Americans' desire and fitness for citizenship were tethered to and divined in their participation in automobility, a practice that fused self-determination and self-representation, mobility, consumption, and social encounter" (106). Here Seiler examines how some persons are granted personhood, while others are not, and similarly shows that the corollary to mobility is immobility—that the former of each pair actually relies on the latter.

Since the onslaught of mass automobility, mobility has been at the crux of American personhood. Yet, paradoxically, it can also make the subject disappear. Seiler asserts that while the highway is not outside racial and gender dynamics, for nonwhites and women it can provide fleeting moments of respite from identity and its hindrances. The aesthetics of speed are often blurry, and [End Page 178] the decorporealizing powers of speed and the isolation of the automobile offer the possibility of erasing the markers of identity, if only ephemerally. For Seiler, "the self-obscuring speed and procedural regulation of highway driving provides a metaphor for the abstraction of the subject in the liberal public sphere" (126). The "liquidation of the subject," through the blur of the speeding car or other means, is similarly the effect of modern consumer society and life in the age of governmentality. Individuals in consumer society have a propensity toward withdrawal and privatization that is only reinforced by a weak social contract. And yet, the effacement of the individual's particularities actually pushes one in the direction of the Habermasian ideal type: the blank liberal subject who is supposed to check his or her identity "at the door." Automobility gives a sense of variety and mobility, but the choices are prescribed and mass-produced, the routes already mapped. The paradox of automobility is that it disciplines as it liberates.

A lack of adequate infrastructure prevents widespread adoption of bicycling 

(Zack Furness, Columbia College Chicago Department of Humanities, 2010, one less car chapter 1) 

Bicycling is not only a fringe mode of transportation in a country with more vehicles than licensed drivers; it is a form of mobility rendered virtually  obsolete by the material infrastructure and dominant cultural norms in the  United States. navigating a U.S. city by bicycle is for the inexperienced cyclist  or casual rider a seemingly daunting challenge if not a completely undesirable  task. Of course, people can and do ride bikes in any urban environment, and  the health benefits alone far outweigh the actual risks of doing so. But statistics are somewhat meaningless when one is faced with the actuality of sharing the road with an almost ever-increasing volume of automobiles, driven  by a growing number of aggressive drivers, with shorter tempers, in bigger  vehicles. 22 if and when one is capable of assuaging concerns over their safety  (real or perceived), there are a slew of other issues for bike riders to contend  with, the least of which is simply finding a safe place to park one’s bike. For  example, outdoor bike racks are generally scarce or inconveniently located,  indoor parking facilities are almost nonexistent in U.S. cities, makeshift  bike racks like parking meters are gradually disappearing from urban spaces  (replaced by digital boxes), and most employers do not allow employees to  bring their bicycles inside their place of work, much less provide facilities to  shower and/or change clothes. 23  One can add to this any number of issues,  including the prevalence of road hazards, a decreasing number of independent bike shops nationwide, and a relatively hostile street environment in  which it is not uncommon for male drivers to sexually harass women on bikes  and to intimidate, taunt (getting called “faggot” is all-too-typical), and occasionally kill male cyclists. 24  Even seven-time Tour de France champion lance  armstrong is not immune from these general trends; he was threatened and almost run over by a vengeful driver following a verbal exchange on the road  in the late 1990s. 25 

Bicycling reconnects us with this space – time and space are balanced and speed is restrained enabling us to keep up with our movement and experience travel for what it is.

Zack Furness, Assistant Professor of Cultural Studies in the Department of Humanities, History, and Social Sciences at Columbia College Chicago, 2010, One Less Car: Bicycling and the Politics of Automobility, Chapter 3: Vélorutionaries and the Right to the (Bikeable) City, Project Muse, http://muse.jhu.edu/books/9781592136148, TB

Contributing to this paradigm shift were a number of interrelated, or at least intersecting, factors, including the growth of the appropriate technology (AT) movement and its popularization through E. F. Schumacher’s Small Is Beautiful, published in 1973.96 Schumacher, one of the primary theorists of AT, elaborated a holistic critique of industrialism and the logic of progress implicit to technological development. The book resonated with the technological anxieties many Americans experienced as a result of the Vietnam War, the energy crisis, and a growing awareness of the lethal hazards posed by environmental pollution. For better or worse, the AT movement directed attention to issues of scale, specifically the correlation between the size of technological systems and their effects on societies, which Schumacher describes as inversely proportional, hence smaller being beautiful. This line of inquiry is significant because it closely paralleled critiques of urban planning and transportation in the same general period. Jane Jacobs was among those who challenged not only the size and scale implicit to orthodox urban planning but also the spatial tensions between the needs of pedestrians and those required of automobiles. Ivan Illich similarly bemoaned modern transportation, though his critique dealt less with the size and scale of automobility than its high energy demands and its speed: “A true choice among practical policies and of desirable social relations is possible only where speed is restrained. Participatory democracy demands low-energy technology, and free people must travel the road to productive social relations at the speed of a bicycle.”97 Schumacher, Jacobs, and Illich formed something of a holy trinity for bicycle advocates who used their theories to create a more philosophically informed analysis of cycling in the 1970s. Illich’s ideas understandably took on a prominent role because he mapped an entire politics of technology around the bicycle itself, writing in Energy and Equity:
Bicycles let people move with greater speed without taking up significant amounts of scarce space, energy, or time. They can spend fewer hours on each mile and still travel more miles in a year. They can get the benefit of technological breakthroughs without putting undue claims on the schedules, energy, or space of others. They become masters of their own movements without blocking those of their fellows. Their new tool creates only those demands which it can also satisfy. Every increase in motorized speed creates new demands on space and time. The use of the bicycle is self-limiting. It allows people to create a new relationship between their life-space and their life-time, between their territory and the pulse of their being, without destroying their inherited balance. The advantages of modern selfpowered traffic are obvious, and ignored.98

If the bicycle became a prominent metaphor for the benefits of “small” and “slow” it was not simply because it made for a good argument on paper. Rather, bicycling played a distinct role in the everyday lives of its proponents, not only as a transportation device but also as an extension of the counterculture from which many bike advocates emerged.99 As Arthur Asa Berger wrote of the newly popularized ten-speed bicycle of the early 1970s, it symbolized “the whole, counter-culture, self realization, nature syndrome.”100 Indeed, the counterculture in Europe and North America played a distinct role in the emergence of modern bike advocacy, perhaps more so than many of its current lycra-clad exercise advocates would care to admit. The eventual anxiety over cycling being too associated with the counterculture is nicely previewed in 1974 interview with former cycling champion John Allis: “Sponsors don’t want some scruffy jeaned hippy going around waving their name in front of the public. They want somebody who represents them in a respectable way and I think bike riders are going to have to change their image that way.”101 This is not to say that all racers or utilitarian cyclists in this period were scruffy-jeaned hippie activists, or that environmentalism, anti-authoritarianism, and technological skepticism—three common dispositions of the counterculture— necessarily compelled every cyclist’s desire to ride. But even the most cursory glance at the protest strategies and theatrics embraced by these bike advocates indicates their prior, or concurrent, relationships to the social movements and/or counterculture(s) of the period. This is clear enough with the Dutch Provo, Alternative Stad, and Le Monde a Bicyclette, but run-ofthe- mill cycling enthusiasts also had somewhat of a fringe relationship with mainstream society. Charlie McCorkell, Transportation Alternative’s second executive director and a thirty-year bike advocate/builder/educator, recalls that cyclists in the early 1970s were “much more outside the system then today,” and Steven Faust, another longtime bike advocate and planner in New York City, says that cyclists were considered “sociologically marginal people.”102 Rivvy Neshama speaks clearly to the correlation between biking and the counterculture in describing the motivation for TA’s 1974 Bike-in:

Politicizing the bicycle and its infrastructure as a tool for spatial and cultural reform rejects the current mindset of transportation.

Zach Furness, Assistant Professor of Cultural Studies in the Department of Humanities, History, and Social Sciences at Columbia College Chicago, 2010, One Less Car: Bicycling and the Politics of Automobility, pg. 8-10, TB

Against these odds, support for bicycle transportation is growing in the United States, and so are the ranks of those drawing critical attention to the intersecting problems of auto-supported sprawl, oil reliance, and “car addiction.”43 Indeed, there is a distinctly political impetus spurring many of today’s bicycling advocates to challenge the institutions and practices of automobility as well as the spaces in which the automobile is materially and ideologically constructed as the king of the road. One can see this ethos at work in Critical Mass, but it is a disposition similarly embraced by a legion of bike enthusiasts, environmentalists, cultural workers, tinkerers, and a variety of “small-scale, autonomous groups” whose objectives are not part of the “dominant transport or leisure cultures.”44 The emergence of what Paul Rose calls a bicycle counterculture began in the late 1960s and early 1970s, when pro-bicycle advocacy groups and anti-car environmental protests sprouted in the Netherlands, England, Sweden, France, and, most strikingly, the United States, where the ubiquity of the automobile has constistently thwarted both the viability of bicycle transportation and the development of cycling traditions common to Asia and Europe. Spurred by the urgency of the 1970s oil crisis and a passion for human-powered transprotation, these bike activists, or biketivists, sought to address not only the everyday challenges and dangers facing cyclists on the streets but also the social, ecological, and spatial benefits of a radically efficient and otherwise sustainable technology: a “vehicle for a small planet,” as Marcia Lowe puts it.45

In voicing their support for utilatarian cycling as an immediate and/or long-term alternative to the automobile, a growing number of Americans are beginning to see the bicycle as much more than just a utilatarian collection of metal tubes, wheels, chain links, pedals, and a saddle (seat). The bicycle is variously seen, and in many cases actively reconceptualized, as a source of self-empowerment and pleasure, a pedagogical machine, a vehicle for community building, a symbol of resistance against the automobile and oil industries, and a tool for technological, spatial, and cultural critique. Formal advocacy, independent media, and the creation of grassroots cultural practices are some of the tools with which people simultaneously convey their aspiration for human-powered mobility and their intense frustration with a car culture in which the rhetoric of the freedom of the road often replaces the actual right to freely use the road. Bicycling, in other words, is seen as a symbolically powerful gesture capable of signifying, for example, “support for alternative energies,” or somewhat differently, a desire to not “spend life inside of a box.”46 Crhis Bull, an independent bike maker and founder of Circle A Cycles in Providence, Rhode Island, indicates that biking is also part of a wider cultural shift that beings at an individual level, with people “pushing themselves in all areas of life to consume less, pollute less, live differently.”47 Indeed, many bicyclists are drawn to the idea of opting out – as much as possible in a petroleum-based economy – from constributing to the ever-increasing profits and power of oil and gas corporations. Sheldon Brown, the recently deceased guru of U.S. bike tinkerers, similarly alludes to oil-related wars as a reason why people cyle: he says he went from being an off-and-on bike commuter to a full-time devotee (with few exceptions) on the day Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait.48 Claire Stoscheck, a feminist bike advocate in Minneapolis, puts emphasis on the material simplicity of the bicycle and on the way riding fosters open-air connections with one’s surroundings. More emphatically, she sees biking as a means of literally and metaphorically “subverting the dominant isolationist, individualistic, over-consumptive car culture,”49 Bicycling, as an antiviolence educator in California so eloquently puts it, is fundamentally political because “it bears witness to a commitment to change and the possibility of changing the way we think and act.”50

The bicycle, like the automobile, is an object that becomes meaningful through its relationship to an entire field of cultural practices, discourses, and social forces. These linkages, or what cultural theorists call articulations, are not naturally occurring, nor are they due to the essence of the bicycle itself.51 Rather, they are made: people construct, define, and modify these connections by writing about bicycles, displaying them in museums, documenting them in films, representing them on T-shirts and posters, singing about them, fixing them, and, of course, riding them. The intentionality of a specific rider, advocate, or documentarian can extend only so far, however, because the process that collectively fix meaning around the bicycle, the act of cycling, or even the cyclist him- or herself are historically rooted, geographically and contextually specific, and shaped by dominant ideologies and everyday habits. Put simply, a bicycle means something much different when used by an RNC protestors in 2004, versus a Chinese schoolgirl in 1968, a Swiss chemist in 1943, or a Pittsburgh (Pennsylvania) graduate student in 1999 – all the more so if one accounts for the reasons they are riding, the directions they are going, the speeds at which they are traveling, and the types of bicycles they are pedaling. People can and do make bicycling meaningful, in other words, but not within a context of their own making.52 Indeed, just as the physical movements of an urban cyclist are influenced by the presence of cars and framed by a road designed for cars, the processes with which we make sense of bike riders, bicycle technologies, and cycling are similarly framed by the norms and assumptions bundled up with automobility. The power of this regime, in other words, stems from its coercive spatial and temporal organization of bodies and machines, but also from its capacity to structure meaning: to mold the ways we think about, engage with, struggle over, and ultimately make sense of both transportion and mobility itself.53 By “renovating and making ‘critical’ an already existing activity,” bike activists politicize bicycle transportation and in doing so reveal the extend to which bicycling – like all forms of mobility – is also made politica lin the context of “socia land power relations that are systematically asymmetrical.”54 This dialectical tension is fundamental to the politics of bicicyling with which this book is concerned: a set of issues that are in some ways “not about the bike.”55 Or should I say, they are not only about the bike. The politics of bicycling encompasses everything from the most pragmatic affairs of the urban bike commuter, to the rhetorical limits of bike advocacy, the the representation of bicycle transportation in mass media. More specifically, it encapsulates a set of complex questions about the role of technology in society, the importance of mobility in everyday life, and the broader struggles over how public spaces are used and disciplined, segmented and unified, celebrated and stolen. By focusing on the intersection of these issues and the myriad ways they play out through the contestation of automobility, this book not only pieces together a cultural and political map of the bicycle in the United States; it also uses the bicycle as an object with which to analyze and critique some of the dominant cultural and political formations in the so-called Western world.

Extensions

XTN: bikes low now (?)

Cyclist are ignored in discourse 
(Dr Jennifer Bonham, Geographical and Environmental Studies, 2010 Vol 19 num 2 Road & Transport Research, http://adelaide.academia.edu/JenniferBonham/Papers/372359/The_Disruptive_Traveller_A_Foucauldian_Analysis_of_Cycleways)

In contrast to the segregation measures of the pre-WWII period, cycling was largely ignored in post-WWII urban and transport planning. In South Australia, cycling was discounted within (Adelaide City Council 1957:8) or excluded from bureaucratic routines of data collection and reporting (e.g. Highways and Local Government Annual Reports)or studies of urban transport (e.g. Town Planning Committee 1963; De Leuw, Cather and Company1968). Despite the shift of industrial and retail activity to suburban locations and anecdotal evidence that cycling was an on-going part of the journey to industrial workplaces, shops and schools, cyclists were simply ignored in post-war transport planning in Australia and the UK. Notable UK exceptions were the new town projects of Harlowand Stevenage (and subsequently in Milton Keynes), which included extensive cycle-only routes. In general though, engineering plans provided for motor vehicles – moving and parked – but not for cyclists (e.g. De Leuw, Cather and Company 1968).As cyclists were ignored in transport data collection and transport texts, they were also ignored in street space.

Americans don’t bike 

(Zack Furness, Columbia College Chicago Department of Humanities, 2010, one less car chapter 1) 

Despite these positive trends, the stark reality is that only 1 percent of  the total U.S. population rides a bicycle for transportation and barely half as  many use bikes to commute to work. 17 if these figures seem extraordinarily  low, it is because they are. less people ride bicycles in the United States than  in almost every country throughout  asia and Europe, with the exception 4 • chaPteR 1 of England, with whom the United States is tied (along with australia). in  contrast, bicycling accounts for 27 percent of trips made in the netherlands,  18 percent in Denmark, and roughly 10 percent in Germany, Finland, and  Sweden. 18  China, despite its staggering pace of new automobile ownership,  still has a strong reliance on bicycle transportation, and in Tokyo, Japan it is  estimated that more people ride bicycles to local train and subway stations  each day—as part of their work commute—than there are bike commuters  in the entire United States. 19  John pucher, a bicycle transportation expert and  urban planning professor, best puts the U.S. figure into perspective by noting  that Canadians living in the frosty yukon (adjacent to alaska) bike to work  at more than twice the rate of California residents and more than three times  that of commuters in Florida. 20  Even the northwest Territories, just shy of  the north pole, boasts a higher percentage of bike commuters (1.6 percent)  than three of the largest U.S. cities ranked among the best in the nation for  bicycling, including Oakland, California (1.5 percent), Honolulu, Hawaii (1.4  percent), and Denver, Colorado (1.4 percent). 21 

A lack of adequate infrastructure prevents widespread adoption of bicycling 

(Zack Furness, Columbia College Chicago Department of Humanities, 2010, one less car chapter 1) 

Bicycling is not only a fringe mode of transportation in a country with more vehicles than licensed drivers; it is a form of mobility rendered virtually  obsolete by the material infrastructure and dominant cultural norms in the  United States. navigating a U.S. city by bicycle is for the inexperienced cyclist  or casual rider a seemingly daunting challenge if not a completely undesirable  task. Of course, people can and do ride bikes in any urban environment, and  the health benefits alone far outweigh the actual risks of doing so. But statistics are somewhat meaningless when one is faced with the actuality of sharing the road with an almost ever-increasing volume of automobiles, driven  by a growing number of aggressive drivers, with shorter tempers, in bigger  vehicles. 22 if and when one is capable of assuaging concerns over their safety  (real or perceived), there are a slew of other issues for bike riders to contend  with, the least of which is simply finding a safe place to park one’s bike. For  example, outdoor bike racks are generally scarce or inconveniently located,  indoor parking facilities are almost nonexistent in U.S. cities, makeshift  bike racks like parking meters are gradually disappearing from urban spaces  (replaced by digital boxes), and most employers do not allow employees to  bring their bicycles inside their place of work, much less provide facilities to  shower and/or change clothes. 23  One can add to this any number of issues,  including the prevalence of road hazards, a decreasing number of independent bike shops nationwide, and a relatively hostile street environment in  which it is not uncommon for male drivers to sexually harass women on bikes  and to intimidate, taunt (getting called “faggot” is all-too-typical), and occasionally kill male cyclists. 24  Even seven-time Tour de France champion lance  armstrong is not immune from these general trends; he was threatened and almost run over by a vengeful driver following a verbal exchange on the road  in the late 1990s. 25 

XTN: automobility in infrastructure now

Current travel has made space into a dead zone in which we experience nothing, only using it to achieve our destination in the shortest time possible through a series of points inbetween which everything is irrelevant.

Katherine J. Goodwin, doctoral student at American University's School of International Service in Washington DC, managing editor for the Journal of International Relations and Development, November 2010, Global Environmental Politics, Vol. 10 No. 4, ‘Reconstructing Automobility: The Making and Breaking of Modern Transportation’, Project Muse, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/global_environmental_politics/v010/10.4.goodwin.html, TB

Contradictions of freedom and mobility aside, there is a second important point to make regarding the link between mobility and human flourishing. While humans have always been mobile creatures, the contemporary assumption that extensive movement is a necessary part of social well-being has fairly recent origins. The convergence in the nineteenth century of modern capitalist industry, the development of the railroad and telegraph, and the institutionalization of time by factories and states significantly changed the sense of space and time in which people lived.55 Two significant transformations concern us here. The first is the emergence of the daily commute between home and work or school, whereby routinized intraurban movement became habitual.56 The second is tourism. Before the nineteenth century, "the idea occurred to no one to go off to the seaside … Except for a few English aristocrats (considered perfectly eccentric), one did not travel for pleasure. One took to the road for business, for the service of the king, or to join—if one was a lady—one's husband."57 In the era of railroads and leisure time, however, touring other cities became feasible and desirable. These two transformations—commuting to work and travelling for pleasure—led to another new phenomenon: "the increasing experience of landscape from a moving rather than stationary vantage-point" and an "increasing sense of the body as an anonymized parcel of flesh which is shunted from place to place."58 At the most intimate scale, mobility became a daily embodied experience, eventually to be taken for granted as a natural part of human life.

On a larger scale, Nigel Thrift points to the shifting symbolism of the era, where circulation became a prevalent metaphor and was understood to be "causally connected to progress" in the way that the circulation of blood is causally [End Page 72] connected to life.59 This perceived connection to progress was heightened and intensified by the modern capitalist impetus towards accessing markets. Fundamental to capitalism is the idea that "the ability of workers and machines and financial capital to find their best employment is essential to well-functioning markets, to efficient markets … a productive society is a mobile society."60 Beginning in the nineteenth century, urban planners with the light of progress in their eyes "produced elaborate plans to improve roadways, build canals, improve river navigation and so on, in order to improve the 'circulation' of goods and people."61 The state became invested in mobility on an unprecedented scale.

The association of mobility with human flourishing—particularly with its components of travel, commuting, and access to distant markets—can thus be seen as a uniquely modern phenomenon. Yet highly mobile social relations may not necessarily produce the fullest and best expression of human contentment. There are other ways to organize interactions, other ways to acquire understanding, other ways to live. Interestingly, there seems to be an increasing recognition of this idea, even at the highest levels of government. In June 2009, three members of President Obama's cabinet presented testimony at a Senate committee hearing entitled "Greener Communities, Greener Opportunities." The hearing brought together the Secretary of Transportation, the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, and the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency. This "dream team of livable communities" (in one attending senator's words) presented the Sustainable Communities Partnership, their collective agreement to coordinate federal funding and regulations for sustainable urban planning.62 This agreement marks a shift in the US federal government's orientation towards mobility.

During the hearing, the members of the cabinet outlined their collective vision for sustainable communities, articulating many principles of livable communities that should be familiar to New Urbanists: high density neighborhoods and mixed-use buildings; multimodal transportation; mixed-income housing to allow for demographic diversity; and renewal of brownfield sites in order to reduce expansion into rural land. Despite the frequent nods to employment and economic growth, the secretaries consistently emphasized quality of life, public health, and ecological sustainability as objectives. More important was the implication underlying their words: a livable community does not necessarily require much movement or space. Certainly, no one suggested that mobility is undesirable in any way—indeed, those at the hearing discussed transportation a great deal. Yet the senators and administrators discussed the regulations and funding mechanisms that could be employed to encourage [End Page 73] close-knit communities, not expansive ones. At one point, EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson joked that just as particular species are good indicators of ecological well-being, "pedestrians are a good indicator species" of a healthy community. She intimated that communities flourish when people live within walking distance of their work, their doctors, their shops, and their recreation activities. Rather than emphasizing the benefits of movement, these government officials were discussing the benefits of proximity.

Clearly, an interagency agreement does not a revolution make. Agreeing to change planning regulations is, in fact, several steps removed from an overhaul of the reality on the ground. Nevertheless, it is clear that there has been a shift in policy orientation. The understanding that mobility is necessary for human flourishing may still dominate; yet there is room within that dominance for policies to articulate an alternative vision of well-being.

The impetus behind this policy shift comes—as federal government officials freely and happily admit—from below. Many cities across the United States and Europe are embracing proximity over mobility, thinking and talking about "the local" as something to celebrate rather than transcend. Farmers' markets are one of the most visible and growing examples of this trend. The number of farmers' markets in the United States, for example, grew from 1,700 in 1994 to 3,700 in 2004; as of July 2009, there were 4,900 operating around the country.63 There are certainly other examples of "localisms" that exist and even thrive, including community gardens, independent radio stations, neighborhood-scale wind energy projects, collectively owned forestry projects, and co-ops.64
Underlying all of these projects is a shared understanding that small-scale community life is worthwhile and fulfilling in its own right, yet difficult to come by in a highly mobile and individualistic society. People involved in local projects seem to enjoy their modicum of self-sufficiency and their sense of place; perhaps, not least, they are motivated by a concern to reduce their carbon footprint. These orientations towards "the local" reflect a clear if modest cultural shift. Certainly, this cultural shift is not a universal phenomenon (it is interesting to speculate whether such a thing as universal localism could even exist). Thus far, "the renewed local economy exists as a series of points," a constellation against the backdrop of the industrialized world's mainstream. Yet the challenge raised by localism to mobility plays a crucial role in the project of transforming automobility. Moving beyond the engineering problems presented by reducing the impact of gasoline and cars, adherents of localism dismantle the very concept that expansive movement makes us happy and free.

The idea that mobility constitutes freedom contains as many conceptual difficulties as it implies ecologically negative consequences. Furthermore, it is somewhat short-sighted historically to claim that constant and wide-ranging mobility is an absolute requirement for human well-being. Though humans [End Page 74] have certainly always been creatures of movement (and what animal, vegetable, or mineral on Earth is not in constant motion?), it is only in the modern era that they have institutionalized extensive and frequent travel. In other words, however deeply ingrained the habit of seeing mobility as highly desirable, there are certainly opportunities to redefine the good life—as many communities are discovering.

Current spatial arrangement suppresses spontaneity and involvement in the city for the automobile.

Zack Furness, Assistant Professor of Cultural Studies in the Department of Humanities, History, and Social Sciences at Columbia College Chicago, 2010, One Less Car: Bicycling and the Politics of Automobility, Chapter 3: Vélorutionaries and the Right to the (Bikeable) City, Project Muse, http://muse.jhu.edu/books/9781592136148, TB

Mumford and Jacobs often disagreed and conceptualized automobility in rather different terms, but their mutual disdain for Robert Moses was clearly tied to his belief in its inevitability. Le Corbusier’s auto-centric planning projects provoked equally impassioned critiques from Parisians in the 1950s, particularly from the group of artists/politicos associated with the Situationist International. The situationists, as they are widely known, abhorred the centrality of cars in urban design because, like Jacobs, they saw it as a symbol of a much larger problem: a spatio-cultural arrangement designed to suppress human spontaneity and willful participation in the city’s construction. In the “Situationist Thesis on Traffic,” Guy Debord writes:

To want to redesign architecture to accord with the needs of the present massive and parasitical existence of private automobiles reflects the most unrealistic misapprehension of where the real problems lie. . . . It is not a matter of opposing the automobile as an evil in itself. It is its extreme concentration in the cities that has led to the negation of its function. Urbanism should certainly not ignore the automobile, but even less should it accept it as its central theme. It should reckon on gradually phasing it out.33

The parallels between Debord’s ideas and those of Mumford and Jacobs are evident, but there are crucial political differences to consider. The situationists were not interested in creating more smoothly operating cities, safer environments for pedestrians, or garden cities designed to segment social life through utopian/dystopian plans. Rather, they saw urban planning, and especially Le Corbusier’s modernist designs, as the materialization of capitalist ideology—a grotesque facade that masks, and ultimately reproduces, the alienation and passivity of consumer society, or what Debord famously termed the spectacle.34 The situationists saw the “smooth circulation” of cars as the optimization of this ideological arrangement:

A mistake made by all the city planners is to consider the private automobile (and its by-products, such as the motorcycle) as essentially a means of transportation. In reality, it is the most notable material symbol of the notion of happiness that developed capitalism tends to spread throughout the society. The automobile is at the center of this general propaganda, both as supreme good of an alienated life and as essential product of the capitalist market.35

The myth of choice in car culture ignores the lack of infrastructure which would challenge the organizations responsible for the implementation of this myth

(Zack Furness, Columbia College Chicago Department of Humanities, 2010, one less car chapter 1) 

The historical transformation of the United States into a full-blown car culture is commonly, though somewhat erroneously, attributed to choice or desire, as if the aggregation of individual consumer choices and yearnings necessarily  built the roads, lobbied the government, zoned the real estate, silenced the  critics, subsidized auto makers, underfunded public transit, and passed the  necessary laws to oversee all facets of these projects since the 1890s. One of  the primary stories used to bolster this broad-based claim is that of america’s  love affair with the automobile—a common trope in U.S. popular culture that  colors our understanding of transportation history and also buttresses some of the most partisan arguments posed by the car’s vigorous defenders. 27 it is unquestionable that many americans do, in fact, love their cars and cling to  the myth of “The road” with the zeal of Madison avenue and Jack Kerouac  combined. However, the fidelity of the narrative is almost irrelevant when considering how it is put to use and for whom it is made to work. That is to  say, while the love affair serves a variety of social and cultural functions in the  United States, it is particularly compelling to a relatively small group of freemarket ideologues and multinational corporations (particularly oil conglomerates) who largely govern and/or profit from the production, marketing,  sales, and regulation of the automobile. indeed, the love story satisfies two of  the most cherished myths of free-market capitalism concurrently: it corroborates the idea that consumer choices equal authentic power (i.e., people vote  with their wallets), and it normalizes the false notion that consumer desires  ultimately determine the so-called evolution of technologies—a position that  ignores the profound roles that material and cultural infrastructures play in  the success of any technology, much less the development of technological  norms. Such explanations not only are misleading; they also effectively downplay some of the most undemocratic and thoroughly racist decision-making  processes at the heart of postwar urban development and transportation  policy implementation in the United States, as well as the political influence  historically wielded by what could easily be termed an automobile-industrial  complex. 28 This is not to suggest that power is always exerted from the top  down, nor to imply that the average person plays no role in the production  or contestation of technological and cultural norms. rather, it is simply a  way of acknowledging that technological desires and choices, particularly  those concerning transportation and mobility, are necessarily constrained  by the profit imperatives of very specific and very powerful institutions and  organizations. 

Automobility marginalizes, state stuff, the system. Also creates national and foreign identity that we present ourselves as to other countries.

David Campbell, professor of cultural and political geography at Durham University in the U.K., 2005, American Quarterly 57.3 (2005) 943-972, ‘The Biopolitics of Security: Oil, Empire, and the Sports Utility Vehicle’, Project Muse, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/american_quarterly/v057/57.3campbell.html, TB

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 [End Page 945] 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.

Society and cities formed around the automobility, and it distances us from different elements of the city. Creates it into an organized machine.

David Campbell, professor of cultural and political geography at Durham University in the U.K., 2005, American Quarterly 57.3 (2005) 943-972, ‘The Biopolitics of Security: Oil, Empire, and the Sports Utility Vehicle’, Project Muse, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/american_quarterly/v057/57.3campbell.html, TB

The concept of automobility—or that of the "auto social formation" or "car culture"—calls attention to the hybrid assemblage or machinic complex that the apparently autonomous entities of car and driver compose.88 In the "automobilized time-space" of contemporary society we can observe a networked, sociotechnical infrastructure that is in process, an infrastructure in which there is "the ceaseless and mobile interplay between many different scales, from the body to the globe."89 Automobility thus is one dimension of empire, in the sense proposed by Hardt and Negri.

The relationship between the auto and the urban has always been at its strongest in the United States. The beautification of cities through the construction of avenues, malls, and parkways in the early twentieth century coincided with and furthered the rise of the automobile.90 While the development of technology was obviously important, a transformation in American urban culture—wherein streets came to be viewed as traffic ways rather than recreational social spaces—was fundamental to the creation of the auto social formation.91 Most obvious in the urban planning of Robert Moses, whose bridges, expressways, and parkways transformed New York City and its environs, these infrastructural developments came to be the leitmotif of modernity.92 National highway systems became the centerpieces of utopian plans—as in General Motors' "Futurama" in the 1939 World's Fair in New York—and were realized in the cold war years as a consequence of the Interstate Highways and Defense Act of 1956.93
Although constructed as a means to achieve the unification of social life, the web of traffic routes that permeate urban space have in practice furthered the fragmentation of the urban and its peri-urban and suburban spaces, creating in the process new borderlands (which in turn require new capsules of security).94 The distanciation of life elements (home from work, family from friends, haves from have nots) that are part of this urban fissure in turn promotes further reliance on automobility as people seek to overcome, traverse, or bypass these divisions. Importantly, this partitioning of the urban world has been codified in and encouraged by planning legislation. Embodying a functionalist view of the city as an organized machine, American urban planners from the 1920s on relied on a system of zoning controls that separated uses and imposed homogenous criteria on specified areas. Hostile to mixed usage or hybrid formations, these uniform zoning codes (known as Euclidean zoning after a 1926 Supreme Court decision in favor of the village of Euclid) have produced urban sprawl and the elongation of travel routes.95 In the absence [End Page 965] of public transport systems, these urban forms have further increased reliance on the car. For residents of the border zones known as "edge cities," there is little choice but to rely on private transport for mobility. Contemporary urban life is both sustained by oil in the form of the car and requires increasing oil consumption through the use of the car urban life promotes. Citizens are thus coerced into a limited flexibility, creating a situation that is "a wonderful testament to the ability of a sociomaterial structure to serve its own reproduction."96
Dead zones

Rao 10 Robert Rao, Masters at Simon Fraser University of Communication, 2010, “URBAN CYCLING AS THE MEASURE OF THE CITY:¶ EXPERIENCE, POLICY AND THE CULTURAL POLITICS¶ OF MOBILITY,” SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY, http://summit.sfu.ca/item/10003
This allocation of public space for various transit uses illustrates their¶ social prioritization. Freeways and major ‘arterial’ roads prioritize traffic flow or¶ circulation, with few if any reasons or places for stopping along the route itself.¶ They are primarily utilized purely as spaces of transit, conduits between¶ destinations, rather than destinations in themselves. Yet streets and roadways¶ account for one of the largest uses of surface space in urban and suburban areas¶ in North America – up to 30% by some estimates (see Switzky in Carlsson, 2002,¶ 189). Urry mentions that one-quarter of London and “nearly one-half” of Los¶ Angeles are “devoted to such car-only environments” (Urry, 2007, 122). This¶ historical transformation of the street or roadway, from a dense and diverse¶ inhabitable ‘place’ in some urban areas, to a relatively homogenized and¶ featureless space to be traversed as one enters car-scaled suburbia, has¶ profound cultural and political implications. The roadway as a cultural or¶ communicative space in its own right deteriorates as more space is allocated or¶ optimized for movement flows. Spontaneous or incidental chance encounters¶ have literally no place to stop and fully realize themselves, pressured as their¶ subjects are by the general flow of traffic to ‘keep things moving’. Pedestrianism¶ and cycling, in contrast, with their lower relative speeds and ability to more easily¶ ‘step aside’ and move out of the flow of traffic, as well as the ability for those on¶ differing ultimate trajectories or vehicles to easily converse while traveling¶ 20¶ alongside each other, can allow for meaningful social encounters to occur within¶ the space of flow.¶ This socio-spatial ordering becomes significant in its implications when¶ reproduced and amplified across large swathes of the built environment, with the¶ result that different modes of mobility are systemically reinforced or privileged¶ while others are discouraged or made impracticable. Duany and Plater-Zyberk,¶ co-founders of the Congress for a New Urbanism, point out that transport¶ planners’ attempts to alleviate traffic congestion by building more roadways has¶ the unintended consequence of further dispersing populations over a wider area,¶ in effect making the problem worse: “By mistaking mobility for accessibility, they¶ undermine the viability of both new and old places by focusing entirely on moving¶ cars through them. The result – already well documented – is a landscape¶ lacking in destinations worth getting to” (Duany, et al., 2000, 230-1). By¶ privileging a certain mode of mobility, professional planners in effect preclude¶ these other modes of travel, thus forcing individual ‘choices’ regarding¶ transportation through the design of the built environment, which in its turn feeds¶ cultural perceptions surrounding the relative desirability of differing modes of¶ mobility. In the suburban context in particular, the position of dependency on cardrivers¶ by non-drivers, or else immobility, becomes a social stigma that serves to¶ further reinforce and replicate the system of automobility.

IL: control
The imposition of roadways and exclusion of bike infrastructure is an enactment of the control over spatiality and a limiting of choice

(Zack Furness, Columbia College Chicago Department of Humanities, 2010, one less car chapter 4) 

Roads are technologies that play a fundamental role in the system of automobility, both as material things that enable the circulation of auto traffic as well as ideological constructs that are consciously designed to encourage certain practices while inhibiting others. That is to say, in addition to facilitating travel, roads have enormous symbolic power and have historically been used to wield, and in some cases reorganize, socioeconomic and political power. The “fixing of spatiality through material building,” as David Harvey argues, is not innocuous but rather a process of creating “solidly constructed spaces that instantiate negotiated or imposed social values.”25 In the road and highway systems, one can thus identify a matrix of motorized space that dominates cities and structurally limits the possibilities for alternative mobilities. For this reason (among many others), the construction and use of roads is often a source of contention as well as a focal point for a variety of social movements and direct action protests worldwide.26 Critical Mass can be seen as part of this wider terrain of urban struggles waged against the process of spatial homogenization, for the twinned purpose of promoting bicycling and creating more participatory public spaces. 

Automobility serves to enhance the biopolitical control of the state over movement

(Kari Hensley, PHD @ NYU in comm, March 2010 American Quarterly, Volume 62, Number 1, pp. 173-180 (Review)

Drawing heavily on the work of Foucault, Seiler charts the rise of automobility at the turn of the twentieth century as a technology of the self, as a  disciplinary technology, and as a form of capital deeply inscribed by state and  commercial systems of surveillance and control. He explores “how mobility  itself informs and structures modern liberal subjectivity, the contested ‘prize’  that its disparate groups seek to realize through the practices of automobility” (11). Seiler understands driving as an “apparatus” similar to the way that  Foucault understood sexuality, simultaneously liberating as it disciplines: Like  sex, driving is imbued with emancipatory pleasures and destructive potential  “called for the construction of an apparatus, consisting of legal, technical,  medical, cultural, economic, political, ethical, and architectural/spatial elements, that would simultaneously enable and constrain, cultivate and regulate,  govern and license it” (62–63). In the early days of the automobile, shifts in the capitalist mode of production, coupled with the emergence of discourses exhibiting anxieties over  modernization and a perceived loss of subjectivity, created a crisis to which  automobility was able to respond. The implementation of Taylorist forms of  scientifically managed manufacturing were key, as alienation in the workplace  created a space to generate a new “expressive” ideal of individualism, à la  Herbert Hoover. Workers were not only likened to a mass by figures such as  Frederick Taylor, but these laborers, typically white men, were subjected to a  mode of surveillance previously associated with women and people of color.  This alienation and perceived emasculation in the workplace created a desire  not only for self-expression but also for mobility and individual freedom of  choice. The new brand of individualism was meant to restore agency (often  read as masculinity) to the individual. As commodities became the primary  mode of self-expression, the automobile was positioned as the quintessential  product to meet these ends. Seiler argues that ultimately the automobile was  championed as “both the instrument for the performative recuperation of  the ‘sovereign self’ of the republican past and the facilitator of the blithely  masterful new subjectivity of the consumer-citizen” (13). Driving came to be  seen as a performance of freedom, and thus analogous to citizenship. 

Speed is a form of social control

Rao 10 Robert Rao, Masters at Simon Fraser University of Communication, 2010, “URBAN CYCLING AS THE MEASURE OF THE CITY:¶ EXPERIENCE, POLICY AND THE CULTURAL POLITICS¶ OF MOBILITY,” SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY, http://summit.sfu.ca/item/10003
Quite apart from the significant and substantial toll in human lives due to¶ traffic fatalities (one oft-cited statistic points out that more Americans die due to¶ 45¶ car accidents each year than died during the entire Vietnam War [Worldwatch¶ Institute, 1994]), the almost casual capacity of the automobile to reach and¶ maintain high rates of speed contributes to an everyday, qualitative degradation¶ of lived space. In auto-space, both pedestrians and cyclists are made to feel like¶ interlopers in a space where the pace is determined by faster vehicles. Even¶ when crossing the street with the light, the pedestrian can feel as if he or she is¶ interrupting or ‘holding up’ the apparently more legitimate needs of car-drivers¶ idling or waiting to turn across their path. The system of automobility means that¶ the impatience of the driver is privileged and prioritized by traffic cycles,¶ transferred upon the slower-moving person and further contributing to the¶ devaluation of pedestrians and cyclists, “obstacles to the high-speed traffic¶ cutting mercilessly through slower-moving pathways” (Urry, 123).¶ As Freund and Martin observe, “[w]hen the pace of life in society speeds¶ up, the expectations for what is normal performance and what is high level¶ performance are increased” (Freund and Martin, 2007, 45). A study conducted in¶ New York City, for example, found that the average walking speed for seniors¶ was one pace slower than the four foot per second standard upon which the¶ timing of traffic cycles is based, suggesting that one of the more basic measures¶ of individual autonomy and personal mobility, that of being able to cross the¶ street unaided, is made more hazardous for those least able to simply move¶ faster by the standards and expectations of automobility (Transportation¶ Alternatives, 2007). This literal speeding up of the pace of modern life is further¶ collaborated by another study on urban walking speeds, conducted in Toronto,¶ 46¶ that found city dwellers walking 10% faster than they did in 1994, on average¶ (Agrell, 2007, May 3).¶ The gentle trance of Baudelaire’s or Benjamin’s ambling flaneur from an¶ earlier era is a bare echo of memory, unable to be maintained alongside the¶ constant stream of loud, rushing vehicular traffic. The fast-moving freeway does¶ violence to the lived sense of ‘place’ which atrophies, subordinated as it is to the¶ constant predominance and urgency of ‘flow’. What makes for a ‘place’ is its¶ capacity to be a repository of human memory and experience, and the largely¶ featureless spaces of transit, wide stretches of bare asphalt and concrete¶ intended only for large vehicles moving at high speeds removes this capacity¶ from large swatches of habitable space. This becomes, as Freund and Martin¶ remark, “one of the more subtle forms of social control that accompanies autocentred¶ transport” (Freund and Martin, 98-99).¶ In part the design of the technology suggests a comfortable, ‘proper’¶ cruising speed, one that has been established by automobile designers in¶ relation to the perceived needs and desires of the driver rather than in¶ consideration of, or in proportion to, the environment which the vehicle will travel¶ through. Keeping a car at or below 30kms/hr, such as when driving through¶ residential areas, school zones and other lived spaces for example, often¶ requires conscious restraint in refraining from pushing the gas pedal and indeed¶ the monitoring of the surrounding built environment in readiness to apply the¶ brakes instead.

IL: alienation
Automobility causes alienation of the world for the subject culminating the eventual objectification and devaluation of other people and communities 

(Zack Furness, Columbia College Chicago Department of Humanities, 2010, one less car chapter 4) 

At the most basic level, cycling slows down the world in ways that tangibly affect interpersonal communication, most notably by promoting face-to-face encounters.56 Scott Larkin, author of the zine Go by Bicycle, points this out in interview with the author: “The prospect of someone stopping to talk to someone when they’re jamming by at thirty-five miles an hour is unlikely.”57 In addition, there is a sense among critics that habitual driving engenders an experience of cities that is not unlike tourism, inasmuch as urban spaces and landscapes are often abstracted into “pure, rapid, superficial spectacles.”58 Driving, according to this line of reasoning, physically distances people from both the materiality and the material realities of cities (i.e., the built environment as well as prevailing socioeconomic conditions) by facilitating a process that allows people to metaphorically and sometimes quite literally bypass the problems of cities altogether. The driver’s gaze shaped through privatized mobility, Nigel Taylor argues, also objectifies and depersonalizes the world outside of the car in such as way that it transforms the environment, other vehicles, and even human beings into mere “things” that obstruct one’s movement. 59 That is to say, while the car—like all transportation technologies— operates as a framing device, the “visuality of the windshield” becomes more than a casual or temporary looking glass when one considers both the ever increasing amounts of time people individually spend “sealed off from the public and the street,” as well as a broader cultural/legal context in which “the public” is increasingly being seen as a mere amalgamation of mobile private spheres—a condition Don Mitchell calls the “SUV model of citizenship.”60 The problem, in other words, is not necessarily what one sees or does not see each time one gets behind the wheel, but rather, the way driving shapes subjectivity and fosters a broader disposition toward urban space and urban life: an entire way of seeing.61  

IL: inequality
Automobility is a representation of inequality 

(Kari Hensley, PHD @ NYU in comm, March 2010 American Quarterly, Volume 62, Number 1, pp. 173-180 (Review)

These acts of automotive freedom, however, are of an uneven and precarious nature. Here Seiler furthers the discussion of Kevin Borg, who reminds his readers that automotive breakdowns strip a driver of such freedoms, and  that their restoration lay in the hands of a class of the highly skilled, yet  hardly esteemed, mechanics. On a more political note, Seiler highlights the  undemocratic nature of such freedoms, and shows that automobility, like  U.S. citizenship, has not been made equally available to all in this country.  Interested in the normative power of “American character,” Seiler explores  the question “Who is served by automobility?” He writes that “assigning the  honorific ‘American’ . . . has been bound up with legitimating particular regimes of accumulation and policies of exclusion, assimilation, and conquest  throughout the nation’s history” (7). This ideology of freedom is defined  by a periphery of unfreedom and restriction, as the notion of the authentic  American renders some as “inauthentic.” 

IL: social space

Cars suck

(John Bly, Senior Project Manager at Honeywell, May 2011, http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/handle/1961/9866/Bly,%20John%20-%20Spring%20'11.pdf?sequence=1)

Through ideological, social, political and physical means, the automobile has hijacked what it means to be mobile, as well as the very possibility of achieved mobility. This paper explores the various ways in which cars have created and continue to reinforce a system in America that is almost completely reliant on them. This system externalizes its costs onto the environment and victims of ‘auto accidents,’ suppresses safer and more democratic means of mobility, demands continual supplies of foreign oil, claims valuable agricultural and urban land as well as time, and kills more non-participating bystanders every year than the number of people that died in the attack on the World Trade Center on September 11, 2001. After exposing the costs of the system and the mechanisms of its reproduction, I conclude with a few ideas on how to move beyond the automobile.

Car deny and prevent social interaction 

(John Bly, Senior Project Manager at Honeywell, May 2011, http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/handle/1961/9866/Bly,%20John%20-%20Spring%20'11.pdf?sequence=1)

What remains important with these technological as well as gustatory changes is the ability of the driver to maintain control over the infringements of the public or others into their private space. Urry writes, “Thus, fragments of time are increasingly compressed into taskscapes that keep people inside their cars, while the ‘coming together of private citizens in public space’  is lost to a privatization of the mechanized self moving through emptied non-places.” 62   Cars provide freedom to avoid or control interaction with out people. 

The violence enacted through cars has been normalized through the obfuscation of environmental impacts and the linguistic use of accidents 

(John Bly, Senior Project Manager at Honeywell, May 2011, http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/handle/1961/9866/Bly,%20John%20-%20Spring%20'11.pdf?sequence=1)

Drivers and ‘others’ are separated from each other by the steel and tinted glass of the automobile. On one side of it, the driver sits nearly motionless, partially obscured and sometimes completely hidden by the glare off of darkened glass or the speed at which he’s traveling, and protected by the very cage that contains him. On the other, people walk by without being able to  see inside—observed but kept from closely observing the observer.70  Their soft and fragile  bodies are exposed to and unprotected against the sharp, hard corners and edges of car grilles,  bumpers and wheel wells. The power dynamic is so imbalanced between driver and pedestrian that Urry and Sheller have called those without cars “disenfranchised”—quite the claim to be lodged in our supposedly democratic society. 71 They go on to explain themselves, arguing that because drivers are hidden from view they are “excused from the normal etiquette and social coordination of face-to-face interactions. Car travel rudely interrupts the taskscapes of others (pedestrians, children going to school, postmen, garbage collectors, farmers, animals and so on), whose daily routines are merely obstacles to the high-speed trafﬁc that cuts mercilessly through slower-moving pathways and dwellings.” 72To say that automobiles “rudely interrupt” the taskscapes of others has its inverse  statement in that others (namely pedestrians, cyclists, and other drivers) are often felt to rudely  interrupt the task-scape of a driver. Whole books have been written on the issue of road rage. 73 Let it just be said here that the things that frustrate many drivers, the speed at which they become frustrated and their ways to demonstrate or vent their frustration should be objects of concern for anyone who is forced to interact with them on a usual basis, because of the excessive power and irreversibility of rash decisions made behind the wheel of a two-ton vehicle.  Yet road rage and dangerous driving (especially against people not in other vehicles but on foot or bicycle) is more than concerning or frightening. It is criminal. In the last decade (2000-2009), over 55,000 non-motorists were killed by automobiles in crashes in the United State. For every one of them, over 14 others were injured.74 The vast majority of these were pedestrians.75 If any other product was complicit in this amount of damage, especially on bystanders and unwilling or non-participating victims, there would be a deafening public outcry.  Yet these negative effects have been so normalized in modern culture so that the number of auto  ‘accidents’ that happen each year are turned into a statistic and “attributed not to criminality but,  on the contrary, as the unintentional and avoidable effects of automobility.” 76I set the word ‘accident’ apart in quotes because it is especially problematic. The complicity of automobiles in the death of thousands of people has to be obscured through words  like ‘accident’ for automobility to go unquestioned. Beckmann writes, “We would have to anticipate that automobility ‘works’, because its accidents are denied. Collective denial enables individual mobility.” 77 Accident’ implies that no one is at fault. Yet at the same time that the victims of automobility are deemed to have suffered from “accidents,” driver negligence and human error are often cited as causes of fatal crashes. 78 Beyond the fault of the driver there are city planners, vehicle designers, road engineers, and a host of other people who have participated  in creating and inviting the possibility of fatal crashes by aiding the system of automobility at the  expense of safety. Of course, this is not to say that they are all equally to blame. I am willing to question whether the good that automobiles provide outweighs the very real and human costs that they claim. But even if we were to accept that automobility is worth it, this would not lead us to call car crashes ‘accidents.’ If the lives ended by automobility were not as valued as highly as is automobility, and a known consequence of automobility, then they would instead be called “sacriﬁces.” 79   We would have to face the fact that the thousands of people killed every year by automobiles were sacriﬁced to the system of mobility we have created so that we might drive wherever we want to go. The term ‘accident’ is the result of the need to normalize the negative effects of driving in order to avoid addressing the serious deﬁciencies that exist in automobile safety, driver knowledge and capability, and the consideration of bystander well-being. These social forces that have reiﬁed the idea of freedom in the automobile are the very ones that impinge upon our ability to freely choose safe and democratic modes of travel and at the same time normalize these ill effects. The commodifying and fetishizing of cars and crashsacriﬁces has placed a screen between immediate object-experiences and their real causes, so that people acting as consumers do not look beyond the policies and processes that have spawned both. This leads to the disjunction between cars as freedom enhancers and car as oppressors. This contradiction is seen not only on a social level but also on a physical one.  

Automobility and pursuit of speed have made road hostile and urban areas inhospitable

(John Bly, Senior Project Manager at Honeywell, May 2011, http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/handle/1961/9866/Bly,%20John%20-%20Spring%20'11.pdf?sequence=1)

Since the arrival of the automobile, roads have produced a long history of exclusion. Jain  argues that this exclusionary ideology was formed in the early days of the car that still exists and  guides automobility today. Between 1900 and 1920, it was “materially and semiotically encoded through such things as planning codes, standardized guardrail design, and asphalt speciﬁcations, all of which coincided with the kind of political space that the road would become.” 80   This ‘political space’ was one that increasingly excluded other users who either had motives differing from those of the motorist—in the case of vendors and playing children—or shared the same goal with the motorist but could not realize it—in the case of the horse-drawn carriage and bicycle—as noisily, quickly, or with as little risk as could a person behind the wheel of a car.  The function of the street was drastically changed from “a multi-use site to being a thoroughfare.” 81 As the road, once meant for all users, “evolved into a homogenous space,” travel on it by other means or using it for other ends grew more dangerous. 82 Restrictions on speed, meant to keep the road a safe place for all, began to be repealed or drastically raised as  early as 1900, so that the speed potential of the automobile would not be unduly hampered. 83 The exclusion of different users from today’s roads is even more pronounced.  Automobility’s effect “on public space, especially the space of the urban street, is that the space  becomes meaningless or even maddening unless it can be subordinated to free movement [of the  car].” 84 Roads must make everything accessible, and in a timely manner. Along with maximum speed limits, many roads sport minimum speed limits that make the use of those roads by slower moving vehicles illegal.   Even roads without minimum speed limits are not welcoming places for non-motorists.  Legitimate use of these roads by cyclists or pedestrians results daily in leers, threats, police  tickets for impeding trafﬁc, car crashes, and death. 

Automobility is cyclically destroying urban space at an ever increasing rate  

(John Bly, Senior Project Manager at Honeywell, May 2011, http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/handle/1961/9866/Bly,%20John%20-%20Spring%20'11.pdf?sequence=1)

Infrastructure, including parking lots, that automobility requires decreases the density of urban space. Currently, half of the area of the average American city is devoted to car usage. 86 This in turn increases the need for cars to traverse those adulterated spaces. Outside of the city, the travel that automobility made possible was key to the development of the suburbs, which also increased the need for cars in order to escape them.  Parking lots do more than invite the proliferation of dead space. They keep more productive activities from occurring. They claim valuable territory that could be utilized as parks, storefronts, homes, gardens, or alternative forms of transportation. By doing so, they make  streets and cities less dense, diverse, and lively. At the same time, the functions of the city that are diverse, lively, or otherwise beneﬁcial are diluted by automobility. Jacobs writes, “The spaces required for roads and for parking spread everything out still farther, and lead to still greater uses  of vehicles. 87  But the trend does not stop there. Greater use of cars leads to more need for roads  and parking spaces, which leads to greater dilution of possible destinations. Its logical conclusion  is the bland and uninspired suburb, or what Jacobs calls “a homogeneous and thin smear.” 88 The need for parking contributes to lower density cities—and therefore creates distance as a barrier to mobility that did not exist before—but not nearly as much as does the car itself.  The advent of the private automobile made suburban and low density communities, where people  travel long distances to and from their workplaces, possible for the ﬁrst time in history 

IL/I: diremption

Automobility causes alienation from the outside as well internal diremption 
(Joshua Fischel, Senior Project Manager at Thomson Reuters, 2011 “EDUCATION AFTER MODERNITY: DEWEY, DAVIDSON, AND THE PROSPECTS FOR OVERCOMING DIREMPTION”)

Unlike the “alienation of automobility,” bicycling slows the world down such that “interpersonal communication” through physical proximity becomes more likely (Furness, 2010, p. 88). To be in communion with others while you’re driving in an automobile seems fatuous in contrast. Rather, the driver “experiences the city “not unlike a “tourist” (Burness, 2010, p. 88). The city becomes something abstract and distanced from the driver, a radical other that the driver has no intimate relation to except for the ongoing competition for asphalt she has with other drivers. As the city becomes seen as simply an abstraction through the privatized space of the driver, this leads to a process that “objectifies” and “depersonalizes” the world, such that other cars and other people become reified (Furness, 2010, p. 88). In this sense, the self-image cultivated by the automobile society is the diremptive self-image known as homo oeconomicus. From this vantage point, the world is not seen as a common world of people participating in communion with one another. Rather, the commons is seen as a series of privatized capsules in competition with one another. Critical. Critical Mass as a form of cultural criticism (education) attempts to embody a world that is no longer disaggregated, that is no longer in a state of diremption. By breaking down the perceived barriers between self and other, subject and object, self and world that is a product of the car culture, it fosters a relational self-image. But that’s not all. In doing so, it makes explicit the relationship between education (cultural criticism), the relational self, and the unity of life that holds together the shared world that people participate together in what Hegel called love. 

Diremption sets the stage for another holocaust 

(Joshua Fischel, Senior Project Manager at Thomson Reuters, 2011 “EDUCATION AFTER MODERNITY: DEWEY, DAVIDSON, AND THE PROSPECTS FOR OVERCOMING DIREMPTION”)

Ultimately, Auschwitz is made possible because the world lacks love. Adorno (1967) puts it this way: Every person today, without exception, feels too little loved, because every person cannot love enough. The inability to identify with others was unquestionably the most important psychological condition for the fact that something like Auschwitz could have occurred in the midst of more or less civilized and innocent people. (p. 201) No amount of BAs and PhDs kept Germany from descending into barbarism. Orr (1992) similarly notes that Elie Wiesel has argued, “The designers and perpetrators of Auschwitz, Buchenwald, and Dachau, the heirs and kin of Kant and Goethe, also possessed quite substantial academic credentials” ( p. 149). The social order that homo oeconomicus is educated into is a social order without love. People are educated into a “coldness” requisite for the fierce competition for resources. “The coldness of the societal monad, the isolated competitor, was the precondition, as indifference to the fate of others, for the fact that only very few people reacted” (Adorno, 1967, p. 201). Nor, Adorno (1967) argues, should we expect formal institutions of education to remedy this situation, since these institutional designs are always mediated and love is always immediate (p. 202). For Adorno, like what has been argued for in Chapter 5, education not rooted in love can only produce and re-produce a society of “coldness” and “hardness:” a society in diremption. In the midst of communities of practice rooted in love, Adorno (1967) concludes, “the only education that makes sense at all is an education towards critical selfreflection” (p. 193). Only when people know where they are can they figure out where they want to go. But the diremptive self of Modernity makes this difficult. It does so, as was argued in the first chapter, because it produces a kind of consciousness “blinded to all historical past” and “all insight into one’s own conditionedness” (Adorno, 1967, p. 200). In short, Modernity’s diremptive self leaves one home-less, without history or place. Not surprisingly, the result is the splintering off of the self from world or what Adorno (1967) calls a “reified consciousness” (p. 199). At the very end of this essay, Adorno describes an exchange he had with the literary theorist Walter Benjamin. He writes, “Walter Benjamin asked me once in Paris during his emigration, when I was still returning to Germany sporadically, whether there were really enough torturers back there to carry out the orders of the Nazis. There were enough” (Adorno, 1967, pp. 203-204). It strikes me that there are still enough. The forces of diremption are still with us. The reification, depersonalisation, and commodification, which culminated in the Nazi concentration camp, are the same forces that, during the era of development, have undermined ways of living that have subsisted long before Modernity. They are the same forces that continue to destroy the delicate ecology on which all life systems depend. They are the same forces that have continued to colonize the cultural field in which meaning-making takes place, and as such, have pushed to the margins communities of practice that integrate the self and world into a unity. In its stead, they have left vistas of homogenization littered with isolated competitors who see the other as a potential threat to the satisfaction of their individual desires. It is the social forces of reification, depersonalisation, and commodification, collectively named in this dissertation as diremption (which culminated in the concentration camp system) that spawned my interest in thinking about how Dewey’s philosophy of education might play a role in their eventual dismantling. Furthermore, by thinking about Dewey and Davidson’s philosophy of education in light of these unique features of Modernity, I wanted to explore whether or not they were sufficient for overcoming them. And if not, why not? And if not, what would education have to look like after Modernity, after diremption?  

I: extermination

This makes extermination and extinction inevitable, pure war becomes reality and all freedom dies.

Timothy W. Luke, Professor of Political Science and Department of Political Science Program Chair at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, and Gearóid Ó Tuathail, Professor of Government and International Affairs and Director of the Government and International Affairs program, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, 1998, Chapter for the volume Thinking Space, http://www.nvc.vt.edu/toalg/Website/Publish/papers/virilio.htm, TB

At other points, he reads this tendency as the discrediting of "geopolitical extensivity in favor of a transpolitical intensivity of exchange and communication" which has declinist implications for states as territorial entities (1991, 92, emphasis his). The "war of real time has clearly supplanted the war in real space of geographical territories that long ago conditioned the history of nations and peoples" (1994, 206). "Territory has lost its significance in favor of the projectile. In fact, the strategic value of the non-place of speed has definitely supplanted that of place, and the question of possession of Time has revived that of territorial appropriation" (1986, 133, emphasis his). Places disappear in a world delimited by the "vehicular extermination" of the global nuclear war qua deterrence machines (1986, 134).

These polemical claims by Virilio are certainly overstated, but they should not be underestimated. Virilio's opposition of geopolitics to chronopolitics is a crude and misleading one inasmuch as questions of technology, transportation and speed have always been central to geopolitical theorizing. The pivot in Halford Mackinder's famous 1904 "geographical pivot of history" paper is the relationship between physical geography and transportation technology or what he called "mobilities of power" (Mackinder, 1904). The dominant mobility of power of Mackinder's pre-Columbian epoch was the horse and camel, the dominant drama the horseback Asiatic invasions of Europe and the ascendant region the landpower of the Asian steppes. In the Columbian epoch, the dominant mobilities of power lay with the most advanced seapower states who were able to construct vast overseas empires for themselves. In the post-Columbian epoch Mackinder envisioned beginning with the disappearance of the last open spaces for colonial conquest, land-based mobilities of power, particularly railways, would supposedly be dominant.

Mackinder's schema was, of course, crude, sketchy and seriously flawed but it does illustrate how technologies of movement and speed have always been important in geopolitical theorizing. Virilio's equally sweeping speculations take Mackinder's mode of reasoning a step further when he questions the displacement of place by twentieth century logistics:

What seems central to me is the question of place. In some way, place is challenged. Ancient societies were built by distributing territory. Whether on a family scale, the group scale, the tribal scale or the national scale, memory was the earth; inheritance was the earth. The foundation of politics was the inscription of laws, not only on tables, but in the formation of a region, nation, or city. And I believe this is what is now challenged, contradicted by technology...Now, technology -- Gilles Deleuze said it -- is de-territorialization...Deterritorialization is the question for the end of this century (1983, 142)

Just as total war inspired militarist dreams of a perfect arrangement of territory and partly though unevenly realized these dreams in its fortress and bunker landscapes, so also has pure war incited visions of new strategic order and landscapes appropriate to it. The space-time of pure war is a strategic order where "the violence of speed has become both the location and the law, the world's destiny and its destination" (1986, 151). As the name for terracentric orders of strategic knowledge, geopolitics has not disappeared but it is no longer at the heart of the war machine. As the name for the space-time problematic of war more generally, geopolitics is becoming intensively dromological. In the era of pure war, geopolitical space begins to warp under the gun of speed for we inhabit accelerating times and spaces. "We no longer populate stationariness; we populate the time spent changing place" (1983, 60). Yet, territory remains a unit of power's measure as weapons and ideologies mark their ranges in terms of distances travelled in time (1983, 116). So, we still have not yet reached his state of chrono-political nirvana, because there is still functional space somewhere, and this space still imposes a few constraints (1983, 166).

The speed-body of dromological societies reconstitutes the time/space of society's enstructuration and acculturation around the conditions of permanent mobilization. Their imbrication with living beings running at metabolic speed forces humans to accept automated perception, robotic reasoning, networked community, and computerized communication as part and parcel of any effective collaboration with other and non-living beings running at technological speeds (Castells, 1996). This techno-logistical supra-nationalism is totalitarian, and essentially irresistible. To be borne by these techno-logistics, all are reborn continuously and painfully with each new generation of techno-logistical complex which now hosts almost all human life.

Inhabiting chronopolitical acceleration rather than geopolitical space is not a liberation of movement but a tyranny of speed:

The blindness of the speed of means of communicating destruction is not a liberation from geopolitical servitude, but the extermination of space as the field of political freedom...the more speed increases, the faster freedom decreases (1986, 142).

In everyday life this tyranny of speed provokes a plethora of new social and political ills: overwork, burn-out, motion sickness, information over-load, xenophobic nationalist resistance against the speeding flows of globalization (Barber, 1996; Brook and Boal, 1995; Schor, 1992; Luke and Ó Tuathail, 1998). 

XTN: bikes create experience

Bicycling solves things.

Petersen 07 Jen Petersen, Ph.D. student in the Department of Sociology at New York University, 2007, “Pedaling Hope,” Magazine for Urban Documentation, Opinion and ¶ Theory, no. 6, http://www.monumagazine.com/monu6/Petersen_final.pdf
This and other experiences of urban exploration on two wheels have taught me that ¶ beauty is the opposite of fear, and it can be claimed through subversive habitation. Bicycling provides us with an unbuffered range of sensory experiences of the monumental ¶ urbanity we have created, and a view into the spaces of hope in its cracks, ﬁssures, and ¶ contradictions. To bicycle through frenetic and congested cities is a work of beauty, one ¶ that can redraw the often discriminatory boundaries of neighborhoods, redeem strained ¶ social relations, and rehabilitate a suffocating natural environment, together with the ¶ ways urban inhabitants become crippled by it. Inherently human-scaled, it is one path to ¶ an alternative understanding of the urban.¶ The constraints of market-driven urbanity have been noted by critical socio-spatial theorists. For them, the urban form is shaped by the dictates of capitalism’s impulses, and ¶ choices of how to inhabit and know the urban, despite the lore of a choice-broadening ¶ free market, are ironically limited. Resistance at the scale of the everyday is crucial ¶ to reappropriating cities as sites of freedom, livability, and democracy. Through such ¶ resistance, people enact a “right to the city,” as thinkers like Henri Lefebvre and David ¶ Harvey have called this choice to create a humanistic urban totality. Such willful, “revolutionary urban praxis” (Lefebvre 2003) challenges the kind of competitive urbanism ¶ that pits humans against each other and their natural environment, and also redraws the ¶ sharp lines of race and class etched inequitably into urban infrastructure. To accept these ¶ elements of urban life is to tacitly support the power structures promoting uneven capitalist development at the level of the urban grid. Such complicity, according to Lefebvre, ¶ reveals the “passivity of those involved…an indication of the absence of democracy” ¶ (Lefebvre 2003: 137).¶ Choosing to know a place differently, in ways more expressive of humanistic values, ¶ invites a different, clearer-eyed urbanity to shape the individual. David Harvey writes, ¶ “We are, all of us, architects, of a sort. We individually and collectively make the city ¶ through our daily actions and our political, intellectual and economic engagements. ¶ But, in turn, the city makes us” (2003: 940). People must acknowledge their dialectical relationship with urbanity. “What sort of city do I want to shape me?” is a central ¶ question all urban dwellers must ask, for humans live with the social and environmental ¶ consequences of their urban creations, whether they are active or passive. Consciously ¶ seeking new perceptions of urban spaces literally changes our base of local knowledge, ¶ redirecting our attention to views not sanctioned by planners or cartographers of political and economic districts. Movement, after all, is a basic expression of freedom, and a ¶ deliberate modal choice is an essential way to claim that freedom—a basic right to the ¶ city. The alternative is an urban life lived in conﬁnement and fear, within the bounds and ¶ along the paths dictated by the “experts” who have designed them.
Individual advocacy/spillover

Petersen 07 Jen Petersen, Ph.D. student in the Department of Sociology at New York University, 2007, “Pedaling Hope,” Magazine for Urban Documentation, Opinion and ¶ Theory, no. 6, http://www.monumagazine.com/monu6/Petersen_final.pdf
Travel by two human-powered wheels is an active choice to encounter urban elements ¶ that often go unnoted and unappreciated, particularly by people of privilege. To commute ¶ by bicycle, for example, is a choice to breathe in the dangers of diesel pollution, which ¶ the city’s poorest dwellers take in by design. But such a choice also, ten minutes hence, ¶ gives access to a completely unﬁltered and breathtaking view of a quintessential monument to modernity—the Brooklyn Bridge—stretched out in masoned extravagance. And ¶ what is more precious than to be treated, on a late night ride along the Hudson River, ¶ to a private showing of lights reﬂected in the water from tall buildings on the palisades ¶ of the opposite bank, while sailboats rock in the river’s currents? Cycling also promises ¶ encounters with pedestrians and other cyclists. Greetings and reassurance, not glassed in by power windows or drowned out by the noise of idling engines, can replace the ¶ sometimes violent spatial competition that plays out between travelers who move by ¶ other means. And the beauty of this conscious urban praxis does not just ﬁnd expression ¶ through growing conﬁdence, empathy, and experiences of triumph, joy, freedom, and ¶ hope. Visceral experiences of anger, frustration, and impatience also characterize this ¶ alternative way of knowing, where the careless actions of pedestrians and oblivious or ¶ overtly confrontational motorists encroach upon spaces of liberation.¶ Such a mindful modal choice, however, is not valuable solely because of its subversive ¶ or personally transforming qualities. Together with active engagement in organized ¶ efforts to transform cities, our daily choices educate and inﬂuence politicians, city planners, and architects by demonstration. Beautiful urbanism is the practice of urban life ¶ by which, at the level of individual experience, we project and reﬂect a vision of hope ¶ by purposefully cultivating new ways of seeing and knowing.
XTN: bikes solve automobility

Discourse is implicitly tied to the use of bikes in challenging culture.  Bikes provide a method for discursively challenging the dominant norms of the status quo.
(Zack Furness, Columbia College Chicago Department of Humanities, 2010, one less car chapter 1) 

The bicycle, like the automobile, is an object that becomes meaningful  through its relationship to an entire field of cultural practices, discourses, and  social forces. These linkages, or what cultural theorists call articulations, are  not naturally occurring, nor are they due to the essence of the bicycle itself. 51 rather, they are made: people construct, define, and modify these connections by writing about bicycles, displaying them in museums, documentingthem in films, representing them on T-shirts and posters, singing about them,  fixing them, and, of course, riding them. The intentionality of a specific rider,  advocate, or documentarian can extend only so far, however, because the  processes that collectively fix meaning around the bicycle, the act of cycling,  or even the cyclist him- or herself are historically rooted, geographically and  contextually specific, and shaped by dominant ideologies and everyday habits. put simply, a bicycle means something much different when used by an  rnC protester in 2004, versus a Chinese schoolgirl in 1968, a Swiss chemist  in 1943, or a  pittsburgh (pennsylvania) graduate student in 1999—all the  more so if one accounts for the reasons they are riding, the directions they are  going, the speeds at which they are traveling, and the types of bicycles they are  pedaling. people can and do make bicycling meaningful, in other words, but  not within a context of their own making. 52 indeed, just as the physical movements of an urban cyclist are influenced by the presence of cars and framed  by a road designed for cars, the processes with which we make sense of bike  riders, bicycle technologies, and cycling are similarly framed by the norms  and assumptions bundled up with automobility. The power of this regime,  in other words, stems from its coercive spatial and temporal organization of  bodies and machines, but also from its capacity to structure meaning: to mold  the ways we think about, engage with, struggle over, and ultimately make  sense of both transportation and mobility itself. 53 By “renovating and making ‘critical’ an already existing activity,” bike  activists politicize bicycle transportation and in doing so reveal the extent  to which bicycling—like all forms of mobility—is also made political in the  context of “social and power relations that are systematically asymmetrical.” 54 This dialectical tension is fundamental to the politics of bicycling with which  this book is concerned: a set of issues that are in some ways “not about the  bike.” 55  Or should i say, they are not only about the bike. The politics of bicycling encompasses everything from the most pragmatic affairs of the urban  bike commuter, to the rhetorical limits of bike advocacy, to the representation  of bicycle transportation in mass media. More specifically, it encapsulates a  set of complex questions about the role of technology in society, the importance of mobility in everyday life, and the broader struggles over how public  spaces are used and disciplined, segmented and unified, celebrated and stolen. By focusing on the intersection of these issues and the myriad ways they  play out through the contestation of automobility, this book not only pieces  together a cultural and political map of the bicycle in the United States; it also  uses the bicycle as an object with which to analyze and critique some of the  dominant cultural and political formations in the so-called Western world.  

Bicycle advocacy critically challenges the underpinnings of automobile culture 

(Zack Furness, Columbia College Chicago Department of Humanities, 2010, one less car chapter 1) 

First, this book is meant to intervene in, and contribute to, a series of  dialogues and debates about the socioeconomic, cultural, and political roles  of transportation and personal mobility—most specifically, as they play out  in the United States, where there is both widespread support for driving and  a general “lack of research on the political contestation of automobility.” 56 Second, by positioning the bicycle at the center of this conversation, i wish  to draw attention to a legacy of bicycle transportation advocacy that is either  ignored outside the relatively small circles of bicycle enthusiasts and historians  or simply not documented. Finally, by critically engaging with the ideas, practices, and discourses of bike advocates i want to trouble some of their takenfor-granted assumptions to encourage a more progressive politics of bicycling that explicitly privileges the goals of social and environmental justice as part  of a more robust vision of “transportation equity.” 57  Consequently, this book  is largely organized around a number of tensions that illustrate both how and  why technology is never neutral, space is never empty, and mobility is never  disconnected from power. 58  For example, Chapter 2 begins with a historical  analysis that looks at the ways in which people both envisioned bicycling in  the late nineteenth century and utilized a technology that iain Boal rightly  describes as an “ambiguous, contradictory thing.” 59  The 1890s, in particular,  was a period in which the bicycle was at once construed as both a liberator  and a disciplinarian that ostensibly did the work of the moral reformer, the  nationalist, and the industrialist by itself: it reorganized bodies away from sin,  distraction, and sloth toward sobriety, rationality, and physical and moral  fitness. Bicycling was a technological practice incorporated into a narrative  of feminist emancipation, utopian socialism, and cultural resistance, and at  the same time it was widely praised for its seemingly natural ability to affirm  some of the most dominant norms of the era. perhaps most significant, the  set of ideas and practices that came to define the “bicycle era” ultimately, and  ironically, laid the groundwork for the system of automobility against which  today’s bicycling advocates find themselves uncomfortably positioned. 

Bikes play a critical role in the deconstruction of automobility 

(Zack Furness, Columbia College Chicago Department of Humanities, 2010, one less car chapter 3) 

If the bicycle magnified the inherently political tensions of mobility in the late nineteenth century, the automobile was instrumental in amplifying them to a previously unimaginable degree. The car became both a blessing and a curse in the early twentieth century as urban and rural populations in the United States either embraced the freedom of driving or were forced to adapt to the car’s spatiotemporal trajectories. As automobility became exclusively redefined and repackaged around the car, the cyclists who played a crucial role in constructing this multifaceted system were either eager to get behind the wheel or eager to get out of its way. Small groups of bicyclists in Europe, Canada, and the United States eventually grew weary of this reductive binary in the 1960s and 1970s, choosing instead to position the bicycle as the centerpiece of an emerging critique of the automobile and car culture. This eclectic assortment of environmentalists, political activists, cycling enthusiasts, urban planners, and utilitarian commuters appropriated the bicycle as a symbol of resistance and a tool for thinking through the prospects of non-motorized transportation and pedal powered mobility. These vélorutionaries do not subscribe to a singular vision of the role bicycling canor should play in society, but what they share is a collective disposition that sees bicycle transportation as part of a substantive, even radical vision of cultural and political transformation. Activists involved with the Provo in Amsterdam, Transportation Alternatives in New York City, and Le Monde à Bicyclette in Montreal were among those who were not just riding bicycles but also theorizing them: thinking critically about the bicycle as a sociocultural and geopolitical technology. In doing so they brought cycling within the purview of environmentalism and urban reform, effectively highlighting the ideological, spatial, and environmental tensions of car culture by championing a competing vision of vélomobility whose core premises of pedal power, sustainability, and technology conviviality were as prescient then as they are instructive today. At once, these expressions of biketivism stirred people’s imagination, prompted an intense backlash from politically conservative cyclists, revealed the prospects of alternative transportation advocacy, and ultimately laid the foundations for what is now an international movement of pro-bicycle activists. I draw attention to these efforts not to uncritically praise them, but to interrogate the complexities of an overarching technocultural project that is still unfolding. 

Biking solves the alienation of automobility

(Zack Furness, Columbia College Chicago Department of Humanities, 2010, one less car chapter 4) 

While this is clearly a reductive view of driving, Raab expresses the sentiments of cyclists who see biking not simply as a transportation choice but as a means of overcoming the real and perceived alienation of automobility, or at the very least, the phenomenological and physical disconnection between mobile bodies and their environments. Indeed, the regular affirmation of this experience among thousands of individual bicyclists is part of what shapes both the context and desire for the collective, social experiment one finds in Critical Mass. At the most basic level, cycling slows down the world in ways that tangibly affect interpersonal communication, most notably by promoting face-to-face encounters.56 Scott Larkin, author of the zine Go by Bicycle, points this out in interview with the author: “The prospect of someone stopping to talk to someone when they’re jamming by at thirty-five miles an hour is unlikely.”57 In addition, there is a sense among critics that habitual driving engenders an experience of cities that is not unlike tourism, inasmuch as urban spaces and landscapes are often abstracted into “pure, rapid, superficial spectacles.”58 Driving, according to this line of reasoning, physically distances people from both the materiality and the material realities of cities (i.e., the built environment as well as prevailing socioeconomic conditions) by facilitating a process that allows people to metaphorically and sometimes quite literally bypass the problems of cities altogether. The driver’s gaze shaped through privatized mobility, Nigel Taylor argues, also objectifies and depersonalizes the world outside of the car in such as way that it transforms the environment, other vehicles, and even human beings into mere “things” that obstruct one’s movement. 59 That is to say, while the car—like all transportation technologies— operates as a framing device, the “visuality of the windshield” becomes more than a casual or temporary looking glass when one considers both the ever increasing amounts of time people individually spend “sealed off from the public and the street,” as well as a broader cultural/legal context in which “the public” is increasingly being seen as a mere amalgamation of mobile private spheres—a condition Don Mitchell calls the “SUV model of citizenship.”60 The problem, in other words, is not necessarily what one sees or does not see each time one gets behind the wheel, but rather, the way driving shapes subjectivity and fosters a broader disposition toward urban space and urban life: an entire way of seeing.61  

A radical gesture is able to challenge assumptions and alienations of automobility 

(Zack Furness, Columbia College Chicago Department of Humanities, 2010, one less car chapter 4) 

Radically transforming people’s collective engagement with, and experience of, urban space (and mobility, for that matter) was for the situationists a radical gesture that manifests those aspects of humanity not totally suppressed by the logic of capitalism. Inasmuch as a single evening ride can profoundly alter one’s “associations between city and transportation, politics and fun,” Critical Mass is an “open work”—a gesture rooted in the positive refusal of constraints, the reconceptualization of urban space and the exploration of desires outside of, or apart from, the framework of consumption and utilitarian mobility.77  

The car represents the quintessential creation of an artificial need to be fulfilled, by forgoing automobility the AFF causes a crucial break in the social metabolic order

(István Mészáros, professor emeritus at the University of Sussex, March 2012, The Monthly Review Volume 63 issue 10, http://monthlyreview.org/2012/03/01/structural-crisis-needs-structural-change) 

In this discourse even the minimal plausibility of the Marcuse/Sartre type of false alternative between continuing alienation and “satisfied need” is “established” on the basis of the derailing compartmentalization of capital’s suicidally untenable globally entrenched structural interdeterminations upon which in fact the elementary systemic viability of capital’s one and only ruling societal metabolic order is necessarily premised. Thus it is extremely problematical to separate “advanced capitalism” from the so-called “marginal zones” and from the “third world.” As if the reproductive order of the postulated “advanced capitalism” could sustain itself for any length of time, let alone indefinitely in the future, without the ongoing exploitation of the misconceived “marginal zones” and the imperialistically dominated “third world”!  It is necessary to quote here the relevant passage in which these problems are spelled out by Sartre. The revealing Manifesto interview passage in question reads as follows:  Advanced capitalism, in relation to its awareness of its own condition, and despite the enormous disparities in the distribution of income, manages to satisfy the elementary needs of the majority of the working class—there remains of course the marginal zones, 15 percent of workers in the United States, the blacks and the immigrants; there remain the elderly; there remains, on the global scale, the third world. But capitalism satisfies certain primary needs, and also satisfies certain needs which it has artificially created: for instance the need of a car. It is this situation which has caused me to revise my ‘theory of needs,’ since these needs are no longer, in a situation of advanced capitalism, in systematic opposition to the system. On the contrary, they partly become, under the control of that system, an instrument of integration of the proletariat into certain processes engendered and directed by profit. The worker exhausts himself in producing a car and in earning enough to buy one; this acquisition gives him the impression of having satisfied a ‘need.’ The system which exploits him provides him simultaneously with a goal and with the possibility of reaching it. The consciousness of the intolerable character of the system must therefore no longer be sought in the impossibility of satisfying elementary needs but, above all else, in the consciousness of alienation—in other words, in the fact that this life is not worth living and has no meaning, that this mechanism is a deceptive mechanism, that these needs are artificially created, that they are false, that they are exhausting and only serve profit. But to unite the class on this basis is even more difficult.6  If we accept at face value this characterization of the “advanced capitalist” order, in that case the task of producing emancipatory consciousness is not only “more difficult” but quite impossible. But the dubious ground on which we can reach such a prioristic imperatival and pessimistic/self-defeating conclusion—prescribing from the height of the intellectual’s “new theory of needs” the abandonment by the workers of their “acquisitive artificial needs,” instantiated by the motor car, and their replacement by the thoroughly abstract postulate which posits for them that “this life is not worth living and has no meaning” (a noble but rather abstract imperatival postulate effectively contradicted in reality by the tangible need of the members of the working class for securing the conditions of their economically sustainable existence)—is both the acceptance of a set of totally untenable assertions and the equally untenable omission of some vital determining features of the actually existing capital system in its historically irreversible structural crisis.  For a start, to talk about “advanced capitalism”—when the capital system as a mode of social metabolic reproduction finds itself in its descending phase of historical development, and therefore is only capitalistically advanced but in no other sense at all, thereby capable of sustaining itself only in an ever more destructive and therefore ultimately also self-destructive way—is extremely problematical. Another assertion: the characterization of the overwhelming majority of humankind—in the category of poverty, including the “blacks and the immigrants,” the “elderly,” and, “on the global scale, the third world”—as belonging to the “marginal zones” (in affinity with Marcuse’s “outsiders”), is no less untenable. For in reality it is the “advanced capitalist world” that constitutes the long term totally unsustainable privileged margin of the overall system, with its ruthless “elementary need-denial” to the greater part of the world, and not what is described by Sartre in his Manifesto interview as the “marginal zones.” Even with regard to the United States of America the margin of poverty is greatly underrated, at merely 15 percent. Besides, the characterization of the workers’ motor cars as nothing more than purely “artificial needs” which “only serve profit” could not be more one-sided. For, in contrast to many intellectuals, not even the relatively well-off particular workers, let alone the members of the class of labor as a whole, have the luxury of finding their place of work next door to their bedroom. 

Bicycles are used as a symbol of resistance against automobility 
Pelzer 10 Peter Pelzer, Advisor at Municipality of Amsterdam, 10/18/10, “Bicycling as a Way of Life.¶ A comparative case study of Bicycle Culture in Portland¶ and Amsterdam,” University of Amsterdam, http://www.ibpi.usp.pdx.edu/media/thesisbicycleculturepp.pdf

Arguably the earliest example of the bike as an expression of counter culture was the Amsterdam based¶ Provo movement in the 1960s (Mamadouh 1992, Furness 2010). One of their aims (among other things,¶ such as the legalization of marihuana) was to replace cars by bicycles. They created the ‘White bicycle plan’¶ (Witte Fietsenplan), which aimed to make bicycles free for everyone (Furness 2005, 2010). Although the¶ plan failed from a practical perspective because city residents turned out to be more materialistic than the¶ initiators, this example shows nicely how the bicycle can be used as a tool to pursue wider societal aims.¶ Recently, the bicycle has started to play a significant role in the environmental debate. It is seen as¶ both a discursive tool and part of the solution for a more sustainable society. As Dave Horton (2006: 54)¶ notes:¶ Bicycle riding and contemporary environmentalism are mutually constitutive: environmentalist¶ discourse prompts activists to ride bicycles, and that bicycle riding contributes to the making of¶ environmentalism in general and the green lifestyles of environmental activists in particular.¶ In the United States, the bicycle does not only represent an environmentally aware mode of transportation,¶ but it is juxtaposed against the dominant (American) car culture.¶ John Urry (2004: 27) calls the latter a ‘system of automobility‘. This stands for ‘a self-organizing autopoietic,¶ nonlinear system that spreads world-wide, and includes cars, car-drivers, roads, petroleum supplies and¶ many novel objects, technologies and signs.’ Seen from this perspective, bicycling is both an ideological act¶ against the dominant discourse and a material practice in which the material and symbolic properties of¶ automobility are experienced day-by-day (Sheller and Urry 2000, Jensen 2007). Most dramatically in the¶ US,, the car is central in thinking about transportation and part of the national psyche (Wray 2008) and the¶ spatial outlook is predominantly tailored to the car (Kay 1998). ¶ Critical Mass (see Blickstein and Hanson 2001) is a case in point of a movement which opposes¶ these values. In a monthly bike ride, the streets are claimed by bicyclists to give a medi um to their political¶ concerns and show how the bike could fit in the city grid. They do not only have environmental concerns,¶ but also a socio-political agenda. The bicycle stands for a different way of living and identity. The¶ attachment of political and cultural values to the bicycle, is not necessarily a frame suitable for the whole¶ population. Although it relates to the American values of individualism, it is difficult to convince motorists¶ on the basis of arguments environmentally conscious bicyclists find relevant:¶ The bike is a sturdy agent of individualism, but it is an individualism built on a deeper sense of¶ community and environmental connection. (…) The bike speaks to different cultural values than does¶ the car, and that has posed a problem for bike advocates. (Wray 2008: 65)

Bikes are terrific (someone help me tag this please)

The bicycle, like the automobile, is an object that becomes meaningful ¶ through its relationship to an entire field of cultural practices, discourses, and ¶ social forces. These linkages, or what cultural theorists call articulations, are ¶ not naturally occurring, nor are they due to the essence of the bicycle itself.¶ 51¶ rather, they are made: people construct, define, and modify these connections by writing about bicycles, displaying them in museums, documenting them in films, representing them on T-shirts and posters, singing about them, ¶ fixing them, and, of course, riding them. The intentionality of a specific rider, ¶ advocate, or documentarian can extend only so far, however, because the ¶ processes that collectively fix meaning around the bicycle, the act of cycling, ¶ or even the cyclist him- or herself are historically rooted, geographically and ¶ contextually specific, and shaped by dominant ideologies and everyday habits. put simply, a bicycle means something much different when used by an ¶ rnC protester in 2004, versus a Chinese schoolgirl in 1968, a Swiss chemist ¶ in 1943, or a pittsburgh (pennsylvania) graduate student in 1999—all the ¶ more so if one accounts for the reasons they are riding, the directions they are ¶ going, the speeds at which they are traveling, and the types of bicycles they are ¶ pedaling. people can and do make bicycling meaningful, in other words, but ¶ not within a context of their own making.¶ 52¶ indeed, just as the physical movements of an urban cyclist are influenced by the presence of cars and framed ¶ by a road designed for cars, the processes with which we make sense of bike ¶ riders, bicycle technologies, and cycling are similarly framed by the norms ¶ and assumptions bundled up with automobility. The power of this regime, ¶ in other words, stems from its coercive spatial and temporal organization of ¶ bodies and machines, but also from its capacity to structure meaning: to mold ¶ the ways we think about, engage with, struggle over, and ultimately make ¶ sense of both transportation and mobility itself.¶ 53¶ By “renovating and making ‘critical’ an already existing activity,” bike ¶ activists politicize bicycle transportation and in doing so reveal the extent ¶ to which bicycling—like all forms of mobility—is also made political in the ¶ context of “social and power relations that are systematically asymmetrical.”¶ 54¶ This dialectical tension is fundamental to the politics of bicycling with which ¶ this book is concerned: a set of issues that are in some ways “not about the ¶ bike.”¶ 55¶ Or should i say, they are not only about the bike. The politics of bicycling encompasses everything from the most pragmatic affairs of the urban ¶ bike commuter, to the rhetorical limits of bike advocacy, to the representation ¶ of bicycle transportation in mass media. More specifically, it encapsulates a ¶ set of complex questions about the role of technology in society, the importance of mobility in everyday life, and the broader struggles over how public ¶ spaces are used and disciplined, segmented and unified, celebrated and stolen. By focusing on the intersection of these issues and the myriad ways they ¶ play out through the contestation of automobility, this book not only pieces ¶ together a cultural and political map of the bicycle in the United States; it also ¶ uses the bicycle as an object with which to analyze and critique some of the ¶ dominant cultural and political formations in the so-called Western world.

Blocks

AT: States Counterplan

Possible AT states? 

Rao 10 Robert Rao, Masters at Simon Fraser University of Communication, 2010, “URBAN CYCLING AS THE MEASURE OF THE CITY:¶ EXPERIENCE, POLICY AND THE CULTURAL POLITICS¶ OF MOBILITY,” SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY, http://summit.sfu.ca/item/10003
¶ Making demands of the state consisted not only of advocating for specific¶ physical outcomes, but also ensuring the deep integration and consideration of¶ the ‘cycling perspective’ into every level of the official policy and planning¶ process. As Harry Wray writes in his book on the politics of urban cycling in the¶ United States, policy success “is maximized by institutionalizing the idea of biking¶ in the planning process. Wherever possible, it is essential for a bike voice to be¶ heard from the beginning, so that biking is incorporated into the vision of the¶ policy” (Wray, 119). A generational step behind the successful example of¶ European cycling advocacy pressure and subsequent policy implementation, the¶ importance of this model is just beginning to be realized here in North America.¶ As David Harvey notes, Lefebvre’s famous invocation of the ‘right to the¶ city' is “far more than the individual liberty to access urban resources: it is a right¶ to change ourselves by changing the city. It is, moreover, a common rather than¶ an individual right since this transformation inevitably depends upon the exercise¶ of a collective power to reshape the processes of urbanization” (Harvey, 2008).¶ Urban cycling as spatial practice can and should be seen as part of this ‘cry and¶ a demand’ for the restoration of a certain kind of use-value to the city.
AT: Trains solve

Trains don’t solve. 

Zack Furness, Assistant Professor of Cultural Studies in the Department of Humanities, History, and Social Sciences at Columbia College Chicago, 2010, One Less Car: Bicycling and the Politics of Automobility, Chapter 2: FIND THE NAME AGAIN, Project Muse, http://muse.jhu.edu/books/9781592136148, TB

At the same time cycling organizations effectively reproduced dominant ideologies and hegemonic cultural norms, the mass popularity of bicycling in the 1890s began to erode some of the social distinctions previously associated with bicycle ownership and use. Richard Harmond’s study of this period indicates that the number of cyclists in the United States increased from approximately 150,000 in 1890 to 4 million in 1896.113 As noted earlier, this transformation prompted Americans to hail the bicycle as a “social revolutionizer that never had an equal.”114 Europeans similarly contextualized the bicycle in epic terms, with French enthusiasts proclaiming the bicycle’s influence as “more violent than any revolution.”115 Clearly this was no revolution in the political sense, but access to the bicycle was significant for many Americans and Europeans who were otherwise constrained in their mobility. More specifically, it marked the first time that women and non-elites had the ability to utilize personal transportation technologies in their daily lives and to operate them at their own discretion. Trains were certainly accessible throughout the nineteenth century, but in addition to being vehicles for mass mobility (rather than individual mobility), they also stigmatized and spatially segregated the working classes from their wealthier traveling companions. Railroad historian Wolfgang Schivelbusch notes that up until the 1840s English train travelers of the lower classes were “regarded not as recipients of passenger service but as freight goods,” forced to ride in uncovered boxcars before the Gladstone Act of 1844 required third- and fourth-class carriages to be covered.116 Rail transportation in the United States was similarly class segregated by the 1860s, though to a much lesser (or much less obvious) extent than the English system.117 In the same way that bicycling allowed women to travel without male chaperons and transcend the ideological/spatial parameters of domesticity, it gave workers the possibility of traveling without both the connotation and physical experience of being a second-, third-, or fourth-class citizen.
Misc.

Capitalism Dump
Car culture forms the keystone in American capitalism

(Zack Furness, Columbia College Chicago Department of Humanities, 2010, one less car chapter 1) 

The “good life” that americans learn to associate with automobility is  partly due to the way in which driving is so tangibly employed in the construction of american-ness itself: it is a de facto expression of citizenship in  the United States and a means by which one becomes part of the national  “imagined community.” 32  Benedict anderson argues that one of the ways  people participate in something as politically and geographically disparate as  “the nation” is through a shared, mediated ritual, and he points to the rise  of print media—or what he calls print capitalism—as the basis for modern  nationalism inasmuch as reading the newspaper is an “extraordinary mass  ceremony” in which individuals engage in an activity that is simultaneously  repeated by millions of other people, at the same time, every day, throughout  the entire year. 33  Of this practice, anderson asks, “What more vivid figure for  the secular, historically clocked, imagined community can be envisioned?” 34 if one takes anderson’s question seriously, then with respect to the United  States, the present-day answer to his rhetorical question is arguably quite  simple: driving. Driving, and more specifically the act of driving to and from work, is not  only an integral part of american life, it is one of the most ritualized tasks  performed by the largest number of U.S. citizens each day: roughly 120 million commute by car, including 105 million who drive alone. 35  This solitary/ collective practice is a key practice in defining what it means to be american,  or more accurately, what it means to  do like an  american. Thus, instead  of imagining the nation through print capitalism, as anderson argues, one  might say that americans imagine the nation through mobile capitalism or  auto capitalism: a process wherein the United States is habitually reconstructed as a “republic of drivers.” 36  Within this republic, the “gauge and emblem”  of freedom is not the sovereign state, as anderson suggests, but the gauge  itself, which is to say the speedometer mounted on the dashboard of every one  of the 250 million vehicles in the United States. 37 The automobile resides at the core of the post–World War ii american  dream and it functions as both the literal and symbolic centerpiece of a narrative equating individual mobility with personal freedom.  as William F.  Buckley Jr. puts it, “The right to drive a car is the most cherished right in  america, of special, sizzling importance to young people.” 38  Thus, it is hardly  surprising that americans tend to shrug off the negative aspects of driving  despite its obvious hazards (roughly 6 million crashes, 2 million injuries, and  42,000 deaths per year in the United States alone) or the multitude of environmental, social, health, and economic costs associated with automobility. 39 nor is it surprising that critiques of the automobile are taken quite personally  in the United States, often condemned as symptoms of a fringe ideology or  manifestations of “cultural elitism.” 40  Within this prevailing cultural context,  driving a hybrid vehicle can just as easily signify smugness as the seemingly innocuous attempt to limit driving in a public park can imply support  for an “anti-automobile jihad.” 41 putting one’s critique into action can be  even more problematic, as the ad hoc network of activists associated with  reclaim the Streets undoubtedly realized when the event—a traffic-blocking,  guerilla-style street celebration—earned a spot on the nation’s’ draconian  list of domestic terrorist threats: a designation giving the federal government and state police forces the unprecedented ability to prosecute potential  dance party participants under the patriot act. 42  Because just as nationalism  requires the creation of a certain set of “others” from which a citizenry can  implicitly or explicitly define itself in contradistinction—such as foreigners, native peoples, and/or immigrants—the “republic of drivers” similarly  requires a set of “others” from which its citizens can assert their ever-modern  values of high speed, personal independence, and hyper-privatized mobility.  pedestrian rights advocates, environmentalists, and especially urban bicyclists  all serve this role in various capacities. Consequently, not only do bicycle  transportation advocates face the uphill battle of promoting non-motorized  mobility to a car-driving, car-loving public; they are also charged with the  onerous task of habitually defending bicycling and bike riders from disproportionate scrutiny, burgeoning hostility, and, on occasion, the coordinated  efforts of major metropolitan police departments. 

Automobility forms the critical role in maintaining capitalism and preventing revolution

(Zack Furness, Columbia College Chicago Department of Humanities, 2010, one less car chapter 3) 

Mumford and Jacobs often disagreed and conceptualized automobility in rather different terms, but their mutual disdain for Robert Moses was clearly tied to his belief in its inevitability. Le Corbusier’s auto-centric planning projects provoked equally impassioned critiques from Parisians in the 1950s, particularly from the group of artists/politicos associated with the Situationist International. The situationists, as they are widely known, abhorred the centrality of cars in urban design because, like Jacobs, they saw it as a symbol of a much larger problem: a spatio-cultural arrangement designed to suppress human spontaneity and willful participation in the city’s construction. In the “Situationist Thesis on Traffic,” Guy Debord writes: To want to redesign architecture to accord with the needs of the present massive and parasitical existence of private automobiles reflects the most unrealistic misapprehension of where the real problems lie. . . . It is not a matter of opposing the automobile as an evil in itself. It is its extreme concentration in the cities that has led to the negation of its function. Urbanism should certainly not ignore the automobile, but even less should it accept it as its central theme. It should reckon The parallels between Debord’s ideas and those of Mumford and Jacobs are evident, but there are crucial political differences to consider. The situationists were not interested in creating more smoothly operating cities, safer environments for pedestrians, or garden cities designed to segment social life through utopian/dystopian plans. Rather, they saw urban planning, and especially Le Corbusier’s modernist designs, as the materialization of capitalist ideology—a grotesque facade that masks, and ultimately reproduces, the alienation and passivity of consumer society, or what Debord famously termed the spectacle.34 The situationists saw the “smooth circulation” of cars as the optimization of this ideological arrangement: A mistake made by all the city planners is to consider the private automobile (and its by-products, such as the motorcycle) as essentially a means of transportation. In reality, it is the most notable material symbol of the notion of happiness that developed capitalism tends to spread throughout the society. The automobile is at the center of this general propaganda, both as supreme good of an alienated life and as essential product of the capitalist market.35 From the situationist perspective, justifying the automobile and its infrastructure as practical was simply a way to mask the irrationality of a process that demolished thousands of homes and apartments, dissolved public spaces, and implicitly shattered the “dialectic of the human milieu.”36 But more important, accepting the logic of automobility was to accept the very ideology the situationists sought to destroy—a belief in both the “permanence of the present society” and the idea that revolutionary change was impossible.37 This paradigm proved influential on dozens of artistic and political collectives in the following years, including a group of Dutch anarchists who, in the midVélorutionaries and the Right to the (Bikeable) City • 55 1960s, found a unique way of critiquing the “alienated life” the situationists associated with automobility and urban planning. But instead of taking up arms to start a revolution, the Provo took up the bicycle. 

Open use bicycle transportation allows for radical critique to break the dominant paradigm

(Zack Furness, Columbia College Chicago Department of Humanities, 2010, one less car chapter 3) 

Constant’s position is significant not only because he challenged the automobile as a usurper of social/material space but also because he revived and recontextualized the situationist critique in the struggle for sustainable transportation. The potentially practical applications of Schimmelpenninck’s bicycle plan and Constant’s “New Urbanism” paradigm were nonetheless ruthlessly attacked by the situationists, who saw the Provo as an ineffectual youth uprising lacking a revolutionary program: “There is a modern revolution, and one of its bases could be the Provos—but only without their leaders and ideology. If they want to change the world, they must get rid of these who are content to paint it white.”56 Despite the situationists’ scathing criticism— which they conveniently reserved for everyone except themselves—the Provo effectively politicized the bicycle as a symbol of resistance against car culture, situating the White Bicycle Plan within a radical critique of capitalism, public space, and environmental pollution. At a pragmatic level, the Provo simultaneously pioneered the first public-use bicycle program in Amsterdam, a model since replicated in European cities like Copenhagen (Denmark), Milan (Italy), Helsinki (Finland), and Rennes (France). In the United States, activists and bike enthusiasts similarly embraced the Provo philosophy by constructing yellow bikes, pink bikes, checkered bikes, and green bikes out of salvaged materials, leaving them on the streets for anyone to use.57 While these programs have been largely unsuccessful due to bike theft and vandalism, their appearance in cities like Portland, Minneapolis–St. Paul (Minnesota), Boulder (Colorado), Olympia (Washington), Austin (Texas), and Princeton (New Jersey) inspired a new generation of cyclists and simultaneously introduced Americans to the very idea of public bike-sharing programs that have the potential to become a vibrant part of the urban transportation schema in the United States.58 

Indicts

Bookchin indites

(Zack Furness, Columbia College Chicago Department of Humanities, 2010, one less car chapter 4) 

Bookchin’s critique is insightful in as much as he recognizes the shortcomings of collective action not aimed directly at transforming the material, economic, and environmental realities of capitalism. But whereas Hakim Bey, among other anarchists, tends to overstate the prospects of the TAZ and other protosituationist tactics, Bookchin similarly overstates their limitations. He wrongly assumes that activists who embrace creative forms of dissent necessarily do so at the expense of organized protest and movement building, which he sees as both politically efficacious and instrumental to the development of rational political actors. On the contrary, activists who employ such strategies often do so for precisely these reasons, as creative tactics are seen as complementary to—not mutually exclusive of—more traditional forms of political dissent aimed at transforming the material and cultural conditions of capitalism (i.e., coalition building; demonstrations; boycotts; civil disobedience; community organizing; and participation in local, regional, and/or state governments).74 
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