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ABSTRACT 

At Texas Tech University, a State law known as Senate Bill 11 (Campus Carry) 

allows licensed individuals to carry concealed weapons to most parts of the campus 

including student union buildings, classrooms, and instructors’ offices. Campus Carry 

completely alters the culture and power dynamics of the university by smothering the 

rights of non-carriers and bolstering the right of carriers; as a result, power becomes 

rhetorically defined by weapons, threats, and violence. Using a critical rhetorical study, 

the following project examines Texas Tech’s Campus Carry policies as well as the 

creation, debating of, and text of the State bill. Passive biopower, or the individual and 

societal provocation of action and identity through inactive means, acts as the primary 

tool through which the State disciplines and controls the campus. Carriers become ‘tools 

of discipline’ as non-official State police forces that panoptically subjugate non-carriers. 

The already rampant gun culture at Texas Tech University becomes more prevalent 

through the bolstering of a ‘carrier identity’ built on threat construction and a 

championing of gun rights. All to say, that the only people at Texas Tech University that 

do not get to access to their own versions of safety are those who choose not carry a 

firearm.  

 Keywords: Foucault, power, biopower, rhetoric, Senate Bill 11, concealed carry
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

When one thinks of “the wild West,” many things may come to mind. For 

instance, the wide open and dusty plains that still cover the land today, salty saloons and 

volatile games of poker, or a quiet silhouette of a wooden church standing before a 

golden-red sunset all trigger a cinematic, western spark in the minds of Americans. In 

many ways, the West remains frozen in time, from the land, to the symbols, and to the 

modes thinking amongst westerners. One figure seems to symbolize the West more than 

any other—the cowboy. Cowboys appear through the glamour and shine of Hollywood in 

several ways that leave their place in the law as ambiguously defined as possible. The 

cowboy was a figure that took crime and punishment into their own hands; as a result, the 

merit and enforcement of law devalues and the ability to coerce or defend citizens 

becomes the dominant force of justice and power. How did these violent battles of self-

righteousness and pride work themselves out? As one might have guessed, the most 

legendary cowboys were the ones with the quickest draws and the steadiest aim. Power, 

during western times, comes through an ability to wield a gun, dominating the notion of 

justice by allowing carriers to determine how the law becomes enforced, operates, and 

even the way writing legislation occurs. One example of the “quick-draw” law system 

resides in Texas on the state’s campuses of higher education.  

In 2016, Texas Tech University became subject to a new law known as Senate 

Bill 11 (Campus Carry) that allows licensed individuals to carry weapons throughout the 

sidewalks, hallways, and classrooms of the campus; as a result, the rich discourse that 

engulfs the regulation changes the way in which power and education interact (Texas 
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Legislature Online, 2016). Power often carries the connotation of visible and brutal force; 

however, true power can often come from silent and less visible places such as the 

rhetoric of political debate and the words written on a piece of legislation. I argue that 

Campus Carry dismantles the freedoms and autonomy of individuals at Texas Tech and 

so subjugates the Texas Tech community by utilizing biopolitical strategies. Specifically, 

by analyzing Campus Carry discourse, the proceeding policies of Texas Tech University, 

and the rhetoric surrounding the existence of these regulations, I maintain that these 

biopolitical strategies rhetorically bolster two distinct identities–the carrier identity as an 

extension of the State discipline and the "vulnerable citizen"/non-carrier as an anti-State 

subject.  Consequently, I argue, Campus Carry calls for students to act as the primary 

police force by becoming the appendages of the State and in its absence perform the 

State's function. 

In this chapter, I first provide a political and historical context for the Texas 

Senate Bill 11. I, then, offer personal reflections to explain how my experience as a 

Texan animates my interest in this particular object of study, followed by a brief 

reflection on the critical rhetorical analysis as a method I use in this project. Finally, I 

conclude this introduction by providing an overview of the remaining three chapters. 

On June 13, 2016, Texas Senate Bill 11 becomes law (Texas Legislature Online, 

2016). The bill allows individuals to conceal and carry certain firearms on all Texas 

public higher education campuses. Representative Allen Fletcher first introduces the bill 

to the floor on January 26, 2015, stating a desire to curb the amount of sexual assaults 

and robberies, as well as increase the general safety, on college on campuses. With 

Representative Fletcher and Senator Brian Birdwell co-authoring Campus Carry, the 
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introduction of the bill set the Texas legislature on a seven-week journey of public 

hearings, calendar scheduling, and debate (Legislative Watch: State Legislative Bills, 

2015). Having a short journey through the process, Campus Carry adopted six 

amendments from the original text—three from the House and three from the Senate. The 

Senate’s most notable change comes in the form of expanding rules beyond the physical 

grounds of campuses (i.e., off-campus sponsored activities). Almost any rule that applies 

to a location on campus such as exclusion zones, or non-carry locations, must also apply 

to locations or events that the school sponsors. Once through the Senate, the bill moved 

onto the floor of the House where amendments prohibiting carriers in “health-related 

institutions” and other added responsibilities for schools became a part of the text. The 

primary goal of the six amendments display a desire to enhance both safety and protocol 

with the introduction of firearms onto college campuses; in addition, oversight via board 

of regents and governmental officials becomes necessary through the amendments. 

Though the bill sees few obstacles within the legislative process, the ease does not reflect 

the stark criticism from the Democrats in the House and Senate.  

Democrats hesitate to place a large amount of firearms in the hands of college 

students and to agree on a bill that they describe as vaguely worded. Senator Jose 

Rodriguez states that he has reservations about allowing guns “into a university 

environment already fraught with stress and often fragile emotions” (Benning, 2015). 

College students, often under copious amounts of stress, become the primary exhibit 

against the arming of college campuses. Democratic Representative Sylvester Turner 

claims that Texas would rather place resources with their “obsession with guns” rather 

than “students and institutions” (Smith, 2015). In what Democratic Representative Trey 
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Martinez Fischer called an apparent “war of words,” the debates left Democrats to 

believe that the bill’s rhetoric leaves too many open-ended lines (McGaughy, 2015). 

Terms such as “legislative intent” and “reasonable rules” came up as examples of vague 

writing within the legislation. The initial Democratic response to Campus Carry rests in 

security concerns, an over-admiration for the second amendment, and vague wording that 

leaves little definition for the roles institutional officials provide. The concerns of 

undefined terms and questions of author’s intent grew as the Republicans began arguing 

for their understanding of Campus Carry’s intent.  

Republican argumentation in support of Campus Carry centers on a strict belief 

in both constitutional and religious rights; in addition, core values such as self-defense 

and a strong desire to curb crime on college campuses.  In what becomes an 

important theme for the rhetoric of Republicans, Senator Birdwell describes the bill as a 

stand for “God-given” rights, imploring fellow legislators that college students ought to 

have the right to carry firearms as a part of the constitution and as a part of measures of 

protection instilled through a sense of a faith-centered morality (Smith, 2015). In turn, the 

question of carrying becomes an issue of constitutional and moral identity for many 

Republicans. The Republicans also refuted many claims by the Democrats by claiming 

that they exaggerate many problematic issues, and that the bill would merely be an 

extension of existing policies (Smith, 2015). Republicans’ stand for Campus Carry exists 

through foundational beliefs in safety, self-protection, and moral concerns as necessities 

in society. Though vastly different from Democrats, Republicans did come together with 

law makers from the left to establish some compromise; thus, leading to the six above 

amendments. The political debate between Democrats and Republicans contains a great 
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deal of rich rhetoric, social salience, and tension that has emerged in my own experiences 

growing up in a small Texas town.  

Having been born and raised in Texas, the gun debate has surrounded me my 

entire life. From questions of personal protection, constitutionality, and entertainment on 

the weekends, the rhetoric of gun rights always seemed to find a way into the lifestyles of 

individuals in Texas. My family spent many weekends in rural, open areas surrounding 

my hometown, my school, and even in my own neighborhood; therefore, hearing gun 

shots go off at a steady rate was not out of the ordinary. When mass shootings and other 

forms of gun violence became more publicized, I began feeling that a lifestyle 

surrounding unchecked access to guns created a unique tension between the identity of 

many individuals I knew and their concept of personal safety. Only when I arrived to 

Texas Tech University did I see the potential in critical studies when examining gun 

culture.   

Once introduced to academic writing and rhetorical studies, the gun debate 

quickly became a focal point of my research. Gun rights can be controversial, adaptive, 

and rich when examined through a rhetorical lens. The rhetoric and argumentation of the 

gun debate adapts with each national tragedy, piece of legislation, or news story. The 

debate can be difficult to decipher in terms of morals, because gun rights simultaneously 

exist as an extension of some individuals’ identity as well as a symbol of violence for 

others. Second Amendment rights, much like freedom of speech and religion, often 

display themselves in the lifestyles of gun rights activists; however, many people who do 

not participate in the support of gun rights view firearms as a constant source of danger 

and death within America. Gun violence happens very regularly within the United States, 
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but very few times does national tragedy or everyday gun violence spark calls for 

massive changes (Dreier, 2013, p. 92). In 2019, the highest number of mass shootings 

occurred since 2014, 417 (Silverstein, 2020). Since Campus Carry passed while I was in 

graduate school, I felt compelled to focus on the bill’s text, debate, and implementation to 

understand how the debate over gun control works rhetorically. I argue that the rhetorical 

strategies of the State allow for a unique form of discipline over both carriers and non-

carriers, and control over society through constructions of threats and normalization of 

gun culture.  

The following chapters unravel a complex panoptic network of gun culture, 

revealing the rhetorical construction of carrier and non-carrier identities built on the use 

of societal threats and individual discipline at Texas Tech University. Campus Carry 

creates ambiguous lines of responsibility and liability in the way citizens interact and 

exist within the law. The resulting culture mimics the “wild West” by establishing 

carriers as the dominant punitive force on campus, and by diminishing the power of non-

carriers to combat legislative injustices. The controversial bill became a modern example 

of “quick-draw” law, or the law that heralds guns as a form of power. Through a review 

of salient literature, a rhetorical breakdown of various documents, debates, and texts 

involving Campus Carry, an analysis over individual State discipline, and one over 

societal control tactics, the biopolitical impacts of the bill come to light. One major 

impact being the passive biopower of the State, meaning biopolitical strategies that move 

through words rather than action.  

Passive biopower creates societal control and individual discipline in a manner 

that allows the State to remain inactive in the maintenance and enforcement of new 
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cultural systems of power. The debate over Campus Carry may revolve around whether 

the bill increases safety on campus or acts a champion for gun rights, but the disruption in 

power relations between State and individuals provides the most salient information to be 

a part of an examination. The law reflects an important dynamic of power that often goes 

unnoticed, such as an ability to recruit bodies. The inactive measures the State uses to 

discipline, such as rhetorical strategies rather than the more visible active ones like 

physical police forces, make biopolitical strategies “passive” rather than active.  

Over the next four chapters, I use a critical rhetorical analysis to deconstruct the 

discourse and text of Campus Carry in order to expose the biopolitical strategies that the 

rhetoric of the bill imposes on the college. By using the lenses of critical rhetorical 

analysis, examining the policies of one campus–Texas Tech University–rhetorical action 

such as the creation of a carrier panopticon and an extreme bolstering of the carrier 

identity become much clearer. Before turning to overviews of my chapters, I provide a 

brief reflection on critical rhetoric as a method that makes these concepts tangible.  

In the field of rhetoric, the methodologies through which academics investigate 

are pulled apart though fierce debate over what rhetoric even means or for what purpose 

does the study even have (McKerrow, 1989, p. 91). Raymie McKerrow seeks to settle the 

quarrels by shrinking the vision or research that rhetoricians should implement; namely, 

by using the works of Philosopher Michel Foucault. By studying rhetoric with 

Foucauldian ideals in mind, academics and theorists can create a more practical form of 

rhetorical theory known as “critical rhetoric.” Critical, of course, refers to the literature of 

Michel Foucault and the field that his works created. Critical methodologies seek to 
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understand and expose the ways in which power moves and manifests itself; in addition, 

the examining of “extremities,” or systems of State power, that promote these actions 

(Foucault, 1976, p. 27). For instance, rather than exposing how law makers shift power, 

one would do better to examine to implications the laws have on various systems of 

control like prisons, hospitals, and schools. Mckerrow’s take on “critical rhetoric” 

outlines a detailed synopsis over “critiques of domination” and “critiques of freedom,” 

and how such critiques strengthen the purpose of my argumentation.  

Raymie McKerrow identifies a number of important standards that every critique 

should follow in the rhetorical field; however, the “critique of domination” and the 

“critique of freedom" offer the two non-starting qualities: a focus on “discourse of 

power” and a “freedom” from social normative and hierarchies (McKerrow, 1989, p. 96). 

Meaning, a critical rhetorical approach studies instances of domination that influence 

social behavior and institutions, and those implementing the approach must be willing to 

abandon preconceived notions of the way certain systems of power work. These studies 

are not simply anarchy or rebellion; after all, McKerrow says, “anarchism is freedom 

without a point” (1989, p. 97). Rather, the studies act as practical, structured, and sensible 

forms of critical practice. The validity of critical rhetorical approaches come through 

having the same spirit as traditional critical theorists, pointing out the effects of certain 

discourse, abandoning the notion of objectivity towards the critiqued, and finally 

providing steps for further action (1989, p.92).  Essentially, the theorist must have the 

goal in mind to break apart the discourse through which power emerges; as a result, a 

critical rhetorician must be ready to make major claims about the way entire systems of 

people operate. 
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Similarly, Barbara Biesecker (1992) calls for more rhetorical studies that involve 

critical steps, while Constable (2005) contends that critical approaches should expose the 

lack of support or consideration certain groups receive. Both Biesecker and Constable 

believe that critical studies over legislation do not go far enough and that more studies 

could lead to beneficial exposure for marginalized groups. Constable goes even further 

by saying that critical analysis mirrors the lack or minority group support in that they 

ignore the same issues that the bills and others legislative actions do (2005). This 

scholarship justifies and supports the analysis of Campus Carry by arguing for the need 

and validity of such approaches. In the remaining section of this introduction, I provide 

an overview of the chapters of this thesis.  

In Chapter Two, I provide a review of literature focusing on several major works 

by Michelle Foucault, along with the several smaller but salient academic contributions 

to establish the theoretical foundations that undergird this project. Specifically, in this 

chapter I discuss the three most significant concepts for my argument: power, discipline, 

and biopower. From a review of Foucault’s most influential work, Discipline and Punish, 

one will find a rich description of “power” and many smaller theoretical writings that 

describe the ways the State “disciplines” individuals (Foucault, 1975). Then Society Must 

be Defended, a series of lectures that Michel Foucault gave, elaborates on “biopower” 

and the great influence that the State has with it (Foucault, 1976, p. 247). Drawing from 

Foucault's work, notions like threat construction and social panopticon become the 

impacts that the bill leaves behind. 

Chapter Two will discuss and elaborate the history of power, as Foucault 

describes it. The process of power becoming soveigrn (public), disciplinary (individual 
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bodies), and then regulatory (controls as a mass) acts as a critical point of reference to 

Campus Carry. After reading this work, one will see that Campus Carry’s actual passage 

is an act of disciplinary power and the systematic maintenance of Texas Tech’s 

biopolitics is regulatory. Campus Carry is an evolution of power in itself. What can be 

found is that rhetoric, particularly legislative rhetoric, is power, because behavior changes 

through the implementation of words and voice. Chapter three displays just how rhetoric 

and power can be one in the same.  

 The rhetoric of Campus Carry and the policies surrounding the bill are the focus 

of Chapter Three. The analysis of these interlocking discourses suggests that the bill 

establishes a “carrier identity” for some individuals and establishes an identity of 

vulnerability for others.  Both identities are established through the rhetoric contained in 

the bill. For instance, the carrier identity, the protector, appears through a bolstering of 

Second Amendment rights, threat-constructing rhetoric, and a rhetorically-built 

obligation to carry a weapon. The carrier identity acts as a major component to the 

disciplinary strategies of the State by becoming the motivational force behind carrier 

action and subjugation. In addition, a “vulnerable citizen” exists because of whom the 

State decided to exclude from the carriers. In theory, those who need protection the most 

should be the ones surrounded by carriers if the bill was truly for security and safety 

purposes. However, the State excludes those who are sick, religious figures, and State 

officials by labeling them as “exclusion zones.” The cognitive dissonance between these 

principles establishes a major theme in the rhetorical justifications for the State actions, 

or Raison d'Etat, that Campus Carry uses to subjugate the Texas Tech community 

(Foucault, 1976, p.51). The rhetoric of these artifacts creates the “law of the land,” so to 
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speak, and establishes the roles the each individual on campus will play. Carriers become 

the safeguards between immanent threats the campus and non-carriers become an anti-

State image whose rights collapse under the weight of surveillance and control. The 

rhetoric examined in Chapter Three establishes the tools used by the State to craft 

disciplinary strategies.  

 Chapter Four explains the existence of the carrier panopticon and the concept of 

security as type of self-identifier, and both of these topics come from of Campus Carry’s 

rhetoric.  The panopticon, a theory of Foucault’s based on Betham’s Panopticon, 

establishes total surveillance of an area and the residing individuals (Foucault, 1975, p. 

200). The panopticon creates an illusion of surveying in order to create a surveyed 

behavior. In other words, people will act differently if they feel that punitive eyes are 

watching them. Carriers become the hands and feet of the panopticon through which non-

carriers behavior and thoughts could change as a result. As individuals, carriers become 

walking tools of State discipline and non-carriers become an anti-State being. All carriers 

on the campus accept discipline through the new panoptic system of power. The 

Panopticon grows stronger as one’s ability to self-defend becomes a question of identity. 

When understanding the self-security as a way to extend one’s identity, analysis shows 

that the State supports carriers with an intensity and outcasts non-carriers to the point not 

allowing them to ban guns from their personal offices and dorms. However, individual 

discipline, as overreaching and powerful as it may be, gains strength when paired with 

societal control tactics, as detailed in Chapter Five.  

 Chapter Five covers two topics: the controlling of society and how strategies of 

domination pair with individual disciplinary ones, covered in Chapter Four, to create 
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biopolitical strategies. Control of a society does not target behavior and structure of 

individuals; rather, control focuses on changing the thought process of a society. Campus 

Carry uses threat constructing rhetoric to create a perpetual and distant enemy because 

those in danger will desire protection. The Texas Tech Police Department gives 

presentations that claim every person has a chance to pass someone who wants to harm 

them or their families everyday (Texas Tech Police Department, 2017, 30:01). The 

existence of the perpetual enemy spurs more people to carry, trust the State for giving 

them the right, and to coerce non-carriers to join the State’s way of thinking. As a result, 

the already deep gun culture at Texas Tech University becomes a matter of life and death. 

The individual strategies of behavior join the mass strategies of thought; as a result, 

Campus Carry becomes an example of biopower.  

The impacts of Campus Carry being a biopolitical strategy act as the 

“consequence” that Raymie McKerrow says all critical rhetorical analysis should contain 

(McKerrow, 1989, p. 92). The dangerous responsibility placed into the hands of carriers 

puts the campus in grave danger as people with little to no combat or crisis training 

suddenly become the most prominent punitive force on campus. In addition, the cultural 

and thoughtful shift in gun ownership places the mind of society in a constant State of 

distrust, agitation, and fear. Quite simply, fear and weaponry do not often make a strong 

pair. The real world implications of these concepts close out Chapter Five.  

The final portion of Chapter Five examines the impacts that Campus Carry 

contains, specifically the volatility of firearms in a youthful setting and the rhetorical call 

to arms the State deploys. Carriers become the acting and primary police force during 

volatile or unpredictable situations. In the event of an active shooter on campus, a 
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concealed carrier will be the first person to respond to scene within which campus police 

should arrive. In fact, in public statements, the Texas Tech Police Department encourages 

action by carriers using the phrase “stop the killing” as their call to students (Texas Tech 

Police Department, 2018). Most concealed campus carriers do not have training in fields 

of crises, de-escalation, and terror threats; as a result, the propensity for increased 

violence and mishaps grows dramatically. Moreover, students make up most of the 

carriers, which could be problematic as Senator Jose Rodriguez argues. Senator 

Rodriguez states that guns now exist in “a university environment already fraught with 

stress and often fragile emotions” (Benning, 2015). Violent situations such as fist fights 

may become deadly with the introduction of firearms. In addition, suicide, the second 

leading cause of college age students, occurs an alarming amount already. Over 1,000 

students kill themselves each year on college campuses (Beresin, 2017). Putting guns into 

the hands of high-risk individuals could cause harm to themselves and to others. Finally, 

the two documents highlight how vulnerable citizens, or someone incapable of defending 

themselves or operating a gun due to illness, age, or possible self-impairment, expose a 

recognition of Campus Carry’s faults by the State. In the Campus Carry bill, the language 

choice shows how the State recognizes the dangers of guns and how Campus Carry very 

well could cause the exact issues opponents of the bill predict. Indicating that Campus 

Carry does not purely represent security, rather, the bill creates a line of ideology in 

which some people become examples. For instance, the bill and Texas Tech’s policies do 

not allow guns in places like religious institutions, voting centers, the presence of State 

individuals, or highly explosive areas. These individuals receive protection from a 
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banishment of weapons in their areas, which leaves non-carriers outside of the above 

mentioned locations as examples of not following State ideology. 

Campus Carry does not create a balance in rights or protection, but creates, rather, 

a disparity that directly favors people who share the State’s identity. Carriers receive the 

security that they desire—a firearm in their presence, ready for use at any time it might 

be needed, but non-carriers must live without the security they seek—to live and to work 

in the absence of firearms. Importantly, the bill does not allow employees to prohibit 

from classrooms or faculty and staff offices. Thus, non-carriers become the only people 

with no right to define their own security within their professional environments. Carriers 

deserve security rights just as non-carriers do, but Campus Carry creates an enormous 

imbalance in the way power and security becomes implemented by allowing little to no 

defining ground for people opposed to firearms. Campus Carry, as a result, mirrors many 

of the same ideals regarding legal ambiguity one would find in the Wild West.  

The cowboy represents a figure of law and a figure of treachery, but the way in 

which Western justice comes to be relies solely on the use of a gun. Referencing the 

opening of Chapter One, a cowboy stands as the historical carrier of the West. Citizens 

who can shoot survive, and anyone who cannot has to receive protection by someone else 

with a gun. Campus Carry turns Texas Tech University into a modern version of the Wild 

West through the deployment of carriers as a primary form of security. The campus 

becomes an environment in which violence begets violence, and one’s identity becomes a 

question of their willingness to carry a gun. Only through examining Campus Carry with 

a rhetorical lens can the questions of power, identity, and security come through in a 

critical light.  
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By studying the rhetorical implications of legislation, including the speeches of 

political figures and their debates, then the ways in which the State controls populations 

and hinders the liberties that the United States of America often centers itself upon make 

themselves known. The rhetorical analysis over the next four chapters demonstrates that 

the gun rights, particularly the rights in which Campus Carry bolsters, has become a 

question of identity. The notion that one’s ability to define his/her surrounding as safe as 

being part of individuality places the State in a unique position. Namely, the State’s 

responsibility to protect citizens no longer seems as necessary in a world in which 

carriers become the protectors. In addition, the debate of gun control, gun violence, and 

the Second Amendment becomes more serious. Carrying a gun, in many ways, defines a 

person the same way a religion, political stance, or nationality would. Carrying can make 

someone a Texan, in many people’s minds.  

 This analysis of Campus Carry has three major implications. By drawing from the 

fields of rhetoric, law, and critical studies, this project suggests that the creation of a 

carrier identity exposes how constitutional rights are rhetorically empowering violent 

behavior. Next, the study shows how Texas Tech has become a society of control, a 

panoptic playground for firearms, or perhaps just a uniquely gun-centered atmosphere 

that normalizes violence. Finally, Campus Carry analysis extends the intersection of 

Foucauldian studies and rhetorical criticism by demonstrating how rhetoric, in many 

ways, is the only avenue through which law can dictate behavior outside of rules and 

regulations. In other words, laws almost exclusively dominate through rhetorical 

measures. Campus Carry acts as a combination of all the above theories and applications; 

as a result, “Lock the Door and Let Them Carry” can create new avenues for rhetorical 
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studies to be used in a practical and necessary way. In Chapter Two, I review relevant 

literature pertaining to conceptualization of biopower by discussing the most important 

foundational work written by Michel Foucault and scholars who use his theories to 

advance their own arguments.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

A REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Politics, economics, pedagogy, and many other fields of research and cultural 

phenomena constantly come under a lens of scrutiny and examination thanks to the ever-

evolving contributions of Michel Foucault. Critical analyses have become one of the 

most probing and necessary ways to deconstruct and investigate methods of State 

subjugation and oppression as State power moves throughout society in ways that 

constantly shift to maintain secrecy and control. Campus Carry, the Texas Senate’s bill 

that allows the carrying of firearms on college campuses, has a variety of State 

“strategies” that influence individual behavior, controls the thoughts and culture at Texas 

Tech University, and implements a biopolitical shroud over citizens on campus (de 

Certeau, 1984, p. xix). To clarify, strategies refer to the calculative State actions taken to 

create discipline or domination amongst a weaker populous. To understand the concepts 

of discipline, control, biopower, threat construction, and unjust governmental action, 

Chapter Two explores the literary origins of each issue and applies them to Campus 

Carry. In addition, Chapter Two explores various ways that the same theories, such as 

biopower and threat construction, present themselves within academic settings. 

Beginning with a detailed synopsis of Discipline and Punish, terms such as “discipline” 

and “panopticon” act as the first theoretical pedestals through which the chapter builds.  

Foucault’s Work 

 Discipline and Punish spins a dark history of State punishment, including the way 

punitive action evolves from public eye to silent disciplinarian; as a result, State 

motivations and strategies of individual discipline, particularly those of Campus Carry, 
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become vessels of critical information. Throughout an analysis of his major work, 

Foucault’s findings provide several important concepts. First, an authoritative space must 

create a culture of “obstacle-signs,” or symbols that act in an equal and opposite fashion 

than the crimes they wish to prevent (Foucault, 1975, p. 104). For instance, vagabonds 

must perform hard labor as a symbolic punishment for their perceived laziness and lack 

of societal contributions. The space also must incorporate the signs into a larger 

“economy of publicity,” or a mixture of the power’s culture, State will, and an 

infrastructure that reminds society to obey. The resulting mixture establishes a 

“panopticon” that fortifies the notion of punishment on the brains of citizens and 

smothers the desire to act freely or recklessly. Finally, justice can only be relative to 

those on either side of the adjudicator’s actions. In other words, “justice” becomes 

synonymous with a “punishment that is not seen.” Discipline makes all the above 

concepts and actions possible, resulting in the transformation of citizens into “bodies” the 

State can mold. The idea of a punishment economy appears within the pages of Campus 

Carry through the rhetorical foundations of the gun culture of Texas Tech University.  

 Campus Carry, as Chapter Three details, creates a culture of carrying through 

rhetorical means, and the consequential state of Texas Tech University elevates pro-gun 

citizens to a superior status of power over those who choose not to carry. The panopticon, 

or “economy of publicity,” in question comes from carriers and the knowledge non-

carriers have of their presence. The idea of self-security shifts to provided security in that 

carriers become the most prominent form of crisis response on campus, and non-carriers 

have very little recoil in terms of keeping guns away from their personal and professional 

space. For example, the bill specifically states that Texas Tech may not create any laws 
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or provisions that prevent carriers from exercising their right to carry, thus valuing 

carriers’ rights even over the authority or philosophies of the institutions on campus 

(Texas Senate Bill No. 11, 2016, §1 §§c). Carriers’ rights elevate to a place that 

dominates both morality and legal proceedings, thus creating a culture in which carriers 

act as the leading ideology on campus and the diminishment of non-carriers’ rights 

worsen. To understand the ways in which Foucault’s concepts directly affect Campus 

Carry, a review over the four sections of Discipline and Punish elaborates on the way 

State action evolves based on public perception and a desire to mold individual thought.  

A long history of punitive actions and institutions gave birth to modern State 

power and policing examinations in Discipline and Punish, which demonstrates the 

evolution of punishments that the State evokes to secure their stature (Foucault, 1975). 

Foucault breaks the book into four sections: torture, punishment, discipline, and the 

prison. The four sections describe a slow-moving series of punitive changes that evolve 

State power to control and direct citizenry action and behavior. In section one, public 

torture and executions act as a form of power exertion for the State (Foucault, 1975, p. 5-

7). The goal of the “public spectacle” of torture serves to create “bodies of the 

condemned,” a tool designed to ward off anti-State behavior by demonstrating a very 

blunt example of consequence. Years later, prisoners in “shaven head” and “infamous 

dress” cleaning the streets and performing other social labors replace public torture as 

exhibits of punishment (1975, p. 8). Revolts occur and the State begins considering some 

human decency within the design of their punishments. Foucault calls the strategies of 

this time “sovereign” power, or the power to “take life or let live” (Foucault, 1978, p. 

136). The idea of sovereignty becomes very important when explaining the adaptations of 
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Campus Carry, and elaborates further when discussing academic applications of 

Foucauldian concepts. The State continues to evolve to the point that they must be crafty 

and intelligent when deciding punitive action, sovereign power then begins to change into 

regulatory and disciplinary power. The State begins targeting certain individuals they feel 

cast a negative influence on society and further the notion that compassion should come 

before cruelty; as a result, the law becomes “slower, heavier, and harder” on people who 

fit that description (1975, p. 77). Punishment no longer needs to be public, and the State 

learns to strategize and adapt their discipline to achieve specific results. Campus Carry 

acts as a State adaptation, meaning that the bill specifically responds to a cultural debate 

unique to locations such as Texas. The carrier mindset grows to dominate opposing or 

different perspectives; additionally, the State shapes law to promote and empower the 

identity of the carrier. Soon, as Section Two of Discipline and Punish will detail, 

punishment very rarely needs to occur in order for citizens’ behavior to change.  

Section two of Discipline and Punish, entitled “Punishment,” describes the 

symbolic design of laws and penalties that disincentivizes the desire to commit a crime; 

as a result, consequence becomes the equal and opposite of any anti-State action. In other 

words, the section unmasks the power of possibility, and clarifies that specifying when a 

punishment could happen does not render the same result as simply creating the 

propensity to receive punishment. Foucault calls the process of choosing unique 

punishments for crimes an “art,” and explains the concept of “obstacle-signs” to 

demonstrate how the use of symbolic punishment can often control the desire to commit 

certain action (Foucault, 1975, p. 104). An obstacle-sign represents a punishment that 

symbolically counteracts the attraction to commit a specific crime. To become symbolic, 
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a punishment must meet certain criteria. For instance, the consequence must be 

“unarbitrary,” meaning that a punishment must be so specific to a crime so that when 

thinking of disobeying a law, someone will not be able to avoid imagining the 

punishment (p. 104-105). A punishment must also use intricate signs that reduce the 

allure of committing a crime (p. 106). Going back to the vagabond example, connotations 

of laziness and lassitude cloud the minds of the State; therefore, instead of “locking 

beggars up in filthy prisons…they will have to be forced to work” (p. 106). Rhetorically, 

beggars become filthy in comparison to other citizens, and a life-style that does not 

contribute labor to society results a labor-intensive punishment. Campus Carry performs 

similar symbolic actions using identity construction, meaning that non-carrier mindsets 

dissolve through a lack of representation and self-security rights.  

Campus Carry rhetorically structures security as an extension of one’s identity; 

therefore, by heavily supporting gun rights certain individuals’ identities become lost, 

forgotten, or pushed aside in an effort to suppress views on guns contrary to the State. 

Section One and Two, when applied to an analysis of Campus Carry, explain that the 

State adapts and changes laws to dictate behavior; primarily, that punishment and 

discipline work best when specific to the “crime” the State wishes to prevent. Introducing 

the term “economy of publicity,” Foucault describes how society weighs obstacle-signs 

and public morality to structure an image of a good versus bad citizen (Foucault, 1975, p. 

109-110). An economy of publicity post-Campus Carry suggests that non-carrying 

individuals function as part of a greater problem and lack the political beliefs necessary to 

keep campuses safe. Non-carriers’ punishments become a complete removal of their 

ability to control the safety of their surroundings. For instance, educators can no longer 
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keep weapons out of their offices or classrooms; consequently, an incentive to carry a 

gun becomes much more prevalent as more methods of non-carrier security become 

repressed. The State creates a network, or culture, of individuals who believe in and 

defend the economy of publicity that the State creates. In a culture that incentivizes the 

carrying of firearms, subjugation through a deep immersion in carriers and political 

thought becomes much easier for the State, which a review of Section Three, entitled 

“Discipline” can elaborate.  

 The expansion of gun culture and the carrier identity compels carriers to act on 

behalf of the State and deters non-carrier thinking by suppressing their concerns and 

security options; as a result, discipline on the bodies of individuals transpires because of 

Campus Carry. Unlike subjects with agency that may resist power, "bodies,” for 

Foucault, do not have the ability to resist discipline and do not seek individuality 

(Foucault, 1975, p. 135-136). A body possesses passiveness and pliability, transforming 

into a tool for State power. Section Three of Discipline and Punish refers to soldiers as an 

example of a “docile body,” or someone whose subjugation grows so strong that they act 

entirely on State will. Campus Carry thrives on docile bodies, meaning that both carriers 

and non-carriers either do not question State strategies or do not have the ability to. 

Carriers become the enforcers of State will by taking on the responsibility to protect the 

public and recruiting other individuals by demonstrating the pro-State way of protecting 

oneself. Carriers act as “soldiers of the State,” becoming subjects by carrying out the 

recruitment of other carriers and acting within the panoptic framework which disciplines 

non-carriers. The panopticon comes as an important concept in the discipline of non-

carriers by performing surveillance and suppressing anti-State identities.  
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Non-carriers must assume that any person could be carrying, and the constant 

surveillance of campuses acts as a panoptic strategy for the State through the suppression 

of the non-carrier identity. Foucault continues by explaining a specific form of control 

known as the “panopticon,” or the concept of creating a theoretical watching eye to 

control individual behavior. Foucault first refers to the panopticon when discussing 

Betham’s Panopticon (Foucault, 1975, p. 200). The Panopticon is an annular building 

consisting of a central tower, and on that tower rests windows that can see every inch of 

the surrounding structure. The building acts as a prison of sorts, and the primary function 

becomes shifting the inmates into a “state of conscious and permanent visibility that 

assures the automatic functioning of power” (p. 201). Meaning that the prison creates an 

atmosphere in which the prisoner never feels alone. Importantly, surveillance does not 

need to take place, because, if done correctly, the prisoners will behave as if someone 

sees their every movement and hears their every thought. Campus Carry becomes a 

panopticon through the concealment of firearms on carriers. 

Non-carriers feel the presence of guns surrounding them, which can have a 

multitude of effects: the fear of violent incidences and the censoring or silencing of any 

opposition non-carriers may identify. Many non-carriers fear the repercussions with the 

presence of firearms on college campuses; as a result, Campus Carry actively surrounds 

them with something they politically or morally disagree with or something that the 

majority of Texas Tech students and faculty seem to feel less safe when surrounded with 

them. Only one third of the campus feels safer in the presence of guns; in addition, the 

faculty has always been overwhelmingly against the policy (Michael, 2016; Robinson, 

2015). The concept of concealment makes every individual a possible carrier, leaving 
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non-carriers to feel constantly in the presence of could-be incidents. Scholars Dieterle 

and Koolage have come as far as saying that the presence of guns on campus make for a 

“polite campus,” or one that keeps non-carriers silent (Dieterle & Koolage, 2014, p. 115). 

More importantly, non-carriers, through the rhetoric of State officials, authoritative 

figures, and the steady reminders of gun culture, become a minority in terms of their 

opinion on firearms. Carriers get to engage and bolster their methods of personal 

protection, but non-carriers not only have no ability to decide any aspect of their personal 

safety, they also must walk into a vast campus full of opposite ideologies. Not all non-

carriers feel the effects of the panoptic suppression of their identity, but all must be aware 

of their ideological status on campus. Uncovering the individual strategies of the State’s 

discipline acts as just one half of biopolitical strategies with societal control being the 

next issue Foucault’s work uncovers.  

Societal control strategies, such as cultural influence and threat construction, 

target the ways of thinking within a population rather than physical actions; thus, 

biopower becomes active when also using individual disciplinary strategies. Societies 

Must be Defended, a series of discussions Foucault gave at the College de France, 

introduces the term “biopower,” or the literal control over bodies, as a major concept in 

understanding State strategies of power over groups rather than just individuals 

(Foucault, 1976, p. 247). Biopolitics consist of a combination of individual body 

targeting and social controlling policies. Biopower targets both the body and the mind of 

citizens and acts as a highly effective method of subjugation because of the totality of the 

strategy’s implementation. Campus Carry uses biopower to control and subjugate the 

population of Texas Tech through the individual discipline introduced in Discipline and 
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Punish and the social aspect found in several lectures from Society Must be Defended. 

The first lecture provides analysis that establishes a methodology for critiquing salient 

artifacts such as Campus Carry by elaborating on the essential pieces of information that 

should be in focus.  

 Foucault’s January 14, 1976 lecture discusses war, power relations, and the truths 

that they shape, but within the discussion lays the methodology that Foucault suggests for 

critical analysis; as a result, the lecture provides justification for Campus Carry being a 

rich and promising area of study. Foucault establishes a “triangle” that discusses the 

“how of power,” or the mechanisms of the way power changes a society and culture 

(Foucault, 1976, p. 24). The triangle determines that truth comes through changes in 

power and that there can be as many truths as exchanges of power. As a result, one may 

not be able to identify the true source of power, because that would mean combating 

societal norms. In his first of five “methodological precautions,” Foucault states that the 

goal of critical thinking should not be to identify the source of power and rule, rather one 

can only begin “understanding power by looking at its extremities,” or the areas in which 

power implements (1976, p. 27). The precaution, along with the other four, give a 

framework for the methodology of Campus Carry’s analysis. Analyzing the State on face 

would reap few benefits, but critiquing Texas Tech University breaks down an example 

of the State using power in ways that often go without second thought. Understanding the 

methodology that justifies Campus Carry’s analysis, another foundational concept, threat 

construction, exemplifies many strategies that the bill uses to empower obedience in the 

State. The notion of threat construction has a pivotal role in the way that a society can 

feel safe; primarily, how much the State acts as a part of that Safety. Normally, a 
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community will only feel safe if they know that the State offers protection to them in 

some way, but Campus Carry proves the State can also empower citizens to defend 

themselves and achieve the same results.   

Campus Carry depends of the construction of threats to derive power and to 

develop a need for weapons amongst the population, and Foucault elaborates on why a 

strategies such as threat construction yields significant results for the State. The 

securitization of society historically comes from the threat of war, and Foucault describes 

the construction of threats as one of the most influential aspects of the world’s growth. 

Foucault begins his lecture by explaining that history “conjured up the great threat,” or 

the war that never ends (Foucault, 1976, p. 215). Society lives within the never-ending 

war, meaning that the State will continue to perpetuate a threat to justify the upper class 

remaining in power. History, according to Foucault, has become a series of regional 

perils and episodes of transition rewritten in the shape of violence and crisis. The 

discourse of history, as written by scholars and historians, takes the form of bourgeoisie 

dialect (Foucault, 1976). Simply put, the State throughout time has always had a hand in 

rewriting the texts of history to reject anything that may be “anti-State” and embrace 

symbols of power as saviors to the ongoing threat. Campus Carry acts in the same fashion 

as any history book or retelling of major events in that the bill ignites fears of dangers to 

the public and guides them to the saving light of State will.  

Using volatile rhetoric, the State deploys Campus Carry to recruit society to a pro-

State way of thinking through a stoking of dangers and a reaffirmation of firearms as the 

best way to protect oneself. Rhetorically, Campus Carry acts as an announcement to the 

population that individuals are now responsible for handling threats against themselves; 
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for instance, the call to arms made by the Texas Tech Police Department (TTUPD) 

saying, “stop the killing” (Texas Tech Police Department, 2018). The first of many 

lectures made by Corporal Randy Baker, a representative of the TTUPD, instructs 

listeners on how to respond to an active shooter, and the primary theme of the lecture 

calls for intervention from citizens stating that certain people in the world want to kill 

“you and your family.” Campus Carry acts as a vessel through which citizens can 

respond to threats such as the incidents that TTUPD’s frightening rhetoric describes. In a 

video presentation from the TTUPD’s webpage, lieutenant Eric Williams states that a 

person could possibly pass someone who wants to kill them every day; in fact, the 

average American will encounter “someone who would want to kill them” six times in 

their lives
1
 (Texas Tech Police Department, 2017, 30:01). Clearly, the authoritative 

figures on Texas Tech’s campus desire citizens to feel on edge at the very least, and 

public thinking becomes that of fear, anxiety, and the idea that disaster could happen 

anywhere and to anyone. Threat construction acts as an enormous piece to the control of 

society because of the ability to psychologically place the population in a state of panic 

and a need for protection. In the final lecture of review in Society Must be Defended,” the 

notion of biopower reveals how threat construction, gun culture at Texas Tech, and the 

individual disciplinary strategies such as panoptic surveillance all contribute to the 

domination of the populous.  

 Campus Carry acts as a biopolitical exploitation of Texas Tech’s fears, identity, 

and security, meaning that the bill heightens senses of security and belief in vulnerability 

to achieve a specific political goal; as a result, the State maintains power over Texas 

                                                 
1
 Lt. Eric Williams’ presentation can be found at https://www.depts.ttu.edu/ttpd/active_shooter.php 
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Tech’s population just as Foucault’s lecture can demonstrate.   March 17, 1976 was the 

day that Foucault spoke on control, specifically how the State uses control strategies for 

society and disciplinary strategies for individuals; as result, the concept of biopower 

came to be. Biopower translates as quite literally the “power over ‘the’ population” and 

the power over life (Foucault, 1976. 247). If discipline occurs at the individual level, then 

societal control requires different techniques. The primary difference between discipline 

and control appears in the targets of the strategies. In other words, discipline targets the 

body, the mindless object that performs actions, and control targets the mind, or a way of 

thinking. The body deals with learning to act in a certain way via repetition or threat of 

consequence, and the mind deals with constructing truth and culture to convince a mass. 

Foucault describes control as “normalizing knowledge” (1976, p. 244). Campus Carry 

attempts to normalize the presence of guns on campus, or at least the knowledge of their 

existence. The normalization of physical guns, differing from the ideas of guns, 

reinforces a carrier mindset and justifies actions taken to secure that mindset. Campus 

Carry can provide a great deal of information that exemplifies the biopolitical strategies 

that Michel Foucault introduces in some of his major works. Before an even more 

thorough examination of that information can occur, a review of the many instances in 

which critical studies, rhetorical analyses, and basic concepts of Foucault in an academic 

setting will help to justify and establish Campus Carry’s analysis further.  

Applications of Foucault 

The application of Foucault’s concepts has changed over time as the modernity of 

politics has changed as well. Though the practices of disciplinary actions have changed, 

the focus on State strategies of domination remains at the heart of critical studies. The 



Texas Tech University, Jack T. Seymore, May 2020 

 

29 

 

following applications help to elaborate on the concepts Campus Carry demonstrates and 

the practices the State engages in to control Texas Tech University. First, the section 

explains the passive, or regulatory, nature of Campus Carry through the writing of 

modern Foucauldian authors. Next, the ideas of spatial control and securitizing rhetoric 

establish the techniques that Campus Carry uses to create a need for protection. Finally, 

the creation of an ideal citizen, or the subject that the State values, and how those 

strategies appear in Campus Carry. In the end, a preview of how these concepts help to 

construct, support, and argue for my next three chapters’ claims will be laid out. The 

above review has already deconstructed the major works of Foucault, now there must be 

an analysis over how far these concepts have come.  

The academic world has continues to evolve along with the concepts of Michel 

Foucault’s work and the impacts of biopolitics. Around the turn of the 21
st
 Century, the 

Foucauldian author Giorgio Agamben began writing about modern politics and 

biopolitics changing the function of “sovereignty” (Agamben, 1998, p. 142). Foucault 

describes sovereignty as “the right to take life and let live;” however, Agamben believes 

that contemporary politics allows those in power to assign value to life instead, in a 

similar fashion to biopolitics replacing sovereignty (Foucault, 1978, p. 136; 1998, p. 31-

32). Both these concepts were examined in Biopower Today, of which argued that 

modern research ought to use the concepts of biopower and biopolitics more often 

(Rabinow & Rose, 2006). Like Agamben, the article believes the modern State strategies 

target the health, wealth, and inherent values that govern society. The power to let 

someone die yields greater loyalty than the power to take someone’s life; therefore, the 

power to make someone live under dominating conditions can also become greater. In 
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essence, the law subjugates individuals rather than the punishment, and “violence passes 

into law” while law also “passes over violence” (1998, p. 32). As mentioned in the 

review of Discipline and Punish, discipline evolves into a silent, more passive state of 

function that targets characteristics and qualities of anti-State ideals (Foucault, 1975, p. 

77). Rabinow and Rose use the examples of race, present and future population, and 

DNA predictive medicine to elaborate on these life-governing strategies (2006, p.196-

198). As the State recognizes what individuals increase the productivity of a society and 

what qualities makes someone more obedient, they begin to create ideal citizens that 

mimic the values of power. Campus Carry, for instance, creates a carrier identity that 

dominates the population at Texas Tech and slowly decreases non-carrier presence 

through recruitment and silencing.  

Campus Carry invokes a “carrier identity” on the campus of Texas Tech through 

the rhetorical bolstering of carrier rights and the smothering of non-carrier rights. The 

State slowly creates an image of non-carriers as part of the problem and diminishes their 

ability to secure their own professional workspaces. In a way, the State is trying to make 

a perfect subject while eugenically suffocating other bodies. Chloë Taylor delves heavily 

into a similar concept and exemplification of biopolitics in the case of societal eugenics 

(Taylor, 2011, 51-54). Taylor gives numerous historical examples throughout the 

nineteenth century to discuss the States’ attempts to create more ideal citizens with 

Darwinist-like policies of health, economics, and immigration. Much like Foucault’s 

historical take on the evolution of law, the State began valuing certain qualities of a 

citizen and rejecting others (Foucault, 1975, p. 77). For instance, increasing the number 

of births in the middle class while passing policies that made it harder for lower class 
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families to have children (2011, p. 53). The ideal citizen to the State defines what a 

subject is; therefore, the positive strategies of proliferating a subjugated community 

becomes common place amongst governing institutions. Foucault’s theories of State 

domination, threat construction, and biopower apply on even a global scale, 

demonstrating the overwhelming force of the strategies Campus Carry also deploys. 

According to “International Biopolitics: Foucault, Globalization and Imperialism” the 

growing phenomenon of globalizations makes discipline and control an international 

issue (Kelly, 2010). Rich and capitalistic countries tend to have power over the smaller 

developing ones; as a result, one can see biopolitical strategies being implemented on a 

global scale. This all comes through the development of technology and surveillance 

capabilities of the State. Campus Carry acts as a smaller example of the same global 

strategies that the article discusses above. In addition, these tactics become policing and 

empowering of authoritative figures in new and less visible ways. Being that one of the 

primary arguments of “Lock the Door and Let Them Carry” relevantly discusses police 

presence and self-security, “Foucault: Critical Theory of the Police in a Neoliberal Age” 

becomes quite salient (Johnson, 2014). Johnson uses the piece to talk about modernity’s 

effect on Foucault’s theory of discipline through police presence, claiming that the 

introduction of technology and other forms of modern accommodations lessens the need 

for authoritative figures to represent the State. Campus Carry demonstrates the same 

concept by replacing the need for symbolic State presence with the mere idea of carriers. 

An important aspect of control is the use of “space,” or creating an area with systematic 

order and hierarchal values. A controlling space allows the passive State actions and 

policies that can be found in Campus Carry and other biopolitical laws; essentially, 
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theories of space explain why a State environment will always dominate no matter how 

freeing the law may seem.  

One such theory, societies of control, written by postmodernist Gilles Deleuze, 

demonstrates the ways in which increased rights and powers for the people can lead to 

controlling spaces of State will. Campus Carry’s use of carrying normalization 

demonstrates societies of control, or the engraving of social expectation on individuals in 

such a way that they act according to State expectations. Gilles Deleuze explains 

Foucault’s idea of “disciplinary societies,” or areas in which unique laws and norms 

establish various levels of discipline, in greater depth. Deleuze makes an additional level 

of analysis on a disciplinary society known as “societies of control” (Deleuze, 1990, p. 

4). Think of a society of control like roads and highways in a major city, though the roads 

seem freeing and one’s direction seems completely autonomous, these structures actually 

allow for increased surveillance of individuals and an ability to herd and control the 

traveling of mass groups of people. Societies of control have begun to change and replace 

disciplinary societies; for instance, Campus Carry acts as a society of control when 

moving from a normal campus to one in which carriers act as authority figures. Societies 

of control lack structures to guide behavior; rather, they control the population by 

normalizing certain aspects of culture and cultivating truth. Deleuze continues by saying 

a strategies of authority will create an us-versus-them mentality within members of 

society (1990, p. 5). In other words, the State will create “perpetual training” that 

destroys trust between the citizens to increase belief in authority. Combining with the 

changing of normative standards, each of the two strategies create a controlling effect on 
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a population. The idea of spatial control can even extend to symbolic spaces rather than 

physical ones, including the human body.   

Nathan Stormer uses the case of abortions and reducing human life to a symbol of 

time and space to protect values, but this strategy has shown to be more dominating than 

freeing (Stormer, 2010). Defining a space develops a need for protection and individuals 

become willing to protect the rights unborn life rather than the living the mother. Stormer 

brings up the concept of space. A space is an area of control, similar to the previously 

mentioned “societies of control,” that exists in order, law, and system of governance 

(Deleuze, 1990, p. 4). By rhetorically gifting the unborn baby with rights and a voice, the 

mother’s body becomes a space in need of protection, even against her own desires. In 

another article written on applying a voice to an unthinking being, Megan Foley 

examines a famous example of a “right-to-die” case involving a young woman in an 

irreversible vegetative state (Foley, 2010, p. 381-400). Foley elaborates on the 

application of voice to a functionally deceased body, meaning the calls for what that 

person may have wanted had they been alive; however, the attribution of desires and 

requests to a voiceless body diminishes the hierarchy of democratic order. Self-

governance becomes irrational and a simple mode of biopolitics. Both of these articles 

elaborate on two important points: the self-governance of individuals that goes beyond 

autonomy and the need to protect a symbolic space rather than an unvalued one. 

Foucault’s concept of bodies as objects, being vessels of knowledge or purpose to 

promote a State agenda, fuel the concepts of “Biopower, ‘Bodies…the Exhibition’, and 

the Spectacle of Public Health” (Hsu & Lincoln, 2007). The article discusses a traveling 

tour that uses cadavers to educate the public on the medical field; however, Hsu and 
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Lincoln believe that the tour promotes an industrialization of the medical industry that 

Foucault claims promotes State control and social normalization of discipline. One can 

now see the two strategies that Campus Carry uses and how the academic world has said 

about these instances: the creation of an ideal citizen identity allows for self-governing 

strategies and that constructing a symbolic space, even if that space is a literal body, 

allows for surveillance, self-regulatory behavior of communities, and a need for 

protection in that space.   

 Campus Carry depends on the two strategies mentioned in the articles above, 

because Texas Tech’s panoptic campus must both create a self-governing populous that is 

devoted to ideals of the State and also create a space in need of protection. The regulatory 

power of the State creates an environment that has inherent and symbolic value to those 

dwelling inside, order and laws that define model citizenship, and create a constant state 

of alert for threats that perpetually exist. The concepts of threat construction, or the 

stoking of symbolic threats amongst a populous, act as a major strategy in the regulatory 

operations of the State, particularly in the perspective of spatial control, as Ott, Bean, and 

Marin (2016) point out in their study of the non-profit, Counterterrorism Education 

Learning Lab (CELL). The organization dedicates itself to the prevention and reaction of 

terrorist activities, and attempts to educate individuals on how to do so. However, the 

article points out that each room of the CELL immerses individuals into a state of 

surveillance through cameras and intense threat constructing images, along with many 

other dominating forces. CELL, according to the authors, creates an interactive and 

isolated experience for visitors, one that invokes the senses and instills a duty to protect 

and secure. The article calls for more analysis to be done on citizen-government 
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relationships and how “risk perception, public safety, and securitization” create a special 

and unique form of regulatory power, or biopower (Ott, Bean, & Marin, 2016, p. 358). 

Much like a “society of control,” CELL creates an environment of freedom while only 

increasing surveillance of individuals, much like Campus Carry.  

Contrary to what one may think, receiving freedoms does not actually remove one 

from the dominate systems they participate in; however, Ben Anderson combines 

concepts of Agamben to explain methods for escaping subjugation. The idea of 

“freedom” is one often plagued by the perspective of those providing and executing 

justice; as a result, individuals and communities become more entangled in biopower 

when given certain freedoms and rights. Just like the tour of CELL that was mentioned 

above, when one is given rights they will more than likely just run faster into controlling 

power. Anderson talks about living an “affective” life, which is a term derived from 

Giorgio Agamben, as a counter to biopolitical strategies (Anderson, 2012). Essentially, 

having an affective life means adhering to the ebb and flow of daily life and finding new 

ways to live. Feeling love and pain, loss and gain, or simply pursuing a romantic interest 

are all examples of seeking and exploring self interest and natural desire. Anderson states 

that all of these emotions help to pull one out of biopolitical conditions for a moment in 

time. He details the conditions that create biopower and the concepts individuals should 

recognize if they wish to breakdown biopolitical systems. Campus Carry acts as a method 

for living the life needed to recognize the ways out of certain biopolitical entanglements. 

One aspect of that life comes out critical perspective applied to the structures that 

surrounds them. Campus Carry exposes that an example of rights being emboldened just 
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dominating the systems of humanity rather than freeing them, and the next few chapters 

will expound upon that.  

With the above review spelled out, Chapter two accomplishes three important 

tasks: introducing the major concepts of Foucault, demonstrating the variety of ways in 

which his works have been used in academic research similar to my own, and proven that 

there is still room to grow in terms of critical-rhetorical findings. One can see that 

Foucault’s idea of power has become silent and sometimes written. One can understand 

that applying meaning to a space creates a need for protection and gives a face to 

unknown enemies. Finally, one can also see that security and identity are at the heart of 

what Foucault describes as biopower. The next three chapters demonstrate how dangers 

Campus Carry can be, and if freedoms actually belong to the ones receiving new rights. 

Violence is not normal, security is not for the State to define, and the next three chapters 

act as my attempt to live an “affective” life.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

RHETORIC OF THE STATE 

 
 In 1856, President Abraham Lincoln stood before a crowd at the Republican State 

Convention of Illinois giving a speech that seemed a prophecy in the making (Huizenga, 

2011). “The ballot is stronger than the bullet,” Lincoln said, not realizing that nine years 

later his agenda would be the symbolic trigger for the shooting that ends his life. Though 

politics often can seem as a bureaucratic system of privilege and paperwork, the truth of 

the matter exists within the words of politicians and their creations. Words can be the 

most powerful tool that the State possesses, causing violence to erupt, jails to swell, and 

protests to form. As Chapter Two explains, critical rhetorical examinations can act as an 

effective tool for exposing the dominating strategies of the State and discussing the 

dangerous implications of forms of rhetoric that often go unnoticed, such as Campus 

Carry.  

 Chapter Three exposes the violence that Campus Carry normalizes by critiquing 

the rhetoric found within the bill and several other proceeding policy action at Texas 

Tech University. Along with several fragments of the text as foundational rhetorical 

artifacts that constitute the context for this analysis, this chapter focuses on Campus 

Carry and Texas Tech’s carrier policies, the rhetoric of Senator Brian Birdwell, one of 

Campus Carry’s authors, during the bill’s creation, and presentations put on by the police 

department located on campus. These three artifacts display the uncompromising and 

dominating nature of carrier rhetoric, they establish a “carrier identity” as an important 

rhetorical tool for State discipline, and they support the claim that violence exists and 

could proliferate as a part of the emboldened gun culture at Texas Tech. Violence 
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becomes normalized and encouraged in the world that policies like Campus Carry create, 

and the rhetorical constructions of these policies can be hidden behind a curtain of 

bureaucracy and disinterest. Chapter Three, therefore, provides the evidentiary and 

rhetorical roots of the major arguments made in later chapters, and that starts with the 

discourse occurring during the bills inception.   

Senator Brian Birdwell provides salient rhetorical justifications for the creation of 

Campus Carry that speaks to the mindset of carriers; as a result, one can see the group 

think mentality that surrounds carriers. Senator Brian Birdwell, one of the creators of the 

bill, engages in pro-gun rhetoric that describes the motivational structures behind Campus 

Carry; primarily, he views the bill as chance to promote the constitution, often referring 

to the second amendment as a “God-given” right (Benning, 2015). The divine 

characterization of gun rights displays important aspects about the Senator’s ideology on 

the bill: he views the ability to own a gun as an expression of important constitutional 

freedom, an inalienable right, and a small part of what makes him and like-minded 

individuals American. Remembering that Senate Republicans stuck to the claim that 

Campus Carry’s primary goal was to increase safety on college campuses, the idea that 

the bill instead champions the constitution seems out of place (Smith, 2015). However, 

Second Amendment rhetoric can often be used to justify a carrier mindset and discourse. 

For instance, the Second Amendment establishes a groupthink mentality that promotes an 

ideal version of what it means to be a carrier and to be an American.  

According to the rhetoric of the Second Amendment, the right to own and bear a 

gun must remain intact and impervious to secure freedom in America; as a result, the 

amendment has become a cornerstone of Campus Carry’s supporters. The first part of the 
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Second Amendment reads, “a well-regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of a 

free State” (United States Constitution, Amend. II).  A unique herd mentality becomes 

evident through the rhetoric used in describing a “free State,” primarily through the idea 

of pro-gun citizens acting as a “militia.” Meaning that individuals who carry already 

possess a group mindset with a responsibility to act together to keep America free. The 

safety and security of the United States depends upon the ability to have an organization 

and guns within a citizenry force. The future will never see a true citizen army meant to 

overthrow governmental tyranny. However, from the earliest portion of gun laws, readers 

can see questions of identity, security, and freedom on display as necessary pieces to 

Americanism. Campus Carry operates on similar notions by deploying group think 

strategies of threat construction and normalizing the carrying of guns as necessary to 

security and the rights of a free nation. The support for gun rights rhetorically has origins 

in the Second Amendment’s claim that a nation cannot be free or secure without the use 

of citizenry armament.  

The notions of freedom via security, Americanism, and “God-given” rights all 

contribute to a way of thinking which carriers bind themselves. The possession of a gun 

is a freedom, but with that freedom comes a duty, not to protect society necessarily, but 

the ideals that operate alongside those freedoms. These ideals act as the roots through 

which the carrier mindset and identity grow. For example, Senator Birdwell actively 

promoted the rights of carriers and attempted to alter campuses to make them a safer 

environment for carrier rights rather than the carriers themselves. Birdwell says that the 

bill should make campuses “permissive and accessible” to carriers, and that universities 

should be “as minimalistic as possible” when defining restricted areas on campus (Smith, 
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2015). Birdwell not only views guns as a part of his American identity but also designs 

the law to be sympathetic and provide accommodation to anyone who shares that 

identity. The rhetoric shows why such an extreme introduction of firearms into college 

campuses does not cause hesitation in politicians such as Birdwell, because wielding a 

weapon in many ways makes them American. The bill is an expansion of identity and 

Birdwell promotes the idea that any provision against his way of thinking should be 

“minimalistic,” meaning that the law reflects a benefit towards individuals who agree 

with Birdwell and like-minded political leaders. One can see the roots of the carrier 

mindset throughout the rhetoric of Senator Birdwell and the Second Amendment.  

Through the rhetoric mentioned above, one can gather a foundational basis for the 

carrier mindset. First, security does not necessarily mean protecting physical bodies, 

rather feeling secure is a state of freedom. Owning a firearm places someone into a 

fraternity of second amendment duties, a militia of freedom soldiers, and a group of 

people that feel they are more American than others. In a way, feeling secure and being 

able to define one’s own protection is a type of identification. The identity of carriers 

centers around a need to express constitutional rights, to define what safety means, and 

wielding a gun as an extension of what makes them American. Thus, the carrier identity 

has become a deep and powerful framing of someone’s perspective. To carry means that 

one carries the State’s ideals with them, and with that baggage comes an obligation to act 

on behalf of the State. Though the discourse of Republicans in the Senate, particularly 

Senator Birdwell, displays important rhetorical roots in the grounds of the carrier identity, 

Campus Carry itself incites the domination of individuals at Texas Tech by exacerbating 

the same ideals that the Second Amendment and legislators promote.  
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 Fueled by Second Amendment ideals and a need to protect their freedom, carriers 

take part in a rhetorical strategy implemented through Campus Carry, which identifies the 

strong, weak, and those who the State deems worthy of protection. The roots of carrier 

identity are based on a need to bolster constitutional rights and to protect oneself however 

they see fit; however, the rhetoric of Campus Carry does not coincide with the narrative 

that guns protect the people. In fact, a rhetorical analysis of the bill reveals that carriers 

are simply doing the work of State figures and that the State labels who should receive 

true protection. In other words, the rhetoric of Campus Carry shows that the State does 

not believe that guns are safe; in fact, those who may be targets of attacks or unable to 

defend themselves are kept away from guns via “exclusion zones.” Rhetorically, Campus 

Carry divides the Texas Tech into three groups: carriers, vulnerable citizens, and non-

carriers who end up as the only group whose security is not taken into account. Not only 

does Campus Carry allow for the concealment of weapons, but the rhetoric of the bill also 

conceals the contradictory nature of the State and their political discourse.  

The first rhetorical finding of Campus Carry reveals contradicting language 

posing the State as compassionate and compromising, which seems strange knowing the 

bill provides little ground towards anti-carrying perspectives. The State wants to come 

across as judicious, but tightens the hold on campuses in the process. For instance, the 

idea of consultation and reasonability appear multiple times throughout the bill. Campus 

Carry dictates that “reasonable rules” shall be established only after “consulting” with 

“students, staff, and faculty” over safety considerations (Texas Senate Bill No. 11, 2016, 

§1 §§d-1). The same rhetoric exists in another section, describing which buildings can 

and cannot be premises for carriers (2016, §1 §§e). Consultation implies the rules come 



Texas Tech University, Jack T. Seymore, May 2020 

 

42 

 

from compromise between the many entities that create a college campus. Students, 

teachers, staff, and parents should all have a hand in the way that the bill’s 

implementation goes into effect on campuses. However, the rhetoric does not have an 

impact in a practical way that benefits anti-carrying perspectives.  

Theoretically, compromised rules should reflect the concerns of all people on 

campus, but the Faculty Senate, which reflects the majority views of the entire body of 

Texas Tech faculty, voted against Campus Carry twenty-nine to five (Michael, 2016). In 

a student poll on campus, only a third of students say that they feel safer with the 

presence of Campus Carry, the school estimates only six percent of students represent 

carriers, and even then-Chancellor Robert Duncan states that both faculty and 

administration oppose the bill (Robinson, 2015). The considerations of anti-carry 

individuals represent the clear majority of Texas Tech University, but faculty and 

administration members may not disallow carriers to bring a weapon into their classroom 

or office. Meaning that Campus Carry’s “consideration” rhetoric directly contradicts the 

actions that the University and State implement, which reveals unique insight to the 

ideals of the State. For instance, the eradication of the rights and concerns of non-carriers 

despite heavy opposition is rhetorically built into the bill.  

Despite the overwhelming opposition to the bill at Texas Tech University, 

Campus Carry sets provisions that monopolize the question of safety. Once again, the 

rhetoric of Campus Carry suggests that the State has more interest in protecting a carriers 

and a constitutional right rather than actually protecting all citizens. The prohibition of 

carriers’ rights cannot be an option as per the Senate; as a result, the provisions in 

Campus Carry prevent any meaningful changes that would appease non-carriers. 
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Institutions “may not adopt any rule, regulation, or . . . provision prohibiting” carriers 

from having guns on campus (2016, §1 §§c). In terms of safety, the president of the 

university may make provisions that say how guns can be stored or certain dormitories 

that do not allow the guns on campus, but, even then, the provisions must be approved by 

the Board of Regents and the State (2016, §1 §d-1). The subsection indicates that teachers 

and students do not actually have a hand in shaping the way that gun policies interact 

with campus life. Some public campuses may be more restrictive than others, but 

regulations that schools can make prohibiting guns in most areas on campus come very 

rarely. The one ability that schools do have to customize the application of Campus Carry 

on their grounds comes in the form of “exclusion zones,” or areas that carriers may not 

bring a gun. However, the rhetorical findings of Texas Tech’s exclusion zones reveal 

even more discriminatory behavior of the State and a contradiction in guns and their 

images as tools of safety.   

The choices for exclusion zones aims to protect individuals that cannot defend 

themselves, would be dangerous around weapons, or are high-profile individuals; as a 

result, the exclusion zones reveal a State acknowledgement of firearm dangers and 

establishing a “vulnerable citizen.” The State identifies people and places whose 

condition or location make them either too exposed, high-profile, or defenseless. Known 

as “vulnerable citizens,” the rhetoric of the State’s exclusion exposes who they feel 

deserves protection. The list of “specific exclusions” include sporting events, high school 

activities, and areas of medical purpose (Texas Tech University, 2016, §3). In reviewing 

the exclusion zones, one will see a pattern of exclusion that lays out the qualities in 

people who need protection from the possible fallouts of carrying. High school students 
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and other young people can be an example of individuals who should not be around a 

carrier on a campus according to the state. Texas Tech also excludes any medical office 

or building from carriers. Places in which government activities takes place such as 

polling places for an election, Board of Regents, or any other governmental meeting or 

proceeding receive exclusion. Finally, any place where alcohol can legally exist cannot 

allow the presence of firearms. All of these choices seem logical and sound; however, 

these choices reveal that the State’s idea of protection does not match that of the bill they 

created.  

The State unknowingly acknowledges the dangers of guns and the lack of safety 

they actually create by establishing these zones. The zones house vulnerable citizens, or 

people who may be at a severe risk of being targets or unable to protect themselves from 

attack; in fact, the State chooses to make any place a State official may reside an 

exclusion zone, meaning that the State does not truly feel safe in the presence of carriers. 

In the choices of people to protect, one can see a pattern that reveals useful rhetoric over 

the States’ possible contradiction in their ideology. The rhetorical implication of the 

choice to keep gun out of the presence of defenseless, religious, or State officials and 

people implies that the State recognizes the dangers of guns and the mishaps that come in 

a carry environment. Hospitals and medical offices often can be full of people unable to 

evacuate effectively or respond swiftly. Governmental meetings and religious buildings 

could be targets of heinous activities and plots. Finally, alcohol can breed a dangerous 

intention to anyone with a weapon. One would assume that if the State truly felt that 

carrying is necessary to security, then State officials, hospitalized individuals, and 

religious buildings would be most safe in instances of carriers being present. However, 
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the exclusion zones rhetoric becomes more about suppressing the identity of non-carriers 

and promoting the rights of State-minded individuals.  

The rhetoric of Campus Carry creates a wall that both protects specific citizens 

and focuses the dangers upon groups outside of the exclusion zones and State ideals. 

Clearly, the creators of the bill understand that firearms often become tools of vengeance, 

wrath, and mindless violence; however, Campus Carry acts as a champion of gun rights 

and a promotion of safety. The rhetoric of the exclusion zones, meaning the citizens 

chosen to receive protection from guns, both argues firearms exist for safety purposes and 

that the most protection-worthy individuals would not be safe in the presence of carriers. 

As a result, exclusion zones’ rhetoric deems some individuals worthy of protection and 

others must fend for themselves. A cultural shift takes place in a world where non-

carriers become the only individuals on campus who neither receive a voice on the 

implementation of Campus Carry nor have access to exclusion zones in their professional 

spaces. As mentioned in previous chapters, Texas Tech, through the freedoms and 

opportunities the State creates, becomes even more entangled into discipline and changes 

into a society of control.  

Texas Tech University becomes a society of control through the rhetorical 

constructions of exclusion zones which create a competitive framework between carriers 

and non-carriers; as a result, non-carriers’ identity and concerns cannot keep up with the 

sheer size and presence of the carrier mindset. Non-carriers must exist outside of 

exclusions and inside the realm of carriers, and they do not get many provisions in terms 

of defining their own security. As the analysis over the Second Amendment displays, 

security and the ability to protect oneself can be an extension of one’s identity, indicating 
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non-carriers lose the ability to identify through security. The primary impact of the 

reduction of non-carrier identity comes through a cultural change, known as a society of 

control, on campus (Deleuze, 1990, p. 4). A society of control creates a cultural norm 

which disciplines and trains individuals to act according to power’s will. Certain rules 

and understandings become so normal in an environment that individuals view the rules 

as social expectations to follow. Campus Carry changes Texas Tech University to a 

society of control which promotes a culture of guns, all by establishing a rhetorical 

foundation of carrier identity and using the rhetoric of exclusion zones to force anti-

carrying mindsets in to an immersive culture of guns. Another aspect of culture change 

comes through the instance of threat constructing rhetoric by various authoritative 

figures.  

Campus Carry deploys threat construction rhetoric as a strategy to create a danger 

amongst the public; thus, fortifying need for protection and a gun culture. As Senator 

Birdwell argues during the conception of Campus Carry, increasing the safety and 

reducing crimes on campuses justify the need for the bill. Threat constructing rhetoric 

creates an environment that exemplifies the Second Amendment rights by instilling the 

need for security to be free. No matter the political stances of people on campus, one 

must be willing to live amongst firearms to attend college at Texas Tech University or be 

willing to pay a larger amount of money to attend private universities, which remain 

exempt from Campus Carry’s regulations. Meaning individuals must accept guns in their 

lives and must experience the normalization of carriers and their identity. The notion of 

gun culture and the danger amongst the public mimic the notions of the “wild West” from 

the introductory portion of Chapter One. In a world where culture dictates that one must 



Texas Tech University, Jack T. Seymore, May 2020 

 

47 

 

either wield or accept the wielding of firearms, Texas Tech University becomes an 

example of quick draw rhetoric, or rhetoric that deploys citizens to solve the problems of 

society rather than the State. This notion is no truer than the example of the Texas Tech 

Police Department and their violent rhetoric that came in response to Campus Carry.  

The West thrives on the ability to wield a firearm and power often comes down to 

who can use a gun in the most deadly and accurate way. Campus Carry deploys the same 

mindset with the introduction of exclusionary zone rhetoric and the identification of 

oneself through the ability to create security around him/her. Texas Tech University 

becomes a setting in which there can only be two types of individuals: people who can 

fight and people who cannot. Part of the Wild West mentality comes from a danger 

around every corner, and the Texas Tech Police Department acts as one of the most 

influential and threatening rhetorical sources that Campus Carry effects.  

The Texas Tech Police Department’s lectures over responding to active shooters 

create an atmosphere of urgency and places responsibility to respond to threats in the 

hands of carriers. In presentations done by Corporal Randy Baker of the Texas Tech 

Police Department, listeners receive direction regarding what actions to take during an 

active shooter situation (Texas Tech Police Department, 2018). Baker’s language 

becomes aggressive and threatening through the presentation’s personal nature targeted 

towards his audience. For instance, when describing the “characteristics of an active 

shooter,” Baker states that shooters “systematically” attempts to “destroy victims.” Much 

more cutting than saying attack or kill, to destroy something is to eliminate from 

existence, and a shooter does so through a thought out and methodical process. Rather 

than an unorganized murdering spree, the shooter becomes intelligent and difficult to 
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outwit. In addition, a shooter “will not stop searching and destroying” until someone 

intervenes. Baker provides suggestions for listeners to go about their lives. Primarily, 

listeners should always assume that they can never be safe from attacks because “any 

place can be a target.” In addition, citizens must recognize that people exist in the world 

who “desire to steal from, kill, and destroy” individuals “like you and your family.” As a 

result, a sense of duty becomes engraved in the minds of listeners; primarily, one can 

always be in danger and without intervention, their family could be, too. The personal 

nature of Baker’s presentations acts as motivational forces to encourage intervention by 

citizens on campus, and the same rhetoric goes further with the theme of “stop the 

killing.”  

The TTUPD, using threat construction rhetoric, makes a clear call to action to 

listeners of their presentations, asking individuals to “stop the killing” and “stop the 

dying,” and placing the blood of victims in their hands if they fail to act (Texas Tech 

Police Department, 2018). Baker’s presentations recruit individuals through two 

strategies: creating an understanding that there could be a threat that can happen at any 

time and personalizing that strategy to force individuals to think of their families and 

friends as victims. Both strategies perform threat construction, a concept critical to the 

control of a society as explained by Michelle Foucault (Foucault, 1976, p. 215). Another 

presentation of the TTUPD’s lieutenant Eric Williams states that individuals are likely to 

pass someone who wants to kill them every day; in fact, an individual statistically 

encounters someone who would want to kill them at least six times in their lives (Texas 

Tech Police Department, 2017, 30:01). Threat construction rhetoric evokes fear of danger 

amongst the population both to increase allegiance to the State and to coerce behavior. 
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The rhetoric in the case of the TTUPD’s presentation attempts to individualize fear and 

danger in the minds of listeners, and the rhetoric can be powerful in terms of leaving an 

individual with a desire to own a gun. Through the rhetoric that bolsters the identity of 

carriers and recruits individuals to the use of exclusion zones and threat construction to 

create a culture of violence and security needs, the rhetorical creation of biopolitical 

strategies becomes evident.  

Biopower becomes possible through individual discipline and societal culture 

change, and both subjugating actions become true using rhetorical constructions. Both 

carriers and non-carriers experience discipline with rhetorical State actions. Carriers 

become recruits through threat construction that focuses on their personal lives and fears. 

Carriers will feel as though any death that occurs while they have a gun in their hand will 

be their burden to live with; in addition, they take on the surveillance and disciplinary 

strategies for the State. Non-carriers become subjects through the carrier surveillance, but 

also through a suppression of their identity and ability to secure themselves. Exclusionary 

zones force non-carriers to become a part of a gun culture and therefore incentivize them 

to begin carrying themselves. Overall, both threat construction and identity politics create 

a society of control that changes the culture of Texas Tech University. The culture 

change contributes to the control of society necessary to establish guns as a truth on 

campus. To be a part of Texas Tech University is to exist with carriers and the threat 

construction that comes with guns. Because individuals recruit and maintain subjugation, 

the State uses passive biopower, which can be even more effective than a public exercise 

of subjugation.  
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The use of passive biopower allows the State’s actions and rhetoric to be more 

secretive and harder to detect; as a result, the State gains an ability to grow power over 

time and improve and adapt the way laws become reality. Individuals recruit, discipline, 

and bolster State strategies and identity. Law enforcement like the TTUPD reinforces 

threat construction and a cultural difference on campus that reinforces the State identity 

and carrier mindset. The resulting effect allows the State a benefit that normal biopolitics 

do not provide, the ability to hide from critical analysis. Clearly, the State’s control 

comes through rhetorical means, and Campus Carry provides a unique framework for 

rhetoric that displays the way power can move through words.  

Throughout Chapter Three, analysis shows that both carriers and non-carriers 

become subjects through the rhetoric that controls the concept of security, enforces a 

carrier identity, and rejects any individual’s disagreement with the policy. Carriers 

become tools of State power, coerced and recruited through the rhetoric that personalizes 

threats and empowers guns as a part of identity. Individuals who carry become made to 

believe that their “God-given” constitutional rights should be necessary for the security of 

a free nation. More importantly, their rights are not to be infringed upon as per the 

Second Amendment (United States Constitution, Amend. II). Truly, to carry a gun makes 

certain individuals feel more American, and their identity becomes more influential 

through the rhetoric of the State and Campus Carry. Non-carriers’ control of self-security, 

particularly people who work on the campus of Texas Tech, disappears. Rhetorically, the 

State rejects individuals who choose not to carry and leave them with only incentives to 

wield a gun. In addition, discipline also occurs through the panoptic and concealed 

presence of State tools of subjugation. Individual discipline acts as a key portion of 
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biopower because of the ability to recruit and grow more carriers, but a culture change to 

achieve a hold on societal thought builds a powerful form of biopower in which truth 

becomes synonymous with secure.  

Threat constructing rhetoric and the normalization of guns both allow a culture 

that relieves the State of having to operate their own societal control; rather, the mindset 

that the population has creates a perpetual cycle of control fueled by the population itself. 

Much like the Wild West, society creates a vigilante justice system in which carriers 

regulate society and culture become fluid with carrier presence. The passivity of Campus 

Carry biopolitics comes from the bill’s ability to force society to control itself according 

to State will. Authority will always attempt to present a danger, which will justify the use 

of guns at least on the campus of Texas Tech University. Carrying guns soon becomes a 

way of life in which the daily operations of Texas Tech do not happen without the 

presence of carriers. As Foucault (1976) contends in Societies Must be Defended, threats 

increase belief in the State, and the unique nature of Campus Carry’s threat construction 

means that the State does not need to act once passing the bill for power shifts to occur. 

Chapter Four, focused on the discipline of the individual, provides an in-depth analysis of 

the ways in which carriers become panoptic, non-carriers’ identity become powerless, 

and the ways in which the State empowers the carrier mindset.   

In this section, I maintain that the discipline of individuals is a panoptic and 

rhetorical implementation of State will. As Foucault states, individuals become mere 

bodies that can become molds and learn to act the way the State finds suitable (Foucault, 

1975). Campus Carry suppresses non-carriers and enlists carriers to perform State 

actions. Chapter Four exemplifies the ways in which Campus Carry acts as a unique form 
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of discipline, both in terms of passive biopower, the volatile threat rhetoric, and the 

blends identity, guns, and security into one important notion. Discipline of the individual 

body, the first half of the biopolitical coin, provides a powerful explanation of the 

dangers guns, the effect of State-made culture, and the dominating strategies that engulf 

Texas Tech University.   
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DISCIPLINE OF THE INDIVIDUAL 

Autonomy and individuality, though often considered synonymous, could not be 

more different. The State has the power to change the narrative surrounding individuals 

they consider non-ideal subjects; consequently, this narrative-altering ability makes 

identity, State and anti-State, an entity of discipline rather than one of independent 

choice. Foucault uses the example of the homeless population in France. Because of their 

lack of production, the State passed laws that were “slower, heavier, and harder” on 

vagabonds and beggars, casting their identity as lazy and in need of punitive labor 

(Foucault, 1975, p. 77). Suddenly, society began to distance itself from the image that the 

homeless population portrayed; as a result, low class individuals became social exiles and 

viewed as detraction from the goals and ideals of the State. Today, Campus Carry instills 

the same identity politics that French laws imposed many years ago.  

 Chapter Four examines the State disciplinary strategies of Campus Carry that 

target individuals and their behavior. These strategies create a State and anti-State 

identity through several rhetorical means; consequently, those who carry a firearm at 

Texas Tech become a part of a panoptic group of disciplinary tools for State agenda. 

Non-carriers subsequently have their political voice, professional autonomy, and ability 

to self-protect tightened through the economy of publicity, or constant punitive prompts, 

created by the carrier group. In the end, both groups of people become subjects on an 

individual level of the State, but the roles they play in the disciplinary process could not 

be more opposing. Carriers receive great power of the State, recruiting them to act as 

enforcement, enlisting a mindset of responsibility for the well-being of their campuses, 
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and consequently making them actors for State surveillance and discipline. Non-carriers 

become the surveyed, recruited, and imprisoned individuals at the mercy of the State. The 

following analysis identifies rhetorical strategies used against carriers, panoptic networks 

that smother non-carriers, and the implications of these practices. Here I primarily think 

of a new and more powerful form of State discipline that corrupts and changes the 

campus of Texas Tech University. The key concept that Campus Carry affects is self-

securitization, and that concept defines the entire set of implications that manifest 

because of the bill.  

Self-securitization, or the ability to control and define one’s own self-protection, 

acts as the linchpin in the discipline of both carriers and non-carriers. Understanding the 

differences between the two groups’ self-security freedoms exposes the carrier identity as 

mere State agenda; and that self-securitization becomes one of the largest punitive forces 

within the bill poised against non-carriers. In short, the idea of self-securing defines the 

motivation behind carrier actions and the reasons why non-carrier actions are stifled. 

Carriers’ security identities and rights become emboldened even over Texas Tech’s 

institutional power. Non-carriers sink into a society that allows them no personal or 

professional place, such as offices or dorm rooms, that a gun may not follow, and their 

political perspectives receive no acknowledgment from any levels of authority. One can 

say that Campus Carry prioritizes a thorough deployment of carriers over the privacy and 

safety concerns of non-carriers. With a lack of autonomy, a lack of security mobility, and 

rhetorically coerced to protect themselves with guns, non-carriers become what Foucault 

calls “objects of knowledge,” meaning that reality changes for them through subjugating 

their way thinking and behavior (Foucault, 1975, p. 204). The process through which the 
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above disciplinary strategies operate occurs within a panoptic system found at Texas 

Tech.  

 The idea of Texas Tech University operating as a panopticon drives the 

theoretical approach of discipline for both carriers and non-carriers; most importantly, 

that carriers and non-carriers exist within the surveillance network and play different 

roles in the disciplinary process: tool of the State and prospective recruits. Michel 

Foucault introduces Jeremy Betham’s panopticon as a major concept in Discipline and 

Punish (Foucault, 1975, p. 200). The panopticon describes a round prison room in which 

the cells face and surround a central surveying tower capable of viewing inside of each 

individual cell. Because the inmates cannot see who may be watching, they will always 

act as if someone could be. In a similar fashion, Texas Tech University casts carriers as 

those who watch and non-carriers as the prisoners trapped in their exposed cells. Carriers 

patrol campus, invigorated by a need to protect, and act as the most prevalent crisis-

response force on campus. Non-carriers lose a significant ability to self-secure and must 

assume that carriers surround them at all times; thus, carrying becomes incentivized by 

the State. The act of concealing allows the panopticon to operate because weapons in 

plain sight would be more avoidable, but hiding the guns inflates the presence of carriers 

and the impacts that they create. 

 Concealing weapons creates a number of impacts that carrying firearms in plain 

sight would not accomplish; namely, that  panoptic forces, or the knowledge of punitive 

possibilities, function stronger in a world in which authority remains out of sight but 

could be watching anyone. Because carriers have no badge, uniform, or required 

acknowledgement of their license to carry, one must assume that anyone could be a 
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possible carrier. The carrying population may not physically grow, but the idea of them 

does. The artificial inflation of carrier numbers come from a combination of a known 

carrier presence on campus coupled with an inability to know exactly who the carriers 

are. Group think becomes imbalanced in favor of carriers due to the conceived large 

population. The simulated presence of carriers both suppresses desires to speak against 

Campus Carry and has the propensity to change the way campus goers interact with each 

other based on social status and the understanding of security. In other words, carriers 

achieve a more prominent social status through the act of concealment because their 

political ideology becomes omnipresent amongst the rhetoric and culture of Texas Tech 

University. Carriers take on the most active role in the panopticon and make up the most 

crucial portion of the State’s ability to discipline all individuals. 

Carriers inhabit the carrier identity, as discussed in previous chapter, and this 

identity allows the group to grow, recruit, and behave via the will of the State. The 

rhetoric of pro-carry-minded leaders and institutions attempts to position constitutionality 

and religious morality on the same spectrum. Senator Birdwell, one of the primary 

creators of Campus Carry, compares gun rights to freedom of speech and religion in a 

way that empowers guns as an extension of identity and as a primary factor in the safety 

of college campuses. By defending the bill as a “God-given right,” Senator Birdwell uses 

Campus Carry to further the notion that carrying affirms one’s faith-based moral compass 

(Benning, 2015). Religious identity allows Campus Carry to go beyond the realms of 

constitutional freedom. As a result, to carry or not becomes a question of individuality 

and autonomy.  Carriers view their weapons as an extension of their own safety, 

independence, and expression of their rights; therefore, guns become a form of self-
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securitization and an addition to one’s identity.  Scholars suggest that gun carriers believe 

that the Second Amendment applies in similar fashion to the First Amendment in that 

autonomy acts as the primary concern, rather than combating a tyrannical government, as 

the Second Amendment suggests (Blocher & Miller, 2016). In many ways, carrying can 

be a form of protest or an expression of political views, both of which the constitution 

protects. Carrying becomes an act of personal expression and individuality. The 

combination of rhetoric that establishes a carrier identity and the belief in firearms as an 

expression of oneself creates a carrier mindset, or the state of mind that carriers exist 

within while being subjugated. Campus Carry and Texas Tech’s carrying policies use 

rhetoric to empower and spread a carrier mindset amongst society.  

The empowerment of the carrier mindset through legal means is evident in the 

State establishment of policies that hold the rights of the carriers in higher regard than 

even the leadership of the institutions that they effect. These rights grow much stronger 

from a provision in Campus Carry that does not allow any institutional authority to 

establish rules or regulations that prohibits carrying in areas without first providing strict 

reasoning (Texas Senate Bill No. 11, 2016, §1 §§c). Institutional leaders must prove to 

the State that the area would be in unique and great danger in order to exclude carrying 

from the premises. The right to carry, therefore, has more value to the State than the 

control that institutional leaders have over their campuses. In addition to legal superiority, 

Campus Carry also establishes carriers as the most predominate form of punitive 

authorities on the campus by normalizing guns and rhetorically calling carriers to action.  

Texas Tech University takes rhetorical empowerment of carriers to a new level by 

instilling in them a sense of duty to act, predominantly from the police forces on campus. 
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Carriers believe in their right to own and wield a firearm for two primary reasons: guns 

create autonomy and identity; additionally, they contribute to safety more so than other 

forms of protection. Carriers believe that normalizing guns, though causing short term 

distress, “contributes to safety” rather than threatening safety (Blocher and Miller, 2016). 

This notion of recruitment becomes clearer by examining the rhetoric of the Texas Tech 

Police Department and their call to arms for carriers.  

The TTUPD uses aggressive security rhetoric to energize carriers and create an 

individual responsibility to fight violence and threats. The TTUPD, represented by 

Corporal Randy Baker, presented the first in a series of talks entitled, “Responding to An 

Active Shooter on Campus” (Texas Tech Police Department, 2018).
2
 The presentations 

attempt to instruct listener on how to respond to, run away from, and interact with the 

police during instances of active shooters. Throughout the presentation, the words “Stop 

the Killing. Stop the Dying,” appear as a theme in the response that the TTUPD 

recommends. Each phrase appears multiple times, with “stop the killing” appearing six times 

throughout the twenty-page PowerPoint presentation. The phrase acts as a clear call to 

arms of citizens on campus. In instances of terror or crises, the phrase imbues campus 

community members with the agency to stop the violence and death occurring around 

them. Implicit within this slogan is the idea that, if they remain complacent, the killing 

and dying will not stop. People will lose their lives if a carrier does not intervene. The 

TTUPD creates a life-or-death choice in the minds of carriers, and the individuals’ 

political choices suddenly become much more serious. In addition to “stop the killing,” 

                                                 
2
 Corporal Randy Baker’s presentation slides may be found at 

https://www.depts.ttu.edu/coe/safety/documents/ActiveShooterNotes.pdf 
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the TTUPD offers a large amount of threat constructing rhetoric that acts as motivational 

and subjugating language.  

 Non-carriers become the prisoners that carriers guard and patrol; consequently, 

Campus Carry disciplines non-carriers through surveillance, restricting self-

securitization, and incentivizing carrying as a recruiting method. The State’s discipline of 

non-carriers revolves around reducing the presence of anti-gun rhetoric and legislative 

influence of those choosing not to carry. By doing so, the State minimizes the presence of 

non-carrier mindsets and maximizes the freedoms and rights of Carriers. Carriers seem 

much larger in population because of the concealing affects of carrying, the dangers of 

guns frequent the thoughts of many non-carriers, and non-carriers on campus have little 

to no control over their own self-securitization. Carriers receive political recognition from 

the State; non-carriers must open their classrooms and dorms to the same weapons that 

they believe to be dangerous (Benning, 2015).   

 A lack of power in their own professional environment subjugates professors and 

students, and leaves carrying as the only option left to choose. For instance, University 

employees cannot prohibit guns from their classrooms and offices, nor can they “require” 

students or employees to disclose their carry license status at any time (Texas Tech 

University, 2016, §2 §§e). The provision from Campus Carry creates two implications for 

educators. First, the carrier’s rights outweigh the security concerns of the educator. 

Second, educators, students, and administrators lose their ability to keep their 

professional spaces safe according to their own standards; importantly, employees often 

do not define all aspects of business security, but the offices and classrooms of college 

campuses become the only example of an individual at Texas Tech University not having 
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influence in their own safety. Carriers have guns that the State supports, the citizens with 

vulnerabilities receive protection through regulation, but employees, administrators, and 

students who choose not to carry do not have any ability to control aspect of their safety 

other than picking up a gun themselves. As a result, the State administers power shifts 

that leave non-carrying employees as the only people on campus who do not get to 

determine self-security. Self-security is an aspect of identity being that only an individual 

can determine what makes them feel secure. Reducing security mobility in non-carriers 

allows the State to control a portion of non-carrying identity, which comes because of 

structural shifts in rules and standards on campus.  

In many ways, non-carriers represent the most impacted group of people at the 

hand of Campus Carry. Non-carriers become the prisoners that carriers guard and patrol; 

consequently, Campus Carry disciplines non-carriers through surveillance, restricting 

self-securitization, and incentivizing carrying as a recruiting method. The State’s 

discipline of non-carriers revolves around reducing the presence of anti-gun rhetoric and 

legislative influence of those choosing not to carry. By doing so, the State minimizes the 

presence of non-carrier mindsets and maximizes the freedoms and rights of Carriers. 

Carriers seem much larger in population because of the concealing affects of carrying, the 

dangers of guns frequent the thoughts of many non-carriers, and non-carriers on campus 

have little to no control over their own self-securitization. Carriers receive political 

recognition from the State; non-carriers must open their classrooms and dorms to the 

same weapons that they believe to be dangerous (Benning, 2015). The lack of relief from 

possible carriers leaves the campus of Texas Tech University an atmosphere devoted to 

keeping non-carriers in check and restricting their ability to hide.  
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As mentioned above, the concealment of weapons acts as an important aspect to 

the panoptic presence of carriers and the ability for the State to survey, subjugate, and 

define security for non-carriers grow as a result. For instance, if firearms were visible 

they would also be detectable and avoidable; however, the concealment makes every 

unknown individual a possible carry. Many non-carriers will assume the presence of guns 

around them even when there may be none present, which creates tangible issues within 

campus interactions.  There are very real impacts that come from these dangers affecting 

the relationships on campus. Educator and student, as well as other professional 

collegiate relationships, must shift in power balances towards the person wielding a 

weapon. Normally, professors would have at least some security choices while 

interacting with their students, but students carrying firearms disrupts the ability an 

employee must be comfortable with delicate or sensitive conversations that occur during 

one-on-one communication. The point of acknowledging a disruption such as guns in 

offices and in classrooms should not be to argue that a student could hold a professor 

ransom for a better grade or some other extreme situation, but there can be no instance in 

which a non-carrying professor could prevent a gun from being carried into their office at 

any time. Meaning, the likelihood of some professors not meeting with students, 

classrooms being more cautious and less intimate, and a restriction in the relationship 

between student and teacher become much more probable. The professors’ drastic 

reduction in their own ability to control the classroom environment marginalizes and 

disenfranchises them. Non-carriers are an afterthought to the process and implementation 

of Campus Carry and through their lack of options comes a valuable recruitment tool for 

the State, as the old adage goes, “if you can’t beat them, join them.”  
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One of the biggest changes from Campus Carry, the definition of security, acts as 

an obstacle-sign that recruits individuals to carry. The rhetorical constructions of Campus 

Carry implement the training aspect of disciplining non-carriers by changing what 

“security” means for individuals who do not believe in carrying. The rhetoric of 

legislative measures shapes the punitive responses for crimes, as Foucault suggests 

(Foucault, 1976). The definition of security thus acts as an obstacle-sign, or a symbolic 

consequence made to incentivize action, because security becomes synonymous with 

firearms. Carry recruiting uses the symbolic action to limit possible choices for security. 

If one wants to feel safe, they have two options: leave the campus or pick up a weapon 

themselves. Suddenly, non-carriers feel the same pressure to protect themselves that 

carriers do. Non-carriers may not feel the sense of loyalty that militia-like groupthink 

causes, but many will feel the urgency and inflated perception of violence that drives 

carriers. This urgency prods and herds every individual to act on behalf of his or her own 

protection. As recruitment grows, the action of the TTUPD becomes less likely to occur, 

thus making the State passive.  

Texas Tech University implements their campus policy as a mechanism of 

discipline; specifically, the surveillance of the campus for crime, anti-State action, and to 

help take the place of policing figures. By citizens acting as mechanisms of policing, the 

State reduces liability for mishaps to be on their hands. Carriers actively recruit new 

individuals and patrol the campus in case of a sudden threat. Carriers do not arrest people 

or carry out all aspects of the law, but they do act as a clear endorsement that citizens 

should take their protection into their own hands. Thus, the State has less responsibility 
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and liability when dealing with crises. The citizenry police force acts as a symbolic prod, 

or an obstacle-sign, targeting self-securitization of individuals.  

The passivity of Campus Carry ignites the campus of Texas Tech into a silent but 

ever-moving frenzy of surveillance and recruitment; consequently, the State has little to 

do with the subjugation of individuals after the bill passed. Foucault often describes State 

power as exercising through “public spectacle” (Foucault, 1975, p. 3-4). Executions, 

torture and other punishments happen in public during the mid-eighteenth-century to 

remind the populous of consequence. Even after moving past barbaric means, the State 

often uses prisoners as public display to serve the same purpose. Foucault refers to the 

prisoners as “bodies of the condemned.” Clearly, punitive force is one of visual 

effectiveness, or in other words is most effective when someone can see what 

consequence lies in front of him or her. Guns do not need to in sight and officials wearing 

badges and uniforms do not need to exist to display State power. The ability to have a 

passive approach comes from the rhetorical constructions of State and carrier rhetoric, 

and a passive approach makes the form of subjugation very difficult to expose, recognize, 

and therefore combat.  

Carriers create important advantages for the State in terms of their participation 

with Campus Carry, namely acting as the primary tools of panoptic strategies, engaging 

in the panoptic gaze, and allowing State biopower to remain passive. The State creates a 

passive discipline, or a discipline that maintains and grows by itself, through removing a 

need to appear, act, and hold responsible for situations that normally the State would 

involve themselves in. Rather than prisons or officers, carriers become the hands through 

which power reaches and touches the population. Panoptic surveillance matters a great 
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deal in the instance of subjugating non-carriers on campus, because the power and growth 

of Campus Carry would not exist without the carrier panopticon. Without a panoptic 

gaze, non-carriers do not change their behavior, feel pressure to carry a gun, and have 

little faith in the State. Carriers become the active eyes that patrol the campus, even 

though they may not know of their participation. Just as the prisoners under the watch of 

the tower need not see the watchers, carriers do not have to be present for threats to 

engage in panoptic activities; they just must conceal a weapon. In addition to acting as a 

panoptic presence, the fact that carriers become the most likely first responders to threat 

also provides a unique benefit to the State.  

 The State still will respond to instances of crisis and danger, but police become 

much safer in a world where threats target carriers rather than authorities being that they 

act as the first line of defense. Passivity best describes the benefit that the State receives 

from deploying carriers to help respond against threats. The disciplinary actions of the 

State operate through carrying individuals; primarily, the surveillance and training of 

non-carriers and the daily operations of normal State punitive forces. Carriers become the 

most critical portion of State action and power, and the State would not be able to remain 

passive and reap the benefits of remaining difficult to detect. When remaining 

undetectable, the State power tactic can last longer, thus growing stronger and receiving 

more time to adapt as time goes on; as a result, passive discipline tactics have the 

propensity to grow older and more powerful than active tactics. Carriers’ action gives the 

State the ability to remain passive, and their subjugation becomes a critical portion of 

Campus Carry as a result.  
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 The tangible implications of Campus Carry are very real and disrupt the system of 

power amongst all relationships on campus, but the more subtle complications that the 

bill creates have just as much propensity to invite danger. The major intangible 

implications come by way of increased probability rather than already existing now. For 

instance, the increased likelihood of violent escalation through untrained carriers, 

victimization and exploitation of non-carriers, and increased State control through 

passive biopower all highlight the major issues with Campus Carry.  

 Though licensed individuals receive some training, huge portions of carriers do 

not receive de-escalation training and crisis training required of law enforcement; as a 

result, volatile situations have the propensity to become much worse. Several polls have 

shown that the vast majority, over eighty percent, of both carriers and non-carriers 

believe more training is necessary for anyone wishing to own and carry a firearm (Healy, 

2019). However, those same polls show that most of these people believe there is a lack 

of training involved in the process of owning a gun. In fact, one does not even need 

training to own a firearm and a huge portion of carriers have not received any formal 

training. Around forty percent of carriers in America have not attended formal firearms 

training, and only fifteen percent have received any training regarding the increased risk 

of suicide (Yablon, 2017). The result of this lack of formal training and education of the 

risks and procedures of carrying make violence much more likely.  

 Violence against oneself or accidental harm inflicted on others in times of crisis 

all become more probable with the increased number of carriers. For instance, carriers are 

more than likely inexperienced at operating a weapon in mass casualty or standoff 

situations. The probability of mistaking someone for a shooter or the police mistaking a 
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carrier as the attacker exponentially increases. Carriers also receive no de-escalation 

training, or the ability to negotiate or “talk down” a shooter, making violence and the 

ability for the situation to worsen much more likely. In addition, suicide, the second 

leading cause of death amongst college age adults, becomes more likely through a major 

lack in suicide awareness training (Beresin, 2017). Simply put, the risk of self-inflicted 

harm increases with the possession of a firearm, and no training makes that number much 

higher. Non-carriers are also the most likely target of violence through the legal 

constructions of Campus Carry.  

 Non-carriers’ only options to protect themselves, based on the “Wild West” style 

of justice imposed at Texas Tech, is to either exclude themselves from interactions 

socially or to grab a gun themselves. As mentioned above, non-carriers have their ability 

to define their own protection taken away from them. Non-carriers do not have access to 

permanent exclusion zones like vulnerable citizens do, they do not have an ability to keep 

carriers away from the professional and educational experiences, and they diminish 

themselves through a lack of political voice and recoil. Non-carriers are the individuals 

left out in the cold and they must fend for themselves in a way that no other group of 

people must. Non-carriers become a unique target for further violence, both because of 

their inability to participate in decisions and their constant and infinite exposure to 

possible violence. 

 Biopower, or power over life, operates on two different levels: individual and 

societal influence. Individuality acts as a tool that the State can use to control behavior. 

As the State allows freedoms and protections, it also exacerbates the marginalization and 

dehumanization of certain individuals. By controlling behavior and action, the State 
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allows the system to control and maintain itself; however, the system of individuality and 

inalienable rights feed into a larger, societal strategy to control and persuade. Where 

individual disciplinary strategies target the body and behavior, controlling strategies 

target culture and public thought instead. When both these strategies intertwine, Campus 

Carry begins operating biopolitically and becomes a much larger threat to Texas Tech 

University than previously thought.  

 In conclusion, the strategies of the State appear very clearly in the pages and text 

of Campus Carry and the behaviors that follow it. Individuality can be very dangerous, 

because individuals will go to great lengths to protect it. In the case of Campus Carry, the 

possession of a gun becomes an identity and grants access to a unique and powerful 

group of “protectors” and “patriots.” However, in the same breath that grants carriers this 

impossible power to control, the rights and identity of non-carriers become the means to 

an end. One of two instances occur, either the population of non-carriers decrease 

through an exiling that forces them away from the campus, or the recruitment done by 

carriers via a concealed panopticon on Campus. The non-carriers that choose to exist on 

campus and continue to do so unarmed become subject to a unique violence that the State 

places them in. Overall, the violence on campus becomes more likely, but this notion 

grows truer by looking at the cultural and thought-altering strategies that exist within the 

bill.  

 Chapter Five explores three primary concepts: the normalization of violence and 

guns, the threat construction of the State, and the completion of Campus Carry as a form 

of biopower. Though the disciplinary strategies examined in Chapter Four aggregate to 

an incredible amount of power and influence amongst society, Chapter Five reveals a 
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much more effective tool of social control. By changing the culture, thought process, and 

perceived safety of an entire community, the campus becomes a system of State coercion. 

For example, the creating of a perceived threat increases the desire for protection, even 

when that threat may not exist. This notion fuels many of the motivations behind the 

urgency that carriers feel; in addition, when those desires to defend themselves reach 

fulfillment, then a new admiration for the State occurs. Violence becomes a necessary 

response to violence, and the State receives obedience and appreciation for allowing that 

violence to occur. Chapter Five demonstrates the need for tools necessary to deconstruct 

and expose the violent culture proliferating by the hand of the State.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SOCIETY OF CONTROL AND A PASSIVE BIOPOWER 

 Though societies consist of many unique and free-thinking people, the State can 

change the power dynamics of an entire population by targeting groups rather than 

individuals. In Chapter Four, the concepts of individuality and discipline explain how 

State power comes from training certain behaviors and establishing power hierarchies in 

society (e.g., carriers outranking non-carriers at Texas Tech). Individuals become 

subjects through a prolonged discipline targeting the “body,” or subjects with no 

individuality or ability to think critically, and seeking to create more bodies (Foucault, 

1975). However, by exploring another major contribution of Michel Foucault, The Birth 

of Biopolitics, a term used to describe the complete and total subjugating power of the 

State can expand upon the analysis of Campus Carry in previous chapters (Foucault, 

1979). For instance, the term “biopower,” or “Biopolitics,” introduces a second level of 

subjugation that goes beyond the scope of individual discipline: the control of society as a 

single mass.  

 The following chapter examines the threat construction and normalization of 

violence that comes because of Campus Carry. The already prominent gun culture at 

Texas Tech University makes the campus a unique place for threat construction to occur, 

because the normalization of violence becomes simpler in a world where violent response 

is already highly regarded and guns often symbolize friendship and greetings. By 

examining the gun culture at Texas Tech, the threat construction of various authority 

figures, and the overall normalization of violent behavior, Chapter Five will expose the 

second half of Campus Carry’s biopolitical strategies. In addition, the chapter will 
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elaborate on “passive biopower” which enables the State to become elusive and inactive 

in the maintenance of this new system of power. Finally, the concluding section of this 

chapter expands on the implications unique to Texas Tech and the necessity of more 

studies that expose institutional practices designed to create and perpetuate the society of 

control. To that end, I begin by explicating the notion of “control” and differentiate it 

from the concept of discipline.  

Gilles Deleuze, a prominent French post-modernist, once wrote in “Postscript on 

the Societies of Control” that “power individualizes and masses together” (Deleuze, 

1990, p.5) Power shifts in a constant attempt to control, whether on an individual level or 

using different tactics to subjugate a group. While the strategies for individual 

subjugation involve directing and teaching behavior, societal tactics, or “control” tactics 

on the other hand target the culture and way of thinking in a community. Foucault refers 

to the concept of control as “Gesellschaftspolitik,” or “policy of society” (Foucault, 1979, 

p. 146). The policy of society is the ebb and flow between the people, problems, and the 

solutions the State provides. Essentially, with societal problems comes a need for State 

institutions that can create solutions; as a result, the culture of society acclimates to the 

solutions, making them truths. Truth creation, culture shaping, and threat construction act 

as the foundational tools through which societal control thrives. As the remainder of 

Chapter Five explains, Campus Carry attempts to control the populations of college 

campuses by using threat construction, truth creation, and a normalization of firearms to 

subjugate the State in a passive manner.  

Campus Carry creates a passive biopower, or a complete subjugation of society 

that allows the State to remain uninvolved in the growth of maintenance of their 
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oppressive systems. Chapter Five examines the biopolitical actions of the State applied to 

masses, which deploy the construction of threats and the shaping of cultural truths to 

place citizens in a constant state of vulnerability. Many citizens, who feel unprotected or 

in danger, will seek the protection of the State and become more obedient to authority 

when that protection is given. Campus Carry creates an avenue through which the 

subjugation of society allows the State to remain passive, or harder to detect and critique. 

The fact that carriers become the primary response to violence at Texas Tech University 

makes Campus Carry unique in that citizens serve as the face and enforcement of 

authority; as a result, the State must only perpetuate the idea that violence exists and then 

they can avoid a large amount of public backlash by remaining out of sight. A culture of 

constant violence and admiration for guns channel a large amount of control by the State, 

and understanding the culture of Texas Tech and the one Campus Carry shapes lays the 

groundwork for the theories throughout Chapter Five.   

Culture acts as the primary path through which the State controls the thoughts of 

entire communities, and two specific cultures define Campus Carry’s biopolitical tactics: 

expanding on a gun culture already in place at Texas Tech University and creating a 

culture of on-going threats. Guns have long been part of the Texas Tech culture, and the 

introduction of physical guns further cements the group firearm mentality. One of the 

most prominent examples of gun culture at Texas Tech comes from the “guns up” 

salutation appearing amongst Red Raiders (Texas Tech University, 2018). In 1961, the 

hand signal depicting a gun became a symbol of victory, greetings, and pride amongst 

individuals on campus (Texas Tech University, 2018). Guns have had a place in the 

minds and hearts of citizens attending or working at Texas Tech more than half a century. 
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The gun was chosen as the symbol because of what the weapon has meant in Texas. Guns 

were a symbol of authority and power, guns demand respect, and Texans have always 

been some of the most prominent of carriers throughout the history of the United States. 

Texas Tech becomes a unique place for Campus Carry to exist, because a gun culture has 

been historically situated in this socio-political and cultural milieu. Not only do firearms 

become a part of the Red Raider identity, but also their importance increases as Texas 

Tech’s culture begins to participate in the construction of ongoing threats to carriers and 

the campus.   

The State establishes a culture of violence and incoming threats that justify the 

implementation of Campus Carry; consequently, Texas Tech University’s established gun 

culture makes the campus uniquely susceptible to the effects of threat construction. The 

notion of Texas Tech’s culture appears as a prominent theme in understanding Campus 

Carry’s biopolitical tactics. The act of conjuring up claims of danger in order to spur 

action, or threat construction, functions well at Texas Tech due to Campus Carry’s call to 

arms for carriers and a strong Texas gun culture, meaning citizens are already likely to 

view guns as a viable solution to protect the campus. In Society Must be Defended, 

Foucault (1976) explains that the existence of wars in the modern age birthed an ongoing 

violence that the State uses to control society. Foucault calls the State’s claims of dangers 

the “war without end,” (p. 215). The State will always attempt to conjure up threats, as a 

part of the never-ending war. State power constructs threats to direct citizens to feel 

vulnerable, in need of protection, and willing to accept help from places of power. When 

a threat becomes prominent in minds of society and enough citizens feel vulnerable, then 

justification for State interventions, like Campus Carry, exists. 
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Citizens in need of protection look to authority figures to provide support, and if 

the threat becomes widespread then the State has the ability to intervene in the name of 

public safety or justice; for instance, the passage of Campus Carry in response to violence 

rhetorically constructed by the State. Campus Carry acts as the raison d’Etat, or the 

intervention of the State in areas they deem morally justified, implementing a 

controversial and partisan bill in the name of halting an unseen evil (Foucault, 1979, p. 

51). The intervention by the State exists on only one moral plain, which indicates that 

issues like justice and morality will always occur in accordance with what the State 

deems correct. Texas Tech’s threat construction to justify the presence guns on campus 

comes in large part from the rhetoric of Texas Tech’s most visible authority figures: the 

campus police. 

The Texas Tech University Police Department (TTUPD) uses violent and threat 

constructing rhetoric to mold the entire campus as unsafe, thus the constituency of people 

who view wielding a gun as a life or death situation grows. In a presentation entitled 

“Responding to an Active Shooter,” the TTUPD uses frightening rhetoric that constructs 

Texas Tech University as an environment under constant duress (Texas Tech Police 

Department, 2018). Corporal Randy Baker, the speaker in the presentation, makes the 

listener feel as though he or she can never feel safe. For instance, a person should never 

feel as though their “current location is exempt from violence,” and that “any place can 

be a target.” Listeners of the lecture begin to believe that the campus houses countless 

numbers of criminals, killers, and psychopaths; in fact, the times at which Baker’s claims 

get personal appear at an alarming rate. 
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In another example of faith-based rhetoric when advocating for firearms, the 

TTUPD’s presentations shape Texas Tech into a battlefield in which no person can trust 

another; thus, citizens choose to carry to fight against the theoretical dangers that 

surround them. In a biblical reference, the corporal argues that citizens need to recognize 

that people in the world want to “steal from, kill, and destroy” you and the people you 

care about. As the book of John states, “the thief does not come except to steal, and to 

kill, and to destroy” (John 10:10, New King James Version). Baker’s rhetoric suggests 

that every individual has an enemy bent on destroying he or she alone; consequently, 

every stranger becomes a “thief” in the eyes of campus goers. One cannot be sure that 

Corporal Baker meant to use such striking biblical references, but in doing so his rhetoric 

creates a looming suggestion to trust no one and to view the issue as one already 

discussed within the bible. Another TTUPD presentation from lieutenant Eric Williams 

claims that an individual likely passes someone who wants to kill him or her every day; 

in addition, he states that each person encounters someone who wants to kill them at least 

six times in his or her lifetime (Texas Tech Police Department, 2017, 30:01). Being that 

the police act as the primary and most recognizable authoritative figures on campus, the 

above presentations would suggest that individuals should feel as if they are on their own. 

The second technique that Campus Carry deploys to control citizens, normalization, 

makes threats constant in the minds of individuals and desensitizes the use of guns as a 

response to those threats.    

Normalization, or the process of making new ideas and cultural symbols natural 

in the minds of individuals, plays a pivotal role in changing the culture of Texas Tech 

University to one that must be synonymous with guns. Part of normalizing guns on 
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campus means establishing threats and danger as a constant presence; consequently, 

when threats do become normalized, a culture of weaponry does as well. Campus Carry 

acts as the raison d’Etat, or moral response, to the threats that dwell on the campus of 

Texas Tech. The threats that exist on campus and the use of guns as a logical defense 

become cultural truths. The construction of truth and culture comes from the process of 

normalizing the ideals of the State, and in the instance of Campus Carry, to affix State 

solutions on the forefront of society’s thoughts. Using the example of the TTUPD’s 

rhetoric, the normalization of both threats and guns become salient to State strategies. 

The TTUPD presentations normalize guns as not only a function of handling 

criminal issues, but as a matter of life and death; thus, individuals who act according to 

the State would be the “survivors” if an incident were to occur. State-minded individuals 

would carry a gun, intervene in an instance of crisis, and patrol campus with a mindset 

that labels any stranger as a possible threat. Carriers view guns as an extension of their 

identities and have sought out expanding guns into their communities. Carriers seek to 

“normalize” guns, even if there may be short term distress or damage (Blocher and 

Miller, 2016, p. 309). In the case of the TTUPD, the normalization tactics include the 

construction of threats. The TTUPD’s presentations seek to make threats so common that 

individuals could be sharing a space with their killer at any point throughout the day 

(Texas Tech Police Department, 2018). In the world that the TTUPD describes, to exist 

also means to be in danger; as a result, the threats justify the passage of a bill that further 

empowers the State’s construction of truths. 

The normalization of threats and firearm responses act as societal truths unique to 

Texas Tech University; therefore, Campus Carry becomes an aspect of truth that the State 
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uses to plan future changes in control tactics. Foucault states, “power cannot be exercised 

unless a certain economy of discourses of truth functions in . . . that power” (Foucault, 

1976, p. 24). Foucault contends that power only works on a society in which the 

construct-truth becomes part of the regular discourse and mindset within the population. 

The creators of Campus Carry argue that the bill responds directly to violent crimes on 

college campuses (Benning, 2015).  The TTUPD suggests that threats exist everywhere 

and that carriers have to “stop the killing” (Texas Tech University Police Department, 

2018). The notion of violence allows the State to “institutionalize” truth, or to control the 

inner workings of truth in order to adapt their control strategies (Foucault, 1976, p. 25). 

The State’s ability to shape the problem-solution discussion amongst society means that 

future strategies and interventions become less challenging to adapt and assimilate into a 

specific community. Gilles Deleuze writes about the institutionalization of truth and how 

the adaptive nature of the State transforms a free society into one of control; as a result, 

Campus Carry becomes the adaptation to the State’s problem.   

In an attempt to curb threats and violence, Campus Carry becomes the State’s 

intervention; consequently, the cultural changes that the bill creates transform Texas Tech 

University into a “society of control” (Deleuze, 1990, p. 4). A society of control, first 

introduced by Gilles Deleuze, uses borderless and structureless systems of control that 

direct citizens to maintain and operate the system on their own. However, citizens must 

experience some level of freedom, because the society of control only operates when 

individuals feel as though they have no restraints or challenges that keep them from 

operating on their own accord. For instance, in the age of major corporations and 

business, as Deleuze explains, workers receive small bonuses and incentives to compete 
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against other workers in a network of reward-based hierarchies (1990, p. 4-5). In other 

words, corporations reward workers when they outperform their cohorts, and their 

performance dictates their placement on a hierarchy of command. Workers work harder 

for abstract concepts such as loyalty, competitiveness, and authority, but the corporation 

gives up very little power in exchange for their system to be ran and preserved by the 

individuals of control. An “individual never ceases” to be traveling in and out of various 

societies of control, according to Delueze (1990, p. 4). Campus Carry, the intervention of 

the State’s own constructed violence, directs citizens to police and protect Texas Tech 

University; thus, the college becomes a society of control.  

Carriers receive rhetorical empowerment and a sense of responsibility to protect 

Texas Tech University because of Campus Carry; however, the perceived freedom that 

carriers receive works against their autonomy by further entangling them into State 

control. As mentioned above, the existing gun culture at Texas Tech University makes 

the institution very susceptible to the installment of a physical gun culture. The 

university’s construction of threats and delegation of responsibilities to protect means 

citizens defend and patrol in the name of the State. The gun culture of Texas Tech 

becomes one of action rather than pride. Campus Carry looks like an expression of 

constitutional freedom on face; in fact, Senator Birdwell describes the bill as a “God-

given” right (Benning, 2015). Carriers feel empowered through an ability to express their 

constitutional rights, wield a weapon that gives them literal power, and act as the first line 

of defense in times of crisis. However, the freedom and empowerment that carriers 

experience only set their behavior in motion for the State. In other words, to express the 

freedom of carrying, one also expresses their belief in State threat construction and their 



Texas Tech University, Jack T. Seymore, May 2020 

 

78 

 

willingness to fight in place of normal authority figures. As a result, Texas Tech 

University transforms into a new society of control. The culture of Texas Tech University 

has become a mechanism of State control, and a number of important impacts come as a 

result.  

The impacts of the societal half of the biopolitical tactics that Campus Carry 

implements increase the propensity of violence on campus and entrench the university in 

a state of fear and distrust for the foreseeable future. Since the implementation of Campus 

Carry in 2016, there have been incidents regarding gun violence at Texas Tech 

University; namely, the death of Officer Floyd East, Jr. which will be discussed in detail 

in the conclusion of Chapter Five (Grinberg and Ellis, 2017). Although there have been 

incidents, the true impact of Campus Carry comes from the normalization of violence and 

firearms that make incidents possible in the first place. Campus Carry encourages the 

coexistence of police forces and carrying individuals; consequently, the propensity for 

gun violence increases with the presence of guns. A circular logic exists amongst society 

that incidents occurring are the exact reason that citizens need weapons. Campus goers 

live in a state of distrust of strangers, which the society already affirms as the commons 

sense approach to everyday life, but the addition of guns to a large portion of citizens and 

a belief in constant danger creates a possibility for violent interactions to occur at the 

hands of concealed weapons, only to have a reaffirmation in carrying weapons. The 

presence of violent weapons does not affect society as much as the complacency of 

violence at the hands of weapons. With the roots of Campus Carry growing deeper into 

Texas Tech University, the State’s control over individuals grows as well.  
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The State’s ability to remain passive in their control strengthens their hold on a 

society and makes their oppression difficult to recognize and reject. Texas Tech, as a 

society of control, directs carriers to patrol and protect the campus. Carriers believe that 

guns represent an expression of freedom and identity; however, the university quarantines 

violence to the public and desensitizes to incidents with guns. The State reduces their 

liability of incidents through provisions in Campus Carry, their responsibility to provide 

protection to citizens, and the visibility of the oppressive system of power. The resulting 

impact means that as time goes on, the State becomes stronger and their control grows 

more thorough. The difference between the above control tactics and the panoptic 

discipline in Chapter Four boils down to a different set of targets: instead of the body, the 

State targets the mind. 

Control tactics target the mind of a society while discipline targets individual 

behavior and bodies; incidentally, the two strategies share some similarities but also have 

major differences. Both control and discipline tactics, in terms of Campus Carry, rely on 

passive State approaches that use subjects to maintain the system. The panopticon at 

Texas Tech University uses carriers to patrol and recruit subjects on behalf of the State. 

In a similar fashion, Texas Tech’s transformation into a society of control builds a culture 

of violence, constant distrust, and a necessity for guns; as a result, carriers patrol the 

campus out of fear and a belief in the dangers that may lurk around them. However, 

discipline targets the body and control targets collective minds. Individual behavior 

changes through altering rules, controlling power dynamics within specific locations, and 

placing individuals in a role with responsibilities. Societal behavior changes through 

culture building, threat construction, and normalization of State ideals. Both tactics yield 
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different impacts, but together create a thorough and powerful subjugation force at Texas 

Tech University.  

Influence over behavior acts as one of the most powerful mechanisms for control, 

and Campus Carry has the propensity to display just how much power the State can have. 

In the same way that technology allows the State to track individuals’ various online 

records to adapt their power strategies, Campus Carry creates a mindset that enacts the 

same function. The population perceives a threat, and that threat gets resolves by State 

action, Campus Carry for example; as a result, the belief in the State grows stronger and 

the ability to further control societal thoughts and actions become much easier. Society 

believes in the State’s ability to protect them now more than ever; consequently, culture 

and truth become even easier to change when the State decides to do so. The training 

never stops, much like impending threats, and individualism no longer exists in a world 

where culture becomes a weapon.  

Passive Biopolitics 

Both individual discipline and societal control yield a great amount of power, but 

when coexisting as a part of a greater State strategy, biopower comes to be and the State 

possesses an immense amount of influence as a result. Throughout the previous five 

chapters, I demonstrated how the individual and social subjugation of citizens at Texas 

Tech University exemplify the notions of biopower. Biopower exists through the 

implementation of power both on the individual and on society as a whole; meaning, 

Campus Carry acts as a biopolitical strategy of the State. Campus Carry disciplines 

individuals, regardless of a license to carry or not, through deploying citizens as 

mechanisms of a panopticon, recruitment, and silencing anti-State rhetoric of those 
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existing outside of the State will. The bill also changes the mindset of campus goers and 

the culture that comes as a result. To carriers, violence exists at all times and at all places 

and guns act as the door through which safety exists. An increasing propensity of 

violence follows as a result, only to reaffirm guns as an answer to that violence. The very 

freedom that carriers feel because of Campus Carry restricts their ability to live outside of 

a state of fear. The biopower of Campus Carry creates two important impacts for the 

State: passivity and totality.  

The State’s ability to remain passive, or having no need to maintain and operate 

subjugating systems, strengthens the fortitude and lessens the visibility of oppression. 

The State performs two actions: constructing a problem and justifying a solution. Campus 

Carry exists because of a need to stop violence and that threat constructing rhetoric 

continues in the implementation of the bill at Texas Tech University. The problem that 

the State creates involves theoretical violence that claims dangers exist and that the 

nameless threats are unique and specific to each individual person. From the State’s 

perspective, violence exists within an atmosphere rather than a location; consequently, 

the problem of violence that the State creates will always be close. Campus Carry acts as 

the intervention of the faceless issue of violence. Now that Campus Carry exists, the State 

does not need to involve itself in the control and discipline of Texas Tech because 

carriers run the system. The subjugation of individuals grow stronger through 

normalization of that which subjugates them, the system assimilates into society more 

and more as time goes on, and the oppression becomes less visible as more subjects are 

made. A passive form of biopower has more durability, adaptation abilities, and totality 

of subjugation than active forms.  
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The totality of biopower makes Campus Carry a very powerful form of 

oppression, because controlling both individual citizen behavior and the cultural thought 

process of an entire society leaves few individuals who do not become a part of the 

system. Carriers become the mechanisms of State control and non-carriers possess very 

little autonomy in terms of security. Non-carriers, the individuals who choose not to 

participate in the system of violence, will either become recruits from a domination of 

their own self-securitization or receive no political or legal recognition of their concerns. 

Campus Carry’s biopolitical strategy targets all individuals and forces those who still 

reject the State into a position with no legal or critical power over their own safety. All 

individuals, regardless of their carrying status, exist in a culture of violence and a system 

of constant surveillance. The totality and diligence of Campus Carry gives the State an 

immense amount of control both now and in the future. 

Conclusion 

  In the Wild West, cowboys reign as the most prominent form of authority thanks 

to their ability to wield a gun; however, the sense of duty that cowboys feel to protect 

citizens comes from a culture of violence, making their efforts to protect just extensions 

of the same violence. Campus Carry, as the previous chapters detail, exemplifies the 

State’s ability to take advantage of good intentions such as personal safety and stopping 

evil doers. Cowboys are not necessarily law-men, nor does the word “criminal” apply to 

all of them; however, all cowboys possess identities as authority figures because of their 

guns’ symbolic message that states, “I am willing to intervene.” The Wild West becomes 

a society built on violent power, and forces all citizens to live in and survive that culture. 

Campus Carry changes Texas Tech University into an all-encompassing society of 
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violence, power-grabbing, and obedient state control that preserves the Wild West in 

modern times.  

 The five chapters of “Lock the Door and Let Them Carry” each attempt to expose 

an immense amount of subjugation that one would assume could not come from a small, 

eleven-page piece of legislation and the rhetoric that surrounds the bill. The final three 

chapters each provide unique findings relevant to critical studies, communications, and 

the field of rhetoric. Chapter Three discusses the power of Campus Carry’s rhetoric 

during creation and after passage.  Chapter Four identifies individual discipline at the 

hands of Campus Carry. Finally, Chapter Five exposes societal and cultural attempts of 

State control and subjugation. Each of the three chapters contributes to the notion of 

Campus Carry as a biopolitical tactic, but each has individual finding unique to the field 

of communications and rhetoric. Chapter Three for instance, displays the importance of 

rhetorical studies that focus of local legislation. No matter how specific or concentrated a 

bill’s jurisdiction seems, rhetoric can expose the shifts in power that could be larger than 

any person could assume on face. Campus Carry focuses on only Texas College 

Campuses, but uses rhetoric to create a staggering amount of change in the way power 

operates. Chapter Four displays the power the rhetoric has when used as a tools of 

discipline. The State has the power to use rhetoric to craft ideals and values that 

individuals identify with. As a result, individuality and identity can become tools of the 

State and mechanisms to enforce systems of oppression. Chapter Five discusses the 

rhetorical ability of the State to shape culture and truth as way of changing thinking 

amongst a society. Rhetoric has the ability to change the values of an individual, the 

culture of an entire society, and to operate in a fashion that often goes unnoticed. 
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Understanding rhetoric’s power from even small bills like Campus Carry, the culmination 

of “Lock the Door and Let Them Carry” leaves three primary findings: violent culture, 

freedom as a tool of control, and the significance of passivity.   

 This project also makes an argument for power and rhetoric being one and the 

same. Rhetoric creates expectations, rhetoric creates guidelines, and rhetoric compels 

actions; addictionally, legislation, something that physically directs behavior, is almost 

purely rhetoric. Campus Carry operates of two levels: a local disciplinary one and a 

grander regulatory power that acts on the masses. These two levels display just what 

makes biopolitical strategies so powerful. They can control individual action, change 

social thought, and use both approaches at once. Campus Carry is a perfect example of 

how power can operate both locally and widely; as a result, the impacts are much more 

far reaching. 

 The culture that grows because of Campus Carry creates continual violence 

despite making an effort to curb that violence, and as such creates more harm than good. 

Campus Carry rhetorically constructs a notion of danger as a constant and watchful 

threat. Each individual cannot avoid, cannot hide from, and cannot protect themselves 

from the threats that the State constructs. Large amounts of citizens now view guns as the 

best method of defense against these unseen threats. Regardless of one’s position on 

Campus Carry, campus goers must exist and live in a new culture of violence begetting 

violence. Individuals feel a sense of duty to act against violence and society begins to 

view gun deaths as an argument in favor of carrying. As a result, safety becomes 

impossible to achieve when violence exists in such a fashion that guns must be on hand at 

all times. The propensity for death and harm grow as the presence of carriers do. Another 
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important finding comes from carrier’s expressions of freedom that actually subjugate 

them into State will.  

 Freedom, a notion common amongst Americans and debates over the constitution, 

becomes the very concept that anchors carriers into State control. Texas Tech University 

becomes a society of control because of Campus Carry; unfortunately, the second 

amendment freedoms that the bill provides cause carriers to act according to State will. 

The expression of freedom as a carrier furthers the notions of constructed threats and 

dominates non-carriers by reducing their right to self-securitization. Carriers perpetuate 

violence, both functionally and symbolically. The carriers’ right to carry outweighs 

institutional and personal concerns of those against Campus Carry. Non-carriers become 

the only entities with no agency in their own protection and they become forgotten within 

the culture of violence that exists at Texas Tech University. The rhetorical findings of the 

above chapters prove that the concept of “freedom” becomes subject to State will, and 

that believing in a State-based freedom can only restrict the mobility of both believers 

and non-believers. The passivity of State action becomes an important concept that often 

remains out of sight, making the examination of Campus Carry a unique look into a form 

of State power that contains a great deal of rhetorical potential.  

 The notion of passivity in State action, in particular rhetorical passivity, often 

goes unexposed and undiagnosed, but rhetorical scholars and communicative analyses 

should look to the ways in which passivity exists within critical lenses. As Robert Asen 

elaborates in his article “Introduction: Rhetoric and Public Policy,” scholars often assume 

that all avenues in rhetoric concerning public policy have been understood “for over two 

millennia” (Asen, 2010). However, Asen points out that many questions often leave the 
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discussion over time, and issues can frequently be lost in the background of analysis. 

Scholars should look to new ways in which they approach public policy from a rhetorical 

perspective. Campus Carry is one such document worth examining because the passive 

nature of State action should be at the forefront of discussion. Passive State power 

becomes heavy and durable as time goes on; as a result, passive power presents itself as a 

significant form of subjugation that silently affects policies and consequently bodies. This 

analysis sheds new light on passive biopower and as such brings unique contributions to 

rhetorical studies that take into account the intersection of rhetoric, power, and public 

policy.  

Analysis such as this one of the Campus Carry implementation at Texas Tech 

University has the potential to change the way gun culture, rhetoric, and legislation are 

perceived. The wielding of firearms is a very serious matter and the State of Texas has 

made college campuses, Texas Tech University for the sake of the analysis, the spot in 

which their experiment takes place. Findings of this analysis ought to draw our attention 

to the ways that seemingly local and thus less relevant pieces of legislation such as 

Campus Carry have. The State receives immense control over the way citizens interact 

with each other and the way that politics may be shaped in the future. No longer does the 

State act as the primary protector of the people, no longer do anti-carry citizens have a 

voice on the issue, and no longer can the population rely on order and predictability when 

handling dangerous situations. Rhetorically, the future of Texas politics in terms of the 

gun debate has been set for many years. The likelihood of gun control decreases because 

the carrying of firearms normalizes and receives reinforcement in even an educational 

setting of all places. For now, the only major incident that occurred was the fatal shooting 
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of Officer Floyd East Jr. on October 9, 2017(Grinberg and Ellis, 2017). A nineteen-year-

old freshman named Hollis Daniels shot the officer. The student was “acting erratically” 

and was later found to be in possession of drug paraphernalia. Knowing the student 

owned a weapon, they took Daniels into the station assuming that he either did not have 

the gun or would not pull the trigger. The police station became the place where Officer 

Floyd East Jr. would lose his life at the hands of an “erratic” student. 

 The story Floyd East Jr. provides an excellent path for future research over 

college gun policies regarding race and identity politics. Campus Carry introduces more 

firearms into collegiate environments than ever before, and with the new ebb and flow of 

carriers and law enforcement that must be negotiated, the idea of race provides salient 

potential. People of color are far more likely to be searched and arrested than Caucasians, 

even in situations where white citizens are more likely to be breaking the law than Black 

and Latino citizens (Ortiz, 2019). Hollis Daniels received unique and insensible treatment 

because he did not seem like a threat, even with the knowledge that he owned a gun. 

Further studies regarding the topic of race’s impact on how law enforcement engages 

with carriers of color versus Caucasian carriers would be a potentially rich area of 

research.   

 The argument of these five chapters do not claim that more incidents such as the 

Texas Tech shooting of a police officer could happen, nor that the readers should 

consider the shooting as a reason as to why there should not be Campus Carry. The 

primary argument goes as followed: The State receives a dangerous amount of power 

with little accountability held against them with laws such as Campus Carry. The 

structures of justice and safety breakdown and disappear at points when the State places 
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the power to protect in the hands of citizens. In reference to the opening statements of 

Chapter One, Texas Tech University has become the Wild West in many ways. Justice 

comes in the hands of citizens to determine what that term means. Safety and protection 

become constructs made because of one’s ability to apply them themselves. However, 

there have been no standoffs at sundown, shootouts at the local saloon, or citizens 

claiming that the campuses are not big enough for them and another person, but one issue 

remains. Society has already evolved past arming citizens as form of law and order, and 

Campus Carry acts as a step back into the times in which violence determines power. 

Until this law dampens the freedoms of carriers, those opposed should just lock their 

doors and let them carry. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Texas Tech University, Jack T. Seymore, May 2020 

 

89 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

  

Agamben, G. (1998) Homo Sacer: Soveriegn Power and Bare Life, Trans. Daniel Heller

 Roazen, Stanford, Stanford University Press. 

 

Anderson, B. (2012). “Affect and biopower: Towards a politics of life”, Transactions of

 the Institute of British Geographers, 37(1), 28-43. Retrieved from

 http://www.jstor.org/stable/41427926  

  

Asen, R. (2010). Introduction: Rhetoric and Public Policy. Rhetoric and Public

 Affairs, 13(1), 15. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/41955588  

  

Bean, H. (2010). “Foucault’s Rhetorical Theory and U.S. Intelligence Affairs” Poroi- An

 Interdisciplinary Journal of Rhetorical Analysis and Invention, 6(2), 15-29.

 Retrieved from

 https://ir.uiowa.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1067&context=poroi  

  

Benning, T. (2015) “Texas Senate Approves Campus Carry, but with Some Flexibility

 for Colleges Texas.” Dallas News.

 https://www.dallasnews.com/news/texas/2015/05/30/texas-senate-approves

 campuscarry but-with-some-flexibility-for-colleges  

  

Beresin, G. (2017) “The College Mental Health Crisis: Focus on Suicide.” Huffington

 Post. https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/the-college-mental-health-crisis

 focusonsuicide_us_58b47017e4b0658fc20f987c  

  

The Bible. (1982). Authorized New King James Version, Thomas Nelson. Retrieved from

 https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=John+10&version=NKJV  

  

Biesecker, B. (1992). “Michel Foucault and the Question of Rhetoric.”, Philosophy &

 Rhetoric, 25(4), 351-364. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/40237735  

  

Blocher, J., & Miller, D. (2016). “What Is Gun Control? Direct Burdens, Incidental

 Burdens, and the Boundaries of the Second Amendment”. The University of

 Chicago Law Review, 83(1), 295355. Retrieved from

 http://www.jstor.org/stable/43741601  

  

Burgess, S. (2012). “Foucault's Rhetorical Challenge to Law.” International Journal of

 Law In Context, 8(2), 297-310. doi:10.1017/S1744552312000109  

  

Ceccarelli, L. (2011). “Manufactured Scientific Controversy: Science, Rhetoric, and

 Public Debate.” Rhetoric & Public Affairs, 14(2). Michigan State University

 Press, p. 195-228.   

  



Texas Tech University, Jack T. Seymore, May 2020 

 

90 

 

Constable, M. (2005) Just Silences: The Limits and Possibilities of Modern Law.

 Princeton: Princeton University Press. p. 8-44.  

 

 De Certeau, M.D. (1984) The Practice of Everyday Life, trans. Steven Rendall. Berkeley:

 University California Press. 

  

Deleuze, G. (1990). “Postscript on the Societies of Control”, L’Autre Journal, 1, 3-7.   

  

Dieterle, J., & Koolage, W. (2014). “Affording Disaster: Concealed Carry on

 Campus. Public Affairs Quarterly,28(2), 115-145. Retrieved

 from http://www.jstor.org/stable/43575591  

  

Dreier, P. (2013). Roots of Rebellion: Massacres and Movements: Challenging the Gun

 Industrial Complex. New Labor Forum,22(2), 92-95. Retrieved from

 http://www.jstor.org/stable/24718438  

  

Epps, G. (2011). “Constitution Myth #6: The Second Amendment Allows Citizens to

 Threaten Government”, The Atlantic.

 https://www.theatlantic.com/national/archive/2011/06/constitutional-myth-6-the

 secondamendment-allows-citizens-to-threaten-government/241298/  

 

Foley, M (2010). “Voicing Terri Shiavo: Prosopopeic Citizenship in the Democratic

 Aporia between Sovereignty and Biopower,” Communication and

 Critical/Cultural Studies 7, No. 4. P. 381-400.  

  

Foucault, M. (1975). Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison, trans. Alan

 Sheridan. New York: Vintage Books- A Division of Random House, Inc.   

  

Foucault, M. (1976). Society Must Be Defended: Lectures at the College de France, trans.

 David Macey. Picador, New York.   

  

Foucault, M. (1979). The Birth of Biopolitics: Lectures at the College de France, trans.

 Graham Burchell. Palgrave Macmillan, New York.   

 

Foucault, M. (1978). The History of Sexuality: Volume 1: An Introduction, trans. Robert

 Hurley, New York, Pantheon Books. 

  

Grinberg & Ellis. (2017). “Texas Tech police officer fatally shot, freshman student in

 custody” CNN. Retrieved from https://www.cnn.com/2017/10/09/us/texas-tech

 policeofficerfatally-shot/index.html  

  

Healy, M (2019). “Even gun owners agree on measures that would reduce gun violence,

 survey shows.” LA Times Retrieved from

 https://www.latimes.com/science/story/2019-0909/reducing-gun-violence-survey 

 



Texas Tech University, Jack T. Seymore, May 2020 

 

91 

 

Hindess, B. (2005). Politics as Government: Michel Foucault's Analysis of Political

 Reason. Alternatives: Global, Local, Political,30(4), 389-413. Retrieved from

 http://www.jstor.org/stable/40645215  

  

Hsu, H., & Lincoln, M. (2007). “Biopower, "Bodies . . . the Exhibition", and the

 Spectacle of Public Health”. Discourse, 29(1), 15-34. Retrieved from

 http://www.jstor.org/stable/41389765  

  

Huizenga, T. (2011). “Sing Out Mr. President: Honest Abe, Bullets, and Voting Booths”,

  NPR.Periodical. Retrieved from

 https://www.npr.org/sections/deceptivecadence/2011/02/20/133594257/sing-out

 mrpresident-honest-abe-bullets-and-voting-booths  

  

Johnson, A. (2014). “Foucault: Critical Theory of the Police in a Neoliberal

 Age”. Theoria: A Journal of Social and Political Theory, 61(141), 5-29. Retrieved

 from http://www.jstor.org/stable/24719921  

  

Kelly, M. (2010). “International Biopolitics: Foucault, Globalisation and

 Imperialism”. Theoria: A Journal of Social and Political Theory,57(123), 1-26.

 Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/41802469  

  

Legislative Watch: State legislative bills. (2015). Campus Security Report, 12(4), p. 12  

  

Lopes, A. (2009). “Feminisms, Foucault, and the Berlin Women's Movement”, Historical

 Reflections / Réflexions Historiques, 35(1), 114-136. Retrieved from

 http://www.jstor.org/stable/41403655  

 

McGaughy, L. (2015). “Campus-carry bill passes, bu neither side seems thrilled”,

 Houston Chronicle. Accessed February 11, 2019,

 https://www.houstonchronicle.com/news/houston-texas/houston/article/Campus

 carry bill-passes-but-neither-side-seems-6298280.php 

 

McKerrow, R (1989). “Critical rhetoric: Theory and Praxis” Communications

 Monographs, 56(2), 91-111. Retrieved from

 https://www.researchgate.net/publication/248924916_Critical_rhetoric_Theorya

 nd_praxis 

  

 McMullan, T. (2015). “What does the panopticon mean in the age of digital

 surveillance?” The Gaurdian. Accessed August 21, 2018.

 https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2015/jul/23/panopticon-digital

 surveillancejeremy-bentham  

  

Michael, K. (2016). “Texas Tech Faculty Senate Opposes Campus Carry.” Lubbock

 Online | Lubbock Avalanche-Journal. Accessed December 12, 2016.

 http://lubbockonline.com/education/2016-02-11/texas-tech-faculty-senate

 opposescampus-carry.  



Texas Tech University, Jack T. Seymore, May 2020 

 

92 

 

 

Ortiz, E. (2019). “Inside 100 million police traffic stops: New evidence of racial bias”,

 NBC News retrieved from https://www.nbcnews.com/news/us-news/inside-100

 million-police traffic-stops-new-evidence-racial-bias-n980556 

 

Ott, B., Bean, H., & Marin, K. (2016). “On the aesthetic production of atmospheres: the

 rhetorical workings of biopower at The CELL” Communication and

 Critical/Cultural Studies 13, no. 4. 346-362.   

 

Rabinow, P. & Rose, N. (2006) “Biopower Today”, Biosocieties, 1, 195-217. 

  

Robinson, B. (2015). “Guns Up? Students, Faculty, Debate Campus Carry.” College of

 Media & Communications. Retrieved from https://www.ttuhub.net/2015/10/guns

 upstudentsfaculty-debate-campus-carry/  

  

Samuels, A. (2018). “Gun rights groups are powerful in Texas-but not because of

 money” The Texas Tribune. Retrieved from

 https://www.texastribune.org/2018/02/22/texaspoliticians receive-donations

 nra/  

  

Schmidt, M. S. (2014). “F.B.I Confirms a Sharp Rise in Mass Shootings Since 2000” The

 New York Times. Retrieved

 from https://www.nytimes.com/2014/09/25/us/25shooters.html  

  

Silverstein, J (2020) “There were more mass shootings than days in 2019” CBS News,

 Retrieved from https://www.cbsnews.com/news/mass-shootings-2019-more-than

 days-365/ 

 

Smith, M. (2015). “Campus Carry Gets Final Approval in Texas Senate.” The Texas

 Tribune. https://www.texastribune.org/2015/05/30/campus-carry-gets-final

 approval-texas-senate/  

  

Smith, M. (2015) “Texas Lawmakers Pass Bill Letting People Carry Guns on College

 Campuses.” Washington Post.

 https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/postnation/wp/2015/06/03/texas

 lawmakers-passbill-letting-people-carry-guns-on-collegecampuses/  

  

Smith, D. & Protevi J. (2012) “Gilles Deleuze.” The Stanford Encyclopedia of

 Philosophy, Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, Retrieved from

 https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2015/entries/deleuze/  

  

Stormer, N (2010) “Mediating Biopower and the Case of Prenatal Space” Critical Studies

 in Media Communication 27, No. 1. 8-23 

 



Texas Tech University, Jack T. Seymore, May 2020 

 

93 

 

Tadros, V. (1998). “Between Governance and Discipline: The Law and Michel

 Foucault.”, Oxford Journal of Legal Studies, 18(1), 75-103. Retrieved from

 http://www.jstor.org/stable/764723  

  

Taylor, C. (2009). “Foucault, Feminism, and Sex Crimes.” Hypatia, 24(4), 1-25.

 Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/20618178  

 

Taylor, C. (2011). “Biopower,” in Michel Foucault: Key Concepts, ed. Dianna Taylor,

 Durham, North Carolina, Acumen. 41-55.Retrieved from

 https://www.academia.edu/15061930/_Biopower_in_Michel_Foucault_Key_Co

 cepts_ dited_by_Dianna_Taylor  

  

Texas Legislature Online. (2016). “Legislative Session 84(R)- History for SB 11.”

 Accessed October 26, 2016.  

  

Texas Senate. (2018). “Senator Brian Birdwell: District 22.” Retrieved from

 https://www.senate.texas.gov/member.php?d=22  

  

Texas Tech Police Department (2017). “Active Shooter Presentation.” [Video File].

 Retrieved from https://www.depts.ttu.edu/ttpd/active_shooter.php ,Texas Tech

 Police Department. (2018) “Responding to an Active Shooter: Presented by

 Corporal Randy Baker.” Retrieved from

 https://www.depts.ttu.edu/coe/safety/documents/ActiveShooterNotes.pdf  

  

Texas Tech University. (2016). “OP. 10.22: Concealed Carry of Handguns on Campus.”

 Operating Policy and Procedure. Retrieved from:

 http://www.ttu.edu/campuscarry/op10.22.pdf  

  

Texas Tech University. (2018). “Guns Up” Texas Tech Traditions from A to Z. Retrieved

 from https://www.ttu.edu/traditions/gunsup.php  

  

United States Constitution. Amend. II, Sec. 1  

 

Yablon, A. (2017). “4 Out of 10 Self-Defense Handgun Owners Have Received No

 Formal Firearms Training.” The Trace. Retrieved from

 https://www.thetrace.org/2017/07/handgun-owners-self-defense-no-formal

 training/ 

  

 


