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Introduction 

In the year 2002, the government of Mexico City conducted a plebiscite to let city 

dwellers decide whether or not to build elevated highways for cars in two main avenues 

of the city, Viaducto and Periférico. The road to the plebiscite was not an easy one. 

When making the announcement, the Mayor framed the project as a strategy to improve 

Mexico City’s air quality by ameliorating traffic congestion. Political parties from the 

opposition and civil society organizations immediately contested the proposal on the 

grounds that the project was not cost-effective, that increasing the supply of roads would 

have perverse effects on traffic congestion, and that it was an unjust project that would 

benefit only those wealthy enough to own a vehicle. The mayor got out of this political 

conundrum by organizing, first a telephone poll, and then a plebiscite to let citizens 

decide over the project. While only 6.6% of the city’s registered voters participated in the 

plebiscite, which is a remarkable low turnout, the double-decker project was approved 

by 66% of participants (Vilalta, 2007). The strategy of the plebiscite was successful and 

the elevated highways were then constructed. 
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By studying the case of the elevated highways in Mexico City, this paper will 

discuss how technopolitical means are used by both proponents and opponents of 

infrastructural projects in an ongoing battle to dominate the discourse in the public 

sphere governing infrastructure: the battle for the truth. The paper will also examine how 

framing infrastructural projects in technopolitical terms of expert knowledge –and 

opening the decision-making processes to public participation– can contribute both to 

politicize or de-politicize contested policy decisions. 

To do so, I’ll follow a method proposed by Collier, Mizes and von Schnitzler 

(2016) in the issue number 7 of Limn magazine. Collier et al point out three angles to 

look at the relationship between public infrastructures and its publics. First, there is the 

traditional formulation of examining infrastructures as systems meant to serve a pre-

constituted public. Second, considering how public infrastructures result from the 

interactions between actors in collective decision making arrangements. Third, asking 

for the publics that are called into being by the materiality of infrastructural connections 

and the spatiality of infrastructural flows. In short, Collier et al call to “explore the 

interplay between the planning and construction of infrastructures and the gathering of 

publics, with an accent on the mechanisms of collective choice, expert evaluation, and 

contestation that mediate among them.” This can be achieved by studying the sites of 

interconnection through which infrastructures, experts and publics are linked up (Collier 

et al, 2016). 

The paper will analyze the period between December 2001 and September 2002 

in Mexico City, as it was the time frame in which the policy process of the decision is 

situated. During this period, the announcement of the project took place, which started a 
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political struggle that led to the implementation of the plebiscite. The research will draw 

on an analysis of official documents and newspapers notes, aiming to ground the 

study’s conclusions on an empirical basis. The goal of the paper will be to identify the 

actors involved in the policy decision, to clarify the technopolitical means used by the 

actors to bound consensus towards their preferred policy outcome, and to reconstruct 

the process through which this technopolitical engagement led to the construction of the 

elevated highways system. 

The paper is organized as follows; in the first section I offer a theoretical 

approach to describe what I mean by the technopolitical battle for the truth, then, I 

discuss the publics that were called into being by the elevated highway and the 

technopolitical engagement that took place over the project. I then turn to discuss how 

opening the decision-making process to participation can be used either to politicize or 

depoliticize contested policy decisions. Finally, I offer my conclusions regarding the 

ways in which different publics resort to technopolitical means during the battle for the 

truth. 

 

The Battle for the Truth 

 It was Foucault who first started the discussion about the government of the truth 

in his Lectures at the Collège de France and reflected in Security, Territory, Population. 

According to Foucault (2004), the government of the truth was constituted in the middle 

of the eighteenth century when the relationship between subjects and sovereign shifted 

to one of population and government. The key element in Foucault’s analysis is the 

emergence of the population as a new political personage that did not exist previously, 
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which explains this shift in the raison d’État and its corresponding techniques of 

government.  

Two ideological standpoints were fundamental in configuring the population and 

its new governmentality; those of the eighteenth century physiocrats and the political 

economists. On one hand, the physiocrats put forward the notion of what was “natural” 

or “normal” to expect to happen to the population. By knowing the distribution of events 

the physiocrats put forward the delimitation of phenomena within acceptable limits, thus 

producing a self-cancellation of phenomena by the phenomena themselves. Events 

were no longer seen as outstanding or tragic, but within the limits of a normal distribution 

among the population (Foucault, 2004). On the other hand, the political economists put 

forward the notion of the homo-economicus; the self-interested, rational, maximizing 

man, and that every individual acts out of desire and one cannot do anything against 

desire. But if homo-economicus’ desire is given free play, the argument goes - on the 

condition that it is given free play, it will produce the general interest of the population. 

This is what Foucault identifies as the production of the collective interest through the 

play of desire.  

Together, these two ideologies constituted the new notion of the population in the 

eighteenth century, one of the naturalness of desire and self-interest. This naturalness 

of incidents and self-interest starts to be considered as “a set of processes to be 

managed at the level and on the basis of what is natural in these processes” (Foucault, 

2004, p. 70). This new naturalness of the population becomes an object not to be ruled 

by a sovereign, but a phenomenon to be managed by government. It is now a matter of 

revealing the appropriate level “of the necessary and sufficient action of those who 
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govern” (p. 66). Foucault goes on to explain that, although the population is now a 

natural phenomenon that cannot be changed by decree, it does not mean that it is 

inaccessible and impenetrable. On the contrary, the naturalness of population “is 

constantly accessible to agents and techniques of transformation, on (the) condition that 

these agents and techniques are at once enlightened, reflected, analytical, calculated, 

and calculating” (p. 71). 

To Foucault, then, the population is always dependent upon a set of complex and 

modifiable variables, and those who govern need to understand what is normal in the 

population to be able to exert influence, not over the population itself, but over the 

modifiable variables that govern the population. This is the point in which the population 

becomes –in words of Foucault– a sort of technical-political object of management and 

government (p. 70). The new art of government that is being configured in the 

eighteenth century is that of the government of the truth. In this new governmentality, 

those who govern need to know how to govern (Gordon, 1991).  

This is the point in which the art of government becomes the realm of experts. 

And what is an expert? According to Callon, Lascoumes and Barthe (2009), an expert is 

“someone who masters skills with recognized (indeed certified) competence which he 

calls upon (either on his own initiative or in response to requests addressed to him) in a 

decision-making process.” (p. 228). Experts, through their expertise, are the best 

qualified to establish the truth that will be the beacon of the art of government. However, 

the battle for the truth in the new art of government arises because the possibility of 

having the truth, and thus knowing how to govern, comes with a correlate: the possibility 

of not having the truth and being misguided. Now, what counts as expertise and who 
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counts as an expert are open to discussion and contestation (Barry, 2013; Farías & 

Blok, 2016). Furthermore, the categories of analysis underlying rational analysis and 

therefore the truth are defined in a political struggle; reasoned analysis is necessarily 

political (Stone, 1988). 

This section has elaborated on how contemporary governmentality is one of the 

politics of truth, and how what constitutes the truth is open to political struggle mediated 

by expertise. I now turn to discuss how infrastructural projects spark publics into being, 

and how these publics engage in the technopolitical battle for the truth. 

 

The Technopolitical Battle over the Elevated Highways 

A revision of newspapers notes and official documents was conducted aiming to 

ground the analysis and conclusions of this paper on empirical evidence. I analyzed the 

period between December 2001 and September 2002, as it is the time frame between 

the announcement of the project and the plebiscite, when the decision was taken. I used 

this research to create the following timeline. 

 

Figure 1. Timeline of the technopolitical battle over the elevated highway.  
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By the time that López Obrador announced the elevated highway project, the 

discussion about roads infrastructure was embedded in a larger conversation about air 

quality at a metropolitan scale. In October of 2000, the federal government’s Ministry of 

Environmental Affairs (SEMARNAP, by its acronym in Spanish) had released a study 

called “Air Quality Management in Mexico: Accomplishments and Challenges from 

Sustainable Development 1995-2000” [Gestión de la Calidad del Aire en México: Logros 

y Retos del Desarrollo Sustentable 1995-2000]. The study linked air quality with public 

health by discussing the negative effects of poor air quality on humans, and called to 

reinforce atmospheric monitoring in Mexican cities by improving the techniques used to 

model and quantify atmospheric emissions. Additionally, it urged governments to create 

and enforce regulation for air quality management (SEMARNAP, 2000). In February 

2002, SEMARNAP released a plan called ¨Program to Improve the Air Quality in Mexico 

Valley’s Metropolitan Area 2002-2010¨ [Programa para Mejorar la Calidad del Aire en la 

Zona Metropolitana del Valle de México 2002-2010], better known as ProAire. In 

addition to reassuring the importance of quantifying atmospheric pollution and linking air 

quality with public health problems, ProAire also linked poor air quality with urban 

development dynamics such as urban population growth, urban expansion, economic 

activity, energy use, and the city’s transit system. Most saliently, ProAire mandated a set 

of strategies regarding transportation, which included the shift towards sustainable fuels, 

and incentivizing the renewal of private and public vehicles. This was intended to 

disincentivize the use of private vehicles by improving and expanding the public transit 

system, and building strategic roads infrastructure that would allow cargo trucks to 

bypass the city (SEMARNAP, 2002). 
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 On December 5th of 2001, one year from the beginning of his term, López 

Obrador called a press conference to announce what would be the infrastructural legacy 

of his mandate (“la obra de su sexenio”): a 32km elevated highway running above two of 

the most important urban highways of Mexico City, Viaducto and Periférico. López 

Obrador framed the project as an environmental solution to improve air quality in the city 

by reducing traffic jams.1 The project was contested immediately by local congress, with 

representatives from three opposition parties disapproving the project on the grounds 

that building elevated highways would do nothing but increase the amount of private 

vehicles in the city and thus air pollution.2  

 Mexico City government responded by assembling a task force of experts, 

comprised of the heads of several environmental and transit infrastructure related 

agencies who designed and deployed technopolitical means to win the battle for the 

truth. The term ‘technopolitical means’ has been used by McKenzie (2009) to describe 

the processes through which emissions markets and allocation mechanisms in Europe 

and the United States have been agreed upon. By using the term McKenzie is referring 

to the criteria –e.g. the substances that will be measured and the thresholds of such 

measurements– that will be used to resolve problems that are at the same time 

technical and political. The experts of Mexico City’s government initiated a public 

campaign resorting to such technopolitical means. Among the arguments deployed by 

these experts we find the following: 1) Positive impact on air quality given that the 

average speed would increase from 20 to 45km/hr, which would save fuel and thus 

atmospheric emissions; 2) The project would contribute to decrease 5,592 tons of 
																																																								
1	El	Universal,	December	6th,	2001.	
2	El	Universal,	December	7th,	2001.	



Technopolitics – Fall 2016 
Working paper 

	 9	

emissions per year from vehicles; 3) There were no technologies (for vehicles or fuels) 

that allowed to achieve such benefits at the costs of the project; 4) The project would 

allow to save 4.17 millions of man-hours, which was calculated in 25.5 millions of 

dollars; 5) Based on a World Bank’s methodology for Project Economic Evaluations, and 

considering 160 millions of USD for the first stage of the project, and for 20 years of use, 

the project yielded benefits of 340 million USD dollars - 71 of them being savings in cost 

of operations and 269 million from the time saved in commutes. The cost-benefit 

relationship yielded an index of 1.84 for the 20 years period (FIMEVIC, n.d.).  

 The project and its technopolitical means sparked the gathering of publics and 

became sites of contestation. As mentioned earlier, the traditional formulation of 

examining infrastructures is to think of them as systems meant to serve a pre-

constituted public (Collier et al, 2016). In this sense, by framing the elevated highways in 

technopolitical means regarding air pollution, Mexico City’s government designed the 

project on the basis of a hypothesized public concern with air quality. This public would 

then value the project as a valid strategy to achieve cleaner air. However, instead of this 

hypothesized public, there were other kinds of publics that emerged reacting to the 

possibility of the elevated highways. As Dewey (1927) famously said, issues can also 

call publics into being. Marres (2005) has pointed out that Dewey was interested in how 

problems and events spark the gathering of publics. In Marres’ account of Dewey’s 

arguments, a wide range of human actions can lead to the emergence of a public, 

including all actions whose consequences extend beyond those directly concerned and 

thus affecting the welfare of many others. Dewey then defines a public as a grouping of 

actors that are affected by third parties actions, but because they lack influence on those 



Technopolitics – Fall 2016 
Working paper 

	 10	

actions, they have to organize into a public in order to address the problems ensuing 

from these actions (Marres, 2005). According to Marres, the solution that Dewey puts 

forward for publics to make sure that an issue is dealt with, is to acquire the resources to 

do so, and in this way when “confronted with the failure of existing institutional 

arrangements to deal with the issue that called this public into being, then the public 

[can be able to] re-make the state” (2005, p. 215).  

 In complementing this reading of Dewey, Collier et al (2016) bring to the 

discussion that in addition to issues and problems calling publics into being, Dewey was 

also interested in the ways that the materiality of infrastructure can also spark the 

emergence of publics. To do so, the authors remind us that Dewey was also interested 

in the vast currents of infrastructure that bring men together, and called to reflect that 

“green and red lines, marking out political boundaries, are on the maps and affect 

legislation and jurisdiction of courts, but railways, mails and telegraph-wires disregard 

them (Dewey, 1927, p. 107). Following Collier et al (2016), to fully understand Dewey’s 

arguments of public emergence one must also ask for the publics that are called into 

being by the materiality of infrastructures. This reasoning can be applied to the case 

study discussed in this paper. If one looks at the publics that were called into being by 

the elevated highways it is possible to identify, at least, the following publics: 1) actors 

from opposing political parties; 2) the community of experts on environmental, urban, 

and transit affairs; 3) civil society organizations within the sustainable transit agenda; 

and 4) the neighbors affected by the materiality of the project.  

 These publics were engaged in the technopolitics of the policy-making process. 

To do so, they had to elaborate their own technopolitical arguments and step into the 
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conversation among experts. One way in which these publics participated in the 

conversation was to bring to the discussion problematic situations not acknowledged 

previously. Callon et al (2009) argue that problems are not the monopoly of experts, and 

that non-experts can participate in pointing out problematic situations. They call this 

moment translation 1 or monstration. This moment is a point of entry for laypersons into 

the cycle of production of knowledge, in which publics mobilize to alert about 

unexplained phenomena that concern and affect them, making problematic events 

visible. In the case of the elevated highways, publics gathered by the project participated 

in the conversation among experts through the translation 1 process described by 

Callon et al. This was done by bringing to the technical discussion problems related to 

the financial feasibility of the project, and to social justice issues. Gabriel Quadri, who 

was serving as the head of the Private Sector’s Research Center for Sustainable 

Development (CESPEDES, by its acronym in Spanish), summarized the new problems 

put forward by emerging publics: “it is unfair to finance the elevated highways with 

taxpayers’ money because they will primarily benefit the owners of private vehicles, who 

represent only 17.6% of the 36 million daily commutes in the city” (quoted in Vilalta, 

2007, p. 389).  

 Beyond the monstration phase discussed above, there is also what Callon et al 

(2009) call translation 2, a second point of entry for emerging publics to engage in the 

technopolitical arena. In translation 2, “non-specialists and, more precisely, concerned 

groups, often allied with experts or researchers, enter the scientific arena itself, taking 

advantage of controversies underway in order to intervene in the debates and 

emphasize their points of view, concerns, and perspectives” (Callon et al, 2009, p. 83). 
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In translation 2, non-expert laypersons can also engage alternative counter-experts who 

are able to contest expertise to reframe, or rather un-frame the technopolitical means 

under discussion (Farías & Blok, 2016). According to Callon et al (2009), non-expert 

laypersons are able to enter the arena of technical debate and sit among experts, but to 

do so, they first have to become credible. They become credible through becoming 

competent, through acquiring comparable technical skills and knowledge to that of 

experts. In addition to becoming competent, to be credible among experts laypersons 

must also possess legitimacy, that is, speaking on behalf of the public which they 

represent. One of the emerging publics sparked by the project was a coalition of 55 

NGO’s contesting the elevated highways.3 The coalition succeeded in being considered 

competent among the experts by engaging NGO’s with expertise knowledge in 

sustainable transit and social justice affairs. They succeeded in showing legitimacy by 

being comprised of a large number of organizations representing different sectors of 

society. This public was able to develop and deploy their own technopolitical means to 

participate in the discussion with the experts. Among the arguments raised by this 

public, we find the following: 1) the project does not respond to the principles of 

sustainability agreed so far in the ProAire plans for the Metropolitan Zone of Mexico 

Valley; 2) the main target of governmental efforts should be public transit systems, not 

elevated highways; 3) the project will increase traffic jams because it fails to 

acknowledge the induced traffic that it will spark. While the project will offer momentarily 

relief, induced traffic will increase traffic levels, fuel consumption, and thus atmospheric 

pollution; 4) a project like this requires a technical evaluation including; origin-destination 

																																																								
3	El	Universal,	May	25th,	2002.	
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studies, kilometers travelled by cars, modeling interactions of transit with other urban 

and environmental factors, current and induced traffic studies, simulation of traffic 

demand in relation to broader patterns of urban development, as well as urban, real 

state, redistributive, and air quality impacts; and 5) the only way to avoid future 

congestion in the elevated highways is by improving the public transit system. 

 In this section I have discussed how the announcement of the elevated highways 

sparked different publics into being, and how these publics resort to technopolitical 

means to participate in the policy decision-making process among experts. I now turn to 

discuss how participation was used as a mean to settle the political dispute over the 

elevated highways. 

 

Politicizing / de-politicizing through participation  

 The first wave of contestation to the project came from actors engaged in 

electoral politics. Jose Luis Luege Tamargo, the Chair of the main opposition political 

party in the city, Arturo Montiel, the Governor from a neighbor state, and Victor 

Lichtinger, the Minister of Environmental Affairs of the Federal Government, where they 

all engaged in the technopolitical battle to belittle the project.4 As a response to this 

criticism, López Obrador decided to organize a telephone poll to let the city inhabitants 

decide the future of the project because, as he said, he intended to “govern consulting 

the population”.5 The telephone poll was conducted during two days in late January of 

2002, with 80,970 participants, and 72% of them voting “yes”. Despite this result, the 

actors opposing the project disqualified the poll on the grounds that it was not 
																																																								
4	El	Universal,	December	6th	and	7th,	2001.		
5	El	Universal,	January	5th,	2002.	
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representative of the city’s population, and therefore should not be taken seriously for 

deciding the project’s future.  

In March of 2002, a group of neighbors and members of NGOs organized a public 

consultation for anyone interested to express their point of view.6 The outcome of the 

consultation was a letter addressed to the City Government, in which participants 

expressed their concerns about the project, and lay out their arguments to shut it down. 

The organizers of this consultation got a formal response from the City Government, by 

which all of their concerns and arguments were discarded on technical grounds.7  

 Several public demonstrations against the elevated highways took place during 

the months of April and May of 2002. Neighbors and members of NGO’s took to the 

streets to publicly contest the project. In addition to these public demonstrations, the 

conflict reached a high point of tension when collectives of neighbors agreed to work in 

coordination with congress representatives to file lawsuits against the project.8 At this 

point, López Obrador announced that he would support the organization of a plebiscite 

to let the population decide the fate of the elevated highways. Due to legal restrictions in 

the citizen participation law of Mexico City at the time, the plebiscite could only be 

organized if a group of citizens requested it to the Electoral College of the city by 

gathering the signatures of over 90,000 city registered voters. To do so, López Obrador 

partnered with the coalition of 55 NGO’s that was sparked by the announcement of the 

project. This coalition was able to gather the signatures requested by the public 

participation law and the plebiscite was organized. By law, the implementation of a 

																																																								
6	El	Universal,	March	2nd,	2002.		
7	El	Universal,	March	31st,	2002.		
8	El	Universal,	May	11th,	2002.	
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plebiscite entails public campaigns both in favor and against the project under 

consultation. The coalition in favor of the project was comprised of experts from the City 

Government. Experts from the 55 NGOs comprised the opposing coalition. The 

plebiscite took place on September 22nd of 2002. By law, in Mexico City for a plebiscite 

to be mandatory the turnout has to be of at least 60% of registered voters. However, 

before the plebiscite López Obrador had declared that he would respect the results of 

the consultation regardless of the turnout rate. It resulted that the plebiscite had an 

incredibly low turnout. While only 6.6% of registered voters participated, the “yes” to the 

elevated highways won with 66% of the votes (Vilalta, 2007). The plebiscite thus gave 

López Obrador the mandate that he needed to continue the project. The elevated 

highways were then constructed. 

 This account of events makes room to question whether participation is a valid 

technology to democratize technical expertise, or if it serves only as an apparel to 

legitimize pre-given policy outcomes. By democratizing expertise, I refer to the 

processes of collaboration among experts and lay-people in co-producing knowledge 

that will inform policy decision-making (Farías & Blok, 2016). By considering 

participation as a technology I refer to the work of Tironi (2015) on technologies of 

participation. Drawing on science and technology studies, Tironi thinks of public 

participation as situated technological arrangements. The author holds that public 

participation is methodologically devised and materially articulated. Thus, the concept of 

technologies of participation shifts from the analysis of public engagement devices to the 

understanding of participatory processes as technological devices in their own right. 

Tironi (2015) claims that participation is thus engineered by designers who hypothesize 
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on the type of publics that ought to be engaged and the events that will follow after the 

engagement. The notion of public participation as a technology connects with Barry’s 

(2001) claims about the relationship between technology and the political. Following 

Barry (2001) the political is a space of contestation and dissensus, “that which is political 

is that which opens the space of politics” (p. 7). Nevertheless, Barry holds that 

technology is often regarded as something that exists outside of politics - often seen as 

a way of avoiding political conflict. He explains, “if the political is a conflictual relation, 

technology offers a set of skills, techniques, practices and objectives with which it 

possible to evade and circumscribe politics, (…) an anti-political instrument” (p. 7). It 

follows that technology is intended to transcend ideological differences, and gives 

society access to a reality that cannot be contested. It yields ways of avoiding political 

disagreements and controversy. A solid foundation for optimal solutions to practical 

problems (Barry, 2001). In this sense, technologies of participation can also be 

considered technological arrangements designed to depoliticize. However, Barry walks 

away from this depoliticizing notion and holds that all technologies are inherently 

political. Technologies, the argument goes, refer to the forms of knowledge, skill, 

diagrams, charts, calculations and energy which make its use possible, and therefore 

are bound up with the constitution of the human and the social (Barry, 2001). In a 

related discussion, Farías (2016) brings evidence to show how technologies of 

participation fail to democratize expertise in the cases in which they are configured as 

devices aimed at producing specific decisions. In his view, technologies of participation 

are often engineered as consensual mechanisms that, in Barry’s terms, depoliticize the 

political. Farías (2016) walks away from this notion and holds that the purpose of 



Technopolitics – Fall 2016 
Working paper 

	 17	

technologies of participation should be to manufacture socio-technical uncertainty, to 

engage in the politics of socio-technical experimentations rather than convincing 

participants about the merits of one point of view or the other. In short, the purpose of 

technologies of participation should be to open political spaces of contestation and 

dissensus.  

 The telephone poll and the plebiscite can be thought of as technologies of 

participation designed to place the decision regarding the elevated highways outside of 

the space of politics. They were intended to depoliticize the contested decision-making 

process. Amidst the moment of higher political tension, López Obrador’s strategy of 

placing the decision in the hands of Mexico City inhabitants worked out to win the battle 

for the truth. The people had spoken, the truth about whether or not to build the elevated 

highways had been revealed. However, taking Barry’s argument into account, the move 

to entail the plebiscite was inherently technical and political, intended to use participation 

as a technopolitical mean in the battle for the truth.  

 

Conclusions 

Throughout this paper I have tried to show how the dispute about infrastructural 

projects is increasingly taking place in the realm of technopolitics. By analyzing the case 

of the elevated highways of Mexico City, I discussed the mechanisms through which 

infrastructural projects call publics into being, and how these publics negotiated access 

into the realm of expertise in order to have a say in the policy decision-making process. 

Finally, I discussed how technologies of participation are engineered as strategies to 

reach consensus over contested policy issues. 
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Two conclusions can be drawn from this discussion. First, technopolitical means 

are being used by both proponents and opponents of infrastructural projects in an 

ongoing battle to dominate the discourse in the public sphere governing infrastructure; 

the battle for the truth. McKenzie (2009) has written about the tendency to use 

technopolitical means to settle issues that are both technical and political at the same 

time. However, he also emphasizes that both opponents and proponents of 

infrastructural projects have “the possibility of finding technopolitical means of combating 

this tendency” (p. 175). The publics that are being called into being by infrastructural 

projects are increasingly engaging in the technopolitical realm. The truth settled through 

technopolitics is also being contested through technopolitics. 

Second, both proponents and opponents of infrastructural projects resort to 

technopolitical means and technologies of participation to either politicize or depoliticize 

contested policy decisions. In the case study of the elevated highways, proponents tried 

to depoliticize the process and aimed to reach consensus through technopolitical means 

intended to win the battle for the truth. However, when that strategy failed, they resorted 

to technologies of participation such as the telephone poll or the plebiscite to settle the 

issue. In the same logic, opponents of the project tried to politicize the process by both 

engaging in the realm of expertise and deploying technologies of participation intended 

to create uncertainty about the outcomes of the process. The final decision on whether 

or not to build the elevated highways was left to the inhabitants of Mexico City. The 

strategy to depoliticize the policy decision through expertise and technologies of 

participation worked.  
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