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Abstract The work attempts to deconstruct the conceptsiagdiitics and biopower
and seeks to create conditions for a correct aafdnioethics, understood both as an
analytical tool and normative of the morality ofopolitics and biopower and as
practical application in the form of democraticisésnce and dissidence with respect to
morally questionable purposes, resulting from biibigal practices and the improper
use of such concepts to perform them. Their assomps that the concepts of
biopolitics and biopower are used most of timesamninconsistent way or gmsse-
partout words, which affects its power of intelligibilifypr understanding the profound
changes in contemporary society, including witlpees to perceptions of itself while a
living system'. Deconstruction is therefore a Isegy pre-operation due to the
subsumption of ethics to politics, supposedly iegied by the common reference to
"life”, indicated by the Greek worbiios which, however, reveals itself inextricably
linked to zoé if not subsumed to this. Finally, this paper dsges the proposals for
biopolitical democracy and democratic biopolitishowing the need for a bioethical
control of biopolitics.
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This work attempts to deconstruct the conceptsagdwer and biopolitics and aims to
detect the contradictions resulting from the misoisénese two concepts, showing some
interpretative conflicts involved. Deconstructianunderstood here in the sense given
by Derrida, that is, a practice of critical readimigthe speeches that take refuge in the
concepts of biopower and biopolitics and a methodstrategy - to analyze the existing
imaginary and symbolic constructions, but highligbtthe need to reconstruct what has
been forgotten or repressed in them, from what a@yelieves that ethics cannot be
deconstructed: justice - which can also be undedsts a principle, both formal and
substantive in any ethics and / or policy. The emtion of justice as originates from



the formal principle of Aristotle, who considerédhe architectural virtue that sustains
and should govern the common life.

For Derrida, this procedure for the dismantlingcategories, concepts and speeches,
thanks to the practice of critical reading, is awkd through ahinking of structured
genealogy of its concepts as faithful and intemmaly as possible, but at the same time
external, determining that what this story coulchceal or forbid, becoming history
through this repression somehow interested.

The assumption of this approach is that deconstruds a necessary condition for
bioethics to be able to fulfill not only its duagstriptive and normative role in relation
to moral facts, i.e., of rational and impartial gse of the morality of the facts of

biopolitics and biopower, proposing rules to retgildne conflicts involved, but also to

provide support to the recipients of these fadtanks to justice, which, for Derrida,

would be that which cannot be deconstructed antdaheourages and legitimizes the
project of deconstruction. Furthermore, it alsouasss the existence of the roles of
resistance and dissence regarding the attemptsbisusie the bioethical problematic
and the biopolitical problematic, i.e., of submmttior subsuming ethical questioning to
supposed pragmatic needs of a political realismsicered the most concrete, effective
and legitimate in its management of bodies, pomnatand life in general, but which

may in fact be a mere cynicism and justification bepolitical practices that continue

to be morally questionable because theyuaijast

Particularly, the operation of deconstruction hagractical effect, because it can be
considered a necessary condition in order a p8i@land secular bioethics can be
rebuilt as a tool of resistance to thefair effects resulting from uses and abuses of
biopolitics, having as a paradigmatic reference abthoritarian and bioethical power
represented by Nazism. In short, deconstructiomnsanalytical and interpretative
method of moral conflicts placed on biopoliticst lalso a practical tool that justifies
bioethical practices questioning biopolitics andgawer.

In fact, the concepts difiopolitics andbiopowerare used often on an inconsistently and
unnecessary way, or gasse-partoutvords (orclichég, including two in the field of
bioethicé, reason why it seems to be necessary their deoctish so a field of
criticism of the existing can be rebuilt, as can that of bioethics, grounded by
'undesconstructabilitydf justice that makeseconstruction possibfe

Thinking in terms of genealogy, when it come®ipolitics andbiopowera mandatory
reference and the text by Michel Foucaulte Will to Knowledgel976, in which, its
final chapter presents a first systematic reflectid these two concepts, relating them
with the forms of power (and power-knowledge) oa thital processes in the fields of
health and hygiene, production and reproductior, thging to avoid any kind of
anthropologismin their approaches

Another author who became a constant referenceGamgio Agamben, with the work
Homo sacerSovereign Power and Bare Ljfeublished in 1995, which incorporates the
concept of biopolitics, but deconstructs the cotxeb bare life andhomo sacerand
focuses its attention on the power devices over biodogical body, having as a
paradigmatic reference the concentration camp



A third author also became, recently, a referehleeis Roberto Esposito, who in 2004
launchedBios: Biopolitics and Philosophyin which he retakes and reconfigures the
project of Foucault and Agamben, aimed at the qunad biopolitics from the
deconstruction of the concept bfos and relating biopolitics and tana politics to
understand the enigma of biopolitics and try itgr@aftive reconversion, i.e., in terms
of democratic biopoliticor biopolitical democracy, but without distinguist the two
possible reconfiguratiorfs

However, none of the three authors made explitg#reace to bioethics which, on the
contrary, is made by bioethicists dealing with loliics, as it is the case of sanitary
bioethics, which, however, must face this confroatawith biopolitics, including with
the internal criticism that would have deteciegrnal faults and failures that have led
to suggest the replacement of the shortcominggémhéo an applied ethics for a more
effective and robust biopolitids Therefore, the need to see what, indeed, magateli
the termsbiopolitics and biopower and which they are or may be, the relationship
betweenbiopolitics biopower andbioethics or, rather, between the so-called political
realism personified by biopolitics and biopowerd dhe political justice, personified by
a correctly interpreting and acting bioethics.

The problematic biopolitics word

The wordbiopoliticsappears in thélouaiss Dictionary of Portuguese Languagéiich
gives the following ambiguous definition: an intisaplinary science that studies the
integration and reconciliation of modern societyd aits institutions with the
infrastructure of basic organic support (naturgnate, soil health, water purity eté.)
But the word does not appear in thevo Aurelioof the 2% Century

Such ambiguity does not appear to be due to chasioege what characterizes
biopolitics would be a clear conceptual vaguensisge that the concept bfopolitics
appears crossed by amcertainty [that] prevents any stableonnotation [and that]
seems to make him not only the instrument but ats@bject of a harsh political and
philosophical confrontation about the configuratand the fate of our time, raising the
guestion of knowing: how a policy that will be ditly addressed to it should be
thought?

One of the consequences relevant to bioethics lamarmbiguity and vagueness of the
biopolitics concept allows it to be used to conr@tenomena seemingly antithetical, as
can be, on the one hand, contemporary policiecdoe, protection and welfare - as

were and still are the public policies of demoaratiates — and on the other hand, the
ways thatbiotanatopoliticaghatconceived the state as a body that must be immdinize
against pathogenic elements - such as, for exaiigleracy of Nazi politics.

On the first connotation, biopolitics applies torggnment practices defined as forms of
biopower that, according to Foucault, aim to ensamd strengthen the population's
health through the control and intervention overthisi morbidities, skills and
environment, and also through the control, managénaed intervention over the
human body (the individual) and over the human iggefthis being understood more
than agolis or society than as biological species).

In this case, the concepts loibs and polis may have two types of relationship: a) a
relationship among themselves with no priority @oamcept over another - that linguists



call paratactic and that may also be the form of iaterface or b) a relationship of
subsumption of the firstb{o9 in relation to the secongdlis) - called by linguists
hypotactic- which corresponds roughly to the type of reladitip existing in the Greek
period.

This hypotacticrelationship was recovered by Hannah Arendt, witenphilosopher
tries to restore the difference made by Aristollet (unlit by modernity) betweebios
and zoé understanding this as the biological life whiclanmshares with other living
beings and that as the specifically human life (ful) of events which can later be
narrated as history and establish a biogrdhBut in this second circumstance, rather
than a interface betwedmos andpolis wehave a subsumption which can be either the
bios of the polls — that is that the case referred to by Aristothel &rendt - as an
annexation (Anschluss) of tipelis to bios that is, a policy submitted to biology and its
laws, as was certainly the case in

Nazi biocracy.

However, a clear distinction between the two cotioep is not always easy to do, and
one of suchamphibologiesor conceptual duplicity can be seen in public thedstelf,
where sanitary policies seem to oscillate betwéenpoles ofmedicalizationof life,
encouraged, mainly by the pharmaceutical industrgnd politics itself (we could say),
encouraged by the sanitary movement which led @olthified Health System (SUS)
and established focal points between health sceenmitical science, human science
and social movements. That is, where aspects gbbiws and biopower are manifest
in the fact that sanitary policies manage, disogliand control the bodies, lives,
morbidity and death of populations under their oesibility (or management) but
leaving uncovered the question of the ethical ammkthical aspects involved by
becoming the inclusion of life in the devices obfmwlitics and biopower applied to the
perception and management of collective health. And seems to be one of the
priority tasks of sanitary bioethics, which shafigm its work analyzing its possible
links with biopolitics and biopower.

The biopolitics-biopower— bioethics set ad its reléonship with bios

The conceptual relationships betwebiopolitics, biopowerand bioethics can be
detected by analyzing the common reference to tiefixpbios noting that the
relationship is not necessarily the same for theettand that this is due probably to the
problematic use of the concept 'life’ in bioethe&rsl [to] their interfaces [established]
with the biopolitical praxis and the biopower dest?, which are not very clear.

For Agamben, behind this ambiguity there would vea indistinction between ttmé
andbios concepts themselves, which for the Greeks (whatedesuch terms) indicated
realities distinct from life as a whole: the simpiatural life (zoé) and a particular way
of life (bios), i.e., life in general and qualifidéifestyle that is typical of men, immersed
in the biological body and [in thepolitical body*®. This distinction will be eliminated
from the Modernity, when confusion will be instaléetween the two concepts that
Agamben considers thdecisive facin the origin of the totalitarian biopolitics of the
twentieth century. When bios aroé right and fact enter into a zone of irreducible
blur, one can affirm that this entry of zoé in gpdere of polis, the politicization of bare
life as such, constitutes the decisive event of emuty, which marks a radical
transformation of the political-philosophical cabeigs classic thinking14.



Thus, the blurring may become confused when weidenshatbioethics, biopolitics
and biopowethave as a common reference Ibihes concept, allowing, for example, that
to one speaks, on the one hand, on life ethicgjqsobf life and power of life, but also,
on the other hand, in ethics about life, politi@sput life and power over life. But this
common reference to thmosterm does not allow so say that it is the samenmgeof
life being referred to, even assuming the classicndisbin betweerbios andzoé since
the two prepositionsf andaboutindicate different relationships betwepalitics and
life. In particular, the reference biosmade by thdiopower / biopolitics in which the
first refers to devices for the effective exercisiepower over life represented by
biopolitics and the second to the polayned to implement and manalg@power- has
in fact a nature different from that of bioethiegen this is understood as bioethics of
life and not on power against biopower, i.e., as empuoeet of citizens>

Moreover, until the present moment, it has noterbestablished any consensus on
relations between biopolitics and biopower or betmvpotency and power. There is, for
example, some who consider that the relationshi@tgetic relationshigiopower-
biopolitics (which is in substance Foucault's position) canseen as aliopower /
biopolitics opposition. This dichotomy between the two congdpt considered, for
example, by Toni Negri and Michael Hardt, who definiopower - represented by
power of thecrowd - as opposed to biopolitics or as a form of resisé to it*°.

This form of resistance can, for example, be seera aejection of the repressive
hypothesis according to which modern power censurgdicts and represses freedom
and desire, since the power would be less whateptswthan what produces, and life is
not simply the victim of its repression. Upgradiitg resources and potentialities
biopower [would give] to life the necessary weapaonsits emancipation, as if life
should pass through biopower to access to a fsliegy of subjectivity. So biopower
would revealfrom the exterior the productive dynamism immarierh vital powers,
exploring them and moving them, being, thereforgaasformation of this power over
life in a power of life, to find again the conditi® for a fully developed life"’ .
However, according to Jacques Ranciére, this wewdshtually reaffirm a life rooting of
politics'®- which, as discussed below, may represent onts ofiost questionable forms,
according to its full biocratic version.

The need to deconstruct biopolitics

As shown by Espositothe termbiopolitics (or bio-politics) has conceptual background
since at least the early twentieth century, witle #ppearance of thgeopolitical
conception of vital spacand biogeographic staf€ or that of State understood as an
organism which would have anatomy and physiology of itsnote be protected by
state mediciné®

In 1911 the termbiopolitics emerges, with the following explanation: the term
'biopolitics' means a policy that should consider aispects of nation: first, the increase
in population and competition, and secondly, tiedviidual attributes of human that are
available to fill posts of responsibility in theaf?*

In 1920 appears the term biopolitics (without hyphassociated with a vitalistic
conception of State, conceived adaly with natural instincts and impulses, but still



leaves space for the specificitiesds this strain characteristic of life itself (...) led
me to call such his discipline biopolitics, by awg with [a] biology; it is better
understood when one considers that the Greek vimod''means not only the natural,
physically life, but still but also in an equalligsificant measure the cultural life. This
designation is also intended to express that depecel on the laws of life that society
expressed herein and promotes the state itselftfte]role of arbitrator or at least of a
mediator®*

When spelledbio-politics the word reappears with the installation of Namchacy
whenbios is subsumed taoé andbio-politics will be understood as the study of th
risks and diseases of the social body, and asedctat the question of the immune
defense to be assumed by policy 23. The many mgsihbiopolitics were preserved
throughout the twentieth century. For example, blitigs perceived as a policy guided
by the life sciences &8 or as a strategy of compatibilization betweentthman gender
and the environmerft, with respect to linkages between politics and §tiences, in
particular the subsumption of politics and biology.

But the term is also re-sementicized in a neohust&ely after the defeat of Nazism: [a]
biopolitics does not deny [the] blind forces of lelace and the will of power, nor the
self-destructive forces that exist in man and imhn civilization [becausehese forces
are elemental forces of life. But biopolitics dentbat such forces are fatal and that
cannot be contradicted and directed by spirituacés - the forces of justice, charity,
clarity, the truth?®.

In this respect it is worth remembering also theatdpolitica” conception of Edgar
Morin, aimed at subtracting the evolution of mamkifrom economicism and
productivism in favor o multidimensional policy of man, so that all patiidife and

all the ways of politics begin to meet and integteste themselves, and announce a
ontopolitics, respecting more and more and globtil human being.

Finally, we must remember the neo-naturalistic epiica trend that is still present and
that refers to nature as a parameter for deterguipaiitics, influenced by Darwinism
(Social), ethology and sociobiology: [biopoliticsica the] term commonly used to
describe the approach of the political scientisteowise biological concepts (especially
the Darwinian evolutionary theory) and techniqudsbmmlogical research to study,
explain, predict and sometimes also prescribe jpalibehavior’®.

It can be deducted from this rapid genealogy thateixtension of the semantic field of
biopolitics and from the Foucault conference in Rio de Janeirol974° and the
subsequent publication of his book The Will to Kihesdge , in 1976, the term
biopolitics spread among scientists concernedudystg and understanding the social
and political transformations of our time.

In the 1974 lecture, Foucault had used the teiwapolitics associating it to the body
and medicine, regarding it as a capitalistic sgwtéor the capitalistic society the bio-
politics is what is important before anything eldbe biological, the somatic, the
corporeal. The body is a bio-political reality; miethe is a biopolitical strategy”.
Subsequently he moved away from previous conceptadfnbiopolitics, although it
shares its criticisms to modernit§Biopolitics'shoucld be understood as the way by
which, from the eighteenth century, it was soughtationalize the problems posed for



governmental practice by the phenomena peculiaraofet of living being while
population: health, hygiene, birth, longevity, rate

In another text he specifies the meaningoimipower: it seems to me that one of the
fundamental phenomena of the nineteenth centurpéas, [and] is that the power has
assumed life, in a perspective that we could celfave. It is, so to speak, a catching of
power over man as a living being, of a kind ofigtdton of the biological, or at least a
trend toward to what we could call the statizatmfinthe biological (...) something that
Is no longer an anatomo-politics of human body,that would call a 'biopolitics of the
human specie¥.

In the critical evaluation by Esposito — recognigithe Foucauldian change in the
genealogy of biopolitics as we understand it today a few years, the notion of
'biopolitics’ (...) opened a completely new phasecantemporary reflection. Since
Foucault (...) proposed again and reclassified thecept, the whole quadrant of
political philosophy was profoundly modified. Itddnot left the scene [classical
categories] as those of 'right', 'sovereignty' democracy' (...). But his meaning effect
is increasingly weak [and] the normalization prosescreasingly invades ample
spaces®.

Three references: Foucault, Agamben and Esposito

When talking about biopower and biopolitics thestfimandatory reference is almost
always an affirmation of the final chaptertdistory of sexuality 1 The will to know-

in which Foucault writesfor millennia man remained what he was for Aristoth
living animalwith the additional capacity for a political existge; modern man is an
animal whose politics places his existence as iadibeing in questiofi And in this
text the author introduces the term biopoliticswaiting:: we must speak of 'biopolitics'
to designate what makes life and its mechanismsr eint the field of explicit
calculations and makes power-knowledge a changetazjenuman life”.

Another important reference idomo sacer the sovereign poweand bare life,by
Agamben ®, in which the author develops the conceptbare life andhomo sacein
order to rethink the categories bfopolitics and biopowerthe light of the Nazi
pragmatic biocracy and its extermination device ofdt), represented by the
concentration camp In a subsequent text, he considered that in ogmeary
biopolitics there would not be actually a submissaf the bios to zo€ but rather a
mysterious disconnection between thémour culture has always been the human was
always thought as an articulation and a conjunctafna body and a soul, of a living
being and a logos of a natural element (or aninaadyl a supernatural, social or divine
element. We must instead learn to think man as thhich results from the
disconnection of these elements and examine [thegdtipal and political mystery of
separatior.

In the genealogy done by Agamben what would prewvaithe current biopolitical
debates would point out to an indistinction betwé®n zoé and bios concepts, where
the disappearance of such distinction would cooedpo the emergence of totalitarian
biopolitics of the twentieth century. For him, img case, the terntsos and zoé€, right
and fact enter into a zone of irreducible indistinction, bese its current use reveals
the entry of zoé in the sphere of the polis, tHeigiaation of bare life as such, [which



would make] the decisive event of modernity, wiienks a radical transformation of
the political-philosophical categories of classhotght®.

In this sensethe double fundamental category of Western polmy[would be]that
friend-enemy, but bare life-political existence,é#mos, inclusion-exclusion A
conclusion that derives from the fact tipalitics exists because man is the living being
who, in language, separates and opposes to it ¢ing bare life itself and, at the same
time, remains in a relationship with it in an inslue exclusion, since modern
democracy compared to the classic one [has] a claiml a release of zoé, [and
because] it seeks constantly to transform the daane life in terms of life and [find],
so to speak, bios z3&

In short, the implication of bare life in the political spleeiconstitutes the original
nucleus — although disguised - of sovereign powere could say that the production of
a biopolitical body is the original contribution dhe sovereign power anthat
biopolitics is, in this sense, at least as old s sovereign exception, since putting
biological life in the center of its calculationset modern state [redirects] to light the
secret link that unites the power to bare ffte

The third reference is the woBdos: Biopolitics and philosophyy Esposito. For him,
what would characterize the concept lmbpolitics would be not only its patent
conceptual indefinition - highlighted by Agambetut also — and more radically - a
biologicist view of biopolitics, that would make it morally drpolitically dangerous,
sincea policy built directly on the bios has the risk @ferlapping violently bios to
policy 3. The author also criticizes what he considersrghrapological reductionism
of biopolitics since inthe concept of biopolitics is in danger of losingight to the
point of losing its identity, becoming a form ofditional humanism®, in fact
incapable of facing the challenges representetanrtter-relationship between life and
politics.

Finally, to Esposito, we should also refuse mléuralistic conception, due to confusion
between the descriptive aspect and the prescripspect in which it holds itself and
that would actually make the argumentation andifjoation circular. Indeed, in this
conception the resulting notion of biopolitics Est time sufficiently clear, but if the
political behavior is inextricably wired in the sibpf the bios and the bios is what binds
man to the sphere of nature, the only possibleipslshall be that already registered
natural in our natural code. In this case, eveigumarentation would be based in a
rhetorical circuit in which theory does not integpreality, but reality dictates a theory
to confirm it. That is, the enigma of biopolitiosesns solved - but in a way that gives as
an assumption exactly what ones was lookindor.

Esposito also notes that, apparently, all the cafuseems to arise from the very word
bios, becauséf we put our trust to the Greek lexicon (...) mdnan to the term bios,
understood in the sense of 'qualified life' or 'wahylife, 'biopolitics refers to the zoé
dimension, i.e., of life in its simplest biologi@dpression, or to the line of conjunction
along which bios emerges over the zoé also natingiitself. But [because of ] from
this change in terminology the idea of biopoliteésems to be in a zone of double
indiscernibility 2,

Therefore, it could be said that there isdaal indiscernibility in the concept of
biopolitics, resulting from the fact that itirshabited by a term that does not suit it - and



that assumes risks even to distort its more rentdekieatures. In this semantic context
the term zoé would become a problematic defingiooe it would refer to a conception
of life absolutely natural (...) without any formadnnotation what would be something
unthinkable, even today, when the human body appeere challenged, and even
literally crossed by the technigde

One can therefore say that in his work of decowtittn Esposito would have detected
the unthought (or indeed the repressed) of biopolititsThe unthought, indeed, would
orient it but would have been forgotten by thoseowighlight the concepts of homo
sacer and the state of exception while constitugmracteristics of biopolitics
(Agamben) as per those that refer to a kind oflisitain its biopolitics of the crowd
(Negri). This unthought, detected by Esposito, whdt the author calls thexmunitary
paradigmassociated with the practices of protection agahkinds of risks, since the
bacteriological contagion until the so-called teism **.Such paradigm would be for
him, a mechanism subjacent to biopolitics that Wallow avoiding difficulties of its
conceptual vagueness. Indeed, in ithenunitasbios andnomos life and politics, [are
indeed] the two components of a single, inseparagethat only makes sense from the
relation between thenThus, immunity would nobnly be the relation that connects life
to power, but the power to preserve life, sinceti@ity to everything that involves the
concept of biopolitics - understood as a resulthaf meeting which at one point occurs
between the two component elements — of this pbwmew there is no power external
to life, just as life never occurs outside the tielas of power. For this reason, in this
case, politics could only be seen as a possillitthe instrument to preserve life and
immunization as a negative protection oé fif

Contradictory effects of conceptual vagueness bfopolitics

The conceptual vagueness lobpolitics seems to allow us to use this concept to
indicate phenomena as diverse as the pubtpoliciesfor assistance, protection and
welfare of democratic states on the one hand, an wobiotanatopolitica as was the
case of Nazbiopolitics (or biocracy, on the other hand. The two situations that the
term biopolitics seems to make indistinguishable, shall however,ahalytically
distinguishable and practically distinct.

In the first case, the term biopolitics emergesnfran inter-relationship (or interface)
betweenbios and polis and refers to welfare policies aimed at guaranteeand
strengthening the health of the population, thaokdevices or the prevention, control,
management and intervention over individual humatlyband over the population, not
necessarily identifying itself with a policy on thiman species (although may be
related to the immunitary paradigm). In the secoask, what emerges is a policy where
individuals and human populations are conceptuallysumed to the human species, to
be (supposedly) protected from pathogens, i.eteaasa relationship (or interface)
between bios and polis we have a subsumption (whiéhct is an annexation) of polis
to bios. In short, a policy subjected to biologyl @s laws.

But, as pointed out earlier, th@os and polis concepts have two possible logical
relationships: 1) the interrelationship with nogpity of a concept over the other
(paratactig; 2) a subsumption of a term to the othieypotactig. In turn, the second
form of relationship betweelios andpolis has two possible variants: the subsumption
of the bios to polis (which corresponds to the kind of relationshipt teaisted for



Aristotle) and the subsumption @blis to bios and, in turn, from bios to zoé, as
probably still occurs in immunitary policies.

Despite these logical distinctions, duplicity ofaneng (or amphibology) persists today,
and is a source of conceptual confusion and paditicof possible authoritarian
slippage supposedly legitimized by science of ld&ed by the immunitary-type
protective policies. And that's exactly what letmlseed to deconstruct biopolitics and,
from this deconstruction, trying to apply the bloes tools to detect morality (which
includesimmorality) of biopolitics and biopower. From this analysismay then
reconstruct forms of resistance on behalf of wizeinot be subject to deconstruction:
justice.

The form of resistance, represented by the biogtelwould, however, comply with
certain conditions. First, it should not be seemswsstitute (or representative) of social
control (which is indeed a guarantee of democrdmy) as a tool ofesistanceo service
of possibledemocratic control of the controtepresented by the power exercised by
biopower and biopolitics. Secondly, it should maaounts with the actual political
consequences resulting from the moral imperativé social justice, what can be
possible from the point of view of amtervention bioethicfunderstood ashe analysis
of macro collective problems and confftétin turn coupled to hioethics of protection
understood not onlyas a descriptive and normative tool, but particljals a
protection against threats to 'bare life' and asnimum’ moral indispensable for the
existence of organized social lffe

However, this position should consider the crititisinternal to the bioethics itself,
according to which bioethics would bedscipline at risk due to his allegedxcessive
academicismfocused onspecific and irrelevant problem&hen compared with the
great themes as social inequity, public sanitarliqees, ecological crisisywhich would
be in fact being assumed or attached by biops]itmd should, thereforprevent its
appropriation from other sides, away from specHigenda of bioethical thougH£.
From Indeed, thisisk condition of bioethics can be considered as audtismfor power
a bioethics think-resistant, which would includettb@n intervention bioethicsas a
bioethics of protectionbut knowing that it only become possible if thdee a
deconstruction predicted category of biopoliticsl &mopower, as well as the essential
criticism of unjustified annexation of bioethicshhmpolitics.

Final considerations

What can we tentatively conclude from such decaostin of the ambiguous and dense
category of biopolitics? From this entry in theipcdl field of notion of biological life?
The answer is not simple if we consider that bidgj@slis not based on a philosophical
assumption [but] of concrete everits and should therefore do the accounts with facts
which, in turn, should be weighted with undescamgible justice — according to
Aristotle — and the architectural virtue of soditd.

The paradigmatic example of this process goes badke Nazi biocracy which, in
addition to resulting in a depoliticization of medehilosophy (as intended by Arendt),
came to disarrange and reverse the political caegpreviously defined, historically
founded on the separation zdéids and on the lexical priority dfiosoverzoé That is,
the entry on the scene of the notionlitd - the dualbios andzoédimension — crossed



and transformed by the tools and devices of theebimoscientific paradigm not only
mixed up the previous relationship, but also obsguhe complexity of relationships
between these categories, when applied to the pheman of life in its articulations
with politics, technique, science, the interestsvoimed, the production and
consumption.

To Esposito, it would be precisdilye force of biopolitical perspective that wouldsar
from the ability of reading this tangle and thisnéiact, this displacement and this
implication. Otherwise - he asks - what would happen when piéceived as zoé and
not as bios, that before the validity of the bidfpcdl paradigm was ‘out’ of the political
sphere, breaks into such dimension, exploding lieged autonomy and shifting the
discourse of the modern political philosophy onira@ducible ground to the traditional
terms - democracy, power, ideology?

The author warns, however, that one should knowhiwdogical life of individuals and
population [settled down a long time ago] in thenta of all significant political
decisions, which forces us to a paradigm shiftcesithe model of medical healing has
become not just the privileged object, but the vferyn of political life, i.e., a policy
that only in life finds the only source of possilelgitimacy™".

Referring to theradical heterogeneityrepresented by Nazism and its biocracy he
believes that from the biopolitical standpoitiite twentieth century, and even the entire
course of modernity - which he considers that star@ith Machiavelli - is not
determined, decided, by the superficial and conttady antithesis between
totalitarianism and democracy, but for that, muaeper, because it belongs to the field
of wildlife conservation, among history and natubetween historicization of nature
and naturalization of history Moreover, this dichotomy could not simply be
reconducted to saymmetrical bipolarity, since that nature - underst in the biological
sense, as Nazism has done - is not a anti-histéophilosophy or ideology opposite of
the story but a non philosophy and a non ideoldggt a political philosophy, but a
political biology, a policy of life and about lifeversed into its opposite and, therefore,
a producer of deatff.

All this has an important consequence which shaoldbe forgotten, because whibis
bodily dimension becomes the real interlocutor ateaporarily subject and object — of
the government, what is being discussed is, bedtiyeghe principle of equality that
becomes inapplicable to something like the bodysittitively unlike any other criteria
each time definable and modifiable. this case, what would be being withdrawn was
not only the principle of equality, but a wholeissrof distinctions opppositions on
which it is based [the] whole conception of modpatitics from which it is generated:
that means those between public and private, egtiind nature, law and theology.
Thus, when the body replaces, or 'fills', the adustisubjectivity of the corporation, it
becomes difficult, if not impossible, to distinguishat concerns the public sphere of
what concerns the private one [but also] what bgbmo the natural order and what
may be subjected to the intervention of techniquity, all the issues of ethical character
[that] this choice implies®.

To Esposito, the reason for this lack of distinecteond the conflicts it inevitably entails
and thathuman life is exactly that about what the publid dhe private, natural and
artificial, politics and theology are intertwined/ta bond that no majority decision will



be able to undo, since the revolt of life of in pever devices marks the eclipse of
democracy, at least of democracy as we have imddtreo far, which would mean to
think in another kind democracy - compatible witie tongoing biopolitical change,
henceforth irreversible®®. And the author ends his questioning leaving aenop
question: But where to look, how to think, which may meamayp a biopolitics
democracy or a democratic biopolitics - capablerdfuencing over the bodies, but for
the sake of the bodie¥?It assumes this is something very difficult td i a
determined manner, since at the moment it is songethve can only glimpse, even
though we know that to enable a line of thoughhis direction we have to get rid of all
old philosophies of history and all conceptual pdigans concepts that lead théfn

And what would be the role of bioethics in all thisbelieve it is possible to consider it
as an alternative to biopolitics, contrary to wisgems to suggest Esposito, who
considers that in the very field of biopolitics tkeidence of a democratic biopolitics or
ademocracy biopoliticsvould be found, capable of stimulating policiedamor of the
bodies and not about them. However, this suggestiay question: first if a democratic
biopolitics and a biopolitical democracy were indébe same thing or if the second
would not have in itself the conditions to becomevitably biocracy a supposedly
legitimated by a biomedical or sanitary model batfact morally and politically
objectionable; secondly, if the entry of life asjemd of political concern and the
consequent filling up thebstract subjectivityof traditional legal personality may
involve abuses against the fundamental rights, lyaaad politically questionable, too.

Thus, based on thendesconstructible principle of justicappointed by Derrida,
bioethics can, in principle, mediate regulatoryuess involved by biopolitics and
biopower, that is, the relationships establishasvéenbios andzoé between them and
the polis and between them arechne But what would be the legitimacy of bioethics
to do this? | think it is the resistance to theploiitics reduction the political (in fact a
zoopolitcs with the glaring exception of the bidsye think in Nazi biocracy). | believe
that such resistance can be realized from the @wls ffor this field, respecting the
specifics of each knowledge involved to establisgdlogjue with the various forms of
knowledge and power involved. Or, perhaps, resistaccurs only bprofanation® of
the so-called natural 'inevitable' establishedwbet biology and politics by the
biopolitical paradigm. But the sense of profanattould be understood in this case as
a displacement, without abolishing what one intetwglisplace. A displacement of
power devices that would allow return to common wggaces that [power] had
confiscated. And that is what deconstruction, alamty the bioethics of protection and
bioethics intervention, seems to jointly perfornpoiis

Resumo

A bioética como forma de resisténcia a biopolitica ao biopoder

O trabalho intenta desconstruir os conceitos dpdbitica e biopoder e objetiva criar

condicbes para uma atuacdo correta da bioéticendidh tanto como ferramenta

analitica e normativa da moralidade da biopoligick biopoder quanto como aplicacao
pratica sob a forma de resisténcia e dissidénaiaodegitica com relacdo aos efeitos
moralmente questionaveis, resultantes das pratiogpsliticas e dos usos inadequados
de tais conceitos para realiza-las. Seu pressupasie que os conceitos de biopolitica
e biopoder séo utilizados, na maioria das vezesfodwea inconsistente ou como

palavraspasse-partoyt o que afeta seu poder de inteligibilidade parterefer as



profundas transformacdes da sociedade contemporameasive com relacdo as
percepcdes de si enquanto ‘sistema vivo'. A dednag&o constitui, portanto, uma
operagdo prévia necessaria devido a subsuncao ica &tpolitica, supostamente
legitimada pela referéncia comum a “vida”, indicapdéa palavra gredaios a qual, no
entanto, se revela inextricavelmente vinculadaé quando ndo subsumida a esta. Por
fim, o trabalho discute as propostas de democraapolitica e de biopolitica
democrética, mostrando a necessidade de um cobtodiico da biopolitica.

Palavras-chave:Bioética. Biopolitica. Controle. Justica. Imuniead

Resumen

La bioética como forma de resistencia a la biopol@a y al biopoder

El trabajo intenta desconstruir los conceptos d@diitica y biopoder y objetiva crear
condiciones para una actuacion correcta de la ib@étentendida tanto como
herramienta analitica y normativa de la moralidadadbiopolitica y del biopoder como
aplicacion practica bajo la forma de resistenceisydencia democratica con relacion a
los efectos moralmente cuestionables, resultarddasdpracticas biopoliticas y de los
usos inadecuados de tales conceptos para redaiz&uliapresupuesto es el de que los
conceptos de biopolitica y biopoder son utilizadasmayoria de las veces, de forma
inconsistente o como palabnaasse-partoytlo que afecta a su poder de inteligibilidad
para entender las profundas transformaciones deci@dad contemporanea, inclusive
con relacién a las percepciones de si en tantterss vivo'. La desconstruccion
constituye, por tanto, una operacion previa ne@sabido a la subsuncién de la ética a
la politica, supuestamente legitimada por la refgeecomun a la “vida”, indicada por
la palabra griegaios la cual, no obstante, se revela inextricablemeinteulada azoé
cuando no subsumida a ésta. Por fin, el trabajoutlislas propuestas de democracia
biopolitica y de biopolitica democrética, mostratamecesidad de un control bioético
de a biopolitica.

Palabras-clave:Bioética. Biopolitica. Control. Justicia. Impunéia
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