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A2 Biopolitics – saves lives
( _ ) Even if biopower can be destructive, it is on balance necessary to save lives—NOTE: we reject the gendered language in this evidence

Ojakangus in 05  
(Mika, Helsinki Collegium for Advanced Studies , “Impossible Dialogue on Bio-power” http://www.foucault-studies.com/no2/ojakangas1.pdf) 

In  fact,  the  history  of  modern  Western  societies  would  be  quite  incomprehensible  without  taking  into  account  that  there  exists  a  form  o  power  which  refrains  from  killing  but  which  nevertheless  is  capable  of  directing  people’s  lives.  The  effectiveness  of  biopower  can  be  seen  lying  precisely  in  that  it  refrains  and  withdraws  before  every  demand  of  killing,  even  though  these  demands  would  derive  from  the  demand  of  justice.  In  bio-political  societies,  according  to  Foucault,  capital  punishment  could  not  be  maintained  except  by  invoking  less  the  enormity  of  the  crime  itself  than  the  monstrosity  of  the  criminal:  “One  had  the  right  to  kill  those  who  represented  a  kind  of  biological  danger  to  others.”112  However,  given  that  the  “right  to  kill”  is  precisely  a  sovereign  right,  it  can  be  argued  that  the  biopolitical  societies  analyzed  by  Foucault  were  not  entirely  bio-political.  Perhaps,  there neither  has  been  nor  can  be  a  society  that  is  entirely  bio-political.  Nevertheless,  the  fact  is  that  present-day  European  societies  have  abolished  capital  punishment.  In  them,  there  are  no  longer  exceptions.  It  is  the  very  “right  to  kill”  that  has  been  called  into  question.  However,  it  is  not  called  into  question  because  of  enlightened  moral  sentiments,  but  rather  because  of  the  deployment  of  bio-political  thinking  and  practice.    For  all  these  reasons,  Agamben’s  thesis,  according  to  which  the  concentration  camp  is  the  fundamental  bio-political  paradigm  of  the  West,  has  to  be  corrected.113  The  bio-political  paradigm  of  the  West  is  not  the  concentration  camp,  but,  rather,  the  present-day  welfare  society  and,  instead  of  homo  sacer,  the  paradigmatic  figure  of  the  bio-political  society  can  be  seen,  for  example,  in  the  middle-class  Swedish  social democrat.  Although  this  figure  is  an  object  –  and  a  product  –  of  the  huge  bio-political  machinery,  it  does  not  mean  that  he  is  permitted  to  kill  without  committing  homicide.  Actually,  the  fact  that  he  eventually  dies,  seems  to  be  his  greatest  “crime”  against  the  machinery.  (In  bio-political  societies,  death  is  not  only  “something  to  be  hidden  away,”  but,  also,  as  Foucault  stresses,  the  most  “shameful  thing  of  all”.114)  Therefore,  he  is  not  exposed  to  an  unconditional  threat  of  death,  but  rather  to  an  unconditional  retreat  of  all  dying.  In  fact,  the  bio-political  machinery  does  not  want  to  threaten  him,  but  to  encourage  him,  with  all  its  material  and  spiritual  capacities,  to  live  healthily,  to  live  long  and  to  live  happily  –  even  when,  in  biological  terms,  he  “should  have  been  dead  long  ago”.115  This  is  because  bio-power  is  not  bloody  power  over  bare  life  for  its  own  sake  but  pure  power  over  all  life  for  the  sake  of  the  living.  It  is  not  power  but  the  living,  the  condition  of  all  life  –  individual  as  well  as  collective  –  that  is  the  measure  of  the  success  of  bio-power.       
A2 Biopolitics – limits state power

Biopower promotes a form of rationality that limits state power—this turns their impacts 

Lacombe in 96 
(Danny, Criminology Simon Fraser U,  “Reforming Foucault: A Critique of the Social Control Thesis” The British Journal of Sociology, Vol. 47, No. 2 Jstor)

The nature of the relation between the individual and the political order concerned Foucault in his studies of 'bio-power' and 'bio-politics'. In this work, he implicitly negates his earlier claims that rights in the West were unequivocally linked to the sovereign (1980b, 1988, 199 1). Foucault introduced the notion of 'bio-power' in his work on sexuality to designate the proliferation of a technology of power-knowledge primarily concerned with life. Bio-power was a mechanism that took charge of life by 'investing the body, health, modes of subsistence and habitation, living conditions, the whole space of existence' (Foucault 1980b: 14344, emphasis added). The notion of bio-power is useful for our understanding of the phenomenon of resistance because while it represents a totalizing or universal mechanism -one that interpellates the subject as a member of a population - it also contains the seed for a counter-power or a counter-politics because that mechanism individualizes the subject of a population. It is this aspect of bio-power, its simultaneous totalizing and individual-izing tendencies, that is of importance in understanding the strategies by which individual subjects can claim the right to self-determination. Foucault explains that against this [bio-]power that was still new in the nineteenth century, the forces that resisted relied for support on the very thing it invested, that is, on life and man as a living being. Since the last century, the great struggles that have challenged the general system of power were not guided by the belief in a return to former rights, or by the age-old dream of a cycle of time or a Golden Age. (. . .) [Wlhat was demanded and what served as an objective was life, understood as the basic needs, man's concrete essence, the realization of his potential, a plentitude of the possible. Whether or not it was Utopia that was wanted is of little importance; what we have seen has been a very real process of struggle; life as a political object was in a sense taken at face value and turned back against the system that was bent on controlling it. It was life more than the law that became the issue of political struggles, even if the latter were formulated through affirmations concerningrights. The 'right' tolife, to one's body, to health, to happiness, to the satisfaction of needs, and beyond all the oppressions or 'alienations,' the 'right' to rediscover what one is and all that one can be, this 'right' (. . .) was the political response to all these new procedures of power which did not derive, either, from the traditional right of sovereignty. (Foucault 1980b: 144-5) If life, understood here as 'man's concrete essence', is affirmed through rights claims, then, like Foucault we can no longer conceive law as necessarily linked to the sovereign. It must be linked to a different political rationality, one I believe, in which human rights are at the centre. While Foucault never specifically addressed the question of human rights, his lectures on 'bio-politics' (at the College de France between 1978 and 1979) suggest that struggles for life and for self-determination are to be understood in the context of liberalism. In his lectures, he explores the relation between bio-power -the mechanisms taking charge of life -and the emergence of bio-politics, by which he means the way in which a rationalization was attempted, dating from the eighteenth century, for the problems posed to governmental practice by the phenomena specific to an ensemble of living beings: health, hygiene, birthrate, longevity, races . . .(198 1 :353) Foucault's statement is significant because it suggests that we cannot dissociate the problems posed by the question of population (bio-power) from the political rationality within which they emerged, liberalism. Far from conceiving it as a political theory or a representation of society, Foucault understands liberalism as an 'art of government', that is, as a particular practice, activity and rationality used to administer, shape, and direct the conduct of people (1981 :358). As a rationality of government - a 'governmentality' -liberalism, towards the beginning of the eighteenth century, breaks from reason of state (la raison d'e'tat) which since the sixteenth century had sought to 'justify the growing exercise of government' (Foucault 198 1 :354). What distinguishes liberalism from reason of state as an art of government is that for liberalism 'there is always too much government' (Foucault 1981: 354-5). In fact, far from being organized around the principle of a strong state, liberalism upholds the principle of maximal economy with minimal government (Foucault 1981: 354). The question of liberalism, that of 'too much governing,' regulates itself, according to Foucault, 'by means of a continuing reflection' (1 98 1: 354). The idea of reflexivity here is significant because it refers to a mechanism of self-critique, and self-limitation, inherent in liberalism. Foucault claims that Liberalism (. . .) constitutes - and this is the reason both for its polymorphous character and for its recurrences - an instrument for the criticism of reality. Liberalism criticizes an earlier functioning government from which one tries to escape; it examines an actual practice of government that one attempts to reform and to rationalize by a fundamental analysis; it criticizes a practice of government to which one is opposed and whose abuses one wishes to curb. As a result of this, one can discover liberalism under different but simultaneous forms, both as a schema for the regulation of governmental practice and as a theme for sometimes radical opposition to such practice. (Foucault 198 1 : 356) What allows liberalism to oppose state power, then, is not the principle of sovereignty or the idea of a natural right external to the state; rather it is a rationality, a governmentality of life that takes on 'the character of a challenge' (Foucault 1981 :353). People resist the conditions under which they live, they make claims for or against the state, because they have been submitted to government. In other words, the political technologies that seek to render us governable as a population (bio-power and bio-politics) simultaneously make possible the critique of these same technologies.'  

A2 Biopolitics – rights 

Biopower in a DEMOCRATIC government is vital to rights, tolerance, and inclusion—this takes out their all of their impacts

Dickinson 04 - Associate Professor, History Ph.D., U.C. Berkeley - 2004 (Edward Ross, “Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse About “Modernity,” Central European History, vol. 37, no. 1, 1–48)

In the Weimar model, then, the rights of the individual, guaranteed formally by the constitution and substantively by the welfare system, were the central element of the dominant program for the management of social problems. Almost no one in this period advocated expanding social provision out of the goodness of their hearts. This was a strategy of social management, of social engineering. The mainstream of social reform in Germany believed that guaranteeing basic social rights— the substantive or positive freedom of all citizens — was the best way to turn people into power, prosperity, and profit. In that sense, the democratic welfare state was— and is — democratic not despite of its pursuit of biopower, but because of it. The contrast with the Nazi state is clear. National Socialism aimed to construct a system of social and population policy founded on the concept of individual duties, on the ubiquitous and total power of the state, and on the systematic absorption of every citizen by organizations that could implant that power at every level of their lives — in political and associational life, in the family, in the workplace, and in leisure activities. In the welfarist vision of Weimar progressives, the task of the state was to create an institutional framework that would give individuals the wherewithal to integrate themselves successfully into the national society, economy, and polity. The Nazis aimed, instead, to give the state the wherewithal to do with every citizen what it willed. And where Weimar welfare advocates understood themselves to be constructing a system of knowledge and institutions that would manage social problems, the Nazis fundamentally sought to abolish just that system by eradicating — by finding a “final solution” to — social problems.  Again, as Peukert pointed out, many advocates of a rights-based welfare structure were open to the idea that “stubborn” cases might be legitimate targets for sterilization; the right to health could easily be redefined as primarily a duty to be healthy, for example. But the difference between a strategy of social management built on the rights of the citizen and a system of racial policy built on the total power of the state is not merely a semantic one; such differences had very profound political implications, and established quite different constraints. The rights-based strategy was actually not very compatible with exclusionary and coercive policies; it relied too heavily on the cooperation of its targets and of armies of volunteers, it was too embedded in a democratic institutional structure and civil society, it lacked powerful legal and institutional instruments of coercion, and its rhetorical structure was too heavily slanted toward inclusion and tolerance.

A2 Biopolitics – checks totalitarianism 

Even if they are right that our policy is biopolitical, the fact that it is carried out by a democratic state makes it vital to combat authoritarianism and totalitarianism. 

Dickinson 04 - Associate Professor, History Ph.D., U.C. Berkeley - 2004 (Edward Ross, “Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse About “Modernity,” Central European History, vol. 37, no. 1, 1–48)

In short, the continuities between early twentieth-century biopolitical discourse and the practices of the welfare state in our own time are unmistakable. Both are instances of the “disciplinary society” and of biopolitical, regulatory, social-engineering modernity, and they share that genealogy with more authoritarian states, including the National Socialist state, but also fascist Italy, for example. And it is certainly fruitful to view them from this very broad perspective. But that analysis can easily become superficial and misleading, because it obfuscates the profoundly different strategic and local dynamics of power in the two kinds of regimes. Clearly the democratic welfare state is not only formally but also substantively quite different from totalitarianism. Above all, again, it has nowhere developed the fateful, radicalizing dynamic that characterized National Socialism (or for that matter Stalinism), the psychotic logic that leads from economistic population management to mass murder. Again, there is always the potential for such a discursive regime to generate coercive policies. In those cases in which the regime of rights does not successfully produce “health,” such a system can —and historically does— create compulsory programs to enforce it. But again, there are political and policy potentials and constraints in such a structuring of biopolitics that are very different from those of National Socialist Germany. Democratic biopolitical regimes require, enable, and incite a degree of self-direction and participation that is functionally incompatible with authoritarian or totalitarian structures. And this pursuit of biopolitical ends through a regime of democratic citizenship does appear, historically, to have imposed increasingly narrow limits on coercive policies, and to have generated a “logic” or imperative of increasing liberalization. Despite limitations imposed by political context and the slow pace of discursive change, I think this is the unmistakable message of the really very impressive waves of legislative and welfare reforms in the 1920s or the 1970s in Germany.90  Of course it is not yet clear whether this is an irreversible dynamic of such systems. Nevertheless, such regimes are characterized by sufficient degrees of autonomy (and of the potential for its expansion) for sufficient numbers of people that I think it becomes useful to conceive of them as productive of a strategic configuration of power relations that might fruitfully be analyzed as a condition of “liberty,” just as much as they are productive of constraint, oppression, or manipulation. At the very least, totalitarianism cannot be the sole orientation point for our understanding of biopolitics, the only end point of the logic of social engineering.


A2 Biopolitics – generic defense

Biopower is neither inherently good, nor bad.  Our specific context is more important than their sweeping generalization. 

Dickinson 04 - Associate Professor, History Ph.D., U.C. Berkeley - 2004 (Edward Ross, “Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse About “Modernity,” Central European History, vol. 37, no. 1, 1–48)

This notion is not at all at odds with the core of Foucauldian (and Peukertian) theory. Democratic welfare states are regimes of power/knowledge no less than early twentieth-century totalitarian states; these systems are not “opposites,” in the sense that they are two alternative ways of organizing the same thing. But they are two very different ways of organizing it. The concept “power” should not be read as a universal stifling night of oppression, manipulation, and entrapment, in which all political and social orders are grey, are essentially or effectively “the same.” Power is a set of social relations, in which individuals and groups have varying degrees of autonomy and effective subjectivity. And discourse is, as Foucault argued, “tactically polyvalent.” Discursive elements (like the various elements of biopolitics) can be combined in different ways to form parts of quite different strategies (like totalitarianism or the democratic welfare state); they cannot be assigned to one place in a structure, but rather circulate. The varying possible constellations of power in modern societies create “multiple modernities,” modern societies with quite radically differing potentials.91

Biopower is not genocidal when it is deployed by a government which also respects rights. 

Dickinson 04 - Associate Professor, History Ph.D., U.C. Berkeley - 2004 (Edward Ross, “Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse About “Modernity,” Central European History, vol. 37, no. 1, 1–48)

At its simplest, this view of the politics of expertise and professionalization is certainly plausible. Historically speaking, however, the further conjecture that this “micropolitical” dynamic creates authoritarian, totalitarian, or homicidal potentials at the level of the state does not seem very tenable. Historically, it appears that the greatest advocates of political democracy —in Germany left liberals and Social Democrats —have been also the greatest advocates of every kind of biopolitical social engineering, from public health and welfare programs through social insurance to city planning and, yes, even eugenics.102 The state they built has intervened in social relations to an (until recently) ever-growing degree; professionalization has run ever more rampant in Western societies; the production of scientistic and technocratic expert knowledge has proceeded at an ever more frenetic pace. And yet, from the perspective of the first years of the millennium, the second half of the twentieth century appears to be the great age of democracy in precisely those societies where these processes have been most in evidence. What is more, the interventionist state has steadily expanded both the rights and the resources of virtually every citizen — including those who were stigmatized and persecuted as biologically defective under National Socialism. Perhaps these processes have created an ever more restrictive “iron cage” of rationality in European societies. But if so, it seems clear that there is no necessary correlation between rationalization and authoritarian politics; the opposite seems in fact to be at least equally true.


A2 Biopolitics – resistance 

Biopower is strategically reversible—it can become a tool of resistance and empowerment

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

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

A2 Biopolitics – inevitable 

Biopower is inevitable

Dreyfus 1996 (Hubert L., Professor of Philosophy at UC-Berkeley, “Being and Power: Heidegger and Foucault”, 

http://www.johnkeane.net/pdf_docs/teaching_sources/foucault/foucault_being_and_power.pdf)

Like Heidegger, Foucault speaks of this non-violent way of guiding action as governance:

Basically power is less a confrontation between two adversaries or the linking of one to the other than a question of government. ... To govern, in this sense, is to structure the possible field of action of others. One might say, paraphrasing Heidegger, that power is that on the basis of which human beings already understand each other. As Foucault puts it: In the idea of governmentality, I am aiming at the totality of practices, by which one can constitute, define, organize, instrumentalize the strategies which individuals in their liberty can have in regard to each other. Since Foucault is not interested in how things show up but exclusively in people, "Power", which is normally used to describe the way governments govern people's actions, seems an appropriate, if perhaps misleading, name for what controls the way people understand themselves and others. It should be clear that some type of power in this ontological sense, like some particular understanding of being, is essential to any society. According to Foucault, "A society without power relations can only be an abstraction."

Biopower is inevitable

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

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

Friedner, 2010 (Michele, PhD Candidate at UC-Berkeley, “Biopower, Biosociality, and Community Formation”, Sign Language Studies, 10.3, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sign_language_studies/v010/10.3.friedner.html)

According to Foucault, there is a direct connection between the way that the body is (discursively) produced and the practices of government. Writing specifically about the emergence of the modern state in Europe, he explores the formation of a new type of intervention into the field of economy and population (Foucault 1994, 217). This new form of governance is called governmentality, or governmental rationality. This shift toward governmentality has been accompanied by a shift in the focus of power. In earlier forms of government, sovereigns exercised their power through the taking of life. This was the power to take life and let live (Foucault 1978, 138). However, a shift has occurred in which the focus is on the administration and optimization of life—the power to cultivate life or to let die. Thus, a politics of death has been replaced by a politics of life, in which the regulation of conduct (the "conduct of conduct") and of bodies is the dominant technique of governmentality.

A2 Biopolitics – state is biopolitical

The state is an institution of biopower

Macdonald, Professor - Ph.D., University of California-Los Angeles, ’02 (Bradley, olity, Vol. 34, No. 3, “Marx, Foucault, Geneology,” Spring 2002, JSTOR, Accessed: 09/07/2009, CMM)

While  this only scratches  the surface  of Foucault's  discussion  of the discourses  associated  with Marxism  within the European  context-a discussion,  moreover,  that  shows a close attention  to the historical  and political  context  of Western  Marx-  ism,  and is far  from  a vituperative  attack  even in its most negative-it does elucidate  why he consistently  distanced  himself  from  a Marxist  (not necessarily  Marx's)  posi-  tion. Aside from his philosophical  problems  with European  Marxism,  Foucault's  own experience  of the revolutionary  practices  that  began in 1968  reinforced  both  his disdain  for Marxist  dogmatics  and the importance  of his own tentative  studies  associated  with madness,  medicine  and penal institutions,  studies  that he would  later  realize  were ultimately  related  to issues of "power."  "What  was it that was  being questioned  everywhere?,"  Foucault  queries.  I think  my answer  is that  the dissatisfaction  from  the way in which a kind  of per-  manent  oppression  in daily  life  was being  put into  effect  by the state  or by other  institutions  and oppressive  groups.  That  which was ill-tolerated  and continuously  questioned,  which produced  that  sort  of discomfort,  was "power."  And  not  only state power, but also that which was exercised  within the social body  through  extremely  different  channels,  forms,  and institutions.54  
The State is inherently biopolitical

Backer, Professor of Law, University of Tulsa College of Law, ’97 (Larry, Northwestern University Law Review, BOOK REVIEW: The Many Faces of Hegemony: Patriarchy and Welfare as a Woman's Issue, Fall, 1997, CMM)

Foucault explains that, since the beginning of the early modern period in the West, power, in all of its senses, has begun:To exercise itself through social production and social service. It becomes a matter of obtaining productive service from individuals in their concrete lives. And, in consequence, a real and effective "incorporation' of power was necessary, in the sense that power had to be able to gain access to the bodies of individuals, to their acts, attitudes, and modes of everyday behavior. Hence the significance of methods like school discipline, which succeeded in making children's bodies the object of highly complex systems of manipulation and conditions. n158   The significance of welfare, whether in the hands of the traditionalists, or in those of Professor Abramovitz is that the state, itself, through its welfare policies, is concerned with the regulation of reproductive, associative and labor market participation. n159 It is also the state, through its welfare policies, which appropriates for itself control over the relationship between parent and child. This control is exercised in different ways not only with respect to gender, but on the basis of social class as well. n160 The structure of poor relief demands conformity. "The social and economic order produce a hierarchy based on wealth, productivity, and social position... The social and economic ordering of people potentially eligible for maintenance produces hierarchy and status within the ranks of the poor which imitate [*375]  this hierarchy." n161 This is not strictly a Western phenomenon. Every social order will produce its own tyranny of conformity and deviance. n
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