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BUOIIOJIMTUKA XXI BEKA
N ITOJIMTUYKUN PEAJII3AM

Caxerak: Y WIaHKY ce pasMaTpa KOHI[eTIIMja OMOMONMNTIKE Kao Heonudepanmama,
Tj. pediekTyjy ce ocHoBe oBe DyKOOBe Teopyje U BeH CTPYKTYPaIHO IOCTIIONNTIIKY Ka-
pakrep. IIpuMapuy b je pasyMeBame KaKo ce yIIPaBO OBaj ,,PEXKIUM UCTUHE MCIIOCTaB/ba
Kao TeMesb 3a Realpolitik XXI Bexa 13 Kojer Cy Ipou3saliie 3allaiHe TeXHNKE YIPaB/baiba.
BuonommTuka ce peJieBaHTHO I0jaBjbyje Kao Ipoliec pparMeHTanyje 1 JUCOIyLje Ho-
JINTUYKOT CyBepeHUTeTa U CyOjeKTUBUTETA, M Ka0 TaKBa peajn3yje ce Kpo3 pasjmduTe
mocTMoziepHe n HeonmdepanHe popme. Kpos monmmtusanujy >kusora, Teopuje 1 mpakce
OUOIIONNMTUKE CYNIPOTCTAB/bAjy Ce 3Ha4ajHOM Hery Gunio30dcKo-IpaBHe Tpaguuyje. Y
IPYTOM JIeNy pajia — y3 Iperyef; caBpeMeHuX GeHoMeHa OMONONNTHIKE — apTUKYIHUIIE Ce
CDYKOOBO CTAaHOBMIIITE ITOJIMTUYIKOT peann3Ma Kao HOTeHHI/[ja}IHI/I OATOBOP HA IMOJINTUY-
K0-(un1030¢cKe 13a30Be CBETCKMX pasMepa.

Kipyune peun: duononmnrtuka, Heonndepanmsam, CydjeKTUBUTET, CyBEPEHNUTET, HO-
TUTUYKU peannsam

BUMOIIOJINTMKA KAO HEOJIMBEPAJIM3AM
M HACTAHAK ITOCTIIOJIMTUKE

IIpe cBera, HeonxonHO je MMaTy y By Kako ce XXI BeK y pasnmnunTuM CTPYKTY-
PaTHO HOMUTUYIKO-(PUI030()CKIM — A/ He Makbe 11 CIIO/bHOMIOMUTUYKIM, COLVIOTOUIKIM
U KYITYPOJIOIIKMM aCIeKTMMA — UCIOCTaBMO KaO CBOjEBPCHO JKMBO CBEJOYAHCTBO Ba-
mpHocTr Oykoosor (Foucault) pasymeBama duotionuitiuke kao Heonudepanudma v, KOH-
CEKBEHTHO TOME, HACTAHKA HOCHLHONUTUKe U dociigemokpaiiuje. Vinu, jomr npenusHuje,
YIIPKOC YMEbeHUIN Aa cy nocie Pykoose Teopuje SMOMOMNUTHUKE — KOja je MICTOBPEMEHO
dua ¥ XpOHOJIONIKM ITPBa* — HACTA/IU OPOjHNU ¥ Pa3HOBPCHY AVCKYPCY OMOIIONUTHKE, CBU

' bogdana.koljevic@ips.ac.rs

Buonomuuka kao ¢punosodckn mojam Hajipe je Konuumnupana y Pohery Suotionuitiuxe (Naissance
de la biopolitique). TIpema ®ykoy, d1omonmnTiKa Kao mapajurMa ycrnocTaB/beHa je IakK joul 1 1Ipe, Tj.
Y BErOBUM fieNnMa Kao 1wto ¢y Tpeda Spanuinu gpywineo (Il faut défendre la société), Hagsupainiu u
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PenoM II0jaBU/IN Cy Ce M/IM Kao IaplyjaTHN M CTOra HEJOBO/bHM 3 CCTEMCKY aHA/IU3Y
VIV Cy HEpeTKO U CaMI IIPefICTaB/balu ClelnIIaH 13pa3 HeoymdepanHor noperka.’ Ergo,
YIIpaBO apTUKYy/aIuja OMOMONUTHKE Kao HeonmndepannsMa IojaBuIa ce Kao IpuMepeH
MHTePIIpeTaTHBHIM 00pa3all He CaMo 3a caBpeMeHy HOUTNYKY punosodujy, Beh sanpaso
IIOC/IEANYHO I 3a LeIOKYIIHY IIapaiirMy 3allaIHOT CBeTa Y IPAKCH MjH je KPajiby ICXOJ
crierpuduann odnuk Realpolitik XXI Bexa.

Y ToM cBeTIy, Hajpe Tpeda MMaTH Y BUAY Kako ce 3a PyKoa dMOMONMTIKA MCTIOCTa-
B/ba Kao ,IPaKCa UCTUHE  WIN ,PEKUM UCTIHE” KOjIi Ce IEPMAHEHTHO Kperpa 1 MaHN-
(becryje kpo3 nuBepreHTHe HheHOMEHE MAKO je Y HeTOBOM CPEMIITY KOHIETT TPXKMIITA 1
HeonmudeparHe eKOHOMIje, U3 YeTa [ajbe IPOU3NIa3e M PasBuUjajy ce illexHuKe yipasmvara
iij. yipasmwawitieo (gouvernementalité), a 3aTUM U CBe perepKycuje Koje SUOMOIUTIKA MMa
Ha IIOJINTUKY, IPABO, a HA KPajy — U Ha #ueoil u cmpini y yenociiu. Crenehe, nsysetro
je peneBanTaH PYKOOB yBIJ KaKo ce OMOIMOMNTIKA — MAKO 3aIIo4uMibe Kao duomoh, Tj.
Moh Koja ce peanu3yje HaJl IOjefMHIIMMA U TOCeOHO MON Hal JbYICKMUM ifiesiom — TIpe-
pacra u TpaHcopmuliie y SUOLOMUTIKY KA0 yipasmbatbe UesoKyuHUM HoLynauujama.
[MIraBumre, m0jMOBHA MpexKa SuomMoh-Ouotionuiiiuka-yipasmauifiéo IojaBbyje ce Kao
ocHoBa 3a DyKOOBY apTUKYMAIMjy KaKO Ce YIPaBo OMOTONUTHIKA MCIIOCTaB/ba Kao sine qua
10on 3a HOCIHONUIHUKY U QHTUIIOTINTUKY, LIITO Ce IIOCTIEAITHO U3paXkaBa y HajseheM Spojy
pasmunTHx Teopuja u npakcy XXI Beka. Vnn, jomr npenusuuje, Kpaj XX jemHako Kao 1
npse geuennje XXI Beka U3HELPUIIN CY, IIPe CBETA, HU3 HeONUSePaHUX U TOCTAMOgePHUX
guckypca u flonuiiuka, TIpeBacXofHO Ha 3alafy, 4nja je CpX, C jeHe CTpaHe, peannsaluja
Mohu Hax iiesom, a 3aTUM KOHIHPONA U pelynayuja Hapoga u yenoKyiHux noiyrauuja.
Y toM cBety, unmbeHnIa kKako Oykoosa momutudka Gpunozoduja sarodnmbe yupaBo Kao
KPUTVKA OMOIOJIUTHKE, Tj. KA0 KPUTHKA pas/ININTIX TeXHUKA YIIpaB/batba I peas3alyje
Moh,* ncrocTaB/ba ce Kao AMCTMHKTUBHO 3HaYajHA 32 pa3yMeBarhe CaBpeMeHOT KOHTEKCTa
penauuje 3Hare—moh.

Ospe max tpeda ucrahn ga Oyxo - ynpxoc goMuHanuju donuitiuke mohu — He Ofi-
dauyje mpojexT MozepHe in toto, Tj. THCUCTHpajyhn KaKo je KpUTHMKA YBEK KPUTHUKA IOje-
AVHAYHUX JUCKYPCa I IPAKCH, PEIEBAHTHO OCTAaB/ba OTBOPEH XOPU3OHT 3a IIOTEHIIMja/Ie
payuonannot guckypca.® lllTaBumre, nenokynas PyKoos reHeaIoONIK IPOjeKaT 3aIpaBo

kaxcroasatniu (Surveiller et punir), Vicitiopuja cexcyannocitiu (UHistoire de la sexualité), u BesSegrocin,
wepuiniopuja, citianosHuminieo (Securité, térritoire, population).

> Y Hajkpahem, 3aT0 IIMpPOKY CIIeKTap MHTepIIpeTalja SUOIOMUTIKE — Y PACIIOHy Off AraMOeHa
(Agamben), mpexo Xapta (Hardt) u Herpuja (Negri), no Eciosura (Esposito) u JIazapara (Lazzarato)
- 3aIIpaBo BHIIe I HUje OCeOHO peleBaHTaH 3a aHanusy duonomutrke y XXI Beky (Koljevi¢, 2010;
Koljevi¢, 2015). MayseTak y 0BOM CMUCITY, MIIaK, IIpeCTaB/bajy aHaANU3e MOMyT Teopuje Xenep
(Heller), unje genno buotionuitiuka: donuitiuka itiena, pace u aipupoge (Biopolitics: The Politics of Body,
Race and Nature) cBakako IPOHA/Ia3y yIIeYaT/bUBO MECTO Y pa3MaTparmbuMa caBpeMeHNX peHoMeHa
SHOMONMUTIKE — U TO YIIpaBo Suotionuiiiuke Kao Heonudepanusma.

* YV crpuktHOM cMuciy, Pykoosa nomutudka ¢Gunozoduja IoHAjBIIIE je pasBUjeHa y AeluMa
Pohere Suoiionuitiuke v be3degHocill, Tepuiiopuja, cllaHo8HUUITIE0, AKO je pedieKToBame pe-
Janyje 3Hambe — MON IPUCYTHO y IPAKTUYHO CBUM HETOBUM JIENIVIMA, IITO Pe/IeBAHTHO IIOBe3yje
apxeonoiujy snaroa u ieneanoiujy snara (Koljevi¢ 2010, Koljevi¢ 2015).

> ¥ toMm cery, Hip. Xadepmacosa (Habermas) kputuka kako je PykooB IPUCTYII 3aIIPaBO HUXN-
JIMCTUYKY, Tj. de3 OIIfMje palMOHaTHOT MCXOfia 300T CBEIPUCYTHOCTU MOh, HeMa peaHoO yIIOPUIITe
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ce 11 caM dUTHO T0jaB/byje Kao He3aspuieHu ipojexts MogepHe Tj. Kao HeH UMAHEHTHM
OZITOBOP Ha caMmy cede 11 cTora Kao MOryhHoCT jefjHe cacBuM Apyradnje MoryhHocTH Koja
adupmuine unejy neiuiiumuitieiia. Y ToMm cBeTny, BehmHy cTaHgapau3oBaHUX UHTEP-
nperanyuja Gykoa HepeTKO U3MIYe CYMITHHCKY eJIeMeHT, Tj. KaKo IeHeasiornja Mohu npe
M U3HaJ, CBera pedepupa Ha ipaH3uLujy og cysepenuitieifia iipema SUOHONUTAULYU KAO
Hosom guckypcy 3atiaga.

[ITaBuie, ympaso OBO je elIeMEHT KOji TPAHCIIAPEHTHO IEMOHCTPMPA IITA 3aIIPaBO
HeloCTaje y IOCT(YKOOBCKMM aHa/IM3aMa OMOIONUTHKE, Tj. IbUXOBO ,IIPa3HO MecTo” Koje
je ICTOBpEMEHO I 3ajefHIIKM UMEHUTE/b CAaBPEMEHMX Teopuja dMOMONUTIKe 1 Heonude-
panusma: pedreKToBame SMOTIONMUTHKE Kao cilipailieuike penayuje Koja ce iojasmwyje Kao
fipouec dppaimenitiayuje u guconyyuje Honutiu4Koi cysepenuitieifia. Vinu, jou npeunsuuje,
yIIpaBO Ha OCHOBY pernanyje 3Hamwe — Moh Pyko anoctpodupa nocedan 0OIMK 3Hamba/
Mohit, Tj. MHCTpYMeHTaIM3al1jy yMa Koja yCIOCTaB/ba jeIMHCTBEHN ,,PEKIIM MICTIHE He-
onudepannsma, a TMIe e IeCTPYKIUje CyBepeHnTeTa per definitionem. Jour peneBaHTHUje,
¢ 0d3upoM fia ce, ergo, IeCTPYKIIMja CyBepeHNTeTa 110jaB/byje Kao MCXOJ U CTora Kao (He)
CKPUBEHaA UCTUHA HeoNUdepanu3ma, YINibeHNIIa KaKo JeKOHCTPYKIIMja CyBepEHUCTIYIKOT
odpacria 3ay3uma Cpeiuiiibe MecTo y BehyHIM OCTMOfIePHMX MHTepIIpeTalinja, Kao 1 ca-
BpeMeHNX MUOePANTUCTIIKMX HOMUTIIKIX TEOPHja, ICTIOCTAB/ba Ce K0 paguKanusauija
Suoiionuiiuke y HOBUM 0OTUUUMA.

Tako ce ¢pyxooBcka Teopuja ,Mukpogpusuxe mohu’, Tj. ,kaiunapue mohu” — y K0joj
ce MCTUYE KAKO ,,yC/10B MoryhHoctu mohu He nexxu [...] y cyBepennrery” jep je ,moh
ume 3a cnoxeny cilipatiiewxy cuitiyauujy y ogpehernom gpywiney” (Foucault, 1990, ctp.
106) - mojaBibyje He caMO Kao MHCTPYKTMBHA 3a pa3Marpama XXI Beka, Beh kao amckypc
in medias res IOjMa M IIpaKcy OMONOoNMNTHKe Kao Heomudepanmsma. ClefcTBEHO TOMe,
DyK00B MpeBeP3NOMTHY JOIPUHOC TTOMNTIYKOj GUI030p1ju He /IeXKM HAIIPOCTO Y ap-
THMKY/IaLyju Kako 0djeKT Mohu Mory duTu u mojefyHal 1 Kj1aca, M Hapof, ¥ IOy aLje
— M CBE TO Y MCTO BpeMe — Beh pe/leBaHTHO IIpe Y YBUY KaKo TpaHchopMaluja 3alafHuX
Teopuja I IMOJIMTUYKUX NpaKcK pedeprpa Ha HoiyHO HoBe 0dnuke mohu Koje otucyje
iojam yupasmpaiiitiéa v Ynja eKCIlaH3Mja Cexxe MPEKO LeNOKYIHOT APYLITBEHOT 1ojba. Ha
Taj HauMH, OMOIMOINUTHKA Ce TI0jaB/byje Kao MOR ¢ one cilipane flonuiliuukoi jep ce, HauMe,
KpO3 cBe0dYXBaTHU IPOLieC YIPaB/ballITBA HONUIU3Y]e HUBOT HojeguHAlA U HOTLYNALU-
ja - a monuTU3anuja XMBoTa per definitionem uckibyuyje donuiiuuxuy cySjexiiusuiniei,
Tj. MaHU}ECTYje ce Ka0 OCHOBA ITOCTIIONINTIKE. Y HOBOj eKOHOMUjY YIIPaB/bamba Koja ce
peanusyje Kao MUKpoduauKa Mohyt, KOHTPOJIA U perynanuja mojaB/byjy ce Kao iomanu
3axiiiesu, Tj. IEPMAHEHTHO KpeMPaHM AVCKYPCH M TIPAKCe U, IITaBUIIe, SUTHO YKIbYIYjy
KOHTIPOsLY 8pemena, goiahaja, flojeguHauHOCTY, KOHITIUHYUTTLETIA U GUCKOHTHUHY UTTeTia,
Koju ciitoia Hucy ayiientiiudnu eeh iipoussegenu.®

y ®yxoosom peny (Habermas, 1994, ctp. 994). IllTaBuie, ynedar/bus IpuMep y K0joj MepH je He-
yTeMerbeHa XadepMacoBa MHTepIpeTanyja je fa, pedpepupajyhu na Jenesa (Deleuze), Pyko mymre
KaKo je ,Kpajibe HeOOMYIHO KAKO je HeKO MOMYT era cxpaTno Huuea 038mbHO, 1ITO je 0H 30m/ba
yunnno” (Foucault, 1994, c1p.122).

¢ Ipajdyc (Dreyfus) n Padunos (Rabinow) ¢ mpaBoM MCTUYY KaKo ce y HOBUM odmijuma Mohu
épeme TI0jaB/byje Ha HOB Ha4MH, jep KOHTPOJIa MOpa OMTH NepMaHeHTHa U ToTamHa. VcToBpeMeHo

nak JIpajoyc u PadunoB apTuxymminy kako ,,dyko He Hamaga ym Beh mokasyje GyHKIMOHUCae
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ITocedHO je HEOTXOHO CKPEHYTH IAXKIbY Ha UMIbeHNIYy Kako DyKo MHCUCTMPA [
HOBM OOIMITV yIIpaB/barha ,K0JIOHU3Y]y UipasHe Upouegype u yHRUMTHAEA]Y pasHU CUCTTeM
cysepenuitieiia” (Foucault, 2003, cTp. 55), Tj. KaKo je d1OMOMNTHKA Ka0 Heonmudepanusam
peanM3oBaHa yIpaBo Kao Mol Koja yHUuiiasa ipasHu cuciiiem, ITO je HajyledaT/buBlije
y donuitiuyu cune (,perannjama cuie” u ,peranujama para’). Y Tom cety, Pykoosa
uHTepnperanuja nuasepsuje Knaysesuuese gpopmyste, Tj. monuTuKe Kao paTa Koju ce Ha-
CTaB/ba APYIMM CPelCTBUMa, pedepypa Ha TpaHCHOpPMALIUjy Y IIOJbY YIIpaB/batba Y KOjoj
paiti iiociiaje wiugpa 3a mup. llltapuire, MoxkeMo pehn f1a yKommko je par mmdpa 3a Mup,
Tj. YKO/IMKO je TIepMaHEHTHM PAT peNpe3eHTaTUBHY IIPYMep HOBOT 0d/IMKa yIpaBiba-
IITBa, OHJA Ce CTPYKTypasiHa pasnuka usMely Teopuje foMuHanje, ¢ jeHe, U Teopuje
CyBepeHMTETa, C IpyTe CTpaHe, MaHUPECTYyje Ka0 OCHOB pasyMeBarmba OMOIOMUTHIKE Ko
HeonmdepamuaMa. VIcTo Tako, CTpyKTypaHa CUTYaIlja y K0joj paT IIocTaje mudpa 3a Mup
Spuitie 1 Teopujcke U MOMUTHUKe pasnuke usMebe ,pata” u ,Mupa’ 1 BHUXOBE IPAHNUIIE,
fe(koH)cTpyninyhu Ha Taj HAYMH M IIONMUTUYKU CYOjeKTUBUTET Kao yc/I0B MoryhHocTn
CyBepEHUTETa.

Dyko U3PMYNTO ATOCTPOdUpa KaKo je ,0BaKaB JUCKYPC 3anaja MOK/Ia IPBY UCTO-
pujcko-pumo3od ekt AUCKYPC KOjU ce Cyipoiicitiasna Puno3oPcko-upasHom guckypcy.
To je guckypc y KojeM je MCTUHA ajIaT 3a ofpeheny modeny. .. To je jak Mutiicku guckypc.
Y OCHOBHIM €/IeMEeHTIIMA, OBaj AVUCKYPC je CTPaH BeINKOj TPy Gprmo30dcKo-mpas-
Hor anckypca. Gumozoduma u npaBHUIIMA OH je Heoduuan u citipar (Foucault, 2003, ctp.
75). OBo cy pa3o3u 300r Kojix ce SMOIOMUTIKA Kao HeommdepannsaM YICIOCTaB/ba TeK
Kao jefiHa MOTEHLMjaTHOCT U3 Tpaguuyje MonepHe Tj. yIpaBo Kao OHa MOTEHIUjaTHOCT
Koja ce peanusyje y caBpeMeHMM MOUTUYKUM U APYIITBEHUM IIpaKcaMa 1 Koja, Kao Ta-
KBa, pacTtade 1 GMI030(CKY 1 IPABHU JUICKYPC jep ce I0jaB/byje Kao ge(KoH)ciipykuuja
cybjexiniusuitieitia u cyseperuitieitia. Vi, jou IpenusHije, IMbEeHNIIA KaKo Cy $prmo3od-
CKa pallMOHAIHOCT Oalll Kao 11 PalliOHATHOCT IIpaBa 110 cedu yBeK Beh cynpoTcTaBbeHn
CBAaKOM OO/MMKY MHCTpyMeHTaNu3anmje MCTUHE, Tj. MHCTPYMeHTaMu3anuje 3Hama Kpo3
MOMUTHUKY CHUJle MaHU(PeCTyje BIXO0B MHTPUHCUIHM CyOBEepP3MBHY MOTEHIUjaI CIIpaM
duomonnTIKe 1 y UCTY Max pedepupa Ha HeoUx0gHOCIHi HO80T puno3ogcko-tipasHol guc-
kypsusnoi oSpacya y XXI sexy.

Y ®yk00B0j reHeasoNIKOj aHA/IN3Y alOCTPOduUpa ce KAaKO OMOMOMUTIKA Ka0 HOBI
00NMK yNpaB/balllTBa pefleBaHTHO MTOYNBA Ha OMHAPHOj CTPYKTYPY MUIUbEHa, Tj. Ha
cucitiemy SUHAPHUX OTIO3ULU]A KOjU je TIPUHIIUIIN]E/THO CYIPOCTaB/beH GUI030(PCKIM
KpUTUIKNM pedriekcujama Koje Cy, yBek Beh, CTpyKTypamHoO ¢ Apyre CTpaHe MaHMXEjCKUX
noena 1 anconyTusanuja. llltapuime, GyKo McTHYe KaKo je — yIpaBo Kao OMHapaH — HO8U
guckypc 3aitaga clipyKiilypanto ioee3ar ca paiiom, Tj. KaKo OBaj IUCKYPC JIENU JPYIITBO Y
Sunaprom paiity xao paiiy paca. Tako ce pacHM par I10jaB/byje Kao MICTOPYjCKO-IOTUTIYKA
CTBap, Tj. KO ,peXXUM UCTINHE  KOjU je [PAMATUIHO HPOTUB (Pprmo30(CKIUX U IPaBHNUX
IMCKypPCa — a peannsyje ce WIN Kao 3aiagHOueHIPpUuHU gUCKYpc U KPO3 Pas3IUInTe
dopme espouenitipusma (Foucault, 2003, ctp. 79-81). Ilapanenno, Pyko apTukynniie
TI0jaM aHTHUUCTHOPUje KaKO OV CKPEHYO ITaKIbY Ha YMIbEHNITY fIa je YIPaBO gUCKYpC paiia

MCTOPUjCKOT MOfiena panmoHanHocTi. PyKo je MMaHEHTHO pallMoHanaH 3dor 4era ce ycpencpebyje
Ha IOJIUTUYKO IpousBohemwe uctHe y MofiepauM pexxnmuma mohn” (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983,
cTp. 133).
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U GOCIHUCHOPUja U AHIBUUCTHOPU]A, I KAKO CY 00a CYIIPOTCTaB/beHa CTBAPHOj ICTOPHjCKOj
dopdu, Tj. uctiopujckoj uciiuny. Jep, HauMe, OCTUCTOPHUja M AHTUNCTOpHja pedepupajy
Ha duonouky dopdy 3a xmBOT, pasnuke usMeby paca, cefleKuujy u orcTaHax jader u adup-
Malujy ,Hajdobe pace” — LITO ce YIPaBO MCIIOCTaB/ba Ka0 BePOBATHO HajyIeyaT/buBMja
HapajiurmMa caBpeMeHe dMomnonnTuke.’

Hosu puckypc 3amnajia ce Tako 1ojasibyje U kAo HOCTUTAONUIRUYKY U HOCTHUCTHOPUjCKU
jep MHCTPyMEeHTANU3Yje U UCTHOPUJY U HONUTTIUKY, TIOIITO je fpeilixogHo éeh unciipymeniia-
730840 UCTHIUHY — a CBE Y CBPXY peau3anje IOIUTUKE CUJIE, KOja CIPOBOAM UCTOPUjCKU
peBUsMOHM3aM U pacTade Pprno30(dCKo-npaBHe OKBUpe Kako du apupmucana dopdy 3a
romu xxusot (bare life),® Tj. kako du ce duornoruka ,,00pda 3a Husoii” (survival) morma
HOjaBUTH Y Pas3IMINTUM OO/MLIMMA. Y TOM CBETIIy, MICTIYe ce Kako ce BehuHa caBpeme-
HIMX OO/IMKA ITO/IUTHUKE CUJIe — OYEBILN Off HEOHAUUIMA U HeOPAUUIMA — UICTOBPEMEHO
I10jaB/byje U Ka0 MON KOHTpOJIe U Kao moh duonouike peiynauuje’ Koja JOCTOBHO pery/mniie
nporiece pabama, ymMmmpama 1 )XMBOTA Ie/TNX Halllja.

[Tapanenno, pedy je 1 0 TOTaJHOj KOHTPOIM €KOHOMCKMX IIPOIIECa, Tj. Kpajiby Wb
CaBpeMeHe IIOIUTIYKE eKOHOMIjE je Pery/alja IOMy/Ialija y IPAaKTUIHO CBUM acIeKTHMA
- 2 TTI0CedHO eKOHOMCKOT PacTa, MUTpaIija U 37[paB/ba. Tako caBpeMeHa SOMONMNTHIKA He
ylpaB/ba IpuMapHo rpahaHnma kao npaBHMM cydjekTuMa, Beh ce mpe paam o ynpas/ba-
wTBY Haji rpabaHnMa Kao ey dnomMace Koju ce 30Be IoMyanyja. Vnm, jour npenusunje,
¢ 003upom ma Moh Koja ce ocTBapyje Hajj OMyIalMjaMa Pe/IeBaHTHO YK/bydyje Hal3M-
pambe 11 perynanujy d1onomKmx npoueca — pohemwa, cMpTi, do/ecTt, XpaHe 1 >KMBOTHMX
YCIIOBa y LIeTIMHY — ,)KMBOT Ce [10jaB/byje Kao usyserHnu enement mohn” (Foucault, 2009,
cTp. 341-370). Y oBuM mporjecuMa IOMUTHU3Yje Ce SKUBOT U AeTIONMUTH3Yje TOMUTHKA, Tj.
domonMTHKa ce Ha 0Baj Ha4MH HETIOCPETHO CYMPOTCTaB/ba IIPABHOM IIOPETKY jep je 3a-
CHOBaHa Ha KOHIIETIMj) perynanyuje >KuBoTa Kao TakBor. Pyko anmocTpodupa Kako oBa
TpaHchOpMaIuja pasyma — Koja ce pa3BuIa 13 IOMUTIIKe eKOHOMIje — TIPMKasyje Kako
YIIpaB/ballITBO M3BUpPE U3 YTIWINTAPU3MA. Jep, ped je 0 KpUIToMeTadU3NIKOM 0dpTY,
Tj. ICTOPUjCKOj IOjaBU YTUIMTApM3Ma Kao ofipeheHor nucrosnTnBa 3Hamwa/Mohn Koju
KOPEeCIIOH/IMpPa Ca YCIOCTaB/bambeM TPXKUIITA Kao IPOCTOPa IIPOU3BOJbe UCTUHE par
excellence. Ha xpajy, Pyko apTuKy/mmiie Kako MOh IouynBa Ha IIPOM3BOMLY MICTUHE, Te Ja
je ,OBO C/Iy4aj ca CBUM APYIITBUMA , ajll je ,,y 3aiagHum gpywiieuma peaavuja usmehy
mohu, ipasa u ucitiune opianusosana Ha iocedan nauur’” (Foucault, 1994, cTp. 46).

7 Iocne ®ykyjamMuHe YyBeHe IpoOKIaMalnje O ,Kpajy HcTopuje” — Koja je MMajia 3a CBPXY yIIPaBo
Zla alCONyTU3yje ,IMOCTUCTOPUjCKY  TO3ULM}Y — Y IOjeAMHNM 3allafHUM apTUKy/IalijaMa UIaK je
MPU3HATO U MIPEIIO3HATO KAKO Ce ,,UCTopUja ioHo80 Bpamuﬂa” (Badiou, 2012; Kagan, 2008), anmn
je, y OBUM Cly4YajeBUMa, Ped O U3y3eluMa.

8 Bes puneMe, 1ojam ,,ronor xusota” (bare life) HajoetabHYje je 0dpasnoxkeH y AraMdeHOBOM
meny (Agamben, 1998), anu des peneBanTHOTr yTBphuBama penanmje Kojy oH uMa y adpupmanuju
Suotionuiiuxe via Heonudepanusma capam imeopuja u upaxcu cysepeHuinieia.

° Y Pohetvy Suotionuitiuke PYKO apTUKY/IHIIE UCTOPHUjy IMdepan3aMa Kao UCTOPU]y SMOTIOMUTHKE,
C KpajibJIM LIW/beM Jla Ce Pa3yMejy yIpaBo caBpeMeHM OOMUIIM SMOIONMUTIKe Kao Heonndepanmsma.
3a pasnuky off aHanusa us Vciiopuje cexcyanmociiu, Vciiopuje nyquna u Hagsuparea u kasxcroasarea
-y Poherwy Suoiionuitiuxe Pyko mpeficTaB/ba TeXHMKe YIPaB/bakba HaJl LIe/IOKYITHIM IIOy/Ialjjama,
ocedHO ucTH4yhn BUXOBY perynanujy.
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HOBU ITOJIMTUYKNM CYBJEKTUBUTET,
3HAILE I JEMOKPATUJA

Cnenehe, ®yko apTukynmuie Kaxo je pacusam gocnioeHO pesonyyUuoHAPHU gUCKYPC
OKpeHyTil HainasayKe, Te KaKO Ce IMUMTare CaBPEMEHOT YIIPaB/balliTBa BUIIIE IIPAKTUIHO YOII-
IITe He MOYKe Pas[{BOjUTH Off IUTamba poiicitiéa u cnodoge per se. A c 0d3upoM fia je 3a Pykoa
auitiarve cnodoge tpeso uuttiare tonuiniuxe (Koljevi¢, 2016) — v MMIIMLIMTHA CBPXa LIeJIO-
KYITHOT T'€HeaJIOLIKOT IIPOjeKTa — pe/ieBaHTHA ITOCTIeIMIIA OBOT YBU/IA je Jja Ce OMOTIOMUTHIIN
Kao HeolmdepanusMy Moxe e(peKTHO CYIIPOTCTABUTH jeIHO Pe6OYUUOHAPHOCIL Y Cilpe3u
ca payuonanuowhy, tj. dopda 3a Honuitiuuku cydjexitiusuitieili u cysepeHuiiieili K0ja uma
C60jy PeBONYUUOHAPHY AU U TiPA6HY guMeH3Ujy, Koje ce TI0jaBIbyjy Kao KomilieMeHiliapHe
Kaga ce Cyapocitiasvajy UHCHAPYyMeHINAIU3auuju uciiune, ionuiiuxe u ucimiopuje. Ilogerak
OBOT TIpoIleca je reHeanomKy — a 3a Pykoa cBaka reHeasornja je ieHeanoiuja cagautrbociiu
4Mjy je 3afjaTaK ja YTBPAM penanuje usMehy ,,HayqHor 3Hama” U ,3Hawa YR, Tj. u3Meby
HayuHol 3Hawa u nokanuux cehawa (Foucault, 2003, ctp. 105). [llTaBumre, ynpaso pena-
ija nsMeby oBa 1Ba MOMeHTa I10jaBbyje ce Kao YC/IoB MOTYhHOCTY 3a HOB0 HpomMuLiIbatbe
cydjexiiusuiiieriia Vi IOMUTUKE Kao pa3MelITeHNX 13Meby ommrrer n mocedHor, Tj. Kao pa-
3yMeBama Ja je Honuitiuuku cydjexiiusuitiesil penesaniiiHo geMoKpalicky v ciiioia ciieap
Hapoga ige Hema Meciila 3a enuifiuzam per se. VIcTo Taxo, y MUTamy je U IIOBPaTHA peanuja,
Tj. M CaMO 3Hambe, Koje ce IaK yTeMelbyje, TOpel OMIITOCTY, U Kpo3 noKanHa cehama — 1 0da
0Ba Mpoljeca MMaHEHTHO CY CYNPOTCTaB/beHa OMOIONMUTHIY Kao Heonudepanusmy. Tako
ce TeHaIoIIKa aHa/IN3a MICIIOCTaB/ba Kao fiociajarve yma y Honuitiuyu, Hayyu u Uciiopuju,
a tiocedHo ce atiocilipoPupa KOHCIHUTHYTAUBHOCT 3HAA 34 TONUTHUKY.

OBa KOHCTUTYTUBHOCT — Ka0 U YCIOCTaB/babe Pal[OHa/IHe TIONUTHKeE en generale
- 3a DyKoa IPOMSUIIA3N YIIPABO U3 ,,PeB0/YUUOHAPHOT H0KA™ KOjU MICTOPUjCKM TTIOUMIbe
ca PycooM 1 yTeMesbyje mojaM CyBepeHUTETa je[fHAKO KAO MITO YCIIOCTAB/ba IETUTYMUTET
upeje Apxase. Jep, HaMMe, 3a PasuKy Off ,,y TUIMTAPHOT TOKa KOjU Ce He 3aCHMBA Ha ITPaBy
Beh Ha Ip>kaBHVM IIpaKcaMa, Tj. Ha yIOTPed/bMBOCTH Kao OfTydyjyheM eneMeHTy — 1 Koju
DyKo apTUKyuLIIe IIpe CBera Kao ,cisap Spuitiarckoi paguxanusma” (Foucault, 2010, ctp.
58-70) — ,,pe60nyyUOHAPHY THOK” aPTUKYINUILE CACBUM PasINYUTy penavujy gunozoduje,
apasa u nonuiiuke, y Kojoj ce anoctpodupa ofiuiiia 60/ba Koja Clefu U3 FPYLITBEHOT
yrosopa. Vlnu, jour npennsHuje, OK je y CIy4ajy OMOmOMMTIYIKIX TeXHNKA YIPaB/balliTBa
KOje M3BUPY U3 YTUINTAPM3Ma ped O pelleBaHTHMM TPAHCAKIMjCKMM pealyjaMa Koje
nmene cepy MOMUTUKE CUJIe M MHTepBeHIMje of cepe MojeanHIa, cnodofa ce y peBomy-
IIMIOHAPHOM TOKY MMIIbeEba U TIPAKCH TI0jaB/byje Kao MpaBHa c10dofia @ He HAIIPOCTO Kao
IPVUBUJHA HE3aBUCHOCT Off CTPYKTypa Mohy oHuX KojuMa ce ypassba. IllTaBure, ynpaso
peanmsalyja yTUINTapU3Ma Kao OMONOMNMTIKE BpeMEeHOM je Iodena ia Hamehe mpesmact
II0jMOBa IIONIYT ,,8pciile” U ,,HoUynayuje’, Tj. HeonudepanHu ,pexcum uctiiure” yciocimasuo
je pumapHocili 06uUx Kailieiopuja y pesayuju cipam apasHux kawmeiopuja.

Peadupmannja mpaBHUX KaTeropuja Kao u, mapajenHo, penanuje usmehy mpasa
u crodofie TeMOHCTPUpa KaKo ce, ergo, MONMUiliika Mohu MOXe peannsoBaTy Ha CaCBUM
ApyTadyjyi Ha9MH, Tj. Kao donuitiuuky cydjexiiusuiiieili, Te Kako ce gunozoguja mohu mosie
iojasuitiu kao gunosopuja cnodoge. CnecTBeHO TOMe, UNbeHNUIIa Kako ce Moh 3a Pykoa
yBek Beh 1ojaB/byje Kao KOHCTUTYTMBHIY €/IeMEHT HMOIMTHKE 3alIpaBO OTBapa IIPOCTOP 3a
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CTAHOBUILTE HOAUTHUYKOT peanu3ma. Jep, HauMe, FeHeaIOIKa aHa3a y cede MHKOPIIO-
p¥pa XereNoBCKy TO3NUINjy caMopedeKcHje ¥ Ha TI0jby 3Haba 1 Ha MOJbY MOMUTUIKOT,
Tj. PpyxooBcku homo politicus mapaneTHo ce yCIoCTaBba U Kpo3 cileyuduuny ,,60psy 3a
dpusnare” y Kojoj ce oceaja cnodoga.

Y uctn Max, yak 1 DyKooBa KPUTUKA ,,pallMOHAIM3ALj€e’, Tj. KOHI[EIITYa/IM3a1-
ja crennUIHOT yMa KOji joj Ce CYyIPOTCTaB/ba, Y PEIEBAHTHO] MepU KOPECIOHAMPa ca
XerenoBom penmanujom usMedy ,pasyma” u ,,yma’. Jep, Hanme, DYyKOOB yM IIOCTAB/bEH je
Kao II0/b€ CTPATETMje FeHEeAIOrNje ¥ UCTPAXKMBaha, Tj. CaM C€ MCIOCTaB/ba Kao JIOTMKA
CTpareruje Kojy IepMaHEHTHO CTBapa reneanoruja. llltaBuiue, 0Baj e1leMeHT KOMIIIEMEH-
TapaH je ca YMHEHNIIOM KaKO 3Hakbe — Kao CTPYKTYpajIHM leo MONM — M3BUpe U3 peaTHNUX
IApywTBeHux dopdu, Te KaKo je yIIpaBo OBO MPOLeC HACTAHKA MOTUTIYKOT CydjeKTu-
BMUTeTa . Y TOM CBeTIy, ocBphyhn ce Ha 3amagna gpymrsa Oyko amocTpodupa Kako je
»IAHALIBY 3a/laTak fa ofdujeMo KO cMo [...] MOpaMo #a 3aMIC/IVIMO 1 M3TPaiIMO KaKBU
ducmo mormu fa dyzeMo [...] Kako dmcMo ce 0c/odonVI 1 Of MHAVIBUAYa/IM3aLje I Of
TOTa/M3alje CaBpeMeHNX cTpyKTypa Mohu [...] Mopamo fja IpOMOBMILEMO HOBe 00/tKe
cybjexinusroctiy” (Foucault, 1983, ctp. 216). Tako ce HOBa MO/IMTHUKA APTUKY/IAILIE CIIPAM
HeonmdepasHOT ¥ ITOCTMOIPHOT MHANBU/YaTN3Ma jefHAKO Kao U y OIO3UIVjHU ITpeMa
TOTanM3aLnuju duomnonntuke, a PyKo MCTUIE KAKO je yCIoCcTaB/bambe HOBOT IUCKypCa y
VICTY MaX U HOMUTAUYKY U efUdKY U gpyuwiieeHy u Guno3opcku sagaiiax, jep je ymor
yIpaBo poherve unozopuje, eifivike u fonuiiuKe Kpos CrieliUIHY UCKYPC HOTUTUYKOT
PpalOHa/M3Ma KOjy O MIIYCTPOBAO CACBYIM JIpyTadMjyi OFHOC IIpeMa IIOjeIUHITY, Ip>KaBU 1
BbeHUM MHCTUTyIjaMa. Osa Hoea cydjeKifiu6HOCI Apaneno ce UCHLOCA6/ba U KA0 HOBU
guckypc mohu, iij. mohu cnodoge ciipam Suotionuitiuke K0ja cnegu U3 pesonyuUoHapHoi
OKA MUMbetba U IpaKcu, iie ce axo cyUpoiiciiiasba HeonudepanHum ClupyKimypama.

Vinu, jour npeunsHuje, donuitiuuku cydjexitiusuitieini yciiiaje upoiiue Koryeiuje
HonuiuKe Kao epmaneHiliHol pailia 1 CTOTa ce, MOPeJ 0CTaJIOoN, Cy4e/baBa U Ca KPUHIHLOXy-
MAHUTHAPHOM PEIOPUKOM Koja je Hecili 007Uk caspemere SUOONUTAUKE, Tj. feTIONNTH3ALIje
KOja, oTBapajyhm mpoctop 3a ,xymanuitiapto’, epexitino yknarea ionuiniuyxo. Ilaparento,
HOIMTUYKIN CYOjeKTUBUTET CYIIPOTCTABIbA Ce U UPeBNACHil eKOHOMU3MA, jep je YIIpaBo
TPeHyTaK y KOjeM eKOHOMMja II0CTaje CaMOfIOBO/bHA TPEHYTAK YCIIOCTAB/batba IPEBIACTI
TPXKMIITA, IITO TIOC/IENYHO oMoryhaBa la ce eKOHOMMja OKpeHe IPOTHUB CyBEepeHUTETa.
[IITaBumre, ped je 0 OIO3MUIUjJ OCHOBaMa Heomdepaa3Ma Kojy IPOMOBMUIIIE PYLITBO
Kao IPOCTOP TPXKUIITHMUX Pe/lalyja i CBEOIIITY EKOHOMM3aLN]jy, jefHAKO Kao IITO, C ;pyTe
CTpaHe, yIIpaB/ba CaBpeMeHNM dMOTIONMUTHYKYM paToBuMa. Tako Pyko apTHKymIIIe Kako
Cy y LMY ,yIIpaB/batba )KMBOTOM U OIICTAHKOM BOD)eH) MHOIM paTOBM M MHOTH Ce jOILI
Mory Boauty [...] OmcraHak cajia Huje IpaBHY OIICTaHAK cyBepeHuteTa Beh duonouiku
oticiianax ogpehene totiynayuje” (Foucault, 2003, ctp. 44).

Ha oBaj Haunn, PykooB KpUTUYKM HOPMAaTUBI3aM II0jaB/byje C€ Kao peleBaHTHA
TIOCTIeAIVIA TeHeasIONIKOT MTPOjeKTa, Tj. U3 KpUTHKe OMOTIONNTIKE Kao Heonndepanusma
C/leiy HOTeHLMjall HonuiuKe yma u cysepeHuilieilia Koja peapupMuile eTU4KU 1 Guo-
30 cKI CydjeKTUBUTET y OONNKY CHELMPUIHOT joul y6eK Hepeanu308aHoi MOGepHUIMa y
uonumuyu (Fraser, 1994, ctp. 193). Y ToMm cBeTIy, Tpeda MMaTH y BUIY KaKO ce OBJie — 3a
PasIMKy Of YTUIMTAPHOT TOKA KOji je BOheH MHCTPYMEHTaTHUM Pa3yMOM — IIOHOBO
yCIIoCTaB/ba SUTHOCT KOHI[ENINje TOMUTIYIKOT PYIITBA 3aCHOBAHOT Ha gpyuliti6eHoMm

1235



borpana H. Koseuh Ipudmrt, buotonuitiuka XXI eexa u ionuitiuuku peanusam

yiosopy (Burchell et al., 1991, cTp. 19) us yera ce UCTOBPEMEHO PeCTAYPUPAjy U IIPABO
u cysepenurter. lllTaBuiie, HapogHu cysepenuilieili I0jaBbyje Cé KAO CaBPEMEHO IPO-
MUII/babe pefalfije eKOHOMMje U MONMUTHKE jeTHAKO Kao IITO ¥Ma O&/IMK MOMUTIIKOT
cydjextusureta, Tj. homo politicus cynpoTcrapba ce homo economicus-y ycrocrasbajyhn
Hose odnuKe gemokpaitiuje y iieopuju u ipaxcu. Tako ce Pykoosa Teopuja mojasbyje Kao
OUUMUIAM PAUUOHATIHOCTHY KOja Tipesasunasu yiunuiiapusam know-how um, jou npe-
LVI3HMje, caMopedIeKCclja yMa peIeBaHTHO Ce pean3syje Kpo3 OPYIITBEH) YTOBOP KOju ce
y3uMa 030M/BHO dalll Kao U Hpaso u geMokpailiuja, Te ce TaKo Ho8uU 00/uYU HonuUTiU3auUje
cyupotticiiasnpajy exnuxama yiupasmwarea (Foucault, 1996).

I[TOJIMTUYKU PEAJII3AM
1 CABPEMEHV ©®EHOMEHMN BMOITIOJIMTUKE

IIpe cBera, ®YyKOOB HOAUMTUUKY Peanu3am TIPOUSIIAZY U3 CTPYKTYPATHOT YBU/A
KaKo IIpodjieM Hije y TOMe Ja Ce OFHOCK MONU IOKyIIajy pacTOYNTH Y YTOIM)H CaBplile-
HO TpaHCIIapeHTHe KOMYHMKanyje, Beh fja ce 0de3dene mpaBHe HOpMe, dalll Kao U €THKA,
ethos xoju du omoryhno fa ce oBe urpe Mohu peanusyjy y3 munumym gomunayuje. Tako
Ce CTaHOBUIITE IIOIMTUYKOT peain3Ma ICIOCTaB/ba Kao IMOMUTUYKO-Prm1o30dcKa KoH-
LeMIja ¥ KOjOj M3Y3eTHO PEIeBAHTHY YIIOTY UMAjy U Hpaso U eiliuka u cySjeKiniusuinieis u
gemoxpaitiuja kao tipumepere opme cyiupoicitiasparba SUOHONUTUUY KAO HENUOEPATUIMY.

Y Tom cBeTmy, @yKO je apTUKY/IICA0 ¥ OCHOBE KPU3€ CaBPEMEHOCTH KOja Ce HaCTaB/ba
u jom pajmkamusyje y XXI Bexy, Oall Kao IITO je, TapajeHo, Iy THO ¥ Ha OTeHIMjasle 3a
HEHO TIPeBasuIaXeme. Jep, CBEOIIITa IIPEBIACT dMOMONMUTIKe 1 BeH pa3Boj y XXI Beky
Ha I/IaHy CBETCKe MOMUTHKe, MehyHapoIHNUX OfHOC], dPOjHMX CaBpeMEeHNX JUCKypca 1
PasIMYMTUX TEXHMKA yIpaB/balba MOXe ce e()eKTHO YKMHYTH je[THO KPO3 iHieopujy u
ipaxcy onutiuyuKkol peanu3ma Koja du MCTOBPEMEHO peciliaypupana upasHu tiopegax.

ITpBK KOpaK y OBOM IIPOLIeCy je eKCIUIMKaLja TOTMKe 3alafHOT OMOMOMUTUYKOT
IMICKYPCa KOju ce HepeTko MaHndecToBao Kao puMeHa rojie Ciie, Tj. ped je 0 paToB1Ma
Kao T3B. ,XYMAHUAPHUM UHIllepeeHyujama’ y KOjuMa je yBeK Ha Jiemy dopda 3a OICTaHaK
jeflHe ToNy/Ialyje Ha padyH IpyTe, Tj. Pajiut ce O cefekyuju ipasa Ha scusoii. lllTapuie,
HPaKTHYHO 1IeJIOKYITHA OMOMOMNTIYKA JIOTMKA IT04MBa HA OCHOBHOM SUHApU3my puja-
iwier—Helpujaitiero Koju ce TAKo UCTLOCTHABUO KAo 60gehu Tipunyui mehyHapogHe citipa-
ifieluje, Tj. CTPYKTYpasHO je odenexno MelyHapoyiHe ofHOCe ¥ TIONMUTHKY KaO KOHCTUTY-
TUBHM IPMHIMII 13 KOjeT Ce YCIIOCTaBMO PEKUM UCTHHe Heo/mdepanusma. Ergo, ped je o
IPYMapHO;j JIOTUIIN U3 KOje je Mpousannia ie(KOH)CTPYKINja paBa M CyBepeHnTeTa Injn
je huHaIHY Vb OMOIOLIKO YHULITE e Houynayuje ,Heipujaitierra”, Te je CTOTa 3alaTak
HOBe ITOINTHKE YKYambe MocTojehux [UxoToMuja 1 ycIocTas/bambe HoBor MehyHapopgHor
cucreMa. [IpeBasmmakerbe aMmepuke ,,usyseinocitiu” (exceptionalism) ynpaBo sHa4M
IpeBasmIaxeme oHora mTo Pyko HasuBa ,00/bOM pacoM” Koja je Ipon3Beia OUOIONN-
TUYKY TOTA/INTAPU3AM U OMHAPHU KPUTTTAOMAHUXEJCKU HAPATHUB 0 ,,ATiCONYTHOM §OOpy”

u ,atconyiwinom 3ny”."°

10 Tlomutnako-¢puno3odcky acCIeK Tyt KpUITOMAHNXE]CKOT ANCKYPCa, Tj. AIICONyTU3aLje »,00pa”

u 312", aHanmaupaun cy y beprinrajuosom geny (Bernstein, 2005).
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Osaj duHapusaM ce, OpPeJ; OCTAJION, Pe/IeBAHTHO pedIeKTOBA0 KPO3 Pas3IninTe
aMepuyKe KOHIeMLNje ,KoHyepitia gemoxpaitiuja” (concert of democracies), a y HajHOBMje
BpeMe je 3agoduo odnmmk duHapHe onosnuuje n3Mehy gemokpaitiuje u ayimopuiniapusma,
KOja je 3aMeHN/Ia HeKAJallllby apOHOBCKY OIIO3MIIN]jy IEMOKPaTHja VS. TOTa/INTapU3aM.
Ergo, ped je o pasnuantuM MaHupecrayujaMa IpuMapHOr OUOIOINTIIKOT (PEeHOMEHa, Tj.
Heo/mudepanusMa per se KOju IpOUSWUIA3NU U3 SuHapusma ,,ipujaitiero—neipujaitien”. Victo
TaKO, 0Baj PEXXMM UCTVHE IIPOMOBICAO j€ 3alaJIHOLEHTPUYHY KOHCEH3YC O MOIUTUYKO)]
BUPTYETHOCTH) Y KOjOj ITPEB/IaCT MMa IlepMaHEHTHA MeJJUjCKa IIPOM3BOIHhba KPUIITOIIO/NN -
THUKe, KOja MaXOM CJIefI 3 TIOCTMOJIepHE IPOAYKIMje CTBAPHOCTI.

IITaBuiie, eKOHOMCKA KPU3A @ 3ATUM Y MUIPAHTTICKA KPU3a — @ TTOCeOHO y CaBpPeMeHOj
EBpomnu - mojaBuite €y ce Kao crenuduaHy XXUBU U3pas OUoHonuitiuuKe excian3uje iij.
KOHTHpoOTe U peiynayuje, Tj. MICIIOCTABUIN Cy ce Kao HOBYU duononuTnyky ¢penomenn XXI
BeKa Kpo3 Koje ce perynaiuja nomynanyuje MaHudecTyje Kao OCTOBHA 3aMeHa jefiHe II0-
Hy/anyje IpyroM Ha ofadpaHyM TepuTopujama. Y Iiusby, JaKie, TOTaTHOT YIPaB/ballTBa
HaJl IPOCTOPOM, /M ¥ HaJl BpeMeHOM — TpaHCdep MOomynaluja jefHaKo Kao 1 PeTyn-
carbe eKOHOMCKUX CTaTyca JIeTUTUMIUCAHNU CY KPO3 TTIOCTMOJIEPHY U TNdepamHu HUCKYPC
0 »,u3dermmiama’; Koju je Tako joll jelHOM KPO3 CTUIY/IAlNjy XyMaHUTapHOCTU CMePao
y IIpaBLy AeCTPYKIMje IOIUTUIKOT CydjeKTuBUTeTa. Pe/leBaHTaH caBpeMeHN peHOMEH
duononutrke cy u donuiliuuka cyherva jep je, HauMe, HeonudepaaHU OOIMK JOKTPUHE O
JBYZICKMM ITPAaBMMa — KO CaCTaBHM IO YHUIITEhA IPABHOT CUCTeMa — 0de3denno Tex-
HIIKe yIIpaB/bamba Koje gpacastuke iipeiniupajy xao kpumunanye (Laughland, 2008, ctp.
13-66). IlITaBute, cBobere Ap>KaBHUYKIX OfIYKA Ha IMYHE 3/I04YIHE MIMAJIO je 3a CBPXY [ia
YKIHE acIIeKT JIEFa;IHOCTHU BJIACTH, Tj. OBO j€ jeflaH Off MIIyCTPAaTMBHUX IIPUMepa peanyje
usMel)y mpaBHOT MHTePBEHIMOHN3Ma, BOjHOT MHTEPBEHIIMOHNM3MA U MOMUTIIKOT MHTEP-
BEHIIMOHM3Ma SMOTIOMMTIYKOT ANCcKypca 3amaza. OBa Mpexka IUCKYpCa U TTOMUTHIKIX
Ipakcy HeonmndepanusMa OTBOPUIIA je TAKO IPOCTOP 33 JeXyManu3auujy ueaux Hapoga
Kao usadpanux Helipujailiesba, JOK Ce IMapaiesHo — Kao mTo uctude Pyko — MHCTPy-
MEHTA/IN30BAJIO MUTame 0e30eTHOCTL, jep je MexaHusam ipeititoa/de3deqHocili usy3eimiHo
ycliewiHa thiexHUuKa yupasmatva.

Crenehe, pyxooBcku guciiosuitius desdegHociiu — y 4njeM CPEFULITY je KOHIeImja
HeIpecTaHe IpeTHe 3a Lery nomynanujy — y XXI BeKy HajymedaT/buBuje ce I0jaBuo y
odnuky mmpema Bupyca COVID-19, a mocmegdHo je BeIMKY Jeo Mepa HaMeTHYTHUX
TIOITy/IAIIMjaMa M3HeAPYO HOBY AMMEH3H]y SMOMOMMTIYKOT TOTATHOT yIpaB/balTsa. Vnm,
jom Iperu3HMje, KOHTPO/IA U peryalyja Monyanyja MaHudecToBana ce He caMo Kpo3
IOCTIOBHO HapylllaBaibe c710007e 11 IIpaBa, Beh, jol gaekocexxHuje, Kao uiuperve iopyka
0 Hefipecifianoj dpetirou. Taxo cy ce dpojuu pasmuantu acekTn COVID-19 xpuse moja-
BW/IM KAO pesiesaniling iapaguima caspemenol yiipasmparba toiynayujama in toto u Kao
CpK OMONONUTIKe a OCedHO KPO3 IEPMAaHEHTHO Kpenpambe arMocdepe citipaxa u Sopde
30 10711 HCUBOUL YMECIIO 3 GOCTLOjaHCIiBeH HUBOTIL.

Y ¢uHanHOj MHCTAHIM, OBO Ce MOjaBUIIO KA0 Mepa goCiiojanciiied, gemokpaiiiuje u
yusunuzayuje duoiionuitiuke 3aiiaga, xoja je Beh mpeTxomHO CTBOPIIA MAPKy3€0BCKOT
aTOMM30BAHOT II0je/JHIIA IOTPOLIAYKOT APYLITBA U KOjI je Cajfa ,,eBOAYNpao” Y HOjeAnH-
112 KOjU XXUBY Y UepMAHEeHITIHOM CIpAxy, YuMe je X06c068cKa CUKA ceeifia Yoy veHa.
IITaBuie, YnmeHNIIA KaKo ce BehHa 3amafHIX MeTPOIIONa IPeTBOPI/IA ¥ 3aTBOPEHe
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borpana H. Koseuh Ipudmrt, buotonuitiuka XXI eexa u ionuitiuuku peanusam

tBphaBe — ycien yera cy mocrase )uBu n3pas u beuramosor ,manonTnkoHa” 1 PyKooByX
»3aTBOpa” — npaheHa je mporlecoM KpMMIHAIM3alMje COICTBeHMX rpah)aHa Koju HepeTKo
HUCY CMEeJIN HU J]a VX HAITyCTe. Tako je aciiexiti KpuMuHanu3ayuje upouuper Ha uesne womuy-
nayuje, Tj. TaKo je Heonudepannu 3aiiag iipeuiao y Hosy Pasy yipasmwarea Hag COUCTHEeHUM
ipahanuma ciapykiiypano mpanchopmuniyhu wuxose Husoiie.

IIITaBuIe, OMOMOMUTUYKNA (1)eHOMeHI/[ Y HacTajamy — MOIYT HIIP. CBe sehe necitia-
wuYe xpaxe JaK 1 y 3allafHUM APYIITBMMA Koje IpaTe CBe Behe MpoMeHe XMBOTHUX
YCI0Ba — 1 YOIILITE YMbeHNIIA KAaKO Ce XPaHa U 60ga 110jas/byjy Kao 0OCHOBHU Pecypcu ca-
spemerociiiu — pedeKTyjy KaKo caeill ynasu y ipomety etioxa (Koljevi¢, 2021) koja peanto
MosHe 03HAUUITIU Kpaj Heonudepanusma via Suoiionuitiuke, uam he ce max 3aBpIINTI Kao
wothanuitiapua (camo)geciipykyuja. Jep, Haume, exoHomcka kpu3a, npahena Muipaniickom,
a 3aTUM U 3gPasCili6eHOM KPU3OM — U Ha Kpajy paiiHom KPU3om, Tj. IPOBOLMPAH-EM paTa
y YKpajuHm — npencTas/ba ,,0Uoonuiiiudkuy kpeuengo” mocie Kojer he caceum nspecHo
CTIEINTI ¥ CTIOJBHOTIONUTIYKE, €KOHOMCKE ¥ IPYIITBEHe IIpOMeHe ca dPOjHUM I JasieKo-
CEeXXHIUM I1ocinequuama. MCTOBpeMeHO, Tpe6a MMaTN 'y BUAY ¥ IIapaIe/THN SUOIOMUTIYKI
(eHOMeH, Tj. ycrocTaBpae Suonadopaitiopuja y CBpXy pasBoja peantoi Suoitiepopusma
jep je ped o TpaH3uuuju of, Suotonuiiiuke ipema SuoiliexHonoiuju Suoitiepopa, UITO ce
HOTEHIUja/IHO 110jaBjbyje ¥ Kao QMHAMHM U3pa3 Heonubepannoi paiia paca — a moced-
HO C 003MpOM Ha YMEEHNUITY KaKO BEMKM Jleo eKCIIepMMeHaTa y OBMM fadopaTopujama
L/ba yIIpaBo Ha cenekiiosane iouynayuje. lllTaBuire, kajia ce IpoORyKLMja 3APaBCTBEHNX
Kp13a pasyMe Kao MPaKTUYHO CMHXPOHM30BAH IIPOIieC ca CBe BehoM Kpu3oM oKo xpa-
He 11 e/leMeHTapHIUX )XMBOTHMX yc/IoBa — Koje he ce y cnenehem nepmopy Hip. mocedHo
pedrexroBaru y Apuiy — pesyaTaHTa OMOMOIUTHKE Kao Heomudepann3mMa BULIe Htje
HAIIpOCTO peTy/alyja 1 KOHTPOJIa IIoIy/Ianyja, Beh gedoiiynayuja, iij. penesanitino cma-
roerve folynayuje y ceey.

I[TapanenHo, MHAMBU/YaMM3aLMja M TOTA/IU3ALMja — KAO IBa CHHXPOHM30BaHa MOfe/a
HeonudepanusMa Kao SMONONUTIKe — MaHN(peCToBaa Cy Ce y IeCTPYKIMjI LIeTIOKYTTHNUX
Hapojia U IPYIITaBa, O YeMY CBefloUe CBE HOilyNayUOHe, eKOHOMCKe, HONUTHUUKe U 3GPas-
citisene Kpu3se Koje je 3amaf mpousseo y XXI BeKy. Y MCTH MaX, U3HOBA je ITaK OTBOPEHO
nmTame Xohe 1 ce womanutmapra tpesnacii CAJ] y Espoiiu 3aokpysuitiu, Tj. Xohe mu Ha
Kpajy UIaK YCIeRuTn ,yciianax espoickux napoga” (Koljevi¢ & Fusaro, 2016) u paharve
wonuituuKoi cydjexiniusuiiieiiia u cyseperuitieiia, viu je BehuHa eBpOIICKIX HAPOAA CACBUM
offycTama of, cnodojie ¥ JaK Off CTAHOBUIITA MOMUTUYKOT peann3Ma I TAaKO Ce TIPeTBOPIIIA
y IIPAaKTUYIHO CaBpIIeH 00jeKill HOCiiionuiiuKe.

Vinu, jom mpenusHuje, ped je 0 CTPYKTypasHOj HeM3BeCHOCTHU X0he It caspemera
EY - xao par excellence tipumep neonudepanuszma, iij. Suoionuitiuke — HOWANTUI08ATHY
»espoticku Ilanotiiuxon” vnu he unax ycnepnn rwena iiemennHa fwparcopmayuja unu
guconyyuja u agpupmavuja HapogHoi cysepenuitieitia. Ergo, cBu duomonutnaku derome-
HJ CaBPEMEHOCTH II0jaBJbYjy Ce y CTPYKTYPa/HO] Pelalyjy ClipaM CaMOIIPOKIaMOBAHOT
eKCKITy3MBMTeTa 3alafa, Tj. HoceSHO ,u3yseinocitiu” CAJ] umje je HacToOjarbe Ja JIETUTH-
Mu3Yyje HOCHHoNUUUKY fopegax y 11eoj T3B. ,MehyHaponHoj 3ajegaurn’,

Unax, Realpolitik XXI Bexa pazodmudnina je cuciieMcky kpusy Heonudepantoi yipa-
67batbd VLN, jOLI IPELV3HIje, HonuiliuKe, eKoHOMCKe U 60jHe ipanuye 3aiiaga, Saus kao u
tweiose peante gomeiiie Ha HayuHoThexHonouwkom inany. llItaBuine, polerve MynitiuionapHol
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céeilia ¥ TPAH3UIVja Y HOBY eiloxy OTBOPU/IM Cy peajiHe IIOTeHIIMjajie 3a IPEBA3UTAKEHE
LeJIOT CHeKilipa ,peruma uciiume” Heonubepanudma Kao Suoionuiiiuxe u yciociiasmwaree
HonuitiuuKoi peanusma y Kojem ce Moh uspakasa Kpo3 ,MuHuUMyM gomunanuje” (Pyko),
Tj. y KOjeM ce cTBapa Hosu ipasHu fiopegax. CaBpeMeHM IOMUTIIKO-Pumo30¢pCKn Auc-
KypC CTOTa M3HOBa Tpeda fa apupmulIe iojMosHe penayuje gujanoia, pasHoupasHociiu,
MynimuanuYUitienia, 3ajegruye, ipasa, gemoxpaiiuje u cnodoge, dall Kao M HOBU eTHYKN
OKBUP y KOjeM ce peanusyjy aonuitiuuxu cySjexiiusuitieitiu u ioceSHociliu Hapoga. VIcto
TaKo, U3y3eTHO je perieBaHTaH PyKOOB YBIUJ KaKO caspemeHa unos3oduja y uciiu max
Mopa ga ce ycioCiliasy u Kao HoAuiu1Ka U Kao UCHopUjcKa, ilj. Kaxo ce yipaso Ha 0CHOBY
ose penayuje peanusyjy u cnodoga u gemoxpaitiuja. Tako ce, cripaM SMOIIONTUTUYKOT He-
onudepanmama 3amaza, y XXI Bexy paba HOBU HOMUTHYKY peannsaM Kpo3 HO80 pohetve
uciiopuje, onuitiuke, ewiuxe, ipasa y jegunciiseHom HopmaitiusHom odpacuyy cydjexitiu-
suilleltia u cyseperuilieiiia.
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TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY BIOPOLITICS
AND POLITICAL REALISM

(Translation In Extenso)

Abstract: In this paper we will consider the concept of biopolitics as neoliberalism,
i.e., the reflections of the fundamentals of Foucault’s theory and its structurally post-po-
litical character. The primary goal is to understand how this specific “regime of truth”
turns out to be the foundation of the twenty-first century Realpolitik, from which Western
government techniques derive. Biopolitics relevantly emerges as a process of fragmentation
and dissolution of political sovereignty and subjectivity, and, as such, it is exacted through
various postmodern and neoliberal forms. They defy a substantial portion of philosophical
and legal traditions through politicization of life, the theory, and practices of biopolitics.
In the second part of the paper - along with an overview of the contemporary phenomena
of biopolitics — we articulate Foucault’s position of political realism as a potential answer
to political-philosophical challenges on a global scale.

Keywords: biopolitics, neoliberalism, subjectivity, sovereignty, political realism

BIOPOLITICS AS NEOLIBERALISM
AND ORIGINATION OF POST-POLITICS

It is, first of all, necessary to keep in mind that in various structural political-philosoph-
ical - and by all means equally in foreign policy, sociological and culturological aspects — the
twenty-first century has turned out to be particular living proof of the validity of Foucault’s
understanding of biopolitics as neoliberalism and, consequently, origination of post-politics
and post-democracy. Or, more specifically, despite the fact that after Foucault’s theory of
biopolitics — which in chronological terms was also the original one? - multiple and diverse
discourses of biopolitics ensued, all of which were either partial, hence inadequate for the

! bogdana.koljevic@ips.ac.rs

Biopolitics as a philosophical concept was first devised in The Birth of Biopolitics (Naissance de
la biopolitique). According to Foucault, biopolitics was established as a paradigm even before, i.e.,
in his papers such as Society Must be Defended (II faut défendre la société), Discipline and Punish

2
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purpose of a systemic analysis, or not infrequently they themselves stood for a particular
expression of the neoliberal order. Ergo, it is precisely the articulation of biopolitics as neo-
liberalism that established itself as a suitable interpretative pattern not only for contemporary
political philosophy, but also as a consequence for the entire paradigm of the Western world
in practice, whose ultimate outcome is a specific form of the twenty-first century Realpolitik.

In light of this, we should first bear in mind that, to Foucault, biopolitics, as it turns
out, is a “practice of truth” or “regime of truth” that is permanently created and manifests
itself through divergent phenomena, although its core is the concept of market and neo-
liberal economy, from which then follow and are developed government techniques, i.e.,
governmentality (gouvernementalité), and then all the repercussions which biopolitics has
on politics, law and, eventually - on life and death as a whole. Next, of utmost relevance is
Foucault’s insight into how biopolitics — although it is initially biopower, i.e., power that is
exerted over individuals and, in particular, power over the human body - it grows and is
transformed into biopolitics as government of entire populations. What is more, the set of
terms bioassistance-biopolitics-governmentality emerges as a basis for Foucault’s articulation
of how specifically biopolitics turns out to be a sine qua non for post-politics and antipolitics,
which is consequently expressed in the majority of various twenty-first century theories
and practices. Or, more precisely, the end of the 20" century and the first two decades
of the 21* century bred primarily a number of neoliberal and postmodern discourses and
policies, mainly in the West. The essence of these, on the one hand, is exerting power over
the body, and then the control and regulation of people and entire populations. In view of
this, the fact that Foucault’s political philosophy begins precisely as critique of biopolitics,
i.e., as critique of various governance techniques and exercising power,* it turns out to be
distinctively significant for the purpose of understanding the contemporary context of the
knowledge—power relationship.

However, here it is worth noting that Foucault — despite the predominance of politics of
power — he does not discard the project of Modernism in toto, i.e., by insisting that critique
is always critique of specific discourses and practices, it relevantly leaves an open horizon
for the potentials of a rational discourse.” Furthermore, the entire genealogical project by

(Surveiller et punir), The History of Sexuality (UHistoire de la sexualité) and Security, Territory,
Population (Securité, térritoire, population).

* Ina nutshell, this is the reason why a wide range of interpretations of biopolitics - starting from
Agamben, through to Hardt and Negri and Esposito and Lazzarato — were in fact no longer particu-
larly relevant to the analysis of biopolitics in the twenty-first century (Koljevi¢, 2010; Koljevi¢, 2015).
Nevertheless, an exception in this sense are analyses such as the Heller theory, whose book Biopolitics:
The Politics of Body, Race and Nature certainly holds a prominent position in considerations of the
contemporary phenomena of biopolitics — and this specifically of biopolitics as neoliberalism.

* Strictly speaking, Foucault’s political philosophy is to the highest degreee developed in his works
The Birth of Biopolitic and Security, Territory, Population, although reflecting on the knowledge-
power relationship is present in almost all his works, which in relevant terms connects archaeology
of knowledge and genealogy of knowledge (Koljevi¢ 2010, Koljevi¢ 2015).

> In view of this, e.g., for Habermas’s critique of Foucault, in which he claims that Foucault’s ap-
proach is basically nihilistic, i.e., without an option for a rational outcome due to pervasive power,
there is no actual foundation in Foucault’s works (Habermas, 1994, p. 994). Additionally, a striking
example to what extent Hambermas’s interpration is unfoundad is that, with reference to Deleuze,
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Foucault actually emerges on its own as an unfinished project of Modernism, i.e., as its inher-
ent response to itself and accordingly as an option for an entirely different possibility which
asserts the idea of legitimacy. In light of this, the majority of standardized interpretation of
Foucault not infrequently fail to capture the core element, i.e., that genealogy will first and
foremost refer to a transition from sovereignty to biopolitics as a new discourse of the West.

What is more, specifically this element in transparent terms demonstrates what is ac-
tually missing in post-Foucauldian analyses of biopolitics, i.e., their “void place’, which is at
the same time the common denominator for all contemporary theories of biopolitics and
neoliberalism: reflecting biopolitics as a strategic relationship which appears as a process of
fragmentation and dissolution of political sovereignty. Or, even more precisely, it is on the
knowledge—power relationship that Foucault emphasizes a special form of knowledge/power,
i.e.,, instrumentalization of the mind which establishes a unique “regime of truth” of neolib-
eralism and is relative to the destruction of sovereignty per definitionem. What is even more
relevant since, ergo, the destruction of sovereignty appears as an outcome and hence an (un)
covered truth of neoliberalism, is the fact that the deconstruction of a sovereignty pattern takes
the central position in most post-modernist interpretations, as well as in the interpretations of
liberalist political theories, so it manifests itself as a radicalization of biopolitics in new forms.

The Foucauldian theory of microphysics of power, i.e., capillary power — which points
out that “condition of possibility does not lie [...] in sovereignty” because “power is the name
for a complex strategic situation in certain society” (Foucault, 1990, p. 106) - does not appear
only to be instructive for considerations of the 21* century, but also as a discourse in medias
res of the concept and practices of biopolitics and neoliberalism. It follows that Foucault’s
irreversible contribution to political philosophy does not lie merely in him articulating how
an object of power may be both an individual and a class, people and population - all at the
same time - instead it is more relevant as an insight into how the transformation of Western
theories and political practices refers to entirely new forms of power that are described by
the term governmentality, whose expansion reaches across the full social spectrum. In this
manner, biopolitics presents itself as a power on the other side of the political since, namely,
through the comprehensive process of governmentality, individuals’ and populations’ lives
are politicized — while politicization per definitionem excludes political subjectivity, i.e., it is
manifested as the foundation of post-politics. In a new of economy of government, which is
exercised as microphysics of power, control, and regulation stand for the total requirements,
i.e., permanently created discourses and practices and, additionally, they in a substantial
manner include the control of time, events, individuality, continuity, and discontinuity, which
are therefore created rather than authentic.®

It is especially necessary to draw attention to the fact that Foucault insists on new
forms of government “legal procedures are colonized and the legal system of sovereignty is

Foucault writes that “it is impressive that someone like Deleuze simply turned to Nietzsche and took
him seriously, which he really did” (Foucault, 1994, p. 122).

¢ Dreyfus and Rabinow rightfully note that in the new forms of power time appears in a new man-
ner since control must be permanent and total. Dreyfus and Rabinow at the same time state that
“Foucault does not censure the mind but instead demonstrates the functioning of the historic model
of rationality. Foucault is inherently rational, which is why he is focused on politcal production of
truth in the modern regimes of power” (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983, p. 133).
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destroyed” (Foucault, 2003, p. 55), i.e., how biopolitics, as neoliberalism, is exerted specifi-
cally as a power that destroys the legal system, which the most strikingly seen in the politics of
power (“relations of power” and “relations of war”). In light of this, Foucault’s interpretation
of the inversion of Clausewitz’s formula, i.e., politics of war that is continued with different
means, refers to a transformation in the field of government in which war becomes a code
for peace. Moreover, we may say that if war is a code for peace, i.e., if permanent war is a
representative example of a new form of governmentality, then the structural difference
between the dominance theory, on the one hand, and the sovereignty theory on the other,
manifests itself as a basis for understanding biopolitics as neoliberalism. Similarly, a struc-
tural situation in which war becomes a code for peace and annuls both theoretical and
political differences between “war” and “peace’, as well as their boundaries, (de)constructing
in this manner political subjectivity as a condition for the possibility of sovereignty.

Foucault expressly emphasizes that “such a discourse of the West may be the first
historical-philosophical discourse that opposes the philosophical-legal discourse. This is a
discourse in which truth is a tool for certain victory... it is a strong mythic discourse. In its
fundamental elements, this discourse is alien to the great tradition of the philosophical-legal
discourse. Philosophers and legal experts find it peculiar and alien (Foucault, 2003, p. 75).
These are the reasons why biopolitics, as neoliberalism, turns out to be merely a potenti-
ality from the Modernism tradition, i.e., exactly like that potentiality which is exacted in
contemporary political and social practices and which, as such, dissolves philosophical
and legal discourse since it appears as a (de)construction of subjectivity and sovereignty. Or,
more precisely, the fact that philosophical rationality, just as is the case with the rationality
of law, are per se always already opposed to any form of instrumentalization of truth, i.e.,
instrumentalization of knowledge through the politics of power. It manifests their intrinsic
subversive potential, as opposed to biopolitics and, at the same time, it is suggestive of the
necessity for a new philosophical-legal discourse pattern in the 21 century.

In his genealogical analysis Foucault points out that biopolitics, as a new form of gov-
ernmentality, relevantly relies on a binary structure of thinking, i.e., on a system of binary
oppositions that are in principle opposed to philosophical critical reflexions which are always
already, in structural terms, on the other side of Manichean divisions and absolutizations.
Moreover, Foucault points out that the new discourse of the West — specifically due to its
being binary - is structurally connected with the war, i.e., that this discourse divides society in
the binary war as a war of races. Thus, the racial war appears as a historical-political matter,
i.e., “regime of truth”, which is dramatically against philosophical and legal discourses — and
it is exerted either as a West-centric discourse or through different forms of Eurocentrism
(Foucault, 2003, pp. 79-81). In parallel, Foucault also articulates the notion of anti-history so
as to draw attention to the fact that specifically the discourse of war is both post-history and
anti-history, although they are both opposed to the actual historical struggle, i.e., historical
truth. Since, namely, post-history and anti-history bear reference to the biological struggle for
life, differences between races, selection and survival of the fittest and affirmation of a “best
race” — which precisely turns out to be the most striking paradigm of modern biopolitics.”

7 After Fukuyama’s well-known declaration of “the end of history” - the purpose of which was

exactly to make the “post-historical” position absolute — in certain Western formulations it is still
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Thus, a new discourse emerges in the West as both post-political and post-historical
since it instrumentalizes history and politics, because it had previously already instrumen-
talized the truth - all this for the purpose of exacting the politics of power, which in turn
exacts historical revisionism and dissolves the philosophical-legal framework so as to assert
the struggle for bare life,® i.e., so as for biological “survival” to be able to manifest itself in
various forms. In light of this, it is noted that the majority of contemporary forms of the
politics of power - starting from neo-Nazism and neo-Fascism - at the same time appear as
the power of control as well as the power of biological regulation ° which literally regulates
the processes of birth, death, and life of entire nations.

In parallel, it is a matter of total control of economic processes, i.e., the ultimate goal
of contemporary political economy is the regulation of populations in virtually all aspects
— especially in terms of economic growth, migrations, and health. Thus, contemporary bi-
opolitics does not primarily govern citizens as legal entities but, instead it is more a matter
of governmentality over citizens as part of a biomass that is called population. Or, more
specifically, given that power exerted over populations relevantly includes controlling and
regulating biological processes - birth, death, illness, food, and, living conditions in general
- “life presents itself as an exceptional element of power” (Foucault, 2009, pp. 341-370). In
these processes, life is politicized and politics is depoliticized, i.e., biopolitics in this manner
directly defies the legal order because it is based on the concept of the regulation of life as
such. Foucault insists that this transformation of reason — which derives from political econ-
omy - just shows that governmentality arises from utilitarianism. Namely, this is a case of
crypto-metaphysical turn , i.e., historical existence of utilitarianism as a certain dispositive
of knowledge/power which corresponds to the establishing of a market as room for the pro-
duction of truth par excellence. Finally, Foucault articulates that power lies in the production
of truth and also that this is “the case in all societies” but “in Western societies the relationship
between power, law, and truth is organized in a particular manner” (Foucault, 1994, p. 46).

NEW POLITICAL SUBJECTIVITY,
KNOWLEDGE, AND DEMOCRACY

Next, Foucault articulates that racism is literally a revolutionary discourse turned up-
side down and that the issue of contemporary governmentality basically cannot be at all
separated from the issue of slavery and freedom per se. But since to Foucault the issue of
freedom is the first question of politics (Koljevi¢, 2016) — and the implicit purpose of the

declared and recognised that “history is reborn” (Badiou, 2012; Kagan, 2008), but they are just ex-
ceptions in these cases.

¢ Without any dilemma, the concept of bare life is the most comprehenisvely explained in a paper
by Agamben (Agamben, 1998), however without a relavantly established relation which it has in the
affirmation of biopolitics via neoliberalism versus the theories and practices of sovereignty.

° In The Birth of Biopolitics, Foucault articulates the history of liberalism as the history of bioplitics,
with the ultimate objective to comprehend specifically contemporary forms of biopolitics as neolib-
eralism. Unlike the analyses presented in The History of Sexuality, History of Madness and Discipline
and Punish - in The Birth of Biopolitics Foucault presents certain techniques of government over
entire populations, focussing especially on their regulation.
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entire genealogical project — a relevant consequence of this insight is that what can effec-
tively defy neoliberalism is only revolutionism in combination with rationality, i.e., fight for
political subjectivity and sovereignty which has its revolutionary dimension, but also a legal
one, which are seen as complimentary when in opposition to the instrumentalization of truth,
politics, and history. The beginning of this process is genealogical — and to Foucault, every
genealogy is genealogy of the present, whose role is to establish relations between “scientific
knowledge” and “people’s knowledge’, i.e., between scientific knowledge and local memories
(Foucault, 2003, p. 105). Moreover, it is specifically the relation between these two segments
that stands for a condition for a new reflection of subjectivity and politics arranged between
the general and the particular, i.e., as understanding that political subjectivity is relatively
democratic and therefore a matter of people, in which there is no room for elitism per se.
Similarly, this is a reverse relationship, i.e., also knowledge itself, which is in turn based, in
addition to the generality, on local memories — and both these processes are immanently
opposed to biopolitics as neoliberalism. Thus, the genealogical analysis turns out to be
a formation of the mind in politics, science, and history, and in particular emphasizes that
knowledge is constitutive to politics.

This constitutiveness — as well as the establishment of rational politics en generale -
according to Foucault, arises specifically from the “revolutionary flow”, which historically
speaking begins with Rousseau and lays a foundation for the concept of sovereignty, equally
as it establishes legitimacy of the idea of state. Namely, unlike the “utilitarian flow”, which
is based on state policies rather than law, i.e., on usability as a decisive element — which
Foucault primarily articulates as a “matter of British radicalism” (Foucault, 2010, pp. 58-
70) - “revolutionary flow” articulates an entirely different relation of philosophy, law, and
politics, in which general will deriving from social agreements is emphasized. Or, even more
precisely, while in the event of biopolitical governmentality techniques stemming from
utilitarianism, it is a matter of relevant transactional relations that divide the sphere of the
politics of power and intervention and the sphere of an individual, in revolutionary flow of
thinking and practices, freedom appears as legal freedom rather than merely an ostensible
independence from the structures of power of those who are governed. Additionally, this
specific exertion of utilitarianism as biopolitics gradually began imposing prevalence of the
concepts such as “species” and “populations’, i.e., the neoliberal “regime of truth” established
in relation to the prevalence of these categories over legal categories.

Reaffirmation of legal categories as well as, in parallel, of the relation between law
and freedom, demonstrates how, ergo, the politics of power may be exerted in an entirely
different manner, i.e., as political subjectivity and also how philosophy of power may appear as
philosophy of freedom. Accordingly, the fact that, to Foucault, power always already appears
as a constitutive element of politics, actually makes room for the position of political realism.
Since, namely, the genealogical analysis incorporates the Hegelian position of self-reflection
in the field of knowledge and in the political field, i.e., Foucauldian homo politicus is in
parallel also established through a specific “battle of recognition”, in which freedom is won.

At the same time, even Foucault’s critique of “rationalization’, i.e., conceptualization
of the specific mind which defies it, corresponds to a relevant extent to the Hegelian rela-
tion between the “reason” and the “mind”. Namely, Foucault’s mind is set as the field of a
strategy of genealogy and research, i.e., it itself turns out to be the logic of strategy which
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is permanently created by genealogy. What is more, this element is complimentary to the
fact that knowledge - as a structural segment of power - stems from actual social battles,
and also that this specifically is the process of creation of political subjectivity. In light
of this, in his review of Western societies, Foucault points out that “today’s task to refuse
who we are [...] must be imagined and built on what we could have been [...] in order to
free ourselves of individualization and of totalization of the contemporary structures of
power [...] We must promote the new forms of subjectivity” (Foucault, 1983, p. 216). In this
manner, new politics is articulated versus the neoliberal and postmodernist individualism,
equally as is the case with the opposition to totalization of biopolitics, so Foucault notes that
establishing a new discourse is at the same time both a political and ethical and social and
philosophical task, because the stake is precisely the birth of philosophy, ethics, and politics
through a specific discourse of political rationalism, which would illustrate an entirely
different approach to an individual, the state and its institutions. This new subjectivity in
parallel turns out to be a new discourse of power, i.e., the power of freedom as opposed to
biopolitics which arises from the revolutionary course of thinking and practices and accordingly
it defies neoliberal structures.

Even more precisely, political subjectivity stands up against the concept of politics as a
permanent war and therefore it is, inter alia, also confronted with a crypto-humanitarian
rhetoric which, is a common form of contemporary biopolitics, i.e., depoliticization which,
by making room for the “humanitarian’, effectively removes the political. In parallel, politi-
cal subjectivity also defies predominance of economism because the specific time in which
economy becomes self-sufficient is the time when predominance of the market is estab-
lished, which as a consequence allows economy to turn against sovereignty. Moreover,
this is about opposition to the fundamentals of neoliberalism, which promotes society as
room for market relations and overall economization, just as it, on the other hand, governs
contemporary biopolitical wars. Thus, Foucault articulates that for the purpose of “govern-
ing life and survival, many wars have been waged and many may still be waged [...] Now,
survival is not legal survival of sovereignty but biological survival of a certain population”
(Foucault, 2003, p. 44).

Foucault’s critical normativism in this manner appears as a relevant consequence of
the genealogical project, i.e., what follows from the critique of biopolitics as neoliberalism is
a potential of politics of the mind and sovereignty, which reaffirms ethical and philosophical
subjectivity in the form of specific still unexacted modernism in politics (Fraser, 1994, p.
193). In view of this, one should keep in mind how in this case — unlike utilitarian flow,
which is driven by the instrumental reason - it re-establishes the importance of the concept
of political society based on social agreement (Burchell et al., 1991, p. 19), from which law
and sovereignty are restored at the same time. Furthermore, people’s sovereignty appears as
a contemporary contemplation of the relationship between economy and politics equally as
it has the form of political subjectivity, i.e., homo politicus opposes homo economicus, and
does so by establishing new forms of democracy in theory and practice. Foucault’s theory
thus appears as optimism of rationality that exceeds utilitarianism of know-how or, more
precisely, self-reflection of the mind is relevantly exacted through social agreement, which
is taken seriously just as is the case with law and democracy, so, in this manner, new forms
of politicization defy the governance techniques (Foucault, 1996).
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POLITICAL REALISM AND CONTEMPORARY
PHENOMENA OF BIOPOLITICS

First and foremost, Foucault’s political realism arises from a structural insight into how
the issue is not about an attempt to disassemble the relations of power in a utopia of perfectly
transparent communication, it is rather about ensuring legal norms, just like ethics, ethos,
which would allow for all these power games of power to be exerted with a minimum of
domination. Thus, the position of political realism turns out to be a political-philosophical
concept, in which an exceptionally relevant role play and law and ethics and subjectivity and
democracy, as the appropriate forms of defying biopolitics as neoliberalism.

In this respect, Foucault also articulates the fundamentals of the crisis of contem-
poraneity, which even more radically proceeds in the 21% century, just as, in parallel, he
indicates the potentials for conquering it. Because general predominance of biopolitics
and its development in the 21 century in the area of world politics, international relations,
numerous contemporary discourses, and various governance techniques, may effectively
be terminated only through the theory and practice of political realism, which would at the
same time restore the legal order.

The first step in this process is an explication of logic of the Western biopolitical
discourse, which has not infrequently manifested itself as the use of brute force, i.e., this is
about wars as the so called “humanitarian interventions” in which what is at stake is always
one population fighting for mere survival against the other population, i.e., it is about
the selection of the right to life. Moreover, virtually entire biopolitical logic relies on the
fundamental friend-enemy binarism, which has thus turned out to be the leading principle
of the international strategy, i.e., it has in structural terms marked international relations
and politics as a constitutive principle from which the regime of truth of neoliberalism was
established. Ergo, this is about the primary logic from which derived a (de)construction of
law and sovereignty, whose ultimate goal is biological destruction of the “enemy” popula-
tion, and it is therefore a task of this new politics to abolish the existing dichotomies and
to establish a new international system. Overcoming American exceptionalism specifically
means overcoming what Foucault calls a “better race” that produced biopolitical totalitar-
ianism and a binary crypto-Manichean narrative of ‘absolute good” and “absolute evil”.'°

This binarism, inter alia, relevantly reflected itself through various American concepts
of the ‘concert of democracies” and has recently acquired the form of a binary opposition
between democracy and authoritarianism, which replaced the once Aronian opposition of
democracy vs. totalitarianism. Ergo, this is about various manifestations of the primary
biopolitical phenomenon, i.e., neoliberalism per se which derives from the “friend-enemy”
binarism. Similarly, this regime of truth promoted the West-centric consensus on political
virtuality, in which predominance is held by the permanent media production of cryp-
to-politics, which is mainly a continuation of postmodern production of reality.

Moreover, the economic crisis, followed by the migrant crisis - especially in contempo-
rary Europe — appeared as a specific living expression of biopolitical expansion, i.e., control

10 Political-philosophical aspects of the crypto-Manichean discourse, i.e., absolutization of “good”

and “evil” were analyzed by Bernstein (Bernstein, 2005).
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and regulation, i.e., they turned out to be new twenty-first century political phenomena,
through which the regulation of population manifests itself as a literal replacement of one
population with another in selected territories. Therefore, for the purpose of total gov-
ernmentality over a region, but over time as well - the transfer of populations, equally as
the regulation of economic statuses, were legitimized through the postmodern and liberal
discourse of “refugees” and thus once more through the stipulation of humanitarianism,
directed towards the destruction of political subjectivity. A relevant contemporary phenom-
enon of biopolitics refers to political trials since, the neoliberal form of doctrine of human
rights — as an integral part of destruction of the legal system - has ensured the governance
techniques which treat statesmen as criminals (Laughland, 2008, pp. 13-66). What is more,
reducing statesmen’s decisions to personal crimes served the purpose of abolishing the as-
pect of legality of authorities, i.e., this is one of the illustrative examples of the relationship
between legal interventionism, military interventionism, and political interventionism of
the Western biopolitical discourse. Such convolution of discourses and political practices of
neoliberalism has in this manner made room for dehumanization of entire peoples as selected
enemies, whereas in parallel - as pointed out by Foucault - the issue of safety was instrumen-
talized, since the threat/safety mechanism is an extremely successful governance technique.

Next, the Foucauldian safety discourse - the core of which is the concept of a contin-
uous threat to the entire population - has seen its most notable manifestation in the 21%
century, in the form of the spreading of the COVID-19 virus that consequently led to a
large number of measures being imposed on populations, which gave rise to a new dimen-
sion of biopolitical total governmentality. Or, more precisely, the control and regulation
of populations manifested itself not only literally through the violation of freedom and
law but, with far-reaching consequences, as the dissemination of messages of a continuous
threat. Thus, various aspects of the COVID-19 crisis were generated as a relevant para-
digm of modern governance of populations in toto and as the essence of biopolitics, and in
particular through permanently creating the atmosphere of fear and struggle for bare life
rather than a dignified life.

Ultimately, this actually appeared as a measure of dignity, democracy, and civilization
of Western biopolitics, which had previously created a Marcusean atomised individual in a
consumer society, with this individual now “evolving” to an individual who lives in perma-
nent fear, with which the Hobbesian image of the world has become complete. Furthermore,
the fact that the majority of Western metropolises turned into sealed fortresses — as a
result of which they became a living expression of Bentham’s “panopticon” and Foucault’s
“prison” — which was accompanied by a process of criminalization of own citizens who
not infrequently were not allowed to leave the cities. Thus, the aspect of criminalization
was extended to entire populations, i.e., thus the neoliberal West moved on to a new stage of
government over its own citizens by transforming their lives in structural terms.

Additionally, biopolitical phenomena in the making - such as ever-more present shortag-
es of food, even in Western societies, that go hand in hand with ever-more substantial changes
in living conditions - and the general fact that food and water have established themselves as
elementary resources of contemporaneity, are a reflection of the world stepping into a change of
epoch (Koljevi¢, 2021), which in actual terms may signify the end of neoliberalism via biopol-
itics, or perhaps they will end up as totalitarian (self-)destruction. In fact, the economic crisis,
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accompanied by the migrant crisis and then the health crisis - and eventually the war crisis, i.e.,
the provoked war in Ukraine - represents a “biopolitical crescendo” after which foreign policy,
economic, and social changes will very likely follow, with numerous and far-reaching conse-
quences. At the same time, one should keep in mind that a parallel biopolitical phenomenon,
i.e., the establishment of biolaboratories for the purpose of creating actual bioterrorism because
this is a case of transition from biopolitics to the biotechnology of bioterror, which potentially
emerges as the ultimate expression of the neoliberal war of races - in particular given the fact
that a major part of experiments in these laboratories is directed specifically towards those
selected populations. Additionally, once the production of health crises is understood as an
actually synchronized process, with an increasingly stronger food crisis and that of basic
living conditions - that will occur in the period to come, especially in Africa — the product
of biopolitics as neoliberalism is no longer merely the regulation and control of populations
but, instead, depopulation, i.e., relevant reduction in the world population.

In parallel, individualization and totalization - as two synchronized models of neo-
liberalism as biopolitics — have manifested themselves in the destruction of entire peoples
and societies, evidence of which are all population, economic, political, and health crises pro-
duced by the West in the 21% century. At the same time, the issue is reopened of whether the
totalitarian dominance of the U.S. in Europe will go full circle, i.e., whether eventually there
will be an “uprisal of European peoples” (Koljevi¢ & Fusaro, 2016) and the birth of political
subjectivity and sovereignty, or whether the majority of European peoples has completely
given up on freedom and even on the position of political realism and thus basically turned
themselves into a perfect object of post-politics.

More precisely, the matter here is a structural uncertainty of whether the contemporary
EU - as a par excellence example of neoliberalism, i.e., biopolitics - will totalize the “European
Panopticon” or whether its thorough transformation or dissolution and affirmation of peoples’
sovereignty will ensue after all. Ergo, all biopolitical phenomena of contemporaneity appear
in a structural relation versus the self-proclaimed exclusivity of the West, i.e., especially
“exceptionalism” of the U.S., which strives to legitimize the post-political order in the entire
so called “international community”.

Still, twenty-first century Realpolitik has exposed the systemic crisis of neoliberal gov-
ernance or, even more precisely, of political, economic, and military borders of the West, just
as is the case with its actual reach in the fields of science and technology. What is more, the
birth of a multipolar world and transition to a new era have made room for real potentials for
overcoming the full range of the “regime of truth” of neoliberalism as biopolitics and establish-
ing political realism in which power is expressed via “a minimum of domination” (Foucault),
i.e., in which a new legal order is established. Therefore, a perfect political-philosophical
discourse should re-assert the conceptional relations of dialogue, equality, multiplicity, com-
munity, law, democracy, and freedom, just like a new ethical framework in which political
subjectivities and special features of peoples are exacted. Similarly, of extreme relevance is
Foucault’s insight on how contemporary philosophy at the same time needs to establish itself
both as political and historical, i.e., how specifically on the basis of this relation both freedom
and democracy are realized. Thus, by way of opposition to Western neoliberalism, new
political realism was born in the 21 century through the rebirth of history, politics, ethics,
law in a unique normative pattern of subjectivity and sovereignty.
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