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There is no practical need for a summary presentation of Miguel Vatter’s essay since his text is in English. I simply want to point out a couple of connections with some of the previously-commented-upon texts by Esposito, Villacanas, and Duso.

Vatter squarely places Arendt as a thinker of biopolitics, that is, as an anti-totalitarian thinker of the biopolitical. “Arendt’s political thought is a species of bio-politics that counters totalitarianism on its own terrain, namely, by identifying what in life poses a resistance to the totalitarian project of attaining total domination over life.” One must then ask if for either Vatter or Esposito it is conceivable to say that Arendt’s later thought was on the path of thinking biopolitical democracy. After Villacanas and Duso the question has complicated itself, to the extent that thinking biopolitical democracy, if such a thing can be done, if such a thing is not a contradiction in terms, implies operating a deconstruction of the fundamental concepts of modern political thought, and particularly of the mutually sustaining concepts of sovereignty and absolute individual rights.
For Arendt, according to Vatter, “politics should be thought of as the freedom of life itself.” This freedom is not a given, it is rather a praxis whose dependence on memory (the memory of a god that creates us, and thus the desire for a return to an absolute past that is identified with natality in Arendt, since natality is the trace of the god, the trace of the absolute past) is connected to a messianic position that seems to organize Arendt’s position as a sort of “negative political theology” whose relation to Benjamin’s Vatter mentions several times. Biopolitics in Arendt, that is, the positive biopolitics that is a resistance to domination, is premised on the trace of a vanishing god.

There is no Man, but rather men and women who are born into absolute differentiation. This is a radical concept of plurality in Arendt, in need of linkage to Duso’s, that is said to have been repressed or disavowed by the “entire western tradition of political thought.” This plurality means that politics “arises between men, and so quite outside of man . . . Politics arises in what lies between men and is established as relationships.” This seems connected to Duso’s concept of government as what antecedes sovereignty, where government as a relationship between pluralities is irreducible but in need of constant interrogation.

“Natality is the key category for a politics that is to come after the end of the nation-state, after all the illusions of the earth as a Heimat are laid to rest, after all attempts to think the political starting from or returning to the familial have shown their barrenness, and, perhaps, even after the passing away of all political form or organization as such.” Echoing a line in Esposito that I quoted in my comment on Esposito’s essay, Vatter says: “Natality naturalizes history as much as it historicizes nature.”

But if natality is the caesura of life, and what enables a distinction between a bad biopolitics of domination and the good biopolitics of the freeing of life, are we beholden to the negative political theology that Arendt assumes but never addresses? In other words, and this is a question for Vatter and Esposito more than it would be for Villacanas or Duso, I think, is the possibility of a biopolitical democracy, or of biopolitical justice, always necessarily messianic?
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