Critical Humanities

Manuscript 1012

Dispositif, Biopolitical Governance, and Significance of
Genealogical Approach in Navigating Refugees’ Experiences of
Camp and Community

Rabindra Chaulagain

Follow this and additional works at: https://mds.marshall.edu/criticalhumanities

Cf Part of the Comparative Literature Commons, and the Sociology Commons


https://mds.marshall.edu/criticalhumanities
https://mds.marshall.edu/criticalhumanities?utm_source=mds.marshall.edu%2Fcriticalhumanities%2Fvol1%2Fiss2%2F9&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/454?utm_source=mds.marshall.edu%2Fcriticalhumanities%2Fvol1%2Fiss2%2F9&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/416?utm_source=mds.marshall.edu%2Fcriticalhumanities%2Fvol1%2Fiss2%2F9&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages

Dispositif, Biopolitical Governance, and

Significance of Genealogical Approach

Rabindra Chaulagain

Acadia University

Abstract

Foucault’s distinction between biopolitics and biopower is significant to society, a normative
body in terms of seeing biopower as the practical production of the visible and invisible poles of
the dispositif through interdependent discursive and institutional practices of administration. This
paper fundamentally discusses two theoretical ideas ingrained with the notion of Foucauldian bi-
opolitics---dispositif and genealogy that Foucault brought into account for merging them into
modern biopolitical administrative forces. First, it discusses the idea of dispositif as a mechanism
of governance and critically examines its connection to biopower and biopolitics. Second, it ana-
lyzes the notion of genealogy as a tool to navigate the politics of forced migration and refugees’
local memories, discursive construction, and fragmentation of previously-coherent ideas and
practices and the cohering of formerly disparate ones through a lens that does not privilege the
present as the destination of the past.
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ology Department at Acadia University, Canada. His research interests span a broad range of social and political is-
sues, including critical theory, biopolitics, critical refugee and border studies, structural racism, global postcolonialism,
and indigenous anticolonialism, and qualitative research methodology.
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Dispositif: Elements of Biopolitical
Governance

The Foucauldian notion of biopolitics has be-
come decisive in showing the importance of
connecting it to his use of the term dispositif.
Dispositif refers in Foucault’s writings to the
mechanism of governance in a broad sense. It
stands for the disposition or distribution of
tools and mechanisms of governance applied
to the definition and governance of objects of
governance (individuals and groups, eco-
nomic and social relations, social, political,
and economic forces, resources, etc.) charac-
teristic of a particular example or apparatus or
regime of governmentality. A governmental
apparatus on, say, a national scale, deals with
multiple administrative forces to control, reg-
ulate, and govern a population.

Foucault linked the concept of dispositif (ap-
paratus) to the eighteenth-century French
physiocratic economists who developed theo-
ries of the circulation of wealth in terms of
scarcity, security, and order, but who also
sought to establish economics as a systematic
science of the promotion and distribution of

“happiness.™

Foucault saw in physiocratic
economics the birth of a new form of
power/knowledge distinct from sovereignty
and elaborated on the concept of dispositif to
signify the elements of governance focused on
an orderly disposition of things, people, flows,
and forces in a way that accords with the de-
velopment of modern disciplinary techniques
and security apparatuses. Discipline for Fou-
cault is centripetal in the sense that it “concen-

trates, focuses, and encloses” its techniques

1 Michel Foucault, Security, territory, population: Lec-
tures at the College de France, 1977-78. (New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2007).

2 Foucault, Security, territory, population, .

and that which it acts on, whereas security is
centrifugal in the broader sense of ordering
large-scale and expansive phenomena such as
national and international markets, the gener-
alized forms and operations of “production,”
and the distribution of “buyers,” “consumers,”
and “producers,” and of their various “psy-
chologies” and “behaviors,” across economies
and populations.? Foucault elaborates:

What 'm trying to pick out with this term [dis-
positif] is, firstly, a thoroughly heterogeneous
ensemble consisting of discourses, institutions,
architectural forms, regulatory decisions, laws,
administrative measures, scientific statements,
philosophical, moral and philanthropic propo-
sitions—in short, the said as much as the un-
said. Such are the elements of the apparatus.
The apparatus itself is the system of relations
that can be established between these elements.
Secondly, what I am trying to identify in this
apparatus is precisely the nature of the connec-
tion that can exist between these heterogeneous
elements. Thus, a particular discourse can fig-
ure at one time as the programme of an institu-
tion, and at another it can function as a means
of justifying or masking a practice which itself
remains silent, or as a secondary re-interpreta-
tion of this practice, opening out for it a new
field of rationality. In short, between these ele-
ments, whether discursive or non-discursive,
there is a sort of interplay of shifts of position
and modifications of function which can also
vary very widely. Thirdly, I understand by the
term “apparatus” a sort of—shall we say—for-
mation which has as its major function at a
given historical moment that of responding to
an urgent need. The apparatus thus has a dom-
inant strategic function.’

3 Michel Foucault, Power/knowledge: Selected inter-
views and other writings, 1972— 1977, (New York:
Vintage, 1980), 194-95
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An “apparatus” signifies the relationship of
heterogeneous elements—e.g., discourses, so-
cial institutions, laws, forms of practice, and
scientific and non-scientific statements— in a
state or state-related mechanism. An appa-
ratus for Foucault is an ensemble of elements,
such as those mentioned above, that may func-
tion differently in different times and situa-
tions and in different relations to each other.
Foucault defines apparatus as constitutive of a
program or rule for an institution, while at the
same time “masking” certain of its practices.
Foucault highlights the manner in which such
apparatuses operate in terms of practical secu-
rity or risk-reduction measures to control,
mobilize, or normalize situations and people
through social mechanisms such as police,
hospitals, schools, prisons, and other such in-
stitutions.

The security apparatus of the state, in terms of
which the state protects its sovereignty and de-
fines its scope of governance by delineating in
practice a national “society” and “territory,” in
order to create a space in which security appa-
ratuses are positioned to produce the “conduct
of conduct;” a space with the potential to be
populated by the “othered” produced by police
and security work.* Dispositif has to do with
networks and practices of power that trans-
form humans into subjects and objects of a
power that does not manifest itself in terms of
the classical (European) understanding of sov-
ereignty.’ Addressing the political effects on
social life and the “exceptional potential of

4 Ronjon Paul Datta, “Security and the void: aleatory
materialism contra governmentality,” in Anti-Security,
ed. by Mark Neocleous & George S. Rigakos (Ottawa:
Red Quill Books, 2011) 217—242.

5 Tom Frost, “The dispositive between Foucault and
Agamben,” Law, Culture, and the Humanities, 15, no.
1(2019): 151-171.

politics” of this new configuration of sover-
eignty with governmental power, Datta finds a
certain parallel between the Durkheimian
term “totem” and the Foucauldian term dis-
positif, in that both concepts refer to the his-
torical and social structuring of human exist-
ence in terms of the intersection of power,
bodies, and social institutions.®

The similarity here between dispositif and “to-
tem”” is that both involve an assemblage of
practices, rules, and entities from which
emerges a cohesive whole or symbolic body
that addresses the formation of a social body.
The idea of dealing with and discussing bio-
politics and biopower in this paper is informed
by the notion of an assemblage as the ways in
which a biopolitical manifold (the spectrum of
biopolitical functioning in which the politics
of managing population and the politics of let-
ting these populations die merge together for
example manage-neglect treatment of refu-
gees in the refugee camps) is put together or
assembled from many disparate discursive
and institutional elements and practices,
which are often re-purposed in the process.
Such assemblages may have no meta-philo-
sophical center; they are put together in re-
sponse to particular social situations, move-
ments, opportunities, or challenges: for exam-
ple, the particular challenges involved in de-
fining and managing refugee “camp” and
“community’ and organizing transitions be-
tween them. Different biopolitical manifolds
operate on refugees from their displacement to

8 Ronjon Paul Datta, “Politics and existence: Totems,
dispositif and some striking parallels between Durk-
heim and Foucault,” Journal of Classical Sociology 8,
no. 2 (2008): 283-305.

" William Ramp, “Paradoxes of sovereignty: Toward a
Durkheimian analysis of monarchy.” Journal of Classi-
cal Sociology 14, no. 2 (2014): 233.




assignment to the camps, and even in the tran-
sition to the neoliberal political apparatus of
advanced capitalism in modern society, im-
pacting their lives in one way or other, produc-
ing and reproducing variations of refugee-
ness.

Biopower as the Practical Production
of Dispositif

Foucault seems to have been influenced by the
Durkheimian concept of totem to develop a
sense of the dispositif as a biopolitical associa-
tion of the notion of a population with that of
“society” as a normative body. Foucault’s dis-
tinction between biopolitics and biopower is
significant to this in terms of seeing biopower
as the practical production of the visible and
invisible poles of the dispositif through inter-
dependent discursive and institutional prac-
tices of administration. The particular ar-
rangement of tangible and intangible qualities
at work in a governmental apparatus both re-
flects and produces its biopolitics. Thus, it is
important to examine such apparatuses not as
mere reflections of a biopolitical template nor
as simply “applying” such a template to the ex-
ercise of biopower. Rather, they are themselves
shaped by the practical techniques and strate-
gies — the ways of doing, knowing, and speak-
ing — that make up biopower.

For this, Foucault recommended a close and
detailed genealogy of the historical formation
and transmutation of power dynamics, both in
the political dimension and in the arts of

8Michel Foucault, Security, territory, population: Lec-
tures at the College de France, 1977-78, (New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2007), .; Ramp, “Durkheim and
Foucault”, .; Datta, “Security and the void,” .; Benja-
min Muller, “Globalization, security, paradox: To-
wards a refugee biopolitics,” Refuge: Canada’s Jour-
nal on Refugees 22, no. 1 (2004): .; Randy Lippert,

power. These historical elements typically
tend to have been unheard of and marginal-
ized in accounts of the development of security
and management apparatuses of neoliberal
governments today. They are important be-
cause they point to contradictions between ne-
oliberal concepts of sovereignty (sovereignty
of the individual and a minimalist role for the
state) and the actuality of its practice (impos-
ing austerity using state mechanisms as disci-
plinary tools; identifying and policing non-
compliant, “unproductive” or “parasitical”
populations; enacting security and border-
control measures; facilitating the movement of
capital across borders while restricting the
movement of people). The practical mecha-
nisms and techniques of biopower have con-
tributed to the creation of refugee subjects, to
the definition, imposition, or negotiation of
“refugee-ness” labels, to the control and nor-
malization of refugees, and to attempts to re-
inforce the definition of camps as unpolitical
spaces of (paradoxically) politicized contain-
ment. Governmentality is centrifugal; it
spreads power from the centrality of authority
to the distributed arrangement of the popula-
tion, acting not only through objectification
but also through subjectification for self-gov-
ernance and self-regulation, which is essential
to the apparatus of neoliberal biopolitical gov-
ernment.® It brings into being, as Durkheim
anticipated, a political system that an individ-
ual may be led to “buy into” or strive for, not
simply as a guarantor of rights but as a pro-
vider of forms of security and risk-reduction,

“Governing refugees: The relevance of governmental-
ity to understanding the international refugee regime,”
Alternatives: Global, Local, Political 24, no. 3 (1999):

Stephen Legg, “Subject to truth: Before and after gov-
ernmentality in Foucault’s 1970s.” Environment and
Planning D: Society and Space 34, no. 5 (2016):.
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standards of normalcy, and of “services” such
as health and education.’

The discourses of governmentality are thus
produced both through social agencies and
through individual agencies not only in a so-
called political community but also in the ref-
ugee population in camps. In techniques of bi-
opolitical governance, both are recruited into
a politics of productive, functional and self-
normalizing life: a politics of “making live and
letting die”.!

Biopolitics takes the imperative of maximizing
individual lives and the population as its sub-
ject; biopower teaches, monitors, and polices
the practice of individual self- government
and normalization, and encourages biopoliti-
cal subjects to seek appropriate services for
their needs: health care, education, and secu-
rity, but also entertainment and leisure, be-
cause happiness has come to be treated as a
measure of productivity and order, and vice
versa. | argue further that the government of
the living and the practices of dying (or of let-
ting die) in modern biopolitics occur simulta-
neously through a double movement of politi-
cizing and de-politicizing. This double move-
ment designates supposedly unpolitical spaces
of othering while defining and securing the
spaces of the political. This securing, I argue,
occurs not only through the positive promo-
tion of life, happiness, and productivity, but
through the variable designation and produc-
tion of risks and threats to biopolitical space
through practices of surveillance, policing, de-
tainment, imprisonment, and various other
ways of separating off those seen as sources of

® William Ramp, “Durkheim and Foucault on the gen-
esis of the disciplinary society.” In Durkheim and Fou-
cault: Perspectives on education and punishment, ed.
by Mark S. Cladis, (Oxford: Berghahn, 1999), .

risk, subversion, or disorder. Here, we seem to
return to Giorgio Agamben, but to add that
the unpolitical is now typically defined politi-
cally. This definition occurs less through the
act of a sovereign who floats above society,
politics, and the law, than through politicized
forms of administration that sort through
groups of people, legitimating some and de-
legitimating others in the name of a national
society, or a people. It is this modern form of
expulsion that defines and impacts the precar-
ious lives (lived experiences of refugee popu-
lation in refugee camps and outside) and
forms of death for which Mbembe developed
the concept of necropolitics."!

To examine every dynamic of refugee and
forced immigration, a theoretical and method-
ological framework is needed for establishing
a genealogy of the problems. In Discipline and
Punish (1975) Foucault employed genealogy
as a sort of historical ethnography to study the
development and transformation of particular
linkages between the European penal system
and political apparatuses, between the mid-
eighteenth and the mid-nineteenth centuries.
Whereas ‘archaeology’, which Foucault de-
fined as the study of the articulation of dis-
course and institutional practices at a given
point in or ‘layer’ of time, genealogy explores
specific discursive and institutional transfor-
mations that occur over time. Genealogical re-
search is specific, detailed, and empirical, but
not positivist because it does not take for
granted a ‘developmental’ significance con-
ventionally supplied from present-day dis-
course to the particular objects it examines.

10 Datta, “Security and the void,” 8.
1 Achille Mbembe, Necropolitics. (London: Duke
University Press, 2019), .




Genealogy takes the exercise, practice, and
employment of power to be multivalent, con-
tingent and polysemic; to study power is a
matter of painstaking reconstruction rather
than “sifting” through “evidence” to find items
of “significance” and discard the rest.

Biopolitics and Forced Displacement:
Importance of Genealogical Approach

The genealogical approach is noteworthy for
focusing on the emergence of specific occur-
rences, practices, things or issues that have
been ignored, marginalized, or made invisible
in conventional histories. Arguably, there are
many questions to be raised concerning what
has been displaced from view in the emer-
gence into visibility of contemporary defini-
tions of refugees and forcibly displaced people
and of the issues they face. Genealogy studies
the particular discursive construction over
time of different forms of narrative coherence
from which emerge new formations of social,
political, and cultural issues, new ways of de-
fining centers and margins, new ways of des-
ignating uniformities and differences, new
ways of being subjects and objects, new dis-
tinctions between the coherence and incoher-
ence of events and explanations. Genealogy
explores the fragmentation of previously co-
herent ideas and practices and the cohering of
formerly disparate ones through a lens that
does not privilege the present as the destina-
tion of the past. As a method, genealogy dy-
namically applies a sensitivity to heterogeneity
in examining the constitution of discourses
that make biopolitical intervention in manag-
ing and regularizing the population something
“evident” or “obvious.”

12 Graham Burchell, Colin Gordon, and Peter Miller,
The Foucault effect: Studies in governmentality, (Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1991), .

Research for Foucault was experimental, fo-
cused on the local and practical construction
of coherence that allowed for particular dis-
courses about sociopolitical or socioeconomic
“reality” to take form. The reason Foucault
took the practices and architectures of the
prison and the penitentiary as objects of study
in Discipline and Punish was to find a way of
reviving the Nietzschean program of the “ge-
nealogy of morals” to understand punishment
not in terms of questions about what was pun-
ished and why, but in terms of how punish-
ment was exercised and how the transfor-
mation of how punishment was practiced and
produced new subjects, new objects, and a new
landscape in which they were deployed; one in
the image of “society” and the “self” rather
than of sovereignty and subjection."

Foucault’s objective in the investigation of the
prison was not a standard discussion of ‘insti-
tutions,” ‘theories,” and ‘ideology’, but of ‘prac-
tices’— ‘the regimes of practices’—the place or
situatedness of specific kinds of practices
through which new rules were formulated and
imposed, new procedures were enacted, and
new institutional and discursive regimes were
constituted in a very specific time window." In
this sense, the Foucauldian genealogical ap-
proach is a substantive method for approach-
ing and deconstructing complex questions ra-
ther than “answering” them. Thus, applying a
genealogical approach to subjects such as hu-
man displacement, refugees, migration, and
power relations in humanitarian regimes ne-
cessitates a willingness to suspend conven-
tional definitions, the conventional narrative
structures of histories of human rights and

13 Burchell, Gordon, and Miller, The Foucault effect, .
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human displacement, conventional ways of
framing the “truths” of refugee lives, and con-
ventional ways of framing agendas concerning
refugees, whether “progressive” or “reaction-
ary.” This makes genealogy useful not only to
“make the familiar strange” in the context of
Western historiography but also for under-
standing the specific development of non-
Western political apparatuses, non-Western
forms of state and governance, non-Western
practices of inclusion and exclusion, and non-
Western forms of power and discipline. Here,
I must add that it would also be wrong simply
to imagine we can replace a “Western” with a
completely distinct “non-Western” point of
view. In the development of imperialism and
globalization, they have intersected and inter-
act with and interpenetrated each other in
many different ways and at different times and
no longer exist (if they ever did) as pure and
distinct conceptual entities or realities. Gene-
alogy is thus the enemy of historical purism.

However, scholars such as Pierre Bourdieu
have questioned whether the Foucauldian
method was truly empirical.'"* Foucault re-
sponded concerning the method he employed
for his research on prisons by saying that he
had taken the prison as an object of investiga-
tion because the specificity of the organization
of the prison had been neglected in previous
research due to investigators’ priorities being
either “the judicial problem of the penal sys-
tem” or the “sociological problem of the crim-

inal population™;" in other words, because

14 Staf Callewaert, “Bourdieu, critic of Foucault: The
case of empirical social science against double-game-
philosophy.” Theory, Culture & Society 23, no. 6
(2006): .

15 Burchell, Gordon, and Miller, The Foucault effect, .
16 Derek Hook, “Genealogy, discourse, ‘effective his-
tory’: Foucault and the work of critique”, Qualitative
Research in Psychology 2, no.1 (2005)..

previous research had relied on stereotypi-
cally-defined discourses of crime and punish-
ment that articulated particular agendas or is-
sues of principle whose emergence was left un-
examined, and that neglected actual practices,
locations, and techniques of punishment,
treating them either as immaterial or as signi-
fiers of a generalized “progress” from barbar-
ity to civilization.

Genealogy strengthens discourse analysis, and
Foucault himself provided ways to analyze dis-
course genealogically to approach historical
analysis more critically.'® Foucauldian geneal-
ogy provides less of a “structured methodol-
ogy,” but does offer a sharp interruption of
philosophical and methodological debates
over the definition of the object of knowledge
and the nature and direction of our relation-
ship with it situating both in the contingency
of discursive formations and practices.”” That
is why Foucault claims that knowledge is not
made for understanding but for cutting.' Fou-
cault means that genealogy should problema-
tize the metaphysics, continuities, and origin
stories asserted or assumed in conventional
history. In contrast to Agamben’s archaeolog-
ical method, genealogy suspends and critiques
these by gathering vast quantities of source
materials without preselection according to
established criteria of relevance, and by recog-
nizing the jolts of items within the material
gathered that indicate other ways of making
sense of it."?

1" Hook, “Genealogy, discourse, ‘effective history’”, .
18 Michel Foucault, “Nietzsche, genealogy, history,” in
Language, Counter-memory, Practice: Selected Es-
says and Interviews, ed. by Donald F. Bouchard, (New
York: Cornell University Press, 1997), .

19 Foucault, “Nietzsche, genealogy, history,” ; Hook,

299

“Genealogy, discourse, ‘effective history’”, .




Thus, genealogy is not oriented to the framing
of knowledge and the innovation of truth, but
the generation of critique.* Genealogy is not a
static research methodology that cultivates
and produces the same product over and over;
itis, instead, a tactical strategy for engendering
a potential plurality of new knowledges, ques-
tioning both its own production of these and
existing methods of research and modes of
constructing truths. It focuses on a specific ex-
amination of how power is not only exercised
but produced, and how discourses take shape
in particular historical moments. In the work
of genealogy, knowledge is epistemological,
critical, and political in its specific formation
and modes of operation; it does not seek to
produce a dichotomy of truth and falsity; nor
an account of “motives,” good or bad. Geneal-
ogy, different from other research methods,
produces knowledge for generativity; a
knowledge which is ‘operative’; which identi-
fies the production of truth-effects in both ex-
isting knowledge and in resistances to it.*' Ge-
nealogy takes a non-positivist and tactical re-
lation to questions of truth, seeking to estab-
lish not what is the truth and why, but how the
particular emergence of truths occurs and how
such truths do or do not become discursively
and practically hegemonic.?

Agamben argues, addressing Foucault, that
genealogists “go to war” intellectually because
they neglect to search the origin or prehistory
of the things they address; instead, they find

2 Hook, “Genealogy, discourse, ‘effective history’”, .
2L Hook, “Genealogy, discourse, ‘effective history’”, ;
Evangelia Sembou, Hegel’s phenomenology and Fou-
cault’s genealogy. (Surrey: Ashgate, 2015), ; Michel
Foucault, “On the genealogy of ethics: An overview of
work in progress,” in Michel Foucault: Beyond struc-
turalism and hermeneutics, edited by Hubert L. Drey-
fus & Paul Rabinow, (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1994), .

the already-historical beginning of the
things.”® Agamben correctly notes that Fou-
cault’s concept of genealogy can be traced to
Nietzsche's notion of an “effective” or “work-
ing” history; one which does not seek an orig-
inal identity and queries metahistorical begin-
nings. Foucault’s understanding of genealogy
does not set out to destroy history, but to give
voice to that which a given historical account
occludes and to open up space for counter-his-
torical narratives.

Foucault argues that power is situational but
present everywhere in a multitude of specific
practices, tactics, and strategies, functioning
horizontally in every sphere of human life.
Foucault highlights an inseparable but contin-
gent relationship between power and dis-
course in which our activities and subjectivi-
ties are formed, identified, claimed, enacted,
reflected, controlled, or regulated through
practical techniques and social or comm-uni-
cative strategies of the identification, surveil-
lance, and regulation of individuals and popu-
lations. These are not only imposed on but can
also produce and recruit their subjects.”* Dit-
ferent mechanisms of power—such as sover-
eign power, disciplinary power, and bi-
opower—function differently and not in a lin-
ear fashion, yet they also interact in specific
and changing ways. One power (e.g., bi-
opower) does not replace another (e.g., sover-
eignty).” The Foucauldian methodological
approach to the study of power relations

22 Hook, “Genealogy, discourse, ‘effective history’”, .
2 Giorgio Agamben, “Philosophical archaeology,”
Law and Critique 11, no. 3 (2009): ; William Watkin,
“The signature of all things: Agamben’s philosophical
archaeology,” MLN 129, no. 1 (January 2014): .

24 Michel Foucault, Society must be defended: Lectures
at the College de France 1975-1976, (New York: Pic-
ador Pan Macmillan, 2003), .

% Foucault, Security, territory, population, .
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deconstructs the center not by proposing its
historical replacement by another center, but
by re- addressing the “meta”-components of
history and politics as produced through
changed historical and political practices.

Navigating Refugees’ Local Memories
through Genealogical Approach

The genealogical study of political practices
and discursive formations allows for history
writing focused on power-discourse relation-
ships that produce or shape subjugating and
subjugated knowledges.?® In the term “subju-
gated knowledges,” Foucault includes “a
whole series of knowledges that have been dis-
qualified as nonconceptual knowledges, as in-
sufficiently elaborated knowledges: naive
knowledges, hierarchically inferior knowl-
edges, knowledges that are below the required
level of erudition or scientificity”.”” Foucault
focuses on the importance of digging out spe-
cific occurrences or statements written by
power, which are often embedded within heg-
emonic discourses, but which can be re-
framed by patient analysis of their contexts
and sources. A genealogical approach to his-
torical investigation combines both scholarly
knowledge and local memory.® In Society
Must Be Defended, Foucault emphasizes that
local memory can be placed into the margins
due to a politics of exclusion. Who hears the
local memories of the excluded, and why
should it be essential to hear them? These are
important questions, for example, for a genea-
logical approach to refugee research. Refugees’
local memory, which is socially, culturally, and
politically grounded and guided, is essential to
discuss in terms of their history and present

2% Foucault, Power/knowledge, ; Michel Foucault, The
archaeology of knowledge, (Abingdon: Routledge
Publications, 2002), .

condition of living in a new social context. Lo-
cal memory is knowledge grounded in indig-
nity, but it can be overshadowed along with
subjugated knowledge by dominant forms of
power-knowledge. This notion of local
memory as a prominent component of genea-
logical research is useful to navigate refugees’
political conditions associated with their bio-
political experiences from refugee camps to
the community in their third country resettle-
ment. Refugees possess a significant repository
of local memories, e.g., their local memories of
the country of their displacement, the camps,
and of their arrival in the country of settle-
ment. The interconnections and intersections
of their individual memories produce shared
local memories embedded in their narratives
of violence, persecution, and displacement, as
well as in their accounts of subsequent experi-
ence of neoliberal biopolitics. Foucault argues
that ‘we can give the name ‘genealogy’ to this
coupling together of scholarly erudition and
the identification and contextual examination
of local memories as discursive and narrative
occurrences that allow us to constitute a dif-
ferent historical account of struggles and “to
make use of that know-ledge in contemporary

tactics.”®

Foucault emphasizes a critical and situated ex-
amination that shifts its ground away from a
direct focus on or confrontation with the phil-
osophical validity or truth-value of the repre-
sentative “center” of social apparatuses and
discourses that operate to hold power, govern
society, and create knowledge. Rather, he asks
how such centers are produced and how they
operate to produce “truth effects” and regimes

27 Foucault, Society must be defended, 7.
28 Foucault, Society must be defended, .
2 Foucault, Society must be defended, 8.




of power in specific contexts and in specific
times. In this way, he deconstructs the con-
structed edifices of historical truth by explor-
ing the political practices by which they were
established. He does so not to advocate an al-
ternative account of origins or of truth vs. fal-
sity, nor to propose a new meta-solution to a
philosophical problem or a set of problematic
principles. When he states, “why not go on
with such a theory of discontinuity, when it is
so pretty and probably so hard to verity’,** he
is not advocating a return to a focus on the es-
tablished regime of ideas in itself. He is warn-
ing his readers away from an obsession with
developing a philosophical theory of disconti-
nuity. Instead, he advocates a careful, detailed,
and methodologically-open examination of
power dynamics—whether sovereign power,
disciplinary power, or biopower—as they have
operated within given social settings and oc-
currences and in terms of specific and differ-
ent biopolitical mechanisms. This approach
has been significantly important to navigate
refugees’ multifaced identities concerning
their migration histories, experiences of being
citizen and non-citizen, and displacements.

Final Thoughts

In relation to this methodological orientation,
Foucault also addressed the metatheoretical
claims of Marxism and psychoanalysis, which
were marginalized in the formal systematiza-
tion of mainstream academic discourse. How-
ever, what Foucault termed an ‘insurrection of
subjugated knowledge’ Hook also extends, in
his hands, to a critique of both Marxism and

%0 Foucault, Society must be defended, 11.
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psychoanalysis.” Like Walter Benjamin, Fou-
cault saw Marxism (and also psychoanalysis)
as opening up a critique of history but also asa
replacement of one historical metaphysics
with another. More broadly, in his studies of
psychiatric discourse, Foucault sought to priv-
ilege the voices of the psychiatrized and those
diagnosed as “ill,” preserved but filtered and
reinterpreted in diagnostic and other rec-
ords.”” Foucault refers to these voices as ex-
pressions of disqualified, nonconceptual, or
naive (popular, subjected, psychiatrized)
know-ledge, treated in conventional psychiat-
ric histories as hierarchically inferior and as
symptomatic of something else that only
trained professionals can discern.”® In agree-
ment with Foucault, Hook argues that “it is
only through the contexts of exclusion or dis-
qualification—contexts marked by struggle,
conflict and the violence of marginalization—
that we can properly grasp the political force
of knowledge.”*

Thus, a genealogical approach analyzes a
range of discursive and social practices that
have been marginalized and deprioritized
since the seventeenth-century advent of mod-
ern historical, scientific, and political dis-
course and the new forms of knowledge asso-
ciated with them. Genealogy, as a methodo-
logical tool for investigating historical occur-
rences, does not oppose scientific methods of
investigation, but it problematizes the uncriti-
cal use of these to identify “discoveries” pro-
ductive of “definitive” forms of knowledge.*
Thus, the Foucauldian genealogical approach
is productive to a study of displacement, the
making of “non-citizens,” and the making of

3 Hook, “Genealogy, discourse, ‘effective history’”, ;
Foucault, Society must be defended, .
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refugees in the contemporary political prac-
tices of nation-states. The voices and subjec-
tivities of displaced people and refugees have
been ignored and deprioritized in modern re-
gimes of truth, modern practices of
knowledge-production, and modern practices
of displacement and encampment carried out
in relation to them. These constitute a produc-
tion and imposition of specific forms of power
and knowledge generated through surveil-
lance, policing, and military force, border con-
trols, camp management, and the particular
priorities of nation-states that expel and crim-
inalize populations, manage expelled popula-
tions at borders, allow such populations to be
housed on their territories, or allow and facili-
tate their eventual resettlement. These take
place in particular ways in global and local po-
litical contexts that may resemble or differ
from their occurrence elsewhere. The point is

to keep returning to that specificity, recogniz-
ing both divergences and convergences be-
tween global North and global South without
essentializing either.
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