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ABSTRACT

The aim of this text was to reflect on the produttof a humanization
policy for the Brazilian Unified Health System (S)JJ&hd its influences on
healthcare management and production practices. thigf we have

developed discussions on the concept of humaniem,ways in which

capital power strategies function biopolitically danthe present-day
challenges of constructing public healthcare pe$icihat have the aim of
affirming the processes of autonomy, thereby regrs§ another way to
produce humanization of care and its management.

Keywords: Humanization of assistance. Biopolitics. Publicaltiecare
policies.

RESUMO

O objetivo deste texto € pensar a producéo de wiiticp de humanizacéao
do Sistema Unico de Salde (SUS) em suas interiagnas praticas de
gestdo e producao de saude. Para tanto desenvalwsnediscussao sobre
o conceito de humanismo, os modos de funcionambitpolitico das
estratégias de poder do capital e os desafios mEtragdo de uma politica
publica de saude no contemporaneo que tenha cojativoba afirmacao
dos processos de autonomia, inscrevendo outro nuedse produzir
humanizacéo do cuidado e da gestao.



Palavras-chave: Humanizacdo da assisténcia. Biopolitica. Politicas
publicas de saude.

RESUMEN

El objetivo de este texto es el de pensar la prmdncde una politica de
humanizacion del Sistema Unico de Salud brasilefisus interferencias en
las practicas de gestion y produccion de saluch Bldo desarrollamos una
discusion sobre el concepto de humanismo, los mddofsincionamiento

biopolitico de las estrategias de poder del capitdbs desafios de la
construccion de una politica publica de salud coptganea que tenga
como objetivo la afirmacion de los procesos derattda, inscribiendo otro

modo de producir la humanizacion del cuidado yadgelstion.

Palabras clave: Humanizacion de la atencion. Biopolitica. Poliica
publicas de salud.

Inspired by the airs of Espirito Santo, in the atled land of the botucudo
indians, impregnated by the intense memory of théve Indian battles,
slave fights, and the fights of the Landless Movethee were lovingly
invited to discuss a Humanization Policy (NHP) foe Brazilian Unified
Health System (SUS)] Such invitation included, as main offer to the
guests, the experimenting of an anthropophagiccesesiof devouring and
swallowing of what intends to decolonize life.

Anthropophagy, here thought of as a movement wathlisruptive strength
in the production of the unbearable. Productiorsua, of other perceptive,
sensory, ethical enrolment, which ‘shouts the mold, engendering
possible openings and widenings of the hegemonigsw living and
dealing with life, with work, with alterity, withhie everyday practices of the
production of health. We speak about an anthropgiphexercise inspired
by the Oswaldiano manifest, 1928 (Andrade 1990)psehproposal is to
devour what is difference from us, to evaluate wimathis difference, gives
power to the body, deviating from all the catechisnvitation launched,
invitation accepted!

1 We refer here to “Seminar Humanization of the St/®é&bate”, which took place in Vila
Velha, ES (June 2008), in which we discussed isfuaes this article, more specifically
during the discussions on Axis 4 of this seminaiopBlitics, production of health an
another humanism. Promoted by MS/SAS/PNH in pastriprwith UFES. The struggles in
favor of the construction of a universal socialipgl guided in the socialization of attention
and a new thought for health, in a clear disputéh e ideologies and the emerging
liberal-private model (Campos, 2007) culminate whke construction of SUS, and in its
promotion in the 1988 constitution. SUS, as a wuisi@khealth system, guaranteed by the
State, constituted itself as citizenship valuefedént from granting by “labor merit”.



For the discussion of Biopolitics, Healthcare Pt and another
Humanism, we draw, as a problem field, what is, st a recurring
problem: how to think, contemporarily, interferenceahe social production
of existence among the intrinsic intertwining oé tlworkings of capital and
desire? In the health field we can modulate th@bjem in the following
questions: how to produce interference in the mactf health production
that potentializes the living amidst the steelimgl of biopolitics in the way
of taking care and managing life?

These questions are born from the experimentsspitutional support and
processes of formation in health, which we havenlgerforming together
with the SUS health services and at the universi§nd they acquire
strength, primarily when we find ourselves involyesince 2003, in the
paradoxical building of a National Humanization iPplfor the Brazilian

Unified Health System (SUS), as a public dimensibthe health policies,
in the State and government machines.

What brings us to understand this constructionaaadoxical? We believe
that a healthcare policy conquers its public din@ngres-public) — for all

and any — when connected to collective processesnw is porously built
to the social multiplicities in its movements ohseon and twisting in the
making/thinking.

The collective processes state the indissolubldgfween thought and life,
between desire and politics. For, making politicplies experimenting, as
a problematic field, the ways in which, in theirrfs and intensities the
integrality of human life happens. In this casewhto keep this
tension/twisting, which would be its component, anstrict relationship
between the State and the government machines?dHylachine, absolute
producer of “centripetals” which, in connection Hvitother power
dispositions, slips, stops the flow and modulates thovements in their
programs, bureaucracies and transcendent (de)tiemsla

However, we ask ourselves: can we dispense withielationship with the
State/government in relation to the building of iabgolitics, amongst
them, a universal health policy for all and for @ne

In Brazil, where we cannot even experience theeStasocial welfare, the
relationship between public and State politicgheir regulatory role cannot
be trivialized. Our recent history shows the impode of the sanitary
movement, in its articulations with other social vements in the 1960,
1970 and 1980, in the induction to the reconfigarabf the Brazilian state
intervention standard of health and on human righds.

The struggle in favor of the construction of a wmsally reaching social
politics, guided in socialization of attention anda new thought for health,
in open dispute with ideas and the liberal privagzmodel (Campos,
2007), ended up in the building of the Brazilianifitl Health System
(SUS), and its publication in the Brazilian Condiiin of 1988. The



Brazilian Unified Health System (SUS), and its pcéion in the Brazilian

Constitution of 1988. The Brazilian Unified Heal8ystem (SUS), as a
universal health system, guaranteed by the goverhroenstituted itself as
citizenship value, different from the concessiori\lwgrking merit”.

However, its constitution and implementation in d@sn when the
neoliberalism grows worldwide and, in Brazil, weedl a crisis in the
developing model and of the military regime, witth its administrative,

financial and social consequences. Added to thishagk the election of a
new president, Fernando Collor de Mello (1990/92)p takes charge with
a guiding program clearly neoliberal.

We can say that the process of execution of theilBra Unified Heath
System (SUS) as a State Policy was, and still isthis day, built
“anticlockwise” (Benjamin, 1996, p.225).

In the twenty years of SUS we could notice impdrtadvances in the
guarantee of access and full attention, but alseynshallenges to be faced
for the concrete execution of its principles on theeryday practices of
attention and management.

We constantly see the production, by the media poaka permanent
public health crisis. These, serving the neolibesanmand of a “Minimum
State” to the social issues, in favor of a “Maxim@tate” fruition of the
global financial capital, has decreed the inefficig of the Brazilian Unified
Health System (SUS), and the Brazilian State imta@agement of a health
policy for one and for all, making invisible cont¥eexperiences of a “SUS
that works”.

We believe that, possibly, one of the most impdrtard difficult tension to
problematize is: what, in the workings of the SWgbridizes itself with a
“liberal-private order which manifests itself asparmanent resistance to
SUS, being inside SUS and, at the same time, inBelelominant model of
this in these times of globalization of capitalisg@€ampos, 2007, p.1870).
One of the dangers of this non-facing is the eratimn of the SUS
configuration, as a health policy “for the poor’ithvlow-solving capacity,
whose function would be to manage survival.

Merhy (2002) calls attention to the proposals bynitged Attention (AG),
which incorporating/steel rolling the critics to eth practices of
medicalcentric attention plugs in work processesugh propositions that
move the “clinical microdecision throught the adisirative, imposing a
new technological way of constituting the very aftcare and way to
operate its management.” (Maerhy, 2002, p.34).emanstrates how AG
has being “looked after with care) by local goveemts, specially in Latin
America, and the international organizations whielve enough influence
to create themes for the projects for health reform



In Brazil this model gains strength amongst theltheservice providers
linked to private health care, and is being broatles a solution for the
health crisis, its ineffectiveness, and the higktdo the Brazilian State.
Added to this, at the present, is the Brazilianegoment courtship with
proposals of transformation of public hospitalsoirocial Equipments,
which would search for financial supplement in timelividual and/or
collective consumers market available.

In health, the privileged field for the logic of quuctive restructuring,
viewpoint expressed in the cumulative financial idp has been the
processes of care and their management. Thategethtory of the light
and light-hard technologies, field which is , parddally, the anti-
hegemonic project of those who fight for the Heas public well-being,
and are committed to a vitalist logic and dignifycare.

The practice of poor medical assistance, negliganceneglect with life, be
it of users or health workers urgently need to beled and faced so that
SUS win the “hearts and brains” (Campos, 2007, {81®f the Brazilian
population and re-enchant those who have beingatmig for it for some
decades.

In this field of tension, as a bet of activationtbé public dimension, SUS
constituint, that a National Politics of Humanipati(NPH) is created. But
how to produce the collective in the State Machimeing in it? How to
build actions in health implicated with another lamsm, one engaged with
the singular experience of any man, who imposessdlimn an ethical
autonomy in which life conquers its own experiencaditions?

Within this article, we will discuss this field aénsion, making use of a
method of thinking which, causes problems to thediwhich weave the
contemporary, to allow us the possibility of a debabout the challenges of
a of a policy of humanization of SUS in times of rol&ndising and

regulating life, from its biological to genetic araffective aspects, by
biopower.

A method of thinking: from the time of Anchieta’s devir with the
Tamoio people

Lancetti, in his text-propositon “Notes about Hurization and Biopower”
provoques pointing to the paradoxa character of theeting, when he
refers to the Seminar for a discussion of a Hunadima Politics of SUS,

Z The text by Lancetti (2009) to which we refer, wastten for the debate of Axis 4:

Biopolitics, production of health and another humen which had Antonio Lancetti and
Luis Fuganti as having proposed it, and, Claudido&bdebating, at the Seminar “The
Humanization of SUS in Debate”



based in a land where the forefather of biopoliticBrasil, the Jesuist Jose
de Anchietd, created his humanitarian School of “domesticatiadies”.

Welcoming the provocation, and with it operatingiaftection, it is worth
remembering that, in this land, where the prieseJde Anchieta went by
together with, his paranoid capturing machjnesegregation and
homogenization of what differs from “my equalthere lived other
lifestyles. “Tamoios” lifestyles, who invented theelves as War Machines
to resist the colonization of their lives in theegtemaking and docile-
making” humanism of the white man.

The “Tamoios”(Dannemann, 2008; Alves Jr., 2006)embe native Indians
who, at the time of the French invasion, which oced still at the first
phase of the brazilian colonial period, organizembalition of tribes known
as the Tamoios Confederation, making an alliancéh wie French and
offering strong resistance to the Portuguese. ais’e indian name comes
from the tupi language “tamuya” which means “thd, @lderly, old ones”,
and according to historians, was commonly useef@sance to the alliance
formed, in 1560, by three experienced “tupinambasiques” (chief) and
some Vvillages of different ethnicity (goitacazesaignazes and aimorés ,
aiming to fight the “perés”, name they used to ¢hé Portuguese and the
tribes which supported them.

Even though the visible effects of this meeting ayaas registered in the
brasilian colonial history, the extermination ahe falmost massive attempt
to make them docile, of the Indians and their whljving, it is necessary to
question about the interferences, the estrangear@htension which were
produced in this not so passive meeting. Whatrdess the different style
of living, the Indian naked bodies could operateRrichieta escaped being
eaten by the cannibal “tamoios”, in 1563, when tkegt him captive, we
may think that, in him, some sort of anthropophatpgouring might have
happened. Did Anchieta really escape from beingreby the Indian style
of living? In historian accounts allusion are madehe masses performed
by him, stuffed with indigenous rituals and strarggemgs, which caused
other Jesuits strangeness, who passed by. Couldffiven that these

3 Jesuist priest who came to Brasil in 1553, with firet Jesuists from the Companhia de
Jesus, who came to Brasil with the aim of catecigetfie native Indians.

4 The concept of machine is a central concept inbiks of Deleuze and Guattari (1976),
and is utilized for thinking the workings of sociuts production character and immanent
engendering from an ontological model. It is used Guattari, already in 1969, to
differentiate idea from structure.

5 Expression used to designate what is referencevamt®l for the 1500: white European,
rational and catholic.

6 War Machines, concept created by Deleuze and Gu4it896), who refers to the
movement of resistance to the imprisonment of wdgheduction in established form and
senses. Nomad working, considered as outside #te Bachine.



mixtures were only the effect, since its conceptioh the strategy of
dominance?

This brief historical digression aims to bring,dor problem field, the idea
that our interference in the production, comprefnsnd reinvention of
reality imply a methodological twisting which fossein our thoughts, the
opening to porosity of practices and feelings whi)produce reality for
beyond the homogeneous configurations and intefooes in which it

presents itself and is presented. At the apperabxitaFoucault, Paul Veyne
(1978, pag. 181) says something that helps usandinection. It is not a
case of explaining the practices from one only eaumit from all the

neighboring practices, to which they are anchofiéds pictorial method

produces strange pictures, where the relationshipstitute the objects.”

The concept of Recurrence, as formulated by Nieg4&998) in thinking

the theme of Truth and History, and, from thatHoyicault (1979) when he
draws his genealogicamethod, and is also a good intercessor, as ivallo
us to think reality as a historical contingence. é&ranglement of different
recurrence-movements, which can express the shetkebn forces in

which the phenomenon and things receive as muchingfaalue as the

forces that they appropriate.

The events, as experiments anchored in realityghithe vibration of the
chaotic multiplicity that is life forking in the s& event. These present
themselves double faced: as visible formalizatiand as effect without a
body immersed in the maze of becoming,of the unetede and the
unforeseeable. In their visible movements we haeestratification of the
process of living in the state of things, steelimglin totalities, objections
and subjections. In their intensive effects, thergvs a track of line e ways
which cross “diverse structures and specific griupperating cracks
between knowledge disposition, power and objegtivamongst which
history and world are produced. It does not hapfmlowing a first
intention or as a result of something. Far fromtiguts in play “the forces
at play that emerge at random in the struggle”(Ralic 1979, p.28). We
can only speak about it from the negotiations dedconnections produced
as forces which take it over.

The historical event, previously discussed, we thay that, at the meeting
between “state Jesuit machine” and “Tamoio, the machine”, it was
produced, amongst other things, the catechism hedekxtermination, as

7 Geneology will use history to desmitify the divirsseptic, rational and/or transcendental
origem of knowledge, speeches, objects and practioeexpose the coping of forces of
which they are only its effects. For Nitzsche, e twords of Foucault (1979, p.35)

"History, genealogically directed, does not aimrédind the roots of our identity, on the

contrary, it persists in dissipating it; it doest matend to delimit the territory where we

came from, the first country to which the metafispromise we will return to; it intends to

make appear all discontinuity that we come across.



visible effects of the formalization of reality, manent from the production
of “infamous” forces (Foucault, 1992) of historyhdt is, active resistance
operating strangeness and rearrangements in whéactiswio colonize the
living in its nomade potency of invention others.

This way of thinking history and what, in it, comstes as “reality in us”
requires a critical exercise of the present, anplies “destabilization and
displacements of the places of knowledge and paviech we found and
instituted us, questioning “what we are” and, mgpecifically, what we are
not anymore, and are on the verge of becoming” @e2002, p.19).

The reality, thus thought-out, moves away from theperiority of

conservation and affirms itself, also, as the ppiecof differentiation, as it
happens in the moviments amongst which there iglymtmon of life as

strength in fight which, among other things, createan itself. Be these
reactive forces (a desirable investiment in an m@edife), be these forces
active (freedom, creation and potent life), whagytlput to play is life as a
better possible way of effecting the power; lifewing in its expanding
movements and experimentation in the performancésbecoming.

Performances which affirm the production of diffece and allow the
production of difference and allows history in psoductive unfinished
quality.

In this direction, it is necessary to make userafther method of analysis
which invests “in the cracks more than in the umfaconfigurations with
which reality presents itself” (Barros, 2007, p.L9%or that purpose, it is
necessary to try the chemistry of the world, amdit/with it, follows its
games, its traces of circulation, map it out.

Mapping is a method of study-intervention of thecigs, proposed by
Deleuze and Guattari, which calls for an problemiady experiment in
following the process of composing and decomposingality or matter,
learning it in its immaterial indexes and conneetimovements in the
production of the socius and the forms of subjuatiin this sense, it
implies not so much the apprehension of realitg asibject of unveiling or
cognition, but the affirmation of reality in its wer of opening of the senses
and invention. Because it is in the meeting, a&mgjth level, in the power of
the propagation of experience that we affect anel @ffected by the
limitation of knowledge, by the constrains of mattey the emerging of
other perceptions and by the unexpected qualdy dhe expressed by the
heterogenesis of the process in question and ienpy for the invention of
new subjectivities and new worlds.

Map making requires the learning of listening attérdion to the force of
the present that brings the new in its disruptikaracter, and allows us to
question: what life species this and/or that agemadf desire does it
promote?



It is in this summoning, at creating other wayseing at the verbs of life,
that resides the ethical-political forces of thigthod. A twisting in the
doing/thinking, stated in the inseparability betwethought and life,
between desire and politics.

With these political-methodological principles want to follow in our task
of thinking the challenges which we face in theatimn and consolidation
of a humanization policy for the Brazilian Unifiétealth System (SUS).

We point out two ‘compass-challenges’ which are: BINH construction in
its tense relationship with the State/governmentchime, and its
consolidation in a contemporary context characterizy a new relationship
between power and life.

In this manner, it becomes necessary to think iickvigrounds we move
ourselves, that is, what delineates our contempdram the point of view
of the biopolitics strategies of the functioningaaipitalism at present. This
thinking exercise, dissociated from the producpoactices of itself and the
worlds, summon us to plunge into the working stjete of power in our
present: the sciences, the State, the media, iir tridities and
flexibilizations in contemporary capitalism.

Contemporary capitalism and biopolitics

There was a time when we used to believe in thesipdies of being
outside a determined capitalistic production systerd, opposed to it, we
built fighting strategies against exploitation, &gh subjection of
expression and the creation of means of existeBesing our fighting
strategies in a certain “revolutionary” Marxism, week, in it, ideologies
which could guarantee external opposing interfezenc the capital
functioning way. We found ourselves, however, takgnt from the point
of view of production subjectivity. In the so calleeal socialism, what we
saw was the mechanical reproduction of the samensnéef itself”
production which happens in the capitalist modprofiuction.

The May 1968 interferences, the fall of the BeWtall, the metamorphosis
of the Cold War, the so-called “just wars” agaitestror, amongst others,
indicated the need for a change in the way of iightspecially, in us.
These interference, in its different modes of esgi@, produced
neighboring relationships between mutiple becomingsich, in their
resonance, state the coexistence of macro and poitios, showing that
the desirable production and the social producaom one only flowing
economy. In other words, desire and politics arelena the same plan, a
plan of immanent variation, built on the encountenere life, in its
constitutive wandering digs exits amid the proatesn of umberables. On
this account, we judge the umberables as intemisétly makes scream the
problematic field and may serve as an indicatoowfinterference. In this



sense he would not be “dominantly in what they dblet us be, but in the
procedures that make us what we are” (Rodrigue33,11943).

How does this poductions interlacing happen? Mappi@ comtemporary,
we see that we are living a such entanglemente odies; situations,
experiences and existences, which the interfereggisfence become more
difficult to visualize or say, but above all, tmhabit”. It is as if we were
resisting a certain movement of the straiteninthefsocius and, in the same
resisting movement, we saw ourselves in the midtlie We realize, then,
that the question is in another place, or betily ist a “on-place”, which is
the plan of immanent variation of desire where hfed its interferences
engender themselves as signs of movements.

We also have a glimpse of the paradoxal functiorohghe strategy of
capitalist production, which, in its hybrid and lgidizing forms of
biopolitical dominance, convert the nations andrtimhabitants, and more
specifically their lives, hostages of the vicisdis of the speculative bubble
of financial capital. “This production strategy Wer like operational
modulation, which, winding through releases andtrods, is immanent in
the process amongst those in which these combisatake place” (Neves,
2003, p. 138).

Foulcaut (1999) draw attention the emerging, sibe century, of a new
technology of power which works taking possessiblif@from the organic
to the biological. He calls it biopolitics and showhat it is exercised by
taking the population as target of regulation, afec It is, here, a power
exercise, which is not done outside the proce&sgsn the midst of them.

We can notice these workings through observingrtadia speech delivered
by the anti-smoking actions and their witch-huntaffgcts against tobacco,
and, more directly against the smokers. Biopoweickvigains legitimacy
not only from the technocratic efficient speech eithdoubles in health
programs and actions (after all statistics poirg greater number of cancer
and heart attack in smokers), but of the publiggémeral, who sees, in
tobacco, the devil that contaminates their lungeriehe French have been
persecuted in their traditional cafes).

In principle, everything is very consistent, buter is an invisible
operation, which, if it does not invalidate theiamoking actions (after all
it is a fact the ills produced by tobacco), at teasmmon us to map other
lines that weave and incite this witch-hunt. Onethefm is updated in the
migration of capital investments from the tobaccalustries (smoking
production) to the pharmaceutical industries (potidim of transdermal
nicotine and ansiolitics which minimize the effecofstobacco and help to
endure the abstening period). As well as for thmusty and health plans
(decrease in spending with treatment of ills causgdigarette, and with
payouts to parents of fatal addiction victims), vde®, in smoking quitting,
an exceptional source of savings. Therefore, tonwkiaconcerns, in fact, a



sanitarian policy of tobacco control? If there &rthge to smoker’s health,
what is the relationship health professionals mayehwith the users in the
sense of analyzing those questions without theieslibeing taken by
submission (biopower)?

Biopower incites, conjugates, modulates equilibriand mediums aiming
at optmizing states of life to which it submits.dibes not take the body to
individualize, subjugate and discipline, but it ¢akit to operate an
individuality that replaces the bodies in the “bigical processes of the
collective” (Foucault, 1999, p.297), as collectpeenomenon which only
gains importance at mass level. In spite of fumitig in reverse to ancient
technologies of sovereignty power, - expressedhénvtish and right of the
sovereign of “kill or let live” (Foucault, 1999, g87),- and the discipline, -
which governs the multiplicity of men to transfothem into individualities
for being controlled, trained and watched, biopodees not erase them. It
combines, penetrates them, identifying and modifytimem, in its exercise
of “fostering live and letting die” (Foucault, 199p.287), it takes men’s
lives as a living being, as a species.

Negri and Hardt (2001), prolonging the Foucauluitidn on biopower,

show that power now is not more restrictive, pweitand it is not exercised
vertically, but in the form of a horizontal netwoskread, interwoven to the
social fabric and to its heterogeneity, articulgtiethnical, religious,

minorities singularities, and requiring, with thagw forms of control. Its
monitoring mechanisms are, now, more difuse, onhgaimmanent and

focus on the minds, lacking in institutional intexdmation. They function by
means of communication systems, information netgjofftaming activities

and, also, mechanisms for internalizing, which aeactivated by the
subjects themselves.

What the capital makes work is an axiomatic maghteenbining the most
different social flows, desirable, cultural, affeet in favor of its
accumulation and expansion. Its working is markedklusive, all its
hybridizations have a place: ‘come eat a Big-Mathwioke at the Mac
Donald’s fight cancer week ... the more you eat, tare you will be
helping the Ronald Mac Donald house to fight infeaxtcer’.

The capital invests, in special, in the procesdifef production, in its
variations, showing itself as its ontological epteneur. This, as value
which values itself, needs these variations to agputs internal limits of
accumulation. Also, urges and maintains even, aastgrd out by Rolnik
(2002, p. 310), ways of singular subjectivationt toube reproduced and
reified as merchandise of mass consumption and-gpporter identities”
(Rolnik, 2002, p.311), separated from the life msige extract. The
capitalism perversion lies in disconnecting thegslarity of the process, in
dissociating the force of creation of the intenssubstract, that is, separate
it from what the intensive body is asking for. Thisy, it makes the
distance between production and consumption disappe which “the



consumer himself becomes the raw material and thdupt of its own
plot.” (Rolnik, 2002, p.310).

However, if it is a fact that the desire, as comsueate to the social, it
ensnares with the capital, it is also a fact, andther hand, that the capital
does not recover all the uncontrolable desiringgrovennected to life.

The flow of knowledge, affection, desire and commation are
unbreakable and unpredictable in their connectidigese flows, at the
same time in which they became fixed capital or llhsis for productive
links indispensable to the accumulation of capaad, potentially dangerous
to this accumulation, as they carry the vigorousgroof the escape lines of
resistance, whose multiplicity states itself inamstant self-revolutionizing.
In removing all limits to real and total subsumptiof the capitalist society,
the capital, at the same time, uncovered life gyieerand the collective
strength of desire.

We may affirm with Pélbart (2007, p.1) that “to thewer over life answers
the potency of life, to biopower answers biopotermyt this “answer” does
not signify a reaction, as what is being noticethst such potency of life
was already there from the start”.

This brief mapping of the contemporary enablesausrtderstand that the
social production of existence happens in an iateiaelationship between
capital and desire. We are immersed in this compleolvement between
the snake capital and the snake desire, in thisfas®ed uncontrollable,
pointing out that we are not necessarily before opposites, from which
we would choose the best way out according to oay wf living, but
immanent to these snakes, amidst the more varigthications between
these uncontrable ones. We do not find, in thisega good way in or a
better way out; what is presented, in this intemirgg, is an indication of
always punctual multiple displacement, multiple wagut and multiple
ways in.

In this direction, our managing practices and pobidn of care in health are
made amidst this paradoxical working of the conterapy biopolitics,
immanent to the workings of the biopower which s to colonize and
abstract life, and at the same time, immersederctnstituent power of the
living , in his biopower, as production of freedomg-existence and
autonomy.

The analysis of these workings allows us to questnong other things,
the process of restructuring in the work in theltheaector, which has,
today, as territory in dispute “the action field lafe work in act” (Merhy,
2002, p. 31), in its capacity to print new techmgdal arrangements and
directions for productive health acts.

Immersed in this workings, how to think interferena the production of
existence which make an alliance to other wayseoigin the verbs of life?



How to interfere in the production of a life worliving? How to state
another humanism in the practice of health produéti

The production of a public policy of humanization br the Brazilian
Unified Health System (SUS) at the razor’s edge

Benevides and Passos (2005b, p.391), in discusisengrocess of building
of the National Policy for Humanization at the HbeaMinistry, in 2003,
signaled that “[...] of the government policy to theblic policy there is no
easy and guaranteed passage. To built public psliar the State machine
demands a connection work with the force of coNegtwith the social
movements, with the concrete practices in the @aryountine of health
Services.

We have been experimenting, in the constructioncamgolidation of these
policies, a field of tensions which updated themselin the coexistence
between practices which state the construction aiaging and care ways
allied to the process of collective democratizataod, at the same time,
singular, in which the fight for health writes iis@as “value of use”

(Campos, 2000, p.228 and production of autonomg,the production of

practice in health which reaffirm a working of thipower. Functioning in

which processes of nationalization and privatizatawe hybridized which

(de)regulate, modulate and control the ways of difel living, from their

biological aspects to the production of subjedgfivit

Our interference is made amongst processes which expand life
extensively by means: of biotechnologies, of genetgineering, of anti-
smoking policies, of new drugs and modalities ofeimention in the
territory and along the population — (PSF), andhatsame time, may serve
to regulate it and constrain it. These processes expressed: in the
“inclusion-exclusive” on the access to therapeuaad innovating
technologies, in the medicalization of social giest, in the register and
control of the population lifestyle in the directimf a new modality of
medical policy.

The objects (technologies, the practice (prograpreposals) and the
intentions (speeches, laws) are neither “good df bat of relations and the

problematic field which engender themselves ang praduce. That is, it

IS necessary to accompany them in their exergmsesluction of senses and
connections; ethic-politically evaluating their é&wvof openness to social
multiplicity, in what that promote and update as pinoduction of reality.

On this understanding, we may state that what mases the construction

of policy of humanization of SUS is what goes inveen. At a meeting

with health works and users/social networking, agsbrthe health workers
and their work partners, immersed in everyday tifiesions and paradoxes
of the practices of management and care.



An ‘in-between’ stated as the constant engendepiag of life, of the
collective, in all the bonds, and not as poles aklationship, or, even,
specialities and temporalities enrolled in oppositelities, juxtaposed or
matching.

Life is not formed by biology, physiology, naturedasubjectivity as fields
which are related maintaining their delimitatiobst in a proliferation plan,
of a relationship of strength. These, in their toges and recreations, trace,
in the molecularization of forms, functions and amgations other
compositions which may reinforce these forms andawizations, or
recreate them.

It is in the encounter, in the midst of prolifecatj that the bodies express
their power of affecting and be affected. It igtithat the desire flows and
creates worlds, managing means of expression &gl tionnectivity in its
multiple experimentations. Because the ties whicd ®&stablish with
ourselves, with others, that is, with social mudidtities, which update
themselves and affect us, they are catalysts ohtsyeconditions of
meetings and the production of reality.

Thus, we see ourselves distant and few summonedomopose with
reductionist analysis which asks from us an ideyaifon in poles or units
already constituted, a pragmatic humanization ‘sAtechieta’ versus a
humanizing policy “a la tamoios’. We bet, instead, a policy of
humanization which is made with Anchieta becomiagnoios.

However, alert to the history of the practices gwistitute as humanization
of health for them and with them deviate.

This understanding implies, at least two primordlections, namely: in
the senses instituted of humanism referred to aalizhtion of human and
correlate to this, in the verticalized and pressdilvays of making public
politics.

When the public dimension of a policy affirms its pening power

The loved one — Marx reminded us, are not autonenatity, and are all
immersed in intricate web relations with naturethmother men, and with
their inventions. In other words, men do not dise@roduce his own

existence, be it material or immaterial, it produigself and reproduce itself
in a moving texture of multiple connections, in alniand with which they

weave themselves in the production of material life

This affirmation by Marx is, for all of us, precielecause it allows us to
think about the social production of existence, homits fundamental

affirmations; they are: the non-essentializatiorhoman existence and the
creative power of human activity.



In rejecting human essence, this philosopher shothiat there is not a
separation between social production and humanuptmh. He takes him
in the dimension of otherness, because a beingctiige himself,
exteriorize, in the relations that confirm him “ailg whose nature is not
outside himself, is not a natural being” (Marx, 498p.15). This
understanding marks the inseparability of natupreduction — generic life
as processes of production and reproduction whiehver themselves, and,
in the middle of what, all beings in their texture.

We talk about, then of a human sense as produciiargmplexity which

engenders as open work. A humanity constructedper@mentation, that
Is, a materiality of the human forms and the immali¢y of the inhuman

affections which form and update themselves intmas and ways of being
in the verbs of life (live, love, work, produce hea

This understanding decentra what was configuredoagmon sense in the
senses instituted of Humanism and Humanity, a®oud! the ideal-man
(metro-standard). Men, abstract and universal, wbald serve as moral
standard from which point we could refute and d¢fgasthe practices and
behaviour as good or bad, right or wrong.

This decentering enroll the production of the pcaciof humanization in
health on the field of relations and, these, arafioned in the

indissolubility among our ways of production of gdis and the ways of
work. We have, then another challenge, the alteran the ways of doing,
working and constructing processes of managemergaith.

In the field of health we may notice, still toddlyat humanization, although
reinvidicated by the users and by many workerdl lstieps a sense of
abstract, charitable and religious; little involviedprocesses of production
of networks and changes to attention and manageniédms is expressed in
the affirmation o what humanizing is: be good, gmile polite, give more
of yourself, respect the paciente, create/haveoapgof humanization at
work. These senses, in their different connectiand resonances, have
produced humanization practices in health markeutlividualized, tutelary
and “devotional” (Fuganti, 2008, p.84).

These practices, produce a moral and/or presceigive which, to the taste
of biopower, desconsider the nomade qualitiesfef li

These health production practices, either diretitetie users, or directed to
workers/administrators, degrade and weaken thentrweecharacter of work
in its production power of autonomy and role in rgday life with the
constitutive variability of life and living process. When we make coincide
the senses of work to jobs and reduce their marsgprocesses of
administrative procedures, verticalized and regudatwe play our strength
in the processes of exploration, submission andenge in which, in
capitalism, work has being reduced.



Canguilhem (1990) indicated to us that life affiritself by its power of
criating norms, normativeness, and not by subjaciorules. Considering
health as experience of creation of itself andsaafyliving, is to take in its
movement of production of norms, and not subjegaiothem.

The humanization of SUS in which we believe is tinl the affirmation
that the iinseparability between management arghtadin and inciting to
autonomy production and the “production of new &xisial territories”
(Benevides, Passos, 2005a, p. 570). This beliegtdstive in the middle of
everyday health production, in its envolviment enstening with
specialisms, verticalities and privatization trapg,which we are also “in
health, always under the risk of seen ourselvasgoeaptured” (Benevides,
Passos, 2005b, p. 393).

It is, then, a policy of humanization which clainis,its making, the acting
of our power of normativity. The norms diversitynstituint of the living,
in the middle of which we try, in the collect mownts, the creation of our
humanity.
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