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GUEST EDITORIAL

This Specialssueof the Journal for Critical Animal Studiedrings together a series
of articles from philosophers trained in the continental European tradition, and
engaging with that tradition, in order to think critically about human relations with

other animals.

The first twopapers in this issue are analyses of hominization stories in modern and
contemporary culture as these rely on interpretations of prehistoric depictions of

ani mals or on prehistoric animals themsel\
MerleauPonty andt he Aest het i c OrBrety Buclmnaoengagéss mani t y
with Georges Batailleds speciesist Il nterpr
marking the birth of humanity. The cave art, for Bataille, allow us to bear witness to

the moment when humarisegan to distinguish themselves from other animals,

thereby transitioned from animality to humanity. The paintings, depicting the hunt by

humans of other animals, reflect on the deaths of animals and thereby mark the
moment when human beings became conscad their own passage towards death, a
characteristic that has often been alleged to distinguish humans from other animals.
Buchanan suggests, however, that if the birth of humanity is to be understood, for

Bataille, as the passage from animality to hnoitya death for humansjs conceived

as areturn to animality. Moreover, since birth always already entails an eventual

death and thus contains such an animality within it, the birth of humanity necessarily

involves a recognition of the impossibility ofraumanity understood as othian

animal or deathless. Thus it is not just serendipitous that Bataille reflects on the birth

of humanity in the same essay in which he

Il n contrast t o Bat auxlphiridgs, Buchamrad punsges the t he
intriguing argument that what we witness in these images is not the birth of humanity

but a recognition of its impossibility. This may be why, Buchanan speculates,
prehistoric artists omitted or rendered formless imaafehe humanDrawing on

Maurice MerleatPont yds account of art as the atte
prehuman condition, Buchanan underscores his argument that the prehuman is always

already contained within the human.
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It is a few blocks from the Wogll Mammoth Child Care centre in Berkeley,

California that 1 am summarizingMatthew Chrulew6 s articl e, AHunNt |
Ma mmot h, Pl ei stocene to Postmodern. o I n th
range of texts featur i ng atirehaad acudt frctroo,ttoh , fron
anthropological, paleontological, ethnographic and philosophical tracts, to rewilding

projects and the desire to bring the Pleistocene creature back to life through cloning.

Given the ubiquity of these investments in the mammGthrulew argues that the
mammoth is the Atotem ani mal of post moder
argues that what is at stake in our fascination for this extinct-faega is our self

understanding, or our hopes and fears for the human. Alregtiteld and threatened

by climate change, the mammoth is widely supposed to have been pushed over the

edge into extinction by human hunting, although, as Chrulew notes, this version of
events remai ns contested. Neverthel ess, |
speculative reconstructions of how the small and defenselesshomoian allegedly

managed to hunt the massive (albeit herbivorous) mammoth into extinction represent

male carnivorous desire, as exemplified by the mammoth hunt, as a key element of
anthromgenesis. The desire for mammoth meat is suggested to have led prehistoric

men to band together in order to slay the much larger fauna. In the process,
intelligence, toolconstruction and coperation were cultivatédthe very skills that,

we tell ourselvesestablished humans as superior and unique among animals and were
foundati onal of civilization. Taking up De
carnophallogocentric subject that features in many of these imaginative
reconstructions of the mammotBDther versions of the contemporary mammoth tale,

however, are indicative of our guilt over the apocalyptic role of humarégwssthe

natural world, tracing continuities and contrasts between the-purt@an mammoth

hunter and the capitalist dominatiand exploitation of nature today. Whether guilt

ridden or carnophallogocentrically seifongr at ul at or vy, Chrul ewbs
the mammoth is a privileged figure in our current stories of the making and unmaking

of Aman, 0 as we canytat thel experise of dtieef animals. h u m
Chrul ewds contribution to this issue | ead:

monographMammoth(London: Reaktion books).

With Hasana Sharps arti cl e, AANni mal Af fect s: Spin
H u ma we mve from the prehistoric to the early modern. As Sharp notes, it is René

5
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Descartes, with his disenchantment of the natural world and his infamous view of
nonhuman animals as nonsentient automata, who is most often singled out for critique

with respecto philosophies of the nonhuman in this period. Severing ensouled mind

from disspirited matter, Descartes argued that mind and body were substances with
nothing in common. Placing nature, including nonhuman animals, in the category of

matter, devoid of ad, Descartes drew an unequivocal line between humans and the

natural world, with humans alone possessing mind or soul and hence reason and
sentience. Given that Baruch Spinoza provides a radically contrary although
contemporary metaphysics, in which miadd body are one substance, we might

have expected similarly opposed and hence less pernicious consequences for
Spinozads philosophical Vi ews about other
observes that Spinoza has been deenwdethan Descartes ithis regard, extending

the instrumental view of nature even as he engaged in sadistic practices involving
spiders. As Sharpwrites iEven though his metaphysical
himself does not seem altogether comfortable with the consequericéss

metaphysic§ or human distinctiveness. 0 While thi
that it is the anxiety raised by the lack of metaphysical boundaries between humans

and other animads and by the natural scientific world view more genecaltiiat

resul ted I n Spinozads attitude tThbewar d s o]
importance of the distance between human and animal in the seventeenthécentury

arises because it is precisely what can no longer be metaphysically sustain€ch e
mechanistic viewof nature has given rise to increasingly adamant claims about

human exceptionalism and correspondingly draconian attitudes towards other animals,

not because this view demonstrated the human/animal divide, but rather because it
undermined it. Inafascihai ng il lustration of this thesi
Spinozabs curious interpretation of the Ge
the affects of other animals that represent a dangerous temptation for Adam.
Significantly, Sharp argudbkat the same defensive need to bolster the belief in human
exceptionalism is pervasive today: as the human/animal divide is further eroded, it
continues to affirmedl not paradoxically but consequer@lynore adamantly than

ever . Thus Sphiansqgexaanpte ishowssthat bélief in the mutability of

humanity and the permeability of the species frontier does not necessarily foster a
pro-animal philosophy, and may even inflame anxiety about human affection for
Obeastsb6. 0 As Shar pexplaimngtleansredslity ard lWéfensive an  h e |

6
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fear that animal activism and its attempts to undermine the human/animal distinction
provoke. Consequently, a |l esson to be | ear
thatiwe ought not p r e sogitymef sgediesa boundariegstorethe t he p
resemblance between humans and many nonhuman animals suffices to engender an
appreciation dfn rhemhdmamall isfeec.td on, ASpinoz
takes up Spinozads wor k tbemutoatlykeabledtrathert he or i

than endangered by the contagion of interspecies affect.

Alain Beaulieub s arti cl e, AThe Status of Animality
of three articles to engage with the philosophical writings of Gilles Deleuzelbas

his collaborative works with Félix Guattari. The writings of Deleuze and Guattari

have received extensive attention within continental approaches to animal studies
because, as Beaulieu notes, anidalpiders, ticks, fleas, crustaceans, cats, dogs,

wolves and birds, to name a févare pervasively present in their corpus, and their
notion of MAbecoming animal 6 has drawn part
this issue provides a clear and concise introduction to the primary sources of

Del esu,zeadnd Del euze and Guattarids, contri bu
of summarizing and responding to all the secondary literature that Deleuze and
Guattari 6s writing on animals have inspire
Beaulieu highghts and responds critically to a few significant moments in this body

of critical response, not ably t hat of Do
Animality in Deleuzebds Thoughto concl udes

DeleuzeGuattarian thougt for animal studies.

Karen Houleb s a riitAinc I nea,|l , Vegetabl e, Mi ner al : E
Becoming? The case @ecomingPlandb r esi st s the argument t h
been neglected in Western phil osolpehy, or
brought to light. In fact, Houle argues, the animal has been omnipresent in Western
philosophy, precisely because it is always the foil that defines what humans are not.

The animal question is intimately linked to the question of Being, Houle suggedts,

this has done little good for either animals or thought. On the contrary, thinking

through animality has got us stuck thinking in terms of analogies, resemblances,
teleology and functionality. In foregrounding animality, moreover, Houle notes that

herkality has been relegated to the background. There has been truly little effort to

7
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t hink pl ant s i n We st er n Ang hhodglo sv® gnow, , Houl i

intellectually, that we always have and always will live by grace of the oxygen
produced by said plésy, and are built from the very carbons of them, and run our
entire global economy bthe backs of that carbon, we are unable to think let alone

live the novel and profound truths tifesevegetal relations. Some cases |

n

while Derrida argues thate need t o consider it he whol

hi mself Nngot stuck on <cats, and meat 0;
becominganimal, but becomingiineral and becominglant, and yet they spilled by

far the most ink on becomirmnimal. Wly is it so hard for us to think, not the animal
guestion, but the plant question? And, even more importantly, might thinking
herbality be better for animals, for ecology, and for thought itself than thinking
animality has been? It is the task of explorthgse questions, and of cultivating a

$
e

D e

Avegetable philosophy, 6 that Houl e devotes

end, Houl e takes up and expands wupon Del

e |

plant in the hopes t hkadt amrewd | itipgowmess ofar dieg hi |

thought even provisionally,from the bad habits ithas develogd through

(oventhinkingthea ni m&al t ® mat el y, Ho u | Einkiagi plant ar gue

thoughts shovess in abetter way than thinking animathoughts doestoward the

truth that the fAcorrect unortheddyad f btheh aloy si s

assemblagb.0 Thinking plant, H ei umaeg i cnoen tLei nf deso,

i hne

of radical kinships rather than resemblances, and this, she condiudes, fimassi v e

political and ethical i mplications. 0

Astrida Neimanis arti cl e, AnStrange Kinship and
the last of three papers included in this issue that is primarily inspired by the writings
of Deleuze and Guattari, andetlirst of two papers devoted to oceanic life. Like
Houle, Neimanis notes that the usual ways of thinking about animals, and animal
ethics, can only take us so far. While traditionally humans and other animals have
been compared and contrasted to strdésrence and human exceptionalism, critical
animal theorists such as Haraway continue to compare and contrast human and
nonhuman fauna, but now to highlight affinities, resemblances and kinships. While
this strategy may occasionally result in increasedpassion for exemplary members

of specific specigs Neimanis discusses cetaceans, with their mammalian babies,

As

their musiema ki n g, and their Aired beating heart:
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bei ng d&irudirkately does little more than to extendrhan exceptionalism to

a few other species (Neimanis invokes fAhum
and does not even begin to capture the complexity of interspecies relations. While

Houle consequently turns from animal thoughts to thinking planimalas tarries

with the animal but strives, through the MerleRbo nt yi an noti on of Ain
and the Deleuzian concept of repetition, to think animality otherwise. Deleuzian
repetition is not resemblance, but involves echoes and iterations thabenay

distorted and refracted that we are disturbed at recognizing ourselves in them. The
concept of repetition thus allows us to simultaneously see our relations with other

animals and to make these relations strange, entailing both connectedness and
difference. The ways we repeat other animals, Neimanis argues, establish kinship, as
MerleauPonty would suggest, but strange kinships. Seeing the ways that we repeat

other animals is also notable in that it displaces the human as the reference point of
compaison. Neimanis takes humaea squirt repetitions as her sustained example.

Unlike the whal@ or the ape, the dog, the lactating éowascidiacea are not creatures

with whom we feel a ready kinship or an easy ethics of affinity, and yet through the

thirteen epetitions which make up the second half of her paper, Neimanis establishes

a complex web of echoes between ascidian life and our own. As Neimanis notes,

fiFfrom such an inventory, no easy ethical formulations can follow. But perhaps the

work of problematizag our own human subjectivity within any formulation of animal

ethics is an ogoing project, and one more complex than gives us comfort.

It has sometimes been suggested tbantinental philosophy lagged behind anglo
American philosophy intheorizingthe nonhuman because both phenomenology and
poststructuralism are irremediably about the human. In the case of phenomenology,

the methodological privileging of the first person perspective of the philosopher
appears to require an anthropocentric outlobks precisely this claim thatennifer
McWeenyc hal | enges i n her article, ASounding
Whale and Merlea® ont y. 0 As MdWdenyy arsguexe, fact of
of relating to the world a body that allows for thepossibility of intersubjectivity,

then the right whale bodyubject is potentially just as worthy of our
phenomenological gaze as humastdy subjects like Schneider, the war veteran with

brain damage whom Merled&onty returns to again and again in Btenomenology

of Perception tn this piece, McWeeny expands upon the work of Merleanty in

9
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order to argue that by placing the experience of the endangered North Atlantic right

whale at the centre of a study of depth, we gain a richer understanding of the
experience of depthwhich MerleasPont y consi dered the Apri mo
and intercorporeality, than we would have if we were restricted to human experience.

As McWeeny contendsjThe North Atlantic right whale enhances Merlddw nt y 6 s
analysis of épth by emphasizing the relational aspects of existence that are often

l atent i n human experience: the subjectods
depth is organism/environment relationship
importantly, the fat that right whale bodies are endangéread specifically that

they are endangerdry u brings into stark relief the relational nature of all of our

e X i st dmsoeasguily, McWeeny does not follow other scholars in using
MerleauP ont y 6 s tubidate gun relationdo thkee Inonhuman environment, but,

in a reverse move, draws on the nonhuinand the North Atlantic right whale in

particulad in order to elucidate key concepts in Merlddw nt yds ontol ogy.
phenomenology of depth via the North Atianright whale is not merely of

importance in understanding MerleRonty, moreover, and nor is it distinct from the

et hical guestions raised by McWeenyds disc
current situation. On the contrary, McWeeny perswasivy a r gQepteringtthe at A
endangered bodies of North Atlantic right whales in our study of depth also
encourages us to envision an environmentalist future that is grounded in our
recognition of the sensuous cartography of human/nonhuman relatiortgcim we

are always already positioned participaits.

With Sarah Hansed s afitnthecy, Animality, and the L
Wor k of Giorgio Agamben, 6 we move from oce
two papers to pursue the theme ofvner abi | i ty. As Hansen obs
recurrent figure of infantile potentialibyis the axolotl, ort he fA o6 Mexi can wal
f 1 sdn, anphibian that retains juvenile characteristics (gills) even after the
development of adult traits (lungs and reprciive organs). With this figure of an

ARet ernal child, o Agamben suggest-Bumanhat a n
ani mals might emerge via a nWwavhefighredfd!l i ke e
the axolotl, Hansends paper YnbohilGI oagisiheu 4y amioer
Operd a text which, she notes, has already become a classic in critical animal

studie but , more unusually, a reading of this

10



Journal for Critical Animal Stvdiesie 1X, Issue 1/2, 2011 (ISSNI8352%

infancy in works such amfancy and History Language and DeathThe Idea of

Proseand theHomo Sacerseries Hansenc ont r ast s Agambends di s
infantile with Judith Butlerdos and Julia K
Agambends axdalas ofoaf curibuslgndependent infantilism, denying

relations of dependency on maternal bodies that the work of these feminist scholars
highlight. Li ke Kristeva and Butl er, howe
denies relations of dependency wather animals. Hansehus critiques Agamben,

arguing tha t ATo transform r el at thonms animals we e n h
Agamben must attend to the vulnerable, dependeskly relationswith-others that

condition experiences of languagaNhile Agamben has frequently been criticized

for his anthropocentrism, Haen also observes his androcentrism, and argues that

stronger reproach of Agamben is in order. As a new figure and experience of

|l anguage, infancy does not simply forego t
renders a more expansive and +vament response to that question more difficult to

achieve. 0

Stephen Thiermarb s arti cl e, AThe Vulnerability of
argument that, in contrast to rationality and autonomy, vulnerability has been a
neglected concept in moral philosgpprecisely because philosophers have been
reluctant to explore the Aani mal 6 di mensi
therefore, that the few philosophers who have made vulnerability central to their

moral theorizing in recent years have, for the npast, either neglected to consider
vulnerability as a shared condition amongst animal (and perhaps not only animal)
species (Judith Butler), or, as in the cases that Thierman explores, have explicitly or
implicitly denied that nothuman animals are vunble in the same ways that

humans argMichael Kottow, Margrit Shildrik, and Bryan TurrjerFor Kottow,

nonhuman animals are only vulnerable in the sense that they may die, but only
humans are vulnerable because their pursuit of the good and their ldetpnmjay be

prevented from being realized. According to Kottow, this distinction in kinds of
vulnerability limits our ethical responsibilities towards nonhuman animals. For
Shildrik, nonhuman animals are entirely other and thus do not invoke in us akense

our vulnerability in the way that monsters (such as huamamal hybrids) do.

Conceived as absolute difference, the animal not only falls outside the sphere of

vul nerability, but possibly also of et hic

11
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attempts taground human rights in a shared corporeal vulnerability that characterizes

all humans, when pushed to extend these rights to include other animals, he argues

that other animals do not have the same rights because they are not moral agents or
cannot repremt themselves. As Thierman points out, Turner thus makes agency and
selfrepresentation more fundamental to his theory of rights than vulnerability, thus
undermining what he has ostensibly set out to do. As Thierman argues, Turner would

have done betteotexpand his ethics to include other animals, rather than to delimit it

via an argument that contradicts the basic features of his own posiabn Offering
persuasi ve refutations o f not onl vy Turne
exclusions of nonhman animals from their accounts of vulnerability (to which he is

ot herwise sympathetic), Thierman draws on
describe vulnerability as a form of passivity that characterizes all animals. Despite
Jeremy Bent mamagneina mdhsat wha't mataner s i s
suffero (as opposed to reason or talk), vV u
one cannot notsuffer should suffering be inflicted on one. This powerlessness to

avoid suffering is characteristdf all animal species, Thierman argues, even if some

are more vulnerable than others both within the human species and across species.
Despite this status as a apawer or an inability, Thierman insists that vulnerability

not be seen in an entirely regtye light, but that it be seen as an aspect of the animal

condition that may be a resource for ethical response. Thierman concludes his article

wi t h an account and endor sement o f Ral ph
Symphysics, Thierman explaingi i st inf tad bodyas an awareness of the
vulnerability that | share with an embodied oth&r Wi t h t hi s noti on,
suggests that Acampora has developed an ethics of corporeal vulnerabibity that

unlike those of Kottow, Shildrik and Turrieraccounts for ouembodied recognition

of the vulnerability of other animals.

Like Thierman,Rebecca Tuvelt akes i nspiration from Derr.i
Therefore | am (More to Follow)od in her C
Shameoé: Derri da,d SAanri arha | Beltiyweaasiiatheands of d

nakedness and shartfteough a sophisticated analysis of animality and oppression:
JacqueDerri dadés shame as he stands naked bef ¢
Adam and Eve over their nakeness the Garden of Eden the supposed
shamelessness tbth naked nonhuman animals and naked-Europeanhumars,

12
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and the selkerving truths that a white, masculine science seeks in their undress.

Wor king through these narr at ithateghe humadhuvel t a
animal binary is fundamental and pervasive, preceding us, and that our status as
followers of the animal defines our seifiderstandings, our ontologies of our selves
(hence Derridabés play on fdje suisesa) . Comb
feminist critical race and critical animal theorists, Tuvel argues that not only does the

animal precede and constitute us, but so also does the oppression of other animals
precede and shape the various forms of human oppressierhumaranimal divde

and speciesist oppression are thus not just another dichotomy thaeete to

deconstruct omnotherform of oppressiorto which we must be attuned, but, in

Tuvel 6s fwohesgemerati ve site for the deplo
strategieso f oppression. 0 Consequentl vy, Tuvel ar
race theorymustregister the animatuman dichotomy as &undamental driving
mechanismnherent in raced, sexed and colonial oppression, and therefore one that

must be rigorously dilenged if we wish to combat varying modes of persecution.

Tuvel illustratesthese claimshrough her sustained analysis of the case of Sarah
Bartmann, the sc al | ed AHottent ot Venus. 0 The ob
oppression of Sarah Bartmann was, @lusonvincingly shows, inextricably bound up

with and reliant upon oppressive views of animality and isget forms of thought.

Animalization was not just one of the ways in which Bartmann was oppressed, Tuvel
demonstrahaped bBar thhoadhyn,6 sherracstadt us as par't
coloni al world versus the o6ci viMuchzasdé wor |
philosopheiLadelle McWhorter has recently argued that sexual oppression in the U.S.

is racist oppression, so Tuvehowsthat s&ual and racial oppressiare speciesist

oppressioa Tuvel thus concludes that resistance to all forms of oppression must

ent ai l our thinking Abeyo+amddmal bimed whelen and v

seems like an excellent last word for the articleéisaf this special issue.

Two thoughtprovokingBook Reviews completthis Special Issue. The first of these
is written by Matt Applegate andaddresse® e r r iTheBeast and the Sovereign
Volumel. The second revievis provided by Greg Pollack and foaises onCary
Wol f eds WBadi®Podihorakism

13
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Painting the Prehuman: Bataille, MerleauPonty, and the Aesthetic
Origins of Humanity

Brett Buchanan'

ANot hing mu s t be concedy &sd: failuehod t i s i
humanity. o
--Georges Batdle, The Accursed Share 114-15

In a lecture that Georges Bataille delivered on January 18, 1955, the birth and death of
humanity came together in an unexpected way. The lecture that Bataille was to deliver
would eventually recount his visitation of thexscaux caves in France and the
prehistoric paintings found therein, but the manner by which he opens his talk is

slightly unorthodox:

It has become commonplace today to talk about the eventual extinction of
human life. The latest atomic experiments madngible the notion of
radiation invading the atmosphere and creating conditions in which life in
general could no longer thrive. Even without war, the experiments alone, if
pursued with a little persistence, might themselves begin to create these
condifons. | do not intend to talk to you about our eventual demise today. |
would like, on the contrary, to talk to you about our birth. I am simply struck
by the fact that light is being shed on our birth at the very moment when the
notion of our death appeato us.(2005: 85)?

The moment of which Bataille spe@kshe present moment, January of 1955, a night
on which he delivers a talk titled only by its date and in which he identifies the
discovery of our collective birth as Septembef', 1294@ splits tre future and past,

! Brett Buchanan is Assistant Professor in the Department of Philosophy at Laurentian University (Canada). His
research interests include contemporary continental philosophy, environmental thought, and critical animal studies.
His current projects include anviestigation of the concepts of revolt, freedom, and violence in early

environmental and existential thought, and animal ethology in continental philosophy. He is the author of Onto
Ethologies: The Animal Environments of Uexkiill, Heidegger, MerRauty, ad Deleuze (SUNY, 2008).

2Pagination in this essay will hereafter refer to this bc

title Lascaux ou |l a naissance de | 6art. The tRillegl i sh col I
on prehistoric art.

14
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death and birth, through one long transition as the passage between animality and
humanity. The birth occurs through the passage from animality to humanity, as
discovered in art, whereas the death occurs, arguably and no doubt spalgulativ
through the passage from humanity to animality, as evinced by the sciences of

experimentation and war. Through the transformation of humanity in its passion for

destruction,sele f f acement , and At he prospect of ab:
at a cataclysmic end already foretold within the cave paintings that are taken to be a
trace of our beginning.

This presents an intriguing Bataillean dialectic between the birth and death of
humanity wherein neither term is resolved but is left to wasi&simdeterminacy.
Rather than perceiving the birth of humanity in the Lascaux paintings, as many have
done, | wish instead to play with the thesis that we see the impossibility of humanity.
Inasmuch as a birth always foretells an eventual death, andi¢hth is always
already inherent within the birth, the sacrifices depicted in the Lascaux paintings may
not be the sacrifices of animals, as is often thought, but theamifice of humanity

in the erasure of its own image. The dawning consciousneseaifd as these
paintings of bison, reindeer, and horses are said to feveast have awakened the
impossibility of being, which undoubtedly would have inspired a number of reactions,
many of them suggested by Bataille himself: shame, laughter, religiagiti,
arousal. And what better way to express this impossibility than through the rendering
vi si bl e of -effaneméns? Isatwmat possidle, fthen, that the passage from
animality to humanity is either still underway, never to be completedn omxhat

might be the same thing, was always doomed from the start to be a failed passage?
Might not the transgression of the boundary separating humanity and animality be not
against animality per se, but against the idea that animality had been lett ivethia
thought of our birth? If this is the ca&sand admittedly it is only a wild hypothe8is

then the paintings in Lascaux depict the acknowledgement of being always already
prehuman, or, put otherwise, that humanity is a condition that is never fuihedo
inasmuch as it is a process continually in the making. As a tentative conclusion, | will
suggest that the impossibility of humanity
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in nature. The human never quite takes shape in these eatlgfsedintia depictions,

always appearing deformed, altered, and/or disfigtired.

Il n order to better highlight this reading
use as a placeholder for the anishal man passage), I 61 | turn
Maurice Merlea-Ponty on art in which he emphasizes a passage of a different kind
between the prehuman and the human, one that rests not on a speciesist transition
between animality and humanity but instead on a phenomenological register wherein

the painter strives toxpress the prehuman condition. Merld2onty thus provides

further depth to our reading inasmuch as he describesdhef painting as an

inherent passage or transition. Paintingundtof-itself seeks to capture the formation

of humanity and yet, in dognso, it necessarily betrays its own end as it comes up
unfinished. As we shall see, this passage holds interesting parallels for how we might

think of the rendering visible of the invisible in what he calls the continuous rebirth of
humanity. Becomindiuman is a continuous accomplishment, but one wherein the
prehuman is never left behind. This paper has four sections: the discovery of Lascaux

(and how animality is at its centre), the readings of Lascaux, the notion of a deformed

humanity, and lastly an anal ontology of art.

The Discovery

Humani ty, Bataille writes, ARappeared on ea
maj estic sign of this appearanceo (92). I
coincident, can art and the aesthetic eveytogl divorced from animality? Must not
animality necessarily be implicated withir
ground? That is, to confront art, one must always already address animality as its

source and foundation. As it turns out, the aomfice of Lascaux, art, and the birth of

humanity has a rather curious injection of animality within it. As Bataille weaves his

® Most commentators on the Lascaux paintings have appropriately emphasized the aesthetic and artistic
gualities of the images, but it is also the case that the animals, as a question within the debates over the
origin of art, hae received attention as well. For further readings on this, see in particular: Steven

Ungar (1990: 24€62); Howard Caygill (2002: 125); Akira Mizuta Lippit (2002: 1&9); Suzanne

Guerlac (1996: 4.7);Suzanne Guerlac (2007: 97).
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narratives, including his endeavour to retell the discovery of Lascaux, what emerges is

a near literal enactment of the imagesitamed within the cave, complete with an

expulsion of animality and the transition from a childlike, prehuman wonder to the
awareness of oneds own maturity. I n the ca:
the Altamira cave in Spain, we are informibét the discovery of each prehistoric

landmark was made by a few curious children who, with their tiny little bodies,

accessed the wealth of human origins by crawling into otherwise inaccessible spaces.

Bataille stages a fairytaléke setting when he desbes how a fiveyearold girl

innocently wandered into the Altamira cave in 1879 only to discover the marvelous

frescos found therein. In a similar vein he describes how a few young boys discovered

the Lascaux cave when they went searching for a lostrdadpad fallen into a fissure

in the earthés surface (59/95). Il n both ¢
childlike wonder that enabled the paintings to come to light, enacting a story of
innocence that bore out the discovery of our own preggpthumanity. The
descriptions of thesedesceht8 i nt o a room of a thousand an:
it at one poind enact a dreamscape that will come to mirror the fantastical images

contained within. The lost dog, as it turned out, was a journalistiavagance in

order to tell a better story. But, as told
di scovery was not due to Athe fallo of a
interesting biblical resonances), it was due to an animal nonethedesslyna dead

donkey.

Yes, a dead donkey | ies at the origin of
that this is merely accidental. Al have be
t hat night in 19565, Aftoofet handi scbmat g 0 g

some 15,000 years the Lascaux cave remained cut off from the world, free even, so

we are told, from Athe slugs themsel veso
unseen, and therefore uncontaminated, was only unsettlée imitd 1920s when a

storm uprooted a pine tree revealing a deep yet unexamined cavity. Shortly thereafter

the hole was filled over with some sticks by a few local farmers in order to keep the
sheep, who were grazing nearby, from falling in. Suffice itaty these farmers were

not curious enough to inquire within. The cave, by all appearances, had therefore been

free from the presence of any live animal, be it a slug, dog, sheep, or prehistoric
auroch. It was free from animality. If we are to imagine 8pace as the place of
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humanityds birth, the presence of a |ive &
sanctity or sacredness of the cave. We enter the cave, therefore, as Suzanne Guerlac
has well put, in search of a sacred monidritis is what makes éhcharacter of a

dead donkey, as we are about to see, all the more fascinating.

Lascaux was discovered by four bdyBat ai | | e repeatedly call
despite the fact that their ages were somewhere betwe#8 {&ars old who were
told about thecave by a local woman who discovered the cavity when she removed
the sticks in order to Aput her dead donke
Mar c el Ravidat, the four of them dropped t
the remainsoftheelad donkey, 06 they soon encountered
(96). Already prior to the discovery of the images themselves, and the stories hidden
within, the revelation of the birth of humanity coincides with the literal expulsion of
animality, in thé case the dead donkey that, as waste and refuse, was better hidden
away than buried. The donkey was not expelled from the cave, of course, but from the
daylight of human perception, expelled from sight in being pushed back into the
darkness from out of with humanity emerged. It would be tempting to see the
donkey as a sacrifice given to the idols of prehistoric art, but such a fanciful reading
woul d not accord with Batailleds understan
sacred® In a passage fronhis History of Eroticism the second volume ofhe
Accursed ShareBataille writes the following of the sacred animal:
In a basic sense, what sacredis precisely what igprohibited But if the
sacred theprohibited is cast out of the sphere of profdife (inasmuch as it
denotes a disruption of that life), it nevertheless has a greater value than this
profane that excludes it. It is no longer the despised bestiality; often it has
retained an animal form, but the latter has becdmiae € Thusscred t he
announces a new possibility: it is a leap into the unknown, with animality as
its impetus (Bataille, 1994: 923).

41 aminfluenced hereb3uzanne Guerl acds (1996) wonder ful essay fABat a

5ASacrifice restores to the sacred world that which servi
necessary that the sacrifice actually destroy the amimahnt of which man had to make a thing for his use. They

must at least be destroyed as things, that is, insofar as they have become things. Destruction is the best means of
negating a wutilitarian relati on 1%% 66)#is clearthatithedonkdy t he ani m
was not O6usedd as a sacrifice, though one could interpre:
was sacrificed as such.
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If not a sacrifice, then, at the very least a push into the unknown, as the donkey
transforms from despised bestiality, irreverentlyt cag of a profane and mundane

life, and into the depths of a waiting prehistoric temple. A dead donkey, then,

unintentionally and yet somehow appropriat
birth.
Prehistoric Art

Let us begin our look at the wondafrLascaux with an equal bit of enchantment and

excuses. Theodor Adorno, in his characteristically dour way, has said that attempts to
derive an aesthetic from the origins of a
1997: 325). Such disappointment,rasounted in his bookesthetic Theonyis not a

complete retraction from discourses on prehistoric art. One might instead say that

there can only be disappointment if something is expected from the paintings and they
subsequently fail to live up them,inhi s case a thorough compr el
purpose and uses. Against such standards, disappointments surely arise, and an

indeterminacy of understanding would be perfectly legitimate. Adorno continues,

AThe earl i est sur vi enotthg mostanthehtie, adr dottheyam s o f
any way <circumscribe artdés range; and rath
make it more obscureo (325). The question

have never really been doubted, since inrlgezvery interpretative reading of them

one finds apologetic clauses that suspend or distance the interpretations from the
paintings themselves. Thus, along with Adorno, we find with Bataille that these
paintings depict Aan hwg wilhareyeakndwenythiega | 1 t y O
precise. Similarly, with Maurice Bl anchot,
Lascaux, notes that the paintings disorien
us with a Al acunao desgma.e0 bQri nagg aiH Mma gweist
Ponty, who describes these paintings as an
understood, like pure content without form, images without an ordering frame

(Bataille, 1997: 64; Blanchot, 1997: 3; MerleBanty, 1964b: 82). These cries

resound for some 15,00(80,000 years, a temporal period that takes us back to an era
often described as fAprehistoryo inasmuch a
fragments with only brief and scattered images flashing here ané. tAnd yet, in

spite of such reservations, we nevertheless discover the attempts to understand these
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artworks. One is almost compelled to engage with them. If they are inarticulate cries,
they still call out for response. It is thus that Bataille cafobed writing, that even
though he fArenounced the comprehension of

thinks it is fipossible to shed some |ightOo

As shall become apparent, Bataill eds pri ma
thedawni ng of Fonsteousnessyadbmth theesamarakdifferent from

the rest of the animal world. However, tied in with this thesis is an older and more
conventional interpretation, namely that the appearance of the animals along the cave

walls can be attributed to a magical or religious dimension of prehistoric, prehuman
peopl es (I prefer to use the designation
transition or passage). With respect to Lascaux in particular, Abbé Henri Breuil, one

of the first to see the paintings immediately following their discovery in the 1940s,
reaffirmed a prevalent thesis that the i ma
the hunto (49). The 1 mages of the reinde
suggestive othases and killing. The animals are often seen running, fleeing, jumping,

at some points over unseen cliffs, and in others impaled and dying. Let alone the

qguality of the movement depicted, what Adorno highlights as the great

Ai ndet er mi nac ) dcompdre them,ef@ estanca avifhethe sometimes

static images of Egyptian or Attic art), the presence of the animals have been read as
indicative of magical conjurings. It seems clear, however, that the images were not
intended to survive, either withiteir own time or down to our day. Bataille notes

that the representations are not like the images found in a temple or church that seek a
degree of per manence, and nor are they 1

keep for oneds onkmheyxaremot,innother dords, reqrlyp sigmseof

Aart for artodos sake, 0 and the images then
Aobjects of art.o They wer e, as Walter Ben
Afirst and f or e nagiswhichaonly later caie ta lme eecdgnizedfas m

a work of art o (°Bheyhasemot syrvivedl @ Rorks afdart7 ) .

6Benjamin continues: MAPrehi st or iheseaicetof magicdl eractice.én of cer t air
some cases, these notations probably comprised actual p el
instructions for such proceduresé.; and in still others,

subjecs for these notations were humans and their environment, which were depicted according to the
requirements of a society whose technology existed only |
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despite how we view them tod&ayut as traces of something far less permanent and

known. The fact that the images have survivedlappears to be entirely accidental,

as evidenced in the #Ai ndi-éxisteg imagesethe t he pze
paintings and drawings often overlap one another with no clear attempt to erase or
separate the images, thus demonstrating little adtend their continued preservation

fas i s. 0

This is far from suggesting a lack of care, however. Instead of emphasizing their
permanence as objects of art, the importance of these images was in their execution,
in the suddempparition of the animal asaot of the ritual (76). In line with this thesis
of magi cal conjurings, t heenderedpeesetiniten of t h
ritual o (50) as a form of idolatry. The ap
past conquest, more often sitgththe preparation for a future still to come. Bataille
imagines the scene in the cave as nothing less than a prehuman session of adrenaline
induced delirium for the big hunt upon which life and death will depend. And why not?
Let us imagine the ritual W him:
an attentively executed drawing, extraordinarily true to life, though seen in the
flickering light of the lamps, completed in a short time, the ritual, the drawing
that provokes the apparition of the bison. This sudden creation had to have
produce in the impassioned minds of the hunters an intense feeling of
proximity of the inaccessible monster, a feeling of proximity, of profound

harmony (51).

Bataille i magines the prehumands fear i n n
not coming home wh anything to eat, but also a sympathy for the hunted who so
closely resembles the hunter that the hunter and hunted could very well be
interchangeable. Indeed they often were. This feeling of proximity and harmony,
however, is itdefined and nearly ungspable, for the apparition of the idol (i.e., the
animal) signals an incomprehensible beyavith whichthe prehuman supposedly
identifies. That is, the feeling of proximity with the apparition can only come about if
the prehuman is him/herself but an apfon or poorly formed idea. In his essay on
APrehistoric Religion, 0 Bataille notes:
the apparition of the animal was not, to the man who astonished himself by
making it appear, the apparition of a definable object, like the apparition in our
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day of beéat the butcher that we cut up and weigh. That which appeared had
at first a significance that was scarcely accesslidgondwhat could have
been defined. Precisely this equivocal, indefinable meaning was religious
(135).

This begins to address the gizal, ritualistic interpretation of the paintings. The

treatment of the animals (ibrexes, aurochs, horses, etc.) testify to a care and wonder in

the execution of what is beyond, indeterminate, just as much as it unsettles the
difference between the prehamand the animal. And it is this point that | wish to

emphasize here. The prehuman sees him/herself in the apparition of the animal, but
inasmuch as the animal was inaccessible and impermanent, so too then is the
prehuman within his/her own eyes. The pmelan, as we are calling this
indeterminate beingHomo floresiensisHomo neanderthlensi$iomo rhodesiensijs

or even earlfHomo sapiensvould likely be more scientific names), would have been

by definition literally between a past animality and our presemanity (assuming,

of course, that we abide by these conceptual categories). This passage, it goes without
saying, was far from a precise moment in t
infinite discretionodo (14199 howeher, we witaess ed t hr
the figurative mirroring of this passage. On the one hand, Bataille will note that the
prehumans left us images of the animality that they had escaped, whereby they
stopped being animdike by giving the animal in an act just shart a sacrifice (60),

whil e on the other hand he wil/l al so state
a humanity that did not clearly and distinctly distinguish itself from animality, a
humanity that had not transcended ani malii t:

| believe, therefore, that the interpretation of the paintings as religious ritwalat

has been called a functional or utilitarian interpretati@ready carries within it the

mor e celebrated i nterpretation of - what A
epistenology of a primal sceneh umani t yés eruption onto the

All interpretations boil down to this ontological eruption.

"Lippit, A. M. (2002), fAArchet ext tBiscdurac®4c3mux, Er os,
19.
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Deformed humanity

The only thing that might rival the hyperbole surrounding the sudden appearance of
humanity uporthe scene of prehistory is the pictorial representation of this emergence.

As already hinted at earlier, we have yet to view a naturalistic representation of the
prehuman within these prehistoric caves. Despite the detail captured in the wealth of
animali magery (e. g., consider the movement <ca
point does this realism translate into human figures. They are alangstori

disfigured. The erasure and defacement of the human therefore threatens to steal the
thunder from thdold claims ofEcce homoRather than beholding the magnificence

of the human, we are | eft to behold the &
humanityo (65). #fAln fact, o0 Bataille writes
he would eventually beooe,that which he isthe creator of a world of durable things.

On the contrary, he effaced the aspects of this world of which his face is the sign. He

had not yet prevailed, but he apologizedo
at his own immodestgnd indecency, indeed even at his own ugliness in comparison

to the beauty found in the bulls, horses, and bison (79).

The retreat from his/her own image may in fact be in response to a transgression
depicted within and by these paintings. The step fpoeuman to human enacts the
transgression of a | aw, even if it is only
infractiond on the part of the artist (Bl ¢
Birth of Art, 0 not es historio trapsgressian:tthediist ismo me nt
what we mi ght call a finatur al transgressio
the laws of nature, and rises up almost in awe of himself and the refutation of his
biological predisposition. The infraction is les§ @ conscious willing than a

biological determination. The second transgression noted by Blanchot is that of art
itsel f, that , l'i kely for the first ti me,
Aibecome master of everyt hi. Bygcmparsan, tiehe i mi t
former transgression is deemed insufficient as a break from the natural order; a
transgression, yes, but a relatively minor one, whereas the latter opens up an entirely

new realm by breaking with the natural as such. Yet the mosfisigm feature of

this second transgression is not so much the art dtsetich is admittedly

23



Journal for Critical Animal Stvdiesie 1X, Issue 1/2, 2011 (ISSNI8352%

extraordinarg but the specific artistic depiction of humanity. The striking feature is

that with the mastery of the natural world, as evinced in the birth ,aharbuman is

both omnipresent and, at one and the same time, precisely nowhere to be found. The
transgression effects an overcoming of animality but one wherein thenastéry is

sorely lacking. At one point Bataille describes this as a paradox, buigca a

paradox seems too innocent a description.
worl d, o he writes in an essay on fAThe Lesp
expressive value of the real, whereas its representations of humans, muchrejore ra

are occasionally formless, even caricatural, occasionally deformed, sometimes

di sfigured by an ani mal ma s k , whi ch el i
transgression occurs when the prehuman foregoes further identification with the

animals that have lea so evocatively realized, and in doing so witnesses his/her own

breaking of solidarity with the natural order (e.g., with the Montespan bear), leading

to the extreme point of seff f f ac e ment (Guerl ac, 2007: 34)
own image may justsawell be a sense of shame rendered in the absence of a
reciprocating gaze; an embarrassed blush of reason in the refusalidésetication.

We are beginning to get to the point where we might question what is really at stake
in the supposed birth diumanity. It is starting to look like a fraught adventure
inasmuch as the indeterminacy of the prehuman threatens the positive determination
of a certain way of being called O6human. 6
some 2630 years earlier thanish Lascaux writings (and thus 10 years before
Lascauxdés dAdiscoveryo), Bataille had alres:
contrasted traditional European art with the
shocking duality at the beginning of figurative representation. Reindeer, bison,
and horses are shown with a meticulousness so perfect that if we had similarly
scrupulous pictures of men themselves, the remotest period of human
development would cease to be the most inaccessible. But the drawings and
sculptures that represent the Aurigiaas are nearly all formless amauch

less humaithan those that represent animals (40).

Why is it that there are no corresponding images of those who painted these images
and carved these figures? That the represented animals migiorékeuman than th

images of the prehumans, as Bataille notes, likely says more about the artists
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themselves than the accuracy of the images. One reading would be to suggest the
autoerotic nature of the prehuman figures. Following Claude-&&auuss, Bataille

argues thathough animals have a sense of sexuality they do not have the more
developed, cerebral aspect implied by eroticism (e.g., taking a stone casvang

sexual object). Thus the blossoming of sexual organs is often accentuated in the folds

and extensions ofidsh. And yet this is still at the expense of human figuration, in

which the expression of individuality has been suppressed in the featureless,
anonymous, and exaggerated bodies (112). Even if it is possible that these images and
figures had an erotic meig, Bataille himself admits that it is highly debatable given

the | ack of corroborative evidence. We wou

acceptance of the more erotic nature of humanity.

Another reading would be to highlight thermlessitself, be it erotic or otherwise.
The concept o f infornt®ehad fdready nbeen scandnize@ in the
untraditional encyclopaedia Bataille had been working on in the late 1920s, around
the same time as this last passage. As it is a key concept wighwritings, and it
recurs frequently throughout the Lascaux writings, | quote at length:
A dictionary begins when it no longer gives the meaning of words, but their
tasks. Thudormlessis not only an adjective having a given meaning, but a
term that ser@s to bring things down in the world, generally requiring that
each thing have its form. What it designates has no rights in any sense and gets
itself squashed everywhere, like a spider or an earthworm. In fact, for
academic men to be happy, the universmuld have to take shape. All of
philosophy has no other goal: it is a matter of giving a frock coat to what is, a
mathematical frock coat. On the other hand, affirming that the universe
resembles nothing and is orfyymlessamounts to saying that the uarge is

something like a spider or spit (31).

Bataille repeatedly refers to prehistoric depictions of humans as formless, whether

with the birdman i n Lascaux (to which 101l returr
Willendorf, or the Lespugne Venus. Oftendhe i mages are <call ed
Afeaturelesso (112), Aunfinishedo (79), th
consistentl vy, simply Adeformedo (which car
form, 0 than the sl i ghOoflthe fennages oh adeformeda | nf ol

25



Journal for Critical Animal Stvdiesie 1X, Issue 1/2, 2011 (ISSNI8352%

humanity, there is one in particular that
captured the attention of many both before and since. It is the image ofraarird

found in the AShaft o tammostimaccessikie partavshereg u x , t
in child-like form, the birdman lies (wounded? dead? resting? in a trance? erect?)

beside an impaled bison and a small bird. Concerning this scene, which Bataille calls
Aithe holiest of hol ifehs warld; wie evelthesneasweeotr fia me
this worldo (137).

When the art critics Rosalind Krauss and Ysdain Bois looked to offer a

substantially new interpretation of modernist art in the twentieth century, they found

their guiding principleinBatad 6 s noti on of the formless 1in
avenue to counteract the entrenched binary between content and form. Bois explains

in the @Al nRaromluecsd:0nA Uisdetr 6iss Quotdes o much a
which we can refer, a symbolizle@ theme, a given quality, as it is a term allowing one

to operate a declassification, in the double sense of lowering and of taxonomic
disorder. Nothing irandof-itself, the formless has only an operational

exi stenceéThe f or ml e &8. Justas tlercave gaiatings haveo n 6 (1
been interpreted as rendering the animal present iactted painting (where the final

product is secondary to the apparition itself), the images of the formless prehumans

can be read as active operations of-selftion, albeit where the images themselves

enact the declassification operative in the act of painting. It is in this sense that
Adorno, for i nstance, views the paintings

almost as if the prehuman wished to markace before vanishing back into the

universe. In the end, this is what Blanchot took to be therbiadn 6 s si mpl i ci ty
seems to me, 0 he writes, Nt hat t he meanin
clear: it is the first signature of the firstpamty 6 ( 1 1) , as i f pronounc
even i f the 6106 in question is more than

Mi ght we not take this to be the subl i mi
transgression at t he Hee forirnstancd, how Kamg2007t y 6 s b
describes the sublime as, by definition, formless. Compared to the form of beauty,

Athe sublime is to be found in an object e

involves, or else by its presence provokes, a sgmtation ofimitlessnessyet with a
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superadded t hought ®frfe ntéott atlhieesyed f(Rrddl)ess pr eh
frockcoats of an ordering mind, just such
sublimity of these prehuman images precisely be found in the mindQa
the impossibilityof its own finished humanity?

A Vibration of Appearances

The limitlessness entailed by the absence of form is, from another perspective, the
perpetual rebirth of humanity as accomplished thhothe simple act of vision. To

perceive is none other than to give birth to oneself in the reciprocity of the world.
Perceptual experience, as Merld2onty will often note, is the precondition of

humani ty alemgosad fansa stcleen t b i raking theosknsildensensiltlee d ge m
(MerleauPonty, 1964:25). This rebirth of the human condition is accomplished, in an
extraordinary way, through the act of painting, which works to render the invisible

visible. At roughly the same time, then, that Bataille wasposing his thoughts on

prehistoric art, Merlea®Ponty formulated some of his most influential writings on art

and nature, and in which, perhaps unsurprisingly, Lascaux emerges. In his 1952 essay

on Al ndirect Language anddetidated to/JeaRaue s o f Si
Sartre but largely devoted to André Malraux (who had just published a large treatise

on art entitledThe Voices of SilengeMerleasPont y r emar ks t hat HAThe
on the walls of <caves setorf cdrttoh bteh es kvedrclhde
called for an indefinite future of painting, so that they speak to us and we answer them

by metamorphoses in which they coll aborate
this passage is the ref e mwkdhoerespand t@athen met a mo
paintings. It is not entirely clear what MerleRonty means here, other than that our

relations with this archaic past calls for a continuous exchange wherein both past and
present are hermeneutically revived and, through the amgeh ultimately

transformed. But a metamorphosis also suggests something far more interesting and
surreal. One imagines modern humanity emerging transformed from out of the

atemporal cocoon of its prehuman larval stage, much like a butterfly that emerges

8Kant precedes this passage by stating that #fAthe be.
objecto (75)
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triumphant through its pupal transfor mat.
MerleauPont 'y wi | | similarly speak of t he HAme
objects (e.g., an animal, a mountamkethemselves visible to the eye. Either way,

we have a recippcal transition of form inaugurated by the primacy of perception.

Throughout his aesthetic writings, MerleRonty will often indicate that artworks are
evocative not only of metamorphoses, but also of magic, delirium, ghosts, strange
possessions, haungs, and oneiric universes, all in the name of the visible ft#al.
through the act of perception that the perceiving subject is continuously reborn, and
inasmuch as the painter plays directly with the realm of the visible, she brings a world
to life. But it is not any old world, since the painted world is, by all accounts, a
spectral one, lending shadows, light, reflections, and the like, a ghostly presence. A
visual existence that is neither real nor unreal, neither nature itself nor its imiiation,
holds a strange possession all of its own. It is in this sense that painting can be said to
give fivisible existence to what profane vi
Compared with the profanity of perception, the painted image is alwagadglr
haunted with the sacred and magical such that, for MeReaty, the very act of
painting is congruent with a passage back and forth between the prehuman and the
human. The indefinite future of painting plays upon this very transition, for without
this process the acf painting may be at its end.

This is a departure, t hen, from Bataill eds
discoveredn prehistoric art. By contrast, the birth of humanity is for MeriPanty

omnipresent ireverypainting, k& it 40,000 years ago or just last week. It is in this

way t hat he can contend fAln whatever <civil
motives, or thoughts, no matter what ceremonies surrodndnil even when it

appears devoted to something 8l§eom Lascaux to our time, pure or impure,
figurative or not, painting cel eb66ptes no
While the emergence of being human carries for Bataille a-gwasitionary index,

as evidenced in the rupture of the Lascauntorags that mark past from present,

9MerleauPonty writes (1964b), in his essay fAEye ahed Mindo: f
objects of his quest are not altogether real objects; il
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animal from human, with MerleabBonty there is an abrupt abandonment of any

historical register, inasmuch as the very accomplishment of paiialj is the

ontological metamorphosis. Is the testament to perceptiothe sacred act of

witnessing the invisible, the continuous rebirth of the hufAd@inl t can be sai
MerleauPonty writes in his essay AEye and Mi
instant when something that was esamhey Vi rtu
time visible for i tself and for us. The p
prehuman way of seeing téB)i!fngs is the paint.

If we follow MerleauPonty here, this would suggest that the paintings in Lagcaux

including but notsolely the therianthropic humahsan only ever be prehuman

visions that are actualized as human. The passage between prehuman and human is
accomplished in the act of painting. This would accord with the formless self
depictions, wherein the invisible isnmdered visible, the prehuman made human, and

yet the act is always unfinished due to the indeterminacy of the originating perception.
Whereas the prehistoric caves hold for Bataille the mysteries that he calls the cradle of
humanity, for MerleatPonty anya n d al |l paintings addr ess
appearances which is the cradle of thingsdc
appearance is perhaps the best way to account for how these prehistoric paintings
foretel]l and quest i ovorld. Fhough theytmay edudepfulla c e i n
comprehension, there is little doubt they do so necessarily, since the figure of the

prehuman haunts our existence with every dogged perception wé& have.

10 We might think of this as analogous to the biological theory that maidtaesnow know incorrectly that

ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny. &salogy it holds a certain resonance withia dlesthetic domain. In bringing

to expression the fAinarticulate cry, o the painter render:
analogy holds, the prehistoric prehumans graduated to humanity

11 To push this analogy further, we might look to how this metamorphosis is enacted within the art of children, as
written on by both MerleaR ont y and Bataill e. fBesides, 0 Bataille notes
becoming humano (1991: 65).

12 This paper was originally delivered at the University of Alberta and DePaul University during the fall of 2010. |

would like to thank Chlée Taylor and Will McNeill for their generous invitations, and those in attendance for their
warm and thoughtful feedbk.
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Hunting the Mammoth, Pleistocene to Postmodern

Matthew Chrulew1

In the decades following the Second World War, Georges Bataille became

fixated on that site of prehistoric becoming that his most prominent source,

theAbb® Breuil , called AThe Cradle of Human
essays and lectures to articulating the event of hominization that was

increasingly being revealed by palam@haeological evidence. In particular,

he saw the cave art of Lascaux ankeotsites, with their sublime depictions

of animals, as disclosing the advent of humanity. On a number of occasions he

commented on the serendipity of these discoveries, on the weightiness of
ponderingprehi st ory i n the peri odhlogophdcall y mar ked
mil i eu, foll owing Koj vebs lemdcfaares on Hec

1955 lecture he remarked that:

It has become commonplace today to talk about the eventual
extinction of human life. The latest atomic experiments made
tangible thenotion of radiation invading the atmosphere and
creating conditions in which life in general could no longer
thrive. ...l am simply struck by the fact that light is being shed
on our birth at the very moment when the notion of our death
appears to us. Iratt, only recently have we begun to discern
with a kind of clarity the earthly event that was the birth of
man. (Bataille, 2005: 87)

1 Matthew Chrulew is a postdoctoral research fellow at the Centre for Research on Social Inclusion at
Macquarie University, Sydney. He is writing Mammoth for Reaktion Books, and editing (with Dinesh
Wadiwel) the volume Foucault and Animals. His esdayge appeared in Humanimalia, The Bible and
Critical Theory, Metamorphoses of the Zoo (ed. Ralph Acampora) and elsewhere. He is a member of the
Extinction Studies Working Group. <http://extinctionstudies.org/> Contact: <mchrulew@gmail.com>
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I n his essay dAaUnlivable Earth?o, Bataille
t hat AWe might h av eimadnow thdt e havee celastde a of t he
being certain that one day the nuclear bomb will not make the planet an
unlivabl e pl ace for man o (2005: 178) . Th
possibility of the end of history in anthropogenic ecological apocalypse with

thethwwmght of the advent of HAman, 0 and what i
beginnings and ends of m@anwvith which his poststructuralist successors have

been occupied in their own wdysare tightly tied to the question of the

animal.

Indeed, much recent thought @ontinental philosophy, critical theory and

animal studies has interrogated the connection between posthumanism and the

animal question. InThe Open Giorgio Agamben uses the concept of the

Aant hropol ogi cal machi neo t oo bahescri be t h
conceptual and material, philosophical and polificey which the human is

produced at the expense of the ani mal (200
transcendence and uniqueness is articulated, from prehistoric cave art to

modern science, via its fught relationship to the nonhuman animal.

Today, our anticipation of the ecological end of humanity has both shifted and
intensified. The nuclear threat that so troubled Bataille is but one part of that
historical shift identified by Michel Foucault asetlransformation to an age

of biopolitics that strategically wagers the very life of the human species, as
indeed though Foucault did not say thighe lives of all those nonhuman
species with which we share (or do not) the planet (Foucault, 1998: 139).
While the Cold War might be behind us and the nuclear threat not quite so
foregrounded, we are troubled today by other global ecological hazards that
are constantly enumerated in reports of habitat destruction, pollution,
extinctions of animal species, anccasting climate change that threatens to
undo the human political and economic or de
significance of our ideas oprehistory and of the animal ought to be

undiminished, indeed heightened, by the ecological crises of today.
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While ubiquitous and acute, these concerns seem often to be ciphered through
one particular prehistoric animal: the mammoth. This extinct beast, whose
demise coincides with our own ascent, is today a privileged figure in stories of
environmental transgre®n, guilt and redemption. Through the analysis of a
number of narratives of the mammoth Hurictional and philosophical,
ethnographic and scientificl will explore how prehistory is problematized

and put to work as a primal scene for the anthropologiadhine and its

production of man over against the animal and the natural world.

The extinct mammoth is prominent in contemporary stories of ecological
domination and restoration. For W. J. T.
totem animal of modernitya symbolic animal that comes into existence for

the first time in the modern e®aodo and that
both the geol ogical 6deep timed of pal eont
i nnovation and obsol escenc((@98efWdeEmic to mo
want to argue that the mammoth is the totem animgbosimodernity, a

symbolic animal that, like the dinosaur, appeared relatively recently in our

cultural awareness and soon became exemplary of the fears and hopes of our

age. Unlike the diosaur, however, the mammoth epitomizes not deep time

and the perpetual change of capitalism but, rather, the liminal transition from

deep time to historical time that we find at the Pleistocene/Holocene border

(Anear t i me 09gcologicaleridis of everahanying capitalism

pushing the earthoés natur al i mi ts.

In terms of their cultural meaning we can distinguish, provisionally, three
types of extinctions: evolutionary (such as the dinosaurs), prehistorical (such
as the Pleistocene mammalian mega#d, and historical (such as the
thylacine, dodo, and passenger pigeon). These differ not only in their temporal
location but also in their proximal cause. While the first (the evolutionary
extinctions) are seen as natural, the result perhaps of cliohainges brought

on by events such as the Chicxulub asteroid that ended the Mesozoic reign of
the dinosaurs, and the last (the historical extinctions) are the result of
European colonialism and the capitalist practice of extracting profits as if
natural resurces were infinite, it is the middle grauphe Pleistocene
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megafauna extinctiodsthat prove so meaningful and contested today. And

we seem to have elected the mammoth to represent thetsatirecat, the

mastodon, the giant sloth and other, less “atiwn, now defunct large

mammal s . I f for Mitchell the Aterrible |iz
dreadful in their evolutionary sublimity, the woolly mammoth, while robust, is,

as a herbivore, hardly menacing; and despite its extinction, therevseafpl

sense in which these frozen carcasses are not yet done with.

The notion that the mammoth is central to our-definition is borne out in

the reading of a number of contemporary m
(2008) c hiMaamothrPi@resests us with a prehistoric encounter

between an emerging humanity and this forbidding and alluring species. The

Afat mammotho is the object of desire for

Awas fed up with eating seedso and Aweeds.

5t

Meat i semhatnaedavo said Og.

l 61 1 catch the mammoth and put him in

1]

Hardly up to the task of bringing down a mammoth alone, Og uses the

promise of meat to enlist the help of fellow cavemen, the specialized labour of

each contributing to the attempt, whet spear, trap, cart, pot or filach

sel fishly asks what they wil!/ get in retur

bite of Mammoth Pie!dé0 And since their n €
cavemen agree, singing toget Meatis AONoO mor e
what a caveman needs! 60 But when it comes
their tools are not enough. The mammoth is joined by his family who stomp in

to comprise an intimidating herd, and instead of a successful hunt we witness

a comedic debaclas the outhumbered and emasculated Og, Ug, Gog, Bog,

Nog, and Mog run fearfully away, breaking their tools, deprived once more of

t he meat they fAneed, o0 |l eft rather with wee:

This is a familiar narrative of becomutgiman through the joining dbrces
in a social contract that binds together the prehumans and sets them against

the natural world here exemplified in the mammd@thhe domination of
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which is necessary for their progress beyond a rather pathetic state of nature.

Mammoth Pieexemplifieswhat Derrida (1991) calls in some of his late work
Acarnophall ogocentrism, o0 that is, the prod
male, speaking subject through the sacrifice of the animal other. This

chil drenbés story of c o uidea of the humgns wi t h and
replaying as farce the once momentous primal drama of hominization. Sick of

his enforced vegetarianism, Og attempts to kill the mammoth, but is defeated

by the superiority of the mammoth herd. Yet it is preciselyfailed humans

that ae laughed at; for all the inability of these cavemen to become
carnophallogocentric subjects, with the accompanying misanthropic or at least

misandric humour, the reader is always implicitly aware that, in the end, the

specialization and ingenuity of medésiring cavemen will pay off.

Eventually, man will get his mammoth pie and grow fat and powerful. Unlike

the pathetic cavememe are not foiled in our domination of nature but have

rather triumphed in our search for the meat that we need.

tisnotony i n western childrends books that t
animal in relation to which the carnivory and dominance of humankind is

articulated and questioned. In his wonderful ethnography of Siberian reindeer

herders, Piers Vitebsky recounts an intnggucampfire conversation in which

his hosts comment on the difficulty he is having in adapting to their eating

style:

Granny directed Masha as she ladled out large pieces of meat
from one pan and a mixture of intestines and other inner
organs from anotheifhe herders and | pulled out the wooden
handled sheath knives from our belts and laid them on the
table for everyone to use. We took it in turns to use the knives
to reach in and stab at the meat, biting on the edge of a large
hunk and slicing upward teeparate the piece gripped between
our teeth from the rest. | have never been comfortable with this

way of eating, but do it all the same.
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Suddenly Tolya asked, ADid you know tl
have discovered a tribe of lomgpsed Europeans who used to

|l i ve here??9

Many natives read a lot of archaeology and anthropology, and

Tolya read more than most. | must have paused gratifyingly, for

he went on, AThey became extinct becaus
their noses every time ftomey tried to
Darwin or Lamarck y oubve got to adapt your nose
eating habits. Onlytheflato s ed Asi ati c tribes survive:i

Granny chuckled and Emmie gave a shriek.

AThat 6s no guarantee, 0 said Ivan sober|l
noses. They dcauwetbey wecewegetarianaBut b e
they died out all the same. 0

Granny chortled again. (Vitebsky, 2005: 89)

| quote the initial description of their vigorous, carnivorous meal at such

length because it provides the material frame for the mention of thenaiiim

Tolyads initial -spstdyethattiss the shevbsedrfacialng | us't
features of his people to their seemingly hazardous table manners, contrasting

t heir successful adaptation to the 1 mplic
supplementar remark upsets the simple contrast. The mammoths, like the

fictional defunct European tribe, died out in the area. But their extinction

cannot be put down to a failure to amend their eating ldahbitdeast, not in

the same way; unlike the different kindshuman, the mammoth tribe does

not eat meat, let alone wield knives to do so. What, then, led to their demise?

l vands i mplicit answer suffuses the entire
with its disquieting sobriety: it was, of course, the carrivars fieat i ng habi t s«

of the humans.
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The Acradle of humanityo has | ong been a f
not only for bedtime or campfire storytellers. The dramatist Robert Ardrey,

influential author ofAfrican GenesisThe Territorial Imperative and The

Social Contract narrated the violent origins of man in his concluding

Aper sonal i nqui r y dhe Humting Hypothesi&nticistng o | ut i on,
the romantic fallacy of humankHomgds ori gi na
sapiensare essentiallypredators, descended from killer apes. Central to his
portrayal of prehistory was t he Aover kil
megafauna extinction. Ardrey narrates how, at the end of the ice age, newly

sophisticated human hunters entered North America viaBgrng land

bridge and #dAwithin a thousand years aftet
mammot ho (1976: 10) . Lacking the 1 ong f an

primate that enabled other proboscideans to survive:

The mighty mammoth of North America died of ilmeoce. It

and the mastodon supported on their monumental legs about

25 percent of the continentds meat. As
been as intelligent as their African cousin, they must surely

have been as formidable. But what good is might when you

have neer encountered the most dangerous of animals, the

human being? (1976: 10)

This new predatorodos extraordinary combinat
condemned the megafauna to dwindle and vanish, the unfortunate casualty of

the emergence of man the hemt

Of course, Ardrey is only one among many anthropologists and

palaeontologists, professional and amateur, to have made their own erudite

contributions to the chronicles of carnivorous cavemen. Wiktor Stoczkowski

has described how the hominization sc@saof nineteenthand twentieth

century scientific paleant hr opol ogy or what he calls #dc
from Lamarck, Darwin and Engels, through Washburn, Ardrey and -Leroi

Gourhan, to the late 1970s and beyond, betray a constant tendency to make

use (without empirical backing) of folk or naive anthropology as articulated
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through more than two millennia of Western philosophical and
commonsensical thought. Stoczkowski provides a detailed analysis of the
types of causal relationships imagined and regazethroughout this tradition,

the recipes for hominization comprised of familiar ingredients such as
ecological change, bipedalism, hunting, fire, tosé, art and language. He
argues that these narratives are only superficially related to empirical
devdopments; rather, they draw strongly on the conceptual matrix of Western
anthropology (construed broadly), and are given particular ideological
inflections based on the historical context and desires of their authors. Thus he
delineates how, according thet Soviets, it was labour and collectivization
that transformed ape into man; while according to Americans in the midst of
the Cold War, early man was a violent hunter whose predatory instincts, when
combined with nuclear technology, put modern societyrisit; whereas
according to the archaeol ogi cal Aherstori e.
1970s, it was cooperation and feskaring, led by the first women, that were

the agents of hominization (Stoczkowski, 2002:-2$2

Mart Cartmill gives more dail to the postvar American obsession with man
the hunter embodied so wvividly in Ardrey
anthropogenesis, hunting is the central means of the beconangof man.

Cartmill argues that:

During the 1960s, the central propogiiso of the hunting
hypothesi8 that hunting and its selection pressures had made
men and women out of our apelike ancestors, instilled a taste
for violence in them, estranged them from the animal kingdom,
and excluded them from the order of nafuteecame faiitiar
themes of the national culture, and the pictureHafmo
sapiensas a mentally unbalanced predator threatening an
otherwise harmonious natural realm became so pervasive that
it ceased to provoke comment. These themes were
disseminated not only througiopularscience books but also

through novels, cartoons, films, and television. (1996: 14)
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And as he goes on to argue, this picture was so widely accepted for reasons

that had more to do with mythological saliderstanding than scientific

evidence. Thehunting hypothesis is a rationalized version of the Christian

Fal I narrative, with ornatgral predationsanch consi st i
the possibility of redemption thus lying in a more harmonious relationship to

nature. Cartmill concludes by aiigg that the hunting hypothesis is

a fable. Its abrupt acceptance by science in the years after
World War 1l had more to do with new conceptions of the
animathuman boundary than it did with the facts about
Australopithecus africanusWe should recognizet as an
origin myth, dreamt up to justify the dubious distinction we
draw between the human domain and the wild kingdom of
nature. (1996: 226)

While Cartmill does not explicitly discuss the trope of the mammoth hunt, the
mammoth has always been centtal our scientific reconstruction of
prehistoric human origins. As A. Bowdoin Van Riper (1993) describes, the
discovery of mammoth fossils led to a shakeup of accepted beliefs about the
origins of man and the static and unbreakable scale of nature, traimgfor
Victorian science and opening up the very possibility of theht®rical. It is

the contemporaneity of man and mammoth which lies at the heart of our
picture of lengthy human evolution that replaced religious ideas of human
recency. Thus ideas ofuman origins and of extinction have, from the
beginning, been explored through the vehicle of the mammoth. Yet if
evolution undermined a certain notion of transcendence, embedding our
species within the natural history of the earth, human uniqueness amas so
reaffirmed as our capacity to unbalance the nature from which we emerged.
The extinction of the mammoth is a signal that humanity was not simply a

product of evolution, but had itself become an evolutionary force.

Central to many narratives of the hummaammoth encounter is the overkill
hypothesis of Pleistocene megafauna extinction, which maintains that not

climate change but unrestrained human hunting was responsible for the
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demise of mammoths and other species at the end of the ice age. Advanced by
Paul Martin (1967; 2005) and others since the 1960s, yet often contested on
empirical and political grounds, this influential theory has offered its own
distinctive fable of origins, contributing to the image of man the hunter, as
advocated by the likes @&frdrey, and to successor scientific stories told today
(Flannery, 2001). Too often this image of humanity as a species universally
destructive of the environment obscures the historical intensification of such
damage in modern colonialism and capitalisnet Yust such intensification
seems only to strengthen this underlying theory of human nature. When
articulated within contemporary ecological consciousness, the overkill
hypothesis stages not only the violence of an exceptional primate, but also its
widespead destruction, the enormous scale of the extinction that resulted
from the spread oHomo sapiensaround the world. It is this perception of
human <cul pability for the mammot hds extinc
simulate or even resurrect them today projects such as the rewilding of
Pleistocene Parks and the venture to clone the mammoth (Chrulew, 2011).

Such seemingly science fictional projects are often described or critiqued by
reference to that familiar ndeddasse of human
Park Yet such comparisons overlook what is specific and unique to stories of

prehistoric mammoths, which are located one twist further along the dialectic

of humanityin-nature than modern tales of the vengeance of terrible lizards

against edd! i ng scientists. Whi | e t he Anatur
dinosaurs made possible the sur~vival and e
madeo extinction of Pl ei stocene mammot hs d
planetary life. Recreating this ice age giant ats habitat is not simply a

perpetuation of our technological imperialism but rather an attempt to atone

for it, a way of seeking redemption for our ecological sins, if once again

through techne the only way we know how. Postmodern mammoth tales

recogrize that we are already living through the vengeance of nagamst

human intervention; given that we can hardly keep ourselves from impacting

on the natural world, the question instead becomes how best to intervene, and

whether we might in fact act imays that remediate previous, harmful

ecological effects. Such is the burden of humanity in the Anthropocene.
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For many, however, the further application of rationality and technology can
only perpetuate human domination. For some thinkers of prehistary time
hunter is not the original model of contemporary, destru¢tioeo fabey but
rather stands opposed to our utilitarian universe in his primordial immersion
in animal urges. The mammoth hunt is here not an original sin but the vital

assertion of a k&t aspect of humanity.

Jean M. Auel s popul ar Eart hds Chi
follow Ayla, an orphaned CrMagnon raised by Neanderthals, and her
partner Jondalar. This mix of romance and speculative fiction relies on
detailed researcbn prehistoric lifeways. The third book in the seri€bge
Mammoth Hunters f ol | ows Ayl abés encounter
mammoth hunters based on the Aurignacian culture. Ayla spends much of the
novel caught between Jondalar and another manusedfabout her purpose

in life. The climax of the novel is a mammoth hunt described by Auel in
animated terms that meditate on the nature of these-puob@an creatures,

cooperative and violent, yet worshipful and respectful of nature:

[Ayla] had always wanted to hunt mammoth, and a chill of
anticipation shot through her when she realised that she was
actually about to participate in the first mammoth hunt of her
life. Though there was something utterly ridiculous about it,
when she stopped to considerHbw could creatures as small

and weak as humans challenge the huge, shaggy, tusked beast,
and hope to succeed? Yet here she was, ready to take on the

largest animal that walked the land, with nothing more than a

dr en

wi t h

few mammoth spears.ytrdboShedlsbat wasnoét

had the intelligence, experience, and cooperation of the other
hunt er s. And-thjooen dAadl, 4980 B228)s pe ar

As in other myths of human origins, cooperation and-tsel are the key to
this weak species besting its obvioupexior. The sacrifice of the powerful

animal plays a central narrative, social and mythic role: in addition to

42

S

t h

ent



Journal for Critical Animal Stidiesie 1X, Issue 1/2, 2011 (ISENI8352X)

providing food it also helps resolve the existential and sexual crises of the
characters. The fear of the mammoths, and killing them, providiesa2rill,

and the bloodlust of the massacre, an event both violent and sensual,
ultimately results in bringing her and her love interest Jondalar back together.

They chase the mammoths with firesticks, spears and other phallic objects,

setting them tetampede towards a trap, an enclosed canyon where they could

kil |l them with i mpunity. Il nsi de, Abl aring
hard, icy walls, grating on the ears, and racking on the nerves. Ayla was filled

with almost unbearable tension, partfearpart exci t ement o (Auel,
The kill scene depicts spears down throats and in bellies and an excess of red

blood on white ice. Ayla takes on a bull by herself, and wounded, it charges

and almost kills her. When Jondalar finally comes to her egdumiis shaken

at the thought of losing her:

his heart...pounding with fear for her
That mammoth nearly killed her! Her hood was thrown back

and her hair was in disarray. Her eyes were sparkling with

excitement. Her face was flusth and she was breathing hard.

She was beautiful in her excitement, and the effect was

immediate and overwhelming (Auel, 1980: 733)

He soon finds Athe blood rush to his | oins
could have taken her that instant, right themethe cold, bloody floor of the

ice canyono (Auel, 1980: 734) . Not only do
drive them together; it is in particular the sensual excitement of the closeness

to deatld killing and almost being killed by this honourable creeduthat

drives his desire.

The bloodlust of this primal scene, as well as its ovevallanticizatiorof the
butchery, i's in some ways reminiscent of [
his opposition to the utilitarian horrors of industrialized modgyroffers a
vision of prehistoric peoples (and, for that matter, of predaptSiberian

Aprimitiveso) who do not separate their g «
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moderns do, but rather efface the human image amid powerful figures of

animals akin to diviity. Commenting on the cave art at Lascaux, he writes:

The reality that these paintings describe singularly exceeds the
material search for food through the technical medium of
magic. Prehistoric hunting has little to do with the rather
innocuous modermastime. It was the activity not of an
individual or of a small number of individuals but of an entire
population that sometimes confronted monsters. For the
hunters using flimsy weapons, the pursuit of a mammoth
undoubtedly had something prodigious innhich had to have
unleashed the passion, the frenzy of an entire group of men.
(Bataille, 2005: 166)

Batailleds is a profound philosophical enc
staging of the emergence of Amand througt
animal images and the transgression of prohibitions tied to death, sexuality,

and the overcoming of animality. The event of anthropogenesis is here not

successful or resolved, but an act of erasure that effaces man as soon as he

appears. The animal worldgther than the opaque sphere from which modern

humans celebrate or mourn their difference, is here an open domain deserving

of primeval solidarity.

For all their differences of genre and finesse, the primitivist fantasies of both
Auel and Bataille portragpnammoth bloodletting as an amiodern communal

ritual, a moment of sensual natural immersion that has been lost to civilization.
Unlike many iterations of the hunting hypothesis, which posit a fundamental
continuity betweenHomo sapiensas prehistoric mdator and as capitalist
consumer, between the extinctions of the mammoth and mastodon and those
of the dodo and passenger pigeon, these prehistoric tales oppose our early
vital continuity with the animal world to modern domination and
transcendence andsiattendant ecological crises, thereby linking the thought

of prehistory and the prehuman with the end of history and its posthuman

avatars.
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For Ardrey, too, our prehistoric becoming is tied to the spectre of apocalypse.

He paints the totality of agricuital civilizations as but the brief evolutionary

interlude of #Ainterglaci al man, 0 i magining
climate change triggering starvation and wholesale social collapse. And yet,

as always, this dystopia contains withinitautopi ker nel : AWhat | sus|
that the survivors of this glacial calamity that will befall us, decimate us, and

through most appalling natural selection discard.dusill pool their

collective genes into one more subspecieslamo sapiensn a few tensof

millennia, and take one more step away from the ape in the direction of the

human beingo (Ardrey, 1976: 219) . Avoi din

Ardrey mourns the loss of the hunting life:

As an interglacial man, | feel no embarrassment, except for
ore thing that we ended the hunting way. It had shaped us,
given u® anatomically and socialdly the way we are. But we
killed off our fellow species in the natural world. The death of
the hunter and the hunted must be the sin that interglacial man
committed inthe memories of his inheritors. How do you live
when the tundra returns but nibe reindeer, the aurochs, the
extinct mammoth? (1976: 219)

In this science fictional scenario, when the ice encroaches once more and yet

nature remains forever impoverishieg our grasping hand, what remains for

the mammoth and its extinct brethren is to inhabit our artworks, our science,

our stories, as spectres, figures, fablas the mortal creatures that they were.

Ardrey writes, Al S U s p e ateverttheialiterate u r l ce AgQg:
capacities, will turn back to the villains and heroes of interglacial man for the

|l essons of what to do, and what not. It c
219). There are certainly stories enough to fill this new ice age bestiary.

Beyond those recounted here, our film and literature, philosophy and science,

are filled with mammoths enduring, over and again, our predation and our

projection (Chrulew, forthcoming). Mick Smith (2001) reminds us that

ecological moralising about extimoh events can compound the effacement
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of the vanished animal itself. Indeed it is vital, in questioning and telling these
stories, to do what we can to engage ethically with the parted, as other,
precisely by moving on from the past. Yet within these mathnstories,

from the didactic to the transgressive, subsists precisely this desire to have the
dead speak to us and to carry forth their wisdom, if not their life. As a legacy
to our postapocalyptic successors, there is plenty in the archives of the

mammah that is worthy of the most refined posthuman moral reflection.
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Animal Affects: Spinoza and the Frontiers of the Human

Hasana Sharp

Introduction

Seventeenticentury philosophers are frequently reviled for their views of nonhuman
animals.It is typical forliterature on animal rights to locate the historical origin of our
ghastly treatment of animals in the Cartesian worldview (e.g., Regan 1083).
Descartes and his followers receive dubious recognition for disenchanting the natural
world and tearing humaitfrom the fabric of a more integrated relationship to the
cosmic ordef.With early modernity, the gods were pulled from the heavens only to
be allowed to tyrannize the earth under the banner of natural science and human
progress.The familiar narrative mintains that the scientific worldview of the
seventeenth century, with its mechanistic portrait of nature as a series of predictable
but aimless causes and effects, gave birth to the now dominant commotinsgnse
imagines nature as apiritlessfield of resources to be exploitelf.is a commonsense

in which human creativity and authority are the final word and other beings exist only
to serve our end#\s for nonhuman animals, we need not consult their own purposes
and pleasures, fot, Mas eDereavnahéeeseémasksdefi”
pleasure, cry without pain, grow without knowing it; they desire nothing, fear nothing,

know nothingo (Mal ebr an2d9.e, guoted in Harr,|

1 Hasana Sharjs Assistant Professor of Philosophy at McGill University (hasana.sharp@mcgill.ca). Hasana

works on the history of political theory, early modern philosophy, Marxist and feminist theory. She is very

interested in posthumanist challenges to ethics anticsand their effects in philosophy of race, animal studies,

and feminism. Her first book Spinoza and the Politics of Renaturalization is forthcoming from University of

Chicago Press (2011). I't devel ops t ptienalisnofors equences of Spi
contemporary politics.

2See the Wi kipedia entry on fiani mal rights, o which discus
<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Animal_rights> (accessed 3 February, 2011).

3 For a challenge to the view of Descartes as the fatheoddl indifference toward animals, see Cottingham
(1978).
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The <celebrated voice of t he , Banadidtide a | enl
Spinoza, although not thecus classicusf modern antanimal sentiment, is likewise

identified as an enemy of the fefaoted kind. According to one commentator,

Spinoza is much more hostile to nonhuman animals than Descartes (Wa006h

43). Although he was less influential than Descart®pinozastands accused of

continuing and even amplifyinthe justification for the instrumental use of animals

by humansOn a biographical note, in contrast to Descartes who was known to have

lavished affection upon his canine companion (VroomaA7Q 194), Spinoza
indulged in the Asadistico pleasure of en
amusement (Bermad982).In this paper, | argue that Spinoza exhibits ambivalence

and anxiety about ¢hhumaranimal boundaryand this is s@recisely because it is

within the context of the early modern paradigm shifts that such a boundary becomes

all the more permeabl&hus, in contrast to the narrative that claims that the loss of

spiritual continuitybetween animal and human life makes possible the early modern

view of beasts as unfeeling machin8spi noz ads ¢ asuggests that thevi | | s e
increasingly naturalistic worldview threatens to erode the distinction between human

and nonhuman animdlt is precisely this erosion that puts philosophers on alert, as it

were, and prompts them to assert artificial boundaries in order to preserve (or,

fabricate, depending on your perspective) human dignity and distinctiveness.

Indeed, the more a naturaltstind evolutionary worldview took hold, to culminate in
Darwinism, the more baroque philosophersé
become. Such a tendency continues to operate tod®jost contemporary
philosophers share the Kantian compatibilisiwigf human freedom that maintains

that, although our bodies and behaviors are determined by an entirely predictable
chain of cause and effect, morality requires that we attribute to rational beings a free
agency that can nowhere be observed except bynthard looking eye of reason

(Kant 1999 [1781], A 448/ B 476 A 452/ B 480).The mysterious moral imperative

to attribute a fAspeci al causeodo to human ac
predictable and can be accounted for the same way as anynatbeal thing, is a

vestige of the wishful thinking that aims to maintain that humans are, concomitantly,
natural beingsand absolutely distinct in kind frormatural things This antinomian

logic T this view of ourselves as A(nimal) and #&nimal) 1 is visible even in
Spinozawhose system denies any absolute differences between finite existents.
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I n Spinozabs philosophy, God ceases to
to a magistrate, and becomes an immanent principle, infusing each andewery
from the Al owe s tThus, tAtbert tEimstein(FOR9) thoights that o
Spinozabs God might be none other than
energetic power that connects each being to every other in a stable and regular fashion
In contrast to the mainstream Enlightenment tradition, Spinoza did not bring God to
earth only to relocate divinity in reasdRather, with his famous formulaeus sive
Natura, God disappears into nature and dissolves the elect status of humanity
(Montag 1989).Even though his metaphysical system demands it, Spinoza himself
does not seem altogether comfortable with the consequences of his metaphysics for
human distinctiveness hus, while the inevitable consequence of emerging natural
science is that huams area distinctive kind of animal, one of the most rigorously
naturalist philosophers aims to insert a rigid boundary between humanity and what he
cal | s fdheeanapertarce af the siance between human and anirralthe
seventeenth century, asuggesed above, arises because it is precisely what can no
longer be metaphysically sustainddhat is, Spinoza exhibits profound anxiety about

human and animal intimacy as he strives to establish the view that we obey a natural

be

t

h e

rather than a spiritual oed Per haps the amplified ficruelty

follows from his thoroughgoing naturalism, which tore down the wall between mind
and body that Descartes erected, which distinguishes minded beings from the rest of

nature.

Like any broad narrate about the history of ideas, this one involves a number of
simplifications.My hope is that b taking a closerloolSpi nozads notori
on animals, we can understand better why it becomes especially urgent in this period
T as well as our owii for philosophers to emphasize a distinction between human
and nonhuman animal$ diagnosing the concerns that give rise to the desire to
dismiss the independent purposes of animals, we may come to focus on a new aspect

of what needs to change about conterapy thinking on species division what

ous

foll ows, I wi || bring out Spinozabés contra

the specific differences between humans and aninftals. my suspicion that this
ambivalence continues to plague us todake Spinoza, we want to say that humans
are like and unlike animalsAs a simply descriptive claim, it may be true and
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innocuous.Yet, the way we affirm our proximity and distance from nonhuman
animals requires careful attentioBpinoza viewedhis proximity as a source of
dangerWe might do well to emphasize, with thinkersch aDonna Haraway (2003),

how our proximity and difference are also sources of pleasure and power, both to be
able to enjoy the affectionate bond that can often develop betweemnkuand our
animal companions but also to quell the anxiety that megicburage uso exploit

and abuse them.

Animal Natures

Commentators are right to recognize that Spinoza exhibits no sympathy for nonhuman
animals. He asserts our right to kill theruse them as suits our purposes, and
expresses contempt for that fAwomanlyo comp
the excessesofmad.e cl ai ms t hat ani mals have differ
Anatureso fr om humayusethemaan dwe seehfie(E B/Pp3dstl)e we
Thus,in his remarks on animals he seems to insert a meaningful difference between

both humans and nonhuman animals and between men and wdvoenen,

according to Spinoza, tend to be overly compassionate toward animéds) teith

them, as the word implies, and thus fail to appreciate the difference in animal and

human naturesSuch feeling together of human and beashappropriate according

to Spinoza, since it is not a fruitful exercise of right, which he identifigls power,

understood as capacity (TTP 16.3pinoza maintains that it is to the detriment of our

power, to our capacities as the kinds of beings that we are, to identify with the plight

of animals and to consider their requirements to be on par witbvauicf. Montag

2009). How does he support the claim that animals have different natures from

humans?n this section, | will address this crucial question in effort to understand

* All references to th&thicsare toThe Collected Works of Spinoza). |. ed. and trans. E.M. Curley
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1985). | adopt the following abbreviations fethibe

Roman numerals refer to parts; O6pd denotes proposit
6d6 denotes demonstrat iEbhp 38s 0Ethce fad i, pregposgianh ol i um ( e.
38, corollary). All quotations from #iTractatus Theologic®oliticus[TTP] are taken from Jonathan

| srael and Michael Silverthorneés translation (Camb
Tractatus Politicug TP] are to Shirleyds transl| abfithemP (I ndi anap
and TTP refer to the chapters.sections (e.g., 011. 4

refer to Spinoza Opera, ed. Carl Gebhardt, 4 vols. (Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1925).

51



Journal for Critical Animal Stvdiesie 1X, Issue 1/2, 2011 (ISSNI8352%

why he thinks their powers are incompatible with our olurthe followingsection |

wi || consider an unusual Ethics sviaict) eallsfintoom Spi n
guestion the rigid boundary he identifies between humans and anMuasover, in

this same passage, he avoids suggesting that woman is destructively congtassio

and thus inferior to margo, while we will examine his claims for specific difference,

we will see that he does not maintain them consiste®tigh a finding implies that he

glimpses the potential of his metaphysics to subvert the hamamal distnction, and

yet shrinks from itwvhenever he sees fit to make an assertion about how we ought to

regard our beastly cousins.

Although in contrast to Descartes, Spinoza does not deny that animals have sensations

and feelings, heoes justifypreferringlu man i nt erest as a gener al
do not agree in nature with us, and their affects are different in nature from human

af fects o Neuerthélegy id Aisaccount of the fall from grace in the garden

of Eden, he at t rirecdamttetse fadtdhatrth@ &irst inam Hegan dof

imitate the affects of beasts rather than those of his partner, Eve (E IVWG&8H)us

see that animal affects, whatever they are like for Spinoza, are not so different that we

cannot be profoundly and pepsairreversibly changed by theMhile | will discuss
Spinozads peculiar version of the Fal/l i n
need to explain the character of human nature according to Spinoza.

Genevi eve Ll oyd has r eomanrtk eadf t dhiaft f eSpeinno z
bel onging to humans and animals s At oo
understand Spinozads assert,ile88:30fOna@dur r i gh
casual reading, he seems to claim that human nature is simply diffetend from

bestial nature and thus we do not regard ourselves to be bound tcCtheaffects,

natures, and vital interests differ, and thus we have no moral or prudential reasons to
preserve and enhance the lives of animaidike Descartes and thdealist tradition

that he inaugurates, however, this lack of imperative to care for animals does not

follow from an absolute division between humans and anirkalsSpinoza, there is

no unbridgeable chasm between the conscious animal and the uncorbiigus

Descartes, Kant, and Hegel frequently appeal to the infinite difference between
humans and fAthings, 0 a c at asghlyrvistue dbftam t i ncl

exclusivemental power to think, will, and represent our sensatigas.for Spinoza,
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there are only differences of degree between humans, animals, machines, and rocks.
Whereas Descartes maintains that beings have rational minds or they do not think at
all, Spinoza asserts that all beings are, albeit to different degrees, animate (E 1Ip13s).
We can see tihsstenceloa thenverdaleratidnality of humans was
embraced by women and facilitated the dawn of humahismyhich each and every
one is owed the r espelhdflipgde, ofc@rse of clainang | e d
that mentality is all or nothing, is that it installs a stark opposition between minded
and nomminded beings, and arouses debates that continue today about those
putatively borderline figures the cognitively disabl# the insane, the child, and the
great ap 1 who clearly communicate but do not exhibit the acknowledged signs of
reason and freedom of wilWith the humanist tradition and its view of universal and
equal dignity proper to all rational beings, it is absolutely wrong to use another person
asamans t o o0 n e 0997 [I&88])donh(nkaasnhowever, ceade belong

to a spectrum of ani mate existence and
ends of persong\rguments for a universal rational capacity proper to all humans and
absent in dlnonhumans, of course, coincided with the expansion of the slave trade
and the millions of people who were used as tools were argued to belong to the
category of thingsThe logic of humanism is Manichean: each being is or is not a

person.

For Spinozajn contrast, there is no ontological chasm between what has a mind and
what does notThe foundations of reason exist as much in rocks, salamanders, and
computers as they do i rf Melwoeg2011pMoreavgrs we
with the exceptiorof the infinite mind of God, rationality is a matter of degree, and

there is no one whose rationality iIs not

c auses 0 Hunanity, drp&9onhood is not an absolute category and rationality

is necessarilyragile and precarious in everyone (E IVappVll).

Rationality, for Spinoza, emerges aftthe properties that bodies have in common.
When bodies encounter one another, Spinoza claims that the mind cannot but perceive

what they have in common, whichrésts i n certain i deas bei

® Harth (1992)
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(E llp38c).lt is unclear why Spinoza only mentions that human minds perceive these

common properties, but part 1l diis Ethicsis expressly dedicated to explaining the

nature and origin of the human minlithout getting into the obscurity of his account

of the Afoundations of our reasoningo (cal
reason depends upon our having sustained contact with those similar beings with
whom we can, accor dinn gn aNexertieless rSpimoza,doesiagr e e
not claim that humans automatically share a nafitlrere is no universal, overarching

human essence that might tie all of us toget®er his view, each being in natuire

organic or inorganit¢ has a singular essenor nature), a unique ratio of motion and

rest and a distinctive striving to persevere in begcunétug (Ellip6).Desi re i s At h
very essence of [ a] mano (111 p9s) and fthe
desire of another as much as thaimatoressenceof t he one di ffers fr
(IMp57d). Spinoza notes the differences in nature between a human and a horse, but

also between a drunk and a philosopher (let us not speak of the drunk philosopher,
however!). When distinct desires com@to contact with one another, they will
Afagreed more or | ess with one another, and
that enable us to think and act more powerfullgch being a squirrel, a table, or an

astronaufi aims to produce effects thahhance and preserve its nature, such that
those with overl apping requi rements tend
Matheron2009).n Thi ngs whi ch are said to agree 1in
power 0 (Ad&pa8 2sde)ter and heat in Mod#tt during the winter, for

example, preserves my being, along with that of my child, cats, electronics, and books.

What maintains our being concurs to various extéits.e n Spi noza cl ai ms t
insofar as men live according to the guidance of reasust they always agree in
nature, 0 he is making two cl ai ms: first,
always agree in nature; and, second, when we do those things that most preserve and

enhance our being, we will also amplify the powers of thosesboe our needs.

WhenSpinozac | ai ms t hat Aithe | aw against Ki I 1 i n¢
superstition and womanly compassion than s
bond with men, bR IVp37slgttanslationt mModifibd)he wared  (

that feeling with and for nonhuman animals undermines the human bond that enables

us to think and act in a way that best preserves and amplifies the distinctive powers of

our bodiesand mindéde i nsi sts that @At hey,addaheinot agr
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affects are different in nature from human
brutes encourages i rr atlnfactad | discnsd at mgchh b h u ma n
greater length elsewhe(8&harp 2011:Ch. 6), every time Spinoza memtis humans

and animals, it is in the context of decrying the desire among some to reject human

community in favor of a wild freedom in association with animidks.despairs at the

Asatiristso and fimelancholicso whtlanidi sdai
hel ping their fellow man and #@Ajoining forc
al |l si des 0AltHogh $pwiqead Blams.that animal affects are simply

different in nature from human affects, he urgently exhorts his readers toward human
compassion and away from the animal compassion that he fears will lead us astray
from fAhel pi nThusotnsenot that bumans cannot feel with the animals,

or that animals do not have feelings, but rather that humans and animals seem to
Spinoza ¢ be too close to one another, too similar, and too attractive to one another.

As | argue elsewherg&harp 2011:Ch. 6), he worries that human incity, greatly in

evidence in watorn seventeenthent ur vy Europe, wi || rende
uncultivatedand wi |l do i ncremadi pgomptappmatmyngfrom
i mpatience of mindé[to prefer] to |ive amo
IVappXIl). However justified Spinozadbés paranoid
from the labors ofbuilding a thriving human community, it is clear that he is
concerned to erect a boundary between @Ama
human solidarity that is in no way guaranteed bydhgctively shared interests of

Afhuman nature. 0

In particdar, the profound fragility of rationality prompts Spinota erect a
pragmaticethical boundary between humans and aninvdis.t hout A mut ual hel
can neither build an effective human society nor cultivate the powers of our minds

and bodies, which amifferent in character but not in kind from those of other natural

beings.lIt is the lack of a stable and given human power that makes it especially
important to come together and produce those commonalities that might protect us
from At he dharmmegaetresn whn cdl ItThe irodyeo courge,Hs | Vp 35 s
that those dangers are, first of all, one anotiferman appeared to Hobbes, in
Spinozab6s day, t o b dirst and Yoeindsto the spimbually , it i S
inspired wars over therighttoe pr esent and h oFooSpinoZptded s ¢ omm

absence of an invulnerable reservoir of rationality or an infinite power of volition as a
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universal feature of human being causes him to differentiate between those who, like
women, seem unable to commdaihemselves sufficiently to rule or participate in the
political process (TP 11.4), and to warn men against identifying with beasts, lest they
become them.

Although, from a Spinozan point of view, humanists are wrong to ground ethics and
politcsontheabs ol ut e difference betweeld96fjper sons
the permeability of humanity is precisely what authorizes the domination and
exploitation of nonhuman animalS pi noz ad s example shows th
mutability of humanity and thepermeability of the species frontier does not
necessarily foster a pianimal philosophy, and may even inflame anxiety about

human af f ect iNeverthéless, | willbseggesttinsmydaonclusion, from

within a Spinozan framework, that the proximityhmmanity and beastliness can be a

source of power and pleasu&ill, we ought not presume that either the porosity of

species boundaries or the resemblance between humans and many nonhuman animals
suffices to engender an appreciation of nonhumanSip&oza is but one instance of

a thinker for whom this intimacy is first and foremost a cause for contenhe

foll owing section, I proceed to examine S
between beasts and the first marconclude witha brief digussion ofhow this

principle of contagion and communicationght be affirmed rather than feargohce

Spinoza.

Animal affects (and) the first mar?

A parable for the human condition, the story of the expulsion from the garden of Eden
is, of course, onef the most discussed stories in the Jewish and Christian traditions.

It gives voice to a notion of human setinsciousness as that paradoxical grasp of
ourselves as perfect and close to God, but also weak and alienated from the natural
world. What dualisn attributes to the difference between our spiritual and our
corporeal natures, the Fall portrays in temporal ter@s sense of immortality,

infinite intelligence, and uniqueness is a primordial memory, which, by virtue of an

® This section and some of the concluskmrrow from theanalysis in my book (Sharp, 201@h. 6).
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original sin, was lost andhtough which we were condemned to be, in the words of
Augustine, Amortal, i gnor ant ;389a108).Teens| aved
scan the history of philosophy and theology for interpretations of the story is to find
innumerable accounts of whatrhan perfection consists in, and what precipitates its

loss. For Maimonides, an example surely wielln o wn t o Spi noza, Adam
perfection was his flawless intellectual grasp of truth and falsity, which, by virtue of

an appetitive eruption, devolvento the lesser, practical knowledge of good and evil

(1995 [12" century], Bk. I, Ch. 2).In contrast, as Nancy Levene points out, for

Augustine prelapsarian perfection consists in a perfect will, which is imperfectly
exercised by the first man (2006, Driginal sin is then the paradoxical necessity of

the entirely uncoerced will, which, in its total indetermination, can choose evil as

easily as good.

Spinoza invokes thabovestory a number of times to illustrate aspects of the human
condition (E IVp@s, TTP, 2.14, 4491, TP, 2,14)Spinoza thereby participates in the
tradition of treating Adam as an archetype of human existence, and puts his
characteristic naturalist spin on the wallown tale.Adam serves, especially, as an
example of our limitatios, with which we must come to terms if we are to optimize

our natural powersSpinoza retells a rather peculiar version of the story irfEthies,

in which Adamés imitation of tinlotrastfof ect s o
other philosophida gl osses on the story, Spinozabs
either intellect or willHe i s, in mind and body, Al i ke wus

Although she barely appears in this retelling, the only intimation of perfection in Eden

i s tikkewholag eed compl et elnyt wWhathwag pArtec, b s |
Spinozabs account , was not a particular h
suitability of the human pair, the fact t
useful to him thants e Yeb Adam forsook the perfect communiarovenientia he

mi g ht have enjoyed with Eve dnafter he bel
Abegan to imitate their affectsod (E | Vp68s

The | esson of paradi se | osisthattheperfegionn oz ad s
of our power can only be had in the human bé&@.i nozads account of
will see, reveals that even if he is sharply critical of the philosophical pillars
maintaining humasm, he in no way advocates a turn away from hosn®n the
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contrary, althougiSpinoza staunchly denies human exceptionalism, he urges us to

seek human unity above all else.

Let us consider more closely his account o

And so we are told that God prohibited a free man from eatingeofree of
knowledge of good and evil, and that as soon as he should eat of it, he would
immediately fear death, rather than desiring to live. Then, man having found a
mate who completely agreed with his nature, he knew that there could be
nothing in Natue more useful to him than she; but that, believing that the beasts
were similar to him lfruta sibi similia esse credidjthe soon began to imitate
their affects (sedlp27) and allowed his freedom to escafie|\Vp638s)

An unusual version of the story which neither Eve nor a deceitful animal seems to

do anything, Adam loses his freedom by virtue of a belief in his similarity to
nonhuman animals, which prompts him to incorporate brutish affeckse fsoci al
psychol o gthigsdescfibestah iavoluary circulation of affect among those

beings we imagine to be similar to us (BIf): we feel what those who appéearbe

similar to us seem to be feelinghere is a lot of roonn terms of who or what is

similar to us.Since it is an involuntary form oforporeal communication, | take

Spinoza to be implying that we cannot but feel something similar to those around us

in a crowd of people cheering exuberantly for their favoritebf@bteam (even if one,

like this author, does not especially enjoy sppriait that we may not feel anything

like what a bird feels when a flock of pigeons suddenly takes off toward a near roof

top (which is not to say that we do not feel anything upon noticing the coordinated

flight of a bunch of feathered creatureggt, Adam felt with and like the neighboring

beasts in the garden, which shows that nothing prevents us from communicating
affectively with nonhuman beingsb ei ngs t hat , Spinoza maint a
nat ur e o Whatever difference .of nature exigistween human and bestial

bodies, it is not so profound that we are not susceptible to genuine transformations
provoked by animal affectindeed, in this case, the contagion of animal affects
explains what is traditionally represented as a dramatic tgrgimation of human

existence that accounts for pain, evil, shame, and the need for morality, among other

things. The communication of affects between Adam and the beasts marks the dawn

58



Journal for Critical Animal Stvdiesie 1X, Issue 1/2, 2011 (ISSNI8352%

of at least one narrative of human genesis and hisfbmgat is, onSpi nozads
undeveloped account, involuntary communication with animal affentyks

something important about the human condition itself.

As we observed above, humans do not enjoy a natural accord by virtue of our shared
humanity.n Me n c an d tue engofareas theymre toraly passi onso (E
IVp33). Yet, insofar as two beings agree in power, they agree in nature (E IVp32d).

Spinoza uses the worbnvenientia(from convenig to indicate agreement, which

implies a coming together rather than amidg. In contrast, when two natures do not

accord with one another, tVWaeagn Mdneag miip ose on
reading of this passage, therefore suggest
that threatens to decompose our power (Mprd09), which is not safeguarded by

stable species boundariek. is, | suggest, the lack of ontologically grounded

di fference between man and beast t hat ar o
animal compassion and companionstis claim about the inconapibility between

our natures signals his concern that human agency is utterly fragile and that our
attraction to nonhuman animals somehow threateight; would Spinoza think that

the human tendency to emulate animals is so great that he must regssarycar

difference from animals, a difference he has otherwise been at great pains to attenuate?

In the story of the garden of Eden, at least, we can observe that Adam had before him

in the garden another human whose nature (essence) agreed perfictiysvawn.

Adam and Eve might have joined minds and bodies to engender great joy and lively

ideas, and thereby enhance their perfection and agetacy he turned toward Eve

rather than undergoing the affects of beasts, Adam might have enjoyed the freedom

t hat emerges when Atwo individuals of ent
another, 0 composing fAan i ndiBIVpi8s)aheret wi ce a
was no other being in the garden with which he could have combined powers to better

effect; nothing could have increased his power more than ék.despite the fact

that he Aknew that there could be nothing
feeling of kinship with the beasts disrupted the human bond that might have allowed

him to live, like philosophers and gods, beyond good and evil (Ep 19).
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Spinozabés odd recapitulation of the Fal/l f
were born free, they would form no concept of good and evil so long as they remain

f r eTde counterfactuan the proposition suggests that Spinoza does not, like other
interpreters of the story, maintain that Adam was originally free, equipped with

perfect knowledgendeed, he begins his account of the Fall elsewhere as follows:

Yet most people believe thene ignorant violate the order of Nature
rather than conform to it; they think of men in Nature as a dominion
within a dominion.They hold that the human mind is not produced
by natural causes but is directly created by God and is so
independent of othehings that it has an absolute poweotestaterh

to determine itself and use reason in a correct (Wdy/2.6)

Spinoza proceeds to meditate again on the
admitted that it was not in the power of the first man to uasore aright, and that,

l i ke us, he was s ubAdancshows s thatfofiginally and ( TP 2
irreduci bly, the human condition,2006 one of
29). Our minds are vulnerable, moreover, not because they aménedtwith our

bodies, but because t heyMiads eoldspthao wbdies,ed by
are bound in a community of cause and effect, necessarily affecting and affected by

ambient forces, including nonhuman ones, like beasts.

Neither Adam no any of us is born free and omniscie®pi noza takes fia
foundation what everyone must acknowledge: that all men are born ignorant of
causeso A(SE al arpeps)u.l t , we are cexappaldfed to |
human natur eo anfdjood and dvibrelative todhis enedgitl s sd a | |
understand by good what we know certainly is a means by which we may approach
nearer and nearer to the model of human na
Awhat we certainly kkmiwgprtrl @ kenttshaus nforderh 0
Thus, like Maimonides and unlike many in the Christian tradition, knowledge of good

and evil is not an index of our perfecti@®hlomo Pines thus remarks that, for Spinoza

and Maimonides, Adam did not illicitly taste knesge of good and evil and thus
receive puni shment | est he become t oo powe
good and evil, being an inferior mode of knowing, is itself the punishment for
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transgression (Ping4983 149)! Although | think it is not gue right to assert that

knowl edge of good and evil foll ows from th
telling, | think that Adam knew whatwas gobdi he knew t hat there col
i n Natureo bet tiehuthiE &owletige mas torerelmed by Has

feeling of similitude with respect to the animdnes is astuted note however, that

moral knowledge is consequence of our finitudeccording toSpinoza.The human

condition forces us to calculate the relative virtues of good andireva given

situation to remain viablévioreover, to have a moral sensibility means that we must,

like Adam, act without awareness of what our decisions will yMld.reach out for

the means of becoming more powerful, or we find ourselves attractecatcapear

to be sources of vitality and pleasirée So when the woman saw t he
for food, and that i tGemnesis3:6) & butdtieete isqnévér t o t h e
any guarantee that these ambient agencies will amplify our capacitiesnketrakhe

ways anticipated.

Whether Spinoza tells the story as a decomposition provoked by toxic fruit or the
affects of beasts, the Fall is a story of a finite, imperfect being, undermined by a
disabling relationshipAdam loses freedom (power) becatlmedoes not know what

kind of being he is, in multiple respec&dam exhibits what might be dadl the
Ahumani st p r beleves thad he isAdidfeaemt in kind from other beings,
elevated out of nature, unaffected by the sensual and affectiveioparatause and
effect. That is, he does not adequately appreciate that he is a part of nature, and
therefore profoundly affected by his involvements with othéh human and
nonhuman.The abstraction of the garden of Eden allows one to see a man in
relationship to some of the greatest influences on his freedom and power: God/ nature,
woman, and beasthese impact his power the most because they are potent features
of his imaginary life, and fantasy mattefslot. Wi t h Adamdés tale, we
human tendency to imagine God as a legislator, his human mate as a danger rather
than a helper, and beasts as worthy of emulaf@moza thinks that we go astray

when we dream that we are God ruling over nature, or evade human solidarity, or

7 1 am citing from the revised standard version, available online at < http://www.bibleontheweb.com/> (accessed 2
February, 2011).
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imagine ourselve as beasts, for we estrange ourselves from those to whom we are, in

actuality, most similar.

The tragedy of the Fall is a tragedy Spinoza observes everigdaythe failure to

regard the human bond as the most essential source of power and freleslenmtire

philosophical project urges us to see in one another the greatest source of strength
rather than predation (fAiman is a wolf to n
At least one moral of the story is that, despite his denial of a univexsairé of

humanity supplied by Cartesian rationality and will, Spinoza urges an ethidal an

political identification with fellow humansSpi noza refers to our fAd
0

idea of man, as a model of human mature t
us against striving to be otherthanwe &t@ not es t hat fAa horse is
if it is changed into a man as if it is «cf

that no being is liberated by transcending its nétiliebecome as free drpowerful
as we can hope to become, Spinoza maintain

both our natureds power aAdaim, durt aschetype,c k o f |

reminds us that we wil/l never enjog a mind
absolute power to determine lindeée¢d, amidt uis®e
more in our power to have a sdehdAoamdst hce

story is not such a tragic story, since the portal to freedom has not been Elesed.
and perhaps weneed, first and foremost, to overcome our estrangement from Eve to
amplify our powersYet, as finite beings, we will never cease feeling torn in different
directionsi toward and away from our fellow human beirigbecause we are still
part of nature, mutating in response to our surroundir@mnetimes it is not so

surprising that we might prefer beast to man.

Spinozads philosophical naturalism seeks t
as he says many times, as they are, andasote would like them to b&ut we

cannot avoid erecting exemplars, or models, that give shape to our projected futures

and the life we hope to builEpi nozads suspicion toward un

species notwithstanding, he maintains the neegrovisional boundaries to our idea

8Spinoza is thus not a fr i dosophicdl asiondftechnolsgicallyyaodiuceim, 6 a pecul
immortality. See Wolfe 2009: xv.
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of @ h u rAlaurges us to dhink of ourselves in a way that excludes other kinds of

beings and warns against allowing our fantasies of other kinds of beings to govern our

guiding fiction, the human ideab p i n o brg 6fshe falt suggests that Adam

suffered because his sdlfeal allowed him to blur himself witheastsand alienated
himself from Eve.Despi t e Spinozabs insistence el sew
inferior to men (TP 11.4), it is significant that sek difference does not diminish the

perfect agreement between Adam and BVe. might even detect, in the story about
Adambés mistaken identification with beasts
part of the barrier posed to human community by (malegmtion of) sexual

difference.If Adam had been perfectly free, he would have acted on his clear and

di stinct perception of the per Mereoter,agr ee me
he would not have done so because he viewed himself and her to dg bqomeln,

equally worthy of personhood, but because he perceived their distinctive natures to be
perfectly compatible with one anothéi/ithout perfect awareness of which bodies

best agree with ours, Spinoza thinks we can lay down a general maxim that sgen

most fortified by human community and friendshdpd a mé6s exempl arity r e
first and foremost, humans need compatible partners to enhance their minds and
bodies.Moreover, in contrast to the Aristophanic ambition, Spinoza urges us to join

ourselves to as many partners as possidieenabling exemplar of humanity shows

t hat paradise is regained when we fAso0o agre
al |l woul d compose, as it were, one mind ar
themselvesnhi ch they do not desire for ot her n

conclusion of the parable of the Fall).

Spinoza contra Spinoza

Spinoza invokes the adage fAiman is a God to
humans have an irreducible lupine tendy that political organization must suppress,
precariously and constantli.or Hobbes, one must not forge
man, 0 even i f the sword can maintain godl )
epistle dedicatoryHumans can be politad animals, but this possibility, for Hobbes,
must be produced and then vigilantly maint.

Although | lack spacée o0 justify this c¢claim now, Hobb
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possibility that an image of man as beast oartivate seHnegation rather than the
affirmation of our affinities with animalsMoreover, Spinoza may be thinking of

Hobbes when he suggests that the perpetual fear of our fellow man as predator bars

the discovery of those who might be standing besglen perfect agreement with our

naturesl n Hobbesdé state of nature, the threat
arouses the admittedly present human susceptibility to imitate the affects of the
ferocious and overly seffrotective guardian ane@dr one another apa@f course, in

reality, wolves are much more peaceful toward their own kind than many humans, but
these philosophers play with the image of the animeah as the figure of aggression

and bloodlust.

The threat of the animahanisreh i n a certain sense, since
of humanity is such that neither language nor volition nor reason distinguishes him

finally from beastsThus, Spinoza may be even more vulnerable to the accusation, so

often hurled at Hobbes by his centporaries, of animalizing marcf( Ashcraft

1971). There is no clear boundary between species and no definite moment of
anthropogenesis for SpinoZehus he inserts boundaries based on his preconceptions

about what kinds of associations are best ab$etore our power to think and act, in

a world in which we cannot but be affected by the affects of beings like and unlike us.

| f Spinozabs concern, however, was human f
power, subject always to passions, he owdwal the enabling possibilities of beastly

affective contagion.Thinkers such as Deleuze and Haraway suggdleat an

exclusionary paradigm of humanity that exiles dogs, plants, and robots from our

sphere of primary concern may be a-s@fation not unlikehe one Spinoza worries

about in his retelling ofGenesis.Denying our affinities with animals may be a
separation of ourselves from our own power
Eve cost him a powerful possibility for solidarity and communiBosthumanist

thinkers suggest that by disavowing that we only are who we are by virtue of the
bacteria, nematodes, pacwkers, affections and labors of companion animals, and so

many other involvements with nonhumans, we mutilate ourselves and thiondesd

in our midst.lt seems hard to deny that, just as Adam was weakened by forgetting his

need for Eve, we are diminished if we disregard our need for animal affectiere

is clear evidence that our minds no less than our bodies are enabled ibygieips
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with nonhuman animal$Ve are rendered powerful not just by instrumentalizing them

as food or test subjects for pharmaceuticals, but by simple attentimeesence, or
companionshipAl zhei mer 6s patients, for exampl e,
friendly interaction with cats or dogs (Hines and Frederickd®97). Likewise,
research reveals a fAcardiovascul ar benefit
heart defect?)Children who have difficulty reading can be helped significantly by a
canineaudience, and mere pet presence improves arithmetic calculations, something
Spinoza would surely appreciate (Garrity and Stallpd@87). Although Spinoza

does not offer reasons to proscribe human interest in favor of animal flour{aking
Genevieve Llgd argues) his conception of agency as an effect of our involvement

with ambient powers should furnish an appreciation of the many enabling aspects of

the involuntary affective community between humans and anirtradeed, in our

epoch, it may be a sigif progress that young people are tempted to imagine romance

with werewolves.

In this article, |1 have sought to make three poiRts. r s t Sesuggesis thats c a s
the early modern tendency to assert a rigid species boundary may not be a result of a
medianistic worldview that ceases to see nonhuman beings as part of a (hierarchically
ordered) cosmic whole in which we are all embed&adher, mechanism, fétobbes,
Spinoza, and a number of philosophers influenced by their naturalism and materialism,
canimply an increased proximity among humans and aninfdlis proximity, along

with the permeability and plasticity of human nature suggested by early modern
naturalists, threatens the distinctiveness of humalmitieed, the lack of metaphysical
frontiers s precisely why Spinoza and others regularly insist on the difference
between humans and animalfwus, those who aim to defend animals by highlighting

our similarities might take heed of the fact that humans have been historically
threatened by these dafiiies, such that they seek to deny rather than acknowledge the

aims and needs of nonhuman life.

Second, my interpretation of Spinoza is meant to show that he was not so much
anxious to preserve a sense of human superiority over nonhuman nature fgf),E la
but rather to affirm the human bond and its power to nourish our minds and bodies.
For Spinoza, arguing on behalf of animals sounds like a threat to human solidarity.
This feeling of the threat posed by compassion for beasts may or may not have been
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paranoid, but the difficulty of producing durable forms of human solidarity was
certainly palpable in his day, as it is in ours, albeit in different wiagisspect similar

fears are in evidence when people react so passionately to demands to curb our
explatation of animalsAs someone who is horrified by our treatment of nonhuman
animals, | seek to understand and respond constructively to the incredulity and fear
provoked by animal activisnPerhaps it will help to take into account the way that

compassioffior animals idelt by manyasarejection of humanity.

Finally, |1 argued thatby denying the affective community we share with nonhuman
animals Spinoza overlooks the joyful and enabling features of our proximity to them.
As many of us have occasioo ¢éxperience the uplift and pleasure of simply being
near nonhuman animals, we might seek to better appreciate the mysterious and
involuntary corporeal communication that contributes so positively to the quality of
our lives andto those of our animal conamions. Although some animal rights
activists oppose pet Aownership,o0 and it =c
our anthropocentric psychology has even begun to glimpse the urgent affinity children
feel with animals or the thrill a dog feels withier human packVe long for even the

most subtle contact with nonhuman animals, and the delight is only a hint of what we
might be able to enjoy if we came increasingly to see thewirtly and happiness as a

conditionof our own.
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The Status of Animality i n Deleuze

) .1
Alain Beaulieu

AWe | ove nature the | ess humanly it behave:
and art when it is the artistoés escape fro
or the artistodés mockery of man,

or the artistdéds mockery of himself. o

(F. NietzscheThe Gay Scien¢&379)

AAni mal ity is an exercise. o
(M. Foucault,Le Courage de la véritdMarch 14 1984)

AWe believe in the exisahmahce of very speci
traversing human beings and sweeping them away,

affecting the ani mal no | ess than the huma
(G. Deleuze & F. Guattar® Thousand Plateaug37)

Introduction

Ani mals are omnipresent in Deleuzeds wor k,
common body of wor k: t h eagdncemditdfsthe wasp | d , t he
and orchid, the spiderdés prehensritben of t h
human how to die, the multiplicity of the

| obst er sd n oanstd inseots, mamahalsh arustateans and birds are such
an integral part of Deleuzian and Delet@uoattarian thought that thesertkérs even

created a concept in thanenal ani mal sd honor:
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2nd ed. 2006). He has (co)edited the following works: Abécédaire de Martin Heidegger (Sils Maria/Vrin, 2008),
Michel Foucault and Power Today (Lexington Books, 2006), Gilles Deleuze. Héritage philosofhiye2005),

and Michel Foucault et le contréle social (PU Laval, 2nd ed. 2008). Email: abeaulieu@Ilaurentian.ca
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It is well known that this exploration of animality invites aatghropomorphization
of the relationships between humans and animalavor of an undomesticated type
of relation$ip. Deleuzemakessome very sarcastic remarks about dometst
animals, such as the dog whose barking wharsnaster of the approaching stranger
or t he fir ub Wwhorowaemorfstratediséamitaety. Both Deleuze and

Guattari seem to prafevild animals. However, as we will see, it is not that simple.

ARAO as in AANni mal o

The Abécédaire(Deleuze 2004a) naturally begins withe letter A; inA A0 as i n

A A n i nCdaireoParnetquestions Deleuze on his rather curious bestiBgleuze

replies hat he is sensitive to something in animals and cannot stand them when they
become too familiar. He candidly admits n o t | i Kkeiran fyotteiiry arbhe
canine barking he consi der sHeftlairhseo bettera me o f

tolerate the wif howling at the moon.

Deleuze goes on to say thaét lovershave human relationships with their animal
compani ons, and c oeffaranylhow @eople talk o theiridgghdse ni ng "
they walk down the street as if the animal were a ckilda is most important, says

Del euze, i's to have an fuanarelatianlanimagelaed i ons hi
| 6 a n).iHe hdlds psychoanalysis partly responsible for this symbolic reduction of

the animal to a family member and shows a greater empathhuifders who have a

non-human (i.e., animal) relationship with their prey.

During the interview, Deleuze admits his fascination with spiders, ticks, and fleas;
their environment is limited in terms of affects yet it constitiaewsorld. Most
probably wth Von Uexkull (1957) in mind, he reveals his fascination for the power
(puissancg of these worlds confined to a small number of stimuli. Animal territories
are another fascination for Deleuze. Claiming a territory, he says, is where art began.
Staking itout is not just a matter of marking its boundaries, but also and foremost of
defining a series of postures, colors and songs that Deleuze associates with the main
determining characteristics of the arts: lines, colors, and refrigurfelle). This

leas Del euze to say that marking a territory
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Deleuze then uses the lexical of the territory @ed reterritorialization) to link the

animal worldto the work of writers and philosophers, all of whom create refrains as

they enter and | eave their territories.

sounds which are a production of or a reaction to signs. According to Deleuze, these
strange words, sounds, or signs necessarily correspond to the affects of leaving the
territory (deterritorialization) and settling down elsewhere (reterritorialization).

Del euze connects ani mal l'ife to the wri

t he | oaoxkaguety nevel resting, sleepingith one eye open.

Referring to Araud,Deleuzesays one does not write for ( | 6 at ) leunratheo n d e
in the place of§ laplaced¢ r eaders. One does not write

them progress, but rather in the place of the illiteéatda becominglliterated or

the sacalled idiot® via becomingdiots. Deleuze considers thinking and writing as

if it were a private affair for a predefined public as simply shameful. Here Deleuze
seems to imply that animals, who are-pre vi | i zed, i1l i terate,
human andards, intuitively have this capacity to express an impersonal life with its
network of affects. On this matter, it would appear that Deleuze gnamisuman
animals a privilege over humans, or, at leasteranimals can signab humansow

to enter into relationship with inorganic life. Thus, the task of writers and
philosophers consists of tuning into the forces of an impersonal life similar to the
actions and reactions of an animal in its environment. In doing so, writers and
philosophers are abte push language to its limits, to becomittper, and eventually

to writing Ain the place ofo the ani mal

Finally, Deleuze argues that it is not humans but animals who know how to die. This
is because animals seek solitude to live out their last momwghtslignity away from
the group, on the edge of the territory, and with no expectation of posthumous

T

ter

f

ancd

celebration. One of the writerds or phil oc

and describe this link between a dying human and a dying cat, anoing sb,
experience the common border separating and yet also unifying humanity and

animality.
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Despite its relative brevity (about 3 minutes), this part of Abédédaireprovides

some of the main ideas of Deleuzeds concep:
-An ani-psychoanalytic perspective through the critique of familialism;
-An antrhumanistic approach for which the animal behavior becomes
exemplary in its capacity to express the poweigsancgof an impersonal life;
-The connections between animal and huncegations as they leave their
territories and settle down elsewhere;

-The becominganimal of the writer and philosopher.

The animal cannot | ie on the psychoanal yst

No privilege is granted to humans in the
books. Indeed, their mainconcepts (territory, molar/molecular, assemblage,
smooth/striated, rhizome, sign refrain, line of flight, etw)d for the human, the

animal, the social, politics and arts alike. By virtue of this original and subversive
(shouldnot every philosophy be subversive?) position, Deleuze and Guattari promote

an antthumanistic line of thought that favors the processes of desubjectivation,
depersonalization, and differentiation that have the capacity to find and express the

forces of a inorganic life inan unfamiliar environment. Thuat does not markhe

beginning of humanity: birdr t i st s camadeeat byindeadyng | e
and meticulously turning them to make a contrast between their interior face and the

color of theearth. Their postures, calo s, and r eofurtaian st oftsakl e twohr k
(1994:184)

It is no surprise then if psychoanalysis and its famHtalonanistic approach become

someof the main targets of Del euzeforand Guat
going any further, | et us first recall Fr
chil dhood dr eams, t he Rat Manods obsessi ve
relations to horses. For Freud, wolves, rats, and horses all have a familial and personal
symbolic value as he identifies them with family members, the primal scene, and

personal sexual drive. Furthermore, Freud is convinced that the recognition of these

animal figures as familial characters is the first dtepardsaccomplishing the goal

of relving i dipal conflicts. A similar devaluation of the animal character can be
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found in the writings of Jacques Lacan, who, in a very classical and traditional way,
defines the animal by its lack of language thus impeding its experience of the mirror
stagethe subject of signifier, etc. (Laca2007:75-81 and 671702)

In sum, for Freud and Lacan, the animal must sit on the floor, not lie on the
psychoanal ystés couch. The ani mal i n psych
Jung, who partially deedpianized it, the animal remains an occurrence in the
imagination (dream, fantasies, etc.) that does not reach concrete reality (Deleuze &
Guattarj 2005:235238). Thus, psychoanalysis fails in truly conceiving of animality

or of ma i nahimal ndationghip avith ariimald t ha't would allo
specificity of animality to be recognized. Instead, it favors-aidearchization of the

connections between the realms of the living and sees this as a condition ndoessary

experiencing the becomisgnimd.

What is this fibecomingo exactl y -aimal? mor e
Some sections of Deleuze's solo work are devoted to the animal (Sauvagnargues
2004), but the notion of becomiaimal was introduced in chapter 4 of Deleuze and

Guat ari 6s book on Kafka. A more substanti al
of A Thousand Plateaus nt i t | e d -inferBe deromirgngnal, becoming

i mpercepti bl eébo

Becoming

Despite Del euzeds a d-sobjactwvist ietbigs, thie smo r&mi noz ad s
in Deleuzian philosophy for theonatusor t he fAendeavouro for ev
what constitutes its own substance (Spin&thics Part 3, Prop. 6). This refusal that

things endeavour to persist in their own being gives waptomotian of becomings.
Thesebecomingshave the opposite effect when compared tocihmatussince they

open up to the experimentation of common zones not only between various realms of

the living (animal, mineral, human, vegetal, etc.), but also between ligimgd and
haecceities or singularities (Afive o06cl oc
The Spinozist Nature where the mission of each living being and each entity is to find

its substantial identity is radically differefitom Deleuze and Guattar6 s Nat ur e
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where fixed identities give way to assemblages, alliances, passages and becomings

betweerboth beings and things

Deleuze and Guattari often insist that becomings have nothing to do with imitation,

history, and imagination. Negatively, becogsnhave nothing to imitate since

mimesis mpl i es some kind of positivism that wo
ThisMimesisdoes not take into consideration wha
A mi d aut ndilieg(of things, which is precisely whddeleuze and Guattari are
interested i n. Mor eover, to say Al was a nm
bird song, the beating of its wings, etc. o
metaphorical. In this case, a distinct state pretends tabhle to replace another
without <considering the Afol do bet ween hi
synthesis, a machinic assemblage or a process of differentiation.

Becomings do not deal with history either, since Deleuze (and Deleuze withruatta

always associates histongth dialectics and meaning. No historical law could explain
becomings or reveal their complete meaning
songs, then by makings wings, etc.to). Thus

becomes is timeless, escaping recognition, historical legislation, identification, the

familiar, etc.

And, lastly, becomings are not associated with imagination. For Deleuze and Guattari,
becomings are real in a very specific sense, according to whehraditional
opposition between the actual and the virtual no longer stands. Becomings do not take
place in an oniric, fantasmagoric worl d
occur in concrete and material statésaffairs that express impersoratces in order

to transform sensible forces that would otherwise remain insensible.

Thus, becomings are not related to resemblance, metaphor, analogy, personification,

production of a new identity, historicism, evolutionism, etc. Rather, becomingg aim a

(

finding a fizone of proximityo between thin

to attain a form (identification, imitation, Mimesis) but to find the zone of proximity,
indiscernibility, or indifferentiation where one can no longer be distinguisioea dr

woman,an animal, ora molecul® neither imprecise nor general, but unforeseen and
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nonpreexi stent, singul arized out of a popul
(Deleuze 1997 1). Further, Deleuzélustrates this with Captain Ahab who becomes

whal e by creating a machinic assembl age wi't
of Mimesis, but of becoming. Ahab does not imitate the whale, he becomes Moby

Dick, he enters into a zone of proximigone de voisinagevhere he can no longer

be distingp shed from Moby Dick, and strikes hi ms
1997 78; see also Deleuze & Guatt&005 304-305).

To become is the metaphysical experience of a process through which a zone of
proximity made up of affects between entitissfound. Throughout this process,

i mper sonal forces are grasped and expresse
the place of o whichever body (idiot, il 1it
metamorphosis implies no integral change ohtdg that would make it impossible

to recognize the one experiencing the metamorphosis. Indeed, all becomings are

moleculad that is to say, imperceptildethough they escape molecular perception.

Thus, i f I were to say flputting gnea casine, ded t o
imitating a bird song, simulating the move
further away from becoming as Deleuze and Guattari understand it because, on the

one hand, the becoming is not the effect of an intentional chafiéege will or of a

voluntary act since it happens like an event and, on the other hand, its molecular
character is such that the subtle picking oapfation of affects passes under the

radar of common perception.

We are now in a better position to @mstand the quagieneric, but also circular,
definition of the becoming: AStarting from
organs one has, or the functions one fulfills, becoming is to extract particles between

which one establishes the relatiamfsnovement and rest, speed and slowness that are
closestt o what one i s becomi ng, and through
Guattarj 2005 272) So, becoming implies a series of assemblaggercemenjs

between deterritorializing forces that are cirtinig on the edge, for instance, of the

human and the nenuman in order to make them indiscernible. It is in such a zone of

proximity, of uncertaintyor of indetermination that becomings occur.
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Children seem to be particularly sensitive to becomingse(2e & Guattari2005

273274). Children who approach animals without fear or eat substances their
organism was not made to digest are two examples that come to mind. Is it a mere
guestion of unconsciousness when a child swallows a screw or bitesdlutm @ of

soil while plenty of food is available in the family kitchen? Probably in, paitthere

might also be some kind of Deleu@Buattarian becoming at play here, an attempt to

create an assemblage and to find a zone of indiscernibility betweenntla@ land the

northuman. Because becomings obey no predefinite rule, they happen like an event:

AWe can be thrown into a becoming by anyth
insignificant292pf thingso (2005

Del euze and Gu at t alatiorslgp betwleena variaus dypds oft h e re
becomings is indeed very precise ( 20291-292). First, there is no becomingan

as the male is the majoritarian standard and becomings can only be minoritarian. They

add in a relatively enigmatic way that all beconsitngwve to pass through a becoming

woman associated with the secret. The woman sometimes seems to tell everything,

but she has this peculiar way of hiding what can be considered the most important
aspect. Here, Deleuze and Guattari do not take into coasatethe specific problem

of the becomings between entities of Ammman or norgendered forms of life.
However, we can say that they are referrin
universe. This privilege of woman in the world of becomings aieans that she

forms the most obvious minority (let us recall here that the minor has a positive and
creative meaning for Deleuze and Guattanid also that majority and minority are not

understood in the numerical sense, but rather through their pssiiompower

relations: minor works or discourses are the ones that seek not to perpetuate binary

power relations by deterritorialising the codes that determine their position as
minorities),and consequently the becomimgman is potentially the most frequteor

most easily accessible. Then comes the series ehaman becomings: becoming

animal, -plant, -child, -mineral, etc., which are themselves made of a beceming

i mperceptible. The |1 mpercept.lbetoming,is consi d
cosmic fo mu 12@0& 279). Thus, every becoming is mixed, while being assembled

with the secret (woman) and metaphysical molecules (imperceptible). There is no

recipe or guarantee of success attached to the experimentation of becomings. They

can be fratét evem é dbecomings seem to gravitate toward a common
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immanent goal of imperceptibility, conceived as a sort of perfect fusion of inorganic
lifed or a confusion with this inorganic lifesince the endpoint of becomings is

combined with a loss of identity

Deleuze and Guattaascribea political value to the experimentation of becomings.

The latter always constitutes a deviation from the majoritarian power. Becomings

always imply a deterritorialization out of the molar regime (Subject or State) that

block the molar capacities to generate affect and to be affected in a great number of
ways: i Breicnoommiintgar i an i s @292p thusi minorcastists, af f ai r
writers, and philosophedsthe ones who find and express minoritasistomingé

play a pditical role when, following a certain order of necessity according to Deleuze

and Guattari, they announce a npleypl e to
However, our prime interest here will not be these political and esthetical values

attached to beening, but rather the question thie animal and becomirsganimal

Becominganimal

Del euze and Guat t aranimaliish enly ®rie bdcdming amdrige c o mi n
ot her s:@72)(HbWebebbecominganimalis the type of becoming theyrote

by farthe mos about. In order to grasp the specificity of the becosargmal let us

first present the distinction Deleuze and Guattari established between three types of
animals (24R41)Fi r st , t herpaboeanhhmalis with whom
maintain asentimental relationship by considering them members of the family.
Second, there are the fAStated ani mals that
stemming from mythology and spiritual or religious beliefs and fulfilling the role of
authoritarian g ur e s . Third, there are the Ademonic
not be understood as fimischievodagmospirit, o
situated in between the world of the living (statéeings) and some kind of
suprasensible world (imament to the first world) that, according to Deleuze and

Guattari, is made up of inorganic life, affects, and impersonal forcegpal and

State animals have a molar value (Amy dog,
animals have a molecular chaexc It is thus in relation todemon animals that

becoming-animal take place. To experience a becomamgmal means finding an
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assembl age with ani mal mol arity: A-T hat i s
animal only if, by whatever means or elements, gmit corpuscules that enter the
relation of movement and rest of the animal particles, or what amounts to the same

thing, that enter the zone @25 proximity of

A solitary demonic animal can make up a pack while being filled a multiplicity

of affects. This is a source of real fascination for Deleuze and Guattari. The
environment of the animallike all northuman environmendsis impersonal. The
animal evolves in this setting without attemptingnitastery or possessioflmost its

entire life is dedicated to expressing affects and to being affected in various ways, to
going in and out of its territory, to satisfying basic needs, etc. Moreover, each
movement or behavior can potentially affect all other individuals of its epeEar

from being a kingdom within a kingdom, the animal is a pack within a pack.

I n Franci s BaDeleuze&dsaw theaexprdssiongth e human bei ng
becoming-animal at play. It is well known that Bacon visited slaughterhouses and

found inspiation in flesh by undoing faces to better express human shouts, postures,

and actions at the edge of his own humanit
does not say, 6Pity the beasts, b6 but rat h
meat. Meatish e common zone of man and the beast,
(Deleuze 2002 21; see also chap. .4Yherefore, here it is not a question of

sentimental identification, but rather one of becoming that expresses the #féects

humanand animal haven common.

The humarhas no privilege over becomistgnimal which find another illustration in

the wasp and the orchid.@.,Deleuze & Guattarig005 293) Although the wasp and

the orchid belong to quite different realms, the deterritorialization ttieat share

allows them to find a common zone of proximity. It is well kmavat some orchids

cunningly trick male wasps by emitting a chemical substance resembling female
waspso6 pheromones and that their petal s hoa
wasp. As a result, the male wasp has frequent intercourse with the orchid, thus
promoting the pollination of yet other plants. In fact, the more often the orchid

succeeds in bringing the wasp to orgasm, the better the pollination.
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Deleuze and Guattari ggest a new way of seeing nature that does not classify by

genus and species, and that does not define living bodies by their organs and functions.
Indeed, for Deleuze and Guattari, the nature in which becomings take place is

synonym for a series of maait assemblages. Humans participate in this inter

affective universe without, however, having any privilege in it. Moreover, just like

any other becoming, nemuman becomings ohumansdo not imply perfect

symbiosis. After all, these becomings can awhys fibot ched, 06 render.
what might be called fAnatur al catastrophes

not well perceived or when the line of flight turns into a line of death.

Il n sum, Del euze and Guatt arewdisonafodatureon of b
Within it, assemblages are taking place on the edge of the human, animal, vegetal, etc.
worlds, and familiar entitiessuch as the sky, the eartmd the sea,can become

haecceities. Each can be linked to the next by creating resmamca plane of

immanence filled with impersonal affects. It can be said that the notion of becoming

solves the ancient question first asked and then left unanswered by Plato regarding the
connection between the sensible world and the suprasensible Wlpecisely this

point of contact or passage that interests Deleuze and Guattari. However, they give a
nortridealistic, hybrid, and impure answer since the becomings have broken with the
universe of transcendence: the immanent and inorganic life comonatfi living

beings and to singularities HAinvolsuteso i

during which some fruitful assemblages nonetheless take place.

Reception by contemporaries

The reception of the notion of becomiagimal is fragmented.nlwhat follows, |

present some examples of this critical reception by commentators, mainly-Anglo
Americans.The selection of these authors is limited to those who built a dialogue
with the notion of becomingnimal. It excludes other contemporary philosngh

who showed some interest for the animal, in particular those from the
phenomenological stream (Heidegger, 1995; MerRanty, 2003). Also, this
selection of authors can be explained by the fact that the relationship between Deleuze

and phenomenologyegarding Nature and the animal has been studied in great detail
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by secondary literature (Beaulieu, 20046-55; Beaulieu, 2005352-353; Buchanan,
2008, and Memon, 2006), but very few have analysed the reception and uses of the

notion of becominganimalin contemporary thought.

A. Donna Haraway

Donna Haraway is well known foreh posthumanist views (Haraway991) Though,

like Deleuze and Guattari, she questions the limits between human and animal, she
remains very critical of the way they answer thigestion. In the introductioto her

book When Species Me008 27-35), Har away argues that Del eu:
thinking is anthropocentric and unsuccessifiubvercoming the great divide between

human and animal. Their metaphysical standpoint enatimal keeps them from

building a concrete relationship with the animal founded on curiosity, emotions, and

the respecftor differences. She asserts for instance that Deleuze and Guattari are

unable to appreciate the elegant curves of the ehdwo w & (sic), theydo nothave

enough courage to look at the animal in the eyes, they defend the animal wildness in a
nonrational way, their sarcastic remarks towards the little cat of the old lady show

not only signs of latent misogyny but also a fear of gdme-sic), they understand

nothing of the emotional value of exchanges wdbmpanionanimals, etc. In sum,

Har away countaenrismafime cwoimihnga HAbecoming with
occur, for instance, by inviting her pet to share a meal at the taplexchanging

emotions with it or by letting a chicken freely wandmoundthe kitchen. For

Haraway, to develop such a relationship with animals is not the signdgial

regression but, on the contrary, an indication of our capacity to overcome

anthroponorphism by learning how to live in a pdsiman environment.

Harawayod6s critiques of Del adaneostaaliciousGuatt ar
misunderstanding. Contrary to what Haraway suggests, Deleuze and Guattari show

true curiosity coupled with aectain fascination for animals. However, it is true that

the animal remains above all conceptual for them. Refusing this metaphysical
approach through which the existence of an inorganic and impersonal life is asserted

makes it difficuld even impossibi@ to appreciate this conception of animal or
becominganimal. Haraway nevertheless shows obvious signs of bad faith when she

sees a strict dual i sm in Del euze and Gu af
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Adomestic dog. 0 Del euzeitiapodsibl&ioraatytaaimal c| ear
to be treated i n t he4l)mohduse catfor atldpelogpgaamc k 0 ( 2
produce as many affects as a dingo or a street cat. Thus, it is wrong to believe that

Del euze and Guattar. a r e seithesg lttenasetthe chastg s a n d
common domesticated ani mal s. Formul ating t
dogs and catso misses the more fundament al
who examine the link between human and animal, a link thatotdngically be

entirely human or totally animal.

Haraway misses the molecular links and, clearly, faiie to understand what is at

stake in Deleuze and Guattarimetaphysics. Whereas Deleuze and Guattari are
experiencing assemblages through zonegraximity filled with impersonal affects,
Haraway on her side personalises the encounter with animal species in order to
generate a series of emotional exchanges between species that nonetheless remain
heterogenous to each other. It seems difficult to meit® the two perspectives,
namely Deleuze and Guatt@imolecular animal as an expression of a power
(puissancg of deterritorialisation and Haraw@ymolar animal partially humanised.
However, as Linda Williams (2009) argues, despite the deep divesgjence
Del euze/ Guattar. and Harawayds vVviews can
critique of the notorious Heidegger@nthesis of the animal wolsl poverty. One

could say that they overturn this thesis in the context of the extinction of species
whereit is rather the human world that impoverishes by diminishing the possibilities

of inter-species assemblages and encounters.

B. Steve Baker

Steve Baker demonstrates a better appreciation than Haraway of the beanmmab

(Baker, 1993 Baker, 2000 99-134; Baker, 2002 67-98). He is interested in

contemporary artists who take the animal and the human/animal relationship as a

theme for their work. Exploiting the notion of becomismgmal, Baker comments on

the work of numerous artists (Joseph Beuys, CarStthneeman, Dennis Oppenheim,

etc. ). Baker takes an i mportant aspect 0
becoming-animala step further by studying its expression in the arts and literature.

Deleuze (often with Guattari) had already analyzed the ctionsdbetween art and
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becoming-animal particularly using the paintings of Bacon, the role of writers, and
the birdartist. It is perfectly relevant to highlight, Beker and other do (Thompson,
2005), that animality is a major topicaontemporaryartae nd Del euze and Gue

concepts can indeed help us grasp this specific presence of the animal.

Throughout his analysis, Baker rightly states tlaatppposed to a certain trend in
posthumanistic writings, the dissolution of identities in the expeeeof becoming is

not complete for Deleuze and Guattari. Indeed, assemblages only partially eliminate

the identities of each of the becomi ngsdé p
order to do things but are not undone by it. The wasp and atctifter their
becoming, are stil |2008433pAccardiny tooBakerhsorded ( Bak e
contemporary aréxpresseshis transitory character of becomings between animality

and humanity, thus escaping the mere artistic production of monstersfofbgere

based on Deleuzebdés study of Bacon, one cou

art, in the sense that the diagram should not completely invade the canvas.

C. Philosophy ofthe environment

The theses regarding Nature and the animal, includoigonly the writings of
Deleuze and Guattari but extengl to those of Guattari in hisokb work as well
(Guattari, 1984; Guattari, 1995; Guatt@@08; Antoniolj 2003 Afeissa 2009), have
received widespread attention in the field of philosophy ofrenment (Chisholm

2007 Goetz 2007 Herzogenrath, 2008; Herzogenrag#®09 Neimanis 2007) My

goal here is not to comment on all of these works, but rather to stress the
incompatibilities between Deleuze and Guaftagnvironmentalist positions andeth

dominant political, juridical and moralistic discourses.

The DeleuzeGuattarian approacto the environment is not primarily addressed to
legislative powers and policy makers. The adoption of laws for the preservation of
wild animal life has nothing tdo with the intrinsic capacities of affectability between

the human and the animal. In other words, the attention brought to the becoming
animal and other forms of becomings can change various practices and attitudes
towards the environment, but this tsdormation remains independent of political

regul ati on. I n fact, D etheenvimmmerd is @n atem@tt t ar i 0
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to promote the opposite of political regulation. This Nietzschean idea that artists and

writers are in a better place thprofessional politicians to do politics can be found
throughout their work: Nietzsphédsi 6d6Soeaf
minoritarian becomings. By experiencing becorsiagimal artists and writers are

expressing minoritarian becomings likelyo cr eat e a fAnomadi c peop
most extraordinary is that these practices can happen without relying on political
regulation, and thus can go without political activism and rights defe&wat is

difficult to integrate thdoecominganimal, fa example, in the framework of the ethics

of animabs liberation for which Peter Singéit975)is the most famous standard

bearer. We must note, however, that Guattari was a more committed political activist

than Del euze, as iGtha Geea Party #ustrates mHowaves,h i p
Guattare fAecosomdhyogréames any privilege to the
subjectdo si nce what matters to him consists p

isolating the environmental, social and mental ecologies.

The DeleuzeGuattarian approach neither implies a managing politics nor is it

founded on a moral of the Good. There is no primordial natural harmony that would

be perfectly realized in Deleuze and Guat:t
always implyte ri sk of the machinic assemblages |
is no need to subsume nrboman becomings into a supreme Good linked to an
environmental ethics. The question is not to defend the rights of animals or plants,

pity the beastsor experiece deep feelings for plants. Rather, it is to be worthy when

confronted with the joy or suffering that all beings face, snfbrge alliances with

nonhuman beings. If there is a Delev@aattarian ethics of the environment, it is not

anethicsof compasion in the face of suffering but rather an ethics through which one
becomesworthy of the zone of proximity that happens, an ethics of solidarity with

affects that seem to be the furthest from those simply produced by humans. This

ethics, or more preciselthis ethology, asks us to be on the lookautx(aguetsin

order to grasp sigaffects common tbothhuman and nchuman beings.

The becominganimal is not a response to a moral indignation in the fa@miaial
suffering, and in particular the suffieg caused to nechuman animals by human
animals. This moral view, on whiclmany of the developmentin contemporary

animal ethics is founded, remains for Deleuze and Guattari too intimately linked to an
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inferiorisation of the animal while it secretly asses the animé incapacity to grasp

the moral stakes that governs its own existelbé does notnean that Deleuze and
Guattari are encouraging (neven do they remain indifferent to) violenagainst
animals, since such a bestiality comes from a p@idomination that has nothing to

do with their reformulation of the relationship between living beings. Deleuze and
Guattards ethology neutralises these two approaches, namely the morality of feeling
and the immoralism of cruelty, which finally mergéarone single anthpgmmorphic
perspective in which the human being maintains its position on top of creation. The
becoming-animal of humanstakes place beyond Good and Evil in order to better
open up the way to the experience of the good and bad efegsiing molecular

affects within the zone of proximity where human and-homan identities dissolve.

Thinking and experiencing the environment and the other beings that inhabit it
irrespective of juridical or moralistical dominant discourses is certainky of the
largestchallenges of this timeless approach. Anotitellengeconsists of seeing that

the practice of minoritariabecomings is the safest way to protect ecosystems (and

even create new ones) as it is radically free from the wills of dommatio

Conclusion: Toward future uses?

Though often attributed to Foucault, the i
boxo was actwually for mul a208)dnsygnc,iDgleuzeal |'y by
and Guattari suggest exporting the becorsigugmal in the schizeanalysis field to

study certain neurotic behaviors (Deleuze & Guattadi05 543, note 58). This

attempt has not yet been fruitful, though it is fair to guess that unsuspected uses of the

becominganimal are yet to come.

In the notionof becominganimal, writers, artists, and philosophers might discover
new potentialities that will become a source of inspiration or explanédiotheir
own work. Of course, these afimanistic positions go against much of the human
sciences and humadigis, which traditionally emphasize the hierarchic distinction
between the human and the animal rather than emigrac common zone of

affectability. After all, claims that the animal world is as perfect as the human world
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(and perhaps even more so givee purity of its affects), that animals know better

than humans how to die, and that art is not exclusive to humangyhe kinds of

assertions that raise the eyebrows of the most classical thinkers. However, by
considering the possible zone of indigubility between the human and the animal to

be fAvul gar o and, mor eover, by refusing to
traditional views reintroduce an imperialistic view of the world and of nature that is
accompanied by a series of transcendesitie® the very values Deleuze and

Guattari seek to deconstruct. Let us note that Deleuze and Guattari are not promoting
human bestiality. Rather, they are looking for a way to radicalliiel@rchize the

relationships between the realms of the living, iy do this by considering that the

powers of domination are the lowest degree of affectability.

Natur al sciences have yet to take positi ol
conception of animal. However, it would seem thhis conceptioncontans

unexplored scientific possibilities. Despite the important contributions of Von

Uexkill, Lorenz, and other ethologists, decoding animal behavior remains a real
challenge. The study and even the prastmfebecoming-animal could be a useful

tool inths respect . Among ot her t hings, stress
proximity with the ani mal, combined with A
increasing the predictions of the natural catastrophes that many animals perceive long

before they hapmn. Indeed, although animals are known to be aware of imminent
cataclysm, the warnings of micekibrations in the magnetic field go uncaptured by

many scientific instruments. The scientific study of the becorammal could thus

potentially imply a measament of the energy, a quantification of the forces at play

or, at the very least, a classification of their effects. This kind of analysis could also be

useful for training animals for specific human needs or for zootherapies, as long as the

bodies that eate assemblages here are not defined by their organism but rather by

their capacities of affectabilitieg\t the very least, it is certainly true to say that the

experience of becomisganimalis not incompatible with the ethological science from

whichal arge part of Deleuze and Guattari 6s c¢t
danger here would be an instrumentalization of the animal to exploit its perceptions

for human purposes. However, | believe that it is still possible to avoid this power

dynamic gounded in anthropocentric dominatiopofestay by conceiving of the

scientifization of the becomingnimal in terms of an immanent exchange of the
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capacities of affectabilitypptentig, sincewhat matters in becomisganimal is to
unlearn physical andheotional habits in order to expand the world's experiens.
would contribute to humans changing their perception of their relationships with

themselves, with other bodies, and with their environment.

Notes

- A first version of this paper was presemtat the conferenc®ethinking the
NonHuman University of Alberta (Canada), Octeis, 2010.
-Thewordiani mal 06 used i n -humananipabper refers to
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Animal, Vegetable,Mineral: Ethics as Extension orBecoming?

The Case of Becomingllant

Karen L. F. Houle!

Part One: The Diagnosti c: AThe First Ani mal

Our initial, wideangle orienting claim is that Western gisibphy has been dominated

by the question of Being. That the question of Being dominates means the dominance
of a particular subset of philosophical answerings. It demands the kinds of answers
that tell uswhat things are by naturandwhat things are notand subsequently how

the answers to these two questions can be compared and arrayed in logical,
conceptual, temporal and material series: in pairs and relations of resemblance and
dissemblance, one to anoth&illes Deleuze and-élix Guattari call this enception
ofrelatitns hi ps fAanal ogy of proportionodo or fAser.i
the relationships between two animals in two ways: series and structure. In the case of
a series, | sag resemble®, bresembleg, etc.: all of these termsonform in varying
degrees to a single, eminent term, perfection or qualithhegprinciple behind the
serie® (1987: 234).

Mapping theserelations (empirically, conceptually, logically) has become what is
known as knowing And this version of knowingdominates epistemology.
Furthermore a preoccupation with the question of Being entails the dominance of a
particular theory of value and selects a subset of normative prindipregionality
andteleology Whata thingis good for, and whether it achie/te ends for which it

was designed, intended or is capable, have become the chief armtiesurces of

value and meaningfulness. The current debate about pain in lower animals is a

1 Karen Houle is Associate Professor of Philosophy at the University of Guelph, in Canada. She would like to
thank two JCAS anonymous reviewéos their comments on this article; the Nbluman Workshop (September
2010, Edmonton, Alberta, Canada); the Department of Philosophy at Trent University, Canada; Josh Mousie for
research assistance; Adam Morton, Dan Harris, Casey Ford, Kelly Jones, Rualsson, Suzanne McCullagh,
Doug Halls and Tyler Barry for comments on earlier drafts.
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beautiful example which showcases the dominance and mutual scaffoldingsef

very framing principles: Whais a mollusc? Something above a sea cucumber but
below a dolphin. How do we know a mollusc feels pain? By inference from our own
pain states and pain behaviours + scrupulous empirical evidence. What is wrong with
pain amyhow? It stops us, and presumably molluscs, from doing the kinds of things
that make our (human, mollusc) lives worthwhile, i.e. working, philosophizing,

molluscking

A second claim approachesobliquely.

In the course of the past thirty or so years, enormous quantity ofork in
philosophy especially ethics and philosophy of mintas been devoted to
remedying an ostensible lacuna in Western philosophy: the exclusion of the animal.
While | have certainly participated in that labor, for the purposethisfpaper,l

strenuously resigaking it up again. | do so with an initigdreefold gesture.

First, thinkingthe-animal is not, in fact, missing from but rathreaturates Western
philosophy.The tradition has certainly positednd insertedan abysal difference
(Bataille, 1992)between the human and the animal. One need only recall the
polemical Cartesian clainm Discourse on Methothat animals are mere clocks. But,
what is much more intesting and subtle to notice tbat the same tradition has
created and sustained for animaldy unique proximity to the human which is
especiallynonabyssal Fom anti quity through to the pr.eé
ani mal 6 has pl ayed the | ead and proxi mate
differentiatesit he humano bei ng fQomsider thiv eommpon ot her
refrain:
Dol phins have been declared the worl dé
after humans, with scientists suggesting they are so bright that they should be
treat ed-huma pedsongh St udi es i nto do!l phin
highlighted how similar their communications are to those of humans and that

they are brighter than chimpanzékesake, 2010).
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AThe animal 0 has been perennial lwhatconcei ve
we-arenot: the non-human.Efforts to conceive or to know or to express the animal

through, or adjacent to the human, or, to conceive or know or express the human
through,or right next to the animalthrough the genius of analogy, resemblance and

of teleology, though form and furteond has produced a very stable, hierarchical

scaffolding withthe animad like the ontological family pétalways there, right

beside us, if a little lower. This is because Being and Animality are inseparable.

Perhapghis ongoing privileged placemeritasb e en figood f or ani mal s
no. Not when one squares up to the facts of loss of habitat and species, of industrial

meat or zoos and the lives of billions of lab animals. Sometimes an extraordinary

member of a type gets noticeddareceives a better life and some notoriety: Lassie or

Kisi the grey parrot or Kanzi the Bonobo. But even here, the best these exemplars can

do is place a strong secondtqusas t hey also tend to do in
favoured among moral dbsophers Even among some of the heroes of animal

moral standing for animals we find this ranking happening. For instance, after a long

and careful working out of the equal inherent value of all subfeadife, and the

equalprima facieright of anirmals not to be harmed,om Regarstates rather baldly,

ADeath for the dog, in short, though a har
would be foranyof t he humansodo (Regan 1983: 324, a
that this outcome is not in conflietith the principles he has worked hard to ground,

and then goes on to do a fancy bit of utilitarian sbathing to make that ranking

stick. Peter Singepractically guffaws at the attempt to level the moral playing field

beyond subjectsf-consciousnessl e c |l ari ng outri ght: Aéand we
[ Paul ] Tayl orés even more extraordinary cl
respect every living thing, but that we should place the same value on the life of every

living thing as we placeonoorwn o (2002: 319) . Il n making tF
that what catches our attention for a change is not the strength or weakness of these

arguments but the propensity of our Aani me
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that humans come out on top ewwmnong those claiming the least degree of comfort

with that very outcome and publically committed to changifg it.

Has this thought scaffol di,ngcoldetbayifwegood f o
keep trying to extendthicsin the direction of, sg invertebrates angreen thingsi.e.

plant® No. Plant8 just like thenot i on of A tohhave eertainly beem me nt o
relegatd t o vague backagr obxcem forr Avidtoles they havei mi | i e u
rarely appeared ithree millenniaof thinking and wriing Philosophy. We live out

that gesture of our minds, in our imaginaries, in our everydaypsetJust think about

your typical natural history museum visit: Theant Equisetum spp(aka horsetail,

snakegrags the lush ferns anthe freaky angiospernare thehundred nilion year-

old leafy props against which the drama of the dinosaurs and-&gsenan, and

then the Wodly Mammoth and its disappearance, plays #ud is beingreplayed

Both in the stories restoration biologists are telling almhith moment in prehistory

is the ecologicalsac or r ect one to Areturn to, o0 and in
about the time beforBumans literally under construction by rich industrialists in the

21% century (Lovgren, 2005)Notice that the animal ain, even in the historical
misanthropic imaginary, sits right next to us. Notice that we are aldeetoand are

willing to be shown, that we humans start as alligiker creatures crawling up out

of the Devonian mud, from water to ,aaur musculature and genes evolving, yet still

trailing out behind usnto the fanshaped KingdomAnimalia back through the

reptiles and the birds and those great dinosaurs. That is what we are willing to see as

our actuality. And though we know, intellectually, that alevays have and always

will live by grace of the oxygen produced by said plants, and are built from the very
carbons of them, and run our entire global econorhyhef backs of that carbon, we

are unable to think let alone live the novel and profounchdruaf thesevegetal

relations.This backgroundingof herbalityy indeed of ecolody is directly linked to

the foregrounding of animality. It is a gestalt operatidnwicky, 2003).

For a further exploration of this tension in conte
I ndi fferent Kinship.o

3 See also Matthew Chmivd s ain this isstiee
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d ceallp lbve animals. | love philosoph My

guestionis this: Have these efforts of thinkiilge-animal been good for thinking? In

general, no.

The animalasnon-human does not belong to a sad, myopic and ameliorable moment

of

theanimal plays a critical ané n

Western philosophy®&s pa sthat padtthinkings cent r a

e X ¢ | u s iomtestabilionpea certain A

version of human life, includingvhat questions and answdramars comeup with

while thinking, and the overall style of that activitAnd, it will likely dominate the

c ha

racter of thoughtoés future, eve

n in don

are speaking here not of the content of thought but o¥dtg architecture. The

saturation of Westa philosophy by animality has worn a rutaocidenal ethical and

political thought causi ng whagst dr edid sepettioe, fitoadistict a |

tic-like acts of binaryjudgment andthe extersion of categories outward from a

prototype® Thinking the animaseems to haveot caused us to take thee difference

that difference can, and should makefito nher i ted t hinki

it s

But

dogmaod ( DelacquesdDarrida i3 €eBainly dght 2hat,.

eit is a matteréof taking that
whole differantiated field of experience and of a world of {ffams.

And that means refraining from reducing this differentiated and
multiple difference, in a similarly massive and homogenizing manner,
to one between the human subject, on the one hand, and thejaonsub

that i1 s the ani mal i n general,

, he seems to have underesti mat

lifesf or ms. 0 He himself got stuck on

eighty page plateaa n

ng, I ts

di ffere

on the o

ed the d
cats (20«

i B e c oMmThougand RlateaudDeleuze and Guattari

caution us tahnaitmaf|[ bi]se coonmiyngone becomi ng amc

One

can, Aiin no preformed | o0ogical

-order o

woman, becomingshild... taking i from animal, vegetable, and mineral becomings

“ | would like to thank my colleague, Doug Halls, for helping me to articulate this complex dynamic.

® http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stereotypy
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to becomings of bacteria, viruses, mol ecul

truth, that plateau is overrun by dogs, wolves, birds, cats, horses, whales and tics. And

t hey confess t e exidiemde i ok very nsgeciah becomistggmal

traversing human beings and swethigkinggg t hem

even in radically unconventional thinkers, seembltek rather than enablB act s o f
understanding performed witine maximum persggtive possibie (Naess, 1977, as

cited in Hurley, 1988: iii). Why? Bmuseanimality hasan assured berteepwithin

the very structuresof thinking, imagining feeling, desiring. What would it take to
actually thinkotherwise, to truly thinlkecosophicdy? Might we be able to thinthe

plant and avoid (re)ontstabilizing ourselves? Might some aspect of herbivory help

us to have a new thought without our domesticating them, and thought, in turn?

Part Two: Making Heads or Tails oPLANT PHILOSOPHY

There are not many of us doingegetable philosophy, either professionally or

casually. Whatould philosophical botanpe? Here is one possibility:

Richard Karbana leader in the field of plant communication research, wrot in
comprehensive literature riew in 2008.His philosophical positions that it is both
empirically and conceptually incorredb say plantsir eact 0 wher eas
A b e hoalhe.t |, |l i ke humans, ani mals fAbehaveo
know, one of the key axes of extensibat animal behaviour science has pursued in
the past 30 year3his is whatKarbanwrites in support ofa further correction and
extension of that concept, to plants

Plant behaviours are defined as rapid morphological or physiological

responses to ewes, relative to the lifetime of an individual. Since

Darwin, biologists have been aware that plants behave but it has been

an underappreciated phenomenon. The best studied plant behaviours

involve foraging for light, nutrients, and water by placing organs

where they can most efficiently harvest these resources. Plants also

adjust many reproductive and defensive traits in response to

environment al heterogeneity i n space

have been characterized as simpler than those of animalsntRece
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findings challenge this notion by revealing high levels of
sophistication previously thought to be within the sole domain of
animal behaviour(2009: 727)

There are othefiorays of this kind (Hall 2009; 2011; Stone 1974, 1985). While part of

me applaud these efforts and takes a great interest in the power of the data and the
arguments being launched, another part of me recalls the gestures | made above
against extensionist efforts. Recalling those gestureslrgady know that the project

of bringing plant life into the existing philosophical conversation is exactly that: a
project of engaging philosophy ontits <cl a:
those termd terms of resemblance, difference as degrees from similarity of function,

relevant futions and theire | at i ve val ue anandamhopiy,aby nAt he
was the case with the animal, to find acommongraumdd a A c oletween | ogi ¢
these twokingdom® so that plants, now, too, can tagen seriouslyMcCourt, 2005)

And we alreag know with a high degree of confidence what the conceptual and

material outcomes are of this line of thinkiwgl be: for the status of plantsr other

features of the natural worldh thought and in action (third place), for the status of

the humaror personby comparisorfvictorioug andfor likelihood of the enriching of

philosophy under the pressures of this herbivorous lirextginsion(weak). Since my

overall concerns arecophilosophicalthat is a desire and a commitment to think and

to exist bgond any particular kind of animal or thought or plant, to think and exist
adequately (Spinoza, 2000) within the intactness, beauty and vitality of life, then we

need to imagine another route for plmbught.

2. Becoming, and BecomingPlant?

Whence nght another route lieth principle, wewould have to aggressively bracket
the question of Being and try to oriembward conceptslike Becoming and

Unbecoming

Serendipitously, one discovers the concept bifcomingplant in Deleuze and
Guat t ar and Bndsviteastlk ynderthoughih Deleuzian studierucially, the
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Cc onc e paboutiplantedut about bec oautlinewhatDdleazedénd br i ef |

Guattarimean bythe concepof becoming

Two very helpful andoncise statemesithey makearethati becomi ng i s a ver
a consi st enciiyb eaclol miintgss poaenl39nA ecoming is not
a description of m actual or ideaproperty or feature of an entityso much as a
description of an &red, scalar intensificatiénthe takng on of certain relations of
movement and resto enabl edoroamstyoi { BB ) er s N ¢
anotherjn a particular way. Crucially,

a becoming is neither one nor two, nor the relation of the two; it is the in

bet weenét hecontng that knites fhe wasp and the orchid produces

a shared deterritorialization: of the wasp, in that it becomes a liberated piece of

the orchidds reproductive system, but a

object of an orgasm in the wasp, algwerated fran its own reproduction

(293)

Becomings the name for this provisional@or eat i ve zone i n which t

their Aproper functionsod are themselves ef"

Deleuze and Guattari mee different kinds of becomings. Whiatinvolved in these
different type® They tend to explaibecoming in generahtough the example of
becominganimal. Does it have anything to do with actual animals like North Atlantic
Right Whales and Snakes? Are we to put on snouts and bark coniyfickhg Do
we put on fis and learn to free dive? Perhay#atever these becomings involve,
according to Deleuze and Guattari, they do not involve or lead us back onto finding
their proper relative morphological positions along the Great Chain of Beimgpy
of I i keness and unlikeness: ADo not l ook f
for this is becominganimal in action, the production of the molecular animal
(whereas the Areal 0 anifmarm iand rZppjeac tiinvi
Neitha do becomings involve imitation or even conceptual proximity:

An example: Do not imitate a dog, but make your organism enter into

composition withsomething elsan such a way that the particles

emitted from the aggregate thus composed will be camsirgefanction

of the relation of movement and rest or of molecular proximity, in
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which they can enter. Clearly this something else can be quite varied,
and be more or less directly related to the animal in question: it can be
t he ani mal 6s amdavoro); cx iks exteaoo reélationd with t
other animals (you can becordeg with cats or becormmonkey with

a horse), or an apparatus or prosthesis to which a person subjects the
animal (muzzle and reindeer, etc., or something that does not even

have a lgalizable relatiorio the animal in questior274).

Neither does becoming mean functionality. It is not about accomplishing something
types tend to accomplidby natureor hope forJlike acting autonomously or making
babies.The fiproduction of the moledua r a n i madnthe (inersiications of

a zoneor bloc of connectivityy proximities but not spatial, nor temporal neven
conceptual adjacenci@goward a particular configuration of movement and rest
which expressebut does notepresenta qualityor qualities of animality, of animal
livings. This is crucial. Notice that the key features of extensionwtal thought
discussed aboweproximity as seriality andadjacency,analogy, resemblance and

functionalityd are antithetical tbecoming.

And what then,of becomingplant?

In principle, becomingplant would involve ourextension and ideasntering into
compositon with something elsén such a way that the particles emittedm the
aggregate thus composed wilirbvegetdly as a function of theelation of movement

and rest, or of molecular proximity, in which they can enter. Becoipleugf is the
emission of particles from a heterogeneous alliance we make which expresses
actionthe unique qualities of plants or pldivtes. These qualities wibd, in principle,

not be the same qualities as those of women or wdivesy nor of canines, nor of
children and childhoodsvery little attention has beedevoted to imaginingvhat
these unique expressions of pkiaings might actually be. This shouktrikes us as
unfortunate if indeed different becomings are philosophically unique; that is to say,

express unigue logics, phenomenalities, conceptualities, imagiraarc values, and

enabl eentertonfiod proxi mit yangeidthdughts angenui nel

bodies.
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In the final sectionof this paperl begin to try toarticulate the unique bloc ofn-
betweenexpressed by the phenomenof plant communication. Besides plant
communication, there are at least six 1soiperficial ways that plasife differs from

the lives of all other members of the kingdom animalia, whéther s nake or a
or even a beeod ( Mirhizgrhes glone, 2 Bapatity to 408m new 1)
growth at any point along its body; 2) extreme seasonality of viepi®duction; 3)

the great distances in time and space, and the elemental forces of water, heat and wind
that reproductive and nutritive parts must navigate to realize their teloi; 4) the
immediate triggering of celleath upon successful pollination; 5¢ resence of four

axes of symmetryradial, left-right (bilateral); frontback (adaxiabbaxial)and up-

down; 6) the presence of male and female parts on the same organism.

My work hereis not intended to establish a truth abplaints in generalabouthow

the secret life of plants is cool; about how plant life is like or is not like human life,
and to what degree; or evamthe service of the concethat plants deseevmoral
standing.This work aims to make evident thaiese vegetal modalities expse
genuinely different, rather than niftyegetalvariation on our dominantmodes of
enacting communication andur dominant ways of thinking about what
communication is and is in the service loeally, we wantbecomings to resonatet

just tobe undestood. My hope is that what is presented enters into composition with
something elske perhaps inchoate but resonamégetality mental or somatic
experienced andfrees the powers of thoughgven provisionallyfrom the bad habits

it hasdevelomd through (wer)thinkingthe-animal, to another power.

3. BecomingPlant-Communication

Research into plant communications (al so

North America around 1983. Since then, there has been an explosion of research and
peerreviewed articles into the subject, appearing in every major scientific journal. All
my sources for this paper are from work published in the past two ydersaciual
methods ofcollection of plant signaling datand thesubsequentliscussions of the
results have been framed by a predictable set of expectations and a predictable
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underlying ontologyteleology functionalismand Being. Thosentologicalpremises

are revealed by thegg/pical) Q&As about plant signalling:

1. Whatactually happens? PlantaMe a fivol a¢tiVvVeO@C@) owhi eldo i s
kind of chemical finggrint made up of possibly hundredsd different
chemicals which it gives off in a resting state, and, when a plant is stressed (it
is being eaten by bugs like aphids, or encroached uporobgh grass, or
shaded or thirsty or even mechanically damaged) its volative profile changes.

2. WhatisiP Apl antds | mmune response, since t
attract natural enemies to the bugs that are eating it or the weeds that are
encroachingipon it

3. Whywoul d a pl ant Infieadaiionrnouanm ialera invasip@s a
protective mechanisnThis chemical shift comes at an energy cost to the plant
so even if the individual plant is sacrificed, the mechanism seoviesiease
the reproductie fitness of its type: kin selection.

4. Which directiondoes signalingnove? From the insidef individual plants,
andoutwardaccording to the natural law th@dtr e qui res it to grow
itself on all sides, according to the tendency of the inwarcet which make
italivingthingg (Mi I I, 1956: 72).

5. Wheredoes c¢communi c?a0n the surfadelofatheal and dower

cells by virtue of chemicals which have travelledtigh the air toward it.

If we stoppedherethose of us unfamiliar withhis phenomenomight go away
surprised and impressedbyh e f act t hat-defensasystende hHEKaebaniise

and Shiojiri, 2009) and a capacity to communicate.

But, consider the followinggummarystatement bywo leading scientists in the field,
Martin Heil andRichardKarban

é there are theories at hand that could explain the evolution of
emitting airborne signals but there is a lack of empirical data to test
them. It is known empirically that plants can perceive VOCs but there
are no theoreticahodels to understand the evolutionary origin of this

capacity, neither is it known how volatiles are perceived and translated
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into signals. Even after accepting plgslant signaling via airborne
cues as a physiological possibility, many researchers havatetl its

ecol ogi cal(2009el4x.vanceée

Clearly, there is more of a mystery afoot than the questmranswer session above,
suggests. In the next sectiomrh going to walk us through six observations which
contribute toHeil and Karbat s v li vallwidentify the starting (ontological)
premises and then statéhat | think is amore viable premisas isimplied by the
observation Taken together, thedacetsexpressa quality of the uniquéecoming

that is becomingplant

. At t he tlreesreilndifviidual 06 plant, and communi c

There are two pertinent observations which contest the view that plants are isolated

types reacting outward to other plants.

First, it turns out that the chemical profile of a plant is often totally ueniip that

individualplant Ther e does not seem to be a simple
for, say, barl ey or corn in general. nAl Il
chemical profile from different plants is different and can be spedfict hat pl ant
(Dewhirst andPickett 2010: 89). This observation complicates the basic assumption

that, in signkling, a plant is acting as a gendiipe

Second, even a given individual pl antodés v
depending on wét kind of stress it endures: if it is mechanically attacked it gives off

a Aiwound signal @ it is attacked by an insect, another type of sigaatl if another

kind of insect, yet another type of signal (Dewhirst Bickett 2010: 90). This forces

us D imagine not only that plants are individuals, but that these individuals are
continuously ceevolving with, and in, varying environmental relations which
themselves are evolving in complex ways. Plants are not in any meaningful way

beings in isolatiorfrom an externality which is configurable as secondary or alien,
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toward which they must move, and against which they need imnfuBdygalled
generic types are real individuals, and thosealted individuals are always already

in and withfluid nonadditive relations(Cahill et al, 2010: 1657) with others'hese
observations put pressure on the possibility that individual plant organisms are
embedded singularities or put otherwise, that the most real and basic indivisible unit
(or body) of finitevegetd existence are what Spinoza calladdodes @ par t i cul ar
t hi ngs t hat(Spnoza 2GD0: Payt Il:ePropositior@gach with its own
natur® rather than types or essenc@3art Il: Definition 17), and that these
singularities are, by necessityllfy immersed in, constituted by, and constituting, a
milieu. A The i nt er pplad yand lervitomneelt Ns a mutual actigity
(Willemse, 2009: 2397)

[I. Communication among blood elations?

Across dozens of examplébleil and Karban 2009: 138) wesee thatone kind of

plant( Aipl ant AO0) experiences one kind of stre
an entirely different (genetically unrelated) kind of plgnti p | a n't Bo) which
the second plant to do something which improves its successit maefence against

some further ki nddefentces astspeetacdar s thS augneestationY 0 )

o rinhibition of the germination or the development of plari87), including stem,

leaf orroot development (Prestp2004: 912). Here is a tigal example of the

structure of such a mechanisn8agebrush plants are cut. They give off a volative

chemical. This induces resistance in wild talad¢o grasshoppers and cutworms

(Heidel et al. 2010; Karban et g12000) Conceptually, we are alreadglking about

communication betweeneighborsand not kin, not blood/sap relations. These inter

rat her than intraspecies6 signal-plamlg mec ha
signalingo but change thhi®atsaofyomweattahea:
systemsédemonstr at enott lpraréquisiieefor cgnmuniedtiomt ed i s
(Heil andKarban,2009: 142, addedmphasis)

® One can see here that the major liberal trope of negative rights has been read into thesayfnamic
plant interaction.

101



Journal for Critical Animal Stvdiesie 1X, Issue 1/2, 2011 (ISSNI8352%

[l . BetweenPlants: Dyadic M utualisms?

What | have just underlined about inf@ant relations is nothing new from an
ecologcal perspective. Ecology does mhagin with thepresunption ofindividuals or
isolated species buather withsets of contexspecific life forms that have eevolved

into a variety of partneringgredatorprey; mutualist; commensalist, opportunist
These name thgariouscombinations and permutations of benefits and costs across a
given nonrelated pairExplanations for Plant A: Plant-Bpe nterspecific signaling
default to the presumption that these rargualisms. HossaerMcKey et al weigh in:

fAs in many other interspecies interactions, chemical signals are suspected to be
important in thefunctioning of these mutualism@s(2010: 75). Mutualisms are
cooperative interactions between species, in which each pdrémefits from the

association (Brostein et al., 2006).

Let us focus on the especialigloved Deleuzian propositidsetweenVillani, 1999:

9) and the premise gfartnering in the prototypical mutualisticase that Deleuze and
Guattaridescribe the orchidwasp pairing. Thdéloweringpl a n t Aoidedar so t he
place to lay its eggs, and a reddyhand snack when the larvae hatch (the i

seed} . The insect Afof ferso the plant di sper
sometimes indirectly thr osuapdociafediwith these fpar a
mu t u a | (HossaestMcKey et al., 2010: 75)Whatever the mechanisnt,is said

thatf é e aparinerdependdlirectly on the other for its reproduction(75). In some

cases fithese mutuali sms ar eexqusivelyeratspeci f i c
least partially, on the other for its reproduction, enforcing tight physiological co

adap a t iPlamt and pollinator have evolved extraordinary reciprocal specificity,

often approachingoneto-one obligate specificity (76). What theseassertions

suggests is that, even though plants, insects and aramegdsirts of larger, complex

and dynamic blocks oécologicvitality, neverthelessvithin that larger wholghere

are tight (exclusive, monogamqusyadig couplings Ultimately, here, tb dyadis

conceivedas if it were an isolated individuagnd the pairingtself as if havingthe

mostcentral and identifiable functiomithin that whole a pairing in perpetuity.
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Again, delving into the details of these-aalled pairings suggests thawhatever is
going onbetweenplants is either so exclusivenor so simple to surap. For how,
exactly, are these ostensibly exclusive dyadic offeravgmmade to one anotheand

suchcouplings cemented?

By a third.

Il n many casesoweratv dlhdatridl e,s0 aa AdStudiesi ¢ a l S
of the chemical profiles of these signals reveal a rbiogigling array even in a

controlled environmenike a greenhouse where one managdyg a few species, not

entire natural ecosystems. A flowerlatile is by no means a orneote infospritz

aimed directly at a single wasp but something almost unfathomably complex both in

what it isand what itdoe s . F i gcentt signaltemiged By the host plant must be

fall

specific, to attract its specific and @adte partne¥ i ncl udi ng a way of

ft he appropriate phonol dHpssaedcKeg ROAQ ). f or p ol
The perfumeemitted by the host plant and perceived by the insect should contain not

only information about the specifidentity of the plant, but also on its developmental

stage, particularly information about whether or not the plant is receptive, i.e. ready to

be pollinated and thus has the right resources to dfat, theseso-calledpartners

are not just hangg around the house waiting for the phone to ritftey are dispersed,

and plenty of other possible suitors are nearby. The successful encounter of the host

plant and its mutualist insect therefore also requires a very strong #gdaso, as a

second requirenmg, fithe signal emitted by the plant and the capacity of the insect to

det ect the messageémust bextgtarcangisamdhapoe
Anoi seo0 ( Ragus dosabHNMKey, 2819: 76).i Theeechppeanto be

hundreds of possible dimsions to the accomplishment of the coupling by the third.
Scienti st s anefer fofeirdosmatiom abdue resburces opens up a large

number of questions. How is specificity of the signal achieved? Moreover, once
specificity is achieved, how do pléapollinator relationship change, how do they

di v er sincregseng@numbers of associated species adapt to exploit the resources
exchanged by mutualists, are mutualist pairs that are locked into a simple signal

unable to shift, whereas those that useentmmplex signals can respond more easily

to such pressures? Could it be that if they appear, sismgal systems may
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relatively quickly disappear, rather than leaving descendant lindage? Ho-s saer t
McKey, 2010: 85).

What | think we learn here is ththe defaultstory of mutualisms agyadsunderplays

and oversimplifies the truths of the critical sophisticated and-latgkly-not-

understood agency of other elements, in this eassganiccompound Whatever is

going onbetweentwo plant partnerss reither so simple, nor sdetween These

simple perfumesima y be the 6silkd that hol ds tog
i nt er a c(85). dhe thiedoqualifies, as much as the pair, asagentor what

Bruno Latour called amactantin a complex interactichfia par | i ament of t
(Latour, 1993: 142) not merely as a vehicl
as we stop taking nonhumans as objects, as soon as we allow them to enter the
collective in the form of new entities with uncertain boundaeesties that hesitate,

guake and induce perplexity, it is not hard to see that we can grant them the

designation of actorso (Latour, 2004: 76).

V. Still Other Others: Alliance, not Filiation

Our narrowview of sacalled individuals and socalled dyadi mutualisms openside

when we pay attention to the fact that, f
with diver gRrestany20CG4:n93: sedts, fungi, animals, birds, single

celled organisms, other plants. Draw from hundreds of possiblem@gs, herare

four well known nondyadic systems with alliancesross kingdoms

1. There is a beetlarva thateats maize. When attacked by these beetles the root
systems of the maize emits a chemical which attracts a nematode. This
nematode eats theame rootworm (Hitpoldet al, 2010).

2. There is an aggressive grass timaluces defence in barley. When the roots of
barley are stressed by the grass they emit a chemical whiclte® the
number of aphids thaland on the barleyDewhirst and Pickett, 2M;
Glinwood, 2003).
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3. There is an ant thattacks acacia. When attacked the acaciasargchemical
which attracts or increases the population of bacterial assoitedset al.,
2010).

4. There is a baeria on the tobacco plant thadmmunicates with der bacteria
by releasing a lactone (AHL). This lactone increases resistance aibeco

to a certain caterpillar (Heidel et al., 2010).

In this fourth casehe authorc oncl ude AOur results demonstr

herbivore resistance, althgh it isnot clear whether this is a direct or an indirect
effectd (152).

What is happenirfy The story that plant signaling happens within or between two,

implodes completely. The story, even, that the signaling or communication is initiated

within the tvo creatures by virtue of some force or impulse contained within one of

these beings, implodes. The story that these thirds are indirect, accidental and

incidental, implodesThe interkingdom range and variability of these mechanisms
shatters once and fall the hermetic seal of thos#yads. Taken together, these
destabilize the underlying narratival axis upon which our confidence in explaining the
phenomena even rests: that classical x aageg upon which the conceptsdifect
versus indirect, origirversus outcome, organiessusinorganic, kin versus alierself
versus nosself, actor versus object, and even plant versus animea¢ themselves

stabilized and madmeaningful.

V. Where?Above or Below? Territories or TheRhizosphere

And wherearewe evenlooking for signaling?A further uprooting of our confidence
occurs when we learn that, whife] m] o st I ni ti al studi es
abovegr ound \DQickeaet dl.,12@08: @03)lants, in fact, communicate intra
and interspecialy through other media than air and in different regions than the

aboveground. Chemical mechanical, and electricalignals travel underground.

A[ T] he connections of wunrelated plants

be a major thoroughfare by wh information is exchaged in plamplant

interaction® (403). A recent study designed to control for ab@reund transmission
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confirms the rhizosphedet h e Anarrow region of soi |l éi mi
rootséthat i s directl y nsiand |asseciatece Goil by ro
mi croor gani s &édwbde a(major konepoé signakifieidel et al., 2010).

Naturally we presumed that communication needs ears, human or canine, to pick up
vibrations; and noses to pick up olfactory cues; and eagle ey®sisoand cones, to
receive light; and especially mouths, palates, tongues and uvulae to utter words or
soundsignals. And naturally we presumed thatki&l communication happens it will

be between and across beings with those body parts, and thos@élitiegarea of the
biosphere weommunicatorgnhabit: in air, above ground, out of water, in our
ecological territories. Yet, plants enjoy theinbabitation of two distinct zones: the
sky part and the earth part. Plants enjoy a relation to touch ¢hadb wot, by virtue of
their straddling two elemental zones: the earth and the air, and growing slowly, into
these. As atbreathers they can connect up with anything in that sphere. As earth
touchers, they can connect with anything in that sphere. Dtsajoy quaties and
freedoms of movemerdspassions even perhapsot available on the surface?

French philosopher Luce I rigaray writes, o
awayébeneath the earthéln the damp, soft w
does not die completely, it is because it

33). In her major ethical treatisén Ethics of Sexual Differeneéhere Irigaray works
out what would be required of us, and a world, in order to live harmoniandly

lovingly together among genuine difference, she admonishes:

Weneedtér e member or | eobmovemenbiothet t he r ol e
p as s iall forss af passively experienced passions in which the

subject is enclosed, constrained, deprived of its rootsheheegetal

and earthly or ideal and heavenly. Sap no longer circulates between

the beginning and the end of its incarnafibiyaray 1993, pp 7-3).

Plantscouldremind us of our passions because they express differently. And fish,
living another rang to emit and receivavithin. And cormorants, air and water.
Baderia: every possible zonie, motion and rest. Fetusdgpically waterandthen

air.
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Signalingthrough any and all meanthrough any and alh-betwees, is wherever

and wh at ev er andi ecrivas scliemical, mechanical, photovoltaic, kinetic

A p & c t Bheelemental planés earth, air, fire, watéy are not merely background

elementsfor other genuine organicommunication touse in the service of real
communication among genuine commuas Rather,it seems thathese as well,

aret he agents of communicati on: At he Mechanc
Guattari, 1987: 74).

VI. Mul tiple, fineébut still therefore Bene

We tried to keepnutualitycontained to the couplbut could not.

What about that other forceful prong of function: the premideeokfitt hat fAéeach
partner depends directly on the other for

The strongest pushback agaiasly straightforvard mutualism premise is thiddre

seem to beas many interspecies casefere there ar@o obvious positive fithess
consequences to h emitfeo at all, let alone a short stretdf benefits followed by

down turn.There are many instances whéréddt t ack@e@cc d6ncs odwarnd n
butdonotte ms el ves get aréyAirbarne gigndishusuallkimprdveo r i t

the resistance of the receiver, but without obvious benefits for the emitter, thus

making the evolutionary explanaticof this phenomenon problemati¢Heil and

Karban, 2009: 137Whatwe seem to often have is a unidirectional ngerd intra

species and even intkdngdom, signaling systenit Co mmuni cati on bet wee
can produce large effects in terms of induction of putative defensive chemicals as well

as resistance to herbivoredthough it is not clear at this time that either of the plant

species tested benefib this communicatian(Karban et al., 2000: 70Recall the

model case of the sagebrush and the tobacco. The tobacco experiences enhanced
protection against a bug (thévore) which does not even negatively affect the first

plant, the sagebrush and was not the stress factor that precipitated the chemical
emission by the sabeush. We see this also plantinsectostensiblemutualisms:

AThe purpose of uhitaiios from hcetton maats to evaspsms

presumedo be to allow the predatory wasp to more easily obtain the location of its
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preferred pre§y one of two types of parasitic herbiesr feeding on the cotton

p | a n the éommynication system studied heauld have evolved to save the
wasps energy in finding the right plant to land on. However, the advantage to the
cotton plant is less clear as the wasp does not destroy the herbivore immediately
(using the herbivorous host for egg laying) so that the herlsvemain feeding on

the cotton plant for somentie after the chemical signalid¢Doyle 2009: 441)These

cases certainljoosenthe grip of the beneficiarfunctionalist premise of mutualism,

at leastif we restrictowd e f i ni t i o to reprbdutiveoperposef. i t 0

Besides the empirical question, however, there are a few relevant conceptual

guestions to ask:

First, how do we, or scientists, studying these-called beneficial interactions,

conceptualize, perceive and hence confirm, empirically tipesbutcomes? nl truth,

atimef r ame must be I mposed befdolmfieldsudiesfiout comi

the timeframe imposed maps onto the funding tihme a project haslt is entirely

possible thatfter 4 years of counting tobacco plant seedshe neighborhood of

sagebrushand finding more in the fourth year than in the first year, we could publish

an article giving evidence @in increase in number, thagguing a beneficial outcome

for tobacco in terms akeproductive capacithy virtue ofsage But, if we looked for

l onger, may be wegivevaluindad fleeidod dboey aleit buconteH

This is true for many phenomendo&d control embankmenta Bangladesltreated

habitats for the flies that carriegishmaniasis(Minkin et d., 1996). Adjusting

industrial practices to make meat protein affordable and widely available (poultry or

beef) improved nutrition. But, the conditions of industrial agriculture made those very

sites epicenters for zoonotic diseases including S AR $. pami ¢ of 2002 and

cowo di s e aews, (199% 1200N)leooking episodicallyat a timeslice

experimerdl situationve do seem to see tobacco plant s

and cutworms improvedguite possibly by virtue of its friendly neiglob, the

sagebrush. But,
A o] ver five years of experiments, t oba
produced more flowers and seeearing capsules but were also more
susceptible to frost damage compared with controls. However, there was a
negative corration between tobacco capsule production and distance from
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sagebrush indicating that sagebrush has an overall detrimental effect on the
fitness of tobaccoprat s 6 ( Di cke et al . 2003: 403) .

Second, how dwve, orthe scientists t udy i ng fApl adtcocomemuwneée cat it
value of communication in general place such that we can locate its beneficiaries and

its social sited t 6s r el evant for us to take note t
pervasive in the scientific literatureé:the benefits to themitter and receiver are not

equal and not mutual, the description of the plant behaviour is downgraded from
Acommuni cati ono (Prestori2604: 9k Ititheosgmal flows do a

third party this thi &aheg thismoyr rligythe sigaal | ed a
al ways Ohonest 0é ochoemefies Gthrehteaa the twagmutualists

use this information e Kebsamdavis,tap citadx pl oi t |
HossaerMcKey et al, 2010: 76). These are the terms most commonturid:

eavesdropper, cheater, exploitdrhese are all perjoratives. What does this linguistic

usage reveal? Among other things, it suggests that, by defimbormunicatiormust

always flow tweways, and privately, between strictly identified and ideatiie,

worthy owner® the beingd of that dialogical reciprocal, symmetricakransaction:

anything other than that idlegitimate, theft, freeloading, perversion, failuréve

couldchoose other terms for the indirect, unintended elliptical givings aniviregse

that seem to happen. An al ter nletoiframe t o an
these through a narrative of the actions of generosity and gift; to draw from a
conceptual terrain wherein the spontaneous,-meritocratic reception of an
unconainable excesswhether protective VOC signals, a smiling flash of

recogrition, or a blood transfusiénby an unspecified and uncountable other or

others, from an unidentified nggroximate other or othergs the epitomef the

Good. In fact, under a Deredn or a Levinasian conception of the ethical, these are

the very kinds of relationsvhich can, and do, testify to the fundamental fact of

goodness, and are the wsfiring of any ethical authentic imperative. Deéariwrites:

The A mper ad ma @ naxassitythahesaapes the habitual regime of
necessityégeauendsarst ood (2604:1 @) ur dlevi awed e
oeuvre is devoted to distinguishing ethics, which he conceives as action, a becoming,
something undergone or received fromheiit, from ontology, or the science of

Being. He says, AEt hi cssddbéedenbitt hWavies ano e
| t s dGsetitorbabiut to beetter than beingEthics occurs as the compassion of
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beingéThe surpl us o f tethies intQudds,e digurbs, t he
commandséNeither my consciousness nor my i
demand the other places on meéyeté[this] r
the surplus or all the goodness aiginal sociality &(Levinas, 198510-11, added
emphasis)What | am signaling here is that tbdginal sociality of which Levinas

speaks means any and all relations in wihésponsivenessan and does occur.

Conclusion: Becomingplant? Or are you too attached to yourself?

Let us assemble our lacks: a lack of evidence confirmingithptoved fitness is the

A p o iohdommunication; an inability to confirrance and for all thagrowth or
reproductive functions are served by communication, or at least the growth and
reproducbn of individual beings or typeand over the longerm; an inability to

| ocal i ze nt heto directnsignals withia & dyadic aunit; the permanent

and varied role of organic and inorgariirds and fourthsn every communication
mechanismThereis alsothe fact that scientific stydof plant signaling hat isolate

and fix its samples (genetically, geographically, temporadlgyl to caryonias i f i n
a common garden ( H o-BlcKeye2010: 85). What is lacking the living matrix

itself.

Through what plant communicationight not be we canstart to feel something else

entirely being expressed Certainty different verbsthan being, evolving,
communicating, reproducing, defending/hat is expressed ibecoming.In their

pl ateau, i rghierse, BeBoenow@nimal, Becomingl mper cept i bl e é ¢
Deleuze and Guattari write

To become is not to progress oOr regress
not an evolution, at | east not by desc
allianceeéelf e v o | ntable besomings,dtlisuidtates any v e

domain of symbioses that bring into play beings of totally different
scales and kingdoms, 1887t12B8) no possi bl e f
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Thinking plantthoughts shovesis in abetter way than thinking animathoughts
does,twadt he truth that the Acorrecmhnortheni t 0 of
dyad b u t Athe assemblage. 0 The assemblage i s
physical entity with a particular form and having one or two particular components
and one orwo dominant functions, rather it is a description of the quality, or state, of
a radical collectivig (or what Deleuze and Guattari cheekilydalu n h ol y )al | i anc e
An assemblage is less a thing than a transiterp with a particular consistency, or a
mobile state And il [ a&€s are made up not only of people but also of wood, field,
gardens, ani mal £987:388)dhegwitamo di t i es 0
It is quite simple; everybody knows it, but it is discussed only in
secretéUnnatur al p are the tcue NaduteispEmgsthe or nup't
kingdoms of Naturé involves terms that are entirely heterogeneous: for
example, a human being, an animal, and a bacterium, a virus, a molecules, a
microorganism. Or in the case of the truffle, a tree, a fly, and a pigserh
combinations are neither genetic nor structural; they are interkingdoms,
unnatural participations. These multiplicities with heterogeneous terms,

cofunctioning by contagion, enter certain assemblagesZ22).

AAIl kinds of heterogeneous elementsosik up énot only theémater
odors, sounds, postures, @to (323).7"We t herefore call it t he
although nature has nothing to do with it, since on this plane there is no distinction
between the nau r a | and 2068 dhepunchicnel os(t-hat t he
reali zationo of pl ant communi cation i s nei
specific but is accomplished in and through radical kinships, through a fantastically

versatile and mukldirectional capacity to haromize a multiplicity of actions.

Whatever plants are up to, ig complex beingogether in the worldan original

socialitygoing beyond any simple sensebetween

Such insights should shame us away froor floralshow stereotypyo f Apl acing

p | a rnttheid correct position, ontolazplly, linguistically, morally. It should also

uproot ourhabit of thinking that all this thoughof ours & ultimately to hep us to
understandvhat they are.In its remarkable and singulgower to thwart those very

efforts becomingplant forces usto think instead the complex ways thaantness

composes us ADel euze opens us to the ideaét he

111



Journal for Critical Animal Stvdiesie 1X, Issue 1/2, 2011 (ISSNI8352%

individuals we compose may be nonhunveithin us. What we are capable of may

partake of thewolfft he r i ver , t h @urleyt 1O98eiii)i Theidehaf r i ver o
becomingplant is an ideavithin us composing us because becompignt happens.

ANo i dea can exi st unl ess the thing al so
which thereisnoan i dea in the thinkin@edmmgngéo (D
plant is a unique becoming, a unique field of forqgaaidea andqua thing. ATher e

are thus as many i1 deas as there are thing
(116). Thinking plantbemmingsthrough the subject of plant signalitmpsens the

grip of the tyranny of form and function. It also loosens the tyranny of the narratives

including the tendency to conceive of lower functions as if in the service of higher

ones and the tendencyttunk of distant things as in the service of proximate ones.

One last confessiorl:  d oeall§ love plants | love philosophy.Thinking plant
becoming hasassive polital and ethical implicatiords at the level of new concepts

and new actior& which | can only gesture to here obliquely, counting on the unholy
power of the indirect. For one, plabécomingopens up thinking about relations as
transient alliances rather than strategies. It credits the accomplishment of identity and
intimacy as aadically collective achievementrossing faculties, bodies, phyla and
even the most basic cut we so confidently declare: the organic and the inorganic.
Plantbecoming also radicallge-imagines life as that which cahe accomplishedot

within a successfuliynanag@d organic ensgement of what a thing is (iteimg, its

teloi, its progeny) butas that which can happen by virtue afcertain unfaithful

power of connectivity.

Aristotlebds phil osophi cal Orbthe Geneyatiom 6ff er s a
Animalshe advi ses, Aéwhen it is necessary for
of that which has |ife, it unites and copu
C23731b5). Vegetalityexpresesand supportshe unthinkably complex web which

holds togetkr what things are, what they are trying to become, and whantexy

the support of all the rest tanbecom€.What needsunbecoming Among other

7 Though in various parts of his oeuvre Aristotle has argued for one or the other, or a priority among these
capacities, there is textual proof that overall, Aristotle characterizes nutrition, growth & reproduction and decay as
thethree interrelated, nesequential fundamental capacities of all living things as living things. These three
functions are roughly in the service of the actualization of the states of Being, Becoming and Decay. Nutrition, or
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things our terrible somatic and mental habits: our animality stereot\geesming
plant & a labourof, ard for, unbecoming a certain tendency in human thinking and

human actionemits particles of that unfaithfuinassivepower of connectivity.

Irigaray answers the circling canine interlocutdidow can | abandon my love of the
vegetal? Would you becomépt? Or are you too attached to yourself to become
anything at all® (1992: 33).
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AStrange Kinshipo and Ascidian L

Astrida Neimanist

How el se can one write but of those things
It is precisely there that we irgae having something to say. We write only at the
frontiers of our knowledge, at the border which separates our knowledge from our

ignorance and transforms the one into the

T Gilles DeleuzePreface to the English Edition Difference and Repéitbn

Part I: Animal Ethics and Affinity, at Sea

What might it mean to engage in ethical relations with other animals? What
choreographies or constellations of affect, prohibition, connection, care, incorporation,
facilitation, ignorance, conservationyrosity, or other modes of interbeing might

gui de me, a distinctly human bei-thay, conce.l
human animals? Beginning with the whale, but moving to the sea squirt, in this article

| suggest that while an animal ethics basadaffinity might be an important starting

point for cultivating such relations, it is unable to capture the complexity of the ways

in which human and other animal bodies intersect. Instead, we might begin taking
stock of these s tingdontleevayk in which wgppgai onby at t er
another, but differentlyBut such inventories also require adequate ways of repeating

these modes of interbeing in textual practice.

!Astrida Neimanis is a feminist writer and academic, whose work explores the vicissitudes of embodiment on an
ecologically fraught and biotechnologized global landscape. Her most recent major project was entitled Bodies of
Water-a phenomenology of transcorporeality from the perspective of every body's watery constitution. Astrida
currently serves as Chair of the Editorial Board of PhaenEx: Journal of Existential and Phenomenological Theory
and Culture (phaenex.uwindsor.ca) asa@@organizer of the Thinking with Water project (thinkingwithwater.net).
From September 2011, she can be found at the Gender Institute of the London School of Economics
(Ise.ac.uk/genderinstitute).
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Of Cetaceans and Sea Squirts

About half a century ago, French phenomenologistiida MerleatPontyargued in

his Naturel ect ures t hat Athe relation between
hi erarchical relati on, but -Pbnaytvwas mbsb (2003
interested in describing what it means to be a human body, hisydagg@htive
phenomenological work quickly revealed the boundaries of the human as profoundly

porous. Turning his attention to research emerging in the biological, and particularly
evolutionary sciences, coupled with his own phenomenological researchaterle

Ponty posited that even though the human animal has its own modes of being and

embodiment, our bodies also share modes of living and modes of embodiment with

ot her animals. We echo through one another
Aintereoty in the biosphere with all anim
Ponty there is something fAproperly humano
of animality more generally, this is #fAan

(268). There is adifference then, but one that does not amount to human

exceptionalisnf.

While human exceptionalism was then, and still is, a norm in the Continental
philosophical tradition, it is precisely this notion of affinity and recognition between

human and other @analsd that is, akinship that has taken hold and now dominates

more recent attempts to formulate some sort of animal etliey. texts in

contemporary critical animal studies (e 5.y | er a n dninRbEscounterandl s

Ha r a w@ompgasion Species MdaestoandWhen Species Mgedtress similarities

and contiguities between human and 4hoiman animals, while popular science texts

such as N¥dudlnne& Rishedbn ch 6Gar | AZi mme r Wanfoeor 6 s Ed g e
and support such analysedn order to beak through the philosophically fortified

wall surrounding the human, it seems pertinent to stress the many ways in which we

might not be althat special after all.

2Toadvine (2007) makes a strong argument againstimgaMerleauPonty as advocating human
exceptionalism.

’See Great Ape Project; Do6Amato and Chopra (1991) a
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In animal activist circlespar ti cul arly those cointheer ned w
ideah a't (some) animals are ndlike uso (distar
like that) is also a common rhetorical strategy: both great apes and cetaceans have
been the focus of campaigns to extend the
precisely beause of the attributes or qualities these animals share with us humans.
Positing Akinshipo becomes a cornerstone
programs.Indeed, if we compare whale bodies to our own, we discover that both
cetaceans and humans hduags that breathe air and giant brains. Peel back the

bl ubber of a cetaceandés fin and you wil/|
hands: five fingers, a wrist, an elbow, a shoulder. Whales make mammalian babies,

and music, just like us. They have feeating hearts, like ours, just as susceptible to

being broker.

This affinity, as MerleatPonty observed more generally in the terms of interanimality,
is in part morphological, but more importantly, it has to do with the ways in which
these bodies gde our intentionality in the world. Not only do we have body parts in
common, but modes of being in common: brains prokdeime, limbs propel us
forward, hearts love. The special place that cetaceans hold in the human imagination
could be understood as deal on kinship as recognition. We engage with such
creatures as we align our own morphologies, our own emotions, our own requisites
for pleasure or survival with those of the other animal. In these constellations of
engagement, differenga-degree trumpdgifferencein-kind, as we might imagine
ourselves, too, returning to the warm womb of the oceans, terrestried tié all it

was cracked up to be. We are responsible to +th@aehuman creatures because of an
affinity;feeftiideds] dedpitetsocial,eeccoaomi,tpolitiéahnd

even philosophical incentives to deny it.

But this sort of affinity has | imits, t oo
empat hy, it mi ght actually be 1little more
clothing, sotospeal®ds Patri ck Moor e, formerly of Cana
ATo get [t he gener al publ i c] to save the \

* See Zimmer (1998), Shubin (2008), and Lingis (2000).
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whal es ar e goodo(guwexecdpti nt Eathamgoom 0 8 ®)
A s p edcthakis$,special, like us Many of us believe whales should be neither eaten,

nor slaughtered, nor held in captivity, but this belief is likely an extension of our
repugnance towards the human as food, mass murder victim, and slave. So perhaps

we have not overcome man exceptionalism, but rather extended its reach to include

those enough | i ke us to be Afamily. o

And, even if we do empathize with the whakwhale how far can that empathy take

us? On my last whale watch in the Bay of Fundy, while the thrill of isgotn

endangered North Atlantic right whale was undeniable, so too was the eventual
boredom | felt, waiting for another blowhe wind was cold, and the water looked

even colder. | knew | should be eladei was witnessing one of C
vulnerabe life forms, thriving in its natural habitdtbut my fingers were frozen, my

neck stiff and my patience struggling. And, despite the longstanding romance attached

to Aswi mming with cetaceans, o as | | ooked
that jus about the last place | wanted to be was in that water, with those whales.

While they might be an awful lot like me, at that moment | did not feel an awful lot

like them. | dropped the binoculars from my eyes, and the whales disappeared below

the waved back to a home that becomes for us humans increasingly unrecognizable

and decreasingly hospitable, the deeper the whales dive. The grey streaks of cetacean
back disappeared beneath the breaking waves, swallowed up by an oceanic habitat

that is at once of mand within me, but always also beyond me, reaching depyhs

body cannot fathom. Such experiences point to more than restlessness on a cold
starboard deck. Despite the many ways in which we do share affinities, in moments

like this we are reminded thathale-being (and any other ndruman animal being)

will always remain, to some extent, beyond us. We can meet at certain (often
exhilarating, someti mes uncomfortabl e) t h
| i v e*m@amiotbé crosse®robably not that daygut sometime shortly thereafter,

the whales | spotted in the Basin would make their way out of the bay, hugging the

U.S. Eastern seaboard as they travelled south to their winter calving grounds. And,

just as they passed Cape Cod, these whales probal@jiechdirectly over a benthic

®Deleuze (1996:118T hese are t hr eshol d ailfhddeathoohadywelhi ch it woul
constituted subject. o
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zone called Georges Bamkan elevated area of sea floor, known primarily for its
productive fishery, but also, since the 1a& 0 6 s , as a potentially f

and gas drilling.

And, as they glided over GeorgesrnBathese whales might have had an encounter of

their own. AKi Il er Bl obs threaten Canadadd
Canadads nat i ohe &lobe anel Maflplanp e2 GQ 5 , Canadads M
aquaculture and fisheries industries were putigh hlert due to the aggressive and

spreading colonization of the sea floor in Georges Bank by a blanket of fauna,
described by scientists as a (collective)
resemblingi Repomgoio@d®6 FbAu.l d hadlbeen |dadiyp 0

creeping across Georges Bank for several years, creating a thick barrier between fish

and what fish feed on. This aquatic creep meant trouble, not only for the fish, but also

for the human fishers, who rely on the Georges Bank fish stimecktheir livelihood.

AThe ®Bdillotherke to this day is in fact a colony of invasive decidedly ron

human ascidiacea, otherwise known as tunicates, or sea squirts. Sea squirts are
ubiquitous, vastly diverse, and under no threat of extinction. White slitetch, we

humans mightlikeeld Gwlhéfldeet hing 0 Afeelelrovwe xt enc
Bl ob0o? What kind of kinships are these?

Somewhere in the benthos of the northwest Atlantic, then, various questions about

ethics and affinity collide, and rige the surface: what does it mean to say we share

kinship with other creatures, and in what ways does this affinity obligate us to them?

Must kinship begin with recognitiénthat is, with a recognition of my human heart,

or flippered finger, in an animaltleer? What are the limits of affinity, and what are

we to do when it slips from our graspike the right whale flukes beneath the
breaking waves? While we fmaeelbeagablfert a fdo
it eventually outswims it. And, ifthe bods of -f BEeli hgw toward a

whose cognitive, emotional, and social intelligence so closely reflects our own can be

® The area has been protected from oil and gas development since the 1980s by moratoria by both the
U.S. and Canada, although such moratoria are always precarious. The politics of oil engages in its own
cycl es of repetitioné

" See Auld (2005a) and (2005b).
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so easily ruptured (out of boredom and discomfort, no less), should this signal to us

that building a more extensive platforrhamimal ethics upon such a fickle foundation

might be risky? That is, if kinship as affinity is the basis of animal éihizxl a

shaky basis at thdth ow a m | to respond to those <crec
goopy and gr oss ,200%afwith wham Lpreswsnably fed nd d

affinity at all? What constellations of relation might guide my engagetheri?

What Repeats?

While an ethics of affinity may indeed be an important starting point for cultivating
care and concern for ndruman animalsit can only bring us so far. Recognition, as

an operator of relation, is too limited and, to put it bluntly, too-i=défrential (and
selfpreserving?) to serve as an adequate basis for interaction with bodies of alterity. |
therefore propose that refien, in the sense elaborated by Contintental thinker Gilles
Deleuze, is a more encompassing operator of relation, which allows for a more
complex choreography of relations with our animal kiham not suggesting that
such repetiti otmsto repeat is foebe bthicalsAs dave shall see, a
careful inventory of the ways in which animal bodies and ways of being repeat in,
through and as our own reveals such repetitions to be complex and multiple: hidden
and obvious; ironic and necessary; cadictory and complementary; dangerous and
life-affirming; selfserving and seléffacing. From such an inventory, no easy ethical
formulations can follow. But perhaps the work of problematizing our own human
subjectivity within any formulation of animathics is an ofgoing project, and one
more complex than gives us comfort. To undertake these inventories of repetitions, |

suggest, can be a key element of this difficult-sefliexive work.

. The rhetoric of t b descriiing this matidular¥aana jn entirelynhartminre mo
oriented malevolent terms such as fAmeédBwirthng, 06 #Af oul
a study unto itself.

°| am indebted to my lively and extended conversations with Mielle Chandler for this proposition. It

was through the intersection of her thinking about gestationality, developmental systems and-the more
tharthuman, with my interesh Deleuzian difference and repetition in teda to water and the more

thanhuman, that this idea that other animals might @Ar
While | take responsibility for the ways | have developed this idea in this,ghpenspiration was a

joint endeavour.
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Moreover, | do not wish to suggest that these repetitions@ra form of kinship.

MerleauPonty did not necessarily get it wrong: our ways of being in the world do

echo those of our animal kin and indeed all of the other life forms with whom we

share a planetary intercorporeity. These echoes, however, are rmays aleadily

recognized by us. As they refract through our own bodies, experiences and contexts,

these reverberations are distorted and made strange. We might not recognize them as

affinity at all, and in some instances, we may even deliberately disavaw tekise

to see the connection. To call this mode of relation a repetition rather than a bare
Aaffinity, o then, hel ps us escape the dem
which it is so tempting to build an animal ethics. More importantly, to focuas i wh a t
repeat s o noetlzehwsnad drend longee the reference point, the ground

zero, the control case, the original, against which all other modes of being and relating

can be measured. We are but another complex node in a congeries of i@rations

repeating and repeated, among other multitudinous forms of life. These repatiéons

in fact, kinships, but as Merledonty might say, humans and other animals are
Astrange kino (2003: 271) ; thesedbuepetitio
alo intimately recognizable. While Merle®ilont y6s anal ysis heads
direction than my own (indeed, for MerleBaonty, the human bodyii my body, 0 i n
factd remainsit h e me a s u20Q0:1249)), bwouldalikeltooborfow his phrase
Astranigpo kasrsdaan apt way of describing thes:e
are imbricated these crosb ody choreographies that e mb e c
contexts of materiality, meaning and being, yet pose no demand for recognition of a

self as a measure oflation®

Deleuze and Repetition

De |l e u z edosvn proeairicements on the relation between human and other
ani mals are connectedabhomahegocohicepthefdaéab

Felix Guattari) inA Thousand PlateausAccording to this made of engagement,

YKelly Oliver (2007) provides a helpful explication of MerleBlo nt y6s concept of inter a
his term fistrange kinshipod (between humans and ot he
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which operates according to the logic of contagion, human and other animal bodies

are continuousl!lynioghtagti wgthanondcanot her,
Atransfections, 0 our bodies ar bBeramimalays par
bodies (Deleuze and Guattd®87:232-309). The becoming of bodies is thus always

in a relational mode, and we are literally invested in one anBth\y. suggestion in

this paper, however , repsttohdffers us B dierentlyz e 6 s c o
nuanced mode of relation for understanding these imbrications with other animals. In

putting forth a concept of repetition theddically challenges our commsensical
understanding thereof, Del euzeds thought
Astrange kinshipso with other ani mal s. Mo
unfolds as differen@to repeat is to reiterate, but differentlyfhis focus on

difference, | propose, opens the possibility to understand hothan animal

relations simultaeously in terms of connection and relation (those modes that are so

strongly highlighted in the notion of becomiagimal), but also in terms of an

uncanny strangeness, which the notion of becoming may -cpver elide. If
Aibecoaminmgal o e mp h acsoinzte sguiotuy wi t h ani mal s,

repetitiondo emphasi zes rupture strange reitera

De |l e 1B%)Yrancept of repetition is developed primarily in his ba@ikerence

and RepetitionOne of his principal claims here is that egpon does not belong to
generality. Repetition is not resemblance: to repeat is not simply to exchange some
replaceable aspect of the original for something else, such that the copy is of the same
gener al kind. il f r e ptetpiedsas atronceaxsingpitly s , 0 wr i
opposed to the generad.distinctive opposed to the ordinary, an instantaneity
opposed t o-3)What repetts, m otiber wWotlls, is pure difference. All that
can truly repeat is differendea force, a compulsiora desire to differ from oneself.

One repeats when one can throw off the shackles of identity, reject the need to
reproduce the selBame, and return, instead, as difference. Repetition is not
representation, but rather an affirmation and a selectiorctdeten the potentiality

that is, and reiterate across a rupture.

1 See Neimanis (2007) for further description eEbminganimal as a mode of being not unrelated to
MerleauPont ydés i dea of intercorporeity.
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Such repetitions have nothing, therefore, to do with teleology, whereby each
repetition would be an Ai mprovement o wupon
explicitly denies such a view @irogress (1994: 24850). Repetitions rather work in
complex and multiple cycles: circling back, gathering up, rhizomatically foligwin
always new lines of flightThere is no predetermined course of their expression. Yet,
even while what repeats is difence, it is misleading to assume that a repetition
could be entirely opeended. A repetition can only select from a given field of
potentiality. This means that an important relation nonetheless exists between
iteration® just not one of resemblance. Raps the best way of describing this
relation is ashaunted a body, an idea, an entity that carries the ghosts of both past
and future iterations enfolded withinRepeated, but differentlyff we do catch a
glimpse of resemblance, it is uncadngn ephemm@l ghost that, rather than affirming

resemblance, asks a question about the strange pathways of relation that sustain us.

So, although for MerleaBonty our kinshipd no matter how stran@eare still
triangul ated using onedwggewn thhaty Rl edimzad:
allows us to ply and productively disturb this foundation. Of course, as long as we

remain embodied human subjects embarking upon the project of writing philosophy,

this foundation will never be completely disrupted (narsdl it be). We could never

fully divest ourselves of a grounding in our own subjectivity, and our human
subjectivity is what facilitates many of our very human projects. Yet, there is still

much we can do to decentre this gefferentiality. Thinking thwugh repetition, |

suggest, is one such means.

If we return to the sea, then: what kinds of relations are inaugurated by thinking in

terms of repetition? What kinds of engagement become possiile if my

Aki nshipo with t he wlaaepresentatton & mygeneralityinndi t i o
her, recognizable to me as some variation of me, but rather a realization that | am a
repetition of Whidlitoe mdy bet nostalgig fer a warnm vPatery home,

| know my life is dependent upon the openand solid ground. As the whale slips

beneath the waves, this might not be a failure to connect, but rather an
acknowledgement of my existence as an iteration of hers: the whale, repeated
differently. She left the sea, but then returned again. She iouoig-Hicavebeen, my
might-still-become.
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But again, while | might readily understand myself as a repetition of cetacean life,
what might it mean to understand myself as a repetition of ascidian life, too? How
might my responsivity to the sea squirt be sthpy the ways that its body, its ways

of being, reped but differently as me? How do | in turn f@rculate these
repetitions back to ascidian Ideasking that it repeat my ways of being, living,
becoming? What might the movements, the contours, théigsialf these repetitions

teach me about my animal others, about myself, and about the always complex ways
in which we relate? In the currents of these repetitions, the past is never really past,
but always swept up into eddies of our present. presenigltiho present action,
present bodies, present philosophy. And within these presents, ripples of the future are

always circulating, too.

And, perhaps such an inventory demands a method, a practice, a way of writing these
repetitions that can be attentiigetheir contradictions and complexity. This would be

a writing that describes without fully knowing, a writing that cannot impose an ethics,

but can clear space for ethical moments to emerge. In an article concerning the
complexity of negotiating human dmmoretharrthuman intertwinings, acteretwork

theorist Stephen Mueck@009)reminds us that such negotiation must begin with a
fidescriptionof what is h@ p e n i n)gMueckeleflforates that in such endeavours,
entrenched divisions between the sciermed the humanities must be overcome, so

t hat we might Adescribe the interplay of
even be tempted to note the repetition Besestrange kinship between act@twork
theoryand Merlea® ont yo6s phenidmeines ogy ¢ghweeofa dir
our exper i 200@ve)?).aBst even if we sadicede, as Muecke dédsat
description is never neutral, is such concession enough? How might we make
ourselves even more alive to the power of textual comtant, to the ways in which

word and world, text and context, too, are always repeating differently, across time,

space and rupture? How might we expose the fact that as critic, one can no longer

12 As Muecke(2009)e x p| ai ns, fAarguments and values do not c

birth of facts, and of perceptiono (197).
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claim to be t hE€butasninsteas alivagsrstaverfigar digh,ocontbing

the seafloor of matter and meaning? Just as water makes parasites of us all, this
writing might only survive by living off of (through, with, alongside) what we have
already said and what we already claim to know, even as it pashlee borders of

what we do nb Description, yes. But also: pacéation.

We are bodies (words, water, flesh) necessarily bound up in each other: memory,
potentiality, gift, debtRepeated, but differently

Part 1l: 13 Repetitions

Repetition 1: Larvae

A notable fact about sea squirts: they are chordates. In other words, despite our
failures of affinity, ascidians share many characteristics with other chordates, such as
humans. To be chordate means that at some point in your development, youwvill sho
off a hollow dorsal nerve chord, pharyngeal gill slits, a flexible notochord, a tail, a
ventral heart. In most chordates, the notochord will eventually fartmony or

cartilaginous sping that is to say, one grows a backbone. These are the vertebrates.

I n Del euzebds discussions of embryogenesi s
on the precipice between the virtual and the actual. As Deleuze expounds, the larva,

or egg, holds an unknown latency, a potentiality for expression that may never be
expressed. The larval subject, for Deleuze, is the potential subject, or siobpeche,

the subject who is yet to be differenciated (1994: 78, 119, 219). Deleuze suggests this

notion of | arval subjectivity asskB66 i mpl i c

13 As Muecke writespne of the key ways in which cultural studies must change in order to take on the

guestion of the morthanh uman, i s to agree to ANo more critic as
[ sic] Il ess able to denounce oehdergalphibsoghy $hist i ons based
should come as an i mmense relief to all concerned!o
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claims that Aont ogen¥lin this theop, whichremained phyl o
popular in evolutionary circles for decades, Haeckel asserted that in the growth of a

human embryo, one could see a miniaturized mirroring of phylogeny, or the
evolutomry hi story of species. Haeckel 6s theor
evolution, whereby development from amoeba, to invertebrate, eventually to tetrapod

human was the destined course of progress, just as any embryo was destined to
progress frona lessdevelopedd r va i nt o a mor e cadulhBlte x , mo r
for Deleuze, evolutin unfolds from virtuality thelarval subject, teeming with latent

potentiality toact ual ity. The embryo fAlives the unl
words,nlayjndt ieo i nvol uted evolveo (1994: 118
the potentiality that would rip an adult apart (1994: 215, 250; Deleuze and Guattari

1987: 47).

Unlike humans, ascidians are invertebrate chordates. They begin their lives as
tadpok-like larva, with heads and tails, hearts and stomachs, and eyes. Their motile
larvae freely swim about in search of a suitable place to settle down. At this point they
reabsorb their spines, their tails, their eyes. iolutior?) They grow gonads, tie
siphons become more pronounced, and they spend the rest of their zooid, sessile

existence, taking in water and squirting it out again.

Deleuze: To grow from larva to adult, the adult simply selects what it can withstand.

In a context offastercheapenore, what might the sea squirt teach us about

Aprogress?o

1n Difference and Repetitogn Del euze makes this allusion in refer:e
fan embryo does not r epr odu cherspgetssdd tathes éxpedetogd t f or ms
or undergoes states and undertakes movements which are not viable for the species but go beyond the

limits of the species, genus, order or class, and can be sustained only by the embryo itself, under the
conditionsofethr yoni ¢ | i f ed ( BdHoesand Blatechuh®réferen@&4sInpre | n

direct (AYou can never draw conclusions about phyl o
and Guattari 1987: 47)).
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Repetition 2: Globalization

AThe Bl obo on Georges Bank is not a solita
and rather promiscuous. They populate major bodies of water in all regions of the

gl obe. And, A[r]ecent surveys of invertebr
increasing populationsofnann di genous as,2008:25@.ns o6 (Lambert

Invasive species are naorative speciesthat disrupt and adversely affect,
economically, envonmentally, and/or ecologically, a particular habitat through

domination and colonization.

Herdmania spp Several species of Herdmania were described from the Pacific, then
lumped under H. Momus with numerous records worldwide in the tropics. liMs no

apparent that there are several distinct spe¢iesnbert 2001:252)

Microcosmus exasperatushis large stolidobranch is common in the Mediterranean,
Hawaii, Guam, Australia and throughout the IrBacific. Its origin will probably
never be knowr(253).

Symplegma brakenhielmiKnown worldwide under its former name of S. Oceania, it
was long recognized as a successful invader in many parts of the world. It is probable,
however, that the many records for this species really refer to several spbeis;

are difficult to distinguist{254).

(AP6There are so many babnaddi t gu yasn dc osnmunggg | &a rsq
concerned citizen. So, the Arizona legislature is about to pass the toughest law against

il egal i mmi grants i nl0tntpe) countryo (Whitaker

Ascidians are also knwn as fAmafifoal erest&®, and more r €

Abi osecurity ,200@&.] | engedo (Hodge

(A(The | awds) i nt esaidlAzizbnatState SatorRudsedl Pearceu g he st
fiThey'reillegalp Pear ce ssaisd.noiTharsh) (Whitaker, 2
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AfTher e ar e NOW numer ous document ed i nst a
per manent est ab,l20052b0ent . 0 (Lambert

AMany of t he most si gni f ispeces tsettldmaent efrer s | e &
anthrop@enic. Aquaculture, that is, the artificial substrates that hold huge
monocultures of mussels and other bivalves with their vast amount of shell surface are

i deal habitats f(bambed,20012580) an settl ement . 0

Repetition, not only of bodies, bwtays of being.

Repetition 3: Biomagnification

Ascidiacea are exceptional filter feeders: a single zooid may be capable of filtering up

to 100 gallons of water each day (Hanl€3010). As such, adult sea squirts
accumulatepollutantsand toxins that an be harmful to their larvae and impede
enzyme function in adul't ti ssues. AThis p

indicatorsofpdl ut i ono (Wi ki@edi a, AAsci di acea

Evolutionary biologists call it matrotropy: eating one's mother. As Derridg Balysl|

faut bi e'nButrthe mgredientscof human breast milk would go something

like this: fat, vitamins A, C, E and K, lactose, essential minerals, growth hormones,

proteins, enzymes and antibodies, DDT, PCB's, dioxin, trichloroethylene, perehlorat

mercury, lead, benzene, arsenic, paint thinnerctigning fluid, toilet deodorizers,

Teflon, rocket fuel, termite poison, fungicides and flame retardant (Willi20G5).

|l ndeed, nursing oneds young may be the ul
mothers siphon off to their baby a significant amount of their lifelong store of

chemicals in the course of bredise e d i n g 0, 2@0%h.p.)lI i a ms

5This is the French title of an interviewwithDefra known in English as fAEating
Calculation of the Subjecto (1995). I n this intervi
animals is not the ethical question, but rather: how do we eat them.
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Thanks to cold temperatures and little sunlight, toxins break down slowly in the
Arctic. A thumbsized pece of maktaaq, a staple in the Inuit diet, contains more than

Heal th Canadads maxi mum recommended i ntake

=]

This property has made sormeatd per®i g sWi ke mp=ic

1

Ascia) acea

fiSigns of Dager, 06 wr i t es cRet &rT hea mp oWyastthreebshast hat t h
the status of paradoxical event. On one hand, it is something that is in advance of the
accident, something in advance of that which befalls. But on the other, to be under

threatisfos omet hi ng to already ,R@4xx) t aken pl acec

What has already taken place? What bodies of ascidian life, what bodily fluids, are
repeating? Belugas were known to -kdhhal ers a
chirps, whistles and sqalks they emit. But there are other canaries of the sea now,

too: the coal mine is flooding, and sea squirts are swimming for their lives.

Repetition 4: Sociality

Sea mammals and sea squirts are colliding in the coastal waters of North Florida, too.
The endangered Florida manatee spends six to eight hours a day feeding on sea
grasses. Watercraft collisions are responsible for most manatee deaths, but
anthropogenic habitat destruction is another leading factor (Van M6&3).

Periodic red tide lboms have also been associated with a number of manatee deaths.
Sea squirts, those exceptional fifeeders, accumulate brevotoxins from red tide
phytoplankton. While the brevotoxconcentrated sea squirts adhere to the sea

grasses, these grassesase@l t he manateeds primary source

Al't is unclear what causes red tides, but
many parts of the world have been linked to increased nutrient loading from human
activitieso aoff  Moragrviecuyul thicdloastal wat er
by humans and systematic increase in sea water tataperhave also been
implicated... inredtidegs ( Fl or i da Rse2D11Tnip.gAnd silb ds listed o n
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in one comprehensive information booklet ¢ tmanatee, for the manatee to die

from Ared tideo is to di,2 8% rom Anatur al ca
But AdAbiology is relentlessly histodical, a
ATher e i s nocullue rukteandature subnaits, orige versa..Every

being that matters iIis a congeries of its f
The repetition of anotherdos body in and as
Donna Harraway alsa s k s : AWho cl aaceosmppani oea sipietciins
(2004: 317)

Repetition 5: Sex

Almost all ascidians are hermaphrodites, wheaseh animal has one testis and one
ovary, and produces both oaad sperm. But in ascidian sexelifthere really is no
Anor m. 0 | n-fosnmgmepeciespfértdization takes place inside an individual
squirt, but development takes place in the chamber the systens.shmarether

colonial ascidians, reproduction is asexual: buds develop and griwkl size on an

adult, tren break off as new individual$i Sea Sqgui ceaBehavioAAmd i di a
Reproduction .)

Joan Roughgarde(2004) in her work on animal sexuality, notes that according to
common biology, Amal eo dol phavingio exdemdl whal e s
genitals, no scrotum, but rather a pair of testes located within their body cavity. The
penis is found in a fAgenital slito and (un
are quick to point out the good reasons behind this yatithitecture, namely
hydrodynamic streamlining (Zimmet998:123). Roughgarden notes, however, that

this genital architectur e, although #fAnor ma
be considered a very exceptional intersex morphology in humans. Stdensaf

Aper haps cetaceans are on their evolutiona
have alrea04d4latt ai nedo (
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Charles Darwin in a |letter to Thomas HuxlI
breathed water, had a swim bladder, a gsgamming tail, an imperfect skull, and
undoubtedly was an hermaphrodite! Here is
(quoted in Zimmer, 1998: n.p.).

Repetition 6: Food for thought

As | ni bble at your ear, or | sex&mostihe sal 't

gustatory pleasure?

Sea squirt bibimbap is a specialty of Geegjlmeisland, not far from Masan, in Korea,

while in Greece sea squirts are eaten raw with lemon, olive oil and parsley.
Sometimes known as sea pork, the French call certain assiddes figues de mer

(Wi ki pedi ag.) iAsci di acea

Gustatory incorporation; a Derridean fAeat.i
As one environment al bl ogger not es, Asavi
apparently inexorable slide baddvelopig t he Ar
a taste for invasive species (Gres@@08: n.p.

Bottomdwelling fish, skates, and sharks like to eat living Sea Pork (Mi{Q@E)8)

All faut bien manger 0

Repetition 7: Indigestion

But tell that to the manatee.

133



Repetition 8: Ontogeny Recapitulates Phylogeny, or This Watery Womb

We know now that ErtsHaeckl was wrong ontogeny does not, as a rule,
recapitulate phylogeny. The humble sea squirt, whose vertebrate larva misplaced its
rocky spine somewhere along the path to matustthe best disclaimer of that once

held truism.

Yet what expectant human mother has not at some point imagined her fetus as
tadpole, all fish eyes and fins, paephibious, somersaulting its way through her
amniotic seas? Our bodies: the archiveswfevolutions. Her pasts literally well up

inside her, time a crumpled up tissue, now responding to tled. SSomething is
remembered.a t ai | reabsorbed, an aorta hooked.
as Deleuze says, is the active synthesis of mtswequired to create a subject (1994:

70-128).

But if there is no teleological tending towards subjectivity, who, or what, remembers?

Sandor Ferenczi, student and pen pabgmundFreud, suggested that dreams of

water recall not only the traumaofbt h, as we are expelled froi
but al so the phylogenetic fAcatas20050phe of
102), a loss we tetrapods have shouldered for millennia. Our traumas are personal, but

they are geological as well, Ferensays. Desire, loss and relationality are biological
phenomena, as much as they are cultural. Our odgans a t S Amere bio
matter 0 t h-solvéssremembers. b-érencai (perhaps also remembering a

future stillto-come) called this a matter dhe biological unconscious. Freud,

apparently, was not impressed.

Sea squirts, | repeat, are widely manifest as invasive species.

My body was invaded, recolonized three times.

But while the gestational body remembers (thinks, prokdelves), how arave to

understad t he sea s @ the forgeiting of aovertplaratet futunegthat for

this creature quickly slips away as a morphogenetic past, the brain and the tall
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consumed, eaten by the developing self? Autotrophy? In a manner of speaking.

Chordate futurity digesting in the body, waiting to be selected.

Past and future, collide and switch. Like those rarest of rivers, repetition flows both

ways.

Repetition 9: Reproduction

Lately, ascidians have garnered particular attention: they harbouanagen

producing microbe that can treat cancer. Far more potent than traditional
chemot heareappy ,lligpounds of the drug would sa
(Cromig 2002 n.p).

Sea squirt derived antigens were initially tested on patientshagthst, ovarian and

connective tissue tumordt is unclear why certain highly gendered cancers are
particularly responsive to seguirt derivatives. | wonder: Wat assemblages are

forming that specifically link oceanic life to the repair of organic camicatior®
breakdown within wo fenhgtlsm ofsessa ceedturepatling z one s
through the womb.

But if there is no original, no point, no body, no beginning of beginnings from which
it all started, then womb, too, is already a repetitidme@ming, an unfolding. Womb

and water; water and womb. Watery life gestating possibilities for other watery life

yet-to-come, for life that mighhothavebeen'’

Repetition 10: Water/Milieu

AEvol ution, 0 Deleuze reméendpemsai Nnadoes9adt

16 See Elizabeth A. Wilson (2008) on organ@mmunication.

7 See Chandler and Neimanis (forthcoming).
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As researcher Matthew Fletcher notes, "The marine environment is a realm of
biological and chemicativersity, and marine organismsare a rich source of
intriguing and unusual molecules with the potential to become powetigs'td(BBC

2005).

Musing aga on hermaphroditic fishRoughgarden wonders why it is that oceanic
environments, unlike life on landhat seem to be so accommodatingnd even

facilitative o diverse sexuality (31). What repeats?

An exterior milieu, nowfolded inside. Not only the sea, but a congeries of bodies, of
species, each the evolutionary gestational milieu for an other. We are all watery
bodies, constantly selecting, reinventing, repeating one another, from precipitation to

primordial soup.

Repeition 11: Oikos

The anticancer drugs derived from sea squirt compounds inaugurate flows of power
between ascidian life, specific bodies in pain, and multinational pharmaceutical

companies. To whose advantage are sea squirt bodies being commandeered?

ikosi s Greek for fAdwellingd and becomes
ecology (the logic of dwelling) and ecang (the management of dwelling) ( Ch en

2010). So why is it, asks Cecilia Chen, that we treat these as separate considerations?

Theseasquirt derived antigens were synthesized by a postdoctoral fellow at Harvard,
named David Gin, in the lab of Nobel Prize winning chemist Elias J. Corey (Gromie
2000). Gin, a native Vancouverite, now works at the Skoettering Institute in

Chicagoohaving | eft Coreybs |l ab to build a

t

Ownership of the patent remained Harvard

of the cancetreating drug is owned by Portuguese pharmaceutical company,

PharmaMar. Meanwhile,.B5 mg (about 5 doses) of Yondélis he anti gends

name retails for about 1000 Euros.
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(In a context of globalization, is sovereignty an invasive species? Capitatism?)

Ecofeminist Susan Hawthorne (2007) has analyzed the key confluences of
bioprospeting: on the one hand, animal and plant life is prospected from the rivers

and oceans, while on the other, biological data and matter is prospected from the

bodies of women, isolated and indigenous peoples, and people with disabilities and

chronic diseaseAll of t hese bodi es artebringerdftitothel t o Ar
globallypower f ul , who t h e nbacktethoke véryhsamessourited i scover
bodi es who have Nbtodyhowispghe sea pgeit tepgeatingpthen,

but: for whon?

On May 14, 2010, | attended the funeral of Barbara Godard and her -ealdbed
gestational zones. | still experience the immediate grief of losing that singular,

irreplaceable body.

5t

Repetition, 0 writes DelDsffarenee andRepetitbohe openi
Ai s not df excramga ik the cyiterion. of generality, theft and gift are those

of repetition. There is, therefore, aconomiad i f f er ence bet ween the t

Repetition 12: Memory

Or, what might it mean to say that thea squirt remembers?

A A n a$ of 8ssue transplantationhave shown that many invertebrates, including

tunicates [also known as sea squirts], possess a precise capacity to recognize and
reject foreign tissue...ogiTbal memoobysafCo
and Parrinellp2001:385).

When exposed to light stimuli, ascidian larvae exhibit a photophobic response, and
begin swimming faster. APreliminary wor k ¢

memory for one mROlui6e o6 ( Tsuda et. al

18 See Chandler (2007).
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Sciencé or is it philosophy@ makes ascidians remember.

In May 2010, biologists Michael Virata and Robert Zeller reported a breakthrough in
Alzheimers Disease research: scientists can use expressly bred transgenic ascidian

larva as ausefulhohoog t o studying Al zehei merds di se
identifying and manipulating certain gene structures in the sea squirt larva, scientists

can observe patterns of certain plague formations that provide valuable information

about the developmenf Alzeheimers and its treatment (Virata and Zekex10).

The suitability of sea squirts to this task is in part based on our evolutionary affinity:
AAsci dians are |likely to share a | arger n
present in otherinvet ebr ates, 0 explain Virata and Zel
the first invertebrate model system in which orthologs for all the genes implicated in

APP processing have been identified. o

AMIi ce have [ al so] been used delxowieghsi vel y &
to the similariy with the human brain anatomy. ..m) th€yncontinue. But
ATransgenic mi ce models take, on averag
observable plaque phenotypBecause of their rapid development, the use of

invertebrate model syems, such as worms and flies, has reduced the time for

plaque formation down to several weeks. Our results in thediasci

demonstrate that thistimec.an be r educed .p)oVitdteands t han a
Zel |l er add: NfnGener at onlydgmetinteasives lguealso ¢ mi c e

costlpyo (n
That is to say, in the name of money and speed, sea squirts are losing their minds.
Al do not repeat because | repress. I repr
| repress, because | can livertegn things or certain experiences only in the mode of

repetitiono (Deleuze 1994: 18) .

So what might it mean to say that the sea squirt remembers?
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Repetition 13: Biomimicry/Guilt by Association

Dr Eric Schmidt notes: "Coral reefs and other oceawirenments are like
rainforest® full of natural chemicals to potentially treat human disease.
Unfortunately, it's difficult to supply pharmaceuticals from these delicate
environments. We have solved this by synthesizing the compounds in a lab;' (BBC
2005). Alternatively, Dominic Mendola, owner of an aquaculture company called
CalBioMarine, says that aquaculture could satisfy thetdd St a t demaid for
cancerfighting seasquirt derived antigens. "We would likely need 50,000 kg of sea
squirts a yeat hesays. "It would be difficult. But we could do it" (BBT999).

Meanwhi |l e, recent | y biadk jelrlike balls Mre xanfussng A s ev e
some beach ger s . Many people were concerned the
pork' were possib tar ballsfrom the oil spildb NEC2 RSW Florida201Q n.p).

AThat's the issue, people are seeing anything right now that perhaps (is) black and has
any substance at all to it. They're thinking it's a tar ball. It's not a tar ball,” said John
Albion of the FortMyers Beach Chamber of Commerce. Officials want to stress not
only are these blobs natural to the Gulf, in some casesathesglly work to keep the

waterclean.

The shores were clear from most of the seapohke next Saturday after
RSW Floida, 201Q n.p).

Meanwhi | e, in a fish market in Peru, dol ph
40 cents a pound. Beef costs a dollar eidivy (Hall, 2003). Would a sow by any

other name still taste as sweet?

ARepat ot woi téebeDehigmaeye (1994: 5).

* % %

Repetitions, attempting to communicatat the border which separates our

knowledge from our ignorance and transforms the one into the other.
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Sounding Depth with the North Atlantic Right Whale and Merleau
Ponty: An Exercise in ComparativePhenomenology

Jen McWeen)}l

The North Atlantic right whale is an endangered species whose current population
size is estimated to be between 350 and 400 individual anmiNalsh Atlantic right
whales are primarily found off the coasts of the North éfastUnited States and
Eastern Canada for the majority of the year, but in the winter they migrate south to the
waters off of Florida and Georgia to give birffheir dangerously small population

size is a direct result of the whaling industry, which hunitedright whale almost to
extinction until an international ban was instituted against harvesting them in 1935
(Kraus and Rolland2007:5). The industry also gave the species, whose scientific
name isEubalaena glacialisits common namef was weltknown among hunters
that these ani mals wer e i higheoncentrgtiotef whal e t
blubber, their slow swimming speed relative to other whales, and the fact that right
whale bodies float when dead.

The North Atlantic right whale populan has been slow to rebound from its
deci mation for sever al repredadive bislggyandiow | udi ng
levels of genetic variation within the remaining members of the spéaesle right

1 Jennifer McWeeny is Associate Professor of Philosophy at John Carroll University where she regularly teaches
courses in epistemology, Continental philosophy, feminigdogbphy, early modern philosophy, and Asian and
comparative philosophy. She received her Ph.D. in Philosophy from the University of Oregon in 2005 and her

M. A. in Philosophy from the University of thddaeasaof 0 i at Ma n
phenomenology, epistemology, embodiment, feminist comparative philosophy, and environmental philosophy.
Mc Weenyds articles have appeared in Hypatia and Simone d

projects include cediting Liberating Traditions: Essays in Feminist Comparative Philosophy and writing articles
on intersectionality theory and the emotions, respectively.

2 1 am most grateful to Chloé Taylor for her continued encouragement to pursue this project. | woule &tso lik

express my appreciation for the participants of the fiRet|
and Neil Dalal at the University Alberta, Octobe? 12010, the 35th Annual Meeting of the International

MerleauPonty Circle in AshevilleNorth Carolina, September 26, 2010, and the John Carroll University

Philosophy Department Colloquium Series who offered insightful comments on earlier versions of this paper. In
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information about the biology of right whales and who have devoted much of their lives to protecting these
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they face and for inspiring this project.
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whales do not reach sexual maturity until tlaeg about teyears of age, after which
they will only reproduce once every three to five years with gestation periods of
approximately twelve months (Kraus et, @007:179184). At birth, right whale
calves are between four to five meters-{B3feet) bng and weigh up to one ton
(Kraus et al. 2007178). They will soon grow to lengths of eleven to eighteen meters
(36-59 feet) and weigh betwe&@® and 72ons(Kraus and Rolland, 20072:4). Like

most large cetaceans, fgitown right whales have no knowpredators except
humans, although calves are sometimes preyed upon by pods of killer whales.

Another factor in the slow recovery of the species is an increasing number of right

whale mortalities caused by skifrikes and entanglemeritBregnant femaleand

females with calves are especially in danger of-shijges because they are slower

moving than other individuals in their species and more likely to stay close to the
shore.Indeed, the lives of North Atlantic right whales are so affected bysdhies

and entanglements that they have recently
scientists Scott D. Kraus and Rosalind M. Rolland in their book of that title (2007).

As these researchers write,

Between shipping, fishing, ocean noise, pollution (includsewage
effluent and agricultural and industrial runoff), the coastal zone of
Eastern North America is one of the most urbanized pieces of ocean in
the world.And right whales, many of which live within that zone for
most of their lives, are thus a new pberenon in the marineavldd a

truly urban whale. (200%)

Kraus and Rolland argue that the North Atlantic right whale is afflicted with what
they call Aithe urban whale syndrome, 0 the
from human activities, decreas reproduction, poor body condition including scars

and skin lesions, and habitat loss (490rth Atlantic right whales are not the only
cetaceans manifesting symptoms of this syndradreus and Rolland also cite inland

killer whales in the Pacific Ntlwest, Beluga whales of the St. Lawrence River, and

% For overviews of the problems of entanglements andsthipes in regard to the North Atlantic right
whale population see respectively Johnson et al. (2007) and Knowlton and Brown (2007).
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the IndePacific humpbacked dolphin as populations that are showing signs of decline
due to their proximity to human industry (4981). The insight behind Kraus and
Rol Il andds moni ke ticrighbwhaletiditeat jdsoas thla hedlth and n
survival of humandiavebeen shown to diminish when they live in urban areas for
prolonged periods of time, so too with nonhuman animals whose habitat has become

thoroughly and in some cases irrevocably urbechi

My philosophical interest in the North Atlantic right whale has to do primarily with

what the lived whale body can teach us about a phenomenology of Aspiiose

already familiar with phenomenological literature will likely be aware, Maurice

MerleauP ont y 6 s an al TheRhesnoneemology ef iPerdeptiommstitutes a

crucial moment in the formation of his ontolodgyost importantly, Merleal®P o nt y 0 s
articulation of depth as ft Me4516R@ 298) 0 e X i St ¢
provides 8 with a way to conceptualize our involvement in the world without the

Cartesian frames that separate subject from object, mind from body, and human from
nature.As such, MerlealP ont y6s notion of depth is an
famous descriptionait he f |l esh of t he Thedisibledaod then hi s f
Invisible (1964/1968). By thinking embodied whale experience together with
MerleauPont yos early discussion of dept h, I h
phenomenon that is richer thamat which could be developed in the absence of this
juxtaposition.Focusing on the lived bodies of North Atlantic right whales can help to

enhance our understanding of Merlddw nt y 6 s claim that depth
phenomenon of mutual envelopment tisatit i ed t o an organi smdéds p
toward the worldCentering the endangered bodies of North Atlantic right whales in

our study of depth also encourages us to envision an environmentalist future that is
grounded in our recognition of the sengsiocartography of human/nonhuman

relations in which we are always alreadspioned participants.

Depth as an AExistential Tideo

When we begin to consider how depth is present in our everyday experience, we often
conceive of depth as a corollary dinsgon to height and widthAccording to this

standard vi ew, depth is both a way to meas
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of that object.For example, a book seen straight on can appear flat and two
dimensional, but the same book seen from an anghes  fideethird kvay of

extending in space, a thickness that stands out against flat suhfeBeshopGeorge
Berkeleyds analysis, which parallels the s
up end to end and seen straight Bar this reaso, Berkeley believes that depth is

invisible; we see objects in the world but we never see depth unless we look at it from

the side.

I n t he A Spac PhenomdnaogyotRerceptioMetigawdPonty criticizes

Ber kel eyds ¢ onc elipgtta accomnodate due actudi expedences o i
depth and for falsely equatincahteagitoh wi t h
Ber kel eyds a pRomtyats ho, desddiber depthapbhenomenologidally

not as the object of abstract thought andudaten, but as it is experienced by a lived

body.To thisend, Merlea® ont y writes that #H@Awhereas brea
for a relationship between things themselves in which the perceivingcsu® not

i mpliedo 39835/ Wdr&sha cértaim imdissoluble link between
things and myself by which |IDepthnsthpdaaced i n
relational phenomenon that becomes visible whenever a body is put into contact with

a world. We do not participate in the dimension @épth only as observers and

measurers, but our experiences of depth instead implicate our whole being and our

inescapable involvement with the worMerleauPonty tells us that

More directly than the other dimensions of space, depth forces us to

reject he preconceived notion of the world and rediscover the

primordial experience from which it springs: it is, so to speak, the

mo st 6exi stential é of al | di mensi ons,
argument is right) it is not impressed upon the object itsetfuite

clearly belongs to the perspective and not to things. (298)

Depth emerges in experience out of our concrete relationships with the world; it is not
a property that inheres in the object and would stay the same regardless of who
perceives that objecWhen we encounter depth, we can no longer maintain that the
world exists independent of my relations with it; insofar as my orientation toward the
world changes, then so does my experience of depth.
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MerleauPonty explains that those s&lbrld relatiorships that are contained within

our experiences of depth are not those of mere juxtaposition (P5£5/308).
Whereas breadth and height measure distanct
dimension in which things or elements of things envelop eachr aihe ( Bheé 8 ) .
envelopment that Merleedl®Bonty speaks of is one in whic
hol do of objects in the world and experie
relation to himselfWhen | peer over the edge of the Grand Canyon, | am epee|

by the void below at the same time as my stare attempts to embrace thEoroid.

MerleauP o nt vy, determinate experience emer ges
existential orientation toward the world, an idea that is succinctly captured in his
famousprms e t hat Aconsciousness is in the fir
but of &1 Anexeriénde of(dépkhds)thus an awareness of how well we can

hold an aspect ofInMdieauPnwoonrtlydd si iwo rodusr, gri p. o

When we say that an et is huge or tiny, nearby or far away, it is

often without any comparison, even implicit, with any other object, or

even with the size and objective position of our own body, but merely

in relation to a certain O6dtheoped of our
phenomenal body on its surroundings. (311)

Depth is our implicit recognition of our proximity and distance to that with which we
arein relation; Adepth I mmediately reveals
(311).

Throughout his analysis, MeauPonty encourages us to construe depth, not as a

property of objects, but as that originary orientation that makes our experience of

objects possiblAs such, depth is fAprimordial o in t
beforewe perceive objects andistances such as height and breadtimordial depth

i s fAthe thi ckdneevsosi dofo fa anmeyd i3uBOnrgense(ofl 945/ 19
depth is thus as acutely attuned to our emotional and existential possibilities as it is to

our physiological and strtural capacities:
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The bird which hovers, falls, and becomes a handful of ash [in my

dream], does not hover and fall in physical space; it rises and falls with

the existential tide running through it, or again it is the pulse of my

existence, its systolend diastole.The level of this tide at each

moment conditions a space peopled with phantasms, just as, in waking

life, our dealings with the world which is offered to us condition a

space peopled with realitieshere is a determining of up and down,

andh general of place, which precedes 06p

In this passage, MerledRonty suggests that we are always already oriented by our

bodies and by the relationships that we create in virtue of being situated in a particular
environment, even beforeanhave perceived aspects of this environment as definitive

objects and have articulated and measured the contours of Depth is this

Afexi stenti al tideo that <contracts and rele
proximities and distances t@amous aspects of the worlaWvhen we perceive depth,

we are perceiving that sensuous cartography of dynamic relationships that is the

mutual envelopment of self and world.

Up until this point we have beenspagippeaking
location, but we must remember that Merldnty also claims that experiencing

depth necessarily involves a temporal dimensibe. wr i t e s, Aperception
with a o6field of presenceb6 in the Pbroad se

theredimension and the paptesenf ut ur e di mel968: BOO)nBoth ¢f 1 9 4 5/
these temporal dimensions are experienced in terms of proximity and distance; some
memories feel Aifar awayo while others feel
Like two beirgs moving in relation to one another, the passing of one instant to the

next i nvol ves mutual envel opment , as the
engulfs the thickness of the moment before (3@@rording to this analysis, each

experience of depth wilbe nested by its successor so that concrete relationships

spread out in time as well as in spadere accurately, MerleaRonty would say that

spatial proximity is a function of temporal proximitd.e wr i t e s;exishifhi ngs ¢
space because they ar@gent to the same perceiving subject and enveloped in one

and the same temporal waveo (321).
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Although | agree with MerleaBont yé6s critique of t he stani
with his idea that our experiences of depth rest on thmpbcation of self ad world,

| believe that his description could be further develofBespite the sound logic of
MerleauPont y6s anal ysi s, it is often difficul/
of depth that he ascribes to it in our everyday experieht@san expegnce is so

replete with levels of abstraction and sedimentation that the task of returning to what
Nietzsche called Athe fiery | iquido of exp
has yet to be categorized and petrified into word$ abjects, candel foreign and
counterintuitive. For example, | experience the lamp on my desk as an object

separate from me that has an existence independent of mine whose properties could

be measured by mé&he lamp can be more or less in my reach, but | am not
conscously aware of our mutual envelopment in any direct way, nor am | necessarily

aware of my complete immersion in an irrevocably relational miRed differently, |

must undertake significant amounts of philosophical reflection in order to see how it

is that my practical orientation participates in my experiences of determinate objects

and depth.MerleauPonty does offer plausible explanations of how we come to
experience this kind of objectivity in spite of the fundamental ambiguity, liquidity,

and thicknes of the world.However, | am left to wonder whether there is a way to

describe primordial depth so that its characteristics are grasped with more immediacy
thantheyareinMerleaB o nt y 6 s W is myccongestiondhat.this enhancement

to MerleauPont y 6 s t heory presents i tself when
phenomenological analysis from a human body to a whale body, and specifically to an

endangered whale body that is in precarious relationship with its environment.

[I. Sounding Depth

Beforeattending to the ways that North Atlantic right whales experience depth, allow
me to say a few words about how this move from human body to whale body, which
at first glance appears to be a radical departure from the phenomenological method,

could actually be consistent with MerleaBont y 6 s embodi ed pheno

“See especially MerietPont y6s essa
1947/ 19

y AThe Primacy of Perception
Consequenceso ( 6

4) .
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MerleauPont yéos predecessor s, Franz Brentano a
phenomenological studies on attributes such as intentionality, consciousness, and
thought inthe hopes of expandinguo knowledge about the structures of the human
mind.Br ent anobd6s interest I n intentionality, 1
that such directedness towar(li87301B7488k t s was
Insofar as nonhuman animals were thlauto lack these attributes, it made sense to

look to human experience to generate rich phenomenological descriptmmsyver,
MerleauPont y 6 s i nsistence t hat ment al phenot
experience and not the other way around provides @ening for undertaking

phenomenologies of nonhuman animal bodies.

MerleauPont y6s account oPhenomenolagy ef Pbrgeptiost | vi ty i
especially useful for theorizing the mutual suitability of humans and nonhuman

animals for being the subjectf phenomenologyHere, MerleatPonty does not

equate subjectivity with having the capacity for reflective thought, language, -or self
consciousnessnstead, MerleatdPonty believes that being a subject is coincident with

being a body, as is evidenced bghi r epeat ed use -soufbjtelce 0p hroa
describe beings that put their practical, operative intentions in contact with the world.
According to this vVview, Ai ntersubjectivity
beings, is not a matter of havingetlsame ideas, possessing the same capabilities,

seeing the same things, or being simultaneously affected by the same stimuli in the

same mannerinstead, intersubjectivity is intercorporealityit is about being in

proximity and at a distance to anothemdpdhat is not identical to my own, but is

similar enough so that pre-reflectively recognize it as a body like my owAs

MerleauPonty writes,

Just as my body, as the system of all my holds on the world, founds
the unit of the objects which | perceiva,the same way the body of
the othed as the bearer of symbolic behaviors and of the behavior of
true reality) tears itself away from being one of my phenomena,
offers me the task of a true communication, and confers on my objects
the new dimension of intsubjective being or, in other was, of
objectivity. (1947/196418)
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Although MerleadwPonty is explicitly referring to intersubjectivity between two

human beings in this passage and although communicative speech figures centrally in
their interaction, t ways that this analysis could be extended to include human

animal relations are clearhe body of the right whale is the system of all of her holds

on the world just as Merlesd@ont yés body i Blowevaresinceyight em o f
whales do not haveands and fingers, we would do well replace the priroateric

| anguage of Ahol dingodo and fAgraspingo with
applicable to a wider variety of species and that evokes activities of diving, measuring,

and investigatinglf it is the fact of having a system of relating to the wdrid

bodyd that allows for the possibility of intersubjectivity, then the right whale body

subject is potentially just as worthy of our phenomenological gaze as Hwdgn

subjects like Schneider, the waeteran with brain damage whom MerleRanty

returns to again and again in tRienomenology of Perceptiobet us see if this

suspicion gains credence as we position the right whale body at the center of our

descriptions of depth.

When we begin to thinklepth through the right whale body, we first notice that
whereas humans most often navigate depth forward and backward through the
horizontal movement of bipedal land experience, the right whale experiences another
kind of depth in the verticality of thevater column.in one study of North Atlantic

right whales in the Bay of Fundy, the median dive depth for right whales was
calculated to be roughly 120 meters (394 feet) and the median dive duration was
approximately twelve and a half minutes (Baumgartmet &ate 2003:128). The

Bay of Fundy, a body of water between Maine and Nova Scotia where large numbers
of right whales can often be found in the summer and fall, is one of the deepest known
feeding habitats for right whales with maximum depths estim@tdae about 213
meters or 700 feétResearchers in the Bay of Fundy and elsewhere report that right
whales will frequently surface from a dive with their heads covered in mud from the
bottom of the ocean (Kraus and Rollan2D07: 508), although there is uch
speculation as to what right whales are doing on the ocean floor since their food

sources often aggregate several meters above those dBpghs.whale diving

® Personal correspondence with right whale scientist Amy R. Knowlton, April 11, 2011.

152



behavior is tracked wusi-dgptm i1 ecsordenend w
attached tdhe whale at the surface with a suction cup and then measures the various

depths that the whale is frequenting over a period time, at the end of which the suction

cup releases and the recorder floats to the surface for refridflan timedepth

recordes are attached to whales, they produce graphs that provide visual depictions of

a whalebs diving behd8uch graphs indicate fhat the ods o f
rhythmic vertical movement from the surface of the water to great depths and back
againisacharct eri stic feature ofAsmamenalsirigifht whal
whales are tied to the surface because they must breathe at regular invkemdabs

cetaceans with anatomical structures highly adapted to swimming and diving, right

whales have thebdlity to explore the bottom of the ocean and all of the points in

between.

Experiencing depth within the water column, rather than on land, involves living

through significant changes in atmospheric pres@\tradepth of ten meters (32et)

the ambienhpressure is twice as great as it is on the suregond ten meters below

the surface, the ambient pressure doubles every time that the depth doubles (Nowacek

et al, 2001:1813).At 120 meters down, the ambient pressure is roughly 176 pounds

per squag inch or twelve atmospherekhis means that at this depth there would be

more than 25,000 pounds bearing d&dhen on ea
air in the whaleds |l ungs <coll apses to hal
pressure doubk (Nowacek et al.2001: 1813), indicating great pliability in the

whal eds r i b Risimgte theasarfhce bftemagise, the right whale again
experiences a considerable change in atmospheric pressure, whereupon the air in the
whal eds hds anglst iseexhaled through the blow hole when the whale
surfacesIn contrast to other large cetaceans like blue whales and fin whales, right

whales are positively buoyant near the surface of the ocean partly due to their thick

6 As a phenomenologist, | am drawn to the surrealist vision of humans beingfe d wd e pht Wid irmecor der s
that are appropriate to their anatomy and activities. Such recorders could measure the varying distances that a

person occupies w&vis particular objects over time and, if we really wanted to push the surrealistescien

fiction reverie, the emotional proximities and distance that a person has with other beings and objects over time.

7 For examples of such studies, see Baumgartner and Mate (2003) and Nowacek et al. (2001).

8 This calculation was inspired by adiscassi of t he diving ap
t

c bilities of sperm
FIlying Turtle: Ask Dr. Galapagos, 0 ht l orin

a
p:// www. ftexp i 1
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stores of blubberThis means that right whales must expend more energy than other

large whales to reach depth and they expend less energy than those whales coming to

the surface (Nowacek et ak001: 1811). The positive buoyancy of right whales

likely makes them more susceptie t o ft he wur ban whale syndr
take them longer to dive to avoid stapikes and other urban activities that occur on

the surface of the water (Nowacek ef 2001).

In general, the larger an animal is, the longer it should be ableaddcause larger
animals have greater oxygen stores and lower Js@asific metabolic rates than
smaller animals (Croll et al2001:798).However, researchers have hypothesized that
the unique feeding behavior of right whales allows them to stay &t temer than

even larger cetaceans, such as fin whales and blue whales, whose feeding habits
expend more energy and require greater oxygen stores in the méscleark F.
Baumgartner, Charles A. May o, and Robert
camivores that feed without manipulating their prey or their environment in any way.
Right whales simply open their mouths, swim forward, and feed on whatever happens
to fall in. They rely utterly on the environment to organize their prey into rsiatd
aggregati ons of mi | | i o n s2007: @40).bAi dpécieso af s of 0
zooplankton whichmeasurs about two to three millimeters long and is called
Calanus finmarchicuss the primary prey of North Atlantic right whale&\n
individual right whale museat approximately one billion of these copepods per day

to sustain its body weight (Baumgartner et 2007:165). Because right whales are

filter feeders, rather than lunge feeders like blue whales, fin whales, and humpback
whales, they must find placedsere ocean tides have amassed large quantities of their
prey, who are generally weak swimmers and therefore unable to overcome strong
currents.Such high densities of organisms can be distributed anywhere in the vertical
water column, not just near therface. Scientists are still unsure of how and why
right whales are so skilled at finding these aggregatiBasimgartner and Mate
believe that right whales detect their prey without opening their mouths and without
recourse to vision, both because of tlaekl of light at depth and becausk
finmarchicusdo not bioluminesce as do sowier species of copepods (20QB3).

Instead, right whales find their prey by relying on indications from the environment,
such as experiencing changes in velocity, tempegaturbulence, or 8aity during

their dives (2001133).
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In addition to locating prey in their immediate vicinity, right whales are also capable

of finding prey aggregations from up to thousands of kilometers away (Baumgartner

et al 2007:166). Matemal teaching, memory, and instinct are possible explanations

for this capacity.Researchers have found that right whales display remarkable site

fidelity to feeding grounds where their mothers brought them as calves (Frasier et al.
2007:209).If a mothercalf pair is sighted in the Bay of Fundy, it is highly likely that

the calf will bring her offspring there when she reaches matudttyinteresting twist

on site fidelity is evidenced in the case of Porter (Eg #1133), a North Atlantic right

whale who wassighted in the Norwegian bay of Lopphavet in 1999 (Kraus and

Rolland 2007:488-490). Whaling records indicate that there were large numbers of
right whales in Lopphavet in the 16000s, b
years until Porter showagh.As Kr aus and Roll and write, Al
there is a cultural memory of Lopphavet that was passed on to [Porter], and yet, there

he was, in a location where his ancestors over thirty generations ago went and were

killed by our ancesto s(2007:489).

Porterds ability to find Lopphavet sugges!
congeal memories of the ways that those bodies interact with their environment on

multiple levels.In contrast to the pristine bodies of their sister spetiesSouthern

right whale, the bodies of North Atlantic rights whales are covered with scars and

scrapes that are the residue of entanglements and propeller collisions in their urban
environmentThe bodily memories that daltyandi mpl i ca
scar s encour age us t o consi der dept hods t
inextricably bound up with its spatial aspe@&sparticularly poignant example of the

temporal dimensiothatright whale bodies entaiis found in the story of a whaley

the name of Eg #104%whose storyisles cr i bed i n KTthaUbanand Rol
Whale(2007:1-3). In March of 1935, Eg #1045 was feeding her newly born calf in

right whale calving grounds off the coast of St. Augustine, FloAdgroup of men

who wee sportfishing for tuna spotted the motkatf pair and decided to hunt the

calf. They harpooned the calf and shot at it with high powered rifléter six hours

of pursuit, the calf finally diedEg #1045 would not leave her calf during this time

and sahe men shot more than 100 rounds of bullets into her f(@sly. after her calf

was dead did she flee the sceddNew York Herald Tribuneeporter was present that

155



day and documented the event in its entirefhs was the last right whale

Ai ntepdi analled i n LtateerUnint eldd 53t,atreess.ear c he
Hole Oceanagraphic Institute took photographs of a solitary right whale in Cape Cod

Bay for a study that they were conductifdy matching photographs in th¢erald

Tribune with thesephotographs taken in 1959, scientist Amy Knowlton discovered

that the whale seen in Cape Cod Bay was Eg #1B0¢53t1045 was sighted again in

1980 in Cape Cod Bay and then a few more times after that off the coast of New
England, but never with a calf, wdh indicates to researchers that her reproductive
capabilities were damaged during the 1935 attecy. #1 04 506s | ast si ght
August of 1995 when she was seen with a massive propeller wound on one side of her
head.She has never been seen agairenthough it is probable that right whales can

live to more than a hundred years of age as do bowhead whales (Kraus and, Rolland

2007: 22), this longevity is severely compromised by the facticity of urban whale

lifed a facticity that is inscribed and embeddadhe bodies of these animalhe

way that the longevity and endangered nature of a right whale body holds time and

pl ace indicates that the whaleds own pract

experience of depth.

[ll. A Comparative Phenomenolaogy of Depth

After having opened ourselves to thinking the ways that North Atlantic right whales

experience depth, we are now in a position to ask how placing these nonhuman bodies
at the center of our analysis furthers and enhances Mdé?lean t y 6 f depthe or vy
What do right whales teach us about depth that we may not have found had we only

considered human bodies and experiences?

I n the first pl ace, the right whaleds | iqu
begins, quite literally, in the muaél envelopment of self and worl@he watery world

surrounds the whale and presses down on her body and is the medium by which she

relates to other beingsThe whalesubject is always already implicated in the

experience of depth in this liquid milieu larse the other beings and features present

in the environment are known to her by changes in her own bby. bodily

movements of the whale likewise reverberate throughout the ocean and affect other
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beings therein even if they are not in close enoughimitx for direct contact.
Humans who have ever been caught in a current or been close to marine animals
while swimming will likely be able to relate to this phenomerféor. example, when |

was in college, | had the good fortune of swimming with a whalkghat was about

nine meters in length off the coast of Western Austrdlithough | was at least
twenty feet away from the whale shark in the water, | would get sucked in toward the
animal and then pushed out somewhat violently every time that it msvéll. In

my experience, the water played the role of a connective tissue, linking my experience
of my own body to the movements of my enormous swimming companion even
though we never touche&ounding depth alongside the right whale body thus
beckons & to conceive of depth as a complete immersion in a thoroughly relational
milieu in a way that MerleaB o nt y 6 s t h &dhout comsidezable analysis,

it is difficult to picture the objects in my life as the other end of those intentional
threads hat emanate from my desires and orientatidBsu t t he right w h

relationality with the other aspects of her environment is immediately obvious.

The different kind of involvement that the right whale has with his environment is
emphasized by the inadeary of the activities of vision and grasping to explicate a

whal eds ex pe rAccerding 0 MerfeatPdneypthehkind of relationship

bet ween self and world that depth indicate
themo ( 1 9298.ThHugcén&trued, the self is implicated in our experiences of

depth by our ability to see and capacity to gr#&spMerleauPont y wr i t es, ide
born beneath my gaze because the latter tries toseeething ( 306, origin
emphasis)He tells us furtherthta t he di stance that we exper
situation of the object i n r &hleditingam t o owur
foraging behaviors of right whales suggest that they navigate and come to know their
environment, not so much throughi si on or | unging (a kind of
prey), but by being attentive to subtle changes in their own relationships with their
surroundings such as variations in swimming speed, pressure, and water temperature.

There is a sense in which the righhale knows where he is in the ocean because of

how he feels there, whereas a human being is more likely to search out visual cues
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and landmarks to glean her locatfdderleauPont yés r el i ance on vi si
to illuminate primordial depth exadmtes our tendencies to think depth in terms of

the separation between self and world since both activities necessarily involve our

being at a distance from what is at the end of our gaze or dragpher words,
MerleauPont yo6s i | | ustughvtisioo and grdspind engphakizest ther o

ebbing of the existential tidethe separation of self and wodlchat the very moment

when his theory is pointing to its flow, that is, to the mutual envelopment of self and

world. In MerleauP ont yds | at etionship detkeen tdudhiag andethea

tangible begins to replace that of seeing and the visible as the primary example of a

relational ontology for gecisely this reason (1964/19683).

The mutual envelopment of the right whale and her or his environmirg be to

better understand how experiencing the spatiality of depth is connected to the
practical orientations of the boewbject. MerleauP o nt y tell s us t ha
perception of space i s not a partiscul ar cl
modalities are always an expression of the total life of the subject, the energy with
which he tends towards a f utlass/®62830)r ough hi
For the right whale, depth is not a measurement of distance from the surface of the

ocean, but a felt awareness of the presence of food, other animals, safety, play,
communication, and the lack of these thin@fws understood, the changes in
atmospheric pressure that right whales experience in their bodies during their dives

are possibilitis for familiar and different ways of beinfn a similar vein, humans

experience pressure in relation to depth in the context of emotional encototers.

example, depression is often experienced as a weight that is pressing down on one or

as a kind of drevningd an inability to get to the surfacBy contrast, elation is often
described as a Alightness of slike h®@ t hat |
severely entangled right whale who cannot dive, the depressed person experiences
spatiality as narrow, etosed, and hinderingln both cases, different depths and

pressures designate varying practical possibilitgsce it is difficult to imagine a

whale treating depth as an objective measure, shifting our focus from human to whale

bodies demands that weitk dept h as fl i ved B806)prahely, ( 1945/

°| am grateful to my colleague, lan Carlstrom, for pointing this out to me.
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somet hing that belongs to the perspective

possibilities in relation to her or his environment.

The bodies of North Atlantic right whales not only enhanaeconception of depth in

virtue of their ocean habitat and their unique physiological structures, but also due

their status as endangeredbhe speci esd® smal l popul ati on
reproductive capacities, lack of predators, and susceptiligdit shipstrikes and
entanglements highlights its tenuous relationship with the world more so than would

our consideation of norendangered bodies8loreover, that right whale bodies are
endangered is immediately evident when you see their scars, propellmds,

lesions, and markings from the trails of rope and fishing g&hae palpable
vulnerability of the right whale body spurs us to thatloutthe selfworld relation in

more intimate terms and to visualize how bodies hold their temporal and spatial
possibilities within them.Ri g h't whal es bodi es gui te | i
differentiations that produce and are produced by the materiality of the urban, that is,

by wur ban f,I12@06: b48). It (isWwti usssirprising then that we gain an
immediatesense of the relationality and temporality of depth when we engage their

experience.

IV. De-Centering the Human Subject

It is not uncommon in the field of environmental philosophy to treat Meffeaun t y 6 s
phenomenology as an apt resource for rethinkimgdrirnonhuman relationship$n

particular, philosophers such as David Abram, Monika Langer, and Ted Toadvine

argue that Merleakont yos | ater notion of Aireversib
where human and nonhuman, nature and culture, organism andnememt are not

separate from one another, but inextricably intertwined (Abd888,1996; Langer

1990; Toadving2007).In other words, these environmental philosophers believe that
MerleauPont yés ontol ogy can s hdahanhumesnwhrdw t o r e
without attitudes of domination and exploitati@®lthough | am in wholehearted

agreement with the idea that nduoalistic ontological presuppositions and

©“The phr attsaeh uinmeorr ewor | do i s David Abramods.
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environmentalism go hand in hand, the comparative phenomenology of depth that |

present herguxtaposes MerleaR ont y6s phenomenol ogy with nc
from the opposite directionRather than rely on Merledgont y 0 s ontol ogy
elucidate and articulate our relationships with the nonhuman, | rely on the North

Atlantic right whale to expliate a notion that is crucial to the development of

MerleauP o nt y 6 s This reversab anallenges many of our assumptions about

what does and does not constitute a proper subject for phenomenology and the limits

of phenomenological philosophy, more gesly.

The project of human/nonhuman comparative phenomenology is likely to elicit three
primary objectionsFirst, insofar as phenomenology must necessarily begin in first
person experience, It seems that nAmromparat
terms. According to this line of thinking, any attempt to engage the experience of
nonhuman animals would entail a rejection or substantive revision of the
phenomenological metho&econd, the lived experience of nonhuman animadke is

facto inaccessibleeo humans.Endeavoring to think this lived experience therefore
invites projection, secondand observation, and ungrounded speculationally,

since humans are philosophers, the practice of phenomenology necessarily implies a
human subjectAs a resulteven philosophical considerations of other species will be
irretrievably seHlreferential, that is, entirely about humans after Although a
complete defense of human/nonhuman comparative phenomenology is beyond the
scope of the present study, allonerto say a few words in the hopes of allaying

and/or complicating these concerns.

One reply to the objection that phenomenology must necessarily begin-jpefissin
experience is that human/nonhuman comparative phenomenology is a useful
technique for emancing our awareness of our own fipglrson experienceb asking

what depth is for the right whale, our own experience of depth comes into greater
relief than it would have had we considered it in isolation through the process of
identifying similarites and differences between human and nonhuman experiences.
Another response is that if phenomenological philosophy necessarily begins-in first
person experience, then any phenomenology that considers experiences other than
those of the philosopher himsaf subject to the same criticisms as comparative
phenomenologyFor example, on what grounds can we say that MeifRamiy has

160



greater access to the experience of Schnei
vision experiment than he could havetbét of the right whalet both cases, the

philosopher is gaining insight into the structures of experience using scientific data

gat hered through hi s 'liwe comdoneamedithotthed s o0bs e
other then we are allowing speciesist iatts to guide our inquiries without having

good reason for doing so.

This observation leads to the questions of whether we can access the lived
experiences of nonhuman animals at all and of whether we can access the lived
experiences of other humans bettiean those of nonhuman animaWhat is our

basis for thinking that the bodies of all individuals in a species are more similar to

each other than the bodies of individuals across spelglesfover, what is our basis

for believing that two humans areguf ci ent |l y si mil ar to be abl
viewpoints? The most obvious answer to these questions involves recourse to
anatomical structure; those bodies that are judged by scientists and other humans to be
anatomically alike are better abletocae ss each ot her 6s experien
are not.But, this answer begs the guestion of whether and how one gains access to
anotherés | ived experience because it cl a
similar then so are the phenomenal bodiewhach they referBy pointing us to the

lived body the body as it is lived and experienced by the being whose body it is
MerleauPont yé6s phil osophy opens wupon the poss
difference between beings may be more a functiahe@tbody schema, or of what is

possible for two organisms, than anatomical structufeintersubjectivity is
intercorporeality then we must at least admit of the possibility that | may have better
access to my dogb6s | i vedofalynmarwhamibave t han t
never metAnd, we must likewise admit of the possibility that the experiences of

other humans (especially those from different cultures and social locations) may be

just as inaccessi bl e tloaseparatdd relatbdepoinvh al e 6 s

we shoul d al so not e t hat our access t o t h

11 Emerging fields in phenomenology such as embodied cognition theory and neurophenomenology that rely
heavily on data about humabjects from the cognitive sciences are open to the charge of unwarranted
anthropocentrismsawell.
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experiences and our access to our own perspectives for that matter may not always be

as unencumbered as we think they are.

The third objection about ¢hinescapably selieferential nature of phenomenology
does not seem to ward against undertaking comparative phenomenological gfojects.
we stopped ourselves from engaging in any inquiry that was potentially self
referential we would never create anylpbsophy at all.What the specters of self
referentiality and anthropocentrism do seem to demand is a rigorous comparative
methodology that is cognizant of the epistemological dangers of assimilating,

exoticizing, and ignoring nonhuman subjects.

The methodlogical considerations that are illuminated by human/nonhuman
comparative projects give us pause to ask which bodies are the proper subjects of
phenomenology and whylhe answer that lurks in the phenomenology of depth

presented above is that we should posit our subjects in advance of our inquiry

according to general, assumptive rules about which kinds of experience can be
accessed by the phenomenologist, but rather we should choose our subjects according

to the content of our inquiry and make the ificsition of our choice central to our
methodology.Such a practice would not only provide an opening for us to reach

beyond our anthropocentric experiences to that of other species, but also to consider

kinds of human experience that have often been maiged in the history of

philosophy such as that of women, people of color, -meterosexuals, and
differently-abled peopleln this way, a rigorous phenomenology that does not make
assumptions about the universality of experience may necessarily beparatve
phenomenology.MerleauP o nt y tell s us t hat phil osophy
experiences that have not yet beaml 6wor ked
both 6ésubjectd and béobject,d bothhexistenc
resou ces t o def i ne 130)hBy mecenterih® Gursélvesdf®B our

inquiries thereby leaving our tendencies to categorize and solididigatdhce, we

may be better able to explore the pukll, liquid ambiguity of experiencen

thinking depth through the nonhuman, endangered bodies of right whales, we may be
better positioned to realize that nexperi e
treatedashy-pr oduct of be3ddhgo (1945/1962:
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V. Endangered Bodies, Waves of Flesh

| would like to conclude with a brief allusion to MerleBbo nt y 6 s concept
reversible flesh in order to illustrate our precarious relationship with the North

Atlantic right whale, both in terms of treating the whale as a subject for
phenomenology and in t@s of our cehabitation of this worldin The Visible and the

Invisible, MerleauPonty descri bes Afl eshd not as a st
connective fAtissueo that exists between th
their insides andtheir outsides (19649068: 132-33). Flesh is a relationship, a
Apossibility, 06449681 3a3 )il aitte nicsy oit(he f or mat i
object and the subjectd and an incarnati or
(1964/1968:147). Fleshis not only that which is coincident with individual bodies;

flesh also inhabits the spaces between bodies and makes their experiencing of one
another possiblei-or MerleasP o n't vy , reversible fl é&d&ah is no
grand unified substance that maly appears to be differentiated but is in actuality

i o n é&n.flésh the differentiation between two beings is real; it is given in the
impossibility of one being transcending its body and inhabiting another, which is also

the impossibility of experiencinflesh from the side that is other to the one we are on.
However, in MerleatPont ydés view, this real di fferent.
between beings, but rather constitutes the very ground from which their relations are
possible.

Current reseah on the decline of North Atlantic right whales estimates that if their
reproductive and mortality rates continue as they are that this species will be extinct in
fewerthan 200 years (Caswell et,al999; Fujiwara and CasweR001). What will

we loseont ol ogically speaking, when the right
longer participates in the flesh of the worlti?e possibility of extinction beckons the

image of a stark future where there is nothing for the seer to see, the listener to hear,

ard the toucher to touéhwhere the nonhuman aspects of the flesh of the world have

been thinned to oblivion and the human sides flounder in an opaque thickness of self
referential sensibiltyAl t hough we cannot know a whal eds

the £nse of knowing what it is like to transcend our own bodies and perceive the
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world from a body of a different kind, we can know right whales because we are

always already in relationship with them as shared inhabitants of the environment and

the possibiliy that is the flesh of the worldust as the right whale detects her prey by
experiencing changes in her own swimming speed and temperature, we can find the
experience of the right whale within and in excess of our own bodily exper@nbe.

in affirming the depth of our relationships with other beings and our dynamic position

in the swelling and receding existential t
to envision a different future where the continued existence of the North Atlantic right

whdes is a consciously desired reality.

Attending to the bodies of North Atlantic right whales calls us from our sedimented

styles of being to the fluidity of existencéhe North Atlantic right whale enhances
MerleauPont yos anal ysi s gdhk reldtienaltaspects pf exéstancdr a s i z i |
t hat are often | atent i n human experience
medi um, the way depth is organism/ environm
dimension.Most importantly, the fact that right wieabodies are endangeéednd

specifically that they are endangerbgd u® brings into stark relief the relational

nature of all of our existence8y heightening the visibility of these endangered

bodies, this human/nonhuman comparative phenomenology asiks almnge our
anthropocentric orientations so that North Atlantic right whales will continue to sound

the depths of the worl dodés existential tide
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Infancy, Animality and the Limits of Language in the Work of Giorgio
Agamben

Sarah Hanseﬁ

Introduction: A Strange Amphibian

While it may seem strange to identify classics in a field as new as critical animal
studi es, for Glihe Ogei Man Argl aAmiimad thed label seems

appropriate. Since its English translation in 200le Ope6 s cent ®ahe concep
Aant hr op ol odhasfaund couateds applieations as a marker of the logic

of Ainclusive excl usi on o onhumant animalss(deé ngui s h

especially Calarco, 2008; Oliver, 2009; and Jones, 2007). According to Agamben, the

ant hropol ogi cal machine describes the huma
Athe outside is nothing buteigimtenoalxthel usi on
inclusion of a n orbet Gpendhe duménzedl Gadimal aBdr the. I n

animalized human are preodern and modern figures of this ambiguous unstable

fracture. They also share its hidden truth: language is not a natural givesm b

hi storical production. I n the anthropol ogi
updated decisionodo on what constitutes | anc
theirrear t i cul ati on are always dislocased and
between human and ndruman animals are to take on a new form, if neither are to be

reduced to Nnbare | ife,o0 then the machine m

Many researchers in critical ani mal studi e
relatiorship between human and nboman animals but few have a clear sense of
what lies beyond the anthropological machine. At the conclusioimhef Open

Agamben offers only ellipses. To render the machine inoperative, he says, is to

! Sarah Hansen a Lecturertire department d?hilosophy at Vanderbilt Unérsity in Nashville,
Tennesseésarah.k.hansen@vanderbilt.edu). Sarah's research interests lie in Continental Philosophy
and Feminist Theory. Her most recent researchsieswn theories of biopower and the work of Michel
Foucault, Giorgio Agamben, and Julia Kristeva
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witness At h e ss,cthe nhiatusathatwighim pnard separates man and

animal, and to risk ourselves in that emptiness: the suspension of the suspension,
Shabbat of both ani mal and mano (93). I n
noti on of Ai nfancy, & to Ahg aontere rof thisr Shabbatd e s cl
Developed acrosimfancy and History(1978),Language and Deat{i1982), The Idea

of Prose(1985) andRemnants of Auschwiiz1 998 ) , Ai nfancyo descril
of language beyond the logic of inclusive exclusion, gpedence of potentiality

rather than violent exposure. Agambends r €
the axolotl, or AMexi can wal ki ng fish, o an a my
characteristics (gills) even after the development of adult traiteg¢l and
reproductive organs). With this figure of
new relation between human and #fmmman animals might emerge via a new

childlike experience of language.

While the axolotl is a curious and clarifying figuren this essay, | argue that the
amphibian betrays the limitations of infancy for any Shabbat of animal and man
beyond the anthropological machine. On my reading of akelotl, Agamben
conflates infantile potentiality with infantilimdependence and, ihis way, abstracts

early experiences of language from important experiences of dependence (like the
relation of children to their mothers). While Agamben would like to disconnect the
constitution of language from its dependence on violence (againshumman
animals), his attempt to locate language in a radical independence bears a violence of
its own. Instead of jamming the anthropological machine, infandyneions it. If
Agamben is to provide more than critical offerings for the field of critical ahim
studi es, I argue that he must more thorouog
Shabbat both animal and man. To transform relations between human amahmam
animals Agamben must attend to the vulnerable, dependsky, relationswith-

others tlat condition experiences of language.

From the Anthropological Machine to Infantile Potentiality

The Openbegins with a mysterious i mage found

Ambrosian Library. The i mage depices 0Athe
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| ast dayo but instead of human faces, t he
headd it he eagl ebs fierce beak, the red head
Agamben, this iIimage stands as a promise t
animals andmen will take on a new form, and that man himself will be reconciled

wi t h his ani ma3) Inefed,the egbteo(szynbaolize the end of the
anthropological machine and its logic of inclusive exclusion; according to this violent
machinatingl ogi c , Athe speaking man places his
already and not yet human, 0 and conserves
(35). Much of The Openproceeds, then, as a critique of philosophies that assign

language to man oveand against the animal. In its most accessible discussion,

Agamben analyzes evolutionary theories of language and their anxiety over a pre

linguistic stage of human evolution. In its most extended and complicated engagement,
Agamben focuses offhe Fundammatal Concepts of Metaphysiegsnd Hei degger 6
attempt to define the worcklation of humans and animals. According to Agamben,

Hei degger s Dasein retains an anthropol ogi
relation to fAani mal eadirgpof Heidegger elutidabes Msg a mb e n

notion of infancy as a Asuspension of susp:

Because each involves the uncovering of an
of Heidegger is analogous to his critique of evolutionary theory. In the lattandse f

and follows an anxiety over the human being that cannot 8pedk e -riaarp.eo
Demonstrating the comatnroa dprcd d eemtss tthat Dda rhvei

Agamben quotes evolutionary linguist Heymann Steinthal:

We have invented a stage of mant §hiiecedes language. But of course

this is only a fiction; for language is so necessary and natural for the

human being, that without it man can neither truly exist nor be thought

of as existing. Either man has language, or he simply is not. On the

other hland and this justifies the fictiah language nevertheless

cannot be regarded as already inherent
stage of the soulds devel opment and re
preceding stages. But why the human soul alone builds this bridge,

why man alone and not the animal progresses through language from

animality to humanity[?] (Agamben, 2004: 36)
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According to Agamben (and in the admission of Steinthal several years later),
evolutionary theory is unable to answer the question it posel$ iegarding the
relation between timanawni Malatand ,tkReohani ma
to explain why the capacity of speech follows from the evolutidmoofo sapienbut

not from the evolution of other animals. The distinctively humatune of the bridge

fromaprel i ngui stic to a |linguistic stage of ex
the shape of an inclusive exclusion. A Wh at
but this is not a natural given inherent in the psychopghystructure of man; it is,

rather, a historical production which as such, can be properly assigned neither to man

nor to animal o (Agamben, 2004: 36) . Il n
machine improperly assigns language to man only byspppsing the identity

between the origin of language and the origin of man.

Agamben identifies an analogous bridge between the animal and Dasein in

Hei degger s attempt to break from anthropo
ontology. As is well knownThe Fundamental Concepts of Metaphygiessents the

ani mal as fApoor in worldo in a -imagnner di s
materi al objects. -Wbhbemienago Daseéi hhessfiowoel d
Awi t hout worl d, 0 hHe iareigngeelr iasr gfuppso rt hiat wo r |
deprivation, that is, in the sense of possible, yet denied, access to being (Heidegger,
1995: 177) . Specifically, t he ani mal 6s mo
environment wherein the animal is pavattally and respectively open and closed to

beings and beirgssuch; while animal captivation is an intense form of openness
riveted to beings, the captivated ani mal
closed beingassuch. By contrast, Heideggargues that Dasein can suspend the

relation of environmental captivation and open onto being and world.

On Agambends reading, t h e Fuadaroental Conceptd profo
of Metaphysicgeveals the close proximity, rather than abyssal distanf Dasein

and the ani mal. I n profound boredom, Dasei
itselfo in a manner analogous to the ani ma
Hei degger , this refusal ref er Btiestthat, aBp ossi bi
unutilized, il eave us in the lurcho of bol
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possibilities in boredom, Dasein is compelled to break towards the distinctively

human experience of pure possibility (Heidegger, 1995: 144). Agamben makas

of t he-cofinbpeelinlge d o/ Abei ng hel d i n l i mboo/ Ab
characterizes this second stage of profound boredom. To be compelled towards pure
possibility is simply to suspend the captivation with inactive possibilities. In this way,
boredom i s effectively a passage from ani me
boredom appears as the metaphysical operator in which the passage from poverty in
world to worl d, from ani mal environment t
2004: 68).

As a bridge from one to the other, boredom betrays not only the proximity but also the
anthropological machination of Dasein and animal. Instead of a radical abyss between

the human and the ani mal (in which Athe o
animalenvi ronment , and unrelated to ito) bor e
and ani mal ( i n wh bycnhean$ obhsaspenspr of the anjmaln s A

relation with the disinhibitoro) (Agamben,
(and unHeideggern) turn of phrase, Agamben defines profound boredom as the
Abecomisred nDa f the | iving maradgthropobgicaledom i s
operator in which the question of openness to world and being is folded into the
differentiation of human and animalhus, when Agamben remarks of Dasein that
At he | ewel set at the center of the human
captivation, o he reveals an fAincl uwsive exc

via boredond conceals the animal othertime heart of Dasein (68).

Having |Ilinked Dasein to the violence of an
dares to complete Heideggerdés radical br eal
present in the ellipses dthe Open Agamben develops the noti of infancy most
explicitly in Infancy and History(1978), Language and Deatfi1982), The Idea of

Prose (1985) and the recertiomo Sacerseries (1999 . An alternative
negativity, o for Agamben, i nfanceglyons an ex
inclusive exclusi on. To eval uat e i ts p o
ant hropol ogi cal machi ne, i nfancy must be ¢

account of potentiality.
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In his characteristic play with etymology, Agamben roots infan@nirarchaic Latin
termin-fansme ani ng At o be wunable or wunwilling to
Although tied to the figure of the infant child as one who cannot speak, Agamben is
caref ul t o edilapch B 1t 2 @mple lgiveh whise ohotogical site

might be isolated, nor is it like an age or psychosomatic state which a psychology or a
palecant hr opol ogy could construct as a human
4) . The archaic meani ng of i nf aofcay poi nt
developmental stage and toward its revelation of the contingent character of human
speech. Unl i ke t h-umannaaimalsrhanhan mfants deenot havd n o n

a given voice. According to Agamben, Aanin
the contrary, they are always and totally language. In tlaewoix sacrée de la terre

ingénue (t he sacred voi ce of t he unknowi ng e
interruptions. Ani mals do not enter | angua
By contrastt e human fAwordl essoO experience of in
interruption that conditions the possibility of speech. Coexisting with a language that
appropriates it Ain each instance to prodt
mute undergaig constitutive of the (human) speaking subject (55). To speak is to be
appropriated by language and alienated from infancy, not as a developmental trauma

but as an ontological condition carried within every act of speech (Mills, 2005: 23).

If infancy isa kind of muteness internal to the act of speaking, Agamben is careful to
distinguish it from a muteness exclusively included from the act of speaking. In order

to counter the movement of machination, Agamben emphasizes that infancy is a kind

of MfAnsopeakitngo that Atoucheso the Athing it
without relation to | anguage, infancy ref|l
without speech. Here Agamben maintains flaague has an anonymous and pre
suppositional chacter with respect tgarole speech presupposes that there is

language and language is presupposed in everything that is said. As Daniel Heller
Roazen put s it Apreceding and exceeding

unsayable and ineffable but, rathan event presupposed in every utterandactm

linguaet o whi ch al |l actual speecRoazenel®®sAisar il y
When infancy Atoucheso the #Athing itselfo
removed thing behinthngue Foe A gambe n, Athe thing i1itself

very sayability, the very openness at issue in language, which, in language, we always
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presuppose and forgeto (1999: 35) . To tou
encounter the site of an inclusivexclusion but rather the site of potentiality as

sayability.

Agambends account of potentiality is cent
opens infancy unto pure potentiality rather than violent indeterminacy. Drawn from an
idiosyncratic reading ofAr i s t Medtabhysics for Agamben, the essence of
potentiality is maintained in relation to
ownlackt o be i n rel ati on Bdings thatrerishia theomode of nc ap a c
potentiality are capable oftheir own impotentiality and only in this way do they

become potential. They can be because they are in relation to their ovihenonn g 0
(Agamben, 1999: 183). If potentiality is maintained in relation to impotentiality, the

capacity of speech maintaingself in relation to the incapacity of speech. So
descri bed, potentiality provides the metap
every act of speaking maintains a relation to time without speech (infancy) and vice

versa. In effect, the double negatio i n ot not speakingo define:c

thought of the persistent relation of potential and impotential. With respect to

actuality, t hen, Agamben c¢cl aims that poten
the contrary, it preserves itself ascsm i n actuality €é potenti
survives actuality and, in this wagives itselftoitsetf ( 1999: 184) . Wher e

metaphysics introduces the negative, the threat of nullification between actuality and
potentiality, Agamben finds a pgstent relation. Daniel HelldRoazen describes the

Agift of i1itself to itselfo in terms that e

at this point, actuality reveals itself to be simply a potential not to be

(or do) turned back upon itself, capablenait not being and, in this

way, of granting the existence of what
of the o6gift of itself to itself,d pote
and what is actual, what is possible and what is real, can no longer

strictly be disinguished. (HellelRoazen, 1998: 18)

Potentiality is not exhausted or extinguished in actuality. Understood as a potentiality
Aturned back on itself, 6 actuality maintai
and fApreserves it sokihfdncyexteAdg thimthorghtirsordartoc o u n
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disengage the potential to speak from inclusive exclusion to affirm sayability instead
of ineffability. Infancy is not exhausted in speaking but rather speaking is infancy

Agiving itself to itself. o

Supportéd by this account of potentiality, infancy describes an experience of language

t hat is persistently related to sayabilit
mut eness outside itselfo and conserving a
infancy maintains a relation t aspdentialityt eness
However, if Agamben suggests that infantile experiences of language take place

beyond the logic of the anthropological machine, it is noteworthy that these
experiences appear igingly self-relational. The relations of potentiality enumerated

above are in each c adsfieb eri enlgast itohnast oefx i fsd n ei Ons
potentiality are capable @heir owni mpot ent i al i ty, o itsplfint ent i al i
actualititssedi tiong tsel f, 0 AtuB3).Mhedigunreback on
of theaxolottal so embodi es -reldtienal dimehsaonsc Whers held imt o

contrast with other theories of infantile dependency and embodied vulnerability, the
axolotimarks Jambends strange disconneewith-on of p

others, in particular maternal and Aemman animal others.

The Axolotl: Infancy and In/dependence

Agamben takes a recurrent interest in #eolotl, an amphibian native to the

freshwated akes of Me xi c o, because of its Astub
95). While other amphibians lose juvenile traits in order to develop adult traits, the

axolotl maintains juvenile gills throughout its maturation. According to Agamben,

insights dram from the life of theaxolotl have helped revise understandings of

human evolution. Humans are now said to evolve, not from individual adult primates

but from a young primate with premature reproductive capacities (Agamben, 1995).

Thus, it r aransitery i lpramates dave in humans become definitive,
somehow bringing to pass, in flesh and bon
1995: 96). Drawing on thexolotb s st ubborn i nfantil i sm, A (

i magine this et enedntaits ownhsiate df infarscy, @nd boalittlel

specialized and so totipotent that it rejects any specific destiny and any determined
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environment i n order to hold onto its i m
Unbound from and undetermined by any degstim environ, the neotenic child is

t hr own | ndmmentiseting of {he mssiblpdssibilg and of the potential

[potenzialp é What characterizes the potentdant i s t
it lives its own possibility possibilitd ¢2001: 121)Axolotkinspired infancy is shot

through with a potentiality that it gives to itself, being and living its qetenzaand

possibilita

While the child is a common figure of dep
child appears, in a hypeaslic selfrelational fashion, to be independent. As a contrast,
the relationality of infancy might be considered alongside Judith Butler and Julia
Kristevaos recent writings on Avul nerabil
Precarious Life But lieornd sofnofipri mary wvulnerabilityc
Acondition of being |l aid bare from the sta

ot her 06 ( Bu t32).eFor, ButlerOpdiMary viBnérability is an experience of

exposure that reflects andrc@ i t i ons soci al attachment s; 4
primary condition is exploited and exploit
di fficult, i f not i mpossible, to understan

2004: 32). InLa haine et le paton Kristeva outlines an alternative relational
vulnerability, one that is sited in the specificaipeakingbody (Kristeva, 2005).
According to Kristeva, vulnerability |I|ies
is fAintegral t humah Bpecies ahak thet sindukarity off the tsgeaking
subjecto (113). Failing to acknowledge the
encourages firejections caused by race, soc
taken over the place once occad by ¢ h ali6). tKysteva ¢ldimis4that

vul nerability is the absent fourth term of

l' i berty, equality, and fraternity Adtowards

A g a mb e n-éelatioralindependent infancy appedrs be an inversion of Butler

and Kristevabdés accounts of relational depe
that condition, Agamben performs exclusions that both Butler and Kristeva link to its
disavowal. Abstracted from exposure to others, akdotl-inspired eternal child is

di sconnected from the social attachments a

mention of infantile relatiorg/ith-ot her s S a reference t o t
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project of parenting. There Agamben claims that, becausee chi | d Ari sks

l'ifedo i n play, 4pstattempsto check thissimnmedidtehcairicidegce o w n

of the childds |ife and possibility, confi

codified games, playtime, and faitya | e s 9. Mérd @r@nrtatically, Agamben

mai ntains that the child fAescapeso vulner

because

it adheres so closely to its physiological life that it becomes
indiscernible from it (This is the true sense of the experiment @n th

possible that we mentioned earlier.) Similar in this respect to a
womanos i f e, t he i fe of a child
transcends toward an other world, but because it adheres to this world

and to its body in a way that adults find intoleeatfAgamben, 1996)

A disturbing reduction of children and
comments illustrate the violence of figuring infancy as -aatational and
independent. By figuring the child as in a certain sense its own mother, Agamben
obscures the <childés dependent relati on
maternal sacrifice. In effect, his remarks make clear how the reduction of relations to
autorelations supports the reduction of woman and child to ungraspable physiology

and vce versa

Foll owing Agambendés own confl ations, we
figure of the child were read systematically as the figure of the woman, if infancy
were, in each case, substituted with maternity. Maternity is involved in language
development; early maternal relations support the development of symbolic capacities

and are preserved in the act of speaking. Further, giving birth involves a movement of

potentiality. For i nstance, whil e Agamben

Ateo potent, 0 actual totipotent cells devel

fertilization and before the development of the zygote into specialized mupiiuri-
potent <cell s; in a process that cadn be
totipotent cells produce not only the fetus but also placental and other extra

embryonic cells. Such translations of infancy into maternity are simple if not

de:

straightforward because, i n Agachmbendds text
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the mother leady a childmother. Part of the ontological and evolutionary story of
Agambends axoldtls anceternal ¢hild éhat can also give birth, the animal
coincidence of mother and infant that challenges attempts to fully distinguish one

from the otler. Given the kind of indeterminacy easily set into motion between

woman and <chil d, it seems that maternity
infancy by way of exclusion, the very operation that the infantile experience of

language was to overcome. Tindependence and adtelational character of infancy
emerges (and wunravel s) only by the <chil dos

inclusive exclusion.

Having already read infancy as maternity we might also wonder what would happen if

infancy were ead asanimality, the child as theanimal This reading involves a
consideration of thexolotb s si mul t aneous status as a r ea
of infancy. An eternal child and a ntwuman animal, thexolotl, contradictorily,

does fAnotamdbtyetpeiatkoi s fAal ways already ins
amphibian, thexolotlis exposed to the violence of the anthropological machine even

i n Agambenos o0 wn axoletkinspired) eyotutiomaby ehgpodtkesis (

claims that humans developdebm young primates with premature reproductive

capacities. For Agamben, the hypothesis supports his account of infancy not only as

an approach to | anguage but al so as an a

exosomatic tradition which, more than any dgenemprint, characterizesomo

sapiens ( Agamben, 1995: 96) . Linking the soma
exosomatic to totipotent potentiality, he
concerned with possibilities of their soma thatare n@ting bed i n t he ger me
pay no attention to that which is mortal
repeatable possibilities fixed in the gene:i
I n I'ight of the machinations of Agambenos

determnism and totipotent potentiality) and the violence they inflict onatkaotl, it
appears that infancy inclusively excludes animality as well as maternity. In general,

one should be wary of any picture lmdbmo sapienso wholly detached from the
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somaticsphere and genetic imprimt§Vhether supported by crude dichotomies or

more insidious procedures, atrlational infancy appears to drive rather than jam the

ant hropol ogi cal machine. According to Agam
infantleopemess is truly, dizzyingly taken up a:
construct a history and language which are universal and no longer deferrable, and
stop their wandering through traditionso (
i nf ancy des exclusiod lchildsmothers, animammothers, animathildrerd

suggest only a deferral that is itself dizzying.

Conclusion: Agamben and the Question of the Animal

Agambends notion of infancy is rarely read
machire, yet these analyses would appear, at first glance, to bring readers to a familiar

pl ace: a simple recognition of Agambends (
(less acknowledged) androcentrism. In a widely read article, Matthew Calarco has
criticized Agamben for modeling his radical politics on human figures alone (Calarco,

2000). Gesturing to theanguage and Deaths well asThe Open Calarco queries

A

after Agambends anthrocentrism:

| f one accepts Agambendés argument t hat
found in his experience of language and death as such, then does not

the displacement of mandés essence si mul
strict binary that excludes the ani mal
proper essence and the ground for human commaaityno longer be

found in an experience of language and deatlsuchthen how can a

2To be sure, infancy and HistoryAgamben draws on Chomsky, Lenneberg and Jakobsen to offer a

more sophisticated accounendosoiatidandesoBomnatimiphergaxcei nt er r e |
in order supports his hypothesis that animals are 0
| anguage and must fAreceive it from the outside. d Ho
also operatethrough the work of inclusive exclusion. Not only does Agamben cite and disregard

important exceptions todt for instance, the existence of certain birds that, deprived of hearing a song

of their species, can only produce the normal song in partiabfdbtuh t he search for a fAmec
el ement o between endosoma and esosoahtmmanet urns hi m,
infancy (Agamben, 19985).
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thought of another coming community not lead to a rethinking of the

place of animals in community? (Calarco, 2000: 96)

Agambeno6és withdrawal fmaimo tihe, AfearsCabar od
opportunity to rethink the place of animals in community beyond violent logics of

mute inclusion/exclusion. However, in light of the dizzying reading of infancy and its

others provided above, a stronger reproach of Agambenasler. As a new figure

and experience of | anguage, infancy does
ani mal o6 as much as it r e-viotert responae tartbat e e x p a

guestion more difficult to achieve.

Understood as a dependent amdirat i onal foil to Agambenods
Kristevads notion of vulnerability would s
vulnerability marks the exposure of the (speaking) body, a condition ineluctably given

over to, rather than inclusivelgxclusive of, others. Careful not to collapse
vulnerability and maternity, both authors discuss the dependence of infants on

mat er nal ot hers and early <caregivers. But
Apri mary otherso i n vi randutaroughdut hirbwordk,i | y re
Kristeva emphasizes maternal support of symbolic developmenthtira (where

Agamben anchors phonemic passage to the human child) is, in the Kristevan text,

linked to maternal semiotic conditions of language. However, whileralaional

character of vulnerability extends to maternal others, it does not extend, for either
theorist, to norhuman animal others. In her recent tAximal LessonsKelly Oliver

chall enges Butler and Khumantaremalasdembodiedi | ur e t
mortal beings capable of being wounded or wounding others. In a query that runs

paral |l el to Calarcob6s critique of Agamben,

Once we take bodily vulnerabilidywhich is to say the fact that we are

mortal and can be wound&ds our steing point, are we delineating

what constitutes humanity? Or are we setting out what constitutes all

living creatures? And if we are relational, dependent beings by virtue

of having bodies, then isnbét this also
extend thenotion of dependence in the way that Butler and Kristeva do

to make it a cornerstone of ethics and
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obligated to consider the (material and conceptual) interdependence of

humans and animals? (Oliver, 2009: 44)

Li ke Agacntboeunndts oaf i nf ancy, Butl er and Kris
invite but do not require that we rethink the place of animals in community. Failing to
Afextend the notion of dependenceo beyond
Kri steva fedkareeg anibodimend of ntlmman animal others (Taylor,

2008).

Foll owing Calarco and Ol i ver Oexperanemtume nt s an
lingaue what comes of the deferral of voices and questions, animal and otherwise? In

the case of Agamben, resoes seem to lie in reflexive rather than jamming
capacities of hi s t hought . Cal arcobs C 0 mi
Agambends thought is to be found in i1its ab

communityo i s substrifique of the anttiropbloggicaAngaahmé e n 6 s ¢

(Cal arco, 2000: 96) . While infancy falters
which are wuniversal,o it nevertheless ref
|l anguage is dAfabrichteh ahi en etemmal 0 f@aeh
critical promi se, Agambeno anddiumaduophisi ve t he

own texts. The reading of infancy above models such a reflexive critique. By pursuing

the operation of inclusive exclusion and uncovetimg mute inclusion of maternal

and animal voices in thaxolotl, Agambends own resources br
limit he is unable to overcom&here, dizzying deferrals are, each time, opportunities

to rethink and the limits of language and the productd the distinction between

man and animal.
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The Vulnerability of Other Animals

Stephen Thierman
Human beings are vulnerable animals, nake
-Martha Nussbaum, #APolitical Ani mal so

The animal looks at us, and we are nakefbre it. Thinking perhaps begins
here.

-Jacques Derrida, AThe Ani mal that Therefc

The idea of vulnerability is not often directly addressed in mainstream ethics and

political philosophy. Alasdair Macintyre believes that the faildo explore the

meaning of human vulnerability and dependence is rooted in the Western

phil osophical traditionds reluctance to at
human | ife (Maclntyre, 1999) . Philee®ophers
(Maclintyre, 1999: 5) and, thus, they have remained inattentive to the rhythms and
precarities of embodied life. In contrast, MacIntyre (and others) argue that we must
acknowledge the moral importance of our vulnerabilities, afflictions and consequent
dependenciesl agree with the thrust of this critical assessment and believe that it can

be developed further. More specifically, | hold that embodiment and vulnerability are

also important conceptual tools for thinking about the moral status of otheglahi

1 Stephen Thierman is a Ph.D. candidate at the University of Toronto. His research interests includadsocial
Political Philosophy, Bioethics, and Critical Animal Studies. He is currently interested in exploring how the work
of Michel Foucault can help us to think about human interactions/relations with other animals. A portion of this
research has been pished as, "Apparatuses of Animality: Foucault Goes to a Slaughterhouse," in Foucault
Studies (2010), 9: 8200.

2 Maclntyre is certainly not the only philosopher who criticizes the philosophical tradition in this faghiamy
feminist theorists have s faulted this particular oversight. See Feminist Theory and the Body: A Reader (Price
and Shildrick, 1999) for a diverse selection of essays that theorize the body from a feminist perspective.

3In doing so, | join others who have begun to make similarg u ment s. Chl o+ Tayl or 6s, iThe

AnimalssBut |l er, Coet z e e|(Taylarn2008)Avorksrimahis difec¢titmivia & very insightful critique
(Footnote continued opage 183

182



Unfortunately, while a number of theorists have recognized the importance of
deploying the concept of vulnerability in the service of ethical thought, there has been
a reluctance to acknowledge that it might also be relevant for thinking about other
animals. In this paper, | engage with three such cases in order to obtain some clarity
on what vulnerability might mean, and on how it can be legitimately, and

informatively, applied when it comes time to think about other creatures.

| proceed as followsFirst, | begin with some remarks on how the notion of
vulnerability might be situated in our thinking about other animals and | engage in
some preliminary analysis of the concept itself. In the next three sections, | look
critically at three authoés Michael Kottow, Margrit Shildrik, and Bryan Turnér

who explicitly draw on the idea of vulnerability in their respective (bio)ethical work,

but who also fail to appreciate that this term can be conceptualized in a way that
encompasses other animals. | focustloese three theorists primarily because they
represent a relatively broad spectrum of positions (a biomedical principlism, a
deconstructive approach, and a rights theory, respectively), and because they act as
good foils for the positive position that Inaito develop. Noe of these authors has
focused on other animals, but important steps in their respective arguments invoke the
idea that there is sharp line to be drawn between humans and other forms of animate
life. In doing so, they make a general mokattis all too familiar to the history of
philosophy. It is this moment, playing itself out in particular discussions of
vulnerability, that | want to focus on and call into question. Finally, | end by briefly
endorsing the work of Ralph Acampora. He repras a fruitful development for
those concerned with both (i) acknowledging the importance of the body in moral

philosophy and (ii) ensuring that that philosophy takes a transpecific form.

of recent wor k by Judias¥Yuln&able Bubjects: BAyorid Int8r@stnwrdence,i Ani mal s

Hi erarchy, and Propertyo (2009), appeals to Martha Fi nem:
order to develop a critique of ledsmeworks that presently affect nonhuman animals in theetn

States. Satz notes that vulnerability is a constant/universal condition shared between humans and other

animals, and that it is intimately connected to the idea of dependence, but her analysis of the concept is

quite brief (which is understandableygge n her pri mary quarry) and she ack

animals as vulnerable subjects warrants devel opment

to the development of that theory here. Whereas Fineman and Satz have political anditpgabs

their primary objectives, my own is to contribute t

borrow a Heideggerian turn of phrase, that makes room for nonhuman forms of animate life.
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| should indicate, at the outset, that focusing on the conceyptloérability is not
necessarily intended to fully supplant other arguments that have been mounted on
behalf of animals in more traditionapproaches to moral philosoptsych as Peter
Singerds wutilitarianism (Sing(®egan, 19887 5) or
Rather, it is meant to buttress these arguments by investigating the same topic from a

slightly different perspective and by invoking a different idiom.

Vulnerability

Traditionally, arguments calling for changes to the ways nonhumanakmniare

conceived of, or treated, attempt to specify some capacity, or ability, the possession of

which justifies affording those animals some form of standing in our (human) moral

and/or political communities. Consciousness, intelligenceasairenessationality,

the ability to make generalizations and abstractions, or the use of language and tools,

are just some of the characteristics that have been seen as relevant when it comes to
deciding what it is about otldern namiumaleg ht ft

deliberations and decision making.

My investigation will take a different tack. | am not concerned so much with
exploring a particular ability/power, in virtue of which we can say that certain animals
are owed moral consideration. | takdor granted that many other animals possess a
wide variety of different capacities and that they are often expressed along spectrums
that admit of gradations of degree rather than clear differences of kind. At the very
least, we must bear in mind that are in a state of infancy when it comes to our
knowledge about the lives of other animals. We are, as of yet, largely igastant

how their unique forms of intelligence and their unique abilities are best

conceptualized.Philosophers, in particulahave often been much too quick (and

4 Some qualifications are perhaps in order here. Whens ay fiwe, © | am thinking primari/l\
dwel ling individuals who don&humamammals, endwhosedi rect contact
ignorance/infancy may be intimately connected to historical processes of urbanization and indtistrigfizople

in other times and places may have (had) access to forms of knowledge that have been largely forgotten (or

occluded) . For a very interesting discussion of some of |
replace anintimate nowl edge of c¢chickens with a form of deskilled i
2006) . By fiignoranceodo and Ainfancy, o | also mean to invol

their own terms, apart from any instrumentalitytihey might possess with respect to human aims and desires. |
believe that attentive, respectful ethological research is one means for addressing these lacunae.
(Footnote continued on page 185
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dogmatic) when looking at, thinking about, and making proclamations with regards to

the capacities, behaviors, and °®moral stand

As opposed to a consideration of important abilities atgsrmight possess, | am more
interested in looking at a particulanability, namely, the wvulnerability that is
characteristic of animal existence (in both its human and nonhuman forms). | want to
explore a certain powerlessness that | think is a moreafuadtal place for beginning

to spell out the common ground that is inhabited by humans and other animals. This
shift in focus gets closer, | believe, to the heart of what motivates people to think,

write, and care about other animal life.

What do | meamwhen | call vulnerability an inability, or a form of powerlessness? A

brief look at recent work by Jacques Derrida can help to flesh out this idea further

(Derrida, 2008). In his own exploration of animality, Derrida is intrigued by the shift
infocusthai s occasioned by Jeremy Benthamdés fam
the traditional, anthropocentric way of thinking about the moral standing of other

animals (Bentham, 1939). The simple fact of aligning his thought with Bentham is
surprising, given Der i daés gener al hostility towards
philosophy. Bentham, as is well known amongst animal ethicists, suggests that the
guestion, when we are trying to trace the boundaries of the moral community, is not,

A Ca n rdaato® yor Gn theytalk? but,Can they suff& 6 ( B e 1939847in

Derrida, for his part, notes that the #fAcan
as compared to the other two. Whereas the
capacity or powerht a t I s, an ability to do somet hi ng
| ooks to a <certain receptivity, or i nabi l

disturbed by a certairpassivity ( De 2008: 2 &, Derri dabhs emphas
passivity points to a ceitalack of control, a nakedness, which resides at the core of

creaturely existence.

See Donal d R Anin@rMinfist Beypdd<Codnith o Consciousneg&riffin, 2001) for an excellent
overview of some recent research and theorizing.

5 | borrow this term from Ralph Acampora, whom | discuss in more detail below.

185



It is this passivity, understood as a vulnerability that is an essential facet of embodied
life, that | want to explore in this paper. It is a shared vulnerability, ahdmoone

active capacity, which | think ultimately opens a space for an ethical recognition of

nonhuman othersl n Derri dads words, mortality (whi
aspect of human vulnerability) iudethat he mos
we share with animals, the mortatoithhy t hat
possibility of sharing t he, 200&28)slicinfeddi ty of

that it is this norpower that should be taken as the starting poamfwhich to begin

thinking about the possibility of an expanded ethical consciousness.

The term fAvulnerabilityo covomusort offi wosu nldy we
and it is, no doubt, usually deployed with negative inflections. It often refers atea st

of being weak or, of not being well defendédas when we say of a particular
person, place, or thing that they are vulnerable to attack or aggression. It often denotes
a physical (or emotional) susceptibility to being assailable in one way or another. W
often say, for example, that deep emotional attachments, like love, leave us vulnerable
to being hurt, or that a weakened immune system makes us vulnerable to particular
diseases. Being vulnerable is often conceived as a type of exposure, again, whether
physical or emotional, to something that is potentially harmful. It might also refer to
instabilities caused by social, environmental, or economic factors and may refer not
just to individuals, but also to groups of people or even geographical areaswé&hus,
might say that a class of people (women, say) are made vulnerable by a particular
social arrangement (by having unequal status in a legal system, for example). Or, we
might declare that a particular region is vulnerable to drought (or flooding) bexfause

certain environmental factors and/or human activities.

81t is likely that my discussion will resonate with approaches that@geisentience as a criterion for moral
considerability (e.g. Singer, 1975). Sentience, understood as a capacity to experience pain and pleasure, is not
easily categorized as a simple, active capdcityalso involves a receptivity, or openness, to tloeldy that is, a

capacity to be inflicted. An attentiveness to suffering, as a dimension of animal vulnerability, is definitely
something | would like to include in my sketch here, thus | am happy to embrace this resonance. Perhaps one way
to think of my agument is as a contribution to the development of an enriched account of certain elements of
sentience.

"Foranindept h engagement with Derridads thoughHhsiscNot t he subj e
Sufficient(Lawlor, 2007)
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Weakness, susceptibility, exposur e, openne
the cluster of notions that we typically associate with the idea of vulnerability.
Furthermore, in all of thescases, vulnerability is often thought to be a bad thing. It is

a state that we generally want to avoid and that we work to protect against. Ultimately,

vulnerable is something that you do not want to be.

Vulnerability is also closely connected with tidea of dependenéeBeing dependent

often means being reliant on something (or someone) for sdpponplies that one

thing (or state of affairs) is contingent on something else. We know, to provide one
clear example, that human infants are absolutepeddent on their caregivers. They
rely on older persons to provide the resources that are necessary for their survival
(food, shelter, emotional nurturance, etc.) and their continued existence is contingent
on receiving this type of support. Infants amddren are often included on the list of
those who are especially vulnerable. And the perception of this high degree of
vulnerability is related, | think, to the fact that young humans are highly dependent on
others and that these other, older individwallsd considerable power when it comes

to determining the course of their lives. Thus, dependence, contingency, and
powerlessness can be seen as further concepts that substantiate our understanding of

vulnerability.

Al | these ter ms ithh alnerability veeakreess,s degendances d = w
contingency, powerlessness, etc.) are usually cast in a negative light. Conversely, their
antonyms (strength, independence, stability, fortification, etc.) are often thought of in
positive terms. And to be sure, tbapacity to display autonomy and independence is

very often something to be prized, while dependence, or exposure to contingencies, is
certainly often something to be mitigated. Still, | do not think that vulnerability must

be necessarily thought of oritythis negative way.

Rather than thinking of vulnerability as an intrinsically negative designation, | would

suggest that it mi ght al so be used ul to t

8Macinr e (1999) al so emphasizes this connection. Hi s wor k |
dimension of human vulnerability and argues for the inclusion of certain other animals (dolphins, most
specifically) within the sphere of dependent, ragicemimals.
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following Margrit Shildrikd anfi e x i st ent i al irsthisasmaygweacandaed er st 0 ¢
vulnerability as a term that highlights a fundamental (and inexorable) feature of

human ontology. From this vantage point, the idea of vulnerability can be situated at

the very core of what it means to be a human being asd wil | showd ananimal.

Vulnerability as Conditio Humana(or, Other Animals are not Vulnerable)

In his commentary on the four principles that have been highlighted as foundational in
European bioethics (autonomy, dignity, integrity, and vulnerability), MicKagow

(2004) calls vulnerability aonditio humanaHe argues that it is best understood as a
descriptive/anthropological fact of human existence. Being vulnerable is not just
something that we are sometimes, in some places, in virtue of certain continge
relations or factors; rather, it is something that we are at all times, in everyi @dace
inescapable feature of our temporal and fleshy lives. Omnipotent, immortal beings, by

way of contrast, are not vulnerable. Human beings live lives that cantgw be

worse, and which can fair ill or well. We are open and exposed to the ecstasy of
delectable pleasure and to the sorrow of horrific suffering. Our mortal, embodied
existence is always already characterized by a deep vulnerability. We can (and do)
respond to this vulnerability in a variety of ways (we buy insurance, we build walls,

we lift weights, we search for the fountain of youth, we form political coalitions, we

|l ook for salvation, etc. ), but I tlefcan nev
behind yet); it stalks us, in a sense, from the moment of birth until our last breath. In
Kottowds words, Nit describes a c¢c20stitut.

282) and, thus, a deep feature of the human condition.

Kottow thinks itis important to distinguish between, on the one hand, vulnerability

understood as a descriptive feature of human existence and, on the other hand, those

ARacci dent al anomal i es | i ke a physical def e
befalls the lifeo f many human , B084:283).sThis i thkeqrtedatve)
sense in which the term vulnerability is u

to try to capture this particular way of understanding vulnerability. While
Avul ner abi | itbcharacierize an eessential/ 'eature of human being,

Asusceptibilityo is used to name ofed speci f
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and treat ed 0284). k@ whilecalvhumah Beings:are vulnerable, in virtue
of being human, not all humareings are susceptible in the same ways, in virtue of
the fact that we find ourselves in different types of circumstances at different times in
our lives. For example, while elderly populations are just as vulnerable, in the
Aexi stenti al 0 papeaalieg theyanay bg maoren susceptible to the
harms of particular ailments (influenza, say). Similarly, while men and women are
equally vulnerablejuatheir humanity, women may be more susceptible (to violence,
poverty, etc.) in virtue of particular s@al/economic contingencies. Following Onora

O6 Nei |, Kottow thinks that these two form
di fferent ways. He holds that Adeepo vuln
justice that rejects injury and defends from @ whi | e susceptibil

obligations of social virtue that reject indifference and neglect in the wake of harm,
increasing awareness when harm has occurred, and recognizing when it needs to be
treat edo004:280tt ow, 2

Given my own concernst is important to ask how (or whether) the concept of
vulnerability can be extended to other animals. Kottow, for his part, denies that it can
be usefully employed to describe an existential state that is shared between humans
and other animals. Kottow ngsnds to the suggestion that vulnerability creates the

foundation for an ethical response to nonhuman animals in the following passage:

It becomes di fficuldt to under stand t hat
protection of both animals and the teleologi@altoorganisation of the

worl d, o for the nature of human vulnerabi
in that humans are vulnerable to defeat in the complex process of becoming,

whereas nonhumans are vulnerable to the more simple and radical dichotomy

of being or ceasing to b&ottow, 2004:283)

Kottow simply asserts that there is a difference in kind between the way that human
beings are vulnerable and any way that other animals could be said to be vulnerable.
For him, human vulnerability is groundéedn our rel ati on to a #fAco
becoming. o I nvoking many phil osophi cal al
Levinas, etc.), he sketches a picture of human vulnerability as somehow intimately

intertwined with our pursuit of the good, to the plarniand realization of life
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projects, and to the fact that we are/become practical reasoners. Humans are
vulnerable because our pursuit of the good is precarious and fraught with difficulty.

Our life projects can be frustrated (by a variety of externaliatednal factors) and

the development of our practical reasoning skills cannot be taken for granted (that is,

they must be fostered and cultivated). By way of contrast, other animals are presented

as not beingrulnerable in thge uniquely human wag/ Their lives are not complex
processes of becoming. Rat her, those |ives
to be. o6 Human vulnerability is expressed i
worse, that we must confront and navigate around a variaipstécles, and that we

must always negotiate the inescapable fact of our own mortality. Mere animal
vulnerability, on the other hand, is limited to the question of life or detdtbeing or

not being.

My first criticism o freatméniismuphaoo Haftemiegands t hat
homogenizing a proclamation about the vulnerability afl nonhumans strikes me

as dogmati€.Given the wide variety of animals that inhabit this category, it would

seem prudent that we allow room for more finely gradistinctions. While it might

make sense to see a bivalve (such as an oyster or a mussel) as having their
vulnerability encapsulated in the radical dichotomy of life or death (and even this is

likely too flattening), is this as plausible once we get toeitt@dna or the otter? What

about the dogs and cats that accompany us along that complex road of becoming that

we travel, or our closest phylogenetic neighbours (chimpanzees, gorillas, and
orangutans)? Are all of these creatures only vulnerable in the Heatsthey can

either be or not be? | would push us towards a negative response to this uénstion

|l i ves of many other animals can fdAmatter o i

Kottowbs brief assertion wants to all ow.

Kottow has touched on the way thae might characterize the vulnerability of a
nonliving physical object, that is, as something that can merely be altered, damaged,

or destroyed. It seems as though the vulnerability of a vase (to being broken, say) is

®In making this type of claim, Kottow follows in the footsteps of many other thinkers in the history of philosophy.

As Derrida observes, there has been a strong tendency amongst philosophers to treat other animals as a

homogenous massthatdare | umped together under, and be represented |
2008: 40).
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best captured in the radical dichwtp of being or ceasing to be. But | do not think
that this is an adequate understanding of the vulnerability that is displayed by other
animate forms of life. We might say that a particular physical structure is vulnerable
to earthquakes, for example, mat a seismic tremor can reduce it to rubble, but other

animals are not only vulnerable in this very basic sense.

To be fivulnerabled in a morally weighted
having oneds engagement w nirhas are beatersvad r | d f r
Aneeds, vvingan@heid onh acsaunt i ( P u 19@3060),dhat is, they

are beings whose life trajectories take them through various stages of development,

and which involve the negotiation of a variety of obstaclescantingencies in order

to ensure selpreservation. Many anima@smostcertainly the domesticated animals

with which we interact most frequendlyare creatures with a welfare, that is, they are

beings whose lives can go ill or well in a very subjective (gapjective in a way that

the Awel fareo of a building, or a vase, <ca
not just a Aphysical o welfare, beginning
functioning, of a body. We need only consider the anxiety boredom that are

experienced by a variety of animals when kept in captivity to realize that animal well

being involves something more than just persisting in existence. It seems clear that

other animals are involved in their own complex processes ofrtbegand that these

processes can, and often are, frustrated.

| believe that the perception of a wide gap between the way human and animal
vulnerability should be conceptualized is the result of a hermeneutic lens that attends
primarily to the temporahnd narrative dimensions of human existence and which, at
the same time, backgrounds a serious consideration of our fleshy locatedness. Our
awareness of the fact that our lives are a procession towards death, and the way in
which this knowledge is thought motivate and structure our activity, is often
thought to be a uniquely human form of relationship to the self. It is this orientation
(which Kottow is clearly supporting) that led Martin Heidegger to assert that only Da
sein actually dies (Heideggel6: 229). In contrast, according to Heidegger, other
animals simply perish. It is the care and concern that we can direct at our own lives
and our own histories that are thought to mark the uniqueness of human vulnerability.
It seems to me that there ip@blematic mind/body dualism at work in this strand of
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t hought . Human vulnerability is seen as mi
process, 0 wher eas ani mal s ar e t hought t o
vulnerability of their physical bodies. Thethe n b e i n gf o rsmifinngo, rol dwher e
t he ani mal i pooria-&'e umdd ( ble bl8=20yper , 1995:

Two observations can help to narrow the chasm that Kottow (and Heidegger) attempt

to establish between humans and other anithglsst, it mayvery well be the case

that some ot her ani mal sunt@adreea tahwaor eS oonfe tnhaeyi r
an awareness of death which structures their activities, behaviors and relations with

others. It is possible that certain animals might also relateeto divn finitude and,

thus, that they too could be said to be vulnerable in a more complex way then Kottow

wants to allow. Elephant and chimpanzee rituals surrounding death are two possible
examples! Second, if we bring the situated, embodied aspectarobh vulnerability

into sharper relief, then we set the stage for a recognition of the way in which humans

and other animals share in a precarious and vulnerable existence. The vicissitudes of

the flesh, the arc of ageing that we follow from birth to deatld decay, the

experience of pain and suffering, our dependence on the world for nutrition and

shelter, the joys of the sun on our skins and the other textures of peréeghiasaare

all ways in which the fragility of human becoming can be understood as
fundamentally an fAanimal o6 vulnerability. T
the possibility that other animal lives are more temporal, narratively mediated, and
selfaware than we generally allow and to acknowledge, on the other hand, that
humani fe i s more Aanimal 6 in its |ived manif
These observations narrow the gap between the vulnerability of humans and other
animals, ad consequently, lay the groumadrk for a less segregated understanding of

the world weainhabit, and share, with other forms of life.

19 Complimenting my brief remarks he®®,e r r i da of fers further insightful critioc
institute a sharp division between human bemagsd ot her ani mals. He focuses central
that other animals do not have access to things fAas such
encounter stairasstairs). See especially the fourth chaptefloé Animal ThTherefore | An{Derrida, 2008:

14116 0) . Macl ntyre and Acampora also criticize Heidegger ¢
Dependent Rational AnimalsMac | nt yr e, 1999) and CdrpopralfCompassionchapter of Ac
(Acampora,2 0 6 ) . For an extensive commentary on D®@j).ri dads crit
“For an interesting piece, which proposes that chimpanze:¢

fiPanThanat ol ogy o ( An d e r0%0). Ror sor@d disdussiensof elephants arld death, see 2
Elephants on the Edd8radshaw, 2009: 104).
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Notice that | just said, Anarrow the gap, O
to insist that there is something unique about human vulnerability and about the
awareness of death that our speciespldys. And | want to be clear that | am not

saying that all other animals are exactly the same as human Hehgs! do believe

that, despite important differences, there is also a significant existential commonality,

namely, our vulnerable, corpordading.

A much more nuanced development of a Heideggerian style of approach can be found

in the work of Maxine Sheet®ohnstone. She acknowledges that our primary
vulnerability is corporeal, and that this basic vulnerability is shared by all forms of

animde life. But she also believes that human vulnerability is unique in certain ways.

She follows Heidegger (and Kottow) in asserting that other animals lack a conceptual
awareness of deat h, but, for her, this awa
is no awareness of, and no feelings about, the disappearance or permanent

i nani mation of a friend, for exampl e, or a
chimpanzeesh er e ] 0 -JohrStone,e 2088:38). Thus, we see that she
acknowledges that othenimals are aware, and that they have feelings, which takes

us happily beyond Kottowodsdengadi cal di chot ol

The concept of death is lacking in other animals, in Shkeetsh nst onebds vVvi ew,
At i s contingentf omnetdhse oowbnj ebcadyf i @armd i bac:
animals do not have physical bodeessuclh ( S-boanstong2008:38). What she

means by not being able to objectify, or h
animals lack the conceptual ability to abst@asty from the immediate experience of

the lived body and to perceive bodies (their own and those of others) as entities that

are comprised of many different, distinguishable components. She believes that other

ani mals experience tmley snvoad do niidcyanlalnyioc ad d dy
notexpee nce a fmat e rly saeparatdd odanalytecdly separlale from

the animate and animated body that the indivad| i s <dohr(stBre,c260638).

Still, she does believe that there is a certain sefis/ulnerability that other animals

2As Derrida puts it, to in

sist on this kind of homogeneit
too asininethétd 6 ( Derri da, 2008: 3
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have with respect to their own bodies (and to those of others), but that this is
experienced/ enactednowomt & x wJoHhdEnee2Wd8s i n g ,
299). An example of what she is describing mightdaen@l when I (lovingly!) tussle

with my cat and he nibbles at me in a way that clearly shows restraint. He is playing
with me and his actions display an awareness of my corporeal vulnerability in the

immediate context of our interactions.

Nonetheless, SheeJohnstone holds that the concept of death, and the fear of death,
are absent in my cat and that, as a consequence, his sense of vulnerability is not as
expansive as my own. In essence, she believes that humans are unique because we
know ourselves to beulnerable and we can consider our vulnerability from an
abstracted, conceptual distance. For example, | know that my body will age, that these
eyes | use to see might one day fail me, and that this heart, which | feel beating in my

chest as | type with #se fingers, will one day fall silent.

For the moment, | am happy to acknowledge that there may be important differences
in the ways that humans and other animals can relate to their bodily vulnerability, but
| do not believe that these differences amaamhuch when we are thinking about the
contours of the moral community. There is a basic, embodied vulnerability that
human beings share with other animate life thanks to our corporeal nature. In so far as

she acknowledges this, | count Shekibnstonesaan ally.

Returni ng enwarksk lowotd mawdlike tor criticize the implications he
immediately draws from the difference he perceives between human and animal

vulnerability:

This difference implies that human vulnerability requires active ptiotec
against negative forces and prevention from harm, whereas the biosphere
merits respect and support for its continued being, and is best served-by non
interference or, to be less drastic, it is required that only morally sustainable
interference be alwed.(Kottow, 2004:283)

Here, Kottow derives some normative prescriptions from the (supposed) fact that the
vulnerability of humans and other animals is fundamentally different. On the one
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hand, the complex process of human becoming, with its unigoedbwulnerability,

calls for protection and the prevention of harm. On the other chand here
nonhuman ani mal s have been further flatt
bi os phenore brute form of vulnerability calls only for respect, support, and
nortrinterference. Respect, support, and-derference may very well be important
virtues to enact in relation to other animals and the environment more generally, but
this dichotomization is problematic once we recognize that animal vulnerability may
not be s different from its human counterpart. A less anthropocentric rendering of the
idea of vulnerability, pace Kottow, enjoins us to see both protection and the
prevention of harm as virtues to be developed in our interactions with other animals.
At the veryleast, a better understanding of the vulnerabilities shared by humans and

other animals will seriously challenge the argument Kottow is seeking to develop.

Encounters with Vulnerability

I n the context of Mar grit S hip)éthdes, ithe k 6 s d e c
project of devel oping an fAdontology of h um
attempts to reposition the body as a central category, and to revalue the concept of

vulnerability (Shildrick, 2002). g&hil dri cl
privileges the idea of Abecoming, 06 a term
and evolving character of our embodied subjectivity, as opposed to relying on the

term fAbeing, 0 whi ch she t hinks carries n
importance of embodi ment i s me ant toodispl ace
namely, those accounts which privilege rationality over and above our corporeal

naturé andi t i s meant to show that the body is
ethical processes dhe self, but intrinsictothei oper ati ono 1)( Shi l dri ck

Shildrick challenges these traditional conceptions because she believes that
approaches that privilege reason, and which deny or denigrate the body, have also
often supported sexist andcrst ontologies that value certain groups (men, whites,
etc.) and degrade others (women, fudntes, etc.). She also focuses on embodiment

in her work in order to explore the ways that certain normative conceptions of the

body have been deployed to marldaxclude not just those who embody sexual and
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raci al di fference, but al so it hhose wh o al

radically disrupt morphologica x pect ati onso02).( Shil drick, 200:

It is with these goals in mind that Shildrick explicatesrib&on of monstrosity. She

thinks that reflection on what we consider monstrous provides an occasion for
rethinking the nature of embodiment itself. Monstrous bodies, for her, include all

those bodies that are feared, or which cause reactions of anxeeguyde of their

gross failure to approximate dominant corporeal norms. Amongst these bodies, she
includes hybrid creatures (chimeras), conjoined twins, human clones, and cyborgs.

The normative conception of embodiment that Shildrick has in mind is one that
imagines the individual to be an autonomous, bounded, and relatively stable entity

whose sex/gender is easily determinable and whose body parts conform to certain
expectations. The monstrous shatters this
notions @ separation and distinction that underli such cl ai ms®). ( Shil dr
She thinks that because monstrous beings can be recognized as like the self in some

i mportant way (they are not wholly #fAothero
ourselve that are repressed (our own vulnerability, for example), they can become

deeply disturbing.

Shildrick believes this disturbance can occasion the insight that it is not just some

Aot hero bodies that fail to combeseemast o cer
normal, but that in a certain sense all bodies avelved in a perpetual, anxiety

ridden process of attempting, and always failing, to approximate an impossible ideal.

Closely tied to this valorization of the monstrous is her revaluaticgheohotion of

vulnerability. An ethical and ontological orientation that embraces the ambiguity and
unpredictability of Aan openness t owar ds
Afacknowl edges both vulnerabi lyioftthe ®tld 0t he o
(Shildrick, 2002: 3). Recognizing this vulnerability means recognizing that our

existence as human beings often involves contingencies and dependence, that the
boundaries of the body are permeable, and that we must constantly deal with the
possibilityof i nstability and wuncertainty. Thus,
of human being, the interrelated concepts of body, monstrosity, and vulnerability, are

all given foundational roles to play.
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| would like to begin to sketchout myownprelmar y fAont ol ogy of huma

way of a critique of Shildrickoés discussi
always already vulnerable nature must be central in any conception of human
existence, and | agree that it is also very importamtethics and ontology) to
acknowledge/recognize our own vulnerability and the vulnerability of others. Where |
want to expand on Shildrickds position is
sense of those others who might be vulnerable. Shildriek berself as directly

critiquing the assumptions and values of liberal humanism, but the others she is
concerned with seem always to be dall too
have to give the body a place of central importance, but it willl@se to recognize

that humans are not the only embodied beings. It must recognize that human beings

exist in complex and dynamic interactions with a variety of nonhuman others.

Let me expand on this criticism by looking at a particular passage. Whilgsslisg

the anxiety that can be induced by monsters (which mirror some aspect of the self),

Shildrick writes: RnSo | ong as the monstrou

difference it poses few problems; in other words it is so distanced irfifédsedce that

it can clearly be put into the oppositional catggof notme 6 ( Shi | & i ¢ k, 20

Thus, it is somethingamiliar about the monster that is supposed to make us anxious,

that is, there is a recognition that unsettles us. If there is notbéaagnizable, then

the monster does not incite any fear or trembling, or at least it does not occasion the
ethical sefr ef | ect i on t hat Shildrick thinks is

me. 0 Later, she goes on to write:

Although the purely anial monster might also be an object of curiosity or
fear, and has a similar history of heralding events to come, of providing a
material marker of divine affect, or later of signifying evolutionary diversity, it
does not thereby unsettle the security of aorbeing. The animal is the other

in the comforting guise of absolute difference, but its lack of humanity cannot
appeal directly to the heart of our own being. Those monsters that are at least
in an ambivalent relationship to our humanity, however, avaya too close

for comfort. They invoke vulnerabilityShildrick, 2002:220)
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Her e, Athe animal o is presented &Kisnot wuns
conceived as an absolute difference, as an entity that does not reflect anything
recognizhle back towards the human spectator, that is, as something utterly
unfamiliar. Some form of recognition is needed, according to Shildrick, in order to lay

bare both our own vulnerability and the vulnerability of the other. The (purported)
unfamiliarity of the purely animal other cannot occasion an awareness of our own
vulnerable, embodied becoming. A troubling implication of this passage is that, due to
their failure to invoke vulnerability (or
bei ngo) ahh alsm dall eutsidei of the ethical domain that the appeal to
vulnerability was meant to establish. | contend that an ontology focused on the body

and the vulnerable nature of human becoming must recognize thelwoirhd nature

of that becoming as wellashe f act that human | ives unfo
becoming that is home to a variety of different types of bodies, including nonhuman
bodies, that might be understood as vulner
ani mal 0 c¢ an n aurity af insnart bieihges td emgender ¢he very type of
closure that Shildrickdés deconstructive ap
Thus, if this is her position with regards to animal others, then it must be seen as

deeply problematic from the pgrective of her overall project.

Vulnerability and Human Rights

In his work on human rights, Brian Turner challenges the relativism and the
positivism of the human sciences (i.e. sociology and anthropology), by appealing to

the related notions of embodemt and human vulnerability (Turner, 2006). He
believes that human rights (i.e. rights enjoyed by individuals in virtue of being human)
can fAbe defined as wuniversal principles,

ontology that is grounded in a shared volreb i | i t yo (Turner, 200

acknowledges that human groups display man

13 Obviously, many thinkers, and | include myself amongst them, do believe that the security of human being can

be unsettled by encounters with other creatures. With respect to his interactions with his cat, and their effects on

his thinking about the othere s s o f t he ot h e nathindvelrhave ever dotheenmte iomeke me h at A

think through this absolute alterity of the neighbor than these moments when | see myself naked under the gaze of

a cato (Derrida, 2008: ablexheoridbwho mghlighisshowahunaay beingissaat ot her not
through withthenothuman, decl aring that A[t] o tobecomavithmpny. e. a sel f
[i.e. Acompanion specieso]o (Haraway, 2008: 4).
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happiness is diverse, 0 but he also believe
and perturbationso t hathbilta and ghat odr hwoman o ur st

mi series are often Acommon and uniformo (T

Turner is primarily interested in how human vulnerability is related to the creation

(and perpetuation) of various social and political institutions. He does not spand a

of time defining the notion of vulnerability, nor does he have much to say about other

animals (with an important exceptidhat | will discuss below), though an implicit
characterization can be discerned. In what appears to be an inversion of the valu

laden terminology employed by Heidegger, Turner embraces an understanding of

human vulnerability which pictures it as a kind of pov@rgn Aii nst i nct ual
depr i @ which forces us into the situation where we must build various

institutions (i.e. religia, the family, etc.) in order to compensate for the lack of
Aremdge instinctual responseso (Turner, 2 (
opennesso of human being is purchased at a
equipped for a specific emanment. Turner implicitly endorses the idea that the
humandés world is Aopenod (read: t he nonhuma
ot her ani mals functi on Asr haeasugpestgd, theses e d o n
positions, which assume a differenoeind between humans and etlanimals, need

to becalled into question. This calling into question reeénl happen not because we

must deny that human life is unique or different in many interesting ways, nor

because we must assert that other animalexaxetly the same as humans, but, rather,

it must be done to recognize a particular layer of commonality that we share with

other animals with respect to our vulnerable natures.

Turner does discuss other animals briefly when he considers some pos&bt®obj

to his thesis, namely, that vulnerability is the best basis for developing a theory of

human rights. The imagined interlocutor holds that by using the notion of embodied
vulnerability to ground the ascription of rights we make it impossible tindigsh

between human rights and the rights that will be possessed by other embodied
creatures: Afa critic might compl ain reasor
ani mal rights and human rightso (Turner, y
not fully developed, but he seems to suggest two possible responses to this line of

criticism.
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On the one hand, he seems to meet the objection by suggesting that there is a relevant
difference between humans and other animals that would block the ascriptien o

same set of rights to members in each group. This difference appears to boil down to a

lack of moral agend&y i u n lhunmares, animals cannot exercise these rights directly
without our intervention. Ani mal s )cannot r
Turner allows that we may protect certain animals, but that this protection will be part

of the human endeavor to protect the natu
must be seen as an aspect of an emsironmen
as i mportant for protecting human beingso
animals are embodied and vulnerable, but not in a way that can matter intrinsically; at

most, other animals warrant protecti for instrumental reasons stemmg from

human <concerns. This answer risks shiftin
vulnerability as the basis for the ascription of rights and redirecting it towards the
ability to fiexerciseo rights and fArepresen
factors. These particular abilities are reminiscent of a more disembodied (i.e. Kantian)
approach to the ascription of moral worth which may run counter to the course Turner

wants to chart. He would do better, | think, to expand upon and enrich his

understandingf the vulnerability of other animals.

On the other hand, Turnerds second respon
direction. He suggests that ascribing rights to other animals may not undermine his
vulnerability argument because animal rights maysineilar to the rights that are

enjoyed by human beings who are not full moral agents (e.g. children;deh

patients, etc.) and who cannot fully exercise those rights, nor represent themselves. In
what i s essentially a fmalurger appelars to des e s 0 st
indicating that we can extend certain rights to other animals who lack various
capacities because we already extend rights to many human beings who lack those

same capacities. Possession of those particular abilities, it turnsnaytnot be

necessary for the ascription of rights, and, thus, it may be possible to get other animals
into the community of rights bearersd on
vulnerable, sentient beings). But Turner does not pursue this line of theargtfar.

He is content to conclude by putting the problem aside, suggesting that the question of
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ani mal rights fAmight therefore turn out t

problem about agencyo (Turner, 2006: 38).

At this point, I should nott hat | am not sure that the | an
conceptual framework for understanding the moral entittements of other animals. But

| do think that it makes sense to think of them as beings that are vulnerable in morally
significant ways andhat an expanded understanding of the notion of vulnerability can

help to expand the perimeters of the moral community. It is interesting that Turner

connects his vulnerability argument to the development of a cosmopolitan virtue ethic.

This ethic is founda on the idea that our human frailty can be taken as the basis for

devel oping a sense of common Ahumanityo or
One of the components of this ethic, as Turner develops it, is a duty to care, both for
particular others andf other cultures. As far as my argument is concerned, | would

say that a cosmopolitan ethic based on shared vulnerability can go further, and that

the duty to care must also be extended to other creatures.

To summarize, it is not so much that | dissgwith the directions taken by Kottow,
Shildrick, and Turner, in their respective analyses. | think that their attention to
vulnerability, and to the importance of the body, are important developments in
ethical thought. However, | think that each of thisntoo quick when it comes to a
consideration of how other animals will fit (or will fail to fit) into their frameworks. In
line with Shildrick, Kottow and Turner, any adequate ethical framework will have to
attend to vulnerability and to the body, howeysace Shildrick, Kottow and Turner,

it will also have to spend more time considering how other animals will be conceived

of and accommodated in its conceptual space.

14 Obviously, | am not alone in callingff this type of extension. Over the last couple of decades, a growing body
of literature has been concerned to bring the feminist care tradition to bear on debates in aniniBhethics.
Feminist Care Tradition in Animal Ethi¢®onavan and Adams 2007) aBdyond Animal Rights: A Feminist
Caring Ethic for the Treatment of AnimgBonovan and Adams 1996) are two excellent sources for tracking
these developments.
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A AiSymphysicso of Transpecific Morality

| would like to end by briefly presentinge work of Ralph Acampora as one example

of how such a framework might be developed. For his part, Acampora engages with

the phenomenological tradition in his recent work on animal ethics (Acampora 1995

and 2006). He works insightfully, and critically, witthe thought of Nietzsche,

Husserl, Heidegger, Merled®o nt vy , and many others, t o A
interpreto what he calls a Atranshuman mor
presents it, a transhuman moral theory is one that rejects themoaantric norms

that have been dominant in traditional approaches to ethics and political philosophy,

and which attempts to enable an expanded understanding of the moral community. He
develops his own position by critically situating it with respech®odominant forms

that transhuman moral theories have taken thus far. He sees utilitarian appeals to
sentience (found in Singerdés wor Kk, for e X
subjectivity (found in Reganods atng mal rig
standards of moral significance by appealing to human exemplars of consciousness.
These theories work to fAelevateo other an
appealing to Ahigher o ment al capacities th
contrast, Acampora favors an approach t he
altogetheré and [which] place[s] our mor al
truyposthumani st task of reappreciating bodily
25)."* For my part, | am interested in how this project of reappreciating bodily

animacy connects with my discussion of vulnerability.

Acampora believes that we can extend the r
of recognizing that we (humans, that is) areal fiani mate zoomor phs.
seems to be that rather than trying to bri
appealing to t-likecagadiiesgthaethey might poasiass level
where they can begin to be valued as subjects of moraler® we should instead
try to bring human beings fAdown, 0 so to s

guestion becomes not, how do we get other animals into the moral community, but

%' am not entirely convinced t fofalifeaiteripeadnstthenselvesent i ence, ¢

important attempts to reappreciate bodily animacy, but at this point, | put that criticism to the side.
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rather, how did they get excluded from it in the first place, githabh human beings

are also animals with their own receptive capacities and vulnerabilities? For
Acampora, where we begin our ethical t hink
caught up in the experience of being a live body thoroughly involved ietlaoph of

ecol ogi cal and soci al interrelationships w
the Aimovement toward dissociation and nona
to be justified against a background of relatedness and interconhegcttvi ( Acampor a
2006: 5). If we interpret phenomenal embodiment along thesed lites is, if we

acknowledge the vulnerability and locatedness inherent in human exéstirareve

enable a mode of philosophizing that is conducive to constructing a transkthitan

Il n Acamporads words, Aithe | ive body is the
between human animals and other organisms, and the appreciation of commonality
undergirding differentiation enabl es the ¢
1995 26).

Acampora believes that an appreciation of the carnal vulnerability that is shared
between humans and other animals can be the basis for the extension of moral
compassion to other forms of animate life. The experience of compassionate concern

that Fe is interested in describing is based on sensing drwalily vulnerability to be

similar to anotherodés. This experience of a
the fAexperientially primordial basis of w
sers e 6 0 (AcamppfFar 128 amp@r7a, Amor al senseo

physically oriented pattern than does the more psychic notions, such as sympathy, that

were referred to by early moral sense theorists, such as David Hume. This is an
important point: Aampora contends that moral life (especially the transpecific) is

primarily rooted i ass matt er of @ ihiecorporalesymphysisfrathert o

than i n mental maneuvers iin the directior
Acampor aod s symphydisoigiritesided to connote a more dense, physically
grounded noti on t han Asympat hy. o It desi
somebody el se, Afa | i ve nexus as experience
(inter)relati ons hi p oxpefiehee afnspnphysis, thed,9sbnot 2 7 ) .
based on any attempt to imagine what another is going througtatbet it is felt in

the bodyas an awareness of the vulnerability that | share with an embodied other.
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Acampora describes an encounter with squiireks park, and of the distress he feels

at seeing that their tails have been docked, to flesh out the phenomenal character (and
progression) of the symphysical experience he is trying to capture. For him, observing

t he mol ting of t h &s assgnse ofr ghadresl oclimdtic and b e s p e .
environmental horizons; listening to their calls countenances a shared auditory world;
simultaneous eating indicates similar needs for sustenance; while the sight of a
squirrel, who has been harmed by human hands, causm®péra to recoil in a
visceral recognition of shared susceptibilities to pain and wounding. Similar
experiences of symphysis might also be possible with the animal companions who
reside in our homes. My ethical concern for the seihg of my cat is baddess in

any attempt to mentally imagine what life might be like forithatis, in an attempt

to sympathiz& andmore in the embodied life we share together. The warmth of his
body next to mine, the rhythmic rise and fall of his breathing, his soft wheshe

sleep® thesethings help to shape the embodied, wdrtdind texture of our sphere

of interaction. It is his vulnerability that | feel compelled to respect and which guides

my actions.

Acampora opens the door for moral considerability not by dimget@ mental powers

and humasdike capacities, but by describing a (prathical) feeling based in the
experience of a shared vulnerability. We discover what we owe to other animals by
recognizing the vulnerabilities that are constitutive of a sharettiwb flesh and we
become aware of this sensitivity by recognizing that we are also bodily participants as
animals ourselves in the carnal }iferld. What Acampora seemis be suggesting is

that we do nbneed a metaphysics of morals, that is, wendoneed a transcendent
system that would underwrite and specify our obligations, duties, rightswetic
respect to other animals. Instead, we need to foreground the body in our ethical
thinking, to recognize that we are vulnerable, animate beings. Emo$ a matter of
metaphysical justification, rather it is a field of symphysical openness, of recognizing

the shared vulnerability of humans and other creatures.
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Conclusion

A number of philosophers have recognized the importance of discussing bilityera

in moral and political philosophy. Still, a number of those thinkdrlave discussed

threeéd try to understand the vulnerability of human beings by differentiating it from

the vulnerability of other animals in an absolute way. Kottow, Shildrick,Tamder

all seem to endorse a position that presents the vulnerability of other animals as vastly
different from the vulnerability that is characteristic of human existence. | have
suggested that this tack is misguided. While their attentiveness to theangeoof

the body is | audabl e, these theorists all
ani mal o and t hey effectively reinstall p
difference that we would do better to actively question. Acampora helps us do get

sense of the direction we will be lealby this questioning. His analysis acknowledges

the importance of thinking about vulnerability (and the body) while also insisting that

this acknowledgement has implications for how we are going to think abaart oth

animals. This, | have argued, is the right way to proceed.

This essay does not advance any specific prescriptions with respect to the treatment of

other animals, nor does it offer any specific directives for future activism. My primary

goals have beearitigue and an expansion of the moral imagination. As far as my
understanding of critique is concerned, | will invoke the words of Michel Foucault,

who <c¢l aimed that Aft]o do criticisam is to
easyo ( Fou®aThet act! dduld ke tandkd harder ishe philosophical

move that aims to have something important turn on the presumption of a sharp
division between humans and other animals. As evidenced by the theorists | have
considered in this discussion of vahability, this is still a move that is all too easy to

make. With respect to an expansion of the moral imagination, | believe that this is a

crucial prelude to prescriptions and directives. Fostering a sense of kinship with other
animals is an essentiapbringboard for transformations of the self and of the
institutions that permeate our social lives. To echo Shim#tsstone, | would assert

t hat a nArationally wunadorned and wunadornal
other living beings as exposed armpen to pain, suffering, and death, as

guintessentially vulnerable by the mere fact of being alive, of being first and foremost
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a physical bodyo is extremely i mportant, a
Apossibility of o p e anderstandings ofnthe easteworld dfe e p e n i

Nature and awakening t he alohhsiohelrd0B:1239). af f ec
The readers of this journal may not need to be convinced, or reminded, of these facts.

But they cannot be taken for granted and, thwes must continue to encourage their

promulgation.

I n order to advance ethical theories that
embodied differencedo (to use Shildrickés w
focus on the propensities apdssibilities of those different bodies. Theories that rely

too heavily on the possession of particular (human) mental powers for the ascription

of moral status, or personhood, will be inadequate for accommodating concerns about

other animals and the naall environment more generally. We must emphasize the
embodied/worlébound existence that humans share with a variety of other animals

and organisms, and recognize that all of these different bodies develop in rich,
complex, and mutually constitutive wayduman beings are not the only vulnerable

beings that inhabit the world. Recognizing this is essential for sustaining a continued

critique of a variety of human values and practi€es.
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nvei l of Shameo: Derri da, Sar ah

Rebecca Tuve]I

Introduction

Sarah Bartmann, famously known agth i Hot t ent ot Venus, 0 was
Khoisan woman wi was paraded around nineteeaéimtury England and France

(sometimes in a cage) because of her striking appeat&igeificantly, descriptions

of Bartmann abound with references to her similgotganimals. As racial theorist T.

Denean Sharplewhi t i ng not es, most @pemsgnbreverdiali d not
h uman o 17).1n91839,:Samuel Morton, the father of scientific racism, described
Bartmann and the Khoi samsto thesl ofivelhe ameé amaé s ©
(Washington 200683)21 n being connected to animalit)
variously employed by the nineteth-century scientific community in the service of

human (read: white, male, European)-selfceptions.

Alongside aradi ng of Derridads AThe Ani mal That
Foll ow), o | mai ntain that the way Sarah
treatment waanimalizedc oncr et el y il l ustrateshunaer ri daods

binary is perhaps the most cemtfar theory! In his text, Derrida argues that the
animathuman binary we have constructed goes all the way back to a time before time,
indeed to t bfée i ineeérly PehghasgsiBw despite the fact that

1 Rebecca Tuvel is a Ph.D. candidate and graduate instructor in Philosophy at Vanderbilt University. Rebecca
works primarily on 20tkcentury continental philosophy, feminism, critical animal studies and theories of
oppression more gerally. She is especially interested in feminist animal studies and its resources for exploring
the system that sees both women and animals as consumable objects. Her article "Exposing the Breast: The
Animal and the Abject in American Attitudes Towards &teeding” will appear in a forthcoming volume on
pregnancy, motherhood and childbirth.

2The term fAHottentot apron, 0 the name ascribed to Bartmar
isinus pudoriso in Latin_200883%ning fAveil of shameo (Derri

B3Harri et Washington explains that fAHottentot, o was a derc
to imitate the clicking sounds of their language (2006: 84).

4 See Calarco (2008: 103) on this.
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the animalhuman divide has baelurking in the background since time began,
theorists of oppression have yet to appreciate its enduring centrality. | maintain that if
the animalhuman divide persists in the background of both our theory and practice, it
remains the generative site fiie deployment of ever new and mutating strategies of
oppression. Accordingly, | propose that critical gender, sex and race thmety
register the animghuman dichotomy asfandamental driving mechanisimherent in
raced, sexed and colonial oppressiand therefore one that must be rigorously
challenged if we wish to combat varying modes of persecéition.

A Th e -V@man Spectaclé®

Sarah Bartmann was born in the Cape Colony of South Africa, which later came

under Dutch coloml rule (Sharpleywhiting 1999: 17). Before her departure for

Europe, Bartmann worked as a servant for a colonist named Peter Cesar, although

there is speculation that she was his slavaghihgton 200682). In 1810, Bartmann

entered into a contract with a surgeon who promisedke her to England and pay

her at the end of five yea+Whiing $899%18)i ce f or
Most people came to see her for her unusually large buttocks and small frame. During

the course of her obser v aampaoed fo thBtaofan ma nn 6 s
animal. In a famous picture depicting Sarah Bartmann and four people gawking at her
body, one of the captions reads A0Oh goddam
parallel to the buttocks of an animal carcass taken for fooarp&tyWhiting, 1999:

21). Such a picture captures both the visual and edible modes of consuming
Bart mannds body, as I f she were an ani mal
In one of his observations, the famous French naturalist Georges desg&ibes
Bartmann as having a i waywehave gbeewvediinithg her |

OrangOut arhgeé ear was | i kelhtelsat aofe manynadp & e

®My argument is in line with femist thinkers like Kelly Oliver and Cathryn Bailey who likewise
recognize the centrality of the anirfaiman divide in all forms of oppression (see Bailey, 2004 and

Oliver, 20092 010) . As Ol i v amimalkbtnayisnst,just nly bppositivajstthe one
used most often to justify violence, noeemgdust t o an
to be |ike 304 mal so (2009:

®SharpleyWhiting (1999:18).
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(Washington 2006:85). Author Harriet Washington further explains that Bartmann
was often Adisplayed nude or bedecked i n ar

stand naked at parties of the wealthy and to impersonate a chained animal in garish

Piccadilly, where the mob paid a sShilling
In sum, there was | ittle distinctirwomanbet ween
spectacleo and that of ani mal s i n a zoo,

guardian was an exhibitor of wild animals who displayed her in a cage and told her to

act Awildk é@deast 0 (19 985). BattrBann etedtyally 2ubnéd6to

alcohol and succumbed to an early death in 18tlfheaage of twentgeven (2006:

85). To add final i nsult to Bartmannés | on
vulva, and anus iglass jars, then stripped the flesh from her skeleton andihong

di splay in dPearli &HemnMu soe ® ot unli ke one wo
animal one has conquest (200685).

Given that Sarahoés body was adgmbecfromt ed wit
object of entertainment to object of scientific inquiry soon took place. At that time,

very little distinction obtained between primates and blacks in the popular
imagination (Washingtgn2006:24). | t was t hus t hammuniiyFor t he
she provided the missing link in the 06gres
humanity, t hat i s Eur opea2006;,17). am #815a ni mal s
Bart mannds body was examined by a group of
for a threeday period in order to determine whether her body could help account for

the evolutionary gap between humans and animals. The scientific community,
troubled at the time by this Ablind spoto
answer sinceshwas a Ahighly devel p2066:@2).Daringnal 0 ( W:
the course of her threday observation, Bartmann was asked to bare all for the

observers. Cuvier explained,

Our drawings present each animal in a simple state and always in a
profile becausd is in this position that one can best seize the totality
of the form and physiognomy; and we have taken care to provide a
frontal drawing where necessary in order to better see and judge the
animals (Washingtqr2006:23).
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Here, we learn how Bartmanand animal bodies more generally) were read as texts

of scientific data. The researchers literally imposed their visual tools on the body to

i s etlee knowledge that lay ther&@hroughout his text, Derrida repeatedly invokes

t he phrase t hiagthencankmomdy heéld beliefithat the truth must be

laid bare in order to be seen. In line with this belief, it makes sense that the
researchers felt they could ascertain the truth of bodies only if they too were revealed

in their nakedness. So,intngn t o fi gure out the fAnaked tr
requested that she be nakKd&@lt what did the researchers think they were able to read

on Sarahdéds body? Derrida probes, AWhy woul
due, and nudeédowad t R008:2)?Amiwhyydid th€y think

they coul d | ook ahertrushalonly to beslateb acomipareddiorid s e e
bodies, fortherbenef i t ) ? What do we see when we | 0O
from our own projections? Pertmp Sar ah 6 s, as wel |l as the ar
more as a reflective device, what Derrida callgsgiche rather than a neutral text.

Der r i d 8ut@snktshis cafialso be, deep within her eyes, my primary frror

(2008:51y

At this point, wemj ht be wondering why Banmaitanndés bo
of all things. Was it not enough to | abel
her unusual appearance? How did the animal become such a central figure of
reference here, as it has beestdrically in the oppression of so many, including

slaves and women? A turn to Derrida will be instructive.

" Sarah did not strip everything, but kept her genitals covered whilesplayl It was only after her
death that researchers analyzed this part of her body. | discuss this later in the paper.

8 ' n his famous piece, fiWhat is it |ikepdssiblebe a bat ?
for us to know about the Oth&om our own vantage point. He criticizes the tendency to think we can

know something about the experience of the animal Other outside of the human standards and tools we

use to measur e. Nagel st at datolbelabatratifktrytoimmagin@ ow what i
this, | am restricted by the resources of my own mind, and those resocesan adequate to t he
(1979:269) . Similarly, Montaigne asks of man, AHow doe
the secret internal stirringg animals? By what comparison between them and us does he infer the

stupidity he attributes to the?d as(cited in Derrida, 2008: 6)
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The Animal That Therefore | Am

Derrida begins by asking a questi oh, ASinc
has been | oo & B)Algs qaestionthas More thad 6n@ sense for Derrida.

First, he is speaking in the context of his writing, and how the question of the animal

has always been of concern to him, both implicitly and explicitly. But his question

also urges us to considethether or not the animal has been just as important to
human history as it has been to the histor
following us all along, just as it has followed Derridsic e que | 6ani mal n o
toujours)? Has it been thernot only explicitly, as our literal resource, but also

implicitly, as our symbolic reference poinPbd our conceptions of humanitepend

on an originary invocation of the animal?

Stressing this question, Derrida famously describes his daily encouttienisvlittle

female cat, and the feeling of shame that arises in him at the moment he discovers

hi mself naked i n f Deoidatelalmrfatestomhas experienceanlittb s g a z
his cat by reference to the biblical story in Genesis. We can reatbéfore Eve eats

from the tree of knowledge, it is an animal, a serpent to be exact, who provokes her to

do so. The serpent encourages Eve to eat from the tree of knowledge by telling her

that Ain the day ye eat t hnelyeeslall beastghds,n your
knowing good and evilo (Genesis 3:5). Ha
encourages Adam to do t he svaamree dpmnead dt(ed:
Significantly, the moment they attain knowledge (and therefore the knosvkbad

they are naked), they feel ashamed of their nudity and cover themselves up with fig

leaves (3:7). Indeed, Adam is so ashamed of his nudity that he hides himself so that

God will not discover him in his nudity (3:11). But God recognizes that in doder

Adam toknowhe is naked, he must have eaten from the tree of knowledge. God then
banishes both Adam and Eve from the garden of Eden, but not before making them

Acoats of skinsd to clothe them (3:21).

° The story of Cain and Abel is also instructive here. We can recall that Cain was a farmer and Abel

was a shepherd. Whénh e br ot hers came to God with sacrifices,
to Cainbds crop sacrifice. Il ndeed, it was for this r
killing him. For God, the nadqlpdyoSimilarly weecan sayadhatr i f i ce w
our Afappropriated sacrifice (required for us to r
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We <can readily discer nedgehshame Andl anakedreessd EV e ¢
coincide in the story of Genesis just as
Derrida becomes aware of his nakedness in front of the gaze of an animal much like

Adam and Eve become ashamed of their nudity in front of @éel.can note that
Derrida, l i ke Adam, i's fAoverseen, under s
where God and the cat are parallel2d08:16). Adding to this what we have learned

from the Genesis story, we might suppose that Derrida is reallyegalyashamed of

his nudity Ain fronto of the ani mal, becalt
under which we conceive of ourselves as naked in the first place. In other words,

since the serpent provided the very temptation that brought Eve to theckigewdf

her nudity, the Biblical story can be taken to teach us that if it were not for the animal,

humans would not experience shame about their nakedness at all. That is, it is the

gaze of the animal that permits humans to see themselves as nakedsautisotly

to feel ashamed® u tAshd@med of what and naked before wifon2008: 4)Derrida

states,

| often ask myself, just to se&ho | amand who | am (following) at
the moment when, caught naked, in silence, by the gaze of an animal,
for example, theeyes of a cat, | have trouble, yes, a bad time
overcoming my embarrassment.

Whence this malaise? (20084).

Why would Derrida feel ashamed of his nakedness in front of an animal? As Derrida

is wellltawasrg,enferally thogghbkt € otidaleir maheépr
being naked wi t2008:4-%). Akimats whouldgtheaordtically be the

very beings in front of whom our naked selves should leadtashamed, freeing us

to run around shamelessly naked in front of our pets. As fengphikisopher Lisa

Guent her put Whatidhtleere tplbe ashamed of, befdie a cat who seems
impervious to shame, oblivious to the distinction between naked andctl8tiie ( 2 0 0 9 :
152).So fAwhence thi 20091a)l ?a i Beror Bedratheaeatl kha(, A

similarly depends upon and exploits the figure of the animal, who consequently absorbs all that we do
not want to assodia with ourselves (Genesis 452.
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looks at me naked, would | be ashantikd a beast that no longer has the sense of its
nudity? Or, on the contrariike a man who retains the sense of his nudity? Who am |,
therefore? Who ig that | am (followingPd 2008: 56)

Derrida ®ems to suggest that he is ashamed in at least one of two ways. First,
Derridads humanity is supposed to prove th.
human ability to clothe oneself is taken t
principle,with the exception of man, no animal has ever thought to dreksfitse0 or s o
the story goes (2008&). On this first version of shame, then, Derrida would feel
embarrassed precisely because heoisan animal, and therefore should be clothed

like a human not i n a k e d Onatlee sexond veraian tthough, Berrida is
Afashamed of b e iHarg Darsldraatizeschow muéhhg resembles an

animal in its pure nakednessdgespite what he has been told about the stark
differentiation between aniats and humans. The animal then, in seeing Derrida

naked, exposes his animality, and the realization that Derrida too is a body more

ani mal than human. Under t themaratysitroublédd s gaz e

In wondering about the various reas for which he might feel ashamed, we soon
realize that Derridads experience with his
assumption that the animal has less knowledge than the human. This is because his
experience reveals an ability to feel asted in front of the animadlespitethe

judgments and arguments humanity has made regarding who can and cannot feel
ashamed. If animals cannot have knowledge the way humans do, if they have not

eaten from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, thesuprably Derrida

would not think the cat coulkhowhe is naked. Yet, he still feels ashamed and wants

to cover up and this assumes the anindaleshave knowledge about his nakedness.

So, if Derrida feels ashamed, perhaps his classifications are midfakemnimal can

know Derrida is naked, do animals really lack knowledge after all? The demarcation
between human and animal intelligence is suddenly on shaky ground. In being
surprised by his feeling of shameidan front
has presented us with an event that shatters the strict categories we try to use to
understand humans and animals. As Derrida explains, this experience takes place in a
contretempsa time before time that disrupts the normal course of events and that
challenges the strict groupings according to which we understand humans and animals.
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AThis contretemps has only just begun gi Vvi

of the knowl edg2008®bf good and evil o (

In rattling the concepts we have udedpigeonhole saecalled animals and humans

into identity categori es, Derridads experi

guestions. Who has knowledge and who does not? Who knows about their nakedness?
And what does it mean for humans to beathK they are naked only at the moment

they become ashamed of this nudity in front of an Other, and have a concomitant
desire to cover themsel ves unpditiesRithouh ap s
nuditydo i n b ot h2008:®)s The firshoasesethat(in which the animal is not

truly naked because it does not know it is naked. The second is that in which the
humanis not truly naked because it only becomes aware of its nakedness in relation to
a feeling of shame, according to which it immediatidgires to cover itself up. Either

way, it is no longer clear who counts as naked in this scene. Human? Animal? Do

these concepts make sense anym@ueenther captures the point well,

Precisely because they are naked without knowing it, other anineals ar
not naked in the same sense as human beings; their nakedness does not

refer to a scandalous or improper lack of clothing, but rather to their

we

proper way of being. 6The ani mal , there

nakedo6 , @@z 874)j id ather wads, because it is merely

naked, without an explicit awareness

what is thought 0. Human beings would

of their nakedness; and yet, Derrida argues that this awareness turns on

a feeling of same which already covers the human body with cultural
technigues that modify nakedness and mediate it in innumerable ways.

0 Man . . : would only be a man to t
naked, that is to say to be ashamed, to know himself to be ashame

of

S

he

because he i s no ,12002:3¢4). Manaoklye d 6 (Derri

becomes aware of his nakedness at the moment when he feels the need
for clothing that shame provokes, andslike the other anirals, if for
different reasor man is not naked even when he &ked (2009:
152-153)
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Il n covering ourselves up with various fdcul
aware of our nakedness, we too cannot claim to be properly naked. So by
Afdeconstructing the opposition beetlween nak
opened up a locus for the rupture of the categories human and aBumatklier, 2009:

152). In challenging the idea that humans are clothed and animals are naked, he has
pushed the limit of humanity, both conceptually and subjectively. The animalesxpos

this limit, undressing the category of the human to the point where it is destabilized.
Derrida states, Athe gaze called 6ani mal 6
human: the inhuman or the ahuman, the ends of man, that is to say, the bestegcr

from which vantage man dar 20808120 announce hi

Following Derrida inhis meditation on the cat, then, we can restate the following

guestion: Can | be naked all on my own? Or, relatedly, can | be human without the

animal, tke subjugated Othgrar excellence Derrida explains that in relegating the

human to a distinct, superior realm of difference from the animal, we have come to

think that humans are the only animals that can be truly naked at all. This is because

this feelirg of shame reveals that we have knowledge of ourselves (as naked and

ot herwise), ostensibly wunlike other ani mal
only in connection to and by invocation of the anirnfald it is for this very reason

that Derrida $ able to deconstruct the opposition between naked animals and clothed
humans and show how little essential truth lies therein. But, as Derrida puts it, almost

all major philosophers have conveniently forgotten that the cat is always watching,

Abef orkeme®d me, 0 Al who 2808 11). Asohe btates,i ng) af
Descartes forgkas tbhetoeespgnt é& sghebehi nd.

St

ani mal 6s behindéo (46). A turn back to the
Therefore | Am (Morea o0 FolL b6 awbd mal g u ewillbeitluminaiing. s ui s)
The Frenchje suisdenotesoththe firstperson constructian A | aimo feond ow, O
stemming from the relevant verge and suivre (to be and to follow). In playing

with the ambiguity of tts verb formation, Derrida implicitly suggests that perhaps we
cannot distinguish nl amo from Al foll owo
Indeed, he seems to suggest tham only asl follow the animal, or that | exist only

after, and thus in elation to, the animalSo Derrida, in playing on the equivocation
betweensuis and suis (to be and to follow) seeks to challenge the dominant

met aphysi cal tradition by suggesting that
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At o be, 0 si asethatwd simplgre, simplicitert as i€ weao nofollow

(or literally come out of) and relate to relevant others.

The I mportance of the sense in which the a
in this discussion. The animal has been there siheegenesis of time, and has
accordingly had a defining background presente.the Bble makes clear, the

animals were creatdskeforeman. In having been there all along, they have thus been

able to serve as a ready and fast point of differentiation frorohwman was able to

invent his seHconception. This is why it is trenakein Genesis that brings Adam and

Eve to knowledge of their nudity, because without the animal, the notion of human
nakedness would never have gained its purchase. As KellyOliverp 1t , AANn ani
the snakeieache8 man that has distinct from other anima#s This knowledge of

his difference ushers in everything that we associate with humanity, from clotlking an
culture to tld3ne itselfo (20009:

fnThe Bl ack Venuso

A turn bak to the time of Sarah Bartmann reveals that her sexed and raced treatment
likewise exposes an implied reliance on the figure of the animal, the animal that has

been behind us, foll owing us, simicmed he ti
(Derrida: 2008, 17).Sharpleywh i t i n g leyxhe higeteenth centdry, the ape,

the monkey, and orangutan had become the interchangeable counterparts, the next of
kin, to blacks i n pseuldad:24. Aordingly, Cuvierand | it
andhisresar chers made a direct dikl bheawveaersBa
herraceDur i ng this ti me, the Alight of white
Ai 1l 1l uminat e t hd999da4 k. clomt heentpiaper ASt at
Nakedness and the @oh i a | | magination, 6 Philippa Lev
Cuvier discovers on Bartmann remind him of the monkey, thus fating black Africans

to a Mndst at e2008:f26). Faministaand anynal théorist Carol Adams

likewise explains how black bodiegere considered more anirflidde and primitive

than whites in the nineteenth century. Ironically, Adams explains that because black

bodies were considered more anitied, it was argued that they could survive

without animal bodies (because they already lenoug fani mal bodyodo in
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(1990:4 0 ) . Why coul d adetavth@uigasimab foos im contiasbe o0 n
Europeans? Quoting nineteerttdntury doctor George Beard, Adams explains it was

because Aisavageso were considered,

el ittl e meahmoommah arfimalostock from which they are
derived. They are much nearer to the forms of life from which they
feed than are the highly civilized braworkers, and can therefore
subsist on forms of life which would be most poisonous to us.
Secondly, saages who feed on poor food are poor savages, and

intellectually far inferior to the beefaters of any racd.990:41).

Because black bodies were considered more animal than human, the way in which

they were considered naked was defined accordinglynkesxplains that colonized

people who did not wear clothing were understood in terms of primitive savagery. She
explains that Europeans expected them to b
shame was in | arge meas u20e8:147¢ The logictwiaso n a | o f
that since these colonized people seemed to have no desire to cover up, they must be

just as shamelessafida s naked as a bBlef@aBsd obdg Denrirmidtai, v &
to be in a state of nature, unschooled, unselfconsciaeking in shame and

proprietd and not hing better signi fLavieed20@8he pr i mi
192).

This assumption of shameless anitiled nakedness carried over to discussions about
colonized people whalid wear clothing evine, 2008:189). Levine explains that

when Europeans requested photographs of undressed colonial bodies, part of the
reason they thought they could get such pictures so easily was because colonial
people, in their proximity to animals, were assumed to lack shame fon#keidness

(2008: 193). Howevethis wasin spite of the fact that many colonial people refused

to undress for the camera and cleailyexperience discomfort and shame about their
nudity. Levine explains that this fact was virtually ignored in tavaf the view that

people like Bartmann were like animals, shamelessly naked, and with a mental
capacity moirkeofistihmimnhuman (probably | ack
undersanding of their nakedness). AsGenesis, colonial people did not eat from the

tree of knowledge. And just like animals, then, they were not ashamed of their own
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nakedness. How could they be, since they knew as little as a monkey knows about its
Anakednesso (as the story would have it)?
colonizedpeople were shown clothed in pictures, the fact that they did not properly
understandhow to dress themselves was also highlighted (194). This further
emphasizes the connection between knowledge (or a lack thereof), nakedness and

animality in our discussio

But how did Europeans account for the fact that they too were naked at times? Levine
explains that Westerners erected a dichot
around a distinction b2008v®@.nWhend&lregpdanse s s anc
were naked in pictures, they weraide connoting a dignified and tasteful form of
humannakedness. When colonized people were naked, however, they were anything

but regal, much closer to the ground like an animal than the sky like a god. The fact

that nakednesin the case of the colonized meant savagever(in the instance of

those who wore clothing), but in the case of the Europeans, it meant dignity or
Anudity, 0 reveals the arbitrary-cemtbraer act er
Asci ent igs bfahe bodye @ubling two nineteerttbntury anthropologists,

Levine notes that i \Was directed towaddy theocfeatiahiof f er e n
hi er ar ¢ 2G0@ing.to their research withovictions about the primitiveness

and savagery of native dies, scientists were anything but objective, reading naked

bodies in their own bedrooms in a manner completely different from naked bodies in

the Awil d. o

The interpretations of naked colonial bodiesaasnal bodies cannot be overstated in

this discus®in. As has been shown, the figure of the animal became a central device

in European colonistsd attempts to objecti
need only turn to the time of slavery to $®svthe links between colonial bodies and

animals becom even more acute. These comparisons have beedaeeelinented. As
intersectional t heori st Coenesisofyrace iBthe | ey e x
United States occurred, in part, because of arguments that certain groups of humans

were closer to animalin some evolubnary senseo (my4). emphasi
Importantly, Bailey explains that the animal did not simply serve a supplementary

role in accounting for the oppression of Africans. Rather, the use of the animal helped
generatethe correlative traitshtat were then accorded to both Europeans and Africans.
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Al't i s not simply that the O0animalizationo
their mistreatment, but that notions of whiteness and civility were created in contrast

to it. This is especially vedent in the racist anthropological pseudosciences that
produced such images as the profdddes of th
The figure of the animal, then, has not only been haunting the history of scientific

racism since it began, but hasen contributing to the very identfiyrmationsof both

oppressed and oppressor.

Bart mannds supposed Auntamed wildnesso was
bestial sexuality linked to native people more generally in the nineteenth century.

Lackingg di gnity and dress, the associations b
and a potent sexuality were both lestgnding and deep. To be a native was to be
monstrously and over | \evieee 2008493), Washangtonwi | d a's

elaborates,

Khoi womendéds dramatically endowed figur
fleshy buttocks (medically termesteatopygia were seen as marlser

for their s dasusziéntisis agreadetisastiée hot, damp

tropical climate created a licentiousness and alexuofligacy in

African women that was umlown among European women (2088).

Baartmann [sic] embodied not only the boundary between man and
animal but also the lure of the bestial, the base, and grotesquely
hypersexual (84).

Although some peoplesportedly viewed Bartmann as a beautiful anomaly, it was in

the conta&t of fascination and exoticisnoften coupled wih jest (SharpleyVhiting,

1999:35). Sharpleywhi t i ng argues that any appreciati
exotic beauty was undercutbyhe ficomedi ¢ verbiageodo that wa
reduction of her body t d999:3)e Anyelerencetonous b u

Bar t ma n n atsactivereessvas llkewige undermined by an admission that she

was Aulti mateliyablexwuatbythbhedemal e European

sexed oppression was animalized, then presumably sexual attraction to her would be

more akin to bestiality than anything else.
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Aside from the savagike sexuality invoked here, people like Bartmann waiso
anatomicallydissected with a research eye oriented specifically towards race. Upon

her deat h, Cuvier Ai mmediately wunveiled Ba
t he mo s t exciting At r SharpléeyWhiirfg, 1890:1Z). abou't h
Sharpey-Whiting (1999)explains,

Bartmannds fAmonstrouso steatopygia was
treasure Cuvier discovered between her

all perceive the more remarkable particularity of her organization; she

hel d her earpdr)onc aréetfawllliy hi dden, it was
and it was not until after -Ier deat h th
The famous fAHottentot apronodo is a hyper

of the labia minora or nymphae (27).

Upon Bar t man n50Quvied and hishmédal neani v@ete able to pull open

her legs, which she apparently kept closed while on display. What they discovered

was a e-calledabnormal |l y | arge set of inner | abi a
This too was conmeetde da nti ona & gsiclgohfd6 SHWsheep B aarsa
race of the human speci es, or the negro r a
orangutan@ (Crais and Skully, 20®: 135). According to author€lifton Crais and

PamelaSk ul | vy, ACuvi eroft hcueg hatn sav ¢dickgyle apyatriath s 8a r
(135). In fact, it was on the basis of these supdgsédb ver devel opedod geni
the Khoisan people were imagined to be a 0
pl ace, Hamb entohsiodis nfionorchie i by zoologist Carl Linnaeus

(Washington, 200683). It was thus that Cuvier was not interested in seeing the
AHottent ot aprono in any manner other than

animality.

The term ascribed t ootBtagrntmatn nadEsr @re,nd tiad si, r ¢
Wh at truth did Cuvier think this apron r ey
Are not the conceptthatCu v i er and his researchers usef
Aoverdevel opment 0 | ust overisgs timai supposadyregeals t h e m

the truth, but really do more to obscure t
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Aani malityo when | ooking at her genital s,
simply another historical moment in which, as Nietzsaloailld say, the powerful

define the powerless in line with their own agendas, and employ the animal as that
which #dAstands in for what we cannot thin
o ur s easviedirnOlier, 2010: 279)?

I n di scussi n @ndBexualitymtalooks dike thes serpent has again reared

its ugly head. Not ohli kewaexBartmpganadge®nhses
ani mal ur ges, but her genitals were also t
like status. If the animaldd ot exi st, woul d Sarahés oppres

the way it did? Would she have been paraded around as a spectacle in a cage,
considered bestial in her sexuality, and-ake anatomically? The answer is clearly

no. In fact, the animal played suc a centr al role in Bartmar
without it, her story would be so different we could no longer characterize it.
Animality shaped Bartmanndés raci al body, h
worl d versus t he frsekualitylali a ended Towraerime,the and h e
centrality of the ani mal figure in her opp

too asininelthpétdg 0 ( 20D 0 8 :

Varied Oppressions

One worry with Levineds excell enimespi ece
concerns her lack of an interrogation of the strict (and, as | have been arguing,
overriding) binary between animality and humanity that is invoked by Cuvier and his

fell ow researchers. In defense of the col
al ways as shameless about nudity as Europe
Abel i ef that | ack of shame was in | arge me
al ways C 0 ns on &008: 19W.i Buth althbugtc attentpts {0 show that
colonizedpeople defied the stereotype of shamelessness raises the natives back up to

the status of humanity, | worry that it does so only atetkensef the animal, and,

ultimately, at the expense of all oppressed others whose identity and treatment have

been s tightly linked to animality. As feminist and race theorists have variously

argued, efforts to prove that oppressed persons can and do meet the norms of the
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domi nant -whitermalehunsan)aclags simply reasserts the power of the
oppressor and, evanore dangerously, validates the idea that these nshmsdbe

met in order for the oppressed to earn the treatment they seek. As legal theorist
Catharine MacKinnon has noteth, ¢ 0d @ kmodel éofmi samsnans mal
on their own terms, justashas mi ssed wo men 2@nAttenipis tor so (20
bring animals or animdlke humans back ufp the status of humanity only maintain

the very binary that helped generate oppression in its myriad forms in theldire.

Derri daods tiHe dseplyuenteencbhed anmbuman divide should make us

especially wary, then, of all attempts to rescue oppressed victims by saying they are

unlike animals, since, as has been shown, the aiombn divide has been at work

in the history of oppression sintlee beginning, with a presence both insidious and

tenacious.

The question now becontdhow might we challenge this despated animahuman

binary that has been so central to the history of oppression? We can recall that
Derri dads di s clingsobshama in faoht ofuhie animial $ed tb @ series of

guestions, none of which could be definitively answered. Who is Derrida in this

moment? Is his shame human, or animal? Why feel shame in front of the being who
supposedly does not know? The questidnsz zy t he mi nd. AWho com
who is after whom? | no longer know whiehnd my head i sl1l0).IMadnesso

this moment, in thisontretempsDerrida is calling our attention to his experience

with the <cat, Abef or e the conceptstwe have usesl ton a me d ,
pigeonrthole secalled animals and humans. The notions encounter a slippage. Who is

naked here, and who is not? The moment I s
and the catbdés fAanimalityo anfrst hedosetthebi | i zed

name® 0 W& &¢ no longer sure. The concepts are not static; they are not reliable.

Il n fact, the only thing on the horizon is
to the event of what is going to occur between man andadnihis time before time

has always made me dizzy. As if someone said, in the form of a promise or a threat:
6Ydlusee what you wi || see,® without Knowi
happeni.itig dter¢sting to note than this vertiginous mong, the one who

is supposed to be subordinate is the one troubling (threatening) the concepts, and thus

challenging our thoughts about who has the sovereign right to name. Adam strips the
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power of naming the ani mal awalyl fs®en, dGotdh e

same way Derridads cat strips the power of

Howeverin calling our attention to theontretemps t hi s di sruptive ti
naming, Derrida is not trying to suggest that there is an experience we can
chronologicallyaccess before names. This would be a ratherDartidean move,
supporting a disjunction between the name
simply to note that there are experiences thaist conceptualization, that open up

fields of possibility and that always challenge us to rework the identities and names

we use. These are experiences that point u
no longer be reached. He is pointing us to the absoipossibility of clean

categoriation. He is noting that our names and concaptgysdefy the complexity

and singularity of the individuals and the experiences they attempt to capture:

I f | say #Ait is a real cato that sees m
unsubstitutable singulai t vy . When it respadmesnidon its
do so as the exempl ar of a species cal
Aani mal 0 genus or Kkingdom. It i's true
female cat. But even before this identification, it comes to ntaisas

irreplaceable living being that one day enters my space, into this place

where it can encounter me, see me, even see me naked. Nothing can

ever rob me of the certainty that what we have here is an existence that

refuses to be conceptualizeéljellea tout conceplt (2008:9).*°

If Derrida is calling our attention to experiences that resist conceptualization, what

does he make of our use of the concepts dAh
these groupings, or perhaps abandon the htananal divide @l o get her ? Der r i ¢
thoughts on this have been debated among several commentators. Matthew Calarco

has stated that Derridadéds claim that AThe
something like a discontinuity, rupture, or even abyss between those allho c

themsel ves men and what [t hey] call t he ar

YTo my mind, the French firebell

ed0 connotes resistan
appropriate translation would thu

s perhaps be fAéher
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puzzIling moments i n 3aPR008:1456; Derrida 208830).t i ngs 0 (
Indeed, whywould Derrida insist on maintaining an abyss between humans and
animals, whae the very thing he seems to be doing is dismantling the supposed

content of these categories?

Howeveri n hi s paper, ALIi fe Beyond Biologism, o
Derrida is more complicated than Calarco appreciates. Derrida does not wiamply

to maintain the animét u man abyss in order tAtstakeny any
in Derridabs approach is the very 1l ogic o
animal, which must be confronted obliquely in order to destabilize the biologism

humaiism alternative. This points us toward an abyssal logic that thickens and
multiplies differences, eliminating any hierarchyb&#e en humans and ani me
247). In multiplying the abysses, we soon find that there is no obvious way in which

we can clealy maintain the humaanimal dichotomy, since abysses now suntbus

to the point where we canhsee clearly. Derrida states,

The discussion becomes interesting once, instead of asking whether or
not there is a limit that produces a discontinuity, atiempts to think

what a limit becomes once it is abyss, once the frontier no longer
forms a single indivisible line but more than one internally divided line;
once, as a result, it can no longer be traced, objectified, or coasmted
single and indivisibl€2008:30-31).

A multiplication of abysses results in wha
more complex than a Darwinist continuism that challenges the hamaral binary

in a different yet still problematic way (the latter of which Calasegems to want to

endorse) (2010251). As we have seen in the case of Sarah Bartmann, evolutionary

logic does not necessarily imply the lack of a hierarchy. To the contrary, such a
Abreaking downo of the abyss bet weren human
resulted in evermore oppression, and still vertical forms of exclusionary logic.

Toadvine further acknowledges that subsuming the human within the category of

Aani malityd does nothing to interrogate th
within which an infinite number of wholly different beings can be grouped (251). It is

such t hat ADerri daods own rejection of bi
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humani sm precisely by oO0thickeningd and 06 mu

logicoftheabyss to an abyssal l ogic of I imitso (
Conclusion
Bart mannds story has hopefully sfumaned t o h

divide in dominant forms of oppression like racism, colonialism and sexism. In so
doing, | hope to have shownathwe must rigorously attend to the anirhaiman

divide in our theorizing if we wish to combat oppressions of all varieties. It is crucial

to recognize that the ways male, white humanness were defined in the European
colonists6 i magi nauny upwiehr tee figure eolx ther delaseth | vy
ani mal . Since Genesi s, Aproper o humanity
animal body, the latter of which went on to be derogatorily applied to myriad
inferiorized others. This practice is still very much atrkvitmday, as indicated by the

language of dehumanization and animalization on the contemporary U.S. political
landscape (especially as it is applied in wartime and regarding the treatment of

prisoners) (see Guenther, forthcomingdlCASon this).

In thinking about how to battle oppression, gender and race theorist Georgia Warnke
suggest s timagine anifte bemn st séx and beyIBB)d r aceé:
But, as we have see,ar ah Bart mannés story proves th
between femalensesand maleness, blackness and whiteness, colonizer and colonized

are all caught up within networks of power that exploit and rely on the ahumahn

di vide. Correlatively, they all wor k toget
human. 0 Gntraliégyrof the lmremaltusman binary | have been discussing in

both raced and sexed oppression then, it is going to be crucial for us to expand
Warnkedbds i maginative scheme by thinking b
noted that this proposal is not médo simply name a neglected form of oppression

and argue that it ought to be considered. Of course, it is impossible to attend to all

forms of oppression all the time. But, as | have argued, disrupting the dnimah

will cause afoundationalelement mherent in these other forms of oppression to
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crumble! It is in this sense that proposals like that of Warnke, which purport to

combat raced and sexed oppression, are seriouslyssgbted. If the liberatory goals

we strive fordependon attending to th figure of the animal alongside other forms of

oppression, then we must think within, beyond and between not only race, sex and

gender binaries, but, crucially, the anifhaiman binary as welf A Derridean

approach that multiplies differences and limitiserever possible can help illuminate

the fabricated nature of claims about theseated essential facts of our identities.

Derri da I ntroduces a new ter m, Aani mot, O
differences of all living creatures, covered over by gmgular, ostensibly inclusive
category fAAni Bad AninatRedhersatspeties sor a gender nor an

i ndividual , it I's an irreducible | iving mi
hybrido ; ia tultiplity @f heterogeneous structare a n d  41i48hiPerlsaps (

thinking beyond, between and within the anithaman binary can begin hefe.
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