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For Judith,
who so often provides the wings

Great ideas, whether insights illuminating one of the communities amid which we live,
introducing specific living beings in our larger community, or helping us recognize the
frontiers of our hearts and minds, often slip into the world as gently as doves. If we qui-
etly, lovingly observe our neighbors, listening to them as fully as we can, we hear a faint
Sflutter of wings amid the daily uproar of greed, the attempts to engineer our consent,
the building of personal empires—on these wings fly gentle stirrings of life and hope.

Such life and hope offer us much, although some will take this to mean only that
through the marketing of such ideas, we can make a profit.

But believe differently—ideas, insights, hopes, and profound stirrings of life-for-
life are, rather, more personal. They are awakened, revived, nourished by billions of us,
solitary individuals or small groups whose caring about others, made real through our
deeds and generosities, every day crosses frontiers of caring, and thereby pushes back the
stark, crude implications of our species’ ugly history of harm to others.

When one patiently seeks and, yes, finds such aspirations and visions so wide-
spread, there emerges the ever-threatened truth that each and every human, on the

Sfoundation of her or his own sufferings and joys, builds for all living beings. When we
notice such possibilities, we can soar and thereby join our larger community even as we
arrive at our fullest selves.
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Introduction

A book introducing Animal Studies should increase everyone’s abilities to achieve three
aims. Most obviously, such a book should foreground the nonhumans with whom we share
this planet—these are sometimes friendly, more often elusive and mysterious beings. Their
realities as individuals and members of nonhuman communities have had a deep allure for
many humans and have motivated different forms of Animal Studies no matter how one
defines it. Meeting this aim of foregrounding the beings outside our own species is challeng-
ing for profoundly important reasons to be explained throughout this book.

Asasecond aim, an introduction to Animal Studies necessarily must engage the many
different dimensions of humans’ interactions with animals of all kinds (that is, both non-
human and human). This second aim shares some features with the humanities and social
sciences, which have traditionally and overwhelmingly focused on human abilities and
human-to-human interactions. Animal Studies inevitably expands this focus by keeping
other living beings in the foreground (the first aim) even as human-to-human interactions
that involve other-than-human animals are also brought into the foreground. The human-to-
human interactions to be studied in this way include not only past and present traditions but
future possibilities as well.

This second aim of introducing human-level issues to Animal Studies may initially seem
casy to achieve because it includes a focus on ourselves, but achieving this aim requires one to
meet formidable challenges that rival those of foregrounding other-than-human animals. A
principal problem in meeting this second aim stems directly from our wonderfully capacious
but-ever-so-complex human language capabilities. The existence of multiple languages and
dialects has, from time immemorial, complicated humans’ sharing and transmission of views
of other living beings; moreover, peculiarly modern forms of this problem today continue to
create challenges for all forms of Animal Studies. The result has been the existence of stratum
after stratum of differences among the humans who discuss other living beings.

Animal Studies can, accordingly, seem bafflingly layered. Not only are there layers
to be identified and worked through because scholars studying animals used different
languages (such as Latin versus Sanskrit) in the past; there are also layers produced by
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evolving languages (such as ancient Greek versus modern Greek, or early English versus
today’s globalized English). There are more layers yet, for even if one chooses to work
within only a single modern language, one will still encounter multiple discourse tradi-
tions (such as science versus literature versus law, and on and on). Finally, in each of the
languages or discourses one encounters in seeking to communicate about other living
beings, one will assuredly find abstractions coined and advanced by the uninformed;
generalizations, practices, and stories that carry familial and cultural freight; and myriad
claims and overtones anchored in innumerable theoretical ruminations that humans have
constructed to describe what the perceptive William James in the late nineteenth century
called the “buzzing, blooming confusion” that a human experiences in looking about the
world.!

It might seem that addressing the layered world of humans’ views regarding other living
beings, so unduly complicated by these features of language, could not possibly be more chal-
lenging. Yet one more major challenge remains, for humans’ attempt to understand the living
beings beyond our species is carried out, as is the entire project of Animal Studies, in a world
where virtually every nook and cranny is full of unbelievably diverse beings, only the tiniest
fraction of which can be seen by the unaided human eye.

Buried within these layers of complexity, however, is good news. Engaging other living
beings is possible because our species has substantial, even if sometimes unrealized, skills of
self-reflection and communication. This good news leads directly to a third aim that any
introduction to Animal Studies needs to meet—prompting each student to explore humans’
possibilities with other animals in personally relevant ways. Individual students need per-
mission to explore their own reactions and abilities regarding the nonhuman living beings
they meet. Further, they benefit greatly from exploring how their own familial background
impacts what they already have experienced of the more-than-human world. Students also
need to explore the histories of their social and cultural heritages.

Such personal explorations can deepen each human’s ability to engage the larger issues
of what our species has been doing generally at the human-nonhuman intersection. And
here is more good news—meeting the third aim is possible because while Animal Studies
can indeed be a bewildering world, what saves the day (and night) is that the world each of
us shares with other living beings is by any measure an astonishing world. This in particular
makes Animal Studies a joy. Indeed, work pursued in Animal Studies can enable both schol-
ars and students to recognize their own abilities to explore and develop our species inter-
section with other living beings precisely because it underscores the basic fact that humans
have choices in the way they interact with other living beings. An introduction to Animal
Studies, then, needs to make clear the inevitable personal, ethical, and communal dimensions
of Animal Studies, for it is the collection of individual human responses that determines how
our communities act today and thereby shapes our species’ future possibilities with other-
than-human animals.

The aims of this introductory text—introducing other animals’ realities, unpacking
the complexities of the human side of Animal Studies, and calling out the personal dimen-
sions of our responses to other living beings—coincide with the driving forces that make

Animal Studies an inherently challenging exploration requiring the full range of individual
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and communal human skills. In 1928, Henry Beston movingly described why this explora-

tion is needed:

We need another and a wiser and perhaps a more mystical concept of animals. Remote
from universal nature and living by complicated artifice, man in civilization surveys
the creature through the glass of his knowledge and sees thereby a feather magnified
and the whole image in distortion. We patronize them for their incompleteness, for
their tragic fate for having taken form so far below ourselves. And therein do we err.
For the animal shall not be measured by man. In a world older and more complete
than ours, they move finished and complete, gifted with the extension of the senses we
have lost or never attained, living by voices we shall never hear. They are not brethren,
they are not underlings: they are other nations, caught with ourselves in the net of life

and time, fellow prisoners of the splendour and travail of the earth.?

This book argues that in the coming decades and centuries, our species has prospects of
realizing such a vision only if each of these aims is met—in other words, we must seck out and
factor in other animals’ realities as we consider our own views, practices, and possibilities.
Each of us must also take personal responsibility for our responses to other living beings as
we notice them and take seriously our present and future possibilities with them. It is, in fact,
the actual, local world that cach person inhabits that sparked both Beston’s hope and other
surpassing visions of humans’ community with the rest of life.

Any form of Animal Studies that aspires to such breadth can be attempted only through
investigations that interrelate a variety of approaches. Such work must be both open ended
and humble, for developments in individual fields, disciplines, and arts potentially enrich
cach other. Work done in many cooperating precincts, then, gives Animal Studies the best
prospects of developing suitably multifaceted approaches that can meet the many-layered
challenges which the field faces.

Today, the emergence of extraordinarily democratic and cost-effective communication
capabilities opens up possibilities of information exchange that have produced the animal-
related developments referred to in chapter 1 as “ferment.” These diverse worldwide develop-
ments not only allow but actually prompt students of Animal Studies to see the ubiquity and
diversity of other animals, to learn of research developments, and to encounter the aston-
ishing range of humans’ cultural attitudes toward other living beings. Such developments
thereby renew humans’ long-standing interest in other living beings even as they nurture
the growth of awareness of animal issues in high-profile circles such as law, education, public
policy debates, popular artistic expression, and much more. Thus, as explained in the follow-
ing chapters, one easily finds diverse discussions and materials from a great variety of contexts
where researchers, active citizens, students, and leaders of organizations notice the presence
of nonhuman animals as important factors to be considered directly or indirectly.

All of these developments have stimulated awareness in many influential circles of
previously unnoticed connection possibilities. For example, humans’ intelligence-driven
grasp of the universe, which is what has prompted so much research into other animals’

realities and our own cultures’ diverse thinking about other-than-human animals, combines
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in a special way with humans’ capacity for self-reflection. When one examines the views
of other-than-human animals now widely held in principal institutions of industrialized
societies—law, education establishments, businesses, government, and public policy think
tanks—one often finds that mere caricatures dominate. Established views may at first seem
superficially reasonable but, upon reflection, they are revealed to be uninformed guesses,
dismissive generalizations, or biased accounts that have failed to take any and all nonhuman
animals seriously. The result has been the prevalence in many circles of self-inflicted igno-
rance about other-than-human animals.

A willingness to inquire, especially when one is presented with responsibly developed
and verifiable information, is mandated by the special skills referred to in this book as criti-
cal thinking (discussed in chapter 2). When such skills are employed, they make only too
apparent that the radical dismissals of nonhuman animals that prevail in so many influential
institutions have been underdetermined by actual facts easily discerned by those who choose
to look carefully.

This is one reason that enabling each student’s exploration of Animal Studies is part
of good education. As Animal Studies unpacks and describes the past, present, and future
dimensions of humans’ intersection with other living beings, it necessarily prompts each of
us to employ key forms of thinking that help us become more fully aware of our encounters
with both nonhumans and humans.

There is, then, a certain timelessness and timeliness to Animal Studies that invest it
with great potential. Further, the confluence of certain factors undergirding contemporary
ferment on animal issues—the affluence of certain countries, the availability of science, the
breadth of globalized communication, the deepening of critical thinking, the availability of
traditions of academic freedom—are producing Animal Studies programs of unparalleled
power and range. Thus, with the kinds of humility and cross-disciplinary cooperation needed
to pursue the three aims listed above, the present era can be the most auspicious time ever for
exploring the realities and mysteries of other animals and human animals.

A corollary of these possibilities is that the future of Animal Studies lies with individual
humans who will, with imagination and attention, push Animal Studies to forms of under-
standing that do not today prevail in many circles. Such forms of understanding may have
previously prevailed, in one guise or another, in unfamiliar cultures or even in subcultures of
the industrialized world. But most citizens and educational institutions in the industrialized
sectors of society have had to reimagine such visions—so have many impoverished people
whose daily lives require focus on survival rather than the important challenges laid out in
this book. But Animal Studies has a remarkable heritage—in a surprising range of cultures,
people have achieved deep understanding of both the local nonhuman animals and ways of
coexisting with them. It is true, of course, that in the societies today widely held to be the
most “advanced,” such awareness has often been forgotten or simply repudiated.

Yet again, however, there is good news. Contemporary developments in Animal
Studies reveal that many people today desire to learn about nonhuman animals—some seek
to recover lost perspectives; others work to ignite creative thinking and artistic sensibilities
regarding other living beings; and many work through one or more of the impressive sciences
that our species has nurtured. The upshot is that today a great variety of people who think
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other animals are important in and of themselves now share their unique vision of how best
to study other living beings.

One possibility, then, is that people alive today will develop convincing insights about
our relationships with other animals. Another is that those to be born in the coming decades
will shift paradigms by standing on the shoulders of those who pursue Animal Studies today,
offering undreamed-of insights and options that move human understanding of other living
beings ever further beyond what we now think and feel and guess.

Thus Animal Studies has much potential for a different kind of education—it suggests
the humbling possibility that, from the vantage point of the future, present-day practices may
well seem those of uneducated, uncaring, self-absorbed consumers. In this, Animal Studies
has a kind of negative potential to reveal that many of the people we today call educated are
the most serious vandals of the earth. Far more positively, however, Animal Studies makes
obvious why studying the nonhumans with whom we share this planet is valuable to humans
in a great variety of ways.

Chapter 1 provides a definition of Animal Studies that focuses on the ways human
individuals and cultures are now interacting with other-than-human animals, have in the
past interacted with living beings beyond our own species, and in the future might interact
with them. Topics that fall casily and fully under this definition are found in so many differ-
ent areas of human life, however, that it is helpful to think of Animal Studies as an umbrella
term that goes beyond the common notion of a single, discrete discipline. Even a little reflec-
tion will reveal, then, that Animal Studies will have great breadth. Humans live amid an
astonishing array of lives that are so diverse they defy description. Any one society will have
developed its view of “animals” in relationship to only some of these nonhumans. Some indi-
viduals and societies have grown up amid complex, cognitively capable nonhumans, such as
elephants, chimpanzees, and coastal dolphins. But other individuals and societies came to
maturity in parts of the earth dominated by altogether different and far simpler living beings.
So the views found in any one culture (such as one’s birth culture) are by no means likely to
inform one about the full range of life beyond the species line.

Chapter 1 elaborates on these themes as it answers the question, what is Animal
Studies? This answer discusses four basic tasks that Animal Studies attempts to achieve. The
first of these tasks will seem human-centered to some, for it requires telling a full history of
humans’ interactions with other living beings. The second task is other animal-centered,
providing fundamental questions about how we generate meaningful perspectives on other
living beings’ individual and communal lives.

The third task is animal-centered in the broadest sense, that is, centered on both non-
humans and humans, for its focus is exploration of future possibilities of a shared, more-
than-human world. The fourth task for Animal Studies returns to an issue centered solely on
human animals, though in a humble form—how can we recognize the nature of, and accept,
the obvious limits as to what humans might know about other living beings?

Chapter 1 then opens three doors—who and what “animals” are, why Animal
Studies is important, and how meeting other animals creates fundamentally personal
connections. Chapters 2 and 3 then go through these open doors to explore fundamental

challenges raised in the central human endeavors of history, culture, education, science,
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and politics. Chapter 4 uses the work of chapters 2 and 3 to introduce three areas of
inquiry about other-than-human animals that today are the cutting edges of contempo-
rary Animal Studies. As pointed out in chapter 4, however, these areas are themselves
developing so quickly that they also prompt questions about the limits and future of
Animal Studies.

This sets the stage for chapters 5 through 9 as they explore the human-nonhuman
intersection in additional areas. Chapter 5 looks at how nonhuman animal issues appear
throughout the creative arts. Chapter 6 explores philosophical reflection on our engagement
with other lives. Chapter 7 turns to important comparative endeavors that look at legal sys-
tems, religious traditions, and our many human cultures. Chapter 8 engages the multifaceted
problems and limits grounded in humans’ rich social natures. Chapter 9 looks at the fields of
geography, anthropology, and archaeology.

Chapters 10 and 11 turn to two very different challenges. The first is telling the whole
story, that is, getting beyond histories that are merely human-centered and therefore dys-
functional for us as we attempt to thrive in a multispecies universe. Chapter 11 argues that
Animal Studies needs to explore connections between, on the one hand, the marginalization
of certain humans and, on the other hand, interwoven forms of violence and oppression that
impact both these humans and nonhuman animals.

Chapter 12 examines questions of leadership and vision. Our species’ self-image reflects
pride in the level of rich individuality so evident in each human person even as we tout the
unity of the human species. The chapter asks how individuals, private and public institutions,
societies in general, and our species as a whole might come home to our own animality and
the inevitability of our encounter with other animals.

Chapter 13 concludes this book by posing questions about the future of Animal Studies
even as we admit that it is still to be chosen. Does the fact that, amid our working out of the
details, we can now see the outline of Animal Studies in the near future help us in any way in
guessing at the longer-term futures that are coming?
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Opening Doors

Animal Studies engages the many ways that human individuals and cultures are now
interacting with and exploring other-than-human animals, in the past have engaged the
living beings beyond our own species, and in the future might develop ways of living in a
world shared with other animals. Seeing these pasts, presents, and futures requires a great
deal of us—we need the utmost in human humility about our abilities and limits, just as we
need complete candor about our complicated heritages of compassion and oppression. We
also need our most careful forms of thinking and the best of our soaring imagination because
at one and the same time, we are in some respects like all other animals, like only some other
animals, like no other animal.

The important human skills of rigorous and critical thinking have by no means domi-
nated past thinking about the living beings beyond our own species. Indeed, our record of
human-on-human oppression tells us such skills are sometimes absent for prolonged periods
of time in our institutions, law, education, public policy, religion, and so much more. Animal
Studies, therefore, faces constant challenges and risks as it attempts such work.

One of these challenges is, as chapters 2 and 10 suggest, telling the whole story of the
almost countless ways that different human individuals and cultures have interacted in the
past with neighboring other-than-human animals in local, shared habitats. To date, the
full story has not yet been even closely approximated. Another challenge faced by Animal
Studies is providing adequate information regarding the many ways human cultures, societ-
ies, nations, and local communities today are interacting with lives beyond the species line.

Perhaps the greatest challenge facing Animal Studies, however, is secing our possible
futures in such interactions—discerning what is possible is an important exercise that will
help us see much about our own spirit. Such work is fraught with difficulty, for while some
humans have long proposed that, for a variety of reasons, our species needs to interact in new,
more protective ways with living beings beyond our own species, others have long reacted
against any suggestion of problems in the past and therefore resist calls for change. Such resis-
tance is often anchored in the long-prevailing—and thus now socially and psychologically
comfortable—dismissals that are the heartbeat of so many claims to human superiority.

These and many other challenges create both difficulties and opportunities for
Animal Studies as it pursues its encompassing task of looking at past, present, and future
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dimensions of the human-nonhuman intersection. One of the greatest opportunities is
outlining the pervasive human-centeredness that now dominates much thinking in cer-
tain circles. There are, as explained below, powerful but dysfunctional forms of human-
centeredness that comprise an attitude often described as human exceptionalism—the
prevalence of this attitude has made it hard for many people to admit not only past
problems but also obvious limitations that we, as humans, have in grasping the features
of some other animals’ lives. Such limits exist for a variety of reasons, one of which is
that Animal Studies involves the human study of living beings who are sometimes only
partially like us in awarenesses, intelligences, perceptions, personalities, societies, alle-
giances, emotions, and so much else. Often, the other-than-human living beings engaged
by Animal Studies possess such abilities, but in astonishingly different ways than we do,
or they possess altogether different abilities that are fundamentally alien to us. Some of
these living beings are fearsome in the extreme, while others are gentle but shy and even
fearful of us—perhaps because their way of life is disrupted or harmed by our mere pres-
ence. Others may seem repulsively ugly to us even as, we might humbly surmise, our own
beauty goes unnoticed by them.

The good news is, of course, that humans have a capacious spirit. We can attempt to
study other beings even when we recognize that some of their features—perhaps most of
them—are only partially available to us. Even as we face limits, we can try again and again,
individually and collectively, to learn as much as possible about them. It is even part of our

genius to use recognition of our own limits in ways that are helpful to us.

Four General Issues

Basic to Animal Studies are a number of issues that, on their face, are simple to state but that
will require this entire book to uncover in depth and breadth.

1. The question “What is Animal Studies?” is only partially answered by the definition with
which this chapter opens. A full answer requires that one explore all three of the follow-
ing questions.

2. Who and what are “animals”?

bt

Why is Animal Studies important?

4. 'What explains the personal connection so evident when meeting animals?

Thesc issues are most productively seen and addressed in combination, and it is this multifac-

eted, multilevel inquiry that drives Animal Studies.

Four Basic Tasks

To illuminate and explore these four general issues, Animal Studies takes on four fundamen-
tal tasks. The first task has already been mentioned—telling the entire story about our past
with other living beings. This task attempts what amounts to a shared history, moving across

many human cultures and many different kinds of nonhuman animals.
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A more complicated second task is to develop perspectives on other living beings’
individual and communal lives. Going beyond our own history requires much imagination
and the deepest of commitments to seck out other animals’ realities—this issuc is raised
throughout this book, for the actual realities of other animals are so diverse that they are seen
through and reflected in many different human endeavors and, most importantly, in humans’
daily lives. Thus while this topic is given its most thorough development in chapter 3 when
our human sciences are discussed, the exploration of other animals’ realities is a task so funda-
mental that it belongs just as fully to many other, nonscience human endeavors that explore
both our daily lives and our grandest generalizations.

These first two tasks, telling the entire story and developing perspectives on other ani-
mals’ realities, work together in several ways. By pursuing them together, we can recognize
how harsh many chapters of our own history of dealing with nonhuman animals have been.
We also notice that humans have often impacted other-than-human creatures that can, in
astonishing ways, share many of the traits we value most in ourselves as living beings.

In combination, these first and second tasks create a third basic task of exploring future
possibilities. The possible futures are, of course, diverse, ranging from living in a shared, more-
than-human world to living in human-centered ways begun by some of our forebears.

The third task in turn makes clear that a fourth basic task must also be accomplished—
we need to be frank about the nature and extent of the inevitable limits of what humans
might know about other living beings, and then work as diligently as we can within these
limits. Such constraints on our knowing are sometimes clear, but sometimes vague. We can
openly appreciate that some of the limits on our present knowledge may yield to a future
human’s creative gifts, or the efforts of a group’s imaginative work, either of which could
open our minds to undreamed-of possibilities of human awareness of certain other-than-

human lives.

Deeper into the First Task

Exploring these four tasks individually makes it clear that while each is distinct from the
others, work on each task prompts one to see the others better. For example, accomplishing
the initial task—telling the entire story—will require multiple skills. Some of the story has
been told but much “history” has been unduly stilted because it is one-dimensionally biased
(chapter 2). Not only is the story overwhelmingly biased toward humans but, as contempo-
rary historians recognize, there is also a recurring, debilitating tendency to favor merely one
group or class of humans to the exclusion of other humans.

So the whole story is only now being contemplated. A respectable outline of this com-
plicated tale will take years, for much of the past was barely noticed, let alone recorded and
preserved. An elaboration of the more salient features will likely take many decades, perhaps
even centuries. Putting together the entire larger-than-human story will require many char-
acter traits and skills, including a willingness to be honest, the political wisdom to ensure
academic freedom in learning centers, and the imagination to look past our now centuries-
long tradition of human-centeredness in education. It will require a robust exploration of
many cultures and religious traditions, both interfaith and secular-religious dialogues, and

much more.
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Fathoming the Second Task

The challenges of developing perspectives on other living beings’ individual and commu-
nal lives are, as discussed throughout this book, as formidable as they are important. This
is so because without attempting to know other animals’ lives to the utmost of our abilities
(admittedly limited), we cannot know all of the consequences of our actions—we will not
know which harms we cause, what kinds of communities we destroy, how much pain we
cause, and so on. In effect, without an informed perspective on other living beings, we cannot
know the neighbors with whom we share ecological community.

Developing perspectives on other living beings may in fact be the most challenging
of the four tasks. In the other tasks, our imaginations can and must soar—telling the whole
story requires imaginative exploration of our past, as does exploring future possibilities. So
does determining the limits regarding what humans might know about other living beings,
but this kind of self-evaluation is peculiarly within our abilities.

Under the second task, however, our inquiry is about zheir realities. Attempting to
know the actual biological, communal, individual, and even personal realities of other
beings forces us beyond ourselves and the parts of the world most easily accessible to our
natural abilities. No doubt, some will find any proposal that we seck out extrahuman reali-
ties to be counterintuitive because they agree with Alexander Pope that “the proper study of
Mankind is Man.”! There are, however, multiple grounds for humans to take stock of other
animals’ actual realities. These grounds go beyond recognizing that many people naturally
wonder about what other living beings are like, and they also go beyond the commonsense
proposition that we ought to acknowledge whatever realities we happen to observe. Some
people wish to know if the lore they have inherited about other animals is in any way accu-
rate. Some wish to track other animals to feel connected, and others hunt them for food or
to prevent them from harming one’s family or livelihood. Many take responsibility to learn
something about the lives of the nonhuman animals near us so that they can then factor such
information into an evaluation of whether our actions impact these living beings. Especially
complex ethical questions are raised when humans choose to dominate other animals. The
impact of such domination can be evaluated only if one is informed about the lives captive
animals lead when not dominated by humans, which is why one of the twentieth century’s
most respected voices on zoo issues suggested in 1950 that the way to evaluate zoos is to
measure the life that zoos afford their captive animals against the lives those same animals
have in the wild.?

Perhaps most compellingly, many humans have recognized that humans are fulfilled
by acknowledging connections to other animals. Such connections are enhanced greatly
when one is informed about what other animals are really like. Challenging philosophical
questions arise as we assess just how certain one can be about other animals’ inner lives, and
whether these are in any respect like the inner realities that humans experience. Because our
species is capable of rich, frank self-reflection about such matters, attempting to know other-
than-humans causes us to grow, to get outside ourselves, and surely at times to understand
ourselves better. Such benefits also flow from the fact that pursuing other animals’ actual
realities requires a number of additional skills that fit naturally into chapter 2’s discussion

of critical thinking. Such skills create optimal circumstances for recognizing what we really
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know versus what is operating in our societies as mere wishful thinking, bias, prejudice, or
self-inflicted ignorance.

Further, in a crucial sense, much else in Animal Studies depends directly on our willing-
ness to develop and coordinate our abilities to respond to this second task. In this venture,
we are greatly enabled by modern sciences (chapter 3), but also by insights from literature
(chapter 5) and comparative studies of religions and cultures (chapters 7 and 9). Any attempt
to ascertain other animals’ realities will be further enhanced through recognition that some
cultures have long worked to develop insights about other animals’ actual lives. For example,
one can only wonder how much earlier than 1984 Western scientists might have discov-
ered the subsonic communications of elephants if the science establishment had been open
minded about observations made by indigenous peoples regarding elephants’ constant com-
munication with each other (see chapter 13).

Many different considerations, then, support the conclusion that humans should, when

they can, learn about other animals’ realities.

Ranging Widely in the Third Task

Discerning future possibilities of living in a shared world might be considered by some to
rival the second task as the most important of these four tasks. This task has an implicitly
ethical dimension and, without recognition of this salient feature, some people may find no
reason to tell the whole story, seck out other animals’ realities, or recognize the limits and
humilities with which the fourth task is concerned.

Trying honestly to call out future possibilities requires a mix of realism and conscience.
In this respect, this third task calls forth the fundamental human abilities of imagination and
caring. These two abilities in concert prompt the root question of all ethics, “Who are the
others?” (see chapters 7 and 10). Caring about “others” in some modern societies is under-
stood implicitly, sometimes explicitly, as involving only humans. But exploration of history
and cultures tells us again and again that caring for others outside our own species has long
been recognized as a particularly enabling form of making community. Importantly, caring
only about nonhuman others no more invokes our full ethical abilities than does caring
exclusively within the species line. Said another way, failing to care about humans is, in fact,
a failure to care about animals of a rich and complex sort.

Caring both within and across the species line is, thus, the form of self-transcendence
that prompts the richest, fullest, most human forms of making community. As such, caring
so broadly offers the fullest prospects for realizing a key insight about human fulfillment
that every wisdom tradition has noted—Viktor Frankl made a classic observation that “self-
actualization is possible only as a side-effect of self-transcendence.” This is the same wisdom
that animates the so-called Golden Rule as it appears in various forms like “love others as you
love yourself” This wisdom is also the heartbeat of the encompassing claim that “we cannot
be truly ourselves in any adequate manner without all our companion beings throughout the
earth. The larger community constitutes our greater self.”

Subsequent chapters suggest two further features of caring about others. First, such
caring can enhance critical thinking because it prompts open-mindedness (critical thinking,

in turn, of course, helps foster important processes of self-evaluation about the range and
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reach of our abilities to care about others). Second, for similar reasons, caring about others

can be valuable for science and other empirical explorations.

The Humilities of the Fourth Task

The first three tasks beg a fourth—identifying the nature of any and all limits as to what
humans might know about other living beings. This last of the four central tasks of Animal
Studies has features of a philosophical problem that has been identified in one culture after
another—exploration of what it is that humans can and do know. Such problems have been
examined most fully in a subfield of philosophy known as epistemology, but they also appeal
to common sense—how is it that one can distinguish mere opinion and psychological cer-
tainty from true knowledge? A classic problem in this area is knowing, as opposed to guess-
ing or feeling that one probably senses correctly, what another human experiences or thinks.
Absolute certainty about such a matter is, upon reflection, very elusive. For example, one
never really knows if others are telling the truth or lying about their own inner experiences.
Even if we are convinced they are not lying, they might be delusional or otherwise misre-
porting their own internal state. We can, based on circumstances and our own observations,
guess another’s feelings or inner thoughts. But even a little reflection reveals that our guess-
ing about their realities clearly falls short of absolute knowledge, for we might guess wrong.
These and other reasons explain why wisdom traditions have counseled humans again and
again to be cautious when claiming to really know many elusive things.

When it comes to claims about nonhumans, then, the epistemological challenges are
magnified greatly for both obvious and subtle reasons. We do not have a shared language
through which to communicate, and even if we did, we still would not know if what was
being reported was accurate. This is why identifying the nature of any and all limits as to what
humans might know about other living beings is a key task requiring honesty, constant work,
and liberal doses of humility.

Prospects of accomplishing this fourth task will increase greatly when our species
creates richer forms of history (chapter 10). Similarly, this task benefits from good-faith
efforts to identify the realities of other animals and familiarity with different culcures’
understanding of our possibilities with other living beings. In and through such efforts,
we recognize our human abilities and limits. In essence and in practice, then, this fourth
task is a humbling one for our species. It constantly forces us to face our finitude, to call
out how we so often have claimed without any evidence that the world was designed for
our clan, our race, our nation, our religion, or our species and its global society. Finally,
just as the first, second, and third tasks require liberal doses of critical thinking along the
continuum called out in chapter 2, so, too, this fourth task is greatly enhanced by mature

reflection on one’s own thinking and that of one’s fellow species members.

The Exceptionalist Tradition

Animal Studies as an academic discipline proceeds against a human-centered backdrop.
When one explores this backdrop, it becomes clear that there are a number of different
human-centerednesses, some of which are mild while others are both virulent and dysfunc-

tional. Particularly noteworthy is one “basic idea that forms the core of Western morals,
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and that is expressed, not only in philosophical writing, but in literature, religion, and the
common moral consciousness.””> A prominent American moral philosopher unpacks this

basic idea into its component parts:

This core idea has two parts, and involves a sharp contrast between human life and
non-human life. The first part is that human life is regarded as sacred, or at least as
having a special importance; and so it is said the central concern of our morality must
be the protection and care of human beings. The second part says that non-human life
does not have the same degree of moral protection. Indeed, on some traditional ways
of thinking, non-human animals have no moral standing at all. Therefore, we may use

them as we see fit.®

Human-centered orientations have taken many forms as various cultural traditions have
attempted to explain why humans, as ethical beings, can favor their own kind more than
other living beings.

Pointing out that some of these explanations are dysfunctional (because, ironically,
they are counterproductive for humans in important ways) does not require a wholesale
condemnation of each and every form of human-centeredness. A focus on our own species
can clearly be constructive, healthy, and productive. Developing greater loyalty to one’s own
family or local community, which can be seen as one kind of human-centeredness, produces
some very positive results. In fact, our family has the important place in our lives of first,
most important, and thus primary home. Yet few argue that our duties to members of our
own family exhaust our duties of compassion and respect such that we can ignore all beings
outside our own family.

Another form of human-centeredness commonly talked about today is loyalty to all
members of our own species. Clearly, such loyalty to other humans has become a very
important ethical, religious, and political factor. Among the greatest achievements of
humankind have been successful social movements that sought to abolish slavery, racism,
and sexism and to establish both moral and legal rights for individual humans. In a very
real sense, these extraordinary achievements had to be consciously chosen to override the
matter-of-fact realities of humans not treating each other as important, let alone as equals
(these social movements achieved, then, social constructions of the kind described in
chapter 8). The long history of some humans dominating other humans, which of course
continues in many ways today, provides evidence that individual humans do not naturally
develop a powerful loyalty to all members of their species, but must choose this loyalty.
What everyday life realities suggest strongly, then, is that humans consistently develop
allegiance only to some humans, such as family members or their local community. This
is our biological reality, while affirmations of the fact that we can, with effort, develop a
species-wide loyalty in order to affirm human dignity is a choice and today an important
achievement of the human species.

There are, however, other, far more aggressive and troubling forms of human-
centeredness that have been confused with affirmations that underscore the value and

dignity of each and every human. One of these is human exceptionalism, which drives
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dysfunctional human-centerednesses of the kind spoken of so often in this book. Human
exceptionalism is the claim that humans are, merely by virtue of their species member-
ship, so qualitatively different from any and all other forms of life that humans rightfully
enjoy privileges over all of the earth’s other life forms. Such exceptionalist claims are well
described by Rachels as “the basic idea” that “human life is regarded as sacred, or at least
as having a special importance” such that “non-human life” not only does not deserve “the
same degree of moral protection” as humans, but has “no moral standing at all” whenever
human privilege is at stake.

Such claims about humans’ rightful place and privileges are sometimes anchored in
religious beliefs that humans were invested with superiority by a divinity who prizes humans
more than other living beings. Exceptionalist claims also have been based on the conclu-
sion that humans simply have enough power to impose their domination on others, thereby
making humans’ privileged place just and moral.

Human exceptionalism has today become widespread while taking a variety of forms.
Many people have developed the self-serving rationalization that human domination is the
order of nature, much as Aristotle once assumed that slavery and female inferiority were an
integral part of the design of nature. A corollary of this view is that humans naturally possess
an allegiance to all other humans, which fully justifies humans in dominating all animal spe-
cies outside our own. Yet others recognize that this important but harmful form of human-
centeredness is an unnatural development that humans now impose on the rest of earth’s life
community, but one which is congenial to human communities’ thriving and expanding.
These different claims today work together in ways that have created aloosely cohesive excep-
tionalist tradition by which humans simply ignore the harms that our species does to other
living beings and ecosystems more generally.

This book makes a variety of arguments that humans need to get beyond the species line
because the exceptionalist tradition has spawned great harms—to other animals, of course,
but also to both our relationship with the more-than-human world and our own freedom,
creativity, and imagination. Human exceptionalism is, then, worse than problematic—it pro-
duces deeply imbalanced views that have often been, and continue to be, unrealistic, danger-
ous, and harsh. Beyond the obvious problems created for the most visible nonhumans and
their communities, hidden harms are also done to less visible nonhuman communities and
our own communities, selves, and children.

The exceptionalist tradition leads our modern, industrialized societies to fail in rela-
tionships with the more-than-human world. It pushes our socicties and citizens out of bal-
ance with the larger world, promoting “progress” in ways that harm us, other living beings,
and the earth as a whole. It supports out-of-kilter forms of education that equip people to be,
as one educator puts it in chapter 2, “more effective vandals of the earth.”

Such a “humans only” orientation to the world is not unfamiliar to anyone these days,
for, as argued in chapters 3 and 4, present public policy and law are dominated by such exclu-
sions. In some public policy and law circles, people assume it is pointless to raise a protest
against so fashionable a creed, especially because claims of superiority give us a sense of
importance and privilege. Historically, once a human group has developed a sense of its own

importance and entitlement, it has always been difficult for its members to look at the world
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and then, on the basis of fairness and conscience, divest themselves of their privileges. The
exceptionalist tradition threatens to make such self-serving narrow-mindedness a species-
wide trait.

Because the more virulent human-centerednesses impoverish the world and us, there is
much at stake in developing more balanced views, including strikingly important benefits on
the human side of the ledger. This is why challenges to the exceptionalist tradition can draw
strength from several domains—the most obvious is realism about other animals’ abilities
and the harms our worst forms of human-centeredness are doing to nonhumans. But animal
protection can also draw strength from the benefits that humans as individuals and as a com-
munity derive from caring in such broad ways. Many people have recognized this in countless
ways—one of the most evocative is Robinson Jeffers’s short, pithy comment, “Man and noth-
ing but man is a sorry mouthful.” As noted throughout this book but particularly in chapter
8, dysfunctional forms of human-centeredness have impoverished us in ways that have led to
a predictable reaction, namely, the worldwide social movement to recognize humans’ pos-
sible connections with other-than-human animals and thereby to reinstate compassion as a
leading human virtue.

Because it dominates so much of the industrialized world, critiques of the exceptional-
ist tradition trouble many people. Animal Studics is pushed, however, by virtue of its scien-
tific and ethical commitments to engage problematic features of the human claim to have
surmounted animality that is so typical of theologies, philosophies, secular materialism, and

educational institutions of certain cultures.

Interdisciplinary Openings

If one ponders these four tasks and works through the astonishing breadth and depth
they require of us, one can see why Animal Studies is something more than a single dis-
cipline. It is, instead, a collaboration of many different disciplines pursuing phenomena
that comprise every human’s daily milicu. Each of the four tasks requires an interdisci-
plinary approach, for each task is better seen, and then better pursued, in environments
that pay attention to multiple approaches, multicultural awareness, and the benefits of
communal effort.

At the heart of Animal Studies, then, are fundamental disciplinary humilities, for no
single set of ideas or concepts, no isolated vocabulary scheme or traditional way of talking,
and no single theory or traditional set of generalizations provides the tools needed to accom-
plish any one, let alone all four, of these tasks. These disciplinary humilities are distinct from
the deeply personal humilities imposed on any one individual human who pursues Animal
Studies. They are also distinct from the species-level humility needed to pursue Animal
Studies in its fullest form.

Collectively, these interdisciplinary realities help those who pursue Animal Studies
recognize that their work will often be partial and inevitably subject to revision after fur-
ther exploration. But the compensating benefit of the interdisciplinary features of Animal
Studies is that those who study animal issues will work within and across a vibrant, multi-
disciplinary group of approaches featuring diversity of many kinds, a theme elaborated in
chapter 13.
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How to Define a Growing Field?
Exploring the First Issue

This chapter’s definition of Animal Studies is intended to open doors and minds. In our pres-
ent era, which is dominated by the power and achievements of science, providing definitions
is common because many impressive sciences have thrived by centering their work on defini-
tions dominated by quantification, measurement, and statistics (often needed to be taken
seriously in certain scientific circles). But a definition centered on such approaches is impos-
sible in Animal Studies for multiple reasons, not the least of which is that many important
features in life cannot be defined quantitatively. For example, we rarely attempt to define or
measure love, beauty, friendship, and the like.

Relatedly, many people dislike, even distrust, definitions despite grasping how impor-
tant they are. When philosophers or other analysts of human language discuss the nature
of definitions, they often list many different kinds of definition. Such discussions invariably
point out that while some definitions are good, others are poor and confusing. In many polar-
ized discussions, for example, those who consciously or unconsciously seek a particular resule
can cast aloose definitional net in order to, as it were, reel in an argument. Definitions can, it
turns out, distort as well as illuminate.

Since ideally a definition both clarifies and liberates us to seck certain realities, bear in

mind this chapter’s answer to the question, “What is Animal Studies?”

Animal Studies engages the many ways that human individuals and cultures are now
interacting with and exploring other-than-human animals, in the past have engaged
the living beings beyond our own species, and in the future might develop ways of

living in a world shared with other animals.

How humans now are intersecting with other-than-human animals is, only a little
inquiry shows, very closely connected to how humans in the past thought about and treated
other living beings. We are, to our core, cultural animals—in other words, all humans inherit
the traditions of their birth culture, including ways of thinking and speaking and impacting
other-than-human animals who happen to share their birth locale. Seeing these traditions as
a psychologically invested heritage, rather than the absolute, unchangeable order of the natu-
ral world, is an important lesson for each human. Such realities become even more obvious
when one reflects on our capacity to choose different futures as we engage our world’s other
living beings.

Besides prompting students to look at past, present, and future issues, this definition of
Animal Studies makes it clear that Animal Studies will grow in ways that even acknowledged
experts today cannot anticipate. Understanding why Animal Studies will grow and metamor-
phose again and again in the future is important. This rich and kaleidoscopic endeavor has
recently evolved dramatically, and it will surely continue this trajectory in the coming decades
and centuries. Because Animal Studies begins with and is anchored by both the diverse reali-
ties of other-than-human animals’ lives and the great variety found in humans’ engagement
with other living beings, it must be able to explore widely and unceasingly as it engages both
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other-than-human animals and humans’ great cultural variety. Such exploration is described
in chapters 2 through 10 as they survey a wide range of contemporary human fields and their

possibilities under the Animal Studies umbrella.

Animal Studies’ Complementary Journeys

Answering the question, “What is Animal Studies?” then, must go well beyond definition
because Animal Studies, at its core, involves multiple journeys. One of these journeys is in a
very real sense toward other animals. The other journey is toward humans’ self-recognition as
morally capacious, imaginative animals capable of the tasks of Animal Studies.

It is true that, as noted throughout this book, humans have a mixed past in the matter of
cthics. Any careful study of the last several thousand years of our history will show that many
human cultures have been dominated by cruelty to living beings—those seriously harmed
have included countless humans, to be sure, but earth’s nonhuman communities have been
harmed to an even greater extent. This past is in no way remote today, for it exists within us,
evident in practices, speech, closed minds, and a continuing arrogance.

Of course such harms by no means exhaust human attitudes toward other-than-human
animals—just as humans have so often richly engaged unfamiliar humans, so too are there
innumerable instances of behavior toward nonhuman animals that display human poten-
tial quite fully. Such information makes it clear that dismissals of nonhuman animals, such
as those that characterize today’s industrialized societies, need not dominate our future.
Competing with the most lurid aspects of both past and present human mistreatment of
nonhuman animals is a bright future made possible by our capacity for compassion. Our
future will, no doubt, continue to be impacted by our historical shortcomings in understand-
ingand coexisting with the other-than-human animals with which we share the earth. But the
future possibilities before us are far richer than most visions of our future have imagined.

Humans have undertaken both of these journeys—one toward other animals, one
toward ourselves—in all sorts of ways. Just as human cultures feature great variety in their
accounts of who humans are, so, too, our view of who nonhumans are reflects comparable
diversity.

Importantly, it is this diversity in human approaches to nonhuman animals that makes
particularly clear how rich human abilities are in terms of future forms of Animal Studies.
In this diversity is much evidence of human capacities for learning, humility, community,
and compassion, all of which are key tools for developing a robust form of Animal Studies.
Because of these abilities, Animal Studies promises to be, when mature, a truly broad, multi-

faceted, constantly renewing inquiry.

On Slowing the Human Heartbeat in
Contemporary Animal Studies

Given the prevalence and political dominance of the exceptionalist tradition, it will
not surprise too many that Animal Studies today features forms that are starkly human-
centered. This is in part because education is Animal Studies” natural ecological niche and
has been dominated by inquiries whose common heartbeat is the exceptionalist tradition

(see chapter 2).
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Many contemporary versions of Animal Studies are, in fact, parasitic on categoriza-
tion of living beings in overtly human-centered ways—for example, the concluding section
of this chapter explores ways in which the category “companion animals” carries decidedly
human-centered features. Similarly, chapter 7 points out that highly theoretical approaches
to Animal Studies risk certain forms of human-centeredness.

Such human-focused emphases in today’s forms of Animal Studies are not in any major
sense the largest or most important feature of the field. They are, instead, the by-product of
habit, compromise, political expedience, and marketing ploys to get students interested in
courses and programs. In general, then, human-centered versions of Animal Studies reflect
transitional approaches that consider other-animal-centered concerns even as they fore-
ground traditional and admittedly human-centered forms of study. Chapter 2 reveals much
about such approaches in today’s education. There are risks in such forms of Animal Studies,
however, for in environments already dominated by the exceptionalist tradition, a too-heavy
emphasis on the human side of human-nonhuman interactions can morph back into merely
another form of the humanities or social science.

Such a preoccupation with human-centered concerns should not be confused with the
historical work described above as the second journey of Animal Studies. That work nec-
essarily focuses on humans for the purpose of identifying how members of our own spe-
cies have related to, connected with, and at times harmed other living beings on our shared
planet. This work is a crucial element of Animal Studies, for it leads to the altogether healthy
process of humans, as a dominant species, coming home to our heritage and thereby learn-
ing about both our limitations in knowing other living beings’ actual realities and possibili-
ties for coexisting in mixed-species communities with some nonhumans. When this journey
remains realistic and humble, it is a productive one that confers much health on and balance
to human outlooks.

Critical thinking plays a role in calling out the significant risks that lie in versions of
Animal Studies that start and end with human-centered features. They also underscore that
striking a better balance among nonhuman animals’ realities, human animals’ realities, and
the intersection of the two is not only possible but also affords those who pursue this field
meaningful opportunities to grow through engaging other living beings and their own fram-
ing of issues. This growth in turn creates possibilities for reducing the myopias and dysfunc-
tions of the exceptionalist tradition and other human-centerednesses. Such possibilities can
prompt many active citizens, whether they be individuals acting alone, members of organi-
zations, or educators, to develop important ways of focusing on other-than-human animals
that contribute to today’s forms of Animal Studies.

Although our species is surely capable of developing balanced approaches within
Animal Studies where human-centeredness does not remain the leading element, none-
theless programs and individual courses will in the foreseeable future likely remain tinged
with milder forms of human-centeredness. This is so for multiple reasons—our Western
cultural heritage is weak on animal issues, and contemporary education, business, public
policy, and the practice of scientific research are rooted in human-centered habits and

traditions.
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So, What’s in a Name?

Work of the kind introduced in this book under the title Animal Studies goes under a variety
of other names today, including human-animal studies, animal humanities, animality studies,
the human-animal bond, companion animal studies, anthrozoology, posthumanism, critical
animal studies, species critique, biopolitics, and more.” While the diversity of names signals
that the field is so new that it has not reached any consensus on either specific topics or its
outer limits and borders of inquiry, in general ways all of these approaches share certain fea-
tures. All reflect the inevitability of interactions between humans and some nonhumans, just
as cach of these approaches in one way or another signals the impossibility of exploring all
aspects of all nonhuman animals. The four tasks outlined in this chapter suggest, however,
that work going forward under any of these names will be unproductive or irrelevant if it fails
to in some way engage other animals’ realities in a relatively informed rather than ignorant
manner. Similarly, work on animal issues needs to take account of the fact that humans char-
acteristically have a range of options for treating other-than-human animals.

While some of the names listed above accommodate a broad, shared notion of “ani-
mality; others favor humans, possibly reinforcing the exceptionalist tradition. For example,
when studies of other animals use the name “human-animal studies,” there are significant
risks tied directly to the fact that the lead element in the field’s name is “human.” In a human-
centered environment, this name may have advantages, such as marketing appeal. But putting
the word “human” first in any study of humans’ intersection with other living beings creates
the impression that the endeavor’s first and most important inquiry is human animals. Such
an approach also reinforces the distancing of humans from other animals because it invokes
the artificial dualism “humans and animals” discussed later in this chapter.

That such risks and other uncertainties exist can be seen in various definitions of
“human-animal studies.” Notice, for example, the human-centered features of the following
definition taken from a 2008 collection titled Social Creatures: A Human and Animal Studies
Reader: “So what is Human-Animal Studies? The focus of HAS is the study of human-animal
interaction. Ultimately, HAS asks: what can we learn about ourselves from our relationships
with other animals? What does the way we think about and treat other animals teach us
about who we are?”® The editor restricts “human-animal studies” in important ways by assert-
ing, “HAS is not biology or animal behavior.... Neither is the emphasis on other animals’
social relationships with human animals.”® Perhaps most revealing is the fact that in these
passages the meaning of the word “animal” changes back and forth. In the phrase “human-
animal studies,” “animal” works as a reference to nonhuman animals only. This is also true of
how the word works in the phrase “animal behavior” (in other words, the behavior at issue is
only nonhuman animals’ behavior, not that of human animals). Even the subtitle 4 Human
and Animal Studies Reader picks up on the tradition of separating human animals from all
other animals.

Yet the text also occasionally includes the terms “other animals” and “human animals.”
In these latter instances, the word “animal” invokes the commonsense notion and scientific

certainty that humans are vertebrates, mammals, primates, and great apes, all of which are
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eminently animal categories. Such inconsistencies risk reinforcing denials of humans’ ani-
mality and thereby create uncertainties. By contributing to such problems, the title “human-
animal studies” continues the long tradition of denying what everyone knows—humans are
animals—with the corresponding risk that many who hear the term “human-animal studies”
will use this field as just another vehicle to focus primarily on humans.

Whether a field with a name that foregrounds humans must inevitably proceed in a
biased way is up for debate, but any name that remains tinged by human-centered concerns
opens the door to the principal focus being animals within the species line, especially as these
humans connect merely with those other living beings that are pleasing to humans. In effect,
then, the name “human-animal studies” keeps humans in the foreground, making it hard
to bring home the salient fact that in Animal Studies humans are but one of the animals
studied.

The same risks attend alternatives like “animal humanities,” “the human-animal bond,’
and “companion animal studies.” Another alternative that has broad possibilities is anthrozo-
ology—this newly coined word follows the Western educational tradition of invoking Greek
words to name disciplines. The three Greek root words that form anthrozoology mean,
respectively, humans (anthropos), living beings (zoon, which is broad enough to include
humans), and study or science (logos). Based on these roots, the term anthrozoology can be
read generously to mean “study by humans of all living beings.”'® In practice, though, one
finds different styles among those willing to be called anthrozoologists. A tame form of the
field includes nonhuman animals that have been chosen because they interact with humans,
or are similar to humans, or because human imagination has historically been fascinated with
these nonhumans. A less tepid form includes more nonhuman animals, but some nonhu-
man animals are excluded because humans are not interested in them—here the linchpin
holding the field together remains human-centered. Finally, a more robust form of anthro-
zoology considers other animals’ realities as a factor or, at times, even uses them to set the
primary agenda of the field—here other animals are considered even if their realities are not
like humans’ realities in any way, or there is no issue of human interaction with such living

beings. In effect, this is the equivalent of the field as described in this book.

Getting Beyond Human-Centerednesses

Whatever name one chooses for this kind of work, and if education touching on nonhu-
man animal issues is to reach the level of a robust and mature field, the motivation for study
surely cannot be humans primarily—such a concentration is already the preoccupation of the
humanities as a megafield. This particular observation has important implications—Animal
Studies is not a subfield of the humanities, nor is it merely another human-oriented social
science. To be sure, as already underscored, it is important within a robust form of Animal
Studies to concentrate at times heavily, even exclusively, on human interests. But making such
a focus the dominant factor turns Animal Studies into a mere subdivision of the much larger
projects we know as the humanities and the social sciences. Animal Studies has enriching
affinities with, but different goals than, these important educational domains (these issues
and the relationship of Animal Studies to the modern university’s megafields—science and

the humanities—are addressed in chapter 13).
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Just as there are, then, reasons to avoid choosing a name along the lines of “human-
animal studies,” there are advantages to other names. Animal Studies is scientifically correct
if the living beings concentrated upon are all animals. But if 02/y nonhuman animals are to be
the focus, then the name “Animal Studies” will potentially mislead in the ways that “human-
animal studies” does. This is the reason that this introduction again and again makes the
point that Animal Studies necessarily includes the study of important human issues.

A broad notion of Animal Studies, then, avoids perpetuating human-centeredness
because it sends an underlying message that humans are only one of the animal species to be
studied. By avoiding subliminal messages that Animal Studies starts with, and is primarily
focused on, humans, the name “Animal Studies” avoids perpetuating the very mentality that
has radically subordinated all nonhuman animals to humans.

The endeavor of Animal Studies has, in fact, multiple focal points, interactive com-
ponents, and core emphases that require not only each of the complementary journeys
already described (toward other-than-humans as well as toward humans) but an effort to
weave together what one learns on both journeys. This weaving together is implicit in the
term “studies,” as pointed out most explicitly in chapter 2’s discussion of critical thinking and

chapter 13’ discussion of Animal Studies as an encompassing educational pursuit.

A Tandem of Interested Minds and
Disinterested Motives

Much of this chapter is driving toward the conclusion that open-mindedness plays a key role
in Animal Studies. Yet open-mindedness alone, which some humans possess as a matter of
character and personality, will not suffice. Though it is what philosophers call a necessary
condition to knowing other living beings, it is not a sufficient condition. In layman’s terms,
one needs a combination—caring enough to look, patient observation, imagination, and
communal sharing on top of the humility of open-mindedness—to inquire adequately. With
this combination, “what a thing is the interested mind with the disinterested motive.”"!

Beyond open minds, then, Animal Studies needs a willingness to explore the world’s
great diversity, freedom from biased motives and human-centeredness, and a context in
which commitments to academic excellence are matched by commitments to academic free-
dom. Only with such flexibility in its commitment to explore realities can Animal Studies
develop the humility and integrity by which it can sustain itself as it encounters the difficul-
ties mentioned throughout this book.

A corollary is that Animal Studies has ample room for creativity and imagination as we
take careful, honest looks at the world around us. As part of the journey toward both other
animals and our own human animal abilities, it invites into its center a willingness to foster

creative attempts to inquire about other animals and then engage them seriously.

Benefits of Animal Studies

A corollary of the broad definition of Animal Studies as immersed in open, critical thinking
is that it provides considerable space for study of human animals. Though this inquiry is, as
already noted, but one topic alongside other equally important topics such as nonhuman

animals’ realities, focusing on humans in this manner is fully relevant for many reasons other
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than the obvious reason that humans are animals in a more-than-human world. It is also
important because illuminating humans’ abilities to harm or coexist with others, no matter
what their species membership, brings humans into much greater awareness of the extraordi-
nary human capacity for caring.

Humans have benefited greatly by noticing other animals and taking them seriously—
chapter 2 discusses examples of how seminal religious figures have deemed inevitable interactions
between humans and other living beings to be of the utmost ethical importance. The benefits of
such interactions are often unnoticed in modern times because of a prevailing but facile conclu-
sion that humans gain “the most” through a preoccupation with their own interests.

The benefits of Animal Studies are, in fact, quite diverse. They include the develop-
ment of educational forms that prompt rich human thinking and imagination. They open
hearts and minds to forms of compassion that strengthen character, enrich the human mind
and creative impulses, and enhance key reflective capabilities like critical thinking. Animal
Studies also puts students in challenging contexts (human-centered or not) and thereby cre-
ates one opportunity after another for self-actualization through self-transcendence and con-
nection to a larger, more-than-human community.

Arrayed against the most developed forms of compassion and character are myriad
forms of human selfishness. Similarly, the benefits of enhanced critical thinking skills and
self-actualization through self-transcendence stand opposite self-indulgence and other self-
aggrandizement. Finally, connection to our larger community contrasts well with ignorance-
driven forms of the exceptionalist tradition that prompt so many of our species to commit
what might be called the fallacy of misplaced community—in essence, the notion that the
human species alone should be our focus.

Thus even if today’s versions of Animal Studies are merely a first step that harbors some
forms of human-centeredness, there is a more robust, benefit-laden sense of Animal Studies

that is waiting offstage in the wings, as it were.

Exploring the Second Issue: Who and
What Are “Animals”?

Although virtually everyone is aware that the word “animal” in the best-known modern
human languages has dual meanings in tension with one another, many circles bury this ten-
sion in counterproductive ways. Ironically, some science-focused enterprises promote what
amounts to antiscientific language practices along the lines of “humans and animals” to elimi-
nate the likelihood of ethical challenges (see chapter 3). In everyday situations, too, even
though we sometimes talk of humans as animals, far more often we talk in ways that separate
humans from all other animals. Phrases equivalent to the English “humans and animals” are
staples in the most widely spoken languages. This practice has its peculiarities, since many
human language traditions are congenial to naming humans as primates, mammals, or other
generalized animal categories drawn from scientific terminology.

But even though many can easily and often speak of other living beings as “animals,”
most humans today balk when it comes to employing a phrase like “human animals.”

Choosing this scientifically correct option or alternatives such as “other living beings” or



OrenNING Doors | 17

“other-than-human animals” is, in some circles, viewed as antagonistic, even politically incor-
rect. This is so because the science-based way of speaking contends with the fashion of sepa-
rating humans from the larger community of life. Further, most humans today continue to
train their children and grandchildren to speak of the traditional categories of “humans and
animals.” There is, in effect, a kind of schizophrenia that at once embraces and repudiates the
obvious truth that we are animals.

Talking as if humans are not animals remains possible because many people appear to
deem the claim that we are, in fact, animals merely trivially true—the reasoning appears to
be that since humans are considered so different from any other animals, it is reasonable and
therefore right to ignore humans’ obvious animality as confirmed by common sense, so many
cultures, and our science traditions. One can ask, however, why the obvious important differ-
ences between humans and other beings are allowed to obscure, even eclipse, the even more
obvious important similarities.

Those who travel in the center and at the margins of Animal Studies must repeatedly
negotiate such questions and their awkwardnesses. Further, in the academic world and even
in some circles of the scientific establishment (see chapter 3), those who speak of “nonhuman
animals” or some equivalent take political risks with their careers. By choosing scientific ter-
minology, they remind others in their circle of the pervasive, disingenuous denial that sits at
the heart of phrases like “humans and animals.”

The fact that there are risks for those who choose to speak of “nonhuman animals” and
“human animals” rather than “humans and animals” helps foreground a series of crucial issues
at the very threshold of Animal Studies. First, such risks exist in a wide range of contexts—
politics, religious institutions, corporate boards, trade associations, educational contexts,
scientific research settings, the local and national gatherings of professions, and even general
social circles.

Second, such risks mean that those who pursue Animal Studies inevitably are con-
fronted with loaded choices. Will the student of Animal Studies employ or ignore scientific
terminology? How much focus needs to be given to the competing meanings of “animal” and
in which contexts? How frank should any instructor’s consideration be of the simple ques-
tion, “Are humans animals?”

Because one widely accepted answer is, “Of course humans are animals,” these questions
are hard to ignore. This is particularly true when one advocates that critical thinking skills
be taken seriously. Because so many important human realms continue to promote ways of
thinking and speaking that obscure and override our own animality—such habits remain
business as usual in politics, many religion-focused realms, commercial enterprises, profes-
sional circles, schools, and an astonishing number of science-committed circles—choosing
to confirm or ignore humans’ animality in core human activities like everyday speech habits

will likely continue to be an unavoidable dilemma for decades to come.

A Critical Thinking Issue: On Talking of
Humans as Animals

The “humans and animals” language habit is more than a misapprehension of vocabulary.

Further, it is not merely nonscientific but actively antiscientific, because it ignores humans’
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clear membership in the animal world. But a far more serious tragedy is that, by passingalong
this habit, we teach our children to commit the fallacy of misplaced community. This happens
because this phrase and its kin implicitly distance our species from other-than-human cous-
ins—thereby, our children’s worldview is anchored in a misleading, harmful dualism that we
have inherited and now perpetuate.

The domination of the “humans and animals” mentality includes more than its preva-
lence and political correctness in scientific circles, education, public policy programs, and main-
line religious institutions. One hears this vocabulary employed by animal protection advocates,
even those who work hard at being radical. A revealing example comes from a book full of
challenges to establishment harms to nonhuman animals—the author begins a strident critique
of capitalism-based harms to nonhuman animals with a chapter that carries the challenging title
“Taking Equality Seriously” The author, whose lifestyle has been chosen in part according to “a
desire to live [his] life critically as a social anarchist,” begins the chapter with the human/nonhu-
man division: “As a species, our relationship with animals is admittedly odd. We have 24-hour
cable television channels devoted to shows about animals, and at least in the global North, the
institution of companion animal ownership is deeply embedded in our cultural traditions.”**
Although this author works hard to be frank about the astonishing harms done to “animals;”
employing the word “animals” to mean “all of them” creates a “we/they” dynamic that draws its
power from the very dualism that the author challenges in so many other ways.

The answer, then, to the question of who talks this way is everyone, since our ordinary,
everyday ways of speaking continue to feature so many pieces and remnants of this antisci-
entific point of view. Said plainly, it is, at best, difficult to avoid such bad verbal habits. This
can be explained in part by the fact that we are apes (our scientific classification puts us in
the group known as “the great apes”), a term we use in its verb form to mean copy or imitate.
Note in the following example how even exciting scientific discoveries are framed in language
that foregrounds humans in ways that cause all of the carth’s other animals to disappear.

The January 31, 2011, edition of the New York Times ran a front-page article with
this opening line: “In a building at NASA’s Ames Research Center here [Moffett Field,
California], computers are sifting and resifting the light from 156,000 stars, seeking to find
in the flickering of distant suns the first hints that humanity is not alone in the universe.”?
Alone? Why would anyone say such a thing in a world so obviously populated with, literally,
millions and millions of species beside our own? No one is unaware that our carth is a shared
world. One might, then, be tempted to conclude that the journalistic approach here is merely
rhetorical excess. Such linguistic habits, however, reveal that major sectors of our social and
scientific discussion remain squarely within the exceptionalist tradition.

This article’s language is but one of thousands upon thousands of subtle exclusions that
cach of us is exposed to over the course of years. Such repetition is subtle in the way it anchors and
reinforces both milder forms of human-centeredness and the exceptionalist tradition that eclipses
other-than-human animals entirely. Our peculiar habits of thinking and speaking bewitch even
sophisticated scientists—the motto of the program known as SETT (Search for Extraterrestrial
Intelligence), which was set up in the 1960s and 1970s, is “Are we alone?” This motto was chosen
by scientists who know only too well that all humans live with and amid countless mammals,

birds, insects, and, especially, many trillions of microorganisms that we cannot see.
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The tendency to employ language choices that make other living beings disappear exists
in the face of some astonishing facts about our relationship with those other-than-humans
we can in fact sce. For example, in some industrialized countries the number of houscholds
that include nonhuman companion animals is larger than the number of households with
children.' “Companion animals” are clearly central for us today—indeed, our use of “com-
panion” for this category of living beings suggests clearly that we make a choice to bring them
into our homes and places of business and even to name them “family” members. So in no
meaningful way are humans “alone in the universe” even if SETT spends the rest of its days
monitoring extraterrestrial silence.

Note, too, how the very way we talk about these treasured “family” members also
reveals a denial of humans’ animality. The prevailing way of speaking is to talk of them as
companion animals, but never to call humans “companion animals” despite the obvious fact
that we, too, are animals who are companioning our owned dogs and cats. This inconsistency
draws its validity from, even as it anchors ever more firmly, the habit of dividing up the world
into “humans and animals.”

In many different ways, then, Animal Studies faces the psychologically important
reality that the vast majority of humans in the industrialized world have been trained to
use “animals” to mean “nonhuman animals.” The training has been accomplished by moral
authorities who nurture and dominate our individual lives (parents, educators, elders in vari-
ous communities to which we belong, and prominent voices in government-based circles).
It stands to reason, then, that it may be hard to sce how peculiarly narrow are the ways we
think and reason about our own self-importance in one field after another. If we feature the
dualism “humans and animals” in our philosophies, animal protection movement activism,
theologies, businesses, educational establishment, scientific practices, and public policies, it
stands to reason that many of us will struggle to see how fully dominated we are by the excep-
tionalist tradition.

Animal Studies’ commitment to critical thinking requires that such verbal habits be
called out because they have major consequences. They isolate us unrealistically, create false
divisions, and effectively obscure that we are not “alone” because we so obviously live in a
more-than-human world. Such effects impoverish our imagination and the ability of our
children to learn about the world they inhabit.

Any commitment to critical thinking requires, of course, much more than honest
engagement with the impacts of our verbal habits. It mandates examination of human-
centered practices of any kind, such as concentration on those nonhumans commonly put
into the role of humans’ pets rather than on a wider range of nonhumans, that may directly
or indirectly foster habits of mind and action that reinforce the exceptionalist tradition.
Further, by examining the mildest forms of human-centeredness that one finds in contem-
porary Animal Studies, one can assess whether they benefit nonhumans or, instead, prompt
some students of Animal Studies to slide imperceptibly toward, and eventually into, harsher
forms of human-centeredness. Animal Studies has been developed, and will surely con-
tinue, in those societies where a majority of the citizens think of verbal habits like “humans
and animals” as merely reflecting a feature of the world, not a long-standing tradition that

obscures humans’ own animality. A key issue, then, is assessing what causes different people
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to subscribe to exceptionalist forms of ethics that favor human privilege and luxury that cause
problems for nonhuman lives.

Treating the “human-animal divide” as part of nature can be challenged not only as
misleading and harmful, but as grounded in ideology rather than truth.”® The divide at times
operates in the manner of a journalistic factoid, that is, a bit of unverified or inaccurate infor-
mation that is presented as factual and then repeated often enough that it becomes widely
accepted as obvious and a matter of common sense. This factoid, of course, has consequences.
It causes many to ignore that we are animals who can, if we accept our animality, reach out in
myriad ways to other living beings.

It is the case, then, that whenever Animal Studies goes forward amid the irrational
claim that the “animals” referred to in the very term “Animal Studies” are all and only non-
human animals, the field plays to the kinds of fallacies and self-inflicted ignorance that lead
to serious dysfunctions and, worse, irreparable harms. But there is good news for those who
despair of the awkwardness of finding new ways of speaking—both the history of challenging
verbal exclusions and violence (such as the habits of speaking that kept racism and sexism in
place for many centuries) and repeated practice show that the awkwardness of challenging
accepted ways of speaking disappears when a majority of people choose not to use a prevail-

ing habit that misleads so dramatically.

Finding Nonhuman Animals

The beginning of any focus beyond the species line can begin with a most basic question:
where do we find them?

One common answer has been alluded to above, namely, the assumption and popular
conception that “animals” are represented well by those living beings popularly called “pets”
or “companion animals.” As already noted, those who travel modern industrialized societies
find dogs, cats, and a surprising menagerie of other nonhumans today called “family mem-
bers.” So one answer to this question is, “in our homes.”

Another important answer is, of course, that nonhuman animals are food sources,
research models, entertainers, property, and much more. These topics are discussed through-
out this book, but particularly at the end of this chapter when the companion animal cat-
egory is examined more closely.

A third popular answer points to those living beings we call by terms like “wild ani-
mals,” “wildlife” or “free-living animals” who live “out there” beyond our own communities.
These living beings are, in fact, ubiquitous, that is, found in so many places that we can fairly
say they are everywhere. Organisms of the tiniest kind that we cannot see—and thus cannot
even fathom how to treat as individualized living beings—are referred to in this book as
microanimals.'® Microanimals are in us, on us, and around us in our homes, workplaces, and
any places nearby. Wherever we are, they are, for as some obscure sciences reveal, there is
an unbelievably vast and diverse universe of these microanimals, and they come in almost
countless forms. As a famous contemporary scientist suggests, “Five thousand kinds of bacte-
ria might be found in a pinch of soil, and about them we know absolutely nothing.”'” Equally
astonishing is the fact that multiple billions of microorganisms exist on the surface of each

person’s skin and in our guts. This, in turn, suggests that animal communities exist at a level
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so removed from human abilities that no human individual has ever had day-to-day ethical
capacities even remotely capable of dealing with them. In fact, each of the living beings we
think of as an individual human, or as an individual dog, cat, wolf, mammal, bird, or reptile
of any kind, is a vast, mixed community of micro living beings. Simply said, the world of
living beings that we live amid is unfathomably rich and diverse.

Organisms of the larger, more recognizable kind are also, for all practical purposes,
everywhere. These living beings can be thought of as “macroanimals” that each of us can
notice as individuals and as, possibly, members of their own communities. Evolutionary
points of view (whose role in Animal Studies is discussed in chapter 2) suggest that most
ancient lineages of macroanimals, which are the kinds of life studied most often in Animal
Studies, have been on the earth for perhaps several hundred million years.!®

Macroanimals, then, are not only companion animals, food animals, research animals,
and wildlife (these are the categories of animals mentioned most prominently below). They
also include the different kinds of living beings in our backyards, inside the walls of our
homes, throughout our cities as domesticated animals gone wild (such as feral cats), and in
and passing through or over nearby fields, streams, and indeed our entire local community.

A salient feature of contemporary animal protection efforts around the world is that
such efforts are directed at, naturally enough, only those other-than-human animals that we
can sce easily if they happen to be in our local part of the world. Of these macroanimals
that we can actually notice without the help of technology, only some are recognizable as
individuals. We are adept at distinguishing one dog or cat from other individuals of the same
species. But the vast majority of macroanimals are, even though visible to us as individuals,
not casily recognized as specific individuals—in other words, we generally cannot tell one
robin from another, one wild mouse or rat from another individual of the same species, and
so on. We can, with work, become much better at this exercise, as evidenced by helpful books
like Len Howard’s Birds as Individuals (1953). Yet, even if we hone finely our native abili-
ties to tell one living being from another, there remain many macroanimals that we can see
but simply cannot distinguish from one another. Our earth is, then, a shared place of nested
communities teeming with countless forms of life found in astonishingly diverse places and

in forms that even our fecund human imaginations cannot fathom.

Exploring the Third Issue: Why Is Animal
Studies Important?

Beyond the benefits noted above, consider the startling variety of academic fields or disci-
plines touched upon in one way or another in this introduction to Animal Studies—history,
cultural studies, education, natural and social sciences of many kinds, political studies, law,
philosophy, critical studies, literature and other arts, comparative religion, ethics, sociology,
public policy studies, social psychology, geography, anthropology, archacology, and crimi-
nology, to name only some.

Both a great number and a wide variety of disciplines are needed if Animal Studies
is to engage the past, present, and future possibilities of human interactions with living

beings outside our own species. There is simply no other way to explore the diversity of
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other animals, respect the variety in human responses, and describe the peculiar dynamics
of human animals.

Thus, for multiple reasons, Animal Studies derives importance from engagement with
other disciplines. In addition, by virtue of its range and multidisciplinary scope, Animal
Studies confers importance on other disciplines. For example, Animal Studies is important to
the integrity of many disciplines whose central work inevitably involves nonhuman animal—
related issues, such as veterinary medicine, behavioral studies, ecology, and so much more.

Animal Studies is important as well to the very idea of interdisciplinary work. To think
that we could divide our universities up into, on the one hand, “the arts and humanities” and,
on the other hand, “the sciences” is to think an impoverished thought. The world is simply
more diverse, more populous, and more interwoven than this division suggests. Similarly,
Animal Studies gains importance because, as an examination of history will show, our rich
abilities with ethics, values, spiritual awareness, and so much else cannot be understood by
disciplines that promote a radically human-centered vision of the world.

This introduction can, in fact, be characterized as a sustained argument that Animal
Studies needs to be foregrounded whenever some discipline purports to engage the whole
world. This is particularly true today because of the number of changes taking place around

the world regarding attitudes to other-than-human animals.

Ferment and the Importance of Everyday Life

A key feature of today’s Animal Studies is that it is informed by worldwide developments in
different societies addressing a surprising range of issues involving other-than-human ani-
mals. The introduction suggests that such developments “prompt students of Animal Studies
to see the ubiquity and diversity of other animals” as well as to learn about new research
findings and our own species’ astonishing diversity in cultural attitudes toward other living
beings.

The multiple changes one can identify around the world in the last half-century have
created a kind of ferment. This ferment, in turn, generates ever more interest, opens up field
after field, and catches the attention of diverse secular and religious communities. The fact
and pace of change are impacting private decisions and public debates about our capacities
to choose a future that we consciously put into place by virtue of the policies, education, and
consumer and business practices that individuals and societies support.

The number and variety of fundamental shifts and changes around the world, across
cultures and within different domains and academic disciplines, suggest that we now live
amid changes in attitude that are still developing. To be sure, this ferment is chaotic, because
while discussion of and concern for nonhuman animals appears in many different quarters,
it is diverse in both content and intensity such that no single theme or feature dominates.
Yet this diversity provides a kind of health, for as information is spread via the twenty-first
century’s many kinds of media, citizens from around the world have the opportunity to learn
about diverse cultural and individual responses to many different forms of nonhuman lives.
Implicitly and explicitly, such a range of responses underscores each human’s great capacity

for caring about other lives. Simply said, our species” overall diversity in finding ways to take
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other-than-human lives seriously models a wide range of options. Further, because each local
world where humans encounter other animals features a unique subset of other-than-human
animals, an astonishing variety of perspectives, choices, and ways of talking about many dif-
ferent options are now communicated regularly via the information media.

With other animals noticed more closely, the ubiquitous presence of other-than-
human animals prompts adjectives and nouns such as “pervasive,” “intertwined,” “fecund;”
and even “pests” or “rivals.” These are pertinent to describing well how humans in different
situations have in the past acted, now are acting, and can in the future act. It is this combina-
tion of history, present practices, and future possibilities of humans in relation to other living
beings that is pushing the ferment and, with it, Animal Studies to engage the astonishingly
various and deep-rooted features of humans’ recognition of other animals. Through such
learning, individuals recognize that they and their local communities can, indeed inevitably
must, make decisions that impact other-than-human living beings in local communities that
humans and nonhumans share with each other.

Animal Studies can affirm, then, the fact that many humans’ day-to-day lives bring
them into contact with various nonhumans. Noticing this feature of daily life helps indi-
viduals be aware of their own local, everyday connections with lives beyond the species line.
Such on-the-ground realities have long been an important feature in ordinary people’s lives,
even in historical eras and places that historians characterize as uncaring about other animals.
Addressinga period characterized by some as unresponsive to animal protection concerns, the
scholar Brigitte Resl begins her edited volume on medieval views of nonhuman animals with
this observation: “The centrality of animals within medieval culture is abundantly reflected
in the surviving source material; animal fables and zoological encyclopedias in the broadest
sense are among the most widely distributed texts of the period, and hardly any building or
illuminated manuscript survives that does not feature animals in its decoration.”"

Historical work within Animal Studies allows researchers to identify local or familial
groups of humans who reflected keen awareness of nonhuman animals in their day-to-day
lives even though the larger society’s mainline institutions did not recognize, care about, or
memorialize such connections (this is pertinent to the idea of “history from below” cited in

chapter 2).

The Importance of Animal Studies to Critical Thinking

Because Animal Studies promotes both careful research and a diversity of approaches work-
ing together to create an informed view of issues (such as the story of humans’ past with
other living beings), every subfield of Animal Studies can contribute to the kinds of careful,
responsible reflection discussed in chapter 2 as “critical thinking.” Such skills reveal not only
unreported facts but also new perspectives on problems. They help students and scholars
address the multiple vocabularies and jargon that populate any intensely interdisciplinary
inquiry, and provide the skills to examine the sources and possible resolutions of existing
tensions. Animal Studies, then, can model and even advance critical thinking skills because
so many areas of inquiry about nonhuman animals are dominated by caricatures anchored in
the dismissive attitudes and self-inflicted ignorance that harsh, exclusivist human-centered

formulations have sustained and spread.
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Exploring the Fourth Issue: The
Personal Connection

There is a bottom line or frontier that Animal Studies contemplates as it engages the vari-
ety, conceptual complexities, and related intellectual excitement generated by thinking
about and studying nonhuman animals—this is another driving element at the heart of
humans’ interest in other animals, namely, a deeply personal dimension of connection with
nonhuman animal individuals themselves. This personal connection is manifested in many
ways—throughout this book the one-on-one features of human-to-nonhuman meetings and
relationships in modern societies are mentioned, but the connection is apparent in many
other ways as well. In the most revered scriptures of many religious traditions, it is easy to find
stories of religious figures meeting other animals. Both religious and secular philosophers
often wax poetic about humans in wild places. The humanists of Western Europe who in
the late thirteenth and early fourteenth centuries became fascinated with Roman and Greek
culture and thereby nurtured the historical development commonly called the Renaissance
wanted to set humans free by recovering a sense of humans as a part of nature (see chapter
13). Like many ancient religious sources, the humanists recognized within the human spirit
a deep fascination with the more-than-human natural world.

It is worth noting that just as the lives of many people prior to the scientific revolution
reflected personal fascination with other-than-human animals, so too such a fascination is
fully evident after the changes wrought by our species’ remarkable scientific developments
from the seventeenth century onward. Following the publication in 1859 of Darwin’s Origin
of Species by Means of Natural Selection, other animals continued to rivet people’s imagina-
tion. Consider just a few of the titles published in the English-speaking world within the six
decades that followed, reflecting that authors and readers alike wondered again and again

about nonhuman animals:

1871 The Intelligence of Animals (Ernest Menault)

1880 Mind in Animals (Ludwig Biichner)

1882 Animal Intelligence (George Romanes)

1894 Animals’ Rights (Henry Salt)

1898 Animal Intelligence (Wesley Mills)

1901 Beasts of the Field (William Long)

1909 The Place of Animals in Human Thought (Evelyn Martinengo Cesaresco)
1922 The Mind and Manners of Wild Animals (William Hornaday)
1923 The Animal Mind (Margaret Washburn)

1927 The Minds of Animals (J. Arthur Thompson)

1931 The Intelligence of Animals (Frances Pitt)

In scientific circles, too, personal connections and values are powerful factors, even
though advocates of science regularly claim that science is value-free. A classic claim of this
kind was made by one of the most respected scientist-mathematicians of the twentieth cen-
tury: “Ethics and science have their own domains, which touch but do not interpenetrate.
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The one shows us to what goal we should aspire, the other, given the goal, teaches us how to
attain it. So they never conflict since they never meet. There can be no more immoral science
than there can be scientific morals.”?

There are abundant reasons to recognize that while in some contexts the assertion that
science and values-based claims, like ethics, never meet, this is only an important partial
truth. As a generalization the claim that science is value-free ignores much, including the role
of scientists’ personal connections and values as factors impacting how science is practiced.
These recurring claims are, upon examination, more ideology (in the sense identified above)
than a fair description of science as it actually goes forward in one context after another.

Indeed, many who have written about the practice of science have pointed out that sci-
entists can be startlingly unaware of their own values and exclusions as they pursue “science.”*!
A noted philosopher of science observed in an award-winning 1986 book that although sci-
entists constantly suggest that science is objective, rational, and value-neutral, this is seri-
ously misleading—scientific work at the theory level and in practice is full of hidden values,
unacknowledged interests, and more that control which problems, theories, methods, and
interpretations of research prevail. 2

Among the driving, values-based factors in contemporary science is personal con-
nection with nonhuman animals. This goes well beyond the familiar fact that many indi-
viduals choose to pursue a science-based career because they were, as children, fascinated
by a particular kind of nonhuman animal. Many scientific textbooks, for example, openly
advocate value-driven positions. A leading textbook in the field of conservation biology,
which carries a dedication to “those who teach conservation biology, ecology, and envi-
ronmental sciences, whose efforts will inspire future generations to find the right balance
between protecting biological diversity and providing for human needs” includes a sec-
tion titled “Ethical Arguments Supporting Preservation” and another section describing
the inherently ethical issue of restoring damaged ecosystems.” In primatology, values
have long been part of the discourse. Many readers will, for example, be familiar with Jane
Goodall’s advocacy for chimpanzees. In marine mammalogy, comparable examples are
casy to find. The 2011 volume Zhe Dolphin in the Mirror includes a subtitle that makes
clear the driving values of scientist-authors: Exploring Dolphin Minds and Saving Dolphin
Lives.* Similar animal-friendly values appear on the opening page of a textbook describing
the highly technical scientific work known as passive acoustic monitoring: “For an air-
breather, living in the water is a continuous challenge and as such marine mammals deserve
our respect and our protection. Consequently, in addition to a pure interest in knowledge,
scientific research increasingly studies marine mammals to support their conservation and
protection.”?

From the vantage point of the kinds of critical thinking examined in chapter 2, the
author’s conclusion about protection does not, as a matter of logical reasoning, follow from
the fact that an organism meets a “continuous challenge” (strictly speaking, this conclusion
is a non sequitur), but the appearance of the author’s personal values in favor of protection
surprises very few today because science involving nonhuman animals, like so many human
endeavors, is often driven by personal commitments, passions, and connections with the

subject matter.
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Recall, too, Beston’s moving vision of other animals as “other nations, caught with
ourselves in the net of life and time, fellow prisoners of the splendour and travail of the carth.”
Such images of connection can be found in every human era and in many contemporary
circles—for example, a prominent late twentieth-century theologian suggests that modern
people “consider ourselves blessed, healed in some manner, forgiven and for a moment trans-
ported into some other world, when we catch a passing glimpse of an animal in the wild”
(see chapter 11).

Such dimensions of personal meaning and connection are often the principal motiva-
tion behind student demands for animal law courses (see chapter 4). They are also obvious
features of the commitment evident in teachers and scholars who have immersed themselves
in one of the many fields exploring issues that are part of the Animal Studies universe. Of
particular note for educators is how personal connection issues animate the dynamics of dis-
cussions in Animal Studies courses today. These driving forces of personal commitment and
vibrant discussion dynamics are important sociological and pedagogical realities in the broad

domain of Animal Studies.

Patterns of Presence and Absence

The “everywhereness” of other-than-humans in daily life contrasts greatly with the planned,
systematic absence of nonhuman animals in key human endeavors. For practical and health
reasons, this absence is to be expected in some business and mainline institutions, but the
absence of nonhuman animals in many educational settings is revealing in a number of ways.
Certain kinds of nonhuman animals who are present in students” and teachers’ lives outside
the classroom are typically left behind in educational settings, and this is frequently, though
not always, true of present-day Animal Studies courses.

These patterns of presence and absence prompt teaching and learning problems of
significant sorts that have their ironies (see chapter 2). For example, when live nonhuman
animals are brought into educational or business settings, they are virtually always members
of the category we call companion animals. Although it is not uncommon for someone to
unreflectively assume that these animal individuals are representative of all nonhuman ani-
mals, it is important to ponder in what ways this assumption is true and in what ways it is

seriously misleading.

Making Sense of the Category “Companion Animals”

Dogs and cats are the animals usually thought of when the term “companion animal” is
used, for these living beings are on many people’s minds as modern industrialized societ-
ies develop their discussion regarding other-than-human animals. The relationships that
humans have with these animals, as well as with other nonhuman animals we place in
the companion animal category, are characteristically relationships of dominance, though
many animals of these species are “feral” (that is, they are not attached to a particular
household and thus roam freely in or near a community). Human dominance over com-
panion animals is often signaled by the term “pet” or “domesticated animal” (the latter
term is also used for the fundamentally different kind of domination we have over food

animals).
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Much attention is given in certain societies today to the particular roles that law and
other major public policy mechanisms can play in shaping our choices regarding connections
to and relationships with companion animals. In one sense, then, companion animals are, to
borrow a famous phrase, “good to think.”*® If one attempts to understand or deconstruct the
category “companion animals,”*” one soon recognizes that exploration of the world makes it
apparent that this category has little to do with the animals themselves. The category is an
example of what sociologists and philosophers call a constructed category—the living beings
in the category are grouped together because of their relationship to humans, not because of
their inherent qualities. The category is, then, constructed by humans for human purposes.

Such construction makes the category elastic—whenever a new species of animal
becomes widely owned and is called a “pet;” then that animal too will be spoken of as a com-
panion animal. Importantly, animals found in this category can easily be found in other
categories (such as food or research animals). Dogs and cats, for example, as well as some
other animals such as horses and pigs, appear in many other constructed categories com-
monly found in industrialized societics, such as rescarch animals, food/production animals,
and entertainment animals.

Nonetheless, in some circles the “companion animal” construct is so traditional and
familiar that some people view it as part of the natural order, that is, a result of biological
evolution. Others frame the availability of these animals for humans’ personal use as “the
way things are supposed to be” because this arrangement was put in place by the command
of a creator divinity. Interestingly, it is by no means clear that humans themselves were the
agent responsible for the domestication of, say, dogs and horses. Some researchers have sug-
gested, instead, that ancient dogs and humans may have codomesticated each other tens of
thousands of years ago, and similar speculation about a codomestication of horses by humans
and humans by horses has been published.

If one asks straightforwardly which living beings should be put into the category “com-
panion animals,” one could answer, as already noted, that humans can be thought of as fully
belonging to this category. This is not, of course, a common way of speaking, for the vast
majority of humans have been trained by parents, educators, and other elders in various com-
munities to use “companion animal” only for nonhumans.

In chapter 3, where public policies that mention companion animals are discussed, the
observation is made that it is #zo¢ nonhumans that are the principal focus of these public pol-
icies—rather, it is the human owners of those dogs and cats deemed “owned animals.” This
is so because even though some government-promulgated regulations talk about the generic
categories of “dogs” or “cats,” the real target of such public policies is owned animals, not all
members of the nonhuman species involved. The policies have lots of loopholes by which
feral dogs and cats, shelter animals, and the animals confined to puppy mills are excluded. So
the driving force behind many laws that on their face talk about “dogs” or “cats” is humans’

sensibilities about their owned “family members,” not the welfare of dogs and cats generally.

The Paradigm Question

Around the world, humans are companioned by between 1 and 2 billion nonhumans,

and we spend several hundred billion dollars per year on their food, veterinary care, and
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more. For this reason, companion animals have become a dominant model or paradigm
for talking and thinking about nonhuman animals today. This is evident in many conver-
sations about “animal rights” or “animal protection” where the focus is overwhelmingly
owned dogs and cats.

The reason why so many people around the world speak in this way is subject to debate,
but a number of features of the human-nonhuman companion animal phenomenon are clear.
First, contemporary humans choose to take care of the owned dogs, cats, and other animals
we put in the companion category because owners want these animals present in their lives.
Second, many (though not all) of us become attached to them when we live with them.?

Whatever the source of contemporary humans’ fascination with dogs, cats, and the
other nonhumans called companion animals, our heavy concentration on dogs and cats
has made the category of companion animals a leading edge in contemporary animal law
courses, bar organizations, scholarly conferences, publications, and, of course, media. For
example, such issues dominate the agenda of the American Bar Association’s Animal Law
Committee—when this committee meets, the kinds of animals that get attention are, over-
whelmingly, companion animals. The participants talk about “animal protection” but what
they mean is expanding protections for certain animals, namely, owned dogs and cats and, at
times, some of the nonowned (feral) members of these species.

The emergence of companion animals as a dominant model for nonhuman animals
is also evident when animal protection is discussed in local communities and in regional
government circles, in custody disputes that take place in divorce courts, in the emergence
of laws that allow people to take care of “animals” in their wills and trusts, and in proposals
to expand the amount of money that a pet owner can recover when her or his companion

animal is harmed by someone clse.

Problematizing the Paradigm

When the principal basis for understanding nonhuman animals is anchored in a constructed
(artificial) category like companion animals, there are significant benefits and risks. Without
question, care for these nonhumans opens up the basic issue of connection beyond the spe-
cies line. Through relationships with companion animals, many humans become personally
familiar with the existence of rich and distinctive personalities, the existence of communi-
cation, and varied forms of intelligence “out there” in individuals who were born outside
our species. These phenomena have informed many animal protection efforts, and thereby
“animal” concern has developed as a social issue. Once the possibility of some protections
for a group of nonhuman animals becomes familiar, the mentality of animal protection
can spread and even foster ever deeper concerns for yet other animals. Thus, because many
people easily and naturally think of companion animals as important in and of themselves,
not merely because they are owned and belong to a particular human family, discussions of
legal protections based on such views naturally lead to serious consideration for such protec-
tions for some noncompanion animals as well.

Because many people have insisted on clevated protections for companion animals,
then, today it is obvious that, if the political will exists, public policy can establish protec-

tions for nonhuman animals. In one sense, then, companion animals can also be seen as
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ambassadors for the nonhuman beings who do not fit into this constructed, overtly human-
centered category. The beings we have slotted into the category “companion animals” can
open minds and hearts, as evidenced by the extraordinary number of fact-based accounts and
fiction-based works that use companion animal themes to increase awareness of the benefits
of living in the presence of these animals. Companion animals, then, create opportunities.

Critical thinking also requires that one notice that these opportunities can involve
risks—for example, the risk that the larger category “nonhuman animals” is, at best, partially
represented by domesticated animals such as companion animals. Similarly, this category has
as a salient feature of humans’ domination over these living beings. Companion animals are,
by definition, subordinate to humans in humans” households.

A related risk is that //the human-animal relationship implicit in the companion animal
model becomes the image of what humans’ relationship to all animals should be, zhen there
is an obvious downside for nonhuman animals who need to be free living (since surprisingly
few animals easily fit into human patterns of life). Another risk is that if a key element in
our society’s notion of all nonhuman animals is their subordination to humans, then even
the most compassionate forms of public policy will misfire. Another possible risk that exists
when the companion animal paradigm is too dominant is the implicit message that the mere
exercise of some care toward one or a few nonhuman animals (for example, one’s own dog
or cat at home) is sufficient to meet one’s moral obligations beyond the species line. Some
humans can—and do—rationalize the harms they do to, say, food animals, because they are
“animal people” by virtue of the fact that they rescue cats or dogs.

One scholar has observed, “Pet keeping is kindness toward only a few favored animals.
The practice of pet keeping operates in a world where other animals are used for work and
food.” While some would surely reply, “Well, at least some nonhuman animals are getting
protected,” note what this scholar suggests may be the consequence of the pet-keeping tradi-
tions many countries inherited from Victorian England:

Placed in this different register, pet keeping appears as a phantasmagoria, a fantasy
relationship of human and animal most visible in the trope of the animal as child,
the pet as a member of the family, which the nineteenth century inaugurates. ... The
pet who is a child is a de-animalized animal. In this symbolic logic, is not our animal
nature, too, denied? That we ourselves might be aggressive and dominating is doubly
hidden in the culture of pet keeping.*°

In a different vein altogether, one of the pioneers of modern animal law who has advo-
cated both legal rights and abolition of many common practices is not at all impressed with
today’s animal law courses. He criticizes those who seek change through compromises that
promote less harsh forms of animal use and domination, suggesting, “Modern animal law,
for the most part, promotes traditional welfarist change as a way of modifying [but not
abolishing] the property status of animals.”*' Any number of other commentators have also
had reservations about what they see as genteel dog and cat protection among the elitist,
consumer-oriented segments of society. Such treatment can rightfully be seen as opening a

door to a better future for owned animals, but if such treatment makes people complacent
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or apathetic about all other animals (the free-living ones, and those in humans’ research and
food production facilities), then the relationship with one’s own dogs and cats becomes a
substitute for openness to the invitations that many other nonhuman animals extend to
humans’ abilities to care.

In such a case, the door potentially opened by companion animals leads not to the
larger community of other-than-human animals, but to an all-too-human closet in a world
completely dominated by humans. Something like this happens in certain veterinary circles
where the human-animal bond is touted even as the official institutions of the profession
(such as national organizations of veterinarians) promote factory farming and use of animals
(including unowned cats and dogs) in research that provides veterinary schools and research
laboratories with multimillion-dollar grants. In such cases, the human-animal bond empha-
sis sits alongside, and is often subordinated to, attitudes that shut down, even betray, a full
range of animal protection.’

At the very least, deep fascination with only dogs and cats leaves the vast majority of
nonhuman animals unexplored. It leaves aside, for example, issues that scientists like Bernd
Heinrich raise on the basis of their field research. As part of his account of stories of extraor-
dinary relationships between a bird and a human family who referred to the bird as their “son”
and “a true friend” and said they could “not imagine life without him,” Heinrich concludes,
“There is something unique about ravens that permits or encourages an uncanny closeness
to develop with humans.”* Heinrich suggests that the reason for such attachment is mutual
communication: “A raven is expressive, communicates emotions, intentions, and expecta-
tions, and acts as though it understands you. This communication is privileged. It occurs
when the individual close to the bird is trusted, has earned a trust that is not offered lightly.
Given that trust, much is revealed that could otherwise never be seen.”**

Note how this special relationship is being touted by a scientist who studied these ani-
mals in both domesticated and free-living circumstances or, as we often say, “in the wild.” The
latter kind of work requires great patience and, surely, the willingness to take the free-living
birds seriously, much in the spirit of Goodall’s decades-long work with chimpanzees. Her
work led one major scientist to name her “one of the intellectual heroes of this century”®

Work with ravens in domesticated circumstances played a role, too, for it helped
Heinrich explore the birds in free-living circumstances, and vice versa. Ravens have long had
a special relationship with humans of many cultures and religious traditions. Heinrich’s work
on human-raven relationships may have opened vistas that our normal companion animal
models do not allow us to see well.

Because such observations suggest that there are truly extraordinary relationships “out
there” beyond what we consider the standard companion animal relationships, Animal
Studies must ask whether making a companion animal model the leading edge of human
exploration of other living beings can lead to undesirable consequences. For example, do we,
to use Kete’s words, risk “de-animalizing” other-than-human animals through our domina-
tion of them?

Asking such questions helps us recognize that if Animal Studies goes forward on a com-
panion animal paradigm, then it is at risk of one-dimensionality in thinking about other

animals. In particular, the ownership model, which creates allocations of responsibility that
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are needed if other-than-human animals are to live among humans, fails in many instances.
Elephants and chimpanzees, for example, are very dangerous animals when they live among
us. They are intelligent and capable of emotions, but they can become psychologically dam-
aged by domination and even unpredictably violent. Animal Studies foregrounds questions
about the obvious fact that many nonhuman animals seem to want to choose for themselves
something other than human domination.*

There are other risks as well when a companion animal paradigm prevails without
much reflection. Superficial evaluations of other animals’ abilities can occur—companion
animals’ intelligence and relationship abilities do not exhaust what all other nonhuman ani-
mals can be or do. Some animals have entirely different kinds of sensory abilities (bats and
dolphins), different kinds of perception and intelligence skills, and, clearly, unfathomably
different needs—the problem is encapsulated wonderfully by John Webster in his 1612 play
The White Devil when Flamineo observes (act 5, scene 4), “We think caged birds sing, when
indeed they cry”

Constant repetition of claims of superiority, which echo throughout our educational,
religious, legal, and political institutions, lead us to believe that we see and understand other
animals’ realities well. But most of us know that we often fail to notice other animals’ actual
realities, and even when we notice them, we fail to take those realities seriously, let alone
understand them fully. This is sometimes true of our understanding of companion animals,
of course, but it is even truer of less familiar animals like wildlife and the food and research
animals hidden away in limited-access situations like factory farms and laboratories.

Our bonds with companion animals reflect, then, but a few of our possibilities with
other living beings because the world of other-than-human animals is vastly larger and more
complicated than the companion animal world. To be realistic about this, and to prompt
open-minded discussion on such matters, Animal Studies must strike a balance—firs, it
clearly needs to recognize that companion animals open a door, but, second, it must also be

realistic that companion animals do not fill all the rooms beyond.

Through the Open Doors

Chapter 2 begins the journey through some of the doors opened by this first chapter. Chapter 3
suggests that the category we call “wildlife” is different from the category of companion animals.
Characteristically elusive and mysterious when free of human domination, nonhuman animals
are difficult to understand in a variety of ways. Thus even the more familiar free-living animals
that exist in urban, suburban, and less human-dominated areas offer a paradigm that is different
than that associated with companion animals. The following chapters, then, push the reader to
encounter a variety of “traditional” “commonsense,” scientific, artistic, or other kinds of claims
about our fellow living beings—such claims sometimes illuminate the actual animals themselves,

but far more often they obscure, distort, subordinate, imprison, marginalize, and even kill them.



Through Open Doors

The Challenges of History,
Culture, and Education

Journeying through doors opened in chapter 1, those who pursue Animal Studies neces-
sarily encounter three fundamental areas of human life—an astonishingly varied past, rich
cultural diversity, and multiple educational traditions. Each of these areas offers a range of
stories and possibilities that impact the direction of Animal Studies. Some of these stories
and possibilities offer breathtaking beauty and eloquent testimony to the breadth and depth
of our human spirit. Others, though, suggest that the ugly and baffling can also populate the
human-nonhuman intersection.

Consider what humans today encounter behind the door that opens to our species’
past. Much of our history is only now being told—scholars in the early twentieth century,
for example, inaugurated the “history from below” tradition that expands historical accounts
to more than merely a chronicle of rulers, conquerors, and other dominators. This more
encompassing, mind-opening view of our past offers, by virtue of the many different stories it
uncovers, profoundly important lessons for those who want to comprehend the tasks, shape,
and future of Animal Studies.

Through a second door we will find a bewildering variety of human cultures, explo-
ration of which prompts several kinds of awareness that are crucial to Animal Studies. A
review of human cultures provides, for example, increased appreciation of humans’ extremely
diverse sensitivities and claims about the identity of our community and, thus, who we are.
Animal Studies offers a surprisingly rich set of insights into what human groups have thought
of their place in the more-than-human communities and worlds of which we are an integral,
inevitable part.

Passing through a third door, we explore the quintessential human endeavor of edu-
cation. Sometimes a realm of open-mindedness and awareness about diversity, education
has also been a stultifying, even suffocating place for some humans. Shortcomings and even
contradictions within formal education have from time to time prompted inquiries about
whether humans are “born ignorant, not stupid—they are made stupid only by education.”

An examination of educational traditions regarding other-than-human animals attempted
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through the lens of Animal Studies can prompt the noteworthy conclusion that both formal,
institutionalized education and informal education have often been far too narrow-minded.
In this chapter, varicty comes to the fore as both formal and informal means of education
regarding other-than-human animals are addressed. By taking into account informal educa-
tion as well, Animal Studies finds itself examining the importance of family, language, cul-
ture, and, especially, the significance of being in the presence of other living beings. Through
the education door one is also introduced to profoundly important insights about the semi-
nal contributions of our creative arts to exploration beyond the species line (see chapter 5).
The engagement with education started in this chapter continues in many subsequent chap-
ters, for informal education about other living beings cannot be examined well through a

concentration on institutionalized education.

Through a First Door: History’s
Narratives, Ancient and New

Our species’ history features what can seem a central paradox—abundant appreciation of
other-than-human animals sits alongside wide-ranging denunciations. Our forebears appear
to have bequeathed us both long-standing interest in animals of all kinds and aggressive
denials that humans should be deeply interested in the world’s nonhuman citizens. Sorting
through what we can know about, and then telling, the full story of this complex heritage is
one of the central tasks of Animal Studies.

As chapter 1 noted, whenever we survey our present physical environment, some other-
than-human neighbors are always nearby. Learning this lesson is simply a matter of paying
attention to the world into which we have been born—our “neighbors” may be compan-
ion animals, or birds traveling the skies above our community, or even small mammals and
other life forms in an urban, suburban, or countryside setting. In addition, each of us is richly
familiar with myriad images of other animals that populate secular or religious stories. In
particular, our creative arts and media provide a steady stream of such images, although some
of these are symbols that have little or no connection to real nonhuman animals themselves
(see chapter 5).

Each of us is thus regularly surrounded by diverse likenesses, words, and phrases that
call to mind other-than-human animals. Importantly, some of the images are fundamentally
negative—ordinary language includes animal images that imply debasement, disdain, dis-
missal, and the like. For example, it is rarely a compliment to be told, “You acted like an
animal”” In the “carpentered world,”> many other-than-human communities and individuals
have been viewed as pests or worse, or merely as the equivalent to inanimate resources, and
thus controlled or exterminated so as to make this “our world.” But in a merely carpentered
world, where individuals learn ideas and discuss viewpoints and “thinking” that draw ener-
gies only from human interests and viewpoints, learning opportunities are impoverished in
both overt and subtle ways.

Chapter 11 considers Richard Louv’s observations in his 2005 book Last Child in the
Whaods. The subtitle, the hopeful Saving Our Children from Nature-Deficit Disorder, calls out
a risk to children who live in impoverished, merely carpentered parts of the larger world.
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Children have been removed from the more-than-human world even though the multiple
risks of such a strategy, such as impaired development of children’s rich cognitive and ethi-
cal abilities, have not been studied well. Such impoverishment is only one of the reasons, of
course, that activists in social movements as diverse as child protection, environmental pro-
tection, and animal protection call upon individual and corporate citizens to contemplate
the value of including nonhuman “others” within our moral circle. In effect, such calls plead
for each of us to see holistically and thereby anticipate the harms caused by living in a merely

carpentered world.

Seeing Our Heritage

Such pleas are made against a background of formidable, well-entrenched dismissals that
have intentionally distanced humans from other-than-human animals and, more generally,
the natural world. The carpentered world is not merely physical, being composed of right
angles and rectangles in buildings. It is also characterized by even more severe angles, as it
were, in the exceptionalist tradition that so completely dominates contemporary history
books, educational goals, law, and public policy.

One of the most commonly cited developments in the long history of Western
European culture as it moved away from viewing humans as an integral part of the natural
world is a claim by Immanuel Kant (1724-1804), often described as the most influential
thinker in the Western philosophical tradition. Kant argued confidently that only humans
could be persons—he made this argument in spite of having had virtually no exposure to
complex nonhuman individuals (see chapter 6). Dividing living beings into two categories,
Kant’s most notorious comment on animals denies that humans as moral beings owe any
duties to them: “So far as animals are concerned, we have no direct duties. Animals are not
self-conscious and are there merely as a means to an end. That end is man.... Our duties to
animals are merely indirect duties to mankind.”

When Kant gave the lectures in which he made this claim, the exceptionalist tradition
had long been prominent in the official circles of his culture’s dominant religious tradi-
tion and its mainline institutions. A late nineteenth-century version of this prejudice from
a respected theologian is a blunt statement: “Brutes are as #hings in our regard: so far as
they are useful for us, they exist for us, not for themselves; and we do right in using them
unsparingly for our need and convenience, though not for our wantonness.... We have,
then, no duties of charity, nor duties of any kind, to the lower animals, as neither to stocks
and stones.™

Similar comments today dominate some secular circles, such as modern legal think-
ing, where the stark dualism “humans and animals” still prevails. The same heartbeat can be
detected in the following statement from a deeply respected classical theorist of economics:
“Man alone is a person; minerals, plants and animals are things.”

The attitude that other-than-human living beings can be treated by humans as mere
commodities dominates other circles as well, of course. A number of modern defenders of
biomedical experimentation on nonhuman animals use a version of this argument by pro-
moting the exclusivist notion of speciesism (caring for all humans, but only humans): “Tama

speciesist. Speciesism is not merely possible, it is essential for right conduct.”®
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These purported justifications of humans’ right to dominate any and all nonhuman life
forms come from sources that are both mainline and diverse—philosophy, the dominant reli-
gious traditions in Western culture, economics, and the science establishment. The prestige
and power of these mainline sources help explain why the counterintuitive claim that “other
animals are mere things” is well entrenched throughout society—this “business as usual”
worldview prevails not only in commerce, but also in many education and the public policy

circles described in succeeding chapters.

A Principal Challenge and Its Risks

Animal Studies can, in terms of the realities and ideas it explores, call out the problematic
features in our traditions of thinking and speaking about the living beings beyond our species
line. Yet note what meeting this challenge requires—negative generalizations that dominate
thinking about other-than-human animals must be forthrightly and rigorously described;
prevailing human-centerednesses backed by politically powerful elites must be handled in an
analytical fashion; prevailing practices must be treated dispassionately and not with a bias in
their favor.

It would be disingenuous to ignore the obvious risks taken by those who call out these
features of present thinking about other-than-human animals. Proposing alternatives to
radical dismissals of nonhuman animals, challenging myopias and self-inflicted ignorance,
and forthrightly identifying disingenuous, self-serving denials of other animals’ sentience
and complexities are risk-prone strategies as politically fraught as they are ethics-laden
(see chapter 7).

George Orwell, who cared to make the English language as serviceable as possible, once
observed that telling the truth in times of universal deceit can be viewed as a revolution-
ary act. But telling the truth fully is often impacted by more than conscience—in 1747 the
Swedish botanist and zoologist Carl Linnacus suggested that giving one’s full opinion of the

truth at times is curtailed because complete frankness has its risks:

I demand of you, and of the whole world, that you show me a generic character... by
which to distinguish between Man and Ape. I myself most assuredly know of none.

I wish somebody would indicate one to me. But, if I had called man an ape, or vice
versa, I would have fallen under the ban of all ecclesiastics. It may be that as a natural-

ist I ought to have done so.”

The goal of stating the truth plainly will seem to some a commonsense obligation and
an obvious goal of history and, of course, education as well—many universities tout truth
secking as their principal purpose, as is implied in Harvard University’s one-word motto
“Veritas.” Yet, as a review of historical accounts attests, frankness about the treatment of non-
human animals has often been—and still is—wanting.

The development of Animal Studies requires, as argued in chapter 1, that we meet
the primary task of telling the entire story about our past with other living beings.
Encompassing the choices made in many human cultures as they encountered different

kinds of nonhuman animals, the full story reveals again and again how fully human it can
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be to develop ways of living in which humans and nonhumans coexist in a larger commu-
nity. When we survey the great variety of approaches across human cultures in different
times and places, we readily notice that the versions of history we have inherited are but
partial stories of our past. We can also wonder, are such partial accounts serious distortions
of the larger story?

In the Beginning: The Deep History of Life

While the vast majority of human history took place prior to what we think of as recorded
history, there is an altogether more vast history of life that took place before humans arrived as
a species. This deeper history of life itself is a staple of mainline scientific thinking and educa-
tion, although by no means is it universally acknowledged in all circles today (see chapter 3).
But even though not everyone subscribes to the belief that those animals we describe as “the
first humans” were direct descendants of other, nonhuman life that had been on the earth for,
literally, hundreds of millions of years, there are reasons that Animal Studies is committed
to scientific approaches. This commitment follows from commitments to rigor, ethics, and
critical thinking because, as chapter 3 suggests, it is impossible to do an informed version of
Animal Studies without the help of many sciences that have developed over the last three cen-
turies. The organic, biological connection of humans to other animals is supported by such an
overwhelming amount of empirical evidence that Animal Studies must, by virtue of its com-
mitment to rigor and evidence-based approaches, constantly take account of an evolutionary
viewpoint.®

Because evolutionary points of view are, like all science-based views, not absolute cer-
tainties comparable to the certainties found in abstract mathematics or claimed in religious
revelation, Animal Studies is properly said to trade in something short of absolute certain-
ties. This is because human explorations of the world, including the elegant work we call
science, have long proceeded on the basis of hypotheses, broad generalizations, theories, and,
thus, probabilities. These can be—and often have been—revised in major or minor ways.
Successful revisions may in fact bring ever greater certitude after further inquiry, but this
form of certainty still remains something less than absolute.

Animal Studies, nonetheless, affirms that the evidence of humans’ fundamental bio-
logical connection to other animals is an essential ingredient of the best science has to offer,
and has produced countless further scientific discoveries. This is an important fact of the
modern world, for competing, non-evolution-based hypotheses have produced no scientific
discoveries. Thus science-based, evolution-informed views of human and nonhuman animals
are an essential feature of any robust version of Animal Studies.

A corollary of this kind of realism about scientific findings as essential but not absolute
is that there is room for alternative, nonscientific points of view and insights regarding any
and all animals. Because any wide-ranging version of Animal Studies soon encounters many
explanations of our connection to other animals, keeping an open mind in exploring com-
peting views, as well as our possibilities of understanding some features of some other ani-
mals’ lives, is both a practical and theoretical requirement. Chapter 1 made a complementary
point, namely, that honoring the fundamental need for humility is a sine qua non of mature

forms of Animal Studies.
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Macroanimals provide the context of our day-to-day awareness because humans simply
are often unaware of the bewildering array of unseen microanimals on, in, and around us
(see chapter 1). The kind of organisms that humans can recognize in ordinary, daily life first
came into existence about 650 million years ago, although it was only much later that the
specific kinds of animals recognizable to modern people emerged. For example, high-quality
scientific evidence suggests that the first mammals likely appeared somewhere in the range of
200 million years ago, but it was not until perhaps 5055 million years ago that recognizable
herbivores, carnivores (and the first doglike mammals), proto-whales, and bats emerged.

The estimates of our species’ age (currently, a few million years) have been repeat-
edly revised for more than a hundred years. During our species’ first several million years,
our ancestors learned to survive amid and deal with other social mammals. Archacological
records, such as cave and rock art (see chapter 5), suggest that such macroanimals were fre-
quently the focus of ancient humans.

The fact that humans developed wisdom about survival and community in relation to
other social animals accounts for the fact that ancient, prehistoric humans had truly remark-
able abilities to be interested in and react to their fellow macroanimals. Another reason is
that humans, as but one of several hundred species in the large and eminently social primate
group, are biological heirs to primates’ special abilities in communication, intelligence, learn-
ing by imitation, and general conceptual abilities. This part of our evolutionary heritage is in
the range of tens of millions of years old. Other special abilities, such as familial loyalty and
caring, predate even our most remote primate ancestors because they are mammalian features
developed in the even more remote past. We mobilize these intellectual and emotional abili-
ties inherited from primates and mammals whenever we connect with other mammals such
as dogs and horses.

It is also possible that some extraordinarily interesting features in our own lives—such
as individualized self-awareness, membership in societies with developed material culture
and learning traditions, the rich set of conceptual abilities that are possible with big primate
brains—are also older than the human species. Of course, other ancient, perhaps prehuman
abilities have made possible the nonmaterial cultural achievements of human societies, as
well as the inclination to communicate that prompted the development of human languages
and the highly specialized allegiances we know as communal identity.

Once human languages and specific cultural traditions were established, they were
no doubt full of references to macroanimals. For this reason, it is likely that virtually every
domain of human endeavor has always included recurring references to nonhuman animals—
the myriad references one finds today in human arts and sciences are but the latest version of

an awareness that stretches back scores of millennia.

Finding the Obvious History: Biological Connections

Given humans’ full membership in the broad, diverse animal community, much of what is
true of each nonhuman animal on earth is also true of each human animal. For example, each
is the latest link in a distinctive chain of life that stretches many hundreds and more millen-
nia, even billions of years, back into the remote past. Given the pace of evolution, only a few

hundred generations back in one’s own direct family line one can find ancestors that seem
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altogether different from modern humans. Go further, say, tens of thousands of generations,
and the territory is startling. The biologist Richard Dawkins has suggested that all of the
great apes (this category includes humans, chimpanzees, bonobos, gorillas, and orangutans)
who have ever lived “are linked to one another by an unbroken chain of parent-child bonds.”
Dawkins explains how immediate and close this connection is with a revealing image.

Imagine a contemporary human on a beach at the edge of a continent holding her
mother’s hand. Then picture the mother in turn holding the hand of her own mother. Then,
with your imagination, extend this hand-holding chain additional generations into the past.
When this imagined chain of ancestors reaches 300 miles in length (this takes 500,000 gen-
erations), it will have reached the point where the mother at the head of the line resembles
the beings we call chimpanzees. Keep in mind that we started with humans, and that, of
course, all the mothers and daughters are directly related to one another.

One can discover something fundamental about our remote ancestors by imagining
a second chain: assume that the earliest female ancestor in this unbroken chain, whom we
would recognize as chimpanzee-like, holds not only her first daughter’s hand leading back to
the human on the beach but also the hand of a second daughter. Then imagine this second
daughter holding her own daughter’s hand. Picture this new, second chain standing face-to-
face with the individuals in the first chain. Extend the second chain in this fashion so that it
parallels the first chain all the way back to the edge of the continent 300 miles away.

Assume, too, that all of the mothers and daughters in the second chain remain chim-
panzee-like in appearance, such that the last daughter in this line, who stands opposite the
human at the beach’s edge, is a cousin who is a chimpanzee alive today. These two lines are
composed of individuals who are related biologically—except for the ancient mother and her
two daughters at the very beginning of the line, each individual in the two lines is in every
instance a true cousin of the individual she faces in the other line.

Keep in mind, too, that the most ancient mother also has her own ancestors who even-
tually, more and more remotely in time, become altogether unlike chimpanzees. Nonetheless,
these, too, are the ancestors of the individuals in both chains.

These chains carry a simple, profoundly important message about both our kin and
our history—humans are, relatively speaking, only the rather recent precincts of our ances-
tors. Each of us is a member of an unbroken chain, as it were, that extends (biologically and
historically) back through time and species to, literally, millions of other animals of many
different kinds.

The nonhuman animals in these chains are, literally, the extended family of the human
standing on the beach. Importantly, this is true even though it is a much broader sense of
“family” than we use today to signal but a few generations (perhaps three or four or five) of
our ancestors. But we all know that “family” as a biological concept goes much further back
into the mists of time.

The individuals in these lines have significance for another reason as well. As this chap-
ter and later ones attest, they are macroanimals who are possible members of our shared com-
munity. Our biological connections and our communal possibilities help explain why the
primatologist Roger Fouts titled his 1997 book Next of Kin. “Kin” here can mean “biologi-
cally related,” but it can and does also mean “member of my day-to-day family.” This is why
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so many people in industrialized countries refer to their dogs and cats as family members.'
This now common use of the word “family” reaches far beyond biological parents, brothers,
sisters, and immediate cousins. It means more than “lives in the same familial household”
because it has an emotional dimension anchored in a shared history of affiliation, loyalty,
and, many humans would contend, even love. This is why Fouts observes at the beginning
of his book, “This is Washoe’s story. I tell it to repay a lifelong debt to her and all the other

chimpanzees who have touched my heart and opened my mind.”"!

Ignoring Relatives, Narrowing the Truth

These reflections should make it clear that all Animal Studies must contend with a par-
ticularly narrow sense of “history”—the truncated version of the whole story expressed in
exclusively human-centered terms. The operative assumption in such versions is that only
humans have a history. This narrow story has often been given a positive spin, as the Roman
philosopher Marcus Tullius Cicero did: “Who does not know history’s first law to be that
an author must not dare to tell anything but the truth? And its second that he must make
bold to tell the whole truth? That there must be no suggestion of partiality anywhere in his
writings?”!?

The nineteenth-century historian Johan Gustav Droysen made an even more opti-
mistic claim about history, relying on the influential ancient Greek philosophical exhorta-
tion “know thyself” chiseled into the wall of the front porch of Apollo’s temple at Delphi:
“History is the know thyself” of humanity—the sclf-consciousness of mankind.”** Notice
here the exclusively human overtones.

There are, to be sure, less positive views of history. Many people, including historians
themselves, have recognized that accounts of the past have often been manufactured in a
variety of ways—an example is the common suggestion that the victors write history. In spite
of the partial nature of any history written by victors alone, in educational settings the tradi-
tional habit has long been, and often still is, to teach history by focusing primarily on “great
men and great deeds.”

Nonetheless, many humans easily recognize on their own that what passed for his-
tory in their education was, in both substance and effect, far narrower than a full, accurate
account of what is actually known and knowable of our own species’ history. Some historians
today make an effort to tell “history from below;” that is, from some vantage point other than
that of victors, rulers, and other elite segments of human societies. Such inclusive accounts
of human history reveal that humans have long led lives intertwined with local nonhuman
animals—we examine this larger human story below, but chapter 10 works with history from
below to engage the natural question of whether any nonhuman individuals have a history

in any meaningful sense.

Earliest Records

Contemporary sources speak of cave paintings, which are thought to be the carliest records
of humans, as being 30,000-40,000 years old. Cave paintings in Chauvet, France, which may
be the oldest reliably dated ones, feature as their principal theme hundreds of exceptional

quality images of nonhuman animals.
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The same could be said of other cave paintings from Africa, Australia, the Americas,
and other places around the world. Because some of these images were executed with mate-
rials that cannot be dated, claims about age are always subject to dispute. The simple facts
remain, though—records of human art are available from tens of thousands of years ago,
and they very often include nonhuman animal images. Such facts invite anyone interested in
humans’ relationship to other-than-human animals to reflect on a question that is peculiarly
within the province of Animal Studies—why did ancient humans so often picture other-
than-human animals?

Another ancient category of human art is petroglyphs (from the Greek petros, stone,
and ghyphein, to carve). Found around the world, the oldest petroglyphs are often said to
be 10,000-12,000-plus years old. As carly as 7,000-9,000 years ago, pictographs and ideo-
grams (precursors of writing) began to appear, but the carliest written human records come
from much later—perhaps somewhere around the year 3200 BCE. The emergence of writ-
ten records is commonly used to mark the end of humans’ prehistory, although it is impor-
tant to keep in mind that this epoch-marking change took place at many different times
around the world. Ancient records from both Sumer and Egypt generally date around 3000
BCE, whereas in other places the dates of the first known writing are far later (China, India,
Greece, and Israel, for example, date between 1000 and 2000 BCE). Human records of local

history obviously began far later for many other societies and cultures.!*

The Need for Many Disciplines

The scholarship needed to piece together the puzzle of ancient humans’ connections to
other-than-human animals is drawn from astonishingly diverse fields. Not only were these
connections universal and diverse, but they were also invariably imbued with a religious
dimension and thoroughly saturated with ethical concern even when the humans were hunt-
ing. Evidence of the recurring connections to and concerns with nonhuman animals appear
in far more than rock art and written records—they are revealed in burial records and various
arts such as music and dance (see chapter 5).

Because exploration of this complex intersection involves studying peoples all over the
world as they interact with local nonhuman communities, it takes the work and perspec-
tives of many researchers and scholars to piece the larger story together. One can draw from
comparative religion scholars, such as the modern pioneer Mircea Eliade or the respected
contemporary scholar Wendy Doniger, art historians such as the eminent H. W. Janson
and Kenneth Clark, and veterinarians interested in interdisciplinary work such as Elizabeth
Atwood Lawrence, who also had a doctorate in anthropology.” In addition, there are today
many comparative literature scholars, specialists in single cultural traditions, or comparativ-
ists who combine fields such as ethnology, psychology, and archaeology to study the most
ancient of human traditions.

The need for such an intensely interdisciplinary approach is common in Animal Studies.
Further, because our ability to identify “the catliest recorded history” continues to change
from decade to decade (see chapter 9), in a very important sense our take on human history
is constantly changing. The task of Animal Studies here is not, of course, to hone specific

techniques by which to answer with certainty these issues—rather, that is the task of other
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fields that can deploy highly specialized expertise and methods. Animal Studies, however,
clearly relies on, and thus needs to stay cognizant of, the great wealth of information that has
been responsibly developed by a wide variety of sciences and humanities regarding our most

ancient ancestors and their diverse interactions with their local worlds.

The First Stories and Myths

Although “myth” is a controversial word in some modern circles, “often tossed around as a
casual (but intentional) dismissal of the ‘emotional’ or ‘irrational’ views that other people
hold,* it is a foundational notion in many crucial disciplines that have made seminal con-
tributions to Animal Studies. Paul Shepard, one of the great minds of the modern reengage-

ment with nonhuman animals, described myth as part of everyone’s life:

Great naturalists and primal peoples were motivated not by the ideal of untouch-
ability but by a cautious willingness to consume and be consumed, both literally and
in a mythic sense. Everyone lives in a mythic world, however ignorant of it they may be.
The most revealing source of information about how people conceive of themselves

in relation to the nonhuman world is myth.... All myths operate on three levels: one
deeply personal, concerning an inner, unconscious life; another the social and ecologi-

cal milieu; and third, the society of spiritual and eternal things in tales of creation.!”

“Myth” is, then, a valuable tool when used as a synonym for “a powerful story” of the kind
valued by a community whose members take the myth as a way of speaking about the group’s
identity or explaining some feature of how the world works or came into being. As the
Canadian scholar Robertson Davies suggested, “History and myth are two aspects of a kind
of grand pattern in human destiny: history is the mass of observable or recorded fact, but
myth is the abstract or essence of it.”!® In this sense, everyone has myths, for such stories
orient and integrate people into the community—in effect, telling these stories creates and
maintains community.

If one analyzes some of the “humans-only” versions of history now prevailing in so
many contemporary circles, it is possible to see these accounts as having some features of
myth. Yet in fact these versions of history fail to explain any feature of how the real world
works. Further, while “humans-only” myths may confer identity on some groups, they are
versions of history that risk the dysfunctions promoted by the exceptionalist tradition (see
chapter 1).

We recognize casily, of course, that while some myths are positive, others can have
negative effects—the modern world is only too familiar with examples of myths of racial,
national, or gender superiority. Knowing how a community’s stories—whether in the form
of myth or a conventional historical account—impact people is important, especially because
a community’s stories give its humans some sense of possibilities. Oof great importance in
Animal Studies is that a community’s collection of myths and other stories always includes
fundamental notions about other local animals, whether they are humans or not.

Human groups have often couched their claims about the world’s living beings in story

form—for example, in religious texts we can find views of other living beings (see chapter 7).
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Some of these views hold, upon close examination, important fact-based information. But
such examination also reveals that texts held to be “revelation” can include fanciful elabora-
tions. Some also include dismissals and exclusions of certain other living beings, human and
nonhuman alike.

Myths can work as psychologically significant exclusions, educating those invested in
the myths to ignore and even actively exclude certain living beings. Similarly, narrow versions
of history that talk only about humans can, like some myths, cause people to miss altogether
noteworthy complexities of the world we inhabit. Just as clearly, however, myths that affirm
can educate in ways that open minds and hearts. They can supply profound insights on mat-
ters such as the limits on human analytical abilities or common flaws in our character. In
important ways, the very universality of myths, as well as the prevalence of stories about other
animals, suggests how our human minds and hearts contain much more than conceptual and
calculating abilities. To be sure, our analytical abilities on their own can be powerful for some
purposes, but the persistence of myth testifies in countless ways to how multivalent humans’
meaning-making minds and hearts are, as when myths deal with origins, kindredness, and
other meaningful connections. In this sense, myths testify to how we make meaning—each
human group clearly lives amid an immediate randomness that engulfs us as a form of animal
life, and yet we clearly want to share with each other something satisfying about our origins,
larger community, and penchant for meaning and significance. Myths offer a kind of order,
even though they do not exhaustively describe all of the realities that we experience. They
give us a story about why this world is as it is, even as it continues to challenge and baffle.

From another angle, of course, the prevalence and universality of these powerful stories
testify to some of the limits on our thinking. The extraordinary roles that myths have played
in our ancient past, our more recent history, and our present-day framing of the world sug-
gest indirectly that our important and powerful analytical abilities are bounded, limited, and
even fragile. As individuals we often experience the obvious limits of individuality, but our
social dimensions regularly cause whole groups to struggle with the humility of the limits
of our intelligence, wisdom, and place in the world. In our social dimensions—in groups,
organizations, nations, cultures, and religious traditions—the limitations that individuals
know so well are often ignored in tragic ways. So while we know that, at times, our individual
limitations are surmounted by our social ability to work together, nonetheless social pro-
cesses create their own new, debilitating uncertainties that impact our “knowledge” claims

dramatically (see chapter 8).

Animal Studies and Myths

Because myths, for all these reasons, have great psychological power as they provide a group
and its individuals with a commanding sense of the surrounding world and our possibilities
in it, one of the key challenges of Animal Studies is to point out how some myths work well
while others simply fail us when it comes to illuminating the inevitable human-nonhuman
intersection. For example, even as specific myths function to help groups make sense of cer-
tain features of their local world, such accounts can be manipulated. As noted above, dys-
functional myths—such as those suggesting that women were made for men, that people of

one race are naturally the slaves of another race, that humans alone are intelligent, or that all
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nonhumans were designed for the benefit of humans—may create cohesion for a group or
justify an existing practice that harms the subordinated group. But even as they function in
this way, they fall short if measured against other myths that enable more realistic engage-
ment with the empirically verifiable facts of the surrounding more-than-human world.

Much is at stake, to be sure, in the evaluation of a myth that is, on the one hand, psy-
chologically significant for a group’s identify even as it is, on the other hand, dysfunctional
on some other key feature of life. Some myths distort the realities of some other living beings,
whether human or nonhuman, and some play into certain cultures’ insistence on human
domination and a related refusal to consider the whole story of the breadth and depth of
human-nonhuman connections.

It will surprise no one that there are many disputes over how such myths function and mis-
lead. Animal Studies is peculiarly well suited to noticing how often myth-framed accounts of
the world employ animal images and how such accounts fairly reflect or unfairly distort the bio-
logical beings who, apart from the myth, inhabit the same ecosystems as do the mythmakers.

Finding the functioning, healthy side of certain myths even as we call out the dysfunc-
tional features of other myths is, then, no simple challenge, especially with regard to those
myths that each of us hold and live by. But such analysis and description of the roles myths
play in developing or retarding basic ideas about other animals are an important collective
function that Animal Studies is capable of carrying out through its myriad connections with

many other disciplines.

Myths and Real Animals

Many myths show that certain biological animals themselves (that is, not just their images)
have had a major presence in human cultures. A revealing set of comments by the scholar
Karen Armstrong reflects the ancient nature of humans’ recognition that real animals have
a major role in our choices, actions, and cherished notions of identity and ultimate reality.
Armstrong underscores that pivotal developments in our religious past and its concern for
true, ultimate reality serve to focus each believer on the local world. The “Axial Age” referred
to by Armstrong has been given various dates by different scholars, but generally is said to

have occurred during the six or seven centuries in the middle of the first millennium BCE.

The [Axial Age] sages certainly did not seck to impose their own view of this ulti-
mate reality on other people.... What mattered most was not what you believed

but how you behaved. Religion was about doing things that changed you at a pro-
found level. ... First you must commit yourself to the ethical life; then disciplined and
habitual benevolence, not metaphysical conviction, would give you intimations of
the transcendence you sought. ... Your concern must somehow extend to the entire
world....Each tradition developed its own formulation of the Golden Rule: do not
do to others what you would not have done to you. As far as the Axial sages were con-

cerned, respect for the sacred rights of all beings—not orthodox belief—was religion."”

The religious traditions to which Armstrong refers—those of ancient India, the

Hebrew Bible prophets, ancient China, and the earliest Greek religious thinkers—are the
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foundation of religious traditions that today are followed by well over half the human race.
The fact that these traditions share a breakthrough insight about the importance of all living
beings—namely, true spirituality is constituted not by orthodox belief but instead by respect
for the sacred rights of all beings—is important to Animal Studies for any number of reasons.
Religious traditions that honor this insight attain an ethics-intensive form that focuses on
empathy and compassion, neither of which can be, according to Axial Age religious sages,

confined to one’s own people or species.

Taking Responsibility for How We Have
Recently Told This Story

More recent evaluations regarding the moral dimensions of acting responsibly toward other
living beings are, ironically, narrower. This provides yet another reason why an essential task
for Animal Studies is development of a realistic account of humans’ long and diverse interac-
tions with other animals.

Many modern histories of animal protection tend to focus on efforts in the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries in Europe and North America, thereby treating concern for other-
than-human animals as a recent, often merely secular phenomenon. In this, they reflect only
the recent ferment, not the fuller, more deeply culturally rooted, millennia-long human story
from which the ferment draws so much sustenance. The associations called to mind by the
titles of three respected historical accounts of the animal protection movement in one coun-

try (the United States) are freighted with overtones of morality and spirituality:

The Animal Rights Crusade: The Growth of a Moral Protest

The Animal Rights Movement in America: From Compassion to Respect

For the Prevention of Cruelty: The History and Legacy of Animal Rights
Activism in the United States®

The invocation of “crusade;” originally a Latin-based word tied to the religious notion
of marking with a cross (c7zx), “moral protest” and “compassion” (both with long religious
histories), and “respect” and “prevention of cruelty” (the latter an unalloyed evil condemned
in no uncertain terms by every human cultural tradition) reveals how much the authors
think is at stake and how concerns for other living beings parallel concerns that have long
been deemed spiritual and ethical.

Because most past accounts regarding our dealings with other living beings are trun-
cated, even biased versions told from clearly human-centered vantage points (the animals
protected are often only those treasured by an upper class, or the stories involve one segment
of society trying to control another), providing the entire story continues to be a profound
challenge. Today, that task falls not only to the specific disciplines involved in the study of

nonhuman animal issues but to Animal Studies generally.

History from Below

In the last century, the move to tell history from the vantage point of ordinary people

opened many people’s eyes to the tremendous bias in our received historical accounts. The
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carly twentieth-century historian Marc Bloch is sometimes credited with pushing the field
of history to tell a fuller, history-from-below story. Such an approach was taken by Howard
Zinn when he published the widely read 4 People’s History of the United States: 1492—Present
in 1980. In this book, Zinn frames the story in terms of people other than the victors, rulers,
and social elite who dominate popular but superficial textbooks. Zinn’s work was made pos-
sible by pioneer researchers who sought out information from those who gave attention to
marginalized and forgotten human groups—a good example is a 1925 article in the then-
popular magazine Survey Graphic, “The Negro Digs Up His Past.” In this article, Arturo
Alfonso Schomburg gave details refuting a claim made by one of his elementary school teach-
ers that “black people have no history.”

Zinn’s widely read and admired book, which expressly reiterated Albert Camus’s
observation that the job of thinking people is not to be on the side of executioners (invoked
by Zinn in his chapter “Columbus, the Indians and Human Progress”), has prompted many
other historians to provide astonishingly rich accounts of ordinary people’s struggles of
all kinds. One of the many implications of history from below is that prior histories are
severely deficient. Importantly, the problems caused by such narrowness are significant—
telling one-dimensional accounts of human history does more than cause groups to disap-
pear from history. It also contributes to the marginalization of people in contemporary
society, which is why Schomburg worked to refute the ignorance-driven claim that “black
people have no history” Women, disenfranchised males, the politically oppressed, the poor,
nonconformists, and “the subaltern” (the Marxist Gramsci’s term for those humans who are
socially, politically, and otherwise excluded by an oppressive power structure) are no longer
remembered.

Education premised on narrow-minded, exclusivist versions of history has great
impacts, too, for such education exacerbates political disadvantages—those learning narrow
versions of history are not alerted to the full range of problems and suffering confronting a
society. Even when marginalized groups are discussed, “those people” are often so marginal-
ized as to be effectively erased. Rescarch about them is disfavored or worse; caricatures of
the marginalized prevail because they are not mentioned in research topic lists, indexes, style
manuals, and the like. They are not well described and thus rarely appear in book titles, dis-
sertations, or articles in scholarly journals. New academic positions and tenure possibilities
favor those who study canonical problems and peoples. Programs end up revolving around
only mainline issues and recognized peoples.

The upshot is that lack of awareness of those who have been marginalized is a manufac-
tured problem, yet another form of self-inflicted ignorance. The limited information that is
available often is mere caricature, misleading in other ways, or outright false. Even the descen-
dants of marginalized people often do not know them.

The result is obvious—human history about some humans is incomplete—and hence
the need for history from below so that the whole human story can be engaged. Just as the
tradition of narrow, human-centered history reveals that important chapters of human his-
tory remain to be written, it also reveals that other parts of history, such as our relationship
with beings deemed inferior to even the most marginalized of humans, have been radically

ignored as well.
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Today as History

Beyond the themes of history from below, there remains the obviously important theme
of what humans are doing today to nonhuman animals. A wide range of actions—from
consumer choices to business practices to religious rituals to educational emphases—are
impacting an astonishing number of other-than-human animals today. Even as the ferment
in contemporary human-nonhuman connections reflects the growth of protection-oriented
sentiments in many human cultures and subcultures, today’s politics, public policy, and law
also shape the world in which our children will live. Thus, just as our historical past awaits
sensitive, respectful examination on the issue of human societies’ engagement with the more-
than-human world, so too is such an examination needed for today’s contemporary practices

and cultural diversity.

Through a Second Door: Depth and
Breadth in Cultural Diversity

Once one learns that the discipline of history has often supplied a decidedly narrow version
of humans’ own story regarding both human and nonhuman animals and that such limita-
tions continue to prevail in many important circles, it is worth assessing whether other nar-
rownesses also hold sway. Consider one such narrowness that long prevailed in spite of the
fact that other cultures produced great variety in the ways humans thought about and related
to other living beings. Anthropology, the discipline classically associated with the study of
cultures which today offers astonishingly rich contributions to Animal Studies, in its early
phases was extremely dismissive of non-European attitudes toward lives outside the human
species (see chapter 9). This was the case in part because many other cultures exhibited dif-
ferent attitudes toward nonhuman animals and thus did not promote the forms of human-
centeredness that early European anthropologists felt essential to “civilization.”

Because dismissive attitudes regarding many non-European cultures and religious tradi-
tions have long been influential, some people around the world remain unaware of the daunt-
ing diversities that quickly become apparent when one looks at “the animal issue” across many
different cultures. Yet given the combination of ubiquity and diversity of other life forms, it
is not surprising that human curiosity has made a marked fascination with some other-than-
human living beings a cultural universal. This fact is often obscured altogether or distorted
in circles where thinking is not only constricted by traditional human-centerednesses but
actually impoverished because such thinking misses the diversity of views toward nonhuman
animals in a wide range of human cultures. This diversity suggests something extraordinarily
positive—we are, as a species, culturally rich beyond any one individual’s imagination when
it comes to stories about and perspectives on other living beings.

This diversity has multiple implications that Animal Studies necessarily explores.
At the very least, the great diversity suggests that humans’ abilities to care are broad, our
imaginations are fecund, and both of these abilities are central to human life. Further, the
diversity itself begs questions about the nature and limits of any one culture’s claims to have

definitive, total “knowledge” about certain animals or the entire collection of life beyond our
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species line, because different societies around the globe experience different segments of the
other-than-human citizens of this far-more-than-human world.

This fact, in turn, suggests that a certain humility is needed, for the great differences
in views about other living beings hint at the nature and limits of any single culture’s claims
about any and all nonhuman animals. Our species’ cultural diversity, then, provides extraor-
dinary opportunities to study the phenomena of how humans learn and treat other living
beings.

As Animal Studies explores diverse views found in different human societies, it must
contend with some baffling features or tensions in group approaches to the more-than-
human world. Even though many humans have a deep fascination with other living beings,
they nonetheless also display a recurring willingness to adhere to majority views even when
such views are demonstrably inaccurate. For this reason, the important problems of group-
level knowledge being distorted by social factors are addressed in much greater detail in

chapter 8.

The Risks of Generalizations

Diversity lures description, which in turn employs generalization to frame the underlying
subject matter’s complexities. Cultural views of other animals reflect two different but inter-
secting diversities. First, human cultures are, as already noted, often quite distinct from one
another. Second, the diversity of life itself has the greatest importance in animal studies. The
variety among the individuals and communities that make up the millions of different species
on carth is so unfathomably vast, regularly featuring extraordinary complexities and myster-
ies, that without question this second diversity is orders of magnitude more complex than
human cultural diversity.

Animal Studies must assess the strengths and shortcomings of the generalizations used
to make these diversities comprehensible to human minds. For example, there are obvious
risks when one generalizes about a subject with broad statements that are underdetermined
by actual facts—generalizations that purport to describe our many human cultures, then,
can sometimes fail to represent well special or unique features of views and values that play
crucial roles in a specific culture, subculture, or community.

A parallel problem exists for those who want to talk about other-than-human ani-
mals. Here the risks are great because, as noted throughout this book, generalizations
underdetermined by discernible facts have often prevailed such that incredibly diverse
nonhuman animals are often lumped into an amorphous category that ignores fine-
grained distinctions based on empirical evidence. This is the problem that bedevils the
phrase “humans and animals.” This dualism and the many flawed habits of speech, think-
ing, and generalization that it supports are the principal form of generalizing about other
living beings in many circles. Animal Studies must work hard to catalog the problems and
misunderstanding that this habit has created. For example, in succeeding chapters some
of the complications created by this generalization in central human endeavors—politics,
science, ethics, religion, language, and so much more—are unpacked. Similarly, as noted
below, they have profoundly negative impacts on educational content and techniques in

modern communities.
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Animal Studies itself involves broad generalizations, of course—such as the notion of
“animals.” Staying aware of the implications of employing this and any other generalization
is important—for example, it helps to recognize that the border between the living beings
we call “plants” and those we call “animals” is not nearly as precise as the phrase “plants and
animals” might imply. There are, in fact, living beings that straddle this border in a number of
ways. Staying cognizant of the risks of using generalizations is an important part of the task
of critical thinking described below.

Of particular relevance to industrialized societies, however, is the set of problems
created by the dominant generalizations that create barriers of many kinds—political, legal,
ethical, theological, scientific—between humans and all other animals. Thus, even as stu-
dents may at one turn be exhorted to “seck the truth,” they are trained to use dualisms such
as “humans and animals” that are based not on careful, open-minded assessment of facts but
instead on preexisting ideology and bias that preclude any possibility of more fact-sensitive

accounts.

Frankness about Dismissals of Some Cultures

Among the most unconscionably inaccurate and unfair generalizations are those regarding
small-scale cultures generally. The following passage reveals how arrogance was once part of
many European and American scholars’ interpretation of the views of nonhuman animals

found in small-scale societies around the world:

Civilization, or perhaps education, has brought with it a sense of the great gulf

that exists between man and the lower animals....In the lower stages of culture,
whether they be found in races which are, as a whole, below the European level, or

in the uncultured portion of civilized communities, the distinction between men

and animals is not adequately, if at all, recognized. ... The savage.. . attributes to the
animal a vastly more complex set of thoughts and feelings, and a much greater range
of knowledge and power, than it actually possesses. ... It is therefore small wonder that

his attitude towards the animal creation is one of reverence rather than superiority.”!

In this single passage, both nonhumans and humans (“the savage,” that is, those “below
the European level”) are deprecated. Animal Studies can reveal the arrogance of this pas-
sage because of its basic commitments to seeing the realities of both nonhuman and human
animals.

The passage also reveals other risks—for example, those who assume without careful
argument that their own “common sense” should control the thinking of all humans (as
the author of this passage does regarding “the distinction between men and animals”) fail
to appreciate the complexity, variability, and frailty of human thinking. The author’s views
also lack the humility needed to describe nonhuman others. In effect, because this author
mixes two broad and enormously complex generalizations aboug, first, cultural views and,
second, nonhuman animals, the passage offers a paradigmatic example of the risks of super-
ficial thinking—it misses both the sheer number of different views found in cultures regard-

ing who or what “an animal” is and the complexity and diversity of many creatures found
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in the more-than-human world we inhabit.?? If, however, one takes into account both the
complexity and diversity of the nonhuman world and the remarkably fecund abilities of
human groups to create unique cultural views, then it is hard to subscribe to such broadly
dismissive generalizations unless one wishes to promote extreme bias and ignorance.

A second example, involving opinions about wolves, reveals that it is often the allegedly
careful or clear thinkers who pass along views that are radically underdetermined by other
animals’ (human or nonhuman) actual realities. There is a remarkable shortfall between
research on the daily lives of wolves and the image of wolves that dominates certain circles.
The English philosopher Mary Midgley, after reviewing the current state of knowledge about
the lives of real wolves, suggested how remarkably different the actual biological beings are
from the image of a wolf “as he appears to the shepherd at the moment of seizing a lamb from
the fold.”** Midgley noted that those who have taken the time to watch wolves “have found
them to be, by human standard, paragons of steadiness and good conduct.” Summarizing,
she takes philosophers in particular to task for their misleading use of inherited caricatures:
“Actual wolves, then, are not much like the folk-figure of the wolf, and the same is true for
apes and other creatures. But it is the folk-figure that has been popular with philosophers.
They have usually taken over the popular notion of lawless cruelty which underlies such
terms as ‘brutal; ‘bestial, ‘beastly; ‘animal desires, and so on, and have used it uncriticized, as
a contrast to illuminate the nature of man.”

What makes use of inherited caricatures ironic is that philosophers are usually held up
as seeing “the truth,” or at least carefully analyzing our claims to have “knowledge.” But in
this matter, Midgley suggests the real result has been a perpetuation of what is no less than
self-inflicted ignorance.

As suggested by the passages above, the tendency to caricature nonhuman animals has
become a prominent feature of some of the most influential human cultural traditions in
today’s world. This tendency is particularly evident in certain humans’ steadfast refusal to
employ constructively those very abilities that distinguish humans as excellent discoverers of

the realities surrounding us.

Risk upon Risk: Key Opportunities in Realism
about Generalizations

Animal Studies goes forward, then, in a context in which discussing the views of one dis-
favored group (other animals) as they have been developed by another disfavored group
(marginalized cultures) can involve piling one set of risks upon another. But there are a
number of great advantages to studying the diversity of views of other animals found in
small-scale cultures and religious subtraditions around the world. These worldviews reveal,
for example, astonishingly diverse thinking about other-than-human animals. Through
studying a range of different views, then, it is possible to recognize that while any single
group might have been fascinated with only a few dozen different kinds of animals, the
human species as a whole has found literally thousands of nonhuman animal species to be
of great interest. These are but a few of the many reasons it is crucial that Animal Studies
engage such diversity (indeed, diversity upon diversity) with as much responsibility as

possible.
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A number of tools can facilitate attempts to learn views of other animals developed in a
wide range of cultures. Humility about one’s own preconceptions is indispensable, as is real-
ism about one’s experiences in day-to-day life. A willingness to explore artistic sensibilities in
other cultures helps, too, for literature, dance, and other arts can provide important insights
when one’s goal is to use limited human abilities to identify the actual realities of nonhuman
animals (see chapter 5).

Animal Studies must engage the fact that long-standing biases and practices, official
policy, and even educational institutions’ infrastructure can become impediments to open
inquiry because they are so often invested with the force of tradition and authority. This
explains continuing resistance to and skepticism about inquiries at the heart of Animal
Studies, even as it also suggests the possibility that we may need to unlearn many traditional

claims that anchor wide-ranging dismissals of nonhuman animals.

Good and Bad Generalizations

Those who pursue Animal Studies, then, must strike a balance, underscoring that some gen-
eralizations can be immensely helpful even as others are misleading and harmful. Some gen-
eralizations about other animals, such as those of the scientific classification schemes known
generally as taxonomy or more technically as “systematics,” supply extremely valuable insights
about many forms of life. Helpful insights can arise from generalizations across cultures
about what appear to be common phenomena, even cultural universals, like fascination with
at least some forms of local life. Many cultures have developed what can only be called respect
for certain other-than-human forms of life.

Similarly, it is valuable to notice—and even generalize about—the fact that humans
have often engaged intelligence and other complexities evident in the lives of certain other-
than-human animals. Many peoples around the world have used common sense again and
again to notice certain behavioral or physical traits of animal lives that fit into our modern
category “natural history”

But realism cannot stop at the positive value of some generalizations. Many of the most
common generalizations about other-than-human animals are clearly misleading or clumsy.
In the spirit of an influential twentieth-century definition of philosophy as “a battle against
the bewitchment of our intelligence by means of language,” Animal Studies needs to un-
bewitch language about nonhuman animals as much as possible and, instead, apply a variety
of critical thinking skills such as those discussed at the end of this chapter.**

The Recurring Heartbeat: Noticing,
Taking Seriously, Caring

Because humans are, as chapter 8 reveals, prone to rationalize their failures to engage the
realities of other animals and, a# the same time, fully capable of caring beyond the species
line, Animal Studies deals with some tensions in humans’ approach to the human-nonhu-
man intersection. Even as some people and our sciences insist that we seck out and explore
other living beings’ realities, others attempt to control, even shut off, inquiries that open up
what we can know and do in relationship to other living beings. Sometimes simple things,

such as economic considerations rule, for, as Upton Sinclair observed, “It is difficult to get
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a man to understand something when his salary depends upon his not understanding it.”*
There are, to be sure, many other reasons that individuals in industrialized societies today
fail to notice or take seriously nonhuman animals’ abilities or moral significance—some of
these are anchored in tradition, while others may be the function of human limits or simple
selfishness.

One can, however, find in any culture a varicty of indications that sozze humans in their
day-to-day lives do in fact recognize the frailty of inherited views and the importance of
observation, inquiry, and engagement in one’s local world. One can also recognize that indi-
viduals become aware of the suffering caused by uncritical uses of inherited biases, short-
sightedness, selfishness, and various myopias that impact human claims about other living
beings. Thus, even though public discourse in modern socicties as a whole may often pro-
mote views that are demonstrably wrong or otherwise radically dismissive of all nonhuman
animals, many individuals nonetheless take responsibility for their own views and thereby
choose to foreground compassion, humility, and curiosity (chapter 3). That some individuals
are led in a variety of ways to encounter, then engage and care about, other macroanimals is
a simple, recurring phenomenon and one of the key drivers or heartbeats of contemporary

Animal Studies.

Through a Third Door: Education and How
We Learn about Other Animals

At the education door, one encounters astounding variety in approaches to both teaching
and learning about the more-than-human world. What is most relevant to animal studies as
it explores our species’ past, present, and future intersection with other-than-human animals
is that some kinds of education on these issues operate in tension with one another. Some
forms of education beckon us to learn openly about other animals, while others close the
process down because they are not invested in avoiding self-inflicted ignorance regarding
other beings. Thus, if the suggestion that “humans are born ignorant, but made stupid by
education” is true in any domain, it is true about the formal education that many modern
humans receive regarding other-than-human animals. As Andrew Knoll, a professor of natu-
ral history at Harvard’s Earth and Planetary Sciences Department, has suggested, “The aver-
age adult American today knows less about biology than the average ten-year-old living in
the Amazon, or than the average American of two hundred years ago.”*

The issue can be framed, then, as good and bad education—some formal education is
both fact intensive and imaginative, and thereby enabling. But of course one may be tempted
to frame the issue as “formal education versus other, informal, more effective ways of learning
about other animals.” “Versus” here is meant to be provocative, that is, to call forth a funda-
mental tension—some views seem superficially reasonable because they are widely held, but
when subjected to critical thinking they fail because they are as overdetermined by group
dynamics as they are underdetermined by facts.

Such is often the case with views of the natural world passed along in the education sys-
tems of industrialized societies. Andrew Knoll also observed, “Through the fruits of science,

ironically enough, we've managed to insulate people from the need to know about science
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and nature”” Decades ago the English commentator C. P. Snow said, “Technology...is a
queer thing. It brings you great gifts with one hand, and it stabs you in the back with the
other?

Obviously, formal education is important, and thus it needs to function well if industri-
alized societies are to responsibly identify and address the problems they cause and otherwise
face. As the US Supreme Court observed in its famous 1954 decision Brown v Board of
Education, “Today, education is perhaps the most important function of state and local
governments.””” Government involvement has a variety of implications for solving human
problems, of course, but when it comes to the impacts of human actions beyond the species
line, government-based education is often dominated by agendas that make such “education”
dramatically inadequate.

This is not surprising from certain vantage points—education promoted by societ-
ies that have pulled away from nature can be extraordinarily harsh on many different living
beings. Historically, for example, government-run education has often implicated political
elites in demeaning people or subcultures whose views are different from those of the elite.
Two scholars in a 1965 paper titled “American Indian Education for What?” observed that
“many western reformers have viewed formal education as a benevolent instrument of social
change and social uplift—the principal and ideal technique for developing the underdevel-
oped.” But social scientists, these scholars suggest, “when functioning as scientists trying to
discover why education fails to move some [indigenous] peoples. .. have stumbled upon the
fact that education does not look the same from the bottom as from the top.”*

Education fails when it is seen primarily as an abstract, culture-inculcating activity that
prompts students and even members of another culture to conform to an ideology—this is,
in fact, what passes as “education” about the proprieties and dismissals that undergird the

“humans and animals” approach to living beings.

Considering Informal Education

Contemporary English employs two important but distinguishable senses of the word
“educate.” In ordinary conversation, we say that someone becomes “educated” about other-
than-human animals through day-to-day encounters. We also speak of people as “educated”
because they have spent time in, perhaps graduated from, formal educational institutions.
Distinguishing these two types of education on animal issues helps one see that there are
countless ways in which each of us learns about animals (this is equally true of our education
about human animals).

From birth onward, a varicty of informal educational processes, such as learning how
our family and community talk about living beings, are of paramount importance for any
child. As very young children, we are often told stories about and shown images of certain
animals, or hear adults or older children talking about other-than-human beings. We also
experience other living beings, of course, and in this sense perhaps “educate ourselves,” but
more commonly our views of other living beings are deeply impacted by what we are led by
other humans to expect. Through such processes and eventually our own exploration of the
different ways in which ideas and images are conveyed to us, we become aware of constructed

images of a number of the living beings outside our own species. We learn language-based
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traditions eventually, becoming users of phrases such as “humans and animals” that teach
us to divide the world up into categories. In the end, we appropriate a series of fundamental
notions regarding living beings.

Informal learning expands into awareness of the local world’s shape as we eat, play,
travel, and grow into our family and respond to the psychological dimensions of group life.
Pioneering researchers in cognitive psychology have discovered that children develop early
in their lives a “naive biology,” a core domain of knowledge about living things. Its first glim-
mers are discernible in infancy, and by the preschool years, far carlier than Piaget thought,
this knowledge base, particularly about animals, already is well established.’!

So one answer to questions such as “How do we really learn about other animals?” is,
“in many different ways.” In fact, what industrialized socicties think of as formal education
relies in countless ways on many of the processes that comprise what here is called informal
education. An implication of this fact is that, even when formal education takes human-
centered forms that create imbalances and lack of realism about other animals, many humans
nonetheless learn in other ways and contexts about the more-than-human world. Even in
the face of the exceptionalist tradition advanced by institutions, then, individuals’ aware-
ness, curiosity, compassion, and connection to other-than-human animals may continue to
develop.

Whatever conclusion one reaches, then, regarding the proper focus of institutionalized,
formal education, there are other, informal means of education with important consequences
for nonhumans, ranging across a broad continuum from highly beneficial to extremely harm-
ful. This book argues that today’s education about nonhuman animals is beset by a combina-
tion of, on the one hand, institutional failures in formal education and, on the other hand,
failures of the human spirit reflected in informal education mechanisms dominated by dys-
functional human-centerednesses. This combination produces, first, devastating impacts on
other-than-human animals and, second, an uninformed public. As the educator David Orr
has suggested, “The truth is that without significant precautions, education can equip people
merely to be more effective vandals of the earth.”?

These failures, in turn, have had profound implications for all forms of life, whether
human or otherwise. Suffice it to say, then, that education is critical because when this “most
important function of state and local governments” goes wrong, it causes very severe prob-
lems. These problems, in turn, explain why a noticeable heartbeat of Animal Studies is a very
specific question—Which forms of education help us notice and take seriously actual bio-
logical creatures and their realities? This question has power in part because other animals’
realities provide crucial truths about the nonhumans who populate our shared world.

Yet the question also has power that goes beyond good answers of this kind, for it has
the special power possessed by any good question which opens minds to complex realities.
This is the power to open up hearers to unimagined problems and possibilities. The more spe-
cific question “Which forms of formal education help us notice and take seriously the actual
biological creatures?” opens the listener to the idea that the values driving formal educa-
tion may be other than a search for truth. Having heard the question, the listener can decide
whether the views of nonhuman animals at issue are driven by the animals’ actual realities or

some other values, such as a tradition-anchored ignorance or apathy, a self-interested motive



54 | ANIMAL STUDIES

like making money, or an ideological bias such as those that characterize the exceptionalist
tradition.

For some people, of course, education, like history, is only rightly focused when its
dominant theme is some form of human-centeredness. When such people dominate educa-
tion, questions about which forms of education help us find the truth or think better can
create political risks for those who explicitly or even implicitly question refusals to notice

other animals’ discernible realities.

Rarely a Place of Daring? Animal Studies as Response

Narrowness in formal education is nothing new, to be sure. Thus, while virtually everyone is
enamored of the possibilities of education, many prominent voices have, like Helvetius, been
critical of what has actually passed as education. Further, even though many people think
of formal education as a domain of liberal thinking and values, some have suggested other
problems. The social critic Theodore Roszak, for example, once observed, “Let us admit that
the academy has very rarely been a place of daring.”** Such concerns abound in the present
era, when many books published every year lament the state of education in contemporary
society.**

Animal Studies has developed as a response to the inadequacies of both formal and
informal education. It can be seen as a true example of daring in an educational system, for
it is attempting to go forward in an environment that is overwhelmingly focused on human
issues. It can hardly be denied that much of the academic world has long been dismissive of
the idea that protecting nonhuman animals is a social issue that deserves to be mentioned in
the same breath (or classroom) with protecting humans. Thus Animal Studies must regularly
confront the limits and foibles of modern education precisely because it is dominated by
traditions and people so used to human-centered ideals that they assume an exclusive focus
on humans to be natural, just, and without any moral dimensions.

If, however, the prevailing forms of human-centeredness are seriously dysfunctional,
then Animal Studies can offer balance. Further, even educators who subscribe consciously or
unconsciously to the exceptionalist tradition might consider the value of Animal Studies if
corresponding benefits for humans can be identified. Above all, if Animal Studies can foster
key skills, like critical thinking and a maturation of humans’ moral possibilities, then remedy-
ing a wide range of present dysfunctions may well be possible and thereby benefit the human

community.

Parsing All of Education

The well-known division in “higher education” between “the humanities” (sometimes
“humanities and the arts”), on the one hand, and “the sciences,” on the other, suggests how
diverse human inquiries about the world can be. In the humanities, students explore in ways
that are overtly qualitative, conceptual, ethics-laden, or “creative” (here meaning “imagina-
tive” in a very rich sense). Sometimes, of course, the approach is merely observation based.
The sciences also use multiple approaches—some sciences utilize patient, observation-
based approaches even as others are highly theoretical and quantification based. Yet other

sciences are aggressively experimental, manipulative, and invasive as they probe and isolate
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various phenomena. The many different scientific methods have, in combination and in isola-
tion, produced impressive and extremely powerful analytical tools.

While in both humanities and sciences many techniques, such as observation or trial
and error, are akin to skills we use in ordinary, day-to-day life, nonetheless both of these
megafields use many additional methods. Thus these megafields have often achieved intellec-
tual feats of understanding that greatly expand human consciousness. Both megafields may
utilize methods and vocabularies, perhaps even overly intellectualized pyrotechnics, that can
seem irrelevant to daily life—consequently, some fields may seem to lack substance because
discussions baffle all but insiders deeply committed to a highly specialized vocabulary that

seems like mere jargon or trendy fashion to outsiders (see chapter 7).

Getting to the Basics Informally

Whether one finds wonderful or wanting the different kinds of learning that happen in the
humanities and sciences of formal education, it is important to recognize just how true it is,
especially in Animal Studies, that formal education in big institutions is by no means all of
education. Thus even if it is true that “education is perhaps the most important function of
state and local governments” (and, one should add, private educational institutions), myriad
forms of informal education are as or even more important when it comes to realistic, effec-
tive education about nonhuman animals. Indeed, Animal Studies would be deeply impover-
ished if it had to go forward primarily on the radically inadequate formal “education” about
other-than-human animals that state and local governments or private institutions offer.

Such informal education can be identified by looking at what happens before, outside,
and after one’s formal education. There is stunning variety at each of these stages since human
learning skills generally are very diverse. Further, individuals’ peculiar talents for learning
are often idiosyncratic, that is, they can be unique to each individual and highly dependent
upon the specific context (such as family, religious community, and local ecological niche) in
which each individual lives. Further, since some individuals are far less impacted than others
by social psychologies and pathologies (chapter 8), informal education for humans is charac-
teristically highly individualized.

The net result is that individuals and communities create awareness of other living beings
of akind and to an extent that cannot be matched by institutional means. Given that formal
education so often involves sitting in classrooms isolated from the more-than-human world
(even when computers are available), formal education is relatively impoverished in terms of
learning opportunities that involve real-life contexts where nonhuman animals exist.

The upshot is that formal education is truncated relative to day-to-day realities, and
comes in forms—such as the narrow versions of history discussed above—that feature one-
dimensional learning of the human-centered ilk. Thus, even though much educational rheto-
ric claims that education is about both the truth and the future, formal education is highly
invested in a “truth” and “future” that are centered so exclusively on humans (or some pow-
erful and privileged fraction of a human society) that Animal Studies is a mere sideshow or
afterthought.

But change is afoot, as the rapid expansion of “animal law” courses in American law

schools confirms (see chapter 4). This example strongly suggests that the future of Animal
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Studies is likely to be robust as multitudes of primary, secondary, university, graduate, and
professional students petition for Animal Studies courses. Already, students in hundreds of
courses each year are being taught Animal Studies themes and thereby learning a power-
ful means of opening up our engagement with the world in which we live. Further, since
many students assess the present harms to nonhuman animals as ethically questionable, such
courses implicitly or explicitly raise questions about whether our society’s social policies gov-

erning the protection of nonhuman animals need fundamental changes.

Good, Better, Best Education

Engaging other-than-human animals well, that is, in terms of their realities and with an open
mind about humans’ rich ethical abilities requires education to address the full range of
human intelligence and heart, as it were. How this might be done at the carly, elementary
levels of education is different from how it might be done in higher education. Chapter 11
explores the possibility that children offer all of us surprising opportunities to see clearly
some basic connections that humans can have to other animals.

Here, the focus remains on higher education because in so many contemporary societies
it is universities and colleges, as well as professional schools, that continue to be dominated
by the deeply entrenched exceptionalist tradition that anchors formal education’s radical dis-

missal of other-than-human animals.

Perhaps Thinking Begins Here

Chapter 1’s list of various benefits from recognizing other animals includes developed com-
passion, strengthened character, enrichment of mind and imagination, and enhanced critical
thinking skills. It also includes opportunities for self-actualization through self-transcen-
dence, and connection to our larger community. Both of these also have the potential for
the developed ethical and even spiritual sense sought by the Axial Age sages when they advo-
cated, in Armstrong’s words quoted above, respect for the sacred rights of all beings.

These benefits on the human side of the ledger are integrally tied to a commitment
to seek out the truth about other living beings’ actual realities. Such a commitment is often
associated with scientific pursuits but is just as crucial to ethical inquiries (see chapters 3
and 6). One additional benefit of attention to the realities of other animals is that, as Lévi-
Strauss said, other animals are “good to think” (chapter 1). The philosopher Jacques Derrida
said, “The animal looks at us, and we are naked before it. Thinking perhaps begins there.”*
Decades carlier (1978), the ecologist Paul Shepard observed, “Animals are among the first
inhabitants of the mind’s eye. They are basic to the development of speech and thought.
Because of their part in the growth of consciousness, they are inseparable from a series of
events in each human life, indispensable to our becoming human in the fullest sense.”*

Although the quotes of Lévi-Strauss and Derrida above use the word “think,” what is at
issue (and what these seminal thinkers are intimating) is more fully conveyed by words such
as “become aware” and “open up.” Other living beings invite us in special ways to be more
aware than we otherwise would be. This is why they have long been associated with signs,
symbols, omens, auguries, and much more. Many peoples have understood other animals to

teach humans in ways that are, to use Shepard’s language, “indispensable to our becoming
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fully human” for which there is “no substitute” because “there is a profound, inescapable
need for animals that is in all people everywhere.”?’

These themes constantly resurface, as in the following book titles used by contempo-
raries from widely separated cultures: Debra Rose Bird's Dingo Makes Us Human (1992)
about Australian aboriginal culture, and Temple Grandin’s Animals Make Us Human:
Creating the Best Life for Animals (2009). These books are but two among many available
today that help flesh out what it means to note that other animals are “good to think” such
that “thinking perhaps begins there.” Chapter 6 explores various implications of claims that
multifaceted human abilities like thinking, mind, speech, and consciousness have roots in
humans’ connections to other living beings—these observations invite exploration of the

ways in which Animal Studies foregrounds the central role of critical thinking.

Critical Thinking

“Critical thinking” is a series of processes and tasks that many educators and others have
advocated as a way of investing our mental processes with responsibility and humilicy—
thereby increasing the breadth and depth of human reflection. Critical thinking prompts
abundant questions in order to increase the chance that our encounters with and reasoning
about the realities surrounding us will reflect both features of the real world and our aware-
ness that human thinking has limits even as it is wonderfully powerful at times.

Critical thinking employs multiple techniques ranging from simple, commonsense
approaches to more abstract notions. The former include honoring the intuition that each
and every human needs to consult the world in which he or she lives as carefully as possible
when purporting to describe that world. One method of doing this is patiently observing,
when possible, the actual realities about which one desires to make claims. An example of
a useful abstract or theoretical notion that critical thinking can employ is Bayes’s theorem,
which was formulated to deal with ways of wondering about uncertainty and which requires
multiple steps and a mathematical formula deriving from a kind of common sense about the
relationship between evidence and certainty.®

Because critical thinking employs a wide variety of techniques and is open to new
insights that help make human contemplation of the world as responsible and fair as pos-
sible, it leaves room for flexibility. It is capable of recognizing multiple sources of knowledge
and it provides space for multiple forms of reasoning that take a thinker from evidence to a
conclusion. Critical thinking also helps immensely when a claim may have compelling psy-
chological value even though its relationship to the truth is uncertain or, worse, nonexistent.
Recognizing such problems is important because self-deception can plague both individuals
and groups (see chapter 8).

Critical thinking is, in summary, multifaceted, careful reflection about human thinking,
with all the humility that that implies. Such attempts at responsible reflection are important
for both obvious and subtle reasons. For example, each human’s thinking has obvious limits.
Similarly, our communal efforts at thinking, while surely intriguing and powerful for us as indi-
vidual humans, have their definite limits as well, although sometimes the social dimensions of

our knowledge claims can be even harder to see than the limits on our individual thinking.
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Further, because humans think and are intelligent in many different ways (see
chapter 5) and thus use a great variety of processes and patterns in thinking, the simplest
definition of critical thinking is, in a way, regularly thinking about our thinking pro-
cesses. Such an approach requires constant acknowledgment that the manner in which
any human might apply multiple abilities and patterns of thought is not mechanical, but
rather something of an art.

Consider, for example, what has been suggested so far about the range of tasks to which

critical thinking can contribute:

o Recognizing what we really know as opposed to what operates as wishful thinking, bias, or
self-inflicted ignorance

o Seeing the range of human abilities to notice, take seriously, and even care about others

o Staying aware of the risks of generalizations and language habits

o Noticing how some views are overdetermined by group dynamics even as they are underde-

termined by actual realities of the world

In order to elaborate more fully how critical thinking is useful and must play a role in
animal studies, some other meanings of “critical” are examined here, for these, too, help one

understand and distinguish the special role that critical thinking plays in Animal Studies.

Acknowledging “Critical” as a Contested Term

The term “critical” has many meanings in ordinary language—including “crucial” or “offered
many criticisms.” But “critical” has a special subset of meanings when it comes to discussions
about human thinking and knowledge that are particularly pertinent to education in general
and, most specifically, the quality of human thinking about ourselves and other living beings.
For this reason, chapters 4 and 7 address the set of highly intellectualized, mostly academic
inquiries known as “Critical Studies,”®® because the word “critical” has in such instances a
special range of meanings that are illuminating in contemporary Animal Studies.

In many cases, “critical” is a synonym for terms like “reflective” and “reflexive” in the
sense of “thinking back upon thinking” or “being aware of one’s own assumptions.” As any
human who has tried this important task knows, “thinking about thinking” is a humbling
exercise. It requires that the thinker recognize (and this feature is truly crucial in all critical
thinking) that this exercise is self-referential. In other words, to assess our human thinking,
we have to use our human thinking abilities. As we use the very processes that we are evalu-
ating in order to decide whether the processes are valid, there is no avoiding the sense that
circular or self-affirming thought is taking place. Such a problem is, in a very basic sense,
unavoidable. Arguments are circular when their conclusions appear among their premises.
Another kind of circularity occurs, however, when principles of reasoning are supported by
arguments that employ them.*

Here is an example that makes this conceptually complex issue easier to follow—if
someone uses logic to argue that logical arguments are valid, while illogical arguments are
not, the very principles of reasoning one is hoping to justify are being employed to justify

their own validity. Similarly, at the level of our attempts to think and inquire carefully or
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critically, we have to use careful thinking to assess what careful thinking is—and here our
human minds are at the end of the line, as it were. There simply are no other resources by
which this endeavor is possible.

In formal philosophical circles, the most famous use of the term “critical” is that of
Kant, whose fame is related to the fact that he focused a great deal on what it means to think
as carefully as possible about thinking. Kant’s preeminence has prompted widespread use of
the term “critical” within and beyond philosophy. Earlier philosophers had been interested in
the process of thinking about thinking, often explaining this with terms like “critical,” which
comes from the Greek word kritikos, meaning “relating to judging, fit for judging, skilled
in judging.” For Kant, however, the most basic task for philosophy was to judge whether
and how knowledge is possible. He thus understood the philosopher’s primary role not as
proposing theories, but rather as subjecting all theories and knowledge claims to a rigorous
examination of the very possibility of knowledge.

In Kant’s work, then, “critical” is a reference to a kind of judging or reflective review
of the deepest foundations and limits of our claims to know. Because of Kant’s immense
influence, the term “critical philosophy” is most commonly a name for Kant’s philosophi-
cal approach in which one first judges how human thinking (“reason” for Kant) works
and, second, discovers thinking’s limits so that one can, finally, apply the findings to one’s
own life.

Terms like “critical study” and “critical studies” have long been widely used for many
different things. For example, Contemporary Buddhist Ethics (2000), edited by the Buddhist
scholar Damien Keown, is part of an entire series that carries the title Curzon Critical Studies
in Buddhism. A quarter of century earlier (1975), the philosopher Norman Daniels pub-
lished an edited collection titled Reading Rawls: Critical Studies on John Rawls’ ‘A Theory of
Justice.” In such volumes, what passes as “critical studies” is diverse, but the approaches share
much with the general spirit of what Kant was attempting, namely, to think as responsibly
and carefully as possible about how we make claims about a particular subject.

Another, even more commonsense use of “critical studies” is something like “careful,
rigorous, evidence-based analysis of the subject.” For example, the respected American com-
mentator on modern law and society, Judge Richard Posner, addressed the subject of popular
biographies about certain judges: “These traditional biographies are pointless if you're inter-
ested in understanding the significance of the judge as ajudge. ... What are needed are critical
studies, as opposed to biographies.”*!

It is important, then, to acknowledge two aspects of the word “critical.” It is an adjec-
tive that many people like to use, and it is called upon to do many different kinds of work
in diverse contexts. Further, since in the history of human thinking there have been many
attempts to invest our reflections with features of responsibility, discipline, rigor, humility,
and the like, any number of terms like “critical thinking” might also do the same work.** In
other words, the term “critical thinking” is by no means the only one that could be used to
describe the care with which Animal Studies must be pursued.

In summary, whether one prefers “critical thinking” or some other way of describing the
important task of aspiring to the best in human thought, the issue is to find ways to do care-

ful thinking that connects us with realities (our own, those of other beings, and those of the
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universe of which we are an integral part) rather than caricature and distort these realities.
The two words “critical thinking,” then, by no means have an automatic, definitive range of
meaning that everyone will agree on. This means that what is claimed below in the name of
“critical thinking” must be taken as involving an inherent flexibility and open-mindedness—
said another way, what is aimed at here is a willingness to reflect on our thinking processes, to
learn about learning, and at times to acknowledge the need for rethinking and even unlearn-
ing. Through all this, it is important to avoid the impression that critical thinking is a simple
process—in fact, it is a rich, versatile series of processes that help us see our own thinking
better. Without such flexibility, even the term “critical thinking” can be used uncritically,
that is, in undisciplined and sloppy ways.

Whose Critical Thinking?

“Many teachers who don’t have a deep appreciation of science present it as a set of facts,”
said David Stevenson, a planctary scientist at Caltech, quoted in a 2007 book dedicated to
increasing scientific literacy among the general populace. “What's often missing is the idea
of critical thinking, how you assess which ideas are reasonable and which are not. Even more
than the testimonials to the fun of science, I heard the earnest affidavit that science is not a
body of facts, it is a way of thinking. I heard these lines so often they began to take on a bodily
existence of their own.”#

The confidence with which this scientist employs the notion of critical thinking is
noteworthy—the plain implication is that “the idea of critical thinking” is an essential tool
for assessing “which ideas are reasonable” in the domain of science. Critical thinking applies,
of course, to more than a single domain, although there is no consensus as to which domain
offers the paradigmatic version of critical thinking by which all others might be measured.

Some researchers, educators, scholars, and professionals, however, talk as if the form of
critical thinking employed in their own field is paradigmatic. One can find narrow accounts
of critical thinking among very specialized thinkers of diverse kinds—among natural scien-
tists, as above, but also among philosophers, theologians, and ethicists. Economists and other
social scientists also may tout, in a fundamentalist-like fashion, their own way of thinking as
the essential measure for assessing “which ideas are reasonable.”

Such thinking about thinking is obviously full of challenges. By one practical measure,
what it means to be “reasonable” is to give reasons that others can scrutinize and assess as
fair-minded in the situation and for the subject one is trying to illuminate. In such cases,
“reasonable” ends up meaning well balanced, empirically based, and nondogmatic. Stevenson
also suggested that critical thinking in science leads to humility: “Part of critical thinking
includes the understanding that science doesn’t deal with absolutes.”** The humility of this
understanding in no way handicaps science; instead, it is this very feature that gives research-
ers confidence in the breadth and depth of science enriched by critical thinking—Stevenson
immediately added, “Nonetheless, we can make statements that are quite powerful and that
have a high probability of being correct.”

In such contexts where humility is allowed to play out alongside careful thinking,
human reflection has deep prospects. Our thinking is, as we all know from experience, an

enterprise as complicated as it is rich—humans’ multifaceted abilities and multiple kinds of
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intelligence can contend with one another. When humility is foregrounded as we work with
such various abilities, it facilitates communal sharing, which in turn enhances the potential
range and power of thinking.

Science, at its best, does this well. But at its worst (and, as chapter 3 suggests, this hap-
pens regularly), science can be shaped by researchers and administrators of institutions who
violate even the simplest canons of critical thinking when it is to their advantage. At its best,
science promotes open-minded asking of questions by anyone who would like to inquire.
This commitment to public verification or testing of claims has prospects of increasing every-
one’s understanding of the universe we inhabit.

In this regard, sciences can model for all disciplines the value of foregrounding open-
minded, good-faith questioning of any claim. It is especially claims about the significance
and meanings associated with nonhuman animals that need such a model. For many humans,
answers to fundamental issues involving nonhuman animals were given long ago, fixed by
human authorities, and therefore resolved. Today Animal Studies employs a wide range of

critical thinking skills to assess both past authorities and present claims about animals.

Some Relevant History

The history of critical thinking as both a term and concept is summarized in the second
edition of Matthew Lipman’s Thinking in Education. It is noteworthy—and eye-opening
about the continuing evolution of the contemporary meaning of “critical thinking”—that
the newer edition includes a number of additional penetrating questions that reflect how
broadly the notion of critical thinking can be used in education. Lipman observes at the
beginning of this new edition, “Parts Three and Four are almost completely new. What these
new parts offer is a view of education at a more comprehensive level of effectiveness than
critical thinking by itself could ever hope to achieve. Some components new to the elemen-
tary school level of education have been introduced: emotions, caring thinking, mental acts,
and informal fallacies.”

All four of these elements are pertinent to careful thinking by humans about any sub-
ject, but especially so in nonhuman animal matters. The issue of emotions is, for example,
pertinent to the polarized environment in which much discussion of animal protection
proceeds, as well as the question of emotions as integral parts of the life of many mammals
(including humans, of course). Caring thinking and mental acts are, as noted throughout this
book, an essential part of humans’ ethical capabilities. Informal fallacies are also crucial to
the convoluted reasoning by which humans’ obvious power over other animals is converted
into a justification for human traditions and privileges. Animal Studies can contribute to the
continuing development of critical thinking based on these and other important features of
human thinking and valuing because, first, human thinking about other-than-human ani-
mals is no casy matter for human minds in general, and, second, the intersection of humans

and nonhumans presents both formidable challenges and wonderful opportunities.

The Importance of Critical Thinking to Animal Studies

An even more obvious point, of course, is that Animal Studies as a new discipline in the aca-

demic world needs to foreground critical thinkingat every turn. Both the field and education
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more generally benefit when everyone is invited to address how we think as we assess the past,
present, and future of the human-nonhuman intersection. Indeed, a willingness to examine,
question, redo, and even unlearn is essential for a variety of reasons. Traditional dismissals of
nonhuman animals are institutionally entrenched, and of course they are psychologically and
religiously significant for many people. Further, the frailty of human thinking in general has
led to a very specific, ethics-fraught problem—learning about other animals is complicated
because they (other animals) are often impacted by the very attempt to know them in any
detail. Everyone knows, for example, that one cannot study certain wild animals simply by
planting oneself squarely in their midst—some animals are shy or fearful in ways that are
exacerbated in the presence of outsiders. Beyond the harms that human presence may cause,
there is the additional problem of humans being misled by distorted behavior.

Critical thinking offers key tools for those who want to recognize such problems as
well as features of their own thinking about animals. It is also crucial to each person remain-
ing as aware as possible of the values and hidden assumptions driving research, education,
and advocacy. It is precisely by resorting to practiced awareness about the complexity of our
thinking and valuing processes—which is the central task of critical thinking—that we can
see and work at minimizing avoidable distortions. If and when these tasks are accomplished,
then our thinking about any subject, but in particular difficult topics like trying to know

other animals’ realities, can be invested with the best possible qualities.

Summarizing Central Tasks

Given that critical thinking is constantly developing additional methods by which to assess
human thinking, no single list of its central tasks is likely to be exhaustive. But at the very
least, the following tasks are important as critical thinking is applied to issues arising at the

human-nonhuman intersection.

1. Give questioning a central role. It is suggested at various points in this book that
questions can have more power than their answers. In Elie Wiesel’s autobiographical novel
Night, Moche the Beadle observes that every question possesses a power that does not lie in
the answer. This is particularly true when questions prompt us to think about other beings
that have previously been unimportant to us, maybe even unknown because our culture or
our own personal actions have marginalized these beings in one way or another.

Such an attitude opens up much—an ethic of inquiry prompts one to do science-like
work about one’s surrounding world, just as it prompts one to ask ethics-intensive questions
about the consequences of one’s own choices. It also prompts issue and information literacy,
the latter enabling a person “to recognize when information is needed and [to have] the abil-
ity to locate, evaluate, and use effectively the needed information.”#

2. Reflect regularly on one’s own thinking and claims. Readers will notice that reflexive
thinking, an ancient hallmark of critical thinking, is invoked in any number of chapters in
this book. Such a task requires a great more than the skill of remaining open to a variety of
questions and answers—it requires, for example, a comparably deep and honest commitment
to ascertain as best we can how we are going about efforts to collect and think about what

we colloquially call “the facts.” This remains an especially central challenge when what might



THROUGH OPeN DooRrs | 63

be learned disfavors one’s own preconceptions, privileges, and heritage. It has already been
suggested that humans are in peril when they are either mindlessly subservient to the cultural
and religious heritage or to the familial, social, and political traditions into which they are
born. Honesty about one’s heritage—its strengths and weaknesses—is mandated by the fact
that one’s actions and ethics are always about choices in the present. Those who purport to
follow the past meticulously fail to acknowledge that such an approach to decision making
and value choices requires constant choices each new day and thus inevitable interpretation.
Cultural and religious heritages are not simple but cumulative—in a word, complex. They
often change dramatically over the centuries, such that what is now taking place differs dra-
matically from the choices and values made in the past. So following them blindly puts one
at risk of being completely dysfunctional in today’s world.

Critical thinking inquires about such changes and factors them into the simple fact
that each human makes key choices in daily life. Further, just as critical thinking prompts
cach individual to be honest about the complexities of his or her heritage, it also keeps in the
foreground the possibility of challenging even its own traditions and methods, for careful
thinking implies that we must constantly think and talk about the very functions of critical
thinking.

3. Set an open table. Critical thinking requires many different kinds of expertise to be
consulted, worked through, and used when fitting. This sort of approach has been, like criti-
cal thinkingitself, named variously—in this book, the term “interdisciplinary” is meant to do
this work. In addition, the corollary task of being comparative, that is, of consciously com-
paring different areas of human endeavor that can be seen as alike in some ways even as they
are distinctive in other ways, is called out often in this book. Yet another corollary of such
work is the possibility of weaving together, when possible, multiple ways of talking about
issues (sometimes called traditions of discourse, specialized vocabularies, or even jargon).
These exist in abundance and can be, if worked with respectfully, helpful in identifying vari-
ous subject arcas’ complexities.

4. Foreground a developed sense of humility when in pursuit of “the facts.” Critical
thinking pursued regularly by means of (1) through (3) above balances the search for reality
with humble acknowledgments that what any one of us, or all of us as a group, can know and
therefore call “the facts” is no simple matter. This is so for a great variety of reasons, not least
of which are the diverse psychological and social processes that help to build and shape what
we claim to know.

In one sense, it is both common sense and the spirit of critical thinking that push
Animal Studies to acknowledge at every turn the importance of other animals’ realities.
When secking such realities, critical thinking also leads one to keep in mind the advice “seck
simplicity, and mistrust it.”” Simple explanations have an allure because they give us comfort
that we fathom other animals, but such explanations can be in tension with more thoughtful
analysis—they can, for example, slide almost imperceptibly into oversimplification. When
this happens, the power of questions can introduce a useful mistrust that prompts one to ask
if an oversimplifying generalization falls short of rigor and analysis.

Oversimplification, nonetheless, often prevails in our notion of the facts about other

animals—recall the caricature of wolves that Midgley challenged. Almost everyone entertains
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ideas about other animals that go well beyond what is described in our sciences—at issue here
is, overall, a certain fairness to the realities around us, which this book suggests humility
mandates. But even if we must again and again acknowledge limits in what our fascinating
but finite human abilities can perceive, we confidently surmise that we are capable of know-
ing some aspects of the world “out there.” As we humbly and fairly try to work out what it is
that we in fact know, we can celebrate “what a thing is the interested mind with the disinter-
ested motive.” There may be disputes about whether such a claim applies to any other-than-
human minds, but the remark is surely true of human minds.

5. Stay aware of social psychology and pathologies. What often makes critical thinking
necessary and valuable are some peculiar features that regularly show up in the history of
human thought. These powerful factors in our identity and awareness need first to be seen,
then considered, if we are to think carefully (chapter 8). Our minds are not mirrors of the
world, but active producers of meaning. Since a major goal of critical thinking is to eliminate
as many forms of mere wishful thinking, unfair bias, prejudice, and self-inflicted ignorance as
we can, the tools of critical thinking necessarily prompt us to engage how we make meaning.
Thereby we can ferret out the phenomena called, among other things, “social construction”
(described in chapter 8) that are inevitable in our thinking and which, therefore, play par-
ticularly important roles in the matters Animal Studies engages.

6. Give a place to nonanalytical thinking and ethics. As the foregoing suggests, it is not
merely analytical but also both nonanalytical thinking and what might even be called meta-
analytical thinking and caring about the world that contribute to our understanding of ani-
mals’ lives. Humans feature multiple kinds of intelligence (chapter 5)—this is almost surely
true of some other animals as well, but the specific relevance of this observation to human
thinking is that we think in a rich variety of ways that form the tapestry of our understanding
and interaction with the world. One of the more complex tasks of critical thinking is to pro-
vide existential space, as it were, for the many rich forms of human thinking and awareness of
the world and its communities of living beings.

7. Recognize multiple approaches as part of human understanding of the world. As
noted in the introduction, students of Animal Studies face multilayered complexities as they
address the human-nonhuman intersection amid the world’s “buzzing, blooming confusion.”
While some difficulties are connected to the overwhelmingly diverse and often mysterious
lives beyond the human species line, other difficulties exist because of inherent limitations in
human knowledge and the complexities of our communication and social realities. Humans
need great flexibility as they address these kaleidoscopic complexities. We as a community
need not only to work through multiple disciplines but also to recognize that knowledge
comes in many different ways. For example, critical thinking prompts one to recognize that
what it means to “know” goes far beyond mere working out of ideas—“knowledge” includes
existential, psychological, and even bodily features. In his 2012 book The Great Animal
Orchestra, Bernard Krause suggests that awareness of sound can be an indispensable tool of
knowledge because humans evolved amid a raucous “biophony,” which he defines as “the
sounds of living organisms.” Humans have, by virtue of their evolutionary heritage, deep
capacities to become attuned to “the many subtleties of untamed natural environments,”

although the world’s biophony has been diminished by human-caused changes in the natural
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world.*® Human artistic abilities can produce valuable insights, just as the realities of caring
can open up modes of knowing that differ from quantification-based modes (chapter 5).
Critical thinking prompts caution about one-dimensional approaches that may be insufhi-
ciently critical even as it encourages exploration of the possibilities of the many different
disciplines that can assist one in coming to “know” the “truth” about the world’s diverse

features.

“Education Perhaps Begins There”

Beyond the obvious problems of access and fairness to humans that educational systems
generally face, many find formal education to have questionable features of other kinds. This
book suggests that the matter of nonhuman animals is a particularly serious challenge for
human-centered versions of science and the humanities. Chapter 3 addresses ways in which
the science establishment closes off questions, and additional chapters address how some pre-
cincts of the humanities choke off questions about nonhuman animals that touch on essen-
tial features of education, history, cthics, policy, and more.

The value of Animal Studies for education is hinted at in Armstrong’s observations
about Axial Age sages, Lévi-Strauss’s observation that other animals are “good to think,” and
Derrida’s more recent comment, “The animal looks at us.... Thinking perhaps begins there.”
Given that Animal Studies provides a steep learning curve, urges the uncovering of margin-
alized truths, and vibrantly questions complacency and wishful thinking, perhaps not only
thinking, but education, too, “begins there.” At the very least, Animal Studies has the poten-
tial to help rework and improve fragile human understanding.

Animal Studies also has prospects of helping education more generally. For example,
gains in critical thinking can be achieved through Animal Studies in each of the six areas
listed above, which is important in education generally given that “an astounding proportion
of students are progressing through [American] higher education without... improving their
skills in critical thinking, complex reasoning, and writing”¥’

In the next chapter, we move from these preliminary encounters with history, cultural
diversity, education, and critical thinking to the profoundly influential endeavors of science

and politics as they impact other animals and Animal Studies.



Science, Politics, and
Other Animals

The perspectives on nonhuman animals in, first, our sciences and, second, our political systems
and policy discussion circles can be profitably compared. Many individual sciences are crucial to
the development of a robust form of Animal Studies because of their commitment to exploring
other animals’ realities as fully as possible, that is, on their own terms rather than on terms dic-
tated solely by human interests and biases. Detailed information about many nonhuman animal
individuals and communities has been developed over many decades now through various sci-
ences, and media of different kinds have made much of this information widely available. Such
developments clearly have raised awareness of basic aspects of certain nonhuman animals’ lives—
for example, elephants’” matriarchal social organization, dolphins’ intelligence and playfulness,
chimpanzees’ friendships and political intrigues, and on and on. Increased awareness of such
realities is today a recognizable force both in the worldwide animal protection movement and in
the crystallization of demand for better education-based offerings on nonhuman animal issues.!

From the science vantage point, commitments to discover other animals’ actual reali-
ties are fundamental to the very enterprise of science. But as discussed below, this ideal and
the commitments it generates can be overridden in a variety of ways in modern scientific cir-
cles, thereby offering the chance to compare views of nonhuman animals found in the prac-
tice of science with views that prevail in politics. In contrast to the ideal of science, politics
and policy provide the paradigmatic example of an arena of human life in which our human
realities, including our power relations with each other and the more-than-human world, are
worked out in very species-centered ways.

In this chapter, then, both science and politics are examined. Each of these major human
endeavors is a central concern in Animal Studies. At times in completely different ways, at
times in surprisingly similar ways, each impacts other-than-human animals greatly through

holding harms or fundamental protections in place.

The Question of Their Realities

Inquiry about the actual realities of other animals as individual members of their societies is

a driving issue in Animal Studies. This commitment is easily recognized in various sciences,
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but also exists widely outside the realm of science—in many individuals, small-scale societies,
and even major religious traditions (see chapter 7). Importantly, though, human learning
about other animals’ real lives and more complicated dimensions (such as personality, social
interactions, emotions, communications, and intelligence) involves, as experience readily
confirms, great challenges. This book suggests in several ways that it takes all of humans’
abilities worked out in healthy communities using interdisciplinary forms of communication
to get even a partial picture of other animals’ realities.

Speaking of one of the great modern figures who illuminated many basic issues for
Animal Studies, a scholar observed, “The Paul Shepard I knew...knew firsthand (as an aca-
demic himself) that intellectual culture is insecure, isolated from the biophysical context
of life”* Some academic discussion of other living beings is surprisingly removed from the
beings themselves and any context in which they might be fully and fairly understood.

This book identifies important limits in any individual’s ability, not merely those of
academic scholars, to learn and speak of the actual realities of other animals. These limits
may be practical, scientific, philosophical, ethical, or ecological. Still other limits may take
personal forms, or be created by political, religious, and cultural factors. Often, attempting
to understand other animals is so challenging that the very attempt launches us on a journey
of self-exploration about our own way of understanding our local world.?

Importantly, a contrast between sciences, on the one hand, and politics and policy dis-
cussion, on the other, reveals how various limits play out in our species’ interactions with
other animals. These different spheres of human life overlap, to be sure, since in both scien-
tific and political circles there are inquiries that are thoroughly values driven in ways that
raise ethically charged issues. This may seem controversial given the recurring claim that sci-
ence is either value free or value neutral. The contrasts and comparisons in this chapter about
the handling of nonhuman animal issues reveal, however, that much science falls far short
of this ideal. In summary, in both science and politics, human creativity has prompted both

beautiful ideals and human-centered hubris of debilitating sorts.

Science and Other Animals

A principal reason for the importance of scientific perspectives is this simple, straightforward
fact—without highly specific details about actual animals, Animal Studies risks being irrel-
evant or empty. Science has within its very heart an important set of commitments to seeking
animals’ realities, which have prompted development of a variety of methods because, despite
the common phrase “the scientific method,” there is by no means a single scientific method.
Rather, different sciences use a great variety of methods to ensure a fundamental openness
among those who seck to learn what they can of the actual realities of living beings.

There is a balance to strike, however. Beyond observation and data collection, one needs
the creativity of broad ideas or theories about other animals that open up inquiry. Human
attempts to get details about specific animals can miss the mark, if researchers remain una-
ware of broader issues of the kind that Animal Studies raises (such as the distortions of tra-
ditional caricatures, the dominance of the exceptionalist tradition, the inevitability of ethical
issues in invasive research, etc.). To be sure, one needs to question closely forms of thinking

that are merely theoretical, that is, thinking that pays scant attention to actual realities and
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thereby runs the risk of being completely unrelated to real-life issues. In summary, forms of
Animal Studies done without reference to biological animals risk being both irrelevant and
empty.

There are other risks, of course—empirical inquiries about nonhumans without refer-
ence to cthical and personal dimensions risk creating significant problems, including blind-
ness to nonhuman animals’ realities and needs, which has in many instances led to notorious
failures to recognize, let alone honor, other animals’ realities and suffering, or even humans’
most basic ethical abilities.

Animal Studies is, by virtue of its commitment to the central place of other animals’
realities, an extension of the spirit of the scientific revolution. It is another step in the journey
away from the fantasy that humans are the center of the universe. More particularly, it is a
refusal to believe that humans are the raison détre of the world, or that humans are so quali-
tatively superior to any and all other animals that the harms humans do to other living beings
have no moral implications. Such wishful thinking and prejudice have no evidentiary basis—
further, they narrow humans’ cthical abilities and thereby drive the exceptionalist tradition’s

justifications of human domination of the more-than-human world.

Frankness about the Practice and Power of Science

As discussed in the second half of this chapter and then throughout this book, the excep-
tionalist tradition’s justifications hold sway in political, educational, legal, and institutional
circles of many kinds. The practice of science, too, can feature human-centered biases that
rival those of politics. Thus, the achievements of science notwithstanding, no discussion of
the importance of science is complete without a frank appraisal of the difference between
the ideals and the actual practices of science in the real world. These problems are one reason
Animal Studies has a special role to play in using other-than-human animals’ actual realities
as a lens through which to view humans’ treatment of their fellow animals.

Humans, of course, value science for reasons other than its power to clucidate reali-
ties, for science has given humans extraordinary power. That power includes the astonishing
and varied ways humans have to dominate, harm, and subordinate other animals, only some
of which are discussed in this book. Large food production industries (also known as agri-
business) have promoted the academic field of animal science, which now has hundreds of
departments granting undergraduate and graduate degrees. This field, which is a major part
of veterinary schools and university science departments, is a narrow, production-oriented
enterprise that uses much technical science. In practice, however, animal science circles
have features that suggest that many of its practitioners are not at all interested in broader
issues of science, but instead play down many actual realities such as the suffering of those
nonhuman animals treated as mere resources by for-profit industries and many research
laboratories.

When one reflects on which “discoveries” and “breakthroughs” interest the large
of majority of scientists in animal science, one notices that these scientists focus their
attention, by and large, on research opportunities that either create grant opportunities
or promote greater profits for industries by creating additional “efficiencies” in the use

of other-than-human animals. Science-based findings that illuminate these nonhuman
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animals” sentience, intelligence, and cognitive abilities, all of which are pertinent to the
possibility of animals’ suffering in modern production facilities, are at best of second-
ary interest and, at worst, of no interest at all to the scientists and educators employed
in animal science. Because those who promote animal science are predisposed to chal-
lenging any such findings as not scientifically certain (which means, of course, that they
need not take such a finding seriously), proponents of animal science exemplify Upton
Sinclair’s quip about the difficulty of getting “a man to understand something when his
salary depends upon his not understanding it.” Academic departments that go by the name
animal science would, in fact, be less misleadingly named if they advertised themselves as
“food animal engineering.”

This phenomenon is not confined to science regarding nonhumans—what has been
called “corrupted science” takes place in many contexts that involve humans, as evidenced by
the astounding harms done to humans by the marketing of drugs, tobacco, and asbestos.* But
the extent to which profit-oriented manipulations of science harm humans is minor com-
pared to the harms done to nonhuman animals. It surely cannot be denied that animal science
endeavors are immersed in some science, although, as noted above, animal science programs
ignore other science relevant to the medical and psychological problems that industrial efhi-
ciencies impose on the nonhuman animals used as mere resources. Animal science as a field,
then, is a blinkered approach to science pursued to justify policies whose purpose is advance-
ment of the exceptionalist tradition.

What reveals how unscientific animal science has become is the treatment of new stu-
dents and dissident faculty members. If a student taking an animal science course insists on
using strictly scientific terminology (by speaking of “nonhuman animals” and “human ani-
mals”), the student risks ridicule and even poor grades. Those students or faculty members
who persist in asking ethics-focused questions about modern practices risk marginalization
as well. Such questions have power beyond any answer that might be offered, for the ques-
tion itself implicitly reminds every hearer of the antiscientific denial that is the heartbeat of
common phrases such as “humans and animals” (chapter 2).

Two examples help reveal the stark contradictions that animal science entails because
its narrow focus is profit-oriented practices squarely in the exceptionalist tradition. The
following comes from a speech delivered by a veterinary ethicist and later published in the

Journal of Animal Science:

One of my animal scientist colleagues related to me that his son-in-law was an
employee in a large, total-confinement swine operation. As a young man he had raised
and shown pigs.... One day, he detected a disease among the feeder pigs in the con-
finement facility where he worked, which necessitated killing them with a blow to the
head, since this operation did not treat individual animals, their profit margin being
allegedly too low. Out of his long-established husbandry ethic, he came in on his own
time with his own medicine to treat the animals. He cured them, but management’s
response was to fire him on the spot for violating company policy. He kept his job and
escaped with a reprimand only when he was able to prove that he had expended his

own—not the company’s—resources.’
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A passage from a best-selling book published in 2006 further describes exceptionalist

efficiencies actively promoted within animal science circles:

Piglets in these CAFOs [a US government term that means “confined animal feed-
ing operations”] are weaned from their mothers ten days after birth (compared with
thirteen weeks in nature) because they gain weight faster on their drug-fortified feed
than on sow’s milk. But this premature weaning leaves the pigs with a lifelong craving
to suck and chew, a need they gratify in confinement by biting the tail of the animal
in front of them. A normal pig would fight off his molester, but a demoralized pig has
stopped caring. “Learned helplessness” is the psychological term, and it’s not uncom-
mon in CAFOs, where tens of thousands of hogs spend their entire lives ignorant of
earth or straw or sunshine, crowded together beneath a metal roof standing on metal
slats suspended over a septic tank. It’s not surprising that an animal as intelligent as a
pig would get depressed under these circumstances, and a depressed pig will allow his
tail to be chewed on to the point of infection. Since treating sick pigs is not economi-
cally efficient, these underperforming production units are typically clubbed to death
on the spot.®

It is not uncommon for students to ask why “an animal as intelligent as a pig” would
be treated in this manner. The prominent American political commentator Matthew Scully,
who was the senior speechwriter of President George W. Bush, observed at the beginning of
a bestselling 2002 book, “no age has ever inflicted upon animals such massive punishments
with such complete disregard, as witness scenes to be found on any given day at any modern
industrial farm.””

Later in the same book, Scully describes his tour of a modern slaughter facility with
the president of the largest pork producer in the world. He reveals why a veterinary student
whose goal is to help heal animals might question the aczual role played by industry-paid vet-
erinarians who oversee prevailing food animal practices: “Some [industry-hired] shill of a vet
comes by every few days to check on the stock. But for the vets, too, they are not even animals
any more. They’re piglet machines. And tumors, fractured bones, festering sores, whatever,
none of these receive serious medical attention anymore.”®

Because this high-profile conservative political commentator sees intensive food produc-
tion systems as promoting suffering, and because he understands veterinarians as obliged by
their professional oath to minimize suffering, he challenges any veterinarian who enables harm,
worrying openly about the “profound betrayal of veterinary ethics everywhere around us—the
sworn obligation of every veterinarian ‘to protect animal health [and] relieve animal suffering.”

The vision driving Scully’s critique is simple—veterinarians are supposed to be leaders
in animal protection. Their familiarity with science is important, but when this familiarity
is used only to increase production without regard to increased suffering, rather than to heal
as a veterinarian’s oath requires, questions need to be asked. Many individual veterinarians
share this vision of the primary and fundamental purpose of the veterinary profession, but
the official positions of some national veterinary associations unequivocally support present

agribusiness practices.
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In many countries, then, the veterinary medicine establishment and animal science
often follow rather than lead industry. Both yield to political realities, regularly opposing
animal protection efforts by ordinary citizens, animal law developments, and certain pro-
tections often called “animal rights.” In some countries, though not in the United States,
Canada, or Australia, the veterinary profession takes a leadership role in discussions about
alternatives to the harsh “cfficiencies” now promoted by animal science.

Similar observations could be made about the way researchers in laboratories follow rather
than lead. Because so much scientific research is government funded, the exceptionalist values of
public policy and law completely dominate scientists’ research choices. The fact that government-
funded research is often extremely harsh on nonhuman animals has drawn many challenges, but
those challenges only rarely come from within the laboratories. There is in laboratories, as in
animal science courses, a pronounced effort to discourage any criticism of existing practices.
When the sociologist Arnold Arluke assessed the ethical socialization of workers in laboratories
that conducted research on nonhuman animals, he found that laboratory managers attempted
to control how employees spoke about the experimental subjects. Because he found that words
like “sacrifice” were mandated replacements for more literally correct words such as “kill,” Arluke
observed, “Unstated rules dictated how people interacted with laboratory animals. Social norms
stipulated that they were objects and not pets, and sanctions supported this definition.”

While industry representatives rarely describe their intentional killing of other living
beings as ethically charged, this reality is more readily called out in veterinary circles. As
Adrian Morrison, a veterinarian who for decades has been among the most ardent advo-
cates of using nonhuman animals in research, suggests in his 2009 defense of animal-based
rescarch, such work is difficult on the rescarchers and clearly comes out of a past that was
“without doubt terribly cruel” and “brutal.”*

While candor about such harms is often curtailed by those who benefit from the profits
generated by this form of scientific practice, science as a larger human enterprise has its own
power and logic that go well beyond profit motivations, funding priorities of governments,

or desire of individuals for financial reward or political power.

Humility and Inquiry as the Heart of Science

Whenever work within individual sciences slips into exceptionalist manipulations because
researchers fail to elucidate all relevant realities, Animal Studies can underscore that the over-
all enterprise is nonetheless an astonishingly broad and powerful tool for discovering a wide
range of realities. Science can, if scientists choose to do so, explore even those realities being
ignored in industry or animal science, such as the actual realities and suffering of the food
animals treated as food production machines.

Animal Studies, in fact, has abundant resources to contribute to the debate about how
our collected sciences must, if they are to realize their full genius, be integrally tied to self-
imposed humilities of several kinds. These humilities apply at multiple levels—they include
the importance of individual humility, but, more importantly, they also require species-level
humility. Each of these humilities is a form of the self-transcendence described in chapter 1
that prompts forms of community—recall Frankl’s observation that “self-actualization is pos-

sible only as a side-effect of self-transcendence.”
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The respected historian of science Steven Shapin puts the issue of personal or individual
humility in this way—"“the irrelevance of the personal in scientific knowledge-making has
been vigorously asserted at least since the seventeenth century.”!! Personal dimensions, as
Shapin points out in great detail, nonetheless play extremely important roles in science. But
in order to meet the goals of doing good science and educating a future generation in the
mentality needed to do good science, personal biases and preferences cannot be allowed to
control. The same must be said for species-level biases. In a theoretical sense, then, there is
no place in science whatsoever for bias in favor of one person or one species—the canons of
science are decidedly neutral at both levels.

A corollary of these first two humilities is the hallmark of science—the commitment
to seck the whole truth even when it is not self-serving. This is a hallmark because a self-
contradiction prevails when bias for a particular finding, rather than an open-minded, ques-
tion-welcoming search for the actual truth, prevails in any field of science. It is, in fact, this
inclusive openness that makes so plain the antiscientific features of the agenda-driven phrase
“humans and animals.”

Similarly, this inclusive openness reveals how bankrupt it is to discourage student ques-
tions in animal science courses or to control vocabulary in laboratory settings. The Western
scientific tradition emerged, and then came into its own, through a series of revolutions
against a restrictive worldview from the sixteenth to the twentieth century. That restrictive
worldview insisted upon extraordinary illusions about humans’ central place in the entire
universe. Arguably, science loses its genius when it loses a willingness to tolerate questions
or frank ways of speaking about prevailing illusions or other problems that block the vigor-
ous, untrammeled pursuit of truth. The exceptionalist agenda of agribusiness, establishment
veterinary medicine as it caters to agribusiness and government funders, laboratory directors
who mandate how their workers speak, or educators who insist their students share the edu-
cator’s bias for human advantage make one thing clear—the practice of science can violate

the open-minded spirit of modern science’s revolutionary turn of mind.

Science’s Integrities

Along with the modern scientific tradition’s humilities, a constellation of commitments or
integrities functions as the heartbeat and engine of the scientific worldview. The most obvi-
ous integrity of science is the search for the truth, which Animal Studies appropriates as a
fundamental common sense. Humans in a group can readily be dominated by bias, love of
fantasies about our self-importance, and recurring inclinations to be political rather than
moral or principled in pursuit of the truth (chapter 8). For these reasons, a successful explo-
ration of the realities amid which we find ourselves requires a powerful commitment to the
truth—this is why development of critical thinking skills is vital to the emergence of healthy
thinking in any field but especially in Animal Studies in a human-centered era.

Related commitments or integrities of science are its structured commitment to open-
mindednessand a disposition to explore. These are corollaries of any foundational, organizing
commitment to the search for truth, and together they amount to an ethic of inquiry of the
kind described in chapter 2. These related commitments pay homage to reality by prompting

simple, humble questions such as, What is our world like? and How can we describe it best
p q
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given our limited abilities? A succinct summary of how these integrities work in combination
is the motto of the Science Channel, “Question everything,” which also displays prominently
another key idea: “When you ask questions about the world around us, that’s when it hap-
pens. That's how the revolution starts”'? A fine example of how science is not only honored
but marketed as a respected, even privileged way of speaking about the world around us, the
Science Channel’s motto embodies how a structured commitment to open-mindedness and
a disposition to explore bring out the importance of a frank, basic commitment to explore
wherever that effort takes us and our thinking.

A further integrity of science is a sustained dedication to transparency. This is, in effect, the
public or communal version of a commitment to truth. This integrity, which helps ensure that
othersare able to assess how any one person or group arrived at conclusions regarding their claims
about reality, is anchored in a form of skepticism about individual experiences even as it reveals
confidence in communal work. As every reader will have experienced, an individual human may
be confident, even certain, of what he or she perceives, but end up being wrong. Transparency is
one way of pushing science to less guessing and more knowing, as it were—there are, to be sure,
forms of guessing at the very heart of science (prediction and statistics and approximations are
forms of guessing). These are not, however, mere guessing, but rather a kind of principled guess-
ing. Transparency in scientific work is one way of getting all of us to assess science at work.

An open mind regarding the role that unlearning plays in the pursuit of truth is yet
another integrity that follows from the individual- and species-level humilities needed to
do science. This particular integrity of science can seem irreverent to those who believe they
already possess absolute truth. But, as noted below, sciences have often been subversive in
the sense of challenging widely accepted views that many hold to be a matter of traditional
authority or divine revelation. This open-mindedness arises out of an important feature of the
history of science—the scientific revolution was driven by more than efforts to discover what
we might know about our surrounding worlds. It was also driven by reactions to traditional
explanations and claims that exponents of tradition insisted were the absolute truth about
the world in which all live. The purported “knowledge” of traditionalists, which so often in
reality amounted to nothing more than requiring conformity to some authority’s approved
viewpoint, was often merely inherited custom. Since many traditional claims were obviously
unverifiable in any meaningful sense, adhering to the mainline form of traditional beliefs
often came to be what twentieth-century citizens termed “politically correct.” Disbelievers
were often disadvantaged, persecuted, ostracized, even executed simply because they openly
refused to subscribe to one feature or another of a dominant view. In response, science over
time created its structured commitment to open-mindedness and the role that unlearning
sometimes must play if we are to have less guessing and more principled knowing.

One additional integrity of modern science stems from our biological origins and eco-
logical realities—this is a willingness to explore the inevitable connections that each human
has to “others” in the world. This includes, of course, connections to other humans, but it also
pertains to nonhuman animals, ecosystems, and the inorganic world as well. As Carl Sagan
famously summarized in Cosmos, “The nitrogen in our DNA, the calcium in our teeth, the
iron in our blood, the carbon in our apple pies were made in the interiors of collapsing stars.

We are made of star stuff.”!?
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Animal Studies works constantly with, and is enriched by, each of these integrities—the
scarch for the truth, a structured commitment to open-mindedness, a readiness to explore, a
sustained dedication to transparency, an open mind regarding the importance of unlearning,

and a willingness to explore connections.

One Implication of Species Neutrality

While science can, as a whole, fairly be said to be neutral on the issue of both humans and
nonhumans, it is common to hear the claim that using certain nonhuman animals as subjects
in invasive, harmful experiments is “scientifically valuable.” There is a commonsense truth in
such claims, for given all animals’ interrelatedness, experiments on one sort of animal have
prospects of delivering information that helps one understand other sorts of animals. Thus,
entirely apart from the moral issues raised by such practices, critical thinking suggests that it
is useful to wonder if experimenting on certain nonhuman animals can produce some infor-
mation that informs humans about the illnesses and other biological realities humans share
with the experimental nonhumans.

While critical thinking mandates that moral issues be dealt with frankly, it is possible
to set them aside temporarily in order to get the clearest possible view of the line of reasoning
one pursues about the issue of obtaining “scientifically valuable” information through experi-
mentation on nonhuman animals. Critical thinking also pushes those who advocate using
nonhuman animals in this way to ask if there is an even greater truth, so to speak, in the claim
that experimenting on humans helps humans with their own biological problems. Using sci-
entific criteria, humans are likely to be the best experimental subjects by far if the goal of
the experimenter is to identify and solve human problems. Thus it is impossible to avoid the
conclusion that in whatever sense it is true that using nonhuman animals as experimental
subjects is supported by science, it is even truer that (1) science supports using humans, and
(2) science leads to the conclusion that, for the stated purpose, using humans is superior to
using nonhuman subjects. It follows from these observations that those who claim the needs
of science favor using any and all nonhumans for humans’ benefit will be inconsistent if they
fail to acknowledge that their own argument implies an even more powerful argument that
the needs of science support the use of humans as superior experimental models.

When the goal is “scientific value,” but only nonhumans are to be considered as experi-
mental tools, then some other value is controlling the conclusion that bars use of the superior
scientific tool. Critical thinking allows one to identify such incomplete patterns of argument,
and also to identify the values that are bootlegged into arguments of the kind set out above.
In this regard, critical thinking can illuminate the ethical dimensions of scientific practice—
those who advocate the use of only nonhuman animals as tools to develop scientific findings
expressly meant to benefit humans are clearly not reasoning in a value-neutral manner.

Critical thinking can, of course, go far beyond approaches that examine only isolated
lines of reasoning and their shortcomings. It also permits one to view science as a whole, espe-
cially the claim often made by scientists that their work is value free. A truly value-neutral ver-
sion of science would be silent on the question of which animals to favor through scientific
experimentation. This is the point made by a Nobel laureate in physics, Erwin Schrodinger:

“The image of the world around us that science provides is highly deficient. It supplies a lot
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of factual information, and puts all our experience in magnificently coherent order, but keeps
terribly silent about everything close to our hearts, everything that really counts.”*

Science is, then, ideally neutral in an ethically important sense—it works in ways that
fail to favor any one position, person, or species. An upshot of this observation is that the
prevailing conclusion in today’s scientific establishment that researchers can, without moral
qualm, use nonhumans in harmful experiments reveals a value judgment that obviously favors
humans and ignores the science-relevant point that humans are in fact superior experimental
subjects when the goal is truth about humans’ biologically based problems.

The practice of using only nonhumans, but not humans, as experimental subjects, then,
obviously contradicts any claim that science is completely value free. It is just as obvious that
many scientists are not distressed by this, for most express no concern whatsoever that estab-
lished practices and policy in matters of experimentation are anchored in non-science-based
values and thereby, in this case at least, support the exceptionalist tradition. Nonetheless,
several things are clear—this human-favoring policy, while consciously chosen, is a decision
made in precincts where citizens of any socicty with this policy can, if they choose, also push

for a different policy that refrains from using some or all nonhumans in harmful ways.

Animal Studies, Biology, and Complexity

Critical thinking also raises important queries about whether it makes any sense for Animal
Studies to stay focused so heavily on the animal world rather than broader topics that include
plants, ecosystems, and the inanimate world. One obvious reason that Animal Studies stays
focused primarily on animals is that, as animals, humans are particularly fascinated by living
beings who are noticeable to unaided human perception.

But there are reasonable and even powerful counterarguments by which one can push
Animal Studies well beyond macroanimals—it can be said, for example, that living beings
made visible with aids such as microscopes draw our interest as well. Further, staying solely
within animal-defined parameters is not really possible, for those who study animal lives of
all kinds must also study the extended environments where animals live in order to grasp
any meaningful features in animals’ lives. Because there are, not surprisingly, any number of
reasons for humans to look with responsibility and imagination beyond animal issues, the
reach of Animal Studies naturally includes careful examination of the more-than-animate
features of ecological life.

At the same time, there are powerful reasons that Animal Studies keeps animals as its
heartbeat issue. Four reasons are listed below, although there are surely more that human
imagination can develop. The first argument was already stated by Shepard regarding other
animals as “indispensable to our becoming human in the fullest sense” (chapter 2). The
second, third, and fourth arguments involve, respectively, a science-based reason, an ethics-
based issue, and an education-based practicality.

The science-based reason Animal Studies stays focused on animals is related to a spe-
cial feature of complexity in the world around us. A commonly stated paradigm for science
in general is drawn not from the biological sciences, but instead from nonbiological, more
exclusively physical sciences sometimes thought of as purer forms of science, such as physics

and astronomy, as well as the fascinating science of mathematics.
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But consider the claim that it is not these sciences that are the most complex, but rather
biological sciences. Biology, this argument goes, is more interesting to us because it is inher-
ently more complex in an important sense. It includes the complexities of the merely physical
world and more. The reasoning behind this claim has been explained by one of the twentieth

k) . . . .
century’s leading evolutionary biologists:

Insistence that the study of organisms requires principles additional to those of the
physical sciences does not imply a dualistic or vitalistic view of nature. Life...is not
thereby necessarily considered nonphysical or nonmaterial. It is just that living beings
have been affected for ... billions of years by historical processes.... The results of those
processes are systems different in kind from any nonliving systems and almost incom-
parably more complicated. They are not for that reason necessarily any less material or
less physical in nature. The point is that all known material processes and explanatory
principles apply to organisms, while only a limited number of them apply to nonliving
systems. ... Biology, then, is the science that stands at the center of all science.... And
itis here, in the field where all the principles of all the sciences are embodied, that

science can truly become unified.”®

Said more simply, the biological arena is one in which all of the material processes
analyzed by physics and chemistry are evident. These material processes, however, have
undergone a process of historical development (evolution) that has produced processes
that are qualitatively more complex than the physical realities studied by physics, chemistry,
astronomy, geology, or mathematics. There are, to be sure, bridge sciences, as it were—a rel-
evant example is biochemistry, where a science dealing with the building blocks of reality (in
this case, chemistry’s stunning sophistication in molecular and atomic matters) illuminates
biology, and does so in ways that teach humans much more about life than they can observe
by simply watching the other macroanimals and plants in their environment.

Still, Simpson’s point remains an important reason that nonhuman animals incite par-
ticular fascination in human animals. Said simply, animals’ obvious biological complexities
intrigue us, often more so than the processes that we notice in the parts of our world that are
inanimate. Biological phenomena are, then, particularly fascinating to us because they alone
seem to have a particularly rich and inviting complexity.'® This deep fascination on our part
provides a first reason that explains why Animal Studies keeps a focus on other animals as its
heartbeat.

To the extent this first reason is explained solely in terms of science-mediated knowl-
edge about the world around us, it does not fully explain our fascination with other animals.
A second, ethics-based reason helps fill out why other animals are so compelling to human
animals. Our interest in other living beings is anchored in our own special abilities—our eth-
ical abilities that make us capable of recognizing how to treat another individual as a morally
important “other” In summary, this ethics-based reason for Animal Studies concentrating
on animals more than on inanimate objects relies on the undeniably rich individual-to-indi-
vidual skills that each of us has. As noted below, these skills prompt caring within and across

the species line.
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This undeniable feature of our lives creates our special genius for one-on-one
connections. This set of abilities is, however, not exclusively human, for our abilities to
care have deep and wide mammalian roots. To make this point about our close mamma-
lian cousins is not to deny that humans’ version of ethical abilities is unique and seem-
ingly the most capacious. Yet critical thinking requires that while this conclusion does
seem reasonable, clearly we do not know yet that comparably rich and interesting abilities
are absent from any or all nonhuman animal communities. This is so because we have
only begun to explore which features are found in those societies composed of nonhuman
individuals who have large brains, social skills of great complexity, and distinctive per-
sonalities (all of which are true of cetacean, nonhuman great ape, and elephant societies).
This humility-focused observation suggests we do well to heed advice given by one of the
twentieth century’s most famous philosophers in 1922: “whercof one cannot speak|,]
thereof one must be silent.”!”

What we can say with great confidence is that it is within encounters with other indi-
vidual living beings that our own ethical abilities begin and then occur on a daily basis. These
“others” are sometimes human, sometimes nonhuman, for while it is true that our earliest
encounters are usually with parents and siblings, very young children also engage compan-
ion animals, backyard wildlife, and sometimes other domesticated animals. The “others” we
encounter in childhood do not exhaust our abilities to care any more than our member-
ship in a particular group of humans exhausts our abilities to care. Beyond immediate family
members (which, again, these days are commonly thought of expansively as including non-
human members as well) and certainly beyond our local human community, we eventually
meet many other, non—family members of both the human and nonhuman ilk.

It is at this basic level of individuality where we inevitably learn and play out the full
range of our ethical abilities. Just as early encounters give birth to ethical possibilities and
abilities, encounters later in life actualize our abilities to care, helping them mature to their
fullest forms. One-on-one caring opportunities, first in the family and home, then beyond,
are our carliest moral opportunities, and they invite us constantly throughout life to go fur-
ther. As we mature and notice this, we recognize that using these abilities beyond the species
line is well within our ethical capabilities.

Such encounters, especially with non-family members who do not protect our inter-
ests, are also where our ethical abilities can atrophy. We can be trained to ignore encounters
with nonhumans, just as we can be trained to ignore encounters with other humans. But it
remains true that in any one-on-one encounter, the connection possibilities are one of the
keys to our ethical character. For this reason, caring one-on-one, that is, caring in relationship
with an “other,” is the door that opens onto caring about multiple others.

In one sense, then, caring for others is a chrysalis of ethical abilities, as ethicists have
known for along time. Insights about the importance of instilling care-based virtues early in
life appear, for example, in Aristotle’s ethics, modern virtue ethics, the tradition of feminist
care ethics, and ecofeminism. The upshot is this—if one fosters caring abilities in a child
carly and often, then the child stands a much better chance of actualizing these abilities
throughout life. The converse applies, too—retard caring about others carly, and the child is

at risk of losing such abilities for life. Retard these abilities in adolescence, and the potential
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for becoming a responsible adult can also be lost. Nurture these abilities during adolescence
and young adulthood, and the prospects of responsible adulthood are more likely to be
realized.

Animal Studies takes this key insight across the species line. It provides reasons to
believe that training humans to care only for family or local community or one’s own culture
Or nation or species misses a key opportunity to develop our human capacities for one-on-
one caring about others who come from outside family, local community, society, or species.
Given that the ferment in our society on animal issues is driven in part by a renewed sense of
the importance of a truly broad notion of communal caring, Animal Studies in a number of
ways features an unmistakable ethical cast as its draws energy from the fact that the complexi-
ties of animal life intrigue us in very special ways.

There is, relatedly, one final, education-based reason that Animal Studies keeps its pri-
mary focus on animal issues—this reason is a practical version of our abilities in one-on-one
caring of the kind discussed above. Practically speaking, cach of us as an individual animal
can manage thinking about other animal individuals. This insight plays a role in an inter-
esting observation by an environmental studies professor from Massachusetts Institute of
Technology named Steve Meyer. As an adjunct lecturer at Tufts” Center for Animals and
Public Policy, Meyer for several years taught graduate students pursuing a master of science
degree.'® In 2004, he commented that while he knew MIT students pursuing environmental
studies were excellent students, he consistently detected greater focus, direction, and pursuit
in the Tufts graduates studying animal-related issues.

Professor Meyer’s observation prompts one to speculate how focusing on nonhuman
animals might produce educational benefits. One possibility is that such a focus offers an
immediacy and involvement with identifiable nonhuman individuals that appeals to, even
tugs at, each individual human’s existing ethical abilities in ways that the elegant but abstract
ideas of environmental protection cannot. Students at Tufts clearly arrived at their graduate
program with interests that led them often to heavy involvement in specific animal protec-
tion causes such as improving adoptions from shelters, stopping cruelty, or raising awareness
of some specific category of food animals, research animals, or wildlife. Said another way, the
Tufts students arrived with developed abilities in individual-to-individual concerns typical of
the animal protection movement. They were already convinced that specific acts of compas-
sion can easily and regularly make a difference in real lives. This realization helped foster keen
inquiry about the potential reach of cthical consciousness and action, as well as pursuit of
specific ways to alleviate problems. In this respect, the Tufts students seemed to Dr. Meyer to
have more specific forms of inquiry and pursuit than did the MIT students studying higher-
level generalities like the extinction of species, habitat destruction, and the environment. To
be sure, these more general issues are crucial, but their very breadth and generality are harder
to grasp and less immediate and personal than is stopping harms to familiar and treasured
individuals like dogs, cats, horses, and similarly familiar “neighbors.”

These observations are by no means the final word, for they are tentative generalities
based on limited exposure to only certain kinds of students in highly specialized circum-
stances. But Meyer’s observations suggest this important possibility—focusing on actual

individual nonhumans—calls upon basic skills that humans learn carly and then use often.
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Asimportantly, it is through focusing on individuals that one grasps why it is important
to avoid harms—not only does cach of us as an individual know the risk of harm, but addi-
tionally each of us readily can sec and feel the harm to another individual in one’s presence.
A related insight soon follows—what matters is individual acts impacting real living beings.
This realization is easily understood and remembered, which means it can anchor learning in
ways that generalities like “the welfare of a species” and “the good of the environment” often
do not. One-on-one relationships, because they are something each of us intuitively grasps,
offer the collateral benefit of opening each individual up to the importance of ethics, which
in turn allows commitment and “pursuit” to become part of one’s life. Further, such experi-
ences may even open us to carly consideration of more general issues such as how to refrain

from harming abstractions like “a species” or even more generally “the environment.”

History of Science as a Key Field in Animal Studies

The dual features of science addressed above—the key integrities or commitments of sci-
ence as a whole versus the politicized practices of many contemporary rescarch institutions,
organizations, and individual scientists—are largely based on the Western scientific tradition
that is commonly understood to be rooted in an important period in Western cultural his-
tory usually called the scientific revolution. Interestingly, the idea of a single scientific revolu-
tion is misleading for two reasons. First, there are other science traditions that humans have
developed which, though less well known, have importance in their own right.”” Second,
historians of science who focus on the powerful Western scientific tradition for decades have
regularly pointed out that while science has caused revolutionary changes in Western cul-
ture, those changes took place in fits and starts and in so many areas for so many reasons
that one cannot talk of a scientific revolution. This is one of the reasons that Shapin opens
his 1996 book The Scientific Revolution by stating, “There was no such thing as the Scientific
Revolution, and this is a book about it.”

Whatever position one holds on scientific revolutions, or on the achievements of one
scientific tradition versus others, Animal Studies is an extension of the spirit of this kind
of human work. This field embodies and extends the mentality that led to the changes we
think of as “the scientific revolution,” as well as the general spirit of inquiry and concern for
the truth that drive the scientific spirit. This general spirit is the source of the commitment
within Animal Studies that requires careful study of other-than-human animals’ actual reali-
ties. Careful, empirically based work about the realities that surround each of us is surely not
the sole province of science, but such work is nonetheless done well in scientific traditions

when they hold true to their basic humilities, commitments, and integrities.

Balancing Discoveries and Intrigue

Science-based discoveries about other animals’ lives give those who pursue Animal Studies
strong reasons to infuse even nonscientific work—such as doing history, honoring cultural
diversity, or assessing education—with science-informed views of other animals. Further, the
basic humilities and integrities of science, particularly as they coincide with and thereby rein-
force commitments to see other animals as they actually are, help anyone explore the many

diverse forms of life and awareness outside our own species. In effect, the findings of science
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and the larger commitments of the entire scientific enterprise help individuals and entire
academic fields get beyond the exceptionalist tradition.

The history of science, though, has many episodes in which this major human enterprise
was not dominated by humilities and its commendable integrities, but instead fraught with
intrigue and constant battles. In tragic ways, such problems share some features of the better-
known battles within religious traditions or political systems. One source of such intrigue
has been human limitations—scientists are, after all, humans prone to biases, limited vision,
jealousies, conspiratorial motives, and assorted other human frailties. These all-too-human
traits subvert the very integrities that give science its power, thereby undoing the humilities
that science at its best prompts so well.

Another source of intrigue is the fact that some who wrap themselves in science con-
spicuously fail to honor its basic ideals. Sometimes this is due to dishonesty and fraud, when
research is falsified for financial advantage. But this is a relatively minor problem because
of the sustained commitment within scientific circles to transparency. More commonly,
problems arise because science is pursued in ways that serve human biases of one kind or
another—such as reluctance to discuss other animals’ cognitive abilities, described as “men-
tophobia” driven by an altogether unscientific “paralytic perfectionism” (chapter 6).

A third source of various intrigues that have marred the history of science is the fact
that scientific method, even when pursued as fully and ideally as possible, has inherent
limits. Some try to build from the fact that science done through precise measurements
and quantification can be remarkably powerful to an altogether more far-reaching sugges-
tion, namely, that measurement-based science is the only valid form of knowledge and can
tell us all we want to know. Without question, science-based quantification is a powerful
tool for those who seck to peer into nonhuman animals’ lives. It can overcome what many
have long taken to be insurmountable obstacles—for example, the techniques of passive
acoustic monitoring can be used to learn where cetaceans swim and even with whom.?
This fascinating science on its own, of course, hardly exhausts questions about cetaceans’
daily lives, let alone their inner lives. What is learned from the quantification-based tech-
niques of passive acoustic monitoring can be connected with what is learned in other sci-
ence-based work, giving us a much better picture. Such combinations can even help us peer
into other animals themselves and features of their ancestors’ remote past. Below the mid-
twenticth-century development called “neo-Darwinism” or “the evolutionary synthesis” is
mentioned because this powerful set of scientific tools using genetics-based information
can help us understand a great deal about any living being’s basic abilities as inherited from
ancestors.?!

Quantification-based science is, thus, obviously powerful and important—sometimes
it may even supply an essential piece for solving certain puzzles. But it remains partial in a
most fundamental sense—for example, in the case of cetaceans, even multiple sciences in
combination do not exhaust questions about cetaceans’ lives. In effect, quantification-based
science falls short of the Schrédinger test, for it “keeps terribly silent about” so much that is
“close to our hearts.” Using individual sciences’ evident power to illuminate some aspects of
the world to justify the far-reaching claim that scientific methods or even all sciences together

are the only basis of knowledge is to leap far further than logic can carry us.
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Challenging one-dimensional claims focused on but one method, or one science, or one
suite of natural sciences is crucial. There are not only many productive scientific methods, but
also valid sources of knowledge outside of science altogether, as implied by Schrodinger’s
lament. As this book points out, even when science is done as well as possible, it turns out to
be just one of the major ways of exploring other animals. In fact, before modern sciences were
developed, there were abundant observation-based explorations that remain just as relevant
today as they were in the past.

Intrigue also is evident when one group of scientists privilege their own field by derid-
ing others. A now-classic example of this problem is the dismissive view of less theoreti-
cal and less mathematics-reliant sciences embodied in the quip of a Nobel Prize—winning
physicist: “all science is either physics or stamp collecting”?* Animal Studies is particularly
adept at pointing out the advantages of “stamp collecting” (observational work that helps
humans recognize so much about other-than-human animals)—such efforts have made
vital contributions to learning and thus clearly qualify as an essential form of inquiry about
the truths and realities foregrounded by both science generally and Animal Studies more
particularly.

Perhaps the greatest intrigue in the history of science, however, has been resistance to
new ideas, for this human tendency has led to much strife, polarization, and many other
problems. Many examples from geology, anthropology, physiology, astronomy, and countless
other sciences illustrate how ideas now widely considered common sense were long repudi-
ated in scientific circles. One of the most dramatic examples, to be sure, is the debate over
Darwin’s work about the relationship of humans to other animals. Before discussing how
Darwin’s achievements were received, it should be acknowledged that even when schem-
ing, bias, and resistance to new ideas have produced tension in the history of science, these
eminently human failures in no way eclipsed the value and power of science. Animal Studies
has been, and will continue to be, a beneficiary of an astonishing range of science-based work
done in terms of the most basic commitments and humility that drive the scientific tradition
generally. So although this introduction to Animal Studies at times points out that some
work within science—such as veterinary medicine, zoos, and animal science—continues to
go forward with forms of bias that foster the exceptionalist tradition and serious harms to
many nonhuman animals, contrasting such problems with the astonishing successes evident
throughout science is important to providing a full and fair account of this powerful human
enterprise. Similarly, Darwin’s work readily reveals how science in both theory and practice is

an astonishing cumulative achievement of humans across many centuries and cultures.

Darwin’s Evolution and the Larger Community

The work of Charles Darwin is pivotal not only in the history of science and the development
of Western culture, but also for humanity and the world generally. Darwin’s great contribu-
tions are well known—his insights about evolution, natural selection, and common descent,
including his detailed documentation of forces affecting the survival and proliferation of
species, produced deep changes of many kinds in and beyond Western culture—and world-
views have shifted to include much more awareness of the fundamental continuity between

humans and other species.
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All of these developments are of the greatest relevance to Animal Studies, but, in
particular, Darwin advanced the processes by which humans and nonhumans alike have been
demythologized. His powerful synthesis of perspectives on the biological bases of intelligence,
emotions, cooperation, communication, and competition over time opened up many people
to connections which, though obvious, had been played down greatly. Historically, Darwin’s
argument was only the latest in a long series—many different individuals had suggested that
people already knew a basic reality, namely, that one had, as suggested by the Roman writer
Lucretius in the century before Jesus was born, “only to look attentively at the world around
us to grasp that many of the most intense and poignant experiences of our lives are not exclu-
sive to our species.”® Scores of science-based researchers had for centuries before Darwin’s
Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection (1859) provided countless observations about
the obvious similarities between humans and some nonhumans. The famous French phi-
losopher Jean-Jacques Rousseau had even asserted in 1753 that humans and chimpanzees
were members of the same species, and this view was again asserted in 1770 by the almost
equally famous Lord Monboddo. In 1781, Charles Bonnet, comparing apes and humans in
Contemplation de la Nature, stated plainly, “We are astonished to see how slight and how few
are the differences, and how manifold and how marked are the resemblances.”**

The obviousness of the overlaps between humans and some other animals notwith-
standing, similarities had been played down in many influential circles. This is in part because
the powerful European tradition had been exposed to very few nonhuman great apes before
the nineteenth century, and very little to elephants, cetaceans, or other nonhumans that
feature large brains, relatively complex communications, and even cultures. Recall the 1747
comment by Linnaeus, who created biology’s basic classification scheme still in use today—
he cited nonscientific forces as playing a crucial role when he made his decision to “distin-
guish between Man and Ape”™: “if T had called man an ape, or vice versa, I would have fallen
under the ban of all ecclesiastics. It may be that as a naturalist I ought to have done so.”

Darwin’s work famously challenged very powerful religious and secular dismissals of
humans’ organic relationship with other-than-human animals. It is telling that although his
explanation of the connection between human animals and the rest of life has the kind of
elegance that appeals to many people today, in the second half of the nineteenth century
many people thought it ugly. Many versions of one story in particular reveal that Darwin’s
ideas were thought by some to be unseemly—the wife of the bishop of Worcester is reported
to have said in 1860, “Let us hope that what Mr. Darwin says is not true, but if it is true, let
us hope that it will not become generally known!”*

In a way, the bishop’s wife got her wish—at least for a while. Darwin’s ideas did not
carry the day in scientific circles until the 1930s (half a century after his death) when a new
era in Darwin-influenced thinking produced a wide-ranging synthesis of his insights and
important discoveries, like population genetics, known generally as “neo-Darwinism” or “the
evolutionary synthesis.”* Through a combination of mathematical techniques and genetics-
based discoveries, highly technical and powerful predictions became possible regarding gene
frequencies in populations over generations.

Even if; scientifically speaking, this important set of ideas about animals prevails today,

Animal Studies must still contend with two important points of resistance. One is the
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culturally and politically powerful opposition to evolution from many religiously inspired
sources. In 2004, the widely respected publication National Geographic ran a story under the
headline “Was Darwin Wrong?” which included this passage:

The most startling thing about these poll numbers is not that so many Americans
reject evolution, but that the statistical breakdown hasn’t changed much in two
decades. Gallup interviewers posed exactly the same choices in 1982, 1993, 1997,
and 1999. The creationist conviction—that God alone, and not evolution, produced
humans—has never drawn less than 44 percent. In other words, nearly half the
American populace prefers to believe that Charles Darwin was wrong where it mat-

tered most.”’

Thus, although Darwin’s ideas have shifted many humans’ understanding of our own animal-
ity and rich connections with other animals, the debate over Darwin’s legacy remains fierce.
This can be seen not only in the continuing resistance to Darwin’s ideas in many spheres
but also in the resilience of language-based habits like “humans and animals” that predate
Darwin by centuries.

Yet while there will almost certainly continue to be challenges and adjustments to
Darwin’s evolutionary insights, today his views are a widely respected component of modern
science and a key to understanding, then telling, the story of humans’ past and present think-
ing about animals. Thereby, Animal Studies today is one of Darwin’s greatest beneficiaries
because his work fully exemplifies the ways in which mature, scientifically focused thinking
can prompt recognition of connections and overlaps between human and other-than-human

animals.

Darwin-Inspired Maps of Life

The continuing resistance to Darwin is telling in modern society and the basis of some claims
that the public is not well versed in science. More troubling, however, is the prevalence of
dualistic language like “humans and animals” in scientific circles. That antiscientific habits of
mind prevail in, sometimes are even promoted by, the scientific establishment is more than a
challenge to the scientific spirit—it is also a revelation regarding how much is still thought to
be at stake. In a very real way, when scientists perpetuate the dualism “humans and animals”
(as when, for example, they teach their students to talk in this way), they exhibit either a lack
of conviction about the truth of scientific categories or a form of cowardice in relation to
reality.

Despite this lingering resistance, science circles have influenced Animal Studies greatly
in one very structured and specific manner—they have created exhaustive maps or taxono-
mies of life that reflect Darwin’s central insights. These are the most complete taxonomies
available today, providing a basic inventory of life by which Animal Studies can measure its
own work (in the sense of noting which nonhuman animals are spoken about compared to
which ones are known to exist).

The development of science-based taxonomies has by no means eclipsed the preva-

lence of folk taxonomies—modern categories such as “companion animal,” “food animal,”
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and so on are a kind of folk taxonomy, and such nonscientific categories remain extremely
important. Yet, revealingly, it is scientific taxonomy that is invariably called upon whenever
a reliable taxonomy is desired. Using the great breadth of scientific taxonomies, scholars and
students can shed light on other cultures’ construction of maps or taxonomies of life. Most
cultures offer a map of life or folk taxonomy that seems, relative to today’s scientific schemes,
simple and easy to follow. To any person with a late twentieth-century education, it is none-
theless obvious that most folk taxonomies leave out many animals. This is not surprising in
one sense—any small-scale society or local community occupies territory that has but a small
percentage of the earth’s different forms of life, and thus its citizens have little or no exposure
to the vast diversity of the larger world’s animal life. Citizens in modern industrialized socie-
ties are the beneficiaries of globally shared knowledge about other living creatures, and on
that basis alone, but especially relative to science-developed taxonomies, it is easy to recog-

nize that nonscientific classification schemes list only some of the earth’s animals.

Caution about the Best Maps of Life

Even if one is familiar with the formidable Darwinian synthesis and the most modern tax-
onomies that offer surprisingly specific information about the interconnections of different
kinds of life, one must not confuse that feature of scientific taxonomies with truly knowing
other living beings in context. With that qualification in mind, one can reflect on what one
of the most widely used, though by no means universally accepted, maps of life suggests.”®
Known as the five kingdoms classification (the image draws on the old patriarchal notion of
kingship), this map of life divides living beings into fundamentally different kinds of living
organisms. It is based on the astonishingly detailed information about the diversity of life
beyond the human species that our life sciences have provided through much cumulative
work in the twentieth century. The simplest forms of life are microscopic single-celled living
creatures that scientists call eubacteria (ex is a Greek word that here means “true”) and cyano-
bacteria or blue-green algae. This invisible class of beings contains millions of different kinds
of unicellular life that scientists call the Monera kingdom.

Modern taxonomy sets these simple, microscopic forms of life apart from four other,
altogether distinct kingdoms of living beings. Each of the other kingdoms (some schemes
list four additional kingdoms, while others list five) contains almost countless additional
forms of life. As importantly, each is a kingdom because its life forms comprise a dramatically
distinct form of life. The first of these additional kingdoms, named Protista by scientists,
includes organisms described by technical, unfamiliar phrases like “unicellular protozoans”
or “multicellular algae.”

Beyond these first two kingdoms are three more whose names will sound more familiar,
namely, the kingdoms Fungi, Plantae, and the familiar-sounding Animalia. If this fivefold
division is not daunting enough, keep in mind that from a scientific standpoint, these five
kingdoms do not comprise the whole of life, for outside of them is yet another important
form of beings that have a few features that seem to most of us to deserve the name “living”—
these are viruses, but they are outside the normal scheme of life because they are even simpler

than the single-celled bacteria.
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One implication of this science-based inventory of life is that the vast majority of living
beings are not in the scientific category Animalia, but instead in the other kingdoms. Even
within Animalia itself one finds overwhelmingly complex diversity because this kingdom
features an astonishing twenty-one subdivisions or phyla. Most of these twenty-one phyla
include living beings that we would colloquially call “worms,” but which are, scientifically,
of many different phyla. The very last of the twenty-one phyla is Chordata, which will seem
familiar-sounding territory because many of us recall that humans are, scientifically, chor-
dates, that is, possessing a backbone.

The Chordata are, nonetheless, further subdivided into three major subphyla which
contain beings that are still not “animals” by common definition. This includes living
beings in the Subphylum Urochordata (sometimes called “tunicates”) and Subphylum
Cephalochordata (or “lancelets”). Finally we get to the Subphylum Vertebrata, which is, one
might assume, at last a familiar neighborhood. These subdivisions of life include many living
beings that we might call “animals,” but which even animal advocates characteristically ignore
when they talk about animal protection issues. This fact helps one see an important implica-
tion of the scientific classification of life—the vast majority of living beings are dramatically
different from the few tens of thousands of species of living beings that humans are used to
calling “animals.”

Thus even the familiar-sounding category “vertebrates” is subdivided into classes that
only rarely, if at all, receive any mention in animal protection discussions. Here are the sub-

divisions (or classes) of Subphylum Vertebrata:

Class Agnatha (jawless fishes)

Class Placoderms (armored fishes)

Class Chondrichthyes (cartilaginous fishes, such as sharks and rays)
Class Osteichthyes (bony fishes)

Class Amphibia (amphibians)

Class Reptilia (reptiles)

Class Aves (birds)

Class Mammalia (mammals)

In this list one finally encounters the mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, and fish
that populate folk taxonomies. Among these, too, are the macroanimals that different peo-
ples have historically recognized as potential others. These living beings, but particularly
the community of mammals, birds, amphibians, and reptiles, are the focus of most Animal
Studies discussions, courses, and, especially, programs and scholarship.

Keep in mind that scientific taxonomies, so important because they reveal that nonhu-
man living beings are more diverse than any culture ever imagined (in part because they list
so many micro forms of life beyond the range of humans’ eyes, ears, and touch), by no stretch
of the imagination confirm that humans today know a great deal about other animals. In fact,
the diversity that scientific taxonomies memorialize only testifies to how impoverished are

many contemporary concepts of “animals.”
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Deeper into Science: The Problem of “Animals
in and of Themselves”

Identifying and putting into full context the actual realities of other animals is a goal that
makes sense from many vantage points—the search for truth as it is found in the sciences
and in ethics, the interests of the curious, and even the simplest forms of common sense. This
goal of first attempting to discover, then contextualizing what one thinks one has learned
about other animals’ realities will, no doubt, seem to many an intuitively obvious objective of
Animal Studies. It is, for example, the kind of intuitively appealing approach to other animals
that is the backbone of the insights by the zoo expert quoted in chapter 1 about life in the
wild being the measure of zoos.

Realizing this aim, however, poses very difficult challenges for humans. This is one
reason Animal Studies must work with and through many sciences and other fields. In one
sense, efforts to accomplish the task of noticing other animals’ realities can start in a familiar
place, for each of us, as an embodied animal, knows a great deal about certain dimensions of
animal life. Talking of ancient human hunters’ awareness of macroanimals and then contem-
porary humans’ attitude about “the obvious similarities of sexual acts and bodily functions,”

one scholar suggests,

W are so very squeamish and silly about these today because our culture operates to
distance ourselves from, and deny our biological kinship with, other animals. Our early
ancestors, however, were intimate with the living world, not alienated from and hostile

to it. When they followed a bison herd and watched a bull, penis red and dripping with
semen, mount and move his loins against a cow, they would surely vividly recall their own
sexual experiences. On their daily foraging rounds, they were likely to see animals eating,

drinking, defecating, and urinating—acts that are daily human experiences as well.”

Each of us also knows, from our own experience, that at least one macroanimal (our
own self) has a point of view, personal interests, and awareness of other macroanimals.
Further, we often have a profound certainty that the familiar macroanimals in our lives have
their own experiences of the world and it macters little whether these individuals are human,
nonhuman mammals, birds in the household, or local wildlife.

Some philosophers, of course, aggressively deny that we can know much about any
other being’s actual realities—for millennia, various philosophers have also extended this
skepticism to even our certainty about what any other human being is actually experiencing.
But most of us are willing to admit that while such philosophical challenges are humbling
(because they speak to our obvious limits,), they are not complete roadblocks. Our imagi-
nations are able to handle notions such as, “I cannot know precisely what this other mac-
roanimal’s life is like, but I can guess realistically and successfully at some features of that life.”
We know intuitively about such things as pain, dislike, fear, and anticipation. We also guess
confidently that various experiences and loyalties in other animal individuals are important
to these others in some way. We can even sense that other lives are radically different from
our own, an idea that may perhaps silence us about other lives except for very general kinds

of statements like those made in this paragraph.
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At the very least, critical thinking suggests that we be cautious when attempting to
describe the point of view of these others. In such descriptions we may in fact admirably elu-
cidate externals (as do scientific taxonomies), but still fail to go deeply into the actual realities
of other animals” individual or communal intelligence, their emotions, and on and on. Very
often the obvious truth is that we do not really “know;” that is, have any reasonable certainty,
about the details of the experiences of familiar others. In other words, we are guessing, even if
in an informed way. So, plainly stated, the elusive facts of other animals’ individual and social
lives are hard to ascertain.

One possibility is spending time in the presence of other living beings—let us call this
“the Goodall principle” to honor the great scientific contributions of Jane Goodall, whose
legendary observational persistence led to discoveries that made her “one of the intellectual
heroes of this century.” But even if one is persistent and in the right place to observe some
nonhuman animals living undisturbed lives, one needs a talent for observation. One also
must engage in dialogue with others who have tried to address the range of issues in trying to
know these alien beings’ realities.

Since, as already noted in a variety of contexts, humans share many features with some
other animals, the shared features might provide some basis for understanding other animals
in their communities. But humans share only some features with other primates and fewer
features with other mammals. We are extremely dissimilar from the vast majority of non-
mammalian life, which comprises easily 99-plus percent of all living beings.

These facts suggest a very clear bottom line—identifying and confirming actual realities
in context (where those realities play out in natural ways that are different from the distorted
kinds of behavior that human presence or domination produces) is exceedingly difficult.
There is an important insight to be learned, then, from the philosophers and other reflective
thinkers who are skeptical of facile claims about truly knowing in any detail what life is like
for another living being. That insight is that we must be cautious in our claims.

Yet if humans work humbly and together to achieve the best possible description given
our limitations, we can make meaningful claims about other animals’ realities. We know,
for example, that what takes place for them is not controlled by our preconceptions of their
world. In other words, we know their actual, day-to-day realities are independent of us.
About those realities we can describe some basics (see next section). Such a viewpoint, which
is sometimes referred to as an “objectivist claim,” can be found in both naive and more real-
istic forms of human thought—the key is to be careful, heeding advice of the kind offered by
the early scientist Francis Bacon: “God forbid that we should give out a dream of our own
imagination for a pattern of the world.” Such problems also prompted Bacon, in the opening
lines of his influential Novum Organum, to warn, “They who have presumed to dogmatize on

nature... have inflicted the greatest injury on philosophy and learning.”*

Sciences’ Obvious Relevance

Science has multiple ways to confirm what we detect in ordinary life—for example, that
some other mammals react to pain in ways identical to our human mammal reactions to
pain. Such basic overlaps between science and common sense undergird Voltaire’s famous

reply to Descartes’s mechanistic view of animals: “Barbarians seize this dog. ... They nail it on
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a table, and they dissect it alive in order to show the mesenteric veins. You discover in it all
the same organs of feeling that are in yourself. Answer me, machinist, has nature arranged all
the means of feeling in this animal, so that it may not feel 2!

We do not need science to discover that some other animals experience physical pain
as we do, for of course people from time immemorial have been confident that an individual
human can observe when another animal (human and nonhuman alike) is in pain. It is our
absolute confidence in this intuition that is the basis of every culture’s development of provi-
sions for protecting other animals in a variety of ways—all of this is informed by confidence
in our perception of who and what they are.

Beyond providing means of confirming some basics we know from daily life, science
by virtue of a series of different methods has additional prospects for identifying some fea-
tures of other animals’ realities—as Voltaire’s quote above reveals so plainly, one method is to
confirm through dissection that the mechanisms and organs of other animals are like those
we possess. Dissection of live animals, of course, contends with humans’ ethical dimensions.
Less contentious methods include dissection of animals that died a natural death or patient
observation of living beings by which we accumulate information.

But even in the face of a great deal of detail (the size of a nonhuman community, which
mothers rear which offspring, what is eaten and when, and which tools, if any, are used in
what circumstances), we often can say relatively little about many aspects of other animals’
lives. Almost everyone still recognizes about even the most familiar nonhumans, such as
dogs, that many features of their lives are fundamentally elusive or even unknowable. Science
itself makes clear that we have reasons for such cautious doubt, for one science after another
reveals that there can be no understanding of individual, real nonhumans without seeing
their larger world, their place and role in a community that is a part of an ecosystem, or what
play out as life-and-death issues, loyalties and fears, and more.

Take the example of the largest dolphins in the world, which are commonly known
as orcas. Because these animals are exceptionally social animals, humans who seck out their
realities cannot understand either an individual orca or an orca community without learn-
ing much about their water world, their social lives in their specific groups in their specific
water-based territories, or their intelligences and communications. Orcas reveal that, to even
make the claim that one knows something about another being’s realities, one must engage
that living being’s fuller world to begin the process of coming to know that individual’s life
in any detail.

Claims made about individuals as cach functions in their society, within their econ-
iche, on the basis of their abilities are, then, multilevel claims that any human is ill equipped
to judge exhaustively unless much patient, sensitive, humility-driven observation has taken
place. Barry Lopez has suggested, on the basis of his study of wolves, “The animal’s environ-
ment, the background against which we see it, can be rendered as something like the animal
itself—partly unchartable. And to try to understand the animal apart from its background,
except as an imaginative exercise, is to risk the collapse of both. To be what they are they
require each other”#

Science produces many well-articulated statements of this kind about the intertwining

of each living being with its local world on the basis of that individual’s abilities. Trying to
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assess the complexities of this individual-amid-its-world has obvious complications and risks,
all of which are seen better if one inquires as carefully and persistently as possible and works
diligently to identify one’s own assumptions. In such a way, one takes seriously the attempt to

see nonhumans’ world and realities from their viewpoint.

Sciences without Humility or Qualm

Sorting out the realities of other animals, then, is difficult for many reasons. Not only are the
realities often inaccessible, but human abilities to understand what other living beings might
experience are subject to obvious limitations given that humans are sight-dominant primates,
and in many other animals, other sensory abilities are dominant (such as smell). Scientific
capabilities can also be quite limited because there may be no way to gain access to the reali-
ties one is trying to learn—sperm whales have the largest brains on earth, but how individuals
live and play in sperm whale social groupings is not at all easy for humans to explore because
sperm whales live in the deep ocean and dive to great depths.

Apart from these limits, of course, there is the problem of preconceptions anchored in
cultural distortions that may curtail questions, answers, and opportunities for research. The
example that follows is taken from early modern medicine; it suggests how both preconcep-
tions and a strong resistance to change impact scientific views. Alan Cutler tells the story of
Nicolas Steno, the “humble genius” who after extraordinary success in medicine later went

on to found modern geology:

Steno was unusual among his colleagues not only for his skill at the dissecting table,
but for the fact that he dissected at all. Most anatomists were unwilling to bloody
their own hands and left the work to an assistant. In fact, at most medical schools
dissection was more like an academic ritual than a method of scientific research. The
ancient texts of the Greek physician Galen had been the primary source of anatomical
knowledge for nearly fifteen hundred years. Galen’s authority often trumped that of
actual cadavers. Dissection was the art of opening up the flesh to reveal what Galen
said was supposed to be there. If what was found did not match the text, it was an

embarrassment to the dissector, not to Galen.”

Cutler points out that Steno found existing scientists” “stubborn adherence to tradition” a
serious obstacle to progress in anatomy. Incisions were made according to prescribed rules,
and the organs were to be examined in a prescribed order. Such rigidity was completely con-
trary to genuine scientific research, said Steno, which “does not admit of any set method, but
must be attempted in every way possible.”

Part of the problem stemmed from the delicate tissue of the brain itself. “Every anato-
mist who has been concerned with dissecting the brain can demonstrate everything he says
about it,” he said. “Because its substance is soft and so compliant that his hands, without his
thinking about it, shape the parts as he envisaged them beforehand”

Steno challenged Descartes, whose On Man had just been published posthumously—
in this book, Descartes declared, in Cutler’s words, “the pineal gland, a small nut-shaped
gland in the center of the brain, to be the crucial link [of soul to body]. Twisting and
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turning in response to the soul’s demands, it literally pulled the strings that controlled the
body.” Descartes had used deduction alone, and not observation, to come to his conclusion
about the central role of the pineal gland. Steno as a deft anatomist was able to show that
the pineal gland was held fast and could not move as Descartes described. Still, some of
Descartes’s followers refused to accept the visual evidence provided by Steno’s dissection of
the pineal gland.

This refusal is telling. It is precisely this kind of psychologically grounded certainty that
one already knows “the truth” that permits many to dismiss contrary evidence plainly before
their eyes. If the situation being addressed is complicated, it is all that much easier to deny

evidence that one is wrong, for the latter requires one to rethink the prevailing view.

Yet Another Revolution

Although science itself is the result of a series of strong reactions to overbearing authori-
tarianism and human-centeredness, the scientific establishment has nonetheless tended to
become rigid and reactionary on any number of issues. Some of these have great bearing on
Animal Studies, for the scientific establishment developed a double standard by which the
lives of animals were judged (chapter 6). Human abilities were broadly studied while the
evaluation of the abilities of any other-than-human animals was ignored due to an “insidious
barrier to scientific investigation” anchored in a “paralytic perfectionism” regarding nonhu-
man animals’ experiences and “minds.”

Through the efforts of many inside and outside science, a major change in attitude—
sometimes referred to as the “cognitive revolution”—developed from the 1960s onward. This
development is both cause and effect of the ferment discussed at the beginning of this book.
Scientists have now provided wide-ranging research on other animals’ mental, communica-
tive, and emotional or affective abilities.’ Further, researchers have more recently focused their
efforts on understanding stress and trauma in other animals that are often captivity induced.”

The upshot of such developments is that complexities in a wide range of nonhuman
animals are now being explored in detail. The results often astonish those whose learning
was nurtured solely with the exceptionalist tradition of modern education. For example, for
decades primatologists have talked about cultures based on a close examination of our cousin

great apes’ actual realities in their natural contexts (chapter 7).

Science and the Search for Realities

There are several ways in which different sciences provide pieces of the picture by which other
animals’ realities might be identified and put into meaningful context. Some individual sci-
ences take forms that are surprisingly limited even as they provide important puzzle pieces
needed to see the larger issues. Modern introductory courses in biology at the university
level are often focused not on whole organisms but instead on molecular-level realities. Such
courses can deaden some students’ sensibilities to the different kinds of issues that arise in
studying nonhumans as whole individuals or, on another front altogether, the complex sci-
entific and ethical issues that arise in the area of animals and public policy. Such courses also
do not teach nonreductive methods well—skills crucial to seeing nonhumans well, such as

patient observation and a consideration of holistic concerns, are not covered.
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Similarly, courses in genetics and scientific taxonomy provide little information about
the animals as individual living beings. They produce information that is very relevant to
understanding individuals, of course, but any picture drawn solely on the basis of molecular-
level realities is likely to be inadequate for understanding nonhuman animals in context. Such
an approach would fail the Schrodinger test in the same way that a stick figure conveying a
rough idea of human body structure utterly fails to provide insights needed for understand-
ing the whole human.

Questions about what real animals are like are in part addressed by the field called
ethology, often defined as studying other animals in their environment. The Greek root of
the word, ethos, is translated with different English words such as “character,” “morals,” “prin-
ciples, and even the cognate “cthos.” Sometimes described as a part of zoology, ethology is
also viewed as a separate scientific field with its own subfields. Many ethologists commonly
divide the field between “behavioral ecology,” which explores the association between behav-
ior and ecological conditions, and “cognitive ethology,” which examines the subjective side of
animal beings studied through ideas like information processing, consciousness, intentional-
ity, intelligence, and subjective experiences.

For those interested in the actual realities of other animals, both subfields have obvious
promise. Yet many find that publications in behavioral ecology can be surprisingly lifeless—
many reports are stiflingly antiseptic, focused heavily on use of specific, often highly technical
words and information presented as “data sets.” The latter term is used in both nonbiologi-
cal and biological situations—it usually refers to a record of actual observations obtained
through sampling what is technically known as “a statistical population.” In studies of other
living beings, the observations are characteristically of very minor behaviors isolated for the
purpose of the study. These observations are reduced to a number or, sometimes, a short label
drawn from an agreed-upon list, and together these numbers or labels comprise the data set.

While in an important sense meeting the specific goal of attaining rigorous data sets is
crucial to identifying many features of a living being’s life—how and in what way an animal
moves, where this animal goes and how long it remains in specific places, with whom this
animal interacts, and on and on—there is a limit to what can be pieced together of a whole
animal’s world from atomized information recorded in this way. Thus, although such infor-
mation is invaluable, it provides at best a partial view of an animal as it lives its life amid the
complexities of communal and ecological contexts. Ironically, such reports can seem lifeless
to outsiders who have not been initiated into the highly technical vocabulary and conceptual
subtleties of behavioral ecology.

It is thus common even for those who have great interest in the nonhuman animals
that are the subject of such data to conclude that ethologists use words and measurements
that empty out, not fill up, the search for other animals’ realities. It is as if technicality
is foregrounded in order to mimic other sciences dominated by mere quantification, like
physics, chemistry, and astronomy. These fields have, in fact, gained great respect because
their discoveries have been made through quantification-dominated methods. Newton, for
example, had a powerful inclination to measurement-based precision and uniformity in his
thinking about space and time (also in his less well-known work on alchemy and Christian
theology).
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Quantification works in ethology as a means by which the field and its individual
scientists can gain credibility in those scientific circles that insist on numbers, quantification,
reduction, and precise prediction primarily in terms of numbers. But from the standpoint of
a robust, interdisciplinary form of Animal Studies that engages the whole, embodied animal
in its full context, such a ploy creates problems. Arguing that it is “quite certain that neither
Tinbergen nor Lorenz” (the founders of ethology) “wanted to ‘desubjectify’ animals,” one

scholar suggests that the field of ethology nonetheless is full of deadening language:

Despite their intellectual continuity, there is a great disparity between ethologists
and naturalists with respect to their uses of language. In contrast to the naturalists’
language of the lifeworld, ethologists use a technical vocabulary, in part constructed
by themselves and in part appropriated from behaviorist psychology. The linguistic
and argumentative edifice created by the pioneer ethologists led to the representation
of animals as natural objects. ... The inexorable if unwitting consequence of applying
a technical language was the epistemological objectification of animals and ultimately
the mechanomorphic portrayal. Mechanomorphism was the price of the idiom that
the ethologists opted for; it did not involve the ethologists’ deliberate endorsement of
a mechanistic view of animals, but was an effect of the representational medium that
they elaborated.>

Another commentator observes that the result is not a rich understanding but, instead,
a debilitating distance: “The objectifying language they employed distances them from
their animal ‘subjects’ and seems to deny those subjects volition or intention. For instance,
ethologists speak of ‘innate releasing mechanisms’ within the animals that ‘release’ behavioral
responses, rather than of animals doing something for their own purposes.””

Beyond behavioral ecology is an even newer, still controversial field known as cogni-
tive ethology that covers some of the most widespread questions that emerge from humans’
inevitable intersection with other-than-human animals. For example, from time immemorial
humans have wondered, which of our fellow animals are intelligent or self-aware? Which
communicate within their own communities or across species lines, as we do? Which have
emotions? Which have abilities that we do not have?

Cognitive cthology typifies the interdisciplinary features of many fields that are poten-
tial contributors to Animal Studies. The authors of a leading textbook in the field suggest
in their preface that “cognitive ethology refers to the comparative, evolutionary, and eco-
logical study of animal thought processes, beliefs, rationality, information processing, and
consciousness.”®

The interdisciplinary features of such work include a heavy emphasis on the relevance
of the realities of the actual animals themselves to theorizing: “The importance of interdis-
ciplinary discussion means that philosophers who would like their theorizing to appeal and
be relevant to scientific colleagues must spend an increasing amount of time keeping up with
the empirical literature, perhaps even going out to gain firsthand experience of the ordeals
of fieldwork. And scientists who have not read technically difficult philosophical papers and
books must do so if they are to stay abreast of developments.”™
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Cognitive ethology’s questions reflect not only that humans broadly treasure cognitive
complexities but also that we pay attention to sentience, as the universality of humans’ com-
passion impulse shows. This universality extends not only across cultures, but also within and
throughout individual cultures in the special sense that inclinations to and even traditions
of kindness and compassion survive in social circles and subcultures even when the mainline
institutions of a culture promote radical dismissals of all members of certain groups. This
phenomenon is a by-product of our one-on-one ethical abilities as discussed above, and is
what grounds the sense of personal connection with other animals that one often finds at the
level of individual humans’ day-to-day interactions. Because Animal Studies constantly refers
to this level (and, as chapter 1 suggests, is in many ways driven by this personal level), the
concern of Animal Studies is far more than the claims made in official histories, established

political and policy positions, or prevailing theoretical analyses.

Science as Subversive: Ecology and Other Challenges

In 1964 Paul Sears defined ecology as “the subversive science” because it can “endanger the
assumptions and practices accepted by modern societies, whatever their doctrinal commit-
ments.”* In fact, many scientific fields other than ecology have subverted humans’ penchant
for interpreting the world in overtly human-centered ways. Astronomy from the sixteenth
through the eighteenth centuries succeeded in making it clear that the solar system was not
centered on the earth, and biology in the nineteenth and twentieth century returned humans
once again to full membership in earth’s animal community. Sciences have come away from
the exceptionalist tradition and other human-centerednesses in different ways and at differ-
ent times. Some fields have continued to be persistently human-centered—after describing
psychology’s “myopically anthropocentric nature” and “inability to free itself from a fixation
on human pathologies and abilities, to the detriment of general scientific issues,” one critic
suggested the relevance of a non-human-centered version of psychology: “Psychology should
be the study of intelligence, of adaptive and complex behavior, wherever it is to be found, in
animals, people, or even machines.”*! The emergence of cognitive studies in, to name just a
few fields, primatology, bird studies, elephant studies, marine mammalogy, and companion
animal studies suggests that even psychology has the capacity to move well beyond the excep-
tionalist tradition.

The fact that science after science has subverted the exceptionalist tradition reveals that
scientific inquiry in general is more than a natural ally of Animal Studies—it is, in fact, an
essential component because of the integral role sciences play in the development of basic facts
about the similar and different abilities that human and other-than-human animals possess.
Sciences provide key perspectives on the profound truths of our membership in the intercon-
nected, inviting universe all animals occupy—what Berry called “the larger community.”

Note, then, yet another implication of the science enterprise—the dominance of per-
spectives of the exceptionalist tradition that promote the reign of a sparse and inadequate
dualism such as “humans and animals” is easily understood to be not only antiscientific, but
also antiecological. Science’s dispassionate commitments to the truth about humans and other
animals as linked through common histories and shared ecosystems also prompt one to see

the radical inadequacy of other terms and concepts as well. Discussions of broad-sounding
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topics like “sustainability” often remain so insistently human-centered that they amount to
what can be thought of as “environmental speciesism,” that is, a framing of environmental
and conservation programs solely in favor of the human species.”

The implications of many sciences’ subversion of the exceptionalist tradition’s vision
of reality pertain also to the humanities and, of course, to Animal Studies. For example, the
subversion causes one to look carefully at the way exceptionalist versions of ethics have domi-
nated Western culture’s philosophical, theological, and ecological thinking (this approach is
sometimes referred to as “ethical anthropocentrism”). The subversive implications of science
help one see why thinking that takes its cue from the exceptionalist tradition is inadequate
and parochial, falling far short of much broader human visions that clearly recognize humans’
membership in the larger community.

The holistic features of ecology and environmental protection also cause them to be
integral parts of many visions and organizations that focus heavily on nonhuman animal
issues. The example of orcas above was mentioned because no one could possibly grasp the
actual realities of orcas outside their existence in the ocean niches where they live, socialize,
and have thrived for millions of years. Similar claims are often made regarding indigenous
tribes of humans who recognize themselves as part of the land on which they have long lived.
Knowing specific beings in any robust sense means seeing them and their community in all

the fullness of their actual environment and “home.”

Animal Protection in Several Keys

For reasons of this kind (and others as well), any number of environmental groups and
animal protection organizations seamlessly present their causes in ways that recognize both
habitat protection and the importance of protecting individual members of a community.
Similarly, in highly specialized sciences one finds both of these elements. Marine mamm-
alogy, primatology, and elephant studies, for example, look at their subject species as both
individual animals and members of social groups featuring complex behaviors that need
to be understood in context. It remains true, to be sure, that our understanding of both
individuality in these animals and the social dimensions of their lives is rudimentary, all of
which mandates that we remain cautious when claiming to know details of these animals’
realities. In any number of ways, our sciences are far better at high-level generalities than
fine-grained evaluations of other animals’ individual realities. The generalities can, however,
be fascinating, as evidenced by the following science-based description of the lives of spin-
ner dolphins studied for decades by a pioneer researcher: “The dolphin’s echolocation shield
is its own special defense. With it these mammals buy an advantage in the costs of predation
over their silent antagonists. ... Given that seemingly insignificant advantage, they can then
afford to express all the complexity and individuality of their mammalian heritage. ... They
can let down the school’s shield long enough to afford nurture, instruction, tradition, and
even culture.”®

Animal Studies looks at how such a passage suggests several different features. There
are generalities like ecological dimensions impacting survival skills and the existence of group
advantages over predators because of complex communications that are still mysterious to

human observers. This description also suggests a rich set of individual-based complexities
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with the words “nurture, instruction, tradition, and even culture” even though these elusive,
important realities are not described in any detail.

Marine mammalogy clearly provides abundant confirmation of the fact that some ceta-
ceans’ social realities are very unlike the general realities evident in primates’ social lives. But
similarities, too, can be postulated, for much knowledge has been hard won by many differ-
ent rescarchers over decades. Norris comments, for example, “It took my entire two decades
with spinners to formulate a theory for how they worked.” Another researcher who has also
conducted a long-term study in the wild of a community of spotted dolphins (Stenella fron-
talis) commented in 1995 that “our knowledge is broad enough to know that dolphins are
long-lived social mammals, that they form long-term bonds, and that they learn and grow in
their multi-generational societies and use many senses to communicate, especially sound.”#

The accumulation of science-based research on cetaceans has prompted discussion
about not only these living beings’ abilities, but also humans’ obligation to them. A good
example is Thomas White’s [ Defense of Dolphins: The New Moral Frontier (2007). Animal
Studies is well situated to facilitate an interdisciplinary engagement with White’s use of the
terms “defense” and “moral frontier,” especially as they are driven by humans’ ethical dimen-
sions responding to dolphins’ special abilities.

Elephant studies is another specialized science-based inquiry that has produced infor-
mation about a startlingly complex and fascinating nonhuman community. It further con-
firms that in no meaningful sense are humans “alone” on the earth. Elephants have had such a
longand extraordinarily complex interaction with humans that this particular area of human-
nonhuman interaction is surely among the richest and most complicated, as suggested by a

leading expert on Indian elephants:

An object of worship, a target of hunters, a beast of burden, a burden to the peo-

ple, gentle in captivity, dangerous in the wild, the pride of kings, the companion of
mahouts, a machine of war, an envoy of peace, loved, feared, hated, the elephant has
had a glorious and an infamous association with man in Asia. For its sheer contrast
and splendour, this association is unequalled by any other interaction between animal

and man in the world.*

This description of the diversity of human interaction and fascination with clephants
explains much that is of great importance in Animal Studies, but it opens up many ques-
tions about contemporary issues. The positive aspects of this appraisal push Animal Studies
students to ask, are elephants” actual lives in fact such that we should be paying attention
to them? Elephants are major factors in much of the ferment over humans’ relationships
beyond the species line—they are cultural icons in places, major draws in zoos. Yet we con-
tinue to impact them in ways that prompt science-based research into stress and trauma
induced by even well-intentioned zoo-based captivity and far more impactful interactions in
the wild. For example, a surge of unusually aggressive and violent behavior, including attacks
on humans and even rape of rhinoceroses by young elephants in both Africa and India is
described in the October 8, 2006, New York Times Magazine cover story, “An Elephant

Crackup?” The violence has changed elephant-human relationships in many communities,
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according to one researcher: “Everybody pretty much agrees that the relationship between
elephants and people has dramatically changed. ... What we are seeing today is extraordinary.
Where for centuries humans and elephants lived in relatively peaceful coexistence, there is
now hostility and violence. Now, I use the term ‘violence’ because of the intentionality asso-
ciated with it, both in the aggression of humans and, at times, the recently observed behavior
of elephants.”’

The cause is not known, but the article focuses heavily on a respected researcher who
suggests that the problem is chronic stress suffered by the elephants. These animals are
extraordinary individuals by any measure, as was clearly suggested by the distinguished Dame

Daphne Sheldrick, whose cutting-edge work on rescuing orphan elephants has been widely
lauded:

Elephants are emotionally very “human” animals, sharing with us the same emotions
that govern our own lives, plus an identical age progression, the same sense of family,
sensc of death, loves and loyalties that span a lifetime, and many other very “human”
traits, including compassion. They have also been endowed with other attributes we
humans do not possess, such as innate knowledge in a genetic memory....In such a

long-lived species, there is also a lifetime of learning through experience, just as there

is for humans.*

Animal Studies in particular has the capacity not only to note the science about ele-
phants but also to ask questions about how elephants’ remarkable abilities relate to queries
about humans’ role in the decline of elephant populations and psychological trauma created

by elephants’ living conditions, including conflict with humans.

Animal Studies beyond Science

This example of different kinds of inquiries about elephants (and other animals as well, of course)
reveals how important it is for students of Animal Studies to engage careful, rigorous science
as often as possible. Perspectives grounded in science provide, in turn, information needed for
another important task, namely, identifying both possibilities and problems in human actions.
When taking this additional step, Animal Studies faces the task of analyzing various possibili-
ties and problems, such as the dilemmas inherent in political and moral choices.

Consider, for example, the possibilities and problems related to our human penchant
for political intrigue. We are the successors to Machiavellian ancestors, as both our own
human history and primatology make only too clear. Books with titles such as Chimpanzee
Politics and Machiavellian Intelligence inform us that scientists have identified how richly
political many of our closest primate cousins are.”” It is great apes in particular (chimpanzees,
bonobos, gorillas, orangutans, and humans, of course) who are subtle in their use of social
manipulation through deception or cooperation. Such actions create advantages both for
social groups as a whole and for those individuals sufficiently intelligent to employ “whatever
mechanisms enable an individual to take into account the complexities of social or other
life and devise appropriate responses.”® The net benefit creates selective pressures for the

development of more individual intelligence and more group intelligence, all of which causes
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intelligence to spiral upward over time. While there are many different explanations of what
is involved in such interactions, “all these hypotheses share one thing in common: the impli-
cation that possession of the cognitive ability we call ‘intelligence’ is linked with social living
and the problems of complexity it can pose.”!

Importantly, primate researchers also confirm that our close cousins also have morality-
like rules on their minds and care in their hearts. De Waal summarizes his views of primates,
and for good measure adds observations about dogs as well: “I've argued that many of what
philosophers call moral sentiments can be seen in other species. In chimpanzees and other
animals, you see examples of sympathy, empathy, reciprocity, a willingness to follow social
rules. Dogs are a good example of a species that have and obey social rules; that’s why we like
them so much, even though they’re large carnivores.”

Historically, many studies on primates were pursued because researchers wanted to
illuminate human origins. But such research has revealed in almost countless ways that our
close nonhuman cousins are truly complex individuals in their own right and form connec-
tions that astonish those who look. These connections include not only morality-like dimen-
sions but also richly interpersonal, social, political, and emotional lives. Such discoveries give
Animal Studies reason to ask about how human political systems impact the world’s nonhu-

man others and their communities.

Politics and Other Animals

“Politics” and “political” are part of the impressive array of words, including “police,” “policy,”
and “polite,” rooted in the Greek word polis (city). Most relevant to Animal Studies is that
while the word “politics” can operate as a synonym for the well-developed academic enter-
prise known as “political science,” far more often this word is a reference to the complex
bargaining and power struggles we also call “political life.” One of the most famous defi-
nitions, encapsulated as a book title, reveals that power is indeed part of the very soul of
this realm— Politics: Who Gets What, When, How.>® The power that defines the essence of
political realities and characterizes humans as Machiavellian has profound impacts on many
human domains, including the content of education and the practice of science. Further,
given this central preoccupation with humans’ power relations with and over each other, it
will seem natural to many that politics is overwhelmingly focused on the exclusively human.
That the roots of politics are in city life and power relations means that the exceptionalist

tradition is a pervasive, controlling presence in politics.

Politics and the Exceptionalist Tradition’s Ideology

Compared to the species-neutral ideals at the heart of the idealized image of science, the
ideals and aspirations that dominate politics are paradigmatic examples of the exceptional-
ist tradition as it has promoted all aspects of human life at the expense of nonhuman lives.
Since political ideals track the special importance of human life called out by religious fig-
ures, pocts, philosophers, and many others, it scems normal that in politics, to use Rachels’s
language, “the central concern” of humans” multifaceted moral abilities “must be the protec-

tion and care of human beings.”
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On-the-ground realities, of course, have fallen tragically short of such ideals. Thus, just
as the practice of science does not measure up perfectly to the ideals of science as an elegant
enterprise that foregrounds a commitment to truth, actual political realities have rarely, if
ever, honored the importance of each and every human as envisioned in the core ideals of
politics, religion, ethics, and education. For millennia, one group of humans after another
has used political means to dominate other groups of humans. The vehicles of harm have
been diverse, ranging from direct killing of individuals to tragically virulent wars, class exclu-
sions, enslavement, ethnic mass murders, religious strife, racial and sexual discrimination, and
countless other forms of ostracism and denial.

Animal Studies examines humans’ complex political realities from several different
angles. A principal preoccupation of Animal Studies is frank exploration of the fact that
in most societies today, the domination of other-than-human animals through politics and
public policy is merely business as usual rationalized in terms of the exceptionalist tradition.
Animal Studies also explores how different nonhuman animal groups are impacted when
one group of humans dominates another group of humans. Yet other issues arise as some
nonhuman animals are treated well by human societies, others are marked as vermin, some
have their “welfare” (however one defines this key term) protected, and others are ignored
altogether.

Since Animal Studies seeks to understand how and why the exceptionalist tradition is
a decisive factor in politics, there are several important anomalies to address. No educated
person today is likely to be unaware that political decisions have harmed billions of innocent
humans by intentionally denying them lives of dignity and opportunity, self-determination,
freedom of movement, religious toleration, free expression, and access to mechanisms that
can address obvious imbalances and injustice. Given this important reality, how might anyone
suggest the exceptionalist tradition is a force in politics? Since this tradition holds that mem-
bers of the human species alone are sacred beings or, in the secular version, so important that
they are (in Rachels’s words) “the central concern” of human ethics, how can one account for
the facts of history that make it so clear that both humans and nonhumans alike have been
harmed? Historical evidence seems to contradict a major aspect of the exceptionalist tradi-
tion, namely, the claim that all humans are important.

The answer is, of course, that the exceptionalist tradition is a factor when the focus of
discussion is politics and its ideals. At this level, discussants often talk in general terms along
the lines of “humans and animals,” such that humans are placed in a group to be elevated and
all other living beings are grouped together for subordination purposes. When one begins
looking at politics from the vantage point of on-the-ground realities, however, politics is
much messier than it is through the lens of a tidy dualism like “humans and animals.”

Something similar happens with law and public policy—these topics are conceived in
highly idealistic and generalized terms that contrast humans as a group with all other living
beings as another group. When the practicalities of specific situations are the focus, however,
it is easy to recognize that not all humans are beneficiaries of particular laws or specific public
policies. Most often, something far less noble is transpiring, with one group of humans bene-
fiting and others being disadvantaged. This less-than-noble manner in which politics, law, and

public policy work in situations of human conflict has prompted many serious critiques (see
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chapter 4). It has also prompted humorous but dark observations like Will Rogers's comment,
“people who love sausage and respect the law should never watch either one being made.”

Because Animal Studies works to illuminate the real world, it assesses not only the how,
why, and when of claims about nonhuman animals in political settings generally (the excep-
tionalist tradition), but also how human-to-human politics impacts nonhuman animals in
different situations (see chapter 11). The exceptionalist tradition is a very powerful and very
harsh form of human-centeredness that is invoked when human-versus-nonhuman issues
arise. In this setting, discussions tend to contrast humans with nonhumans generally. So talk
is of humans’ dignity and superior intelligence.

But when the issue pits the interests of one human group against another, the excep-
tionalist tradition is no longer the focus, and instead political power controls the outcome.
The dignity of each and every human commands far less attention because the primary focus
becomes which human subgroup has sufficient power to protect its own privileges at the
expense of the other human group. Nonhuman animals, of course, have long since been for-
gotten because they are, under the exceptionalist tradition, dismissed as inferior. This con-
trast helps one see that the exceptionalist tradition has the features of an ideology used in
dogmatic ways to justify harms to nonhuman animals even as it remains silent and hollow
about one human subgroup dominating other human subgroups.

In one sense, then, Animal Studies ranges widely enough to deal with the marginaliza-
tion of any animals in politics, engaging the broad dismissals of nonhumans even as it also
examines the marginalization of humans. The latter is very important in Animal Studies
because it can be integrally involved in the marginalization of nonhuman animals as well—
there is, for example, much overlap between harms to nonhumans in slaughterhouses and
harms to the human workers in such industries,> just as there are noteworthy environmen-
tal and social costs for local communities that host some agribusinesses.’> Animal Studies is
ideally situated to comment on the connections between problems faced by marginalized
humans and a range of harms done to nonhumans, just as it is ideally suited to suggest that
protections for such humans and nonhumans can be dealt with fully and well in political

circles if there is the political will to do so.

The Definition Trap and Questions about the Future
Lasswell’s 1936 definition of politics—Who Gets What, When, How—raises many questions,

some of which focus on why and how socicties co-opt scientists and produce scientific prac-
tices that are aimed at ensuring human power and privilege over the natural world. A crucial
first step in animal studies as it approaches political issues, then, is to see that, in the matter
of nonhuman animals, politics has long controlled and can shape the practice of science in
various ways to further humans’ subordination of all other living beings. Few people doubt
that Lasswell meant to include only humans within the group that politics benefits. Similarly,
when people are asked to identify the “public” in the phrase “public policy,” very few hesitate
as they answer—humans are the “public;” the beginning and end, the raison détre of public
policy.

Animal Studies naturally foregrounds the ways in which politics and public policy

in many familiar societies (such as the large, industrialized nations of the early twenty-first
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century) deal with nonhuman animals. It addresses, for example, which nonhumans legisla-
tors, judges, or the public more generally include within anticruelty protections. It looks as
well at which animals are protected on the basis of environmental concerns, and how the
same sort of animal might be protected when thought of as a companion animal but treated
very differently when used in a laboratory or caten. For example, horses can be treated in
startlingly different ways depending on which category policymakers use for them. The same
is true for dogs, cats, pigs, and a number of other nonhuman animals. Animal Studies looks
at these and many other patterns and anomalies evident in both official and unofficial poli-
cies of a society. It also attends to changing patterns over time and future possibilities. This
is one reason that any Animal Studies program benefits greatly from studying a wide range
of human societies, for by no means have all human societies followed the trend evident in
today’s industrialized societies of reducing any and all nonhuman animals to mere property
to be owned by humans. Through comparative studies of different cultures, Animal Studies
can say much about public policy options in this area and the salient fact that every society
features some individuals with qualms about owning other living beings. In such matters,
Animal Studies uses future-focused questions to remind us that the question of how indi-
vidual humans and their cultures might now and in the future interact with other living
beings remains open. In fact, what can happen at the human-nonhuman intersection in the
future is, of course, radically open in the powerful, etymologically based sense of “getting to
the root (Latin, 72dix) of the matter.” That some cultures and modern nations have outlawed
ownership of certain nonhuman animals reveals that humans can, whenever we wish, estab-
lish a variety of ways of relating to other-than-human animals and the more-than-human
world. Admitting this important fact related to humans’ future makes a crucial point about
politics—in an altogether real way, the choices made in politics project an imagined future,
both short term and long term, onto the present citizens of society, coming generations,
other-than-human animals, and the more-than-human world generally.>®

The question of what individual citizens can do zow is, then, wide open in some impor-
tant senses. But this question can seem to be closed—for psychological reasons, humans are
often attached to their inherited and present practices (see chapter 8). Yet the ethical realities
of humans are such that choices about the future are possible in both consumer-based and
non-consumert-based societies. It is possible today to imagine forms of politics and science
that do something other than ensure humans’ power over other living beings. Each individual
can, in the role of voter, consumer, or active citizen play an integral part in choosing to con-
tinue to dominate or, alternatively, make choices that shape a world in which humans live
alongside a great variety of other animals.

Animal Studies, in fact, is capable of describing ways of living with other animals that
avoid harmful practices that are legacies of cultures that are dismissive of other-than-human
animals. Many ancient religious traditions protected real animals by placing the obligation to
avoid harms to them (and humans, of course) among the most cherished notions of human
identity and the moral life (chapter 2). The peoples of India, for example, have coexisted with
cows in urban environments in ways that often astonish outsiders. Further, familiarity with
small-scale cultures provides hundreds of visions and cthical approaches that are far more

protective of nonhuman animals than those found in modern politics or public policy. In
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many ways, the ferment introduced in this book reflects that same possibility. Finally, it must
be added that science as practiced today in a number of instances provides the means to live
with other-than-human communities, as evidenced by certain efforts in fields such as conser-

vation biology, restoration ecology, reintroduction biology, and ecological economics.>”

Present-Day Walls

Since, on the whole, contemporary political realities in many societies feature much resist-
ance to inquiries about other animals, let alone serious discussion of the moral dimensions
found at the human-nonhuman intersection, Animal Studies has a formidable task in explor-
ing the many different ways that contemporary humans choose to dominate or otherwise
marginalize a great variety of nonhuman individuals and communities. This phenomenon
is complex and features many factors—one root of the limits of present-day politics can
be glimpsed in the opening lines of a 1913 book by the deeply respected Indian polymath
Rabindranath Tagore:

The civilisation of ancient Greece was nurtured within city walls. In fact, all the mod-
ern civilisations have their cradles of brick and mortar. These walls leave their mark
deep in the minds of men. They set up a principle of “divide and rule” in our mental
outlook, which begets in us a habit of securing all our conquests by fortifying them
and separating them from one another. We divide nation and nation, knowledge and
knowledge, man and nature. It breeds in us a strong suspicion of whatever is beyond
the barriers we have built, and everything has to fight hard for its entrance into our

recognition.”®

Tagore contrasted such a walled-off, city-based life with the forest-based life that his

own Indian civilization experienced in carly phases:

The west seems to take a pride in thinking that it is subduing nature; as if we are living
in a hostile world where we have to wrest everything we want from an unwilling and
alien arrangement of things. This sentiment is the product of the city-wall habit and
training of mind. For in the city life man naturally directs the concentrated light of his
mental vision upon his own life and works, and this creates an artificial dissociation

between himself and the Universal Nature within whose bosom he lies.

Even though the ferment on animal issues described throughout this book has cre-
ated many urban and nonurban circles in which people today discuss nonhuman animals
(for example, those who wish to discuss wildlife can easily find a forum attended by many
citizens who have a passion to conserve “nature” and “the environment”), modern political
institutions remain decisively shaped and dominated by a form of walled-off politics that is
thoroughly and unrelentingly controlled by the exceptionalist tradition. This preoccupation
with human privilege and power dominates education, science, religion, and much else, such
that both political and nonpolitical participants are trained not to notice the relevance of

nonhuman animals to much of human life. One venue where this preoccupation continues
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to thrive, effectively maintaining the walls that protect the exceptionalist tradition, is the

realm of contemporary public policy studies.

Public Policy

Public policy circles epitomize much about the human-centered preoccupations of politics.
Such driving values contrast with the idealized image of science as a beautiful and truth-
secking enterprise. There is, however, the important parallel between the narrowness of poli-
tics and policy as practiced and the shortcomings of science as practiced. Public policy also
falls far short of the ideology of the exceptionalist tradition. When some disfavored human
group is marginalized, it may be government action that directly excludes and/or harms the
marginalized humans, but sometimes it is government inaction through lack of enforcement
of a policy that on its face seems to protect all citizens of a particular jurisdiction.

When lack of enforcement becomes the norm and thereby causes some humans to be
disadvantaged, it is reasonable to suggest that the real policy of a government—what can be
thought of the operative or de facto policy—is to allow such harms. Such situations prevail sur-
prisingly often and at both local and national levels. Consider a 1965 finding by an American
investigatory commission (the President’s Science Advisory Committee report, Restoring the
Luality of Our Environment) convened in the wake of Rachel Carson’s 1962 book Silent
Spring. The commission concluded bluntly that a major factor shaping national policy in
the United States in the 1960s was not the benefit of the public generally, but instead a far
narrower agenda: “The corporation’s convenience has been allowed to rule national policy.”>’
While commercial enterprise can obviously be a powerful force that creates wealth in a com-
munity, large-scale businesses in industrialized societies can, if unchecked, also harm humans
in extreme ways. The 1980 volume A Peaple’s History of the United States: 1492—Present pro-
vides numerous examples of nineteenth-century business monopolies harming men, women,
and children.

If a society tolerates some humans being harmed even though its leaders claim that each

and every human is sacred, the plight of any nonhuman animal in that society is likely to be

dire indeed.

Animal Studies and Public Policy

One of the driving forces so evident in the diverse, worldwide developments regarding other-
than-human animals is the affection people develop for companion animals. This personal
connection has led many citizens to pressure their elected representatives to enact laws and
other public policies that protect these nonhuman animals. Each year, literally thousands of
legislative proposals are made in countries around the world which, if enacted, would create
public policy that provides one form or another of additional protection for some nonhu-
man animals. While only a fraction of the legislative proposals actually become law, the sheer
number being proposed means that hundreds upon hundreds of new laws or revisions of
existing laws are enacted and thereby impact public policy on nonhuman animals.

Such developments indicate that animal protection issues have become a factor in vari-
ous policy discussion circles around the world. That this is a new development in some coun-

tries is evident in two comments by MIT environmental studies professor Steven Meyer.*
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These comments reveal key features about what “public policy” means in powerful circles
where the subject matter of Animal Studies is not yet of particular interest. When Dr. Meyer
was asked, “What are the best books addressing ‘animals and public policy’?” he replied
immediately and unequivocally, “There are none.” When asked next, “What would you say
is public policy on nonhuman animals?” Dr. Meyer replied just as firmly, “There is none—
animals do not count in public policy.”

The volume of animal protection legislation suggests that a decade later, public policy
circles may be starting to change. At national and local levels, not only are more laws being
introduced and enacted, but also some animal protection laws are more stringently enforced.
It can thus be said that, despite many kinds of opposition and the often-polarized milieu of
the politically and geographically diverse animal movement, some segments of the move-
ment are making astonishing progress even though other segments proceed at a slow pace or
not at all. The changes have prompted one historian to conclude that the modern version of
the animal movement has had “a far greater impact on society than previously suggested.”®!

There remain features of public policy that give educators in Animal Studies and many
others (such as animal protectionists and environmentalists) reason to pause, including the
risks created by the prevalence of a paradigm for nonhuman animals based primarily on
companion animals (maintaining human-centered features connected to domination over
these living beings, and failing to learn anything essential about nondomesticated animals).
Because much of the legislation now being enacted focuses overwhelmingly on companion
animals, the important openings this legislation creates remain within a narrow range.

In some ways Meyer was right, since most nonhuman animals still “do not count in
public policy” Animal protection continues to be marginalized in important public policy
discussions—in the United States, for example, the major graduate programs where students
study public policy are dominated completely by the exceptionalist tradition (as evidenced
by curriculum, faculty interests, and publications).

Consider, then, the power of two questions about public policy that Animal Studies
prompts. First, given that public policy continues to be dominated by the exceptionalist
tradition, how is it that protections for living beings outside the human species might find
a place in public policy? One answer, of course, is that ordinary people, completely apart
from government-initiated and sanctioned policies, can choose to protect their nonhuman
neighbors in a variety of ways. The power of this first question is that it suggests that a soci-
ety’s public policy can be influenced by the daily decisions of private individuals. Further,
the question implies that when a sufficient number of citizens take such responsibility, the
official public policy of the political realm may no longer be dominated by the narrow-mind-
edness that typifies the exceptionalist tradition.

With such implications in mind, Animal Studies can ask a second powerful question—
what is public policy really, and who makes it? This question goes to the very heart of public
policy studies because it asks the scholar or student to get beyond facile assumptions that
now dominate public policy circles. As this issue is discussed below, notice how yet again
Animal Studies prompts one discipline after another to engage its own foundations.

One of the most common definitions cited in public policy materials is that public

policy is whatever a government chooses to do or not do.®* Animal Studies has major reasons
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to question the adequacy of such definitions. Similarly, it has reasons to be as frank as pos-
sible about the fact that nonhuman animals have cither no or scant importance in public
policy discussion other than as mere resources in service of a human-centered agenda.

There is power as well in queries prompted by Animal Studies’ need for environmen-
tally aware perspectives—does public policy make humans “more effective vandals of the
earth”? Insights flow, too, from Animal Studies grappling with the de facto policies implied
by lack of enforcement of laws that, nominally, commit a society to anticruelty protections.
When one recognizes that lack of enforcement can effectively undo a legislature’s enactment
of a law, one is led to ask a further question—can government officials also undo deep cul-
tural commitments like anticruelty sentiments that have been part of social consensus for
centuries? Modern laws and other contemporary public policies have exempted large corpo-
rations, but not individuals, from anticruelty laws passed centuries ago (see chapter 7).

By virtue of its interdisciplinary resources, then, Animal Studies easily enriches the
notion of public policy to encompass a wide range of social acts that go far beyond legislation,
ballot initiatives, judicial decisions, or administrative decisions. It examines values rooted in
cultural heritage and society-wide ethical values, such as concerns about cruelty, from which

government-based public policy ideally draws its energy and legitimacy.

Getting beyond Traditional Public Policy

The principalapproach to public policy—henceitsdescriptionas “traditional” or “mainline”—
is to focus narrowly on government issues using conceptions drawn from economics. Major
textbooks regarding public policy analysis nonetheless regularly observe that there is no con-
sensus on many issues at the heart of traditional public policy analysis—one observer sug-
gests, for example, “reaching a consensus on the precise definition of public policy has proved
impossible.”®

Many people are dissatisfied with the highly theoretical approaches found in public
policy textbooks—some criticize the traditional approach as overly reliant on questionable
assumptions, such as the claim that humans can be understood primarily in terms of their
economic decisions. Some critics notice the extremely heavy reliance on cost-benefit analysis
in mainline public policy circles—in Priceless: On Knowing the Price of Everything and the
Value of Nothing the authors quote one critic who describes the “unbelievable alienation,
reductionist thinking, social ruthlessness and the arrogant ignorance of many conventional
‘economists’ concerning the nature of the world we live in.”** Similar concerns appear in

Deborah Stone’s best-selling textbook on public policy:

The field of policy analysis is dominated by economics and its model of society as a
market. A market, as conceived in microeconomics, is a collection of atomized indi-
viduals who have no community life. They have independent preferences and their
relationships consist entirely of trading with one another to maximize their individual
wellbeing. Like many social scientists, I don’t find the market model a convincing
description of the world I know or, for that matter, any world I would want to live in.
I wanted a kind of analysis that starts with a model of community, where individu-

als live in a web of associations, dependencies and loyalties, and where they envision
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and fight for a public interest as well as their individual interests. This kind of analysis
could not take individual preferences as “given,” as most economists do, but would
instead have to account for where people get their images of the world and how those

images shape their desires and their visions.®®

Animal Studies needs for multiple reasons to push those who assume that public policy
can be well understood through traditional, mainline approaches of market models, cost-
benefit analysis, and other economics-inspired concepts. First, such an approach is worse
than narrow and myopic, for it advances the ideology of the exceptionalist tradition and
provides no room for alternative approaches. Additionally, such approaches ignore many
other inputs, such as cultural values, social consensus, and scientific findings about other
animals. As discussed in chapters 4 and 7, while the larger field of law often epitomizes the
exceptionalist tradition, legal education in many countries today is home to a growing dis-
cussion about the use of law to create a range of protection for certain nonhuman animals.
This developing “animal law” reflects important contemporary social realities—for example,
more houscholds in a number of industrialized countries have companion animals than have
children (chapters 4, 7). A very high percentage of citizens in these countries want greater
protections for their companion animals because they deem these nonhuman animals to be
treasured “family members.”®”

Such facts are not yet, however, particularly influential in many traditional, mainline
policy discussions around the world even though they reflect, to use Stone’s words, “a web
of associations, dependencies and loyalties” that goes beyond the species line to at least some
nonhuman family members and, arguably, some other nonhuman animals as well. If discus-
sion in traditional public policy circles remains unresponsive to such popular issues, it is
likely that other, less popular but nonetheless key issues are ignored as well.

One of the reasons that legal education reflects concern for nonhuman animals is that
this type of education uses a different notion of public policy that is far more capable of rec-
ognizing such human valuing beyond the species line. Law students have long been trained to
use a broad notion of public policy that is much more flexible than the traditional, mainline
notion of public policy. The Supreme Court of Missouri in 1946 described how the American

legal system uses “public policy” as a synonym for “public good” or “public morals™:

The term “public policy,” being of such vague and uncertain meaning, and of such
variable quantity, has frequently been said not to be susceptible of exact or precise
definition; and some courts have said that no exact or precise definition has ever been
given or can be found. Nevertheless, with respect to the administration of the law, the
courts have frequently quoted and often approved of the statement that public policy
is that principle of the law which holds that “no one” can lawfully do that which has a
tendency to be injurious to the public or against the public good;...and also has been
68

defined as “the public good.

This notion of public policy as the public good offers sufficient flexibility to account for

not only the “web of associations, dependencies and loyalties” but also, most clearly relevant
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to Animal Studies, the changes in social values that are taking place because so many house-
holds now include nonhuman family members.

Further, as social values evolve and take to heart environmental issues, concerns for
social justice, scientific findings, and commitments to compassion, this law-based notion
of public policy can offer even more openings than can the traditional, mainline notion of
public policy so hamstrung by the narrow-hearted assumptions of the exceptionalist tradi-

tion. The Supreme Court of Missouri explained this flexibility:

[Quoting Corpus Juris, a major legal treatise] “One of the best definitions [of public
policy] perhaps is that of Justice Story, which applied the term to that which ‘con-
flicts with the morals of the time, and contravenes any established interest of soci-
ety.”... An excellent definition is also found in Black’s Law Dictionary, where it is
said: “certain classes of acts are said to be ‘against public policy, when the law refuses
to enforce or recognize them, on the ground that they have a mischievous tendency,

so as to be injurious to the interests of the State, apart from illegality or immorality®

Animal Studies has before it the task of opening up public policy discussions of all
kinds—those reliant on economics and the exceptionalist tradition, and those anchored
in this law-based sense of the public good—beyond the species line. Arguably, it is today
“against public policy” in the sense of “conflicting with the morals of the time” when compas-
sion is ignored, species are extinguished, science focuses only on profits, or human interests
alone control social policy.

Equating public policy with a broad sense of public morals is more than a common-
sense move based on the similarity of the terms “public policy” and “public morals.” It has
distinctly democratic and populist features. For example, the scholar who went on to found
the modern field known as policy studies observed in 1971 that any truly public policy must
be grounded in the multiple parts of society. At the beginning of his most important work,
Pre-View of Policy Sciences, in which he proposed that the study of policy be an interdisci-
plinary matter, Lasswell reflects how policy is grounded outside of government: “A com-
monplace of experience is that the decisions nominally made by governments often register
determinations that are made outside government—whether in a bishop’s palace, a club of
industrialists, or a trades-union headquarters. More generally, in many sectors of human life
the norms of conduct are formulated and made effective outside the machinery of legislation,
administration, and adjudication.””

Mainline public policy, as discussed in government circles and as taught in gradu-
ate-level programs other than law schools, is noticeably narrower than Lasswell’s vision.
Accordingly, protests in the spirit of Stone’s longing for a “model of community, where indi-
viduals live in a web of associations, dependencies and loyalties, and where they envision and
fight for a public interest as well as their individual interests” or Ackerman and Heinzerling’s
lament about those who “know the price of everything and the value of nothing” have been
common.

Given that the impoverished assumptions of the exceptionalist tradition continue to

dominate those government circles that formulate, enforce, and interpret laws and public
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policies, it is hard to suggest that such protests have had anything more than a very limited
impact on public policy circles. The commercial realm also reflects little impact. But educa-
tional domains harbor developments that challenge the exceptionalist tradition.

Education has a complex battery of approaches known variously as “interpretive;”
“narrative,” “deliberative;” or “discursive” approaches to policy analysis. These approaches,
which are very intellectualized and theoretical, offer one feature that makes them relevant
to Animal Studies—they embody broad ways for thinking about and assessing what is really
happening in and behind public policy pronouncements. In this regard, they offer help
in thinking about how and why public policy impacts other-than-human animals. These
approaches can, for example, illuminate how language choices work, although most such
analyses are squarely focused on exclusively human problems. But the methods and tools
of these approaches can help scholars and students interested in Animal Studies identify
how words, ideas, interpretations, and stories impact the more-than-human world. They
can help identify when simple dualisms like “humans and animals” shut down debate, or
when the companion animal paradigm is subtly assumed to help one understand every kind
of nonhuman animal.

The relevant insight of these approaches, then, is that how people talk about a par-
ticular situation’s underlying set of problems can dramatically affect what those people see
as options for solving these problems. These different approaches to public policy open up
thinking about how official public policy is shaped by the exceptionalist tradition, as well
as when and how government-enacted policies marginalize others who may be humans or
nonhumans. In effect, these additional perspectives on public policy provide greater frank-
ness about the importance of identifying who is really being protected and why some official
government enactments are not enforced. For example, lack of enforcement of anticruelty
laws at the local level has been a recurring problem. A particularly telling example of a sys-
temwide failure in oversight requirements for slaughterhouses (thus causing meat inspectors
not to carry out specific inspection tasks mandated by US federal law) was described by the
chairman of the National Joint Council of Food Inspection Locals (the federal meat inspec-
tors’ union) during an interview published in 1997. Note in the following how both humans

and nonhumans stand to suffer because of this failure.

I knew that the Humane Slaughter Act regulations gave inspectors the authority to
stop the line when they saw violations. But I also knew that they did not authorize
inspectors to visit the plant’s slaughter area hourly, daily, weekly, or ever, for that mat-
ter. “So how often does someone go down to the slaughter area and look?” T asked.

“And leave his station?” Carney [chair of the federal meat inspectors’ union]
replied. “If an inspector did that, he'd be subject to disciplinary action for abandoning
his inspection duties. Unless he stopped the line first, which would get him into even
more trouble. Inspectors are tied to the line.”

“So what’s the procedure for checking humane slaughter?” I asked.

“There isn’t one,” he answered.

“Hold on. You're telling me that inspectors have the authority to stop the line

when they see humane violations, but basically, they’re never allowed to see them?”
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“That’s right,” he said. “Inspectors are required to enforce humane regulations
on paper only. Very seldom do they ever go into that area and actually enforce humane
handling and slaughter. They can’t. They’re not allowed to.”

“Besides,” he continued, “our inspectors are already overwhelmed with their
meat inspection duties and the agency has never addressed the responsibility of
humane slaughter. ... Inspectors are often disciplined for sticking to regulations and
stopping production for a contamination problem—meat safety—which has a much
higher priority than animal suffering””*

Although these alternative ways of analyzing public policy are at times highly philo-
sophical and theory based, they help anyone see what is at stake in public policy debates
(in the above case, corporate profits at the expense of both the nonhumans being killed and
the human consumers who buy the end product). They can also help everyone see why many
people are frustrated when mainline, traditional, walled-off public policy ignores consumer
protections or goes forward without anyone challenging the economics-based calculus that
allows food animals to be treated as mere property rather than living beings who are part of

humans’ larger community.

Continued Dominance of Traditional
Public Policy

Even in the face of alternative perspectives and challenges, the traditional approaches that
foreground economics-based factors and marginalize certain cultural norms (like equality
for humans and anticruelty traditions regarding nonhuman animals owned by large busi-
nesses) remain enormously influential. They predominate, of course, in government circles
and business, but also in the professions and classrooms within the educational establish-
ment. Government decision makers and many other people continue to assume that it is
obvious (some would think it the only rational choice) that the “public” in “public policy”
is and must be the human species alone. Many also assume that a cost-benefit analysis is the
clear way to figure out which people-centered policy option might be chosen by govern-
ment officials and then enforced. Not surprisingly, then, traditional public policy discussions
remain a bastion of “humans and animals” thinking, with the result that the exclusions of
the exceptionalist tradition are not even noticed. The results are predictable—policy people,
when they do talk of animals, tend to talk only about endangered or pest species or the pro-

duction parameters of industrialized uses of food animals.

Ferment Issues

There are, however, some important openings. The companion animal paradigm has been
mentioned already, and other inroads have opened up as well because so many people are con-
cerned about risks to life on Earth created by the exceptionalist tradition. Environmental circles
now include pioneers who push traditional fields like economics to recognize that ecological

systems must be healthy to support humans. Such proposals, while often anthropocentric,
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have important potential to foster vigorous communities of other-than-human animals. For
example, discussion of “natural capital”—an idea by which business, community, and govern-
ment decision makers consider the value of “ccosystem services” such as clean air and water,
flood protection, irrigation, hydropower production, drinking supply, crop pollination, and
climate stabilization—is decidedly anthropocentric in its motivation. But such a concept is a
step toward a multispecies world in which other-than-human animals can still have a chance
to thrive in their natural communities. This concept only slightly moderates the approach that
threatens destruction of the very ecosystems upon which any economy must be based. But
it provides an opening because it is a corrective to both traditional economics and mainline
public policy that have long been virtually autistic about the natural world.

A related approach that focuses on specific animals suggests that massive ecological
imbalances develop when all of the top nonhuman predators and herbivores are eliminated.
Wolves, large cats, herbivores like bison, sharks, and great whales can change ecosystem
dynamics dramatically. When these other-than-human animals are removed, ecosystems
suffer from changes in soil, water quality, and vegetation, and there are increases in infectious
diseases and invasive species.

There is also much ferment regarding the use of food and research animals as mere
resources. Although the exceptionalist dimensions of many critiques of these uses are impos-
sible to ignore, there are nonetheless powerful voices addressing grave problems and calling for
changes. Major institutional voices within the last decade have addressed a number of serious
problems related to food animals. The 2008 report published jointly by the Pew Charitable
Trusts and the Johns Hopkins School of Public Health concluded, “By most measures, con-
fined animal production systems in common use today fall short of current ethical and societal
standards.” The United Nations' Food and Agriculture Organization report Livestock’s Long
Shadow concluded in 2006 that livestock production facilities are “probably the largest sec-
toral source of water pollution” and are major causes of an array of serious environmental and
human health problems, including emergence of antibiotic resistance, erosion, pollution of
lakes and rivers, dead zones in coastal areas, and degradation of coral reefs. The report’s focus
is, to be sure, human interests, as can be seen in the way its conclusion was framed: “the con-
centrated animal waste and associated possible contaminants from [intensive factory farm-
ing] systems pose a substantial environmental problem for air quality, surface and subsurface
water quality, and the health of workers, neighboring residents, and the general public.””

The 2008 report from Pew and Johns Hopkins was even more blunt about the eco-
nomic harms that factory farming causes to human communities. Noting that “the costs to
rural America have been significant,” the report describes harms suffered by communities

that go beyond the loss of family-owned farms and reduced civic participation rates:

Although many rural communities embraced industrial farming as a source of much-
needed economic development, the results have often been the reverse. Communities
with greater concentrations of industrial farming operations have experienced higher
levels of unemployment and increased poverty.... Associated social concerns—from

elevated crime and teen pregnancy rates to increased numbers of itinerant laborers—

are problematic in many communities and place greater demands on public services.”
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The bottom line of both of these reports is a human-centered conclusion—the econom-
ics-driven phenomenon of factory farming creates serious environmental risks for humans
even as it is at the same time not helpful economically to local communities. While the focus
is not on nonhuman animals, these reports do make clear that it is both humans and nonhu-
mans who are suffering.

Research animals have also received much attention—including laws or administrative
fiats that ban the use of nonhuman great apes in experiments. More broadly, the philosopher
Bernard Rollin cites federal regulations governing laboratory animals enacted in the United
States during the 1980s as reflecting a change in social consensus on the moral issues involved
in using nonhuman animals as experimental subjects.” This development, which is not abo-
litionist but nonetheless reflects an admission that moral considerations do extend to other-
than-human animals, was enshrined in law despite opposition from the medical research
establishment and a lack of support by laboratory animal veterinary associations.

Another policy change reflected in legislation is the breadth of the movement to ban
circuses. Such bans have been put into place at both national and local levels (hundreds of
cities around the world ban circuses and a number of countries ban the use of wild animals in
circuses, with Bolivia banning even domesticated animals).

Zoos, however, remain powerful and popular organizations in many countries.
Attendance worldwide amounts to hundreds of millions. Although attendance is down in a
number of countries over the last half-century, in some countries, such as Japan and England,
attendance remains robust—for example, it has often been claimed that annual attendance at
the 130-plus accredited zoos in the United States exceeds the number of paying attendees at
all of the professional football, baseball, hockey, and basketball games combined.”

While zoos today often use such numbers to make education-based arguments and cite
their contributions to conservation to justify their continued existence, Animal Studies offers
a wide array of information and critical thinking skills by which students can assess whether
such arguments are powerful or mere rationalizations of a traditional form of human domi-

nation over other-than-human animals.

Companion Animals Reprise—Policy Realities

One of the reasons that public policy proposals focused on companion animal issues have
gained some traction is that owned companion animals are so often deemed family members.
This focus brings votes and popular support. While Animal Studies has many other tasks to
accomplish, it can make evident that this limited area is very complex, as is virtually every
topic area dealing with other-than-human animals. An astonishing number of issues arise
regarding companion animals, including how to deal with homeless and feral animals, the
use of human-friendly animals as therapy animals (for human health), and the special place
of honor accorded owned horses, cats, and some dog breeds but not others. An emerging
pet trade that markets nonnative or “exotic” nonhuman animals creates severe problems, as
does the fact that some societies like to eat the very animals that other societies treasure as

companion animals, sacred animals, or some other valued category.
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Companion animals have played a major role in developing the discussion known
generally as “the human-animal bond,” which has played an important role in the recent
history of veterinary medicine. The number of nonprofit organizations pursuing compan-
ion animal issues is important (because of both their cooperation and their failure to work
together). Extremely difficult issues arise with the topic of cloning of companion animals,
rental businesses involving companion animals, hoarding of animals, or domestic violence
issues sometimes known as “interlocking oppressions” or “the link” (see chapter 11) whereby
both humans and companion animals are at great risk of harm.

Thus, even though companion animals represent the more-than-human world in only
minor ways, this category will no doubt continue to play a large role in Animal Studies. The
attention lavished on many of these animals and the proposals brought to protect them and
their owners in legal systems reflect that, given popular support, protection for some animals

beyond the species line easily, even naturally, fits into public policy discussions.

Policy beyond Companion Animals

There is a significant reason that Animal Studies pays particularly close attention to the free-
livinganimals traditionally called wildlife. As a nonhuman animals that are less subject to direct
domination by humans, they offer important perspectives on other-than-human life. Today, of
course, most people recognize that virtually all wildlife communities and migrating groups are
impacted in multiple ways by human presence, pollution, and habitat loss. Nonetheless, the
category of wildlife, because it involves free-living individuals and communities, offers an even
more diverse range of issues that need humans’ imagination and humility.

Animal Studies also must pay attention to this category, for while it calls to mind the
animals’ natural features, the category of wildlife is constructed. It is, after all, a catchall
grouping; further, our understanding of what is “natural” and “wild” is also deeply impacted
by cultural presuppositions. This can be seen, for example, in the variability of legal defini-
tions of what counts as a wild animal. Finally, other animals’ ubiquity is an important reality
that impacts both specific and general issues across the entire spectrum of Animal Studies.

Getting free-living nonhuman communities and individuals into discussions of public
policy—however one defines it—is essential if humans are to learn how to think and talk
knowledgeably about other-than-human living beings. The very act of learning how to find
and then become responsibly informed about and even protect many different kinds of ani-
mals “out there” in the more-than-human world creates a series of challenges that go to the

very heart of Animal Studies.

As If Other Animals Matter: Beyond
Science and Politics
If one asks whether science and politics, through public policy, have the capacity to go forward

“as if other animals matter,” the answer is obviously yes. Science naturally reaches for other

animals’ realities and clearly has the capacity to deal with the many kinds of other animals
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that exist “out there.” Politics and public policy also can address how we might deploy our
remarkable human abilities to care beyond the species line. These important acknowledg-
ments apply not only to science and politics but to the additional fields covered in the follow-
ing chapters. Indeed, if Animal Studies is to realize its potential, it must engage many other
fields essential to fostering careful thinking about other animals in something other than a

blatantly human-centered key.



Early Twenty-First-Century
Animal Studies
Three Cutting Edges

This chapter introduces three active, influential, and highly developed forms of contempo-
rary thought to underscore key features of today’s Animal Studies. These three—law, phi-
losophy, and Ciritical Studies—are now accepted approaches in academic circles, and later
chapters explore additional details of how these fields reflect the pervasive presence of non-
human animals in human life (chapters 6 and 7). While these three fields are carly stars in the
Animal Studies firmament, the academic world includes a bewildering array of other fields
in the natural sciences, the social sciences, and the humanities that engage some segment or
another of the more-than-human world and its nonhuman citizens.

First, cach of these three fields blossomed dramatically in the last decades of the twenti-
eth century—in each field, one can see harbingers of much else that is coming. Second, these
three areas sustain academic endeavors that model a commitment to the important role of
critical thinking skills as we engage our inherited perspectives, ideas, and ethics about other
living beings. Third, these fields feature approaches that prompt “interdisciplinary humili-
ties,” that is, frank recognition of our need to learn from a variety of disciplines as we do
Animal Studies. These humilities expand cach field’s subject matter relative to its traditional
forms of education. While these fields thus reveal how individual disciplines develop Animal
Studies themes, they cover, even in combination, only a fraction of the issues about other-
than-human animals raised in modern socicties. They also provide opportunities to notice
how the ferment about humans’ connection to other-than-human animals often arises at the
margins of modern industrialized societies, such as local nonprofits trying to save some of the
many animals being harmed or in little-known academic fields raising issues that the main-
line academic world ignores. As with all successful social movements, though, as time passes
advocacy for the cause can be found increasingly close to the center of a number of mainline
institutions. Animal studies has moved beyond very humble beginnings in philosophy and
law to become an easily recognized issue receiving support from mainline institutions such
as law schools, professional organizations, national media, and a business sector that sells,

literally, tens of billions of dollars of merchandise to consumers cach year.
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A First Cutting Edge: Law and Other Animals

Although law is a fundamentally conservative field, today in many industrialized societies it is
a major vehicle by which change is brokered. Thus even though governments control people
through law—recall that law and public policy are a projection of an “imagined future” upon
subsequent citizens’ reality (chapter 3)—law has also provided a means by which societies
can move away from traditional biases, prejudices, and harms. It is this tradition creating
change, rather than controlling the status quo, that has allowed lawyers, legislators, and edu-
cators to tap into the ferment on animal issues. Of particular importance in this regard are
the following developments in legal education that offer a paradigmatic example of Animal
Studies.

A Story of Student Demand

The emergence of a field called animal law within legal education over the last few decades
illustrates fundamental features of Animal Studies strikingly well. In 2000, Harvard Law
School offered its first animal law course, called Animal Rights and taught by a leading pro-
ponent of specific legal rights for certain nonhuman animals.' The Harvard course was the
direct result of petitions for such a course that were signed year after year by scores of stu-
dents at this high-profile law school.

From 1977, when the first such course in the United States was taught at Seton Hall Law
School, to 2000, fewer than a dozen such courses were offered at US law schools. But when
Harvard Law School announced its course, the American legal education establishment took
notice. So did the media, and courses in animal law multiplied rapidly in law schools around
the world—within the following decade, the number of such courses increased tenfold in the
United States.

Such an increase would be significant in any educational field, of course, but this devel-
opment was particularly significant for a variety of reasons. First, the demand for new courses
was driven almost solely by students. Second, the development took place at a level of educa-
tion (law schools) characterized by an entrenched tradition of open discussion that is among
the most developed in modern education circles. Often referred to as the Socratic method,
this approach has long been used in law schools because training students to be advocates
requires the freedom to make arguments and discuss their implications without fear. Third,
law is the paradigmatic public policymaking tool, with lawyers functioning effectively as
policy mavens in the sense made popular by Malcolm Gladwell in his 2000 bestseller 7he
Tipping Point—individual lawyers, law-based educators, and legal activists diligently gather
information about what the legal system can do for nonhuman animals and then circulate
their proposals widely and effectively, thereby creating new trends.

The developing student demand is anchored in “a deeply personal dimension of con-
nection with nonhuman animal individuals themselves” (chapter 1). There are almost 200
accredited law schools in the United States. In a single decade the number of these graduate-
level professional schools offering an animal law course shifted from fewer than a dozen to
more than two-thirds (including virtually every one of the fifteen most prestigious schools).

This shift is inherently interesting, but the inauguration of such courses due to student
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petitions is most telling—students want education that is relevant, and students find open
discussion of industrialized socicties” present treatment and future possibilities with other
animals to help them consider what sort of changes would foster the kind of compassion-
intensive society in which they would like to live.

Another harbinger is that since a large majority of law schools in the United States,
Australia, and some other countries now offer this kind of course, each year around the world
several thousand law students are taking them. Given lawyers’ proficiency at being heard in
public policy circles (compared, especially, to veterinarians and scientific researchers, whose
graduate-level education and professional practices in no way expose them to public policy
matters or mechanisms or lead them to engage extensively in public policy discussions), the
emergence of so many animal law courses means that future policy discussions touching
upon animal issues will continue to be lively.

Further, law schools’ deep commitment to the set of critical thinking skills that come
with the Socratic method dovetail well with the place of such skills in Animal Studies more
generally. Thereby, the commitment within Animal Studies to careful reflection is deepened,
as is the practice of critical thinking in legal education more generally. It should also be noted
that the combination of critical thinking skills with personal interests of the kind that law

students bring to animal issues is particularly powerful.

Benefits of Open Discussion

The development of animal law in the midst of an educational tradition featuring the deepest
of commitments to open discussion, as well as expertise in political and public policy discus-
sions, has allowed animal law to emerge as a leader in Animal Studies in several senses. The
existence of animal law courses produces much discussion among students. It also produces
media attention. Perhaps most importantly, it prompts proposals for change via different
policymaking mechanisms—legislation, administrative regulation, and court-based deci-
sions about animal-related issues. The net result is the development of even more interest
in other fields that provide information and perspectives on other-than-human animals, all
of which further enriches Animal Studies generally. When students seek forms of education
that they can invest with personal commitment, optimal circumstances exist for teaching
important skills like rigor, critical thinking about the role of values, and recognition of the
power of diversity and tolerance.

Further, skills of many other kinds are fostered when students (or anyone) look
beyond the species line. Doing so helps, for example, with the process of each of us taking
responsibility for assessing the implications of the ideas and values we have inherited. Such
skills can foster a deeper sense of both the riches of our sciences and the humanities and, as
importantly, their limits as well. Animal law, for example, offers perspectives that help us
appreciate the idea that our sciences remain “terribly silent about everything close to our
hearts, everything that really counts” (chapter 3). It takes perspectives found in law—as
well as those nurtured and exercised in some of the humanities, arts, faith communities,
and social movements that promote justice in daily life—to help us see how we might take
advantage of what Schrodinger called “factual information” put by science into “magnifi-

cently coherent order.”
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These features of law itself and of legal education more particularly suggest a robust
future for animal law. They also reveal how the subfield of animal law is already a devel-
oped form of Animal Studies because it readily supports careful, wide-ranging, future-ori-
ented education and thinking in general. Many legal traditions’ reliance on evidence-based
approaches also opens the possibility of learning new facts and, when appropriate, unlearning
debilitating biases on which traditional exclusions have been based. These developments also
provide an example of the ferment surrounding Animal Studies, as well as hints of more fer-
ment to come.

Law is one of the most respected, even privileged ways of talking in modern societies.
Nonlawyers often accord an automatic respect to discussions framed in terms of the ideas
and vocabulary that dominate legal thinking. While respect for the tradition of legal dis-
course can be deep and informed, such respect can be so automatic as to be unthinking—Ilaw
has often been the means by which harms to both human and other-than-human animals
have continued (chapter 7). Given that some precincts of law are extremely unfriendly to
change, automatically respecting law-based analyses can be a mindless, rather than mindful,
approach.

The privileged status of the legal tradition is such that social movement advocates
aggressively employ legal systems to gain advantage for their cause. Ideas such as the rule
of law, specific legal rights, and other law-based protections create opportunities for social
change and protection from harm. The prevalence of open debate within legal education
allows new ideas to surface regularly, thereby modeling the value of open debate in any field.
Such openness is particularly useful as humans engage our inherited perspectives, ideas, and

ethics about other living beings.

Interdisciplinary Challenges

Because law is powerful on its own and also regulates so many domains of human life, it begs
features that foster interdisciplinary humilities. Without good input from other fields, for
example, laws governing humans’ interactions with other-than-human animals are likely to
be inadequate. They will be adequate only if they are informed by input from sociologists
knowledgeable about many different features of the human-nonhuman intersection, ethicists
who frankly assess all relevant issues, and natural scientists from a range of fields that provide
evidence-based information about the animal themselves.

But like so many fields in Animal Studies, animal law is only now emerging into a vigor-
ous interdisciplinary phase. Law draws input from other fields in a variety of ways, of course,
but, as one of society’s most privileged discourses, it can slight even prestigious science-based
work. Thus legal systems have often been ambivalent about science, using specific science-
based findings only reluctantly and at times in ways that perpetuate rank injustices.”

Simply said, the legal tradition has long relied on its own conceptual resources, not on
outside sources. Today, however, natural science findings are remarkably important—Raz-
tling the Cage and In Defense of Dolphins (chapter 3) both show how advocates of greater pro-
tection for certain nonhuman animals utilize detailed scientific research from, respectively,
primatology and marine mammal studies. Wise in Rattling the Cage, for example, contrasts

the poignant story of Jerom, a chimpanzee confined to a sterile environment because he is an
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experimental subject in a biomedical research project, with scores of scientific studies about
chimpanzees” and bonobos™ personalities, intelligence, communication, and social needs.
White’s In Defense of Dolphins advocates that dolphins be granted “personhood” based on
scientific findings about these animals’ self-consciousness, intelligence, free will, and abilities
to form deep social bonds.?

Indeed, the power of science regarding other animals is such that animal law may help
develop legal traditions’ now somewhat ambivalent attitude toward science. This is important
because legal systems for a variety of reasons often demonstrate great reluctance to challenge
human-centered values. This tendency is no doubt related to the overwhelming influence
of tradition in law, but other factors are the respect and deference accorded key enterprises

anchored by the exceptionalist tradition, like economics.

First-Wave Animal Law

The newly emerged interest in the use of the legal system to reduce serious harms to other-
than-human animals has led to an important social movement that can be seen as the open-
ing stage or wave of animal law. The leaders of today’s animal law movement clearly think of
themselves as leaders in not just law, but also in animal protection and ethical (values-based)
issues more broadly. This is surely a fair claim, because first-wave animal law ventures beyond
concepts of law already established within the exceptionalist tradition.* This initial wave has,
for example, prompted discussion of new kinds of protections for certain nonhuman animals
such as owned dogs and cats, chimpanzees, gorillas, orangutans, bonobos, dolphins, whales,
and elephants.

Those developing this first wave of animal law have, naturally enough, attempted such
work through traditional legal ideas and methods. This explains why the use of property law
ideas and specific legal rights (both of which undergird the whole system) remain dominant
in first-wave animal law, just as it accounts for the continued use of traditional methods like
litigation-based approaches, legislative lobbying to pass new legislation and amendments, an
emphasis on work that can produce income for lawyers, and development of casebooks for
teaching. First-wave animal law thus has worked within the existing legal system, using tradi-
tional legal reasoning patterns to create litigation and legislative challenges to existing harms
to humans’ favored groups of nonhumans.

First-wave animal law has featured noteworthy variety along a continuum running from
one pole called “welfare” to another pole called “rights.” Some advocates have foregrounded
questions about improving conditions of nonhuman animals within existing human uses
(like laboratories and farms). Others have advocated creation of very specific legal rights for
the most cognitively sophisticated nonhuman animals (chimpanzees, for example).’

In its most aggressive work, first-wave animal law has been preoccupied with two
categories of nonhuman animals—those we dominate and live with (companion animals)
and those who are our closest evolutionary cousins. This preoccupation with companion
animals has been an important populist move. Such a focus is evident in many places, for
example, legislation or challenges to civil wrongs, such as negligence, that lawyers call torts.
Companion animals have also figured prominently in organizing groups of lawyers (such as

the American Bar Association’s Animal Law Committee). While attention to primates has a
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certain popular appeal, since such animals have received much media attention through the
work of Jane Goodall and others, it also has a strong scientific basis because of discoveries
about these animals’ remarkable intelligence, personalities, and social complexity.

Making companion animal issues the dominant paradigm for animal law parallels the
problem of covert human-centeredness in Animal Studies. Human-centeredness may also be
detected in the widespread tendency to focus on primates, because these animals have cogni-
tive abilities like those of humans. Any heavy preoccupation with concepts and categories con-
structed “by humans for human purposes” risks a surreptitious affirmation that humans’ abilities
and interests are the measure of what really should matter to any intelligent, moral being.

Despite these risks, first-wave animal law has produced important opportunities. It has
been instrumental in mobilizing activism secking changes within government policy circles,
such as courts, legislative bodies, and administrative agencies. First-wave animal law has also
promoted discussions of important protections for research animals, and more recently ame-
lioration of the harsh living conditions of food animals.

Itis common in first-wave animal law for discussions about companion animals, rescarch
animals, or food animals to reflect some acceptance of human domination over other living
beings. This is particularly so when a weak sense of welfare prevails, that is, where the word
“welfare” signals that only minor concessions to the well-being of nonhuman animals, such
as larger cages or providing toys that “enrich” a sterile environment, will be made even as the
overall situation of human domination continues. Such a use of “welfare” falls far short of its
original meaning, which relates to the more substantial issue of quality of life from the cap-
tive animal’s point of view.

Further, while emphasizing cognitively sophisticated nonhuman animals has risks, it
has some benefits as well—first-wave animal law has often made points relevant to wildlife
by raising issues of captive primates, dolphins, whales, and elephants. Such points extend
to all individuals of these kinds, the wild populations as well as the captive. Some forms of
first-wave animal law focus on wild animals as individuals, not just at the species level as is
typical of traditional law, politics, and education. Some forms, however, continue to center
primarily on extinction risks or population welfare rather than the harms to and sentience of
individual animals.

Pointing out these limits is not in any way meant to deny the achievements of first-wave
animal law, which has, in fact, prompted what promises to be a revolution in the scope and
tenor of law. Some harms have been eliminated, and others ameliorated, which are signal
achievements in a human-centered environment. But this is true for only a tiny fraction of
the nonhumans that our species harms. Thus, in spite of developments in animal law and the
emergence of other fields of Animal Studies, the vast majority of harms remain in place, and
in some cases are worsening. But genuinely important gains have been achieved even though
the exceptionalist tradition continues to dominate legal systems generally. Law continues to
place humans alone in the treasured category “legal persons with rights,” with the result being
all nonhuman living beings remain in the categories that make them mere “legal things” that
can be owned by humans in one way or another.

It is important to note that some animal law advocates remain dissatisfied with what

has been achieved to date. In particular, the preoccupation with only cognitively impressive
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(to us) nonhumans or those animals who can become family members deeply troubles some
animal protectionists. It risks, as noted above, yet another affirmation of humans as the
definitive measure of the value of life—if the upshot is that those living beings that are not
like us count less, both animal law and Animal Studies will proceed in an impoverished way.
Many ethicists, scientists, and animal protectionists are deeply uncomfortable with this sort
of cognitive hierarchy as either the leading edge of Animal Studies or the measuring stick
by which we prioritize our ethical choices and create legal protections beyond the species
line.® A number of different insights drive this discomfort. One is the vision at the heart
of the most famous quote in the Western world’s animal protection movement, Bentham’s
penetrating observation, “The question is not, Can they reason? nor Can they talk? but, Can
they suffer?”” Another insight is the spirit of the Axial Age sages” recognition that our own
possibilities as moral, intelligent creatures are rooted in our abilities to care about a wide
range of nonhuman others, not merely those who are like us or otherwise please us.

Such criticisms must not obscure, however, one more noteworthy success: the work of
first-wave animal law through its combination of personal meaning and novel approaches in
the tradition-oriented realm of law models well how those who pursue Animal Studies often
develop approaches that fuse together activism, creativity, and science-based approaches.
Animal law’s achievement in this regard has yet to produce culture-wide effects, for legal and
public policy venues are not the circles of our society that create and sustain our social values
(chapter 3). As suggested below, it is possible that second-wave animal law will concentrate
not merely on public laws, public debates, and government-based actions, but also on the
broader and deeper set of values we signal with words like “cultural norms,” “social ethics,”
and “public mores.” These are the deep, sustaining foundation of human life in our commu-
nities. These values must be addressed if any field of Animal Studies is to encounter the core

problems driving the radical subordination of all nonhuman lives in today’s legal systems.

Second-Wave Animal Law

The future of a robust animal law field requires more and different approaches that amount
to a second wave of animal law. This second wave will be far more interdisciplinary, charac-
terized by increased recognition of the fact that law needs to work hand-in-hand with many
other disciplines to discover, explore, and understand nonhumans’ realities. Second-wave
animal law will also nurture other disciplines” capacity for caring about others beyond the
species line, just as the best of our human-centered law nurtures caring about other humans.
This will lead to an imaginative, humble, ethics-sensitive engagement with other living beings
that produces a qualitatively different stage of animal law in which important perspectives of
nonlawyers play a role.

Note that second-wave animal law builds directly on the first wave’s success in fore-
grounding questions about legal rights. In crucial ways, then, the first wave has opened doors
and minds (which is historically and psychologically important). But such openings have
their limits, for even the powerful tool of creating specific legal rights can only do so much. In
fact, even in law circles this tool is but one among many others in the legal toolbox. Invoking
“rights for animals” is part of the larger moral revolution, and while specific legal rights for

some animals, such as chimpanzees, can work well in some contexts, there are other tools that
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can also work as well or better. For example, banning ownership of chimpanzees altogether,
while not necessarily involving specific legal rights, can be extremely practical in its applica-
tion and effects, thus providing fundamental, effective protections for chimpanzees. Further,
since many nonhuman animals do not have the kinds of abilities that would support individ-
ual-based legal rights, foregrounding specific legal rights for individuals risks prioritizing a
strategy that works for relatively few nonhuman animals.

Wildlife remains a category not fully addressed by first-wave animal law, no doubt in
part because animal law gained a foothold in our imagination through its appeal to those
who enjoy companion animals. The vast majority of people involved in both the worldwide
animal protection movement and today’s animal law developments are acutely aware, how-
ever, that there are many other animals “out there.” To be productive, animal law needs to
engage the earth’s more-than-companion animals with creativity and in light of their actual
realities in their own contexts. Such an engagement will necessitate entry into new realms
that go far beyond the concepts that now control how law, lawyers, judges, and elected law-
makers think of nonhuman animals. It will also require careful reexamination of legal con-
cepts that undergird the exceptionalist tradition. Foremost among these is the key notion
that humans alone are “legal persons with rights” and all other living beings are designated
“legal things.” This dualism promotes law’s valuing of only those nonhuman animals who can
provide an economic benefit to the legal owner.

Similarly, animal law needs to move well beyond the limited approach that dominates
environmental law. Under this approach, a nonhuman animal has legal significance only if its
species is deemed threatened by extinction. Animal law has much capacity to challenge such
one-dimensional approaches that are based solely on species-level realities. In particular, the
second wave can expand animal law by creating richer, more interdisciplinary approaches
that create further opportunities important to the integrity of animal law and future pos-

sibilities in Animal Studies more generally.

A Second Cutting Edge: Philosophy
and Other Animals

The concern for other-than-human animals among philosophers has a number of salient fea-
tures in tension with cach other. Philosophical reflection about other animals has occurred
since the very dawn of the discipline, suggesting in the spirit of Lévi-Strauss that other ani-
mals are indeed “good to think.” Nonetheless, philosophers’ commitment to think as care-
fully as possible about nonhuman animals has sometimes been worse than dormant—it has,
in fact, been absent for prolonged periods of time. Further, those who dared to raise animal-
related questions at times found themselves at odds with those philosophers deemed by the
exceptionalist tradition to be the hallmark of careful human thinking.

Today, however, philosophers again robustly engage a battery of issues that arise as
humans try to think as carefully as possible about the great variety of living beings outside
our species. The work of many philosophers has been, and continues to be, a prominent fea-
ture of worldwide efforts to extend protection to some nonhuman animals. The two phi-

losophers most often cited in contemporary animal protection literature are the Australian



EArRLY TWENTY-FIRST-CENTURY ANIMAL STUDIES | 121

Peter Singer and the American Tom Regan, both of whom in the 1970s and 1980s produced
seminal literature in the social movement known variously as animal liberation, animal pro-
tection, or animal rights.®

Singer and Regan represent two different approaches within philosophy. Singer pro-
duced the widely read Animal Liberation in the mid-1970s, which focused on blatant harms
to farmed and research animals. Singer’s book clearly energized many individuals to revive, in
many industrialized countries, the ancient but marginalized tradition of animal protection.
Singer approaches ethics on the basis of utilitarian calculations in the tradition of Jeremy
Bentham, whose question “Can they suffer?” in 1789 put nonhuman animals on the agenda
of mainline Western philosophy.

While utilitarian calculations assess whether an act is right or moral by attempting
to measure whether it produces more good than bad (with, admittedly, much guesswork),
Regan’s work is anchored in a detailed argument in favor of a rights-based approach to animal
protection.” By invoking the rights tradition, Regan denied that harms could be inflicted
upon certain nonhuman macroanimals simply because human benefits from the intentional
harms were deemed so great.

The seeds planted in the 1970s and 1980s by Singer, Regan, and other philosophers
focusing on liberation and rights have sprouted in many different ways. The worldwide
animal protection movement today features a great variety of efforts aimed at abolition or
amelioration of the harms done intentionally to the macroanimals used for rescarch, food,
companionship, entertainment, and so on, as well as wildlife.

In 1980 the Society for the Study of Ethics and Animals was created by the American
Philosophical Association. This group was among the first academic groups to offer orga-
nized discussion at professional meetings of issues going beyond resource-focused use of
other-than-human animals. This group has opened up many opportunities for academic phi-
losophers to discuss a wide range of ethical and other philosophical issues raised by humans’
encounters with other-than-human animals. At such meetings, the important tradition of
careful thinking, which philosophers have helped develop in a variety of ways, allowed dis-
cussants to range widely in topics not traditionally covered in philosophy courses. In this
manner, this group modeled for others how a full engagement of issues arising from other

animals’ realities prompts critical thinking.

Asking about Knowledge Claims

It is in the very nature of the philosophical enterprise to ask questions about the quality of
knowledge claims. Early Greek philosophy was born through such inquiries, and the seminal
thinkers of the Western philosophical tradition have again and again addressed this issue.
Sometimes philosophy has been seen as the leading edge of this inquiry, as when John Locke
referred to philosophers as “under-labourers”™: “It is ambition enough to be employed as an
under-labourer in clearing the ground a little, and removing some of the rubbish that lies in
the way to knowledge.”'°

This description includes overtones of humility, although it can be read as suggesting
a unique role for philosophers regarding human thinking. While thinkers in other fields
also have been known to take the view that their own approach to human knowledge is the
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best, careful thinking of the kind that philosophers aspire to is by no means their exclusive
province. It is a hallmark not only of the best work in the natural and social science traditions
but also in history, ethics (both religious and secular), cultural studies, psychology, and other
fields.

One of the principal ways philosophy contributes to animal studies is through the
greatly expanded and very diverse work of academic philosophers on animal issues. One of
the best-known modern philosophers, Martha Nussbaum, included nonhuman animal issues
as one of three topics in her 2006 book Frontiers of Justice: Disability, Nationality, Species
Membership: “When I say that the mistreatment of animals is unjust, I mean to say not only
that it is wrong of us to treat them that way, but also that they have a right, a moral entitle-
ment, not to be treated in that way. It is unfair to them”!!

The philosopher Daniel Dennett has noted problems in thinking about other animals’

consciousness by many people who aspire to be careful, moral thinkers:

A curious asymmetry can be observed. We do not require absolute, Cartesian cer-
tainty that our fellow human beings are conscious—what we require is what is aptly
called moral certainty. Can we not have the same moral certainty about the experi-
ences of animals? I have not yet seen an argument by a philosopher to the effect that
we cannot, with the aid of science, establish facts about animal minds with the same

degree of moral certainty that satisfies us in the case of our own species.'?

Many other philosophers have noticed similar anomalies. Rachels, for example, has
observed the following dilemma about attempts to use nonhumans in research: “In order to
defend the usefulness of research [researchers] must emphasize the similarities between the
animals and the humans, but in order to defend it ethically, they must emphasize the differ-
ences.”'? The veterinary ethicist Bernard Rollin, having pondered this dilemma, suggested,
“From a strictly philosophical point of view, I think that we must draw a startling conclusion:
If a certain sort of research on human beings is considered to be immoral, a prima facie case

exists for saying that such research is immoral when conducted on animals.”**

The Reluctant Establishment

Despite the fact that respected twentieth- and twenty-first-century philosophers have
engaged a variety of issues regarding other-than-human animals, by no means have phi-
losophy departments accepted such topics into the curriculum offered general philoso-
phy students. This may be because most of those now teaching philosophy courses were
trained, as students, to ignore nonhuman animal issues. Further, much training in phi-
losophy departments for the last century has focused on highly technical versions of the
discipline that hold little relevance to daily life. The widely respected philosopher Kwame
Anthony Appiah in his 2008 Experiments in Ethics describes how academic philosophers
beginning in the nineteenth century moved away from the field’s long-standing engage-
ment with the complex, difficult-to-resolve problems we put under the umbrella “human
nature,” turning instead to highly technical, conceptual analysis of moral terms and lan-

guage more generally.
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In 2010, when Appiah pushed readers of the Washington Post to ask, “What will future
generations condemn us for?,” he answered his own question by suggesting that at least four
messy problems of human nature now need attention—our prison system, industrialized
meat production, the institutionalized and isolated elderly, and the environment." Issues
of central importance to Animal Studies appear twice in this short list. Concern for food
animals has dramatically expanded in the last decade, and the broad topic of the environment
involves myriad animal issues (through, for example, habitat protection).

Appiah’s list reflects not only his concern that philosophers return to daily life issues—
it also reflects the ferment discussed in this book. Like law and public policy, philosophy is
both informed and energized by trends started outside formal education and other academic
bailiwicks. As such concerns surface and mature, philosophers and other critical thinkers
play an important role in clarifying issues, for as the pioneering philosopher of biology
Ernst Mayr once observed, “Our understanding of the world is achieved more effectively by
conceptual improvements than by the discovery of new facts, even though the two are not
mutually exclusive.”'® The ferment on other-than-human animal issues continues, then, to be
prompted by a combination of grassroots ideas and energies from critical thinkers practicing
in a variety of areas. This combination today is stirring philosophers as fully as it moves active
citizens, people of faith, educators, artists, and others whose lives connect to other-than-
human animals in our shared, more-than-human world.

To use Locke’s term, then, there are many “under-labourers” in a variety of domains
thinking in many different ways. The energies drawn from a wide range of sciences, creative
fiction and other arts, religion, formal and informal education, and many academic disci-
plines offer novel ways of comprehending the world around us. Indeed, the innovations that
count as “conceptual improvements” (Mayr) and “removing some of the rubbish that lies in
the way to knowledge” (Locke) include many ideas and perspectives from nonphilosophers.

Animal studies, by virtue of its interdisciplinary reach, can provide philosophers and
others a helpful perspective on what is happening not only in philosophical circles today
but also in many other domains. Clearly, neither philosophers nor other intellectuals are in
charge of how people are supposed to think about other-than-human animals. But philoso-
phers do have a major task, as do all critical thinkers and students in Animal Studies: listen-
ing carefully to many different people who encounter nonhuman animals. If one listens in
this way to a wide variety of people about why nonhuman animals are significant, then one
begins to comprehend that any culture—and its social movements—will feature a great vari-
ety of explanations why other-than-human lives are important to individual humans.

What makes contemporary philosophy an important leading edge in Animal Studies
is that this forceful, highly intellectualized tradition has deep commitments to both open-
minded exploration and key humilities that emerge when a field is hospitable to interdisci-
plinary inquiries. Philosophers’ great commitment to and skill in critical thinking are among
the most valuable contributions to creating a hospitable environment for a robust form of
Animal Studies. This is one of the reasons that philosophy has, as a field, welcomed efforts
like those of Lévi-Strauss, Derrida, Singer, Regan, Nussbaum, Dennett, Rachels, Rollin,
Mayr, and so many others. These thinkers have enhanced our abilities to see more clearly the

impact of human choices on the nonhuman citizens of the more-than-human world.
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Philosophy itself, then, is a cutting edge of Animal Studies because it models so well
the range and depth of an enhanced capacity to nurture inquiries of many kinds—such as
ethics—that are relevant to daily life. Chapter 7 explores further why this nurturing of the
existential dimensions of humans’ encounter with other-than-human animals in daily life is

crucially important in Animal Studies.

A Third Cutting Edge: Critical Studies
and Other Animals

We turn here to a set of highly intellectualized, mostly academic inquiries known as Critical
Studies that have an important presence in contemporary Animal Studies. The word “criti-
cal” as used in this field, which has important links to cultural studies and critical theory (see
chapter 7), signals that advocates of this approach are concerned to point out oppressions and
challenge the assumptions and value structures that anchor them. While the principal focus
of Critical Studies has been human-on-human dominations, the very process of identifying
such oppressions and their injustices creates skills needed to learn about and acknowledge
harms to other-than-humans as well. Further, coupling identification of human-on-human
domination with advocacy for change creates a special skill set that transports well to domains
where human-on-nonhuman oppressions occur. Once such oppressions are noticed, they can
be analyzed carefully and then challenged directly as needed.

Critical Studies draws power from its employment of many basic tools of critical thinking.
For example, important perspectives on human thinking and valuing are generated when one
uncovers assumptions and practices that promote different forms of “conditioned ethical blind-
ness” permitting individuals not only to tolerate but even to justify oppression in their midst
(see chapter 10). Thus Critical Studies repeatedly invokes humans’ special analytical and ethical
abilities, which in combination reveal that this kind of inquiry has implications that are far more
than intellectual and conceptual—they are social, political, legal, educational, and more.

It is the combination of descriptive analysis coupled with ethical sensitivity that has
allowed Ciritical Studies to emerge along with law and philosophy as one of the more devel-
oped forms of contemporary Animal Studies. Integration of ethical questions into inquiries
about oppression facilitates recognition of the day-to-day aspects of practices and problems
that motivate many to pursue Animal Studies.

As advocates of Critical Studies analyze particular oppressions and then call for dis-
avowal of the inherited claims and practices that hold such oppressions in place, they provide
one opportunity after another to identify and then engage specific oppressions. Further, by
challenging received values and traditional exclusions, Critical Studies calls upon many dif-
ferent disciplines. Thereby, Critical Studies contributes analyses that speak to the commit-
ments and tasks at the very heart of Animal Studies. For example, by consistently questioning
assumptions, Critical Studies provides habits of mind that challenge the ideological features
of the exceptionalist tradition. Crossing disciplinary lines regularly, advocates of Critical
Studies point out how claims that “all humans are important” are often mere smoke screens
for much narrower agendas, like class advantage, political power, religious domination, or

some other form of exclusion.



EARLY TWENTY-FIRST-CENTURY ANIMAL STUDIES | 125

In effect, the provocative critiques of human practices that define Critical Studies share
a fundamental spirit with Animal Studies as an enterprise that necessarily focuses on exclu-
sions prompted by many humans’ lifestyles and actions. The exclusions that have gained the
attention of Critical Studies are, admittedly, more often human-involved, but the promi-
nent willingness of Critical Studies advocates, for example, to examine inherited perspec-
tives about other animals, to grapple with new ideas on their own merits, and to talk openly
about the central role of inclusive ethics strengthens humans’ ability to examine the quality
of claims about other living beings.

By its very nature, then, Critical Studies has a breadth that leads to interdisciplinary
humilities. Like philosophy, to which it has important historical debts, Critical Studies relent-
lessly examines knowledge claims through one lens after another, thereby creating discussion
that needs viewpoints enriched by studies of history, religion, social sciences, psychology,
literature, and cultural studies. Such work reveals that there is much to learn from inquiries
that are willing to be “radical” in the etymologically based sense of “going to the root.”

Critical Studies offers powerful challenges to complacency about traditional forms
of education. Scrupulous examination of how traditional dismissals of other-than-human
animals are anchored, especially because so many claims can be attributed to a refusal to
investigate, is particularly important when prevailing practices are justified on exclusively
human-centered grounds (such as claims that only humans have emotions or are intelligent).
Opening minds to both evidence and the power of questions can help students see the quality
of inherited, human-centered justifications. In such a situation, conditions exist that enhance

the possibility that Animal Studies can be pursued freely.

Challenges for Critical Studies

Because Critical Studies is deeply invested in “thinking about thinking,” Animal Studies can
push Critical Studies advocates to be as clear and accessible as possible in their writing and
claims. Critical Studies is characteristically pursued in a highly academic and intellectualized
style, such that newcomers often are frustrated by the complexities of the concepts, vocabu-
lary, and scholarship. The writing may feature virtuosic displays of jargon, and in the modern
academy many people dismiss Critical Studies as nothing more than a barrage of high-sound-
ing words (see chapter 7).

Animal Studies can push Critical Studies advocates to see where their analysis is domi-
nated by intellectual pyrotechnics and pretensions—not unlike challenges to scientists who
practice and speak in human-biased ways. Animal Studies also challenges ethicists whose
work fails to problematize the exceptionalist tradition and philosophers whose focus is so
unduly technical that it is existentially irrelevant or inaccessible.

With patience, however, one can recognize that Critical Studies offers opportunities to
engage not only oppressions, but also the challenges and paradoxes such oppressions create
for those who insist that humans are to be understood as intelligent, caring moral beings. The
field’s challenges to received views foreshadow more ferment on both human and nonhuman
animal issues. Critical Studies also invites deeper and more informed analyses of the overlap
between, on the one hand, human-on-human domination and, on the other hand, human-

on-nonhuman domination.
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Generalizations across These Cutting Edges

The fields of law, philosophy, and Critical Studies represent vibrant and developing efforts,
and in the manner that distant thunder heralds a summer storm, these fields have caught the
awareness of many people. As examples of early but still developing subfields, these enterprises
model Animal Studies’ commitment to produce insights that are educational, philosophical,
and values-revealing. Further, each of these inquiries invites us to work with interdisciplinary
approaches and the humility that a multidisciplinary approach requires. In addition, each of
these fields regularly engages the question of ethics in connection with living beings beyond
the species line. If together these three fields can open up human minds and hearts, no doubt
a combination of many other ficlds can also do this in even richer, broader, and more compel-
ling ways, prompting everyone to examine past developments, present realities, and future
possibilities at the human-nonhuman intersection in as honest and sensitive a manner as

possible.



Animals in the Creative Arts

“Animals have taken over art, and art wonders why.” This headline appeared in June 2000
above a two-page feature article in the New York Times.! The movement of nonhuman ani-
mals into the center of an arts tradition has happened before—in Paleolithic times, interest
in other-than-human animals was such that, as one art historian observed, “Never perhaps
in the whole history of animal art, even in China, has the animal appeared so magnified, so
sublimated, without ever losing its reality or naturalness, than in Paleolithic art.”* Another
art historian, speaking of the “awe of animals” characteristic of primal peoples, suggests, “The
evidence for these facts is so overwhelming that it is recognized across academic boundar-
ies from anthropology to art history to religious studies to the sciences.”® Our tradition of
portraying other-than-human animals in creative fashion is so long-standing and widespread
that yet another observer suggests, “In all of art since the cave paintings, it is probable that
animals are represented more often than any other class of things in nature.”* Arts traditions
of various kinds, then, reflect that many humans from time immemorial have been decply

interested in and respectful of some other-than-human lives.

Human-Centeredness in the Arts

Such observations are not meant to deny that many discussions of the arts feature an over-
whelmingly human-centered bias. The arts are, after all, a pinnacle of human creativity and
can easily be pursued by focusing only on humans.

Human-centeredness in the arts can come in forms that are more sinister than simply
ignoring other-than-human animals. A small amount of art has presented the public with an
opportunity to harm nonhuman animals, with the intent to shock. Some artists, for exam-
ple, have intentionally designed exhibits at which visitors had the opportunity to kill living
animals—one widely discussed example was the 2000 incident at the Trapholt Art Museum
in Kolding, Denmark, in which goldfish were put into blenders that could be switched on by
members of the public.

But even though there have been, and surely will continue to be, arts traditions that
share something of the dismissive spirit of economics-driven industries like factory farming,

the arts have often reminded people that they live in a more-than-human world. Further,
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historians of art have become increasingly sophisticated in exploring the patterns of humans’
recurring fascination with other-than-human animals in arts traditions.> As a number of art
historians have observed, even when nonhuman animals are dismissed by a society’s institu-
tions, educators, and leaders, they often remain in the margins of artistic endeavors.® The
presence of nonhuman animals in the human arts makes it unlikely, then, that those inquir-
ingabout arts and other animals will be presented only with views that conform to the excep-

tionalist tradition.

Creativity beyond Human-Centeredness:
Artists as Teachers and Pioneers

Many different kinds of art have benefited from and opened special vistas on nonhuman
animals for Animal Studies. Artistic endeavors give us multiple, flexible forms of expression
that are not tied to the limits and biases of words used primarily for analytical description.
Through animal-involved symbols, which may or may not have anything to do with the indi-
viduals of the biological species whose generalized image is invoked, much can be accom-
plished on matters where empirical inquiries are difficult for one reason or another. Scientific
approaches have great power but in no way exhaust our world. Patient observation, as impor-
tant as it is in learning about the world, reveals often only minor details or surface issues.

Arts can help with at least some matters “close to our hearts... that really count” They
can alert us in unique ways to intangibles such as the relationship between figures and ideas.
Individual arts, some of which are addressed below, can provide pioneering perspectives,
vistas on unique experiences, and one-to-one connections of the sort one is often invited
to consider by poets, painters, and photographers. Further, because the arts are capable of
focusing on encounters with other animals as individuals, they have special abilities to com-
municate beyond the highly generalized concepts through which language, science, and the
humanities work. Individualized artworks can facilitate this process in creative or eclectic
ways that prompt new, fertile consideration of the realities of other-than-human individuals.
They provide novel perspectives that can prompt humans to focus afresh on subjects that
have been marginalized. In effect, any focus on marginalized subjects demands that we think
outside the box, that is, think outside inherited paradigms, such as human-centeredness. In
this, the arts can prompt a kind of self-awareness through critical thinking.

In these respects, individual artists through their work can pioneer new awarenesses
within human communities. Those who break new ground, as it were, in human thinking
inevitably face challenges from those invested in established claims to knowledge—we are
familiar with the scientific pioneers (Newton, Darwin, Einstein) who prompted new ways of
looking at the world in which we live. Artists, too, can push us to see the world anew—said
another way, they can challenge what it is acceptable to claim to know.

Education as a human endeavor has its conservative features—recall that it is “rarely a
place of daring.” To be credible in established circles, one may have to forgo true innovation of
the kinds that threaten established ways of thinking and seeing. While any of the arts can be
co-opted in this way (think of the “successful” painter whose goal is to please wealthy patrons

in order to get lucrative commissions), there are many artists whose passion is “art for art’s
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sake” and therefore go it alone. Art that makes unseen connections or fosters awareness of
features of human possibility that are presently unnoticed or undervalued can be unpopular
and controversial. But our social values are often in need of pioneers who are able to look at
what has been previously taught (chapter 8). When this is done, the community has greater
prospects of putting aside those ideas and claims that are inadequate to the task at hand, such
as attempting to learn about the actual realities of other animals.

Animal Studies is acutely in need of such pioneers because of the human-centered social
values that prevail in so many realms. Both realism and humility about the place of humans in
amore-than-human world are needed as humans inquire about connection and other animals’
realities. For this task, art can offer perspectives, free up imaginations, invite hearts, tantalize

minds, and reveal communities and connections—thereby making change possible.

Animal Studies Teaching Artists
and Art Historians

It can be argued, too, that those who pursue arts-related versions of Animal Studies will be
able to add new perspectives on art as well. They will be able to help individual artists explore
the frontiers of human understanding of other-than-human animals. Further, Animal Studies
is full of resources that can help historians inclined to frame the history of a particular art
through a story drawn from the exceptionalist tradition. Given the long, varied, and fecund
history of artists teaching the world about other-than-human animals, failing to notice how
individual arts can do this is to risk a failure to tell the whole story.

Finally, while scholars have only just begun to plumb the complex roles that our cre-
ative arts play in social movements generally, it is already clear that the worldwide animal
protection movement has often used various forms of literature, painting, sculpture, music,
and dance to call attention to problems or prompt awareness of the need for fundamental
change. In this sense, many different arts can contribute to helping humans focus on different

challenges that arise at the human-nonhuman interface.

Before There Were Words

Ancient rock art found around the world predates the carliest written human records by
thousands and thousands of years. As visual art, rock paintings and carvings take advantage of
humans’ dominant sense (vision is similarly dominant in virtually all primates). Today many
people are familiar with the markings and paintings of Paleolithic humans at the Lascaux and
Chauvet caves in France. Both feature paintings that are evocative and surprisingly realistic as
they picture many different kinds of animals.

It is intriguing to wonder what such markings might tell us regarding either the humans
in the communities from which the artists came, or the realities of the nonhuman animals.
One scholar describes Chauvet Cave as “decorated with stunning images of animals by a few
Late Paleolithic humans around 30,000 BC. The cave walls are filled with complex scenes—
confronting rhinoceroses, snarling lions, herds of animals drawn as if rapidly moving through

the cave—420 animal images in all (and only six human images).”
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Since the art motifs vary greatly, featuring carnivores or herbivores, the same scholar
frankly observes, “it is largely unknown why the art motive changed from carnivores to herbi-
vores.... At most cave sites there is no direct relationship between the species depicted on the
walls and ceilings and the bones found scattered about, indicating that the artists did not usu-
ally draw the species eaten by the group.”® We are so removed from the time and worldview of
the artists that such conclusions are, as scholars regularly acknowledge, tentative guesses. But
one factor does connect us to these paintings—the animals depicted are recognizable and
we can count them and assess which animals appeared most often. “The species most often
depicted in cave paintings were horse (30 per cent of all drawings)..., bison and aurochs
(another 30 per cent), deer, ibex and mammoth (another 30 per cent), and bears, felines and
rhinos (10 per cent).”

The detailed drawings of these other-than-human animals beg speculation of several
kinds. Certainly the Chauvet artists had a keen sense of observation and substantial knowl-
edge of animal behavior, as shown in their depictions of animal anatomy, animal-on-animal
confrontations, and accurate illustrations of the “social” behaviors of certain species, empha-
sizing for example the difference between gregarious species such as mammoths, lions, and
bison and solitary species such as bears and panthers.*

The details may have been noticed from up close, for some speculate that our remote
ancestors’ familiarity with the depicted animals was possible because they could get much
closer than we can to such animals—“it is only because of modern weapons that hunted
animals have learned to run from a distance.”"!

From an Animal Studies standpoint, though, it is important to acknowledge that such
reconstructions rely on guesswork that, even when seemingly obvious to us, can be com-
pletely wrong. The remoteness of the events about which we speculate can be astonishing—
for example, evidence suggests human association with wolves dates back more than 100,000
years. This association was most likely a hunting partnership, for there is evidence that
120,000 years ago Paleolithic humans built shelters in caves with the skull of a wolf inten-
tionally placed at the entrance.'*

We can ask as well about the human side of ancient human-nonhuman interactions—
do we, for example, know anything at all about the individuals in the hunter-gatherer societ-

ies who are the likely creators and observers of these images?

On the Question of Intentions

The British scholar Kenneth Clark in Animals and Men said, about how nonhuman animals
impacted some early human artists, “Personally I believe that the animals in the cave paint-
ings are records of admiration. “This is what we want to be like; they say, in unmistakable
accents; ‘these are the most admirable of our kinsmen.”? In one sense, because we know
nothing at all specific about the artists whose work we see, we can speak freely of them and
their intentions. But certitude of any kind about their intentions eludes us, such that claims
about the meaning of such ancient art reveals far more about the claimant’s personal sense of

the possibilities of human fascination with living beings.
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One of the tasks of art-focused Animal Studies is to call out forthrightly the quality of
different claims attributing significance and meaning, if any, to such images. Some questions
began answer—what was the relationship of the images in ancient caves to the actual animals
whose form is part of the image we now view ? We recognize that many images are anatomi-
cally correct such that we can identify the particular species depicted. But beyond this, we
often must admit a profound ignorance, although the awe that these paintings inspire within
us may prompt insights that help us in our search for other animals’ realities.

Perhaps we can inquire about issues that might have arisen during the transformation
of a hunting-gathering lifestyle to an agriculture-based and pastoral lifestyle. The implica-
tions and consequences of domestication, agriculture, and urbanization on humans’ view of
the earth’s other animals are central issues in Animal Studies, of course, and there is much
scholarly speculation about such issues.'

A fundamental question that takes the inquirer in a completely different direction i,
What options might have been available to a human in one of the ancient caves where art
is found today? Could this individual really understand the lives of the nonhuman animals
that shared that particular ecological niche? How do the options for Paleolithic individuals
compare to the options now available to us?

Animal Studies can pose such questions from several different perspectives: of ancient
humans in any number of different societies, of citizens of industrialized societies who have
had the benefit of a thoroughly modern education, of small-scale societies familiar with their
own local flora and fauna, and from a great variety of comparative vantage points. All of
these questions have more power than their answers—for example, if someone asks about
the meaning of a cave painting, one can wonder what such a question means. Does art ever
have meaning in the sense that sentences in a book have meaning? Can a work of art have its
own meaning of a kind that words fail to convey? Does art have significance when it helps
someone discover the meaningfulness of enjoyably engaging an image? Might a picture, a
photograph, or some other portrayal using an animal image simply invite one to become
aware of another animal’s individuality, or its integration in a social grouping, or its content-
ment with a trusted friend, or some other uniqueness? Might many works of art be like music
that is enjoyed for its sheer beauty and not at all for sentence-like meaning?

The task of responding intelligently to these questions pushes anyone doing Animal
Studies to engage various critical thinking tasks needed to understand what is at stake when
someone answers such questions. Further, as so often happens in the human-centered envi-
ronments where Animal Studies can now be attempted, such questions touch on some of
the most debated topics in the study of creative arts, including those that have nothing to do
with other-than-human animals. Art-focused Animal Studies, then, introduces issues aris-
ing solely within the rich complexities of human art. These issues are completely apart from
the complexities that arise when humans try to convey something meaningful or artistically
beautiful about nonhuman animals.

Such challenges reveal that the arts are a rich source of human exploration of the world.
They may or may not be verbal, but they can facilitate awareness and connection in astonishing

ways. Thereby, humans’ artistic achievements play remarkably important roles in our lives.
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Music, Dance, and Other Animals

The origins of music are integrally tied to human fascination with nonhuman animals.
As with dance, the perceived realities of other animals’ lives greatly impacted early music.
Animal imitation was a highly practiced art through both voice and instrument, and early
musical instruments were made from animal parts and often carved into animal shapes.” Not
surprisingly, then, one finds animal-related themes throughout music traditions. Even classi-
cal music from the human-centered Western tradition, for example, includes compositions
that mimic animal sounds or use animal images in titles or as story pieces.

Dance as an expressive art also has origins in imitation of nonhuman animals. One
scholar in 1964 suggested, “dancing was originally nothing more than a completion of the
animal disguise by the appropriate movements and gestures.”'® Another respected scholar
explains that the movements of some other-than-human animals “capture human imagi-
nation and inspire imitation.” Some dances have “verisimilitude” because they mimic the
rhythms of a nonhuman animal or “perfectly reproduce the behavior and antics” of some
particular animal."”

For many reasons, both dance and music have communicative possibilities that are
unique and appealing to humans, capable of conveying much that words by specialists,
anthropologists, or even poets cannot convey. As one scholar suggests, “In dance man can
lose himself.”!8

Animal Studies asks which realities of other-than-human animals intrude on our
imagination—it may be the highly choreographed courting dances of a certain animal that
intrigue, or the stalking behavior or communication patterns of other animals that inspire,
even compel, the artist. In some human cultures, it is claimed that the nonhuman animals
invoked through dance are related to the dancers’ clan. Sometimes the animal being imitated
is the principal food and resource animal for the tribe. Sometimes a story is “told from the
point of view of the animals... [which] says something about the mutual respect and reci-
procity expected between hunters and animals.”*?

Animal Studies is also capable of assessing how anyone—whether dancer, observer, or
scholarly analyst—evaluates a dance event. For example, Lonsdale couched one of his obser-
vations in the male-oriented language choices that prevailed in 1980s scholarship: “Man
is the supreme dancer”® Such a conclusion is an example of the great variety of human-
centerednesses that prevail as we engage the more-than-human world. As our recent history
has revealed regarding the challenges to language that is racist, sexist, homophobic, and
ethnic-centered, language-based habits can be softened or changed altogether—a fact that
Animal Studies can make pertinent to how we speak of the more-than-human world. Note
how such a perspective allows one to see the strident overtones in the following passage as it
begins with connection but moves quickly to human-centered themes: “Man is an animal.
Paradoxically, the animal dancer exhibits infinite superiority over the beast while at the same
time humbling himself before the animal model, his god.”*!

Whether this claim captures the attitude of “the animal dancer,” as well as what mean-
ing might be attributed to the phrase “the animal model, his god,” is a topic that Animal

Studies does well to explore, for there is much at stake in phrases like “infinite superiority”
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and “humbling.” Similarly, the association of certain nonhuman animals with dancing deities,
as in the divine figure of Shiva in India or when shamans dance in animal form in order to
influence other realms,” can be explored with creative questions from multiple disciplines.

In general, Animal Studies needs many of its constituent disciplines to explore what
is at issue when gods and fantastic figures, such as therioanthropes like the “goat-man,” are
involved in dances. It similarly needs to accommodate scholars who suggest that concentrat-
ing solely on fantastic figures rather than actual animals is squarely within the domain of
Animal Studies. The study of dance reflects well the complexity of humans’ attitudes toward
other animals. One scholar suggests that an “extreme degree of familiarity with animals”
(meaning, of course, nonhuman animals) exists alongside “hostility towards them.”?

Dancers or scholars sometimes invest performances with highly symbolic overtones.
Apart from such claims, there may be features in the dance itself, or its origins, connected to
other-than-human animals in telling ways. Such connections can also be found in myths that
a culture tells about the origin of dance, or in symbolic overtones that a modern audience
finds in the art.**

Today, Animal Studies has resources to explore these issues because scholarly work on
dance and its relationship with the more-than-human world has been developed for decades.
In addition, though, Animal Studies pushes beyond previous scholarship by asking a rich
array of additional questions. Notice, for example, how Animal Studies can return the focus
to the other animals by asking, Do (nonhuman) animals dance?? Similar questions can be
posed about music making—the point of such questions about whether any nonhuman ani-
mals create works of art is to move away from the relentless human-centeredness of modern
scholarship.

Since we can plausibly ask questions about other animals’ creativity, consider estab-
lished art critics who, when presented with work done by an undisclosed artist (who was, in
fact, a nonhuman animal), judged the work to have great artistic merit. Of course, one must
also mull over that there are critics who question whether chimpanzees, elephants, dolphins,
and other nonhuman animals who have been advanced as artists are, in fact, doing work that
qualifies as art. Animal Studies has a wide array of critical thinking skills at its disposal to

engage both positive and negative claims on these paradigm-breaking questions.

Deeper, Wider Questions about Symbols

Complicated issues arise as Animal Studies balances the central place of other animals’ reali-
ties with humans’ long-standing and vibrant preoccupation with animal-connected symbols.
In the past, some scholars have taken the study of symbols employing other animal images of
one kind or another to be the major thrust of Animal Studies. Entire books on this subject
have been written, however, that do not explore in any way questions about actual biological
individuals. Such an approach need not signal that other-than-human animals’ realities have
been completely marginalized, for the study of animal-connected symbols is itself a reveal-
ing subject. But the scholarship performed during previous centuries has in fact constantly
allowed human-centered inquiries, such as symbolic value, to push any inquiry about other

animals’ realities to the margins. Said another way, animal-connected symbols, but not the
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biological animals themselves, have often been treated as the natural and full range of any
human’s concern about “animals.”

A few basic divisions help distinguish some of the fundamentally different issues at
stake when humans’ complex use of symbols is foregrounded as a principal endeavor in
Animal Studies. Symbols are, of course, human tools. When they involve images of nonhu-
man animals (through cither words or shapes or sounds), such symbols can be closely or
remotely based on a nonhuman animal’s realities. They can be based on but one part of the
animal, or on a legend mentioning some caricature of the animal. It is not at all uncommon
for them to be based on outright factual error, that is, a nonreality associated with the animal
because of ignorance or apathy. Symbols can, then, be so fundamentally unrelated to other
animals that they have, as it were, a life of their own. Real animals, however, can themselves

become a symbol, as in the following example.

And he rocked, constantly, tugging on chains that bound his legs to the slightly raised
platform on which he stood.... This bull was never let out of the pavilion....So for
decades now, he had been here on his raised dais, rocking, straining, surging back

and forth with unfathomable power. ... Surging, swaying, pulling this way and that,
forever and a day—the heaven-sent king of elephants, born of clouds and rain, colored
like the sacred lotus, a captured god but now an obsolete one, something out of a
distant time and kingdom, his purpose all but forgotten. ... Alone in his dark, golden-
spired pavilion. Forever alone. Colossal. And very likely insane. That was the message

in those eyes: madness.?

The elephant subjected to this obviously attenuated life is held captive because Buddhist
captors intend, ironically, to honor him. Given a name—Pra Barom Nakkot—and chosen
because the local humans deemed him to have the distinctive, auspicious features of a white
elephant, Pra Barom Nakkot was merely lighter in color than most elephants. He possessed
a number of the seven features (his gait, carriage, and overall shape) traditionally associated
with sacred elephants.”” The preoccupation with sacred elephants is based on the legend
of flying white elephants found across Asia. Pra Barom Nakkot was, because of his special
markings, “seen as [one of the] descendants of the original winged elephants that roamed the
cloudscapes above Earth and as avatars of the Buddha*

While some forms of Animal Studies conceivably might focus on Pra Barom Nakkot’s
symbolic significance only, failure to mention the fact that his captivity deprived him of any
chance whatsoever to pursue the development of his own interests (that is, to live as a unique
individual in an clephant community) is an extremely one-dimensional form of Animal
Studies. It is, in effect, merely human-centeredness accomplished under the guise of talking
about animal symbols—said another way, this form of Animal Studies is not at all about Pra
Barom Nakkot, but far more about human animals.

Critical thinking requires that Animal Studies call out the factors that limit any account
to a single dimension. Such an approach would identify why failing to call out the obvious
human-centered features of Pra Barom Nakkot’s subordination hides a values-driven agenda.

In fact, omitting any revealing portion of the whole story of why Pra Barom Nakkot is “alone
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in his dark, golden-spired pavilion” does a disservice to the portions of the story that are told.
The whole story is rich, because it includes the fact that this individual elephant was denied
the possibility of interacting in the complex social network that characterizes all elephants’
lives. Denied the normal social network through which he would have learned to deal with
the natural world and communicate with other individual elephants, Pra Barom Nakkot, as
a captive from an early age, was given limited training by humans. All of this made his subor-
dination all the easier.

In effect, any form of Animal Studies that focuses solely on the symbolic aspects of his
predicament, while ignoring the obvious harms to this biological individual, is so truncated

as to be inevitably impoverished.”

Scholars of the Arts and Imagined Animals

The above comments are not meant to suggest that work on symbols of nonhuman animals
is unimportant. Such work is, in fact, crucial. As one of the most insightful mid-twentieth-
century thinkers about nonhuman animals suggested, “Everyone lives in a mythic world,
however ignorant of it they may be.”*® Animal symbols work in almost countless ways, and
wonderful contributions about human interactions with animals have been made by those
who work regularly with symbolic features of human communication, meaning, ethics, and
knowledge.

There are, nonetheless, animal-related symbols that say little, if anything, about the
other-than-human animals they depict. These can be very trivial, such as sports team logos
(the Dolphins, the Tigers), but they can also be rich and diverse, such as totems or clan-afhli-
ated symbols that speak of both connection and even possible ancestry. Extensive scholarship
has also been directed to studies of fantasy-based animal images, as well as to cryptozoology,
which is the study of, literally, “hidden animals” whose existence has never been proven by
physical evidence but are referenced in myths, lore, or anecdotal reports.

Animal Studies adds nuance to all of these issues by calling out when work on animal-
related symbols is merely human-centeredness displacing a search for truth, and when such
work is pursued because it illuminates animal life as a complex phenomenon in our lives.
Animal Studies is, thus, perfectly capable of engaging the plain fact that some animal-con-
nected symbols have nothing whatsoever to do with living nonhuman animals themselves.
Similarly, Animal Studies can identify symbols that harm other-than-human animals, or
those that create sympathy and compassion. Historical work makes clear that whole eras have
been dominated by symbols in ways that are alien to modern humans: “References to nature
in...the Gospels, have been persistently understood from the perspective of modern urban
people, themselves wholly alienated from nature, for whom literary references to nature can
only be symbols or picturesque illustrations of a human world unrelated to nature”

Thus, Animal Studies needs to be vigilant about the fact that even if it is easy for mod-
erns to slip into dismissive, negative views of symbols, fairness and critical thinking mandate
that we view such symbols in their own historical context. One facet of the Western cultural
tradition known as the Renaissance has, in fact, been characterized as “the emblematic tradi-

tion” because of the prevalence of symbolic accounts. During this extended period, narrative
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forms of all kinds were characteristically dominated by many animal-related symbols. One
researcher describing the work of Renaissance scholars on the natural history of animals sug-
gested that ordinary citizens had an “emblematic world view;” and thus perceived not what
twenty-first-century citizens see on the basis of our science-saturated preoccupation with
actual realities, but instead “a world where animals are just one aspect of an intricate language
of metaphor, symbols, and emblems.” This emblematic worldview was not just religious, for,
the researcher comments, it was “the single most important factor in determining the con-
tent and scope of Renaissance natural history.” Thus, Renaissance natural histories of, say,
peacocks would characteristically list many associations, but would say very little about real
peacocks themselves: “if what you seck is a collection of true statements about the peacock,
or an anatomical description, or the peacock’s place in a taxonomic scheme based on physical
characteristics, then you are bound to be disappointed.”

Today, Animal Studies offers abundant, multidisciplinary approaches that go beyond
not only human-centered concerns but also modern preconceptions of ancient viewpoints,
misconceptions of other cultures, and the shortcomings of impoverished, one-dimensional
historical accounts. Through a commitment to open and inclusive scholarship, Animal
Studies thereby models a willingness to assess where on a continuum any symbolic reference
sits—at one end are symbols that are in some way connected to the biological individuals,
while at the other end are symbols that are used primarily as affirmations of humans’ special
ability with symbols. In making such distinctions, Animal Studies has the capacity to prompt

broad, healthy inquiries consonant with the basic goals of education, science, and ethics.

Literature: The Power of Words on Their Own

The legendary capabilities of literature are captured by a prominent critic’s suggestion that
literature “is the human activity that takes the fullest and most precise account of variousness,
possibility, complexity and difficulty”* Of course, as suggested above, writing that calls in
some way upon images of nonhuman animals may not be about biological animals in any
meaningful way. As one reviewer of a new novel using lion-related themes suggested in 2007,
“so burdened are lions with symbolism that it’s surprising they manage to stagger even a few
paces, let alone spring at their prey.”**

Yet both poetry and prose offer many examples of the extraordinary power of words
unadorned by pictures or figures of any kind. Such mere words can convey much about the

human intersection with other-than-human animals.

Unacknowledged Legislators of the World

Percy Bysshe Shelley suggested in 1819, “Poets are the unacknowledged legislators of the
world.”®> Another famous poet claimed, “Poetry increases our feeling for reality.”*® A profes-
sor of philosophy adds that poetry allows us “to focus on that which we normally pass over
in our everyday activity: the world.” As he explains Wallace Stevens’s poetry, this philosopher
argues that poetry has “a range of observation, power of expression and attention to language

that eclipses any other medium.”’
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These claims introduce the possibility that certain language arts have transport-
ing power that helps some humans engage reality in special ways. If one wishes to evalu-
ate whether poetry helps human engagement with other-than-human animals, reading the
opening lines of the poem “The Summer Day” by the contemporary poet Mary Oliver as it
focuses on a grasshopper raises that possibility. A second issue is whether poetry helps con-
nect readers to other-than-human lives in ways different from or merely supplemental to the
connections and perspectives possible by virtue of personal experience, the promptings of

science, or other forms of critical thinking,

Who made the world?

Who made the swan, and the black bear?

Who made the grasshopper?

This grasshopper, I mean—

the one who has flung herself out of the grass,

the one who is eating sugar out of my hand,

who is moving her jaws back and forth instead of up and down—

who is gazing around with her enormous and complicated eyes.?®

By the medium of words sequenced in a series of lines, Oliver moves awareness from the
generalized (“the swan,” “the black bear,” and “the grasshopper”) to a particular grasshopper.
Using critical thinking, we easily recognize that each grasshopper is an individual. We also
recognize that each person meets different individual grasshoppers, not merely “the grass-
hopper” We are, it is surely true, nonetheless used to the kind of blunt generalizations of the
opening lines—the swan, the black bear, the grasshopper. These are, however, inadequate to
experience, for they homogenize, respectively, all swans, all black bears, all grasshoppers into
vagueness.

It is simpler to think and talk in such superficial ways, and doing so is licensed by the
tradition of asserting that all members of the same species share what some call an “essence.”
But this assumption is, in reality, only a laziness—what is real to us is the actual individual
grasshoppers that we really do encounter, if we but notice, as this poem’s opening lines ask,
“This grasshopper, I mean.”

The transition from the generalizing frame of mind to the specific, local, and individ-
ual—“This grasshopper, I mean”—actually tracks our experience. Noticing this moves us
beyond the habit of seeing only categories to the far more existentially meaningful encoun-
ters with individuals that actually take place in our daily lives. The poet finishes this poem
with a line that addresses cach reader as an individual: “what is it you plan to do with your
one wild and precious life?”

Different emphases appear in the opening lines of another poem, “The Swan™:

Did you too see it, drifting, all night, on the black river?
Did you see it in the morning, rising into the silvery air—
An armful of white blossoms,

A perfect commotion of silk and linen as it leaned
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into the bondage of its wings; a snowbank, a bank of lilies,
Biting the air with its black beak?*

Is the “you” here an acquaintance, or any and every reader, or perhaps any being that
has eyes to see what the words picture? Whatever one’s answer, these lines present through
familiar words a very distinctive picture of a single bird. The poem closes with questions that

give this bird an almost universal quality:

And did you feel it, in your heart, how it pertained to everything?
And have you too finally figured out what beauty is for?
And have you changed your life?

Opening with images of a single living being, but ending with questions that touch
upon feeling, connection, and meaning in the reader’s own life, these lines permit questions
of meaning, connection, spirituality, philosophy, ethics, and the animals’ actual realities to
emerge and mingle. Such writing fits Trilling’s claim that literature is a “human activity that
takes. .. account of variousness, possibility, complexity and difficulty.”

Senses of connectedness akin to those invoked by these lines of this popular American
poet can be found in culture after culture, era after era, and in art form after art form even
though the form of expression varies considerably. The fact that Animal Studies is driven
by personal connectedness anchored in meeting different other-than-human animals is one

reason that art forms of different kinds have a presence in courses and publications in the

field.

The Power of Prose

Examples abound of prose energized by a power and vision of the kind that invest poetry
and visual arts with transporting energy. Below is a series of passages written by a Pulitzer
prize-winning author, Scott Momaday, seven years before Peter Singer’s seminal Animal
Liberation and seventeen years before Regan’s “case for animal rights.” They reveal how lit-
erature can, like poetry and the visual arts, be extremely sensitive to the diversity and realities
of the myriad creatures who share the larger earth community with humans. Even though
these passages are artificially removed from their artistic context (a bit like pulling a plant out
of the soil to show someone how alive it is), they reveal nicely how living beings can be said

to inhabit the author’s awareness.

There is a kind of life that is peculiar to the land in summer—a wariness, a seasonal
equation of well-being and alertness. Road runners take on the shape of motion
itself, urgent and angular, or else they are like the gnarled, uncovered roots of ancient,
stunted trees, some ordinary ruse of the land itself, immovable and forever there.
And quail, at evening, just failing to suggest the waddle of too much weight, take
cover with scarcely any talent for alarm, and spread their wings to the ground; and if

then they are made to take flight, the imminence of no danger on earth can be more
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apparent; they explode away like a shot, and there is nothing but the dying whistle and
streak of their going. Frequently in the sun there are pairs of white and russet hawks

soaring to the hunt.*’
Later in the same passage (which is pages long), Momaday mentions more animals:

In the highest heat of the day, rattlesnakes lie outstretched upon the dunes, as if the
sun had wound them out and lain upon them like a line of fire, or, knowing of some
vibrant presence on the air, they writhe away in the agony of time. And of their own
accord they go at sundown into the earth, hopelessly, as if to some unimaginable
reckoning in the underworld. Coyotes have the gift of being seldom seen; they keep to
the edge of vision and beyond, loping in and out of cover on the plains and highlands.
And at night, when the whole world belongs to them, they patley at the river with the
dogs, their higher, sharper voices full of authority and rebuke. They are an old council

of clowns, and they are listened to.

The language here is intentionally creative in ways that open the reader to other ani-

mals’ mystery and complexity. More animals are then brought into the reader’s imagination:

Higher, among the hills and mesas and sandstone cliffs, there are foxes and bobcats
and mountain lions. Now and then, when the weather turns and food is scarce in the

mountains, bear and deer wander down into the canyons.

As the passage adds yet more animals, a connection is made in this panoramic view to

the local town and “man’s imagination”

Great golden eagles nest among the highest outcrops of rock on the mountain peaks.
They are sacred, and one of them, a huge female, old and burnished, is kept alive in a
cage in the town. Even so, deprived of the sky, the cagle soars in man’s imagination;
there is divine malice in the wild eyes, an unmerciful intent. The eagle ranges far and
wide over the land, farther than any other creature, and all things there are related
simply by having existence in the perfect vision of a bird.

These—and the innumerable meaner creatures, the lizard and the frog, the
insect and the worm—have tenure in the land. The other, latecoming things—the
beasts of burden and of trade; the horse and the sheep, the dog and the cat—these
have an alien and inferior aspect, a poverty of vision and instinct, by which they are
estranged from the wild land, and made tentative. They are born and die upon the

land, but then they are gone away from it as if they had never been.

The power in Momaday’s passage clearly is sustained by his roots in American Indian
culture, for in many indigenous cultures it is no accident that other-than-human animals
appear so fully in stories of all kinds. Thomas Berry in The Dream of the Earth (1988) explic-

itly recognized that some human cultures had long featured what he terms “human intimacy
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with the earth”: “Fortunately we have in the native peoples of the North American continent
what must surely be considered in the immediacy of its experience, its emotional sensitivities,
and its modes of expression, one of the most integral traditions of human intimacy with the
carth, with the entire range of natural phenomena, and with the many living beings which
constitute the life community.”!

Momaday’s book provides an example of how fecund literature inspired by an indig-
enous culture can be. This can be significant for those who come from a culture so stifled by
the exceptionalist tradition that its members are not encouraged in any way to take seriously
our abilities to notice and be in relationship with nonhuman animals.

There are, of course, countless other examples of literature taking an especially creative
role regarding human animals trying to imagine the realities of nonhuman animals. Anna
Sewell’s classic 1877 novel Black Beauty, which was from the very beginning a best-selling
book (50 million-plus copies sold to date), is told from the horse’s point of view. While it
was not the first story told in this manner, Sewell’s book spawned many other accounts that
attempted to create a voice for nonhuman animals. This is a good strategy from which one
can, to use Sewell’s own words about her motivations, “induce kindness, sympathy, and an
understanding treatment” of the animal being discussed.

A more recent example of fiction that has sold widely (1 million-plus copies) is Daniel
Quinn’s Ishmael. The unnamed gorilla who is the leading figure in the book summarizes
nicely how malleable humans can be depending on the story they are told. “There’s nothing
fundamentally wrong with people. Given a story to enact that puts them in accord with the
world, they will live in accord with the world. But given a story to enact that puts them at

odds with the world, as yours does, they will live at odds with the world.”#

Children’ Books, Children’s Invitations

The issue of children and animals appears in this book in chapter after chapter, in part because
children so easily and naturally connect with other animals. Another reason is that the topic
of children is a paradigmatic way in which we raise issues about the future—chapter 11, for
example, addresses how children’s learning about other living beings is shaped informally,
which of course will impact how future generations deal with the human-nonhuman inter-
section. Since Animal Studies makes consideration of future possibilities a central task, it
stands to reason that children will be part of many different inquiries it pursues.

Children’s natural interest in other animals has long created demand for literature.
Walking into the children’s area of a bookstore, one will immediately notice the overwhelm-
ing presence of animal images. The abilities of children to relate to other animals are quite
suggestive of native human abilities in this regard—this is one way in which a focus on chil-
dren teaches adults.

Another lesson that children can teach is suggested in the traditional maxim memorial-
ized by Gerard Manley Hopkins’s poem “The Child Is Father to the Man.” Adults can learn
not only by looking at children’s books but also by asking why and how modern “education”
curtails growth of children’s native interest in other animals (chapter 11). There are interest-

ing parallels in the conception of adulthood as “putting away” this fascination so evident
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in childhood and Western civilization’s disparagement of indigenous peoples as “savage”
because they have reverence for nonhuman animals.

With such questions in mind, it is worth walking again into the children’s area of a
modern bookstore. Animal Studies will help one see the astonishing inconsistencies of
immersing children in animal images to help them learn but later encouraging them to

put away this native concern if they wish to enter the all-important world of exceptionalist

adulthood.

Honoring Our Fundamental Flexibilities

The arts reveal well how flexible our minds are, how expressive our language can be, and how
flexible and necessary our nonword arts can be. This chapter has given only a few examples of
the many and altogether diverse human creative arts meant to prompt recognition of the fun-
damental flexibility of nonword expression, thinking, feeling, and communicating. So many
more—photography, films, mixed media and so on—also provide diverse means of deepen-
ing awareness of the significance of living in a multispecies world. What creates the most
astonishing flexibility, however, is that these modes, which are often thought of as nonana-
lytical, are extremely expressive of dimensions that mere words cannot convey. The upshot is
that these creative arts are important dimensions of human life in many areas, not just mat-
ters involving other-than-human animals and the more-than-human world. But it should be
clear that in animal-related matters, these nonverbal approaches provide us with insights that
not only supplement, but even surpass, what our word-based, analytical approaches achieve.

To be sure, humans’ analytical skills are at times extraordinarily impressive—to us. Yet
they are obviously limited. In daily life, humans think in a great many ways that are relevant
to engagement with other living beings (whether human or not). For millennia, humans have
recognized that intelligence comes in many forms—many cultures have, for example, insisted
that many nonhuman animals have some of the forms of intelligence that humans character-
istically have, as well as other forms.

Howard Gardner’s Frames of Mind: The Theory of Multiple Intelligences (1985) points
out different kinds of intelligence possessed by humans.* Gardner identified seven differ-
ent kinds of human intelligence—musical, logical-mathematical, linguistic, spatial, bodily,
intrapersonal, and interpersonal. In 1997, Gardner added an cighth entry (naturalistic intel-
ligence) to the list. This sort of intelligence has to do with nature, nurturing, and relating
information to one’s natural surroundings.

The general idea of multiple intelligences is now widely accepted although the specifics
are not generally agreed. In exploring whether other animals have forms of intelligence that
are like—or unlike—any of the multiple forms of human intelligence, some people become
uncomfortable. Yet for many other people it is obvious upon exploration of the world that
some other-than-human animals have unique kinds of intelligence that human animals do
not possess, and that some possess some of the kinds of intelligence we have but in different
ways and degrees.

Such questions have their roots in common sense—we are, after all, obviously animals

even if our language habits like “humans and animals” constantly gloss over what “everyone
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knows.” Questions about intelligence also follow from the careful, honest acknowledgments
mandated by critical thinking. Experience shows that recognition of multiple kinds of intel-
ligence contributes to our understanding of each other and our nonhuman neighbors, thus
enriching each human’s awareness and deepening the multiple intelligences already at work.

These observations imply that analytical, word-based intelligence may often serve us
best when it recognizes itself as a channel through which other kinds of intelligence, think-
ing, and feeling are shared. Indeed, mere analysis without inputs from other forms of human
life is empty, just as other forms of human life can, when pursued without the benefits of
critical thinking, be blind. Discussing the importance of literature, Nussbaum comments in
this vein: “It is all too easy to see another person as just a body—which we might then think
we can use for our ends, bad or good. It is an achievement to see a soul in that body, and this
achievement is supported by poetry and the arts, which ask us to wonder about the inner
world of that shape we see—and, too, to wonder about ourselves and our own depths.”*

Animal Studies is capable, because of its interdisciplinary commitments, of affirming
how often human cultures have found “a soul in that body” when engaging their nonhuman
animal neighbors. The only thing that will make this surprising to some readers is a mislead-
ing idea that circulates in both education-dominated and education-wanting segments of
Western culture—that nonhuman animals do not have souls.

The Christian community offers a number of different claims about whether nonhu-
man animals have souls. The official theology of the Catholic tradition, for example, follows
Thomas Aquinas, who passed along Aristotle’s position that soul is indeed widespread in
living beings. While some Catholic and non-Catholic Christians assume the narrow position
that only humans have souls, in ordinary life many adherents of the diverse Christian tradi-
tion simply ignore such denials of a soul for nonhumans.®

Islam, the world’s next most populous religious tradition, asserts that nonhumans do
indeed have souls, as do the traditions that originated in the Indian subcontinent. Indigenous
peoples, too, characteristically assume that nonhuman animals have souls. The simple fact is
that, across time and place, the vast majority of humans have readily affirmed that soul-like
ideas apply as fully to nonhuman animals as they do to humans. Frankness about this salient
fact is one of the contributions that Animal Studies can make to the general understanding
of how humans as a group have thought about other-than-human animals.

This not-so-well-known fact that the majority of humans think some other-than-human
animals have souls also helps one sce certain additional features of Nussbaum’s observation.
It is, as she says, “all too easy to see” another individual (including, for example, an animal
outside one’s own species) “as just a body—which we might then think we can use for our
ends, bad or good.” She notes, however, “the achievement” of “see[ing] a soul in that body”
is supported “by poetry and the arts, which ask us to wonder about the inner world of that
shape we see” Whether one chooses to employ the notion of soul regarding any nonhuman
animals, Animal Studies prompts sufficient attention to both the world around us and to
our own realities, choices, and ethical abilities to acknowledge that humans are not the only
fascinating animals in the larger community of life. For all these reasons, it is not surprising

that in 2000 the New York Times observed that “animals have taken over art.”



Animals in Philosophy

“Philosophy” and “philosopher” derive from two Greek words—philein, which means “to
love,” “to be fond of or “to tend to,” and sophia, knowledge or wisdom. The alleged perspi-
cacity of these lovers of wisdom is the subject of any number of stories and fables. There are,
for example, many versions of the story that William Temple, an Englishman who became the
archbishop of Canterbury in 1942, asked his father, “If philosophers are so smart, why don’t
they rule the world?” His father, who at the time was the current archbishop of Canterbury,
replied, “They do—500 years after they’re dead!”

The possibility that our community and institutions might be ruled by the claims
of dead philosophers can be viewed in a number of ways—for some, it will be a consoling
vision because it suggests that our lives and values are guided by careful thought, continuity,
and even wisdom. But for others, this idea is frightening—the sixteenth-century philoso-
pher Montaigne, quoting the first-century-BCE philosopher Cicero, suggested, “Nothing so
absurd can be said that it has not been said by some philosopher.”!

The accuracy of this oft-repeated generalization aside, there is one broad claim about
philosophers that is clearly accurate—many of the humans we put in this revered category
have had very strong views about nonhuman animals even when they knew relatively lictle
about the vast majority of the nonhumans in their own locale, let alone the wider world. In
fact, it is possible to use some of the most influential philosophers in the Western tradition
to suggest that philosophy as a whole has inclined to negative views of other-than-human
animals.

The influential German philosopher Kant never traveled more than cighty miles from
his hometown of Konigsberg, which means he himself never had any exposure to those non-
human individuals and societies that are the most complicated outside our own species—
he spent no time with elephants or whales or dolphins or bonobos in the contexts where
their evident abilities play out most fully. Nonetheless, Kant denied that individual humans
as moral beings owed any direct duties to any nonhuman animals—such beings are, in
Kant’s words, “not self-conscious and [thus] are there merely as a means to an end. That end
is man....Our duties to animals are indirect duties toward humanity.” In another lecture
addressing “duties toward others,” Kant framed this startling claim in a slightly differently
way that makes the exceptionalist features of this human-centeredness even more apparent:

“our duties to animals are duties only with reference to ourselves.”
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Kant’s claims, which, on their face, appear to dismiss any sort of rich engagement with
animals outside our own species, are by no means the most famous denials of human duties
to other living beings. The extraordinarily influential philosopher René Descartes made even
more thorough dismissals regarding living beings outside our own species. Descartes asserted
famously that all other animals—but not humans, of course—“act naturally and mechani-
cally like a clock which tells the time better than our own judgment does.” Such a view might
seem to be a compliment, for it might be taken to suggest that other animals somehow are
more accurate at the challenging task of timekeeping. Further, if coupled with Descartes’s
admission that some nonhuman animals have body parts like us, one might suspect that
Descartes in fact was somewhat open to, perhaps even held somewhat positive views of, some
other-than-human animals.

To the contrary, however, Descartes argued again and again that any and all animals
outside our species have no mind and are devoid of reason.’ Although Descartes traveled
much more than Kant, it is pertinent to any assessment of the quality of his thinking and,
in particular, the breadth of his dismissals of the ecarth’s nonhuman animals that Descartes
was not, in fact, at all well traveled. He did not seek out other animals in the context of
their lives, and although he is often said to have used a method by which he “doubted
everything,” he showed no inclination to speculate that his own ignorance about other-
than-human animals might limic his ability to generalize about them. Accordingly,
Descartes simply passed along the prevailing views he inherited from the culture into
which he was born.

It is a historical accident that the intellectual traditions in which Kant and Descartes
were nurtured developed in environments separated from virtually all of the Earth’s nonhu-
man individuals who are large-brained, long-lived, socially complex animals. For example, all
of the nonhuman great apes were absent from Europe and the Middle East; nonterrestrial
whales and dolphins lived only offshore, an environment which, even if near a human coastal
settlement, remained inaccessible to humans. The few clephants known to Descartes’s and
Kant’s teachers and cultural forebears were captives, respected for their intelligence but ulti-
mately detached entirely from their families and natural environments and often insane by
virtue of a lifetime of isolation and instrumental use.

These circumstances provide grounds for wondering whether either Descartes or
Kant—or others in the same cultural milieu—could think carefully about the realities
of such animals, let alone speak of them in informed ways. Attitudes, perspectives, and
comments about other animals developed and passed along by humans in such circum-
stances are, on the whole, likely to be framed on the basis of misinformation or even total
ignorance.

If one applies some of the simplest canons of critical thinking to Descartes’s broad
dismissal, as well as his own declared method of sweeping away all that he had learned, one
finds Descartes’s approach not only wanting but intellectually inconsistent. His approach
is clearly beset by limited exposure to the vast majority of life outside the human species,
and not at all characterized by a humility that prompts one to look with an open mind.
As importantly, Descartes’s approach is inconsistent because, despite his famous claim

to employ complete, root-discovering doubt in order to pursue the truth and even the



ANIMALS IN PHILOSOPHY | 145

possibility of knowledge of the external world, he clearly radically failed to do this on the
issuc of nonhuman animals. Thus while Descartes nominally committed himself in his
writings to “reject[ing] as absolutely false everything as to which I could imagine the least
ground of doubt, in order to see if afterwards there remained anything in my belief that was
entirely certain,”* his method of radical doubt was never deployed in connection with the
views he inherited regarding nonhuman animals. Said another way, Descartes assumed the
propriety of the exceptionalist tradition, and this in turn caused him to fail in his attempt
to deploy systematic or hyperbolic doubt.

It is surprisingly obvious to anyone who takes a single course in Animal Studies today
that Descartes chose not to take other living beings seriously. Some features of his ignorance,
then, were arguably self-inflicted. Descartes by his own admission was, in fact, ignorant of
much of the real world: “the little which I have learned hitherto is almost nothing in com-
parison with that of which I am ignorant.” Despite being so ignorant of other animals, and
despite his proclaimed commitment to doubt all, Descartes was not in the least restrained
when opining about other animals’ importance or actual realities.

Implicitly, Descartes’s failure to study other animals suggests that he felt such work
unimportant. Further, from the vantage point of developing critical thinking skills, Descartes
failed to examine at all the mental habits and patterns of speaking about other animals that
prevailed in his seventeenth-century milieu. He uncritically accepted the validity of sort-
ing the world out along the lines of “humans and animals” and was thereby casily deluded
into concluding that his certainties about some animals must be true of them all. This way
of thinking still prevails today in many circles despite our obvious awareness, based on
everyday experiences, that all nonhuman animals share no common trait other than being
nonhuman.

The ironies are, thus, that while Descartes did identify a number of helpful principles
or rules when secking knowledge (such as clearly recognizing one’s subject, dividing the sub-
ject fully and fairly, proceeding from simple to complex in the divisions made, and being
comprehensive), he ignored these rules when exploring the more-than-human world. The
result is that his thinking remained mired in the exceptionalist assumptions that produced
his astonishing myopia.

It is this one-dimensionality that Descartes bequeathed to posterity. While Cartesian
approaches remain powerful today, critical thinking suggests in almost countless ways that
we are by no means bound by this heritage. In fact, the combination of blind acceptance of
existing prejudices regarding the realities of other animals with an unrestrained willingness
to talk about all other animals flies in the face of common sense, not to mention Descartes’s
notorious pretense of having examined knowledge carefully and systematically. Descartes’s
approach was one-dimensional, and by virtue of its combination of narrowness and arro-
gance exemplifies one aspect of much “urban thought”: “Ethological investigation, once it
was vigorously set on foot in this century, has shown that Western urban thought was (not
surprisingly) often even more ill-informed than local superstition on many such questions
[about the realities of other animals], and that it had consistently attributed to animals a
vastly less complex set of thoughts and feelings, and a much smaller range of power, than they

actually possessed.”



146 | ANIMAL STUDIES

Descartes’s Aggression

Descartes aggressively went after those who disagreed with him, stating, “There is no preju-
dice to which we all are more accustomed from our earliest years than the belief that dumb
animals think.”” Critical thinking and Animal Studies in tandem prompt one challenge after
another to Descartes’s reasoning here—there is, in fact, at least one prejudice to which we are
certainly more accustomed than the alleged prejudice that some nonhuman animals think.
This is the common assumption that we can talk about all other animals casily by virtue
of the simple generalizations and dismissals we have inherited. Animal Studies, through its
critical thinking commitments, is ideally suited to revealing the different ways that inherited
forms of speaking and thinking, to which we are far more accustomed than the notion that
other animals think, are in fact misleading and poor ways of thinking and speaking. This is
so whether they are measured by common sense, science, ethics, or simple canons of careful

thinking.

Identifying the Influence of
Self-Inflicted Ignorance

Descartes’s views were influential in his own times—there are gruesome descriptions of

experiments on dogs carried out by followers of Descartes at Port-Royal-des-Champs:

They administered beatings to dogs with perfect indifference, and made fun of those
who pitied the creatures as if they had felt pain. They said that the animals were
clocks; that the cries they emitted when struck, were only the noise of a little spring
which had been touched, but that the whole body was without feeling. They nailed
poor animals up on boards by their four paws to vivisect them and see the circulation

of the blood which was a great subject of conversation.®

Of particular relevance to contemporary Animal Studies is that Descartes’s worldview
continues to be highly influential —Descartes’s dualism separating humans from all other
animals is, for example, often said to support the claim that there are no moral problems
when science-based researchers use nonhuman animals as experimental subjects in modern
research facilities.

Given modern science’s ideals and given what modern science has discovered about
other animals, Cartesian-like approaches are clearly at odds with so much that humans now
know about other-than-human animals. In the words of Paul Shepard, Descartes’s views on
other animals are a kind of “species solipsism,” even “a wildly perverse view.”” What makes
such critiques significant, of course, is that dualistic views focused on humans alone continue
to be advanced by both individual humans and collectives such as industries, governments,
and mainline institutions in religious traditions and education.

Descartes’s generalizations about other-than-human animals, then, are not those of
the humble explorer. Rather, they are driven by an unexamined ideology overdetermined by

tradition and underdetermined by actual realities. Through foregrounding critical thinking
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and interdisciplinary approaches, Animal Studies has the potential to produce views that
are more responsibly anchored in fact-based explorations and informed by more careful and
responsible generalizations.

Descartes’s dualism can be sustained, Animal Studies shows repeatedly, only by a failure
to inquire, a refusal to be reflective about one’s own thinking, and a refusal to unlearn inher-
ited biases. Such refusals kept Descartes’s otherwise brilliant mind inattentive to carth’s wide
range of nonhuman animals. Animal Studies, in contrast, attempts to maintain processes
and values that help call out obvious biases even as they remain committed to discovering
the realities of other living beings to the extent that is possible for our capable but limited

human minds.

On Putting the Horse before Descartes

Bernard Rollin’s 2011 memoir Putting the Horse before Descartes calls for correcting
Descartes’s influence on thinking about nonhuman animals.'® Rollin’s singular successes in
effecting social change in public policy in a number of different countries give him a power-
ful voice in addressing Descartes’s views on nonhuman animals as naive, unabashedly species-
and self-serving, and, thus, deeply troubling.

As or more significant, though, is that Descartes’s views of other animals also make a
radical break from a potentially positive idea that preceded his writing. Descartes denied
outright the long-standing recognition within Western culture that some nonhuman ani-
mals are sentient, possessed of feelings and emotions, and subject to pain and suffering. Such
claims are, of course, plausible in light of readily observable behaviors in, for example, famil-
iar domesticated animals or wildlife. Descartes’s view that other animals are mere automata
with no minds breaks away from virtually all of his predecessors who had, in one sense, put
the horse before the cart in matters of sentience.

But even though a tradition that other animals are clearly sentient existed before
Descartes was born (1596), one major figure after another in the Western intellectual tradi-
tion had dismissed other-than-human animals for more than a millennium. These figures
may have known the difference between the horse and the cart, but they nonetheless found
ways to assert human superiority over all other animals.

This dismissal was not handed down from time immemorial, however, for, as the
historian Richard Sorabji points out, in the centuries before and after Jesus was born, the
Greek world had featured an astonishingly vibrant debate about whether other animals
had speech, intelligence, and many other cognition-, emotion-, and intelligence-conferring
abilities. Sorabji observes, however, that one particularly dismissive school of Greek thought
(the influential group we know as the Stoics) influenced certain Christian thinkers in ways
that produced the views that now prevail: “the Stoic view of animals, with its stress on their
irrationality, became embedded in Western, Latin-speaking Christianity above all through
Augustine. Western Christianity concentrated on one-half, the anti-animal half, of the much
more evenly balanced ancient debate!

So, Sorabji surmises, from the time of Augustine, who died in 428 CE, until Descartes

began his work, there prevailed in many influential circles a profound dismissal of nonhuman
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animals. However, it was mixed in one sense—it dismissed other animals but not in the
radical manner of Descartes. Augustine, for example, whose influence rivals or exceeds that
of both Descartes and Kant, observed that other animals were far more than machines or
automatons because they had important, recognizable levels of perception—for example,
Augustine suggested birds sing because they enjoy their own songs.'* In his highly influential
treatise De Trinitate, he suggested, “beasts perceive as living, not only themselves, but also
each other, and one another, and us as well.”?

Thus while on the whole it can be said that the official views of mainline authorities
in the Western tradition’s best-known theology, philosophy, and education promoted the
subordination of other animals, the Western cultural tradition was also home to, like so
many other human cultures, individuals who engaged other animals seriously in one way or
another. Francis of Assisi, who died in 1226, is a well-known example of an individual who
openly talked of compassion for other animals. Animal Studies works to assess such diverse
threads in Western culture; it also seeks to assess the historical role of mainline philosophers
like the Stoics and Augustine in shaping views of nonhuman animals. It also engages how
Descartes has influenced now-prevailing views of other animals (such as the views that sup-
port experimental uses of nonhuman animals). As importantly, Animal Studies also features
many skills relevant to assessing whether ordinary people at the grassroots level of different
societies put the horse before the cart, as it were, in their daily lives. It is important to distin-
guish what might have been said and done in the day-to-day world of ordinary citizens from
the claims made by well-known historical figures in influential circles that actively dismissed

nonhuman animals as inferior or otherwise subordinated them to humans.

Familiar Territory in the Western
Philosophical Tradition

Positive views in the Western cultural tradition seem only rarely to have blunted radical
subordination of nonhuman animals to human interests. Aristotle, for example, held a
worldview that subordinated all other animals to humans even though he certainly thought
nonhuman animals far more than machines. His writings include a simple, overwhelmingly
influential analogy that to this day causes some to opine that Animal Studies is inferior to
“the study of man”:

We may infer that, after the birth of animals, plants exist for their sake, and that the
other animals exist for the sake of man, the tame for use and food, the wild, if at all, at
least the greater part of them, for food, and for the provision of clothing and various
instruments. Now if nature makes nothing incomplete, and nothing in vain, the infer-

ence must be that she has made all animals for the sake of man.'*

Although many formidable figures in the history of Western thought, such as Cicero,"
have passed along this analogy, Animal Studies is also heir to many different challenges to
such a claim. For example, many people in both ancient and modern times have seen such a

claim as transparently foolish. Many ancient commentators observed that many nonhuman
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animals seemed in no way to be designed for humans. Most whales swam too fast to be caught
until steam-powered vessels were invented in the nineteenth century, and “vermin” such as
scorpions had no redeeming pro-human value of any kind. Modern commentators have
been particularly dismissive of Aristotle’s reasoning—the historian of ideas Glacken, who
authored the pioneering study of ecological views Traces on the Rhodian Shore, saw Aristotle’s
comment as “disappointingly crude.”*¢

From the standpoint of critical thinking, the analogy involves several grave problems—
there is a category mistake or equivocation, since the category “plant” excludes any animals,
while the category “animals” does not exclude humans. Relying on the second claim “all ani-
mals are for all humans” on the basis of the validity of the prior claim “all plants are for all ani-
mals” is a questionable move, then, because the comparisons are not logically equivalent. In

short, the second claim relies on an artificial removal of humans from their natural category.

The Continuing Tradition of Dismissal

The analogy was Aristotle’s attempt, of course, to justify his culture’s existing practice of
subordinating all nonhuman animals to human interests. A great many after-the-fact ratio-
nalizations purport to explain why inherited traditions by which humans harm other living
beings present no moral problems. After Descartes, justifications of humans’ right to harm
other living beings became ever more shrill and one-dimensional,'” and their importance in
secular realms is reflected by the fact that they continue to prevail in the production of food,
the use of nonhumans in research designed overwhelmingly to protect humans’ interests,
and more.

These rationalizations have become so virulent that Midgley referred to the Western
cultural position as “absolute dismissal,” which describes well modern agribusiness’s attitude
toward the moral rights of nonhuman animals."® Such a dismissal is, in fact, the same as the
worldview of the economist Walras that “man alone is a person; minerals, plants and animals
are things” (see chapter 2). It is the mainstay of the legal dualism “humans are legal persons,
while other living beings are mere legal things without rights” and it is the public policy
that supports businesses and research institutions that use other animals as though they were
completely inanimate resources or trash.

Dismissals are found within certain religious institutions that are sustained by the
same roots—a 1994 Catholic pronouncement regarding other animals provides an example:
“Animals, like plants and inanimate things, are by nature destined for the common good of
past, present and future humanity.”" Such a claim shows that Descartes’s dismissal had deep
roots even though he suggested his views were anchored in careful, doubt-inspired thinking.
In reality, Descartes’s dismissal is one strain of thinking within the Western cultural tradition
and is consistent with the ancient theological claim expressed so tersely by the nineteenth-
century theologian Rickaby (chapter 2): “Brutes are as things in our regard: so far as they are
useful for us, they exist for us, not for themselves.”

Such a strain of thinking may eclipse other, more empirically based strains, but it does
not entirely erase them. Such a nuanced, multifaceted account is part of the larger story that
needs to be told.
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Important Reflective Tasks

Some scholars have suggested that Descartes himself, as opposed to his followers, did not
deny consciousness, pain, pleasure, and even joy in all nonhuman animals.?* While Descartes’s
views seem on their face to be an unequivocal, seemingly ideological dismissal of all nonhu-
mans, Descartes owned a dog and named him Monsieur Grat (Mr. Scratch). Such actions
mildly suggest that Descartes’s radical dismissal of all other animals as mere machines could
simply have been rhetorical overstatement.

Critical thinking has the capacity to juxtapose verbal claims with actual choices and
actions, for, as Gandhi said, “The act will speak unerringly.”*! Given that specific actions in
daily life often speak unerringly about what one truly believes, Animal Studies can engage the
facts of daily life of everyone, including dismissive-minded thinkers like Descartes, when in
search of the full story of humans’ interactions with other living beings.

Aristotle’s work, for example, can be read with breadth and depth on the nonhuman
animal issue. Aristotle made comments that seem to dismiss nonhuman animals, such as his
claim that “animals have but little of connected experience.”** This claim is, we know, inac-
curate, for the connectedness of many animals’ experience is evident to those who live with
an average dog. What is odd about this generalization is that Aristotle, who was commonly
referred to in the Middle Ages as “the Philosopher” and who is, by some accounts, the most
influential philosopher ever, produced extensive treatises on nonhuman animals that were for
more than a thousand years deemed the pinnacle of human systematic knowledge of other
living beings. Thus, this thinker’s contributions to our way of thinking are as great as, perhaps
even greater than, those of any other figure in history.*®

Aristotle was, like any other human, deeply impacted by, even a potential prisoner of,
his birth culture. There are legendary examples of what seem to be insensitivity, including
his dismissive views of women and his belief that some humans are by nature intended to be
slaves. These negative views are far more often talked about than his occasional one-dimen-
sionality on nonhuman animals. Yet today Aristotle’s generalizations about other animals
seem, in light of recent empirically verifiable information, overwhelmingly ideological and
even fundamentalist. Those familiar with large-brained social animals such as nonhuman
great apes (orangutans, chimpanzees, gorillas, and bonobos), dolphins and whales, elephants,
and others, as well as dogs and cats, puzzle at a number of Aristotle’s claims. The complexities
of Aristotle’s shortcomings can be seen in Durant’s assessment that “Aristotle makes as many
mistakes as possible for a man who is founding the science of biology.”**

Critical thinking helps place Aristotle’s passage in its full context. We can ask, did
Aristotle actually make the analogy claimed in his name? Yes, he did. Was his language on
this occasion meant to apply to all animals, just to those known at the time, or to some other
grouping of other living beings? This is open to debate. The point is simply this—Aristotle
thought and wrote against a particular backdrop of cultural assumptions that he inherited,
as well as political and social realities amid which he lived. He was a pioneer in many areas,
and his work on other-than-human animals was, in its time and for over a thousand years
after, an astonishing achievement even if, by contemporary standards, it is troubling at any

number of points.
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Kant may also be read in ways that go beyond the one-dimensionality of his claim that
nonhuman animals are “not self-conscious and are there merely as a means to an end. That
end is man.” While this claim seems to promote the exceptionalist tradition, the Harvard
philosopher Christine Korsgaard has worked for a decade to assess if one can read Kant in
ways that are kinder and more generous toward other-than-human animals.” In this work,
Korsgaard stands with many other prominent philosophers today whose work, though not
thought of as part of the animal rights movement, clearly reflects on humans’ thinking about
and acting beyond the species line. Prominent public intellectuals in many countries now
regularly address animal protection issues as part of social values—see, for example, the ques-
tions raised by the psychologist Steven Pinker about how work on behalf of animal rights
plays out with regard to human rights.*®

Another important, reflective task for critical thinking is to assess some less obvious fea-
tures of claims about our fellow living beings. In order to lend moral authority to “the cause,”
sometimes quotes on animal issues are attributed to famous people even when they have
not spoken to the animal protection cause. For example, while one may read that Abraham
Lincoln said, “T am in favor of animal rights as well as human rights. That is the way of a
whole human being,” there is no evidence that he said or wrote it. Scholarship and critical
thinking in combination can help identify who said what regarding the rich and ever-so-

diverse human-nonhuman intersection.

Philosophers as Social Animals

An English philosopher observed that, with regard to wolves, what had been “popular with
philosophers” was not a fact-based view of the actual animals themselves, but instead a mis-
leading “folk-figure” (chapter 2). Because philosophers often used this caricature “uncriti-
cized, as a contrast to illuminate the nature of man,” it is worth investigating whether
philosophers often have spoken freely precisely because they knew little or nothing about
most other-than-human animals. Some philosophers might be described as having violated
their own standards of careful thinking as they followed the crowd and made what amount
to uninformed and misleading claims about nonhuman animals.

Philosophy atits best, however—which admittedly is not a simple standard to achieve—
has prompted individual philosophers and students to aspire to careful, critical thinking.
This involves asking question after question on important, sometimes politically unpopular
topics. Such a process aims to clucidate our own minds’ resources and processes, what we
count as evidence, the way that our assumptions impact our conclusions, how we handle
inherited claims, and much more.

The eminent philosopher of psychology Daniel Robinson has suggested, “Philosophy
is created when the mind turns from practical matters of avoiding danger and uncertainty
to a form of critical inquiry in which its own resources are objectified and subject to criti-
cal scrutiny”* Although the claim that “the Greeks invented philosophy” is an overstate-
ment since many human cultures have displayed inquiry skills like those of philosophy, this
claim can stand for the important insight that seminal Greek thinkers “transformed inquiry

from an essentially practical or ritualistic/religious enterprise into a form of abstract and
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theoretical thought.”?® The Greeks may not have been the first to do this, but they are well
known for early development of multiple schools that fostered critical inquiry and created a
tradition that has impacted virtually every subsequent philosopher.

A key figure was the legendary Socrates, who, “at least as he is revealed in Plato’s dia-
logues,” displays “a commitment to objectify the self and hold it up to scrutiny”* Critical
inquiry in the tradition of Socrates asks about, and thereby tests, the most fundamental
views, claims, convictions, and values in one’s world. The Greeks asked such questions about
themselves in relation to other humans, and in this process they bequeathed to all humanity a
developed tradition of examining how powerfully custom can impact our ideas of the world.
The Greeks also modeled that critical inquiry does not yield to established ways of thinking,
but can unlearn and relearn. In this enterprise, the thinker is humble about her or his own
views and heritage, and yet at the same time recognizes that there is no viable alternative to
using the mind’s own resources, which are often limited in very important ways.

Reflexive thinking offers help in identifying key problems in popular habits, like
human-centeredness. It can also help identify self-inflicted ignorance and the risks of a closed
mind. All of these elements play a part in the following example taken from Plato’s dialogue
“The Statesman.” In this passage, one of history’s seminal thinkers wonders about the ways
in which our common humanity might distort the world of other creatures and reality in
general.

A participant in the dialogue responds to the young Socrates’s notion that the world

can be split into two divisions (“man being one, and all brutes making up the other”):

Suppose... that some wise and understanding creature, such as a crane is reputed to
be, were, in imitation of you, to make a similar division, and set up cranes against all
other animals to their own special glorification, at the same time jumbling together all
the others, including man, under the appellation of brutes,—here would be the sort of

error which we must try to avoid.*

The speaker entices Socrates to examine how any thinking being’s point of view might be
impacted by factors that are often not noticed. Plato’s point has extra interest for the field
of Animal Studies because it illustrates nicely how humans can be taught about their own
mental habits with a story about another animal supposed to be intelligent. So if cranes
divide the world, we can see that the cranes err by leaving valuable humans out. The story
invites us to notice that this strategy is precisely our strategy—and critical thinking needs to

call this out even if doing so is unpopular.

Critical Thinking and Other Animals’ Realities

Philosophers can contribute to the obviously important question of how humans, somewhat
able to understand each other (through sharing language and perception capacities), can
work more effectively at understanding specific nonhuman individuals within their commu-
nities. For example, it begs question after question to claim that the nonhuman individuals

brought into human society are fully representative of all nonhuman individuals’ abilities.
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If Plato’s cranes reasoned this way (for example, if they claimed that humans held captive in
crane society exhibited the full range of human behavior), humans would easily notice the
shortcomings in such reasoning—as Plato suggested, “here would be the sort of error which
we must try to avoid.” The thrust of Plato’s crane story, then, is that we can avoid errors by
liberally employing humility, critical thinking, and an open mind.

It is instructive and humbling to notice that the academic field we call philosophy has
at times wandered away from critical thinking, occasionally degenerating into the exclusive
domain of elite classes. Historically, some humans were excluded from circles where philo-
sophical exploration was developing, just as some people were excluded from the elite groups
allowed to recite certain religious traditions’ sacred texts. Women, for example, in many soci-
eties were excluded from philosophical circles and access to revealed scriptures, just as they
have been barred from education and public debate in cultures around the world.

Because of these exclusions and other types of bias against “outsiders,” philosophical
discussion has often gone forward without full input from a broad spectrum of the human
species. The restriction of philosophical discussion to a privileged class or group violates
key insights that drive critical thinking, such as the importance of asking questions about
received values (including rules as to who is allowed to participate). Closed circles often lack
open-mindedness, or a willingness to ask questions that illuminate the very process of critical
inquiry. The upshot is that philosophy at some points has been decidedly one-dimensional,
favoring one class’s ideas and thereby sanctioning harms, oppressions, and much worse for
the excluded groups. Often, those called philosophers have foregrounded merely one set of
stilted, agenda-laden questions even as they have ignored other questions that might prob-
lematize the privileges and exclusions that the dominant class enjoys.

The result has been unresponsive, even oppressive thinking done as philosophy. Like
Plato’s hypothetical cranes, certain human groups counted only members of their own group
as elevated. When such exclusions prevail, the vaunted “love of wisdom” can become an ugly
affair.

Critical thinking skills have, fortunately, a way of resurfacing in human minds. In the
fashion of Socrates’s and others’ commitment “to objectify the self and hold it up to scru-
tiny; critical thinking about exclusions and other injustices has broken through in circle after
circle. Sometimes this has been a practical affair, addressing pressing needs of the community
such as violence or harms to certain human groups. Sometimes it has been a response to
the need for better means of surviving, or the need for an intelligible world, or for enabling
education that is responsive to the real world. The Greeks used philosophy to reflect on basic
questions that have, in the real world, very practical consequences—including how we can
govern ourselves, how we can assess honestly what we reliably know, and how individuals or
societies as a whole should act in day-to-day affairs or crises.

On the whole, however, breakthroughs in critical thinking have often been only piece-
meal or partial. There have only rarely been, for example, periods in which the breakthrough
impacted every aspect of political debate, or in which every exclusion was closely, sensitively,
and honestly examined.

The purpose of this recitation of philosophers’ foibles is to foster recognition that

philosophy can stumble when answering straightforward questions about other animals’
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realities. Indeed, in a manner ecerily like Plato’s hypothetical cranes, philosophy has been
human-centered so often that its practitioners have failed again and again to see their own
exclusions. And, of course, one issue that has characteristically been excluded from the force
of critical thinking has been humans’ domination over and one-dimensional thinking about
the more-than-human world.

So it is precisely in the context of philosophers’ many attempts to solve problems in
ways that protect their own culture’s superiority, or an elite group’s privileges, or even the
interests of “the whole human race” that philosophers’ abilities to help in Animal Studies
must be placed. The field is perfectly capable of asking questions about humans’ relationship
possibilities with both other-than-human animals and the more-than-human world, but this
has only occasionally been done well. The love of wisdom needs to prevail over the love of
one’s own inherited background, one’s own political group or sex, or one’s own species. In
other words, philosophy, to be worthy of the name “love of wisdom,” needs to entail more
than finding ways to justify our own species’ interests and privileges.

Failure of philosophers to consistently practice this form of philosophy has had con-
sequences, for many people have been led by philosophers in the exceptionalist tradition to
the impression that careful reflection readily justifies a human-centered world. Philosophers
have, then, been one of the interest groups that have often advanced reasons for ignoring
the interests of nonhuman animals. Thereby, many philosophers have helped justify denials,
subordination, dismissals, and a general failure to acknowledge possibilities of complex indi-
viduals and communities beyond the species line.

Yet humans’ philosophical capabilities can sustain those who ask powerful questions
about inherited views regarding humans’ alleged superiority. One of the touchstones of a full
engagement with the world is a responsible, critical engagement with the question of other ani-
mals’ realities. The emergence and reemergence of such inquiries have by no means originated
primarily from those called philosophers. Rather, such questions come from across the con-
tinuum of humans, often being prompted by day-to-day lives as much as by pure speculation.

Animal Studies as a Form of Philosophical
Frankness

The bottom line is that the best human philosophical traditions promote critical thinking
skills that prompt frankness about selfishness, narrow-mindedness, fantasy, and bias. Animal
Studies can be seen as one form of such frankness. The special virtues of philosophy itself,
however, include at least four features that are crucial to Animal Studies.

First, the history of philosophical reflection reveals that many philosophers have been
stimulated by the presence of other animals, and have in response commented on the place
of humans relative to nonhumans. Importantly, this trend is evident in many philosophical
traditions, not merely the mainline philosophical tradition of the culture in which a history
of philosophy course is taught.

Second, some philosophers have not only ignored the more-than-human world but
have also worked hard against any conclusion that moral issues go beyond the species line.

As already noted, some revered philosophers have, despite being uninformed, perpetuated
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prejudices. Like any human thinker who relies uncritically on biases and other culturally
approved generalizations, philosophers can produce inadequate analyses of problems and say
transparently false and foolish things about the living beings beyond the species line.

But the history of philosophy also shows that, through frank evaluations of contempo-
rary practices, some philosophers have identified certain practices that are extremely prob-
lematic. The many animal-friendly philosophers identified in chapter 4 stand in this tradition
of challenging inherited ways of making coherence, prevailing thinking patterns, dominant
worldviews, historical claims, and culturally significant myths. While the great popularity of
the exceptionalist tradition has at times jeopardized those brave enough to call out the weak-
ness of such human-centered thinking, it is nonetheless possible to see the formative role and
power of questions asked by some philosophers regarding other-than-human animals.

A third point is that some philosophers have added much to our awareness of the limits
of human thinking about other living beings. It was noted above that Augustine suggested
that “beasts perceive as living, not only themselves, but also each other, and one another, and
us as well” While such a conclusion starts out as a guess, of course (given that the realities
of nonhuman “beasts” are so elusive), this kind of thinking can reach the status of educated
guess based on close, careful, and repeated observations of other animals.

The limitations in our knowledge have been used against other animals in ways that are
astonishingly revealing of a debilitating human-centeredness within modern science tradi-
tions. The Harvard scientist Donald Griffin described the reluctance of scientists to con-
firm consciousness in other-than-human animals as a double standard. Griffin suggested that
claims about other-than-human lives were being retarded by a “paralytic perfectionism” that
creates an “insidious barrier to scientific investigation.” Note how Griffin’s observations are

similar to the “curious asymmetry” noted by Dennett:

[ The] tendency to demand absolute certainty before accepting any evidence about
mental experiences of animals reflects a sort of double standard.... The antagonism
of many scientists to suggestions that animals may have conscious experiences is so
intense that it suggests a deeper, philosophical aversion that can reasonably be termed
“mentophobia.” The taboo against scientific consideration of private, conscious,
mental experiences is more prevalent when nonhuman animals are concerned.... This

mentophobic taboo has become an obstacle to scientific progress.®!

Nuancing Anthropomorphism

Nonscientific and science-based speculation about thinking and feeling in other-than-
human animals is often called “anthropomorphism” when it attributes human characteristics
to other living beings, imaginary beings, inanimate objects, ecosystems, and even the uni-
verse. Philosophers, scientists, animal activists, and others interested in Animal Studies have

1.3% Griffin asserted, for example, that the “customary”

reflected on this problem a great dea
charge of anthropomorphism had not been thought through as carefully as possible, and

thus is “a serious error [that] suffers from circular reasoning.... Consciousness is assumed



156 | ANIMAL STUDIES

in advance to be uniquely human, and any suggestion to the contrary is then dismissed as
anthropomorphic... merely reiterating a judgment that consciousness is uniquely human.”*?

Grifhin noted that J. A. Fisher concluded, “The idea that anthropomorphism names a
widespread fallacy in common sense thinking about animals is largely a myth...and the use of
the term as a critical cudgel ought to be given up. It cannot stand for what it is supposed to.”**

The primatologist Frans de Waal uses what amounts to a critical anthropomorphism,
that is, a careful, realistic use of terms we use for ourselves.> He challenges those who refuse
any such exploration as in “anthropodenial,” which he defines as “a blindness to the human-
like characteristics of other animals, or the animal-like characteristics of ourselves”: “Those
who are in anthropodenial try to build a brick wall to separate humans from the rest of the
animal kingdom. They carry on the tradition of René Descartes, who declared that while
humans possessed souls, animals were mere automatons.”*

Griffin and de Waal have been among the most courageous in exploring other animals’
unfathomably mysterious realities. A respected Catholic leader has seen such mystery as a

positive rather than a negative:

...the world of brute animals. Can any thing be more marvelous or startling... than
that we should have a race of beings about us whom we do but see, and as little know
their state, or can describe their interests, or their destiny, as we can tell of the inhabit-
ants of the sun and moon?... We have more real knowledge about the Angels than
about the brutes. They have apparently passions, habits, and a certain accountableness,

but all is mystery about them.?”

Just as various scientists, theologians, and philosophers challenged the exceptionalist
tradition, many people outside these academic realms relied on their familiarity with the
day-to-day events of the natural world to challenge views that subordinated all other animals.
Calling upon experience and evidence, John Muir commented, “I have never yet happened
upon a trace of evidence that seemed to show that any one animal was ever made for another
as much as it was made for itself*®

A final point is that philosophers continue to play a major role in the modern animal
protection movement. In the wake of the formative roles of Singer and Regan, many other
contemporary philosophers have supplied important insights into the possibilities of human
individuals and societies acting responsibly toward nonhuman animals. Further, in 1980
the Society of Study of Ethics and Animals was the first of many professional organizations
focused on nonhuman animal issues. Similar organizations now exist within the American
Bar Association, American Academy of Religion, American Psychological Association,

American Sociological Association, and American Association of Geographers.

Philosophy and the Basic Tasks
of Animal Studies

Forthrightness about the complexity of the human-nonhuman story in the history of phi-
losophy is one of the tools needed to accomplish the four basic tasks of Animal Studies.
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Through commitments to the clearest and fairest forms of thinking, philosophy can
make basic contributions to the task of telling the entire story of human interactions with
other-than-human animals. Philosophy’s penetrating insights into the range and limits
of human abilities to know specifics about the world we coinhabit with so many other
forms of life put philosophers in a good position to contribute to Animal Studies as it
pursues the task of learning other animals’ realities even as we identify human limitations
in pursuit of this goal.

Philosophy also has an important role in helping individuals, communities of humans,
and our species as a whole identify possible futures on a shared carth. Philosophy’s frankness
is especially pertinent to the ethical dimensions of humans” impact on and domination of
other lives. While many humans justify virtually any action in pursuit of human goals such
as knowledge, control, and privilege, many philosophers have wondered about the morality
of human choices for other living beings. Philosophy has much power to parse our choices.
Equally, philosophers can help identify the roles humans can take in nested communities
composed of different levels. Moving beyond family at the closest level, humans encounter
national, religious, and cultural groups at a more general level. Philosophers have a role in
assessing how humans relate to even more general communities, such as our whole species,
our fellow primates, all mammals, the visible or macroanimals, all living beings, ecosystems,

the earth, and even more.

Owning Up to a Certain Arrogance

Some philosophers have reflected a particular kind of arrogance. This is the tendency of each
academic field to claim that its own way of thinking and reasoning is the definitive form
of human thinking and reasoning. Theologians have shown a similar arrogance in claim-
ing that their own field produces the truest and best of human knowing because theology
is—or at least in medieval times was said to be—the queen of the sciences, that is, the most
important of human endeavors and thus a field against which all other fields were measured
and found less important. Economists, too, have often displayed a smug superiority and self-
importance, as have certain scientists who claim that science is the only true knowledge and
thus the measure of all other human claims. Business leaders, too, sometimes make the same

faulty assumption.

Love of Wisdom around the World:
Many Traditions

Just as the Greeks developed systematic inquiry, other human cultures have offered insights
about human strengths and limits, especially as they pertain to both the realities of specific
nonhuman animals and humans’ role in the more-than-human world. A philosopher of an
indigenous people describes other animals as “the Natural World people.”’

Small-scale societies have, in one sense, significant advantages over urban dwellers when
it comes to understanding other animals—their commitment to tribe and place provides a

combination of community, opportunity for encounter, and connection, and these elements
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“work toward relatedness, especially in knowing animals.”® Many people from small-scale
societies willingly recognize that other tribes and cultures also can have an intense, orient-
ing connection to their particular place and local world. Thus these reflective thinkers often

refrain from exclusivist interpretations of religious experience:

The question that the so-called world religions have not satisfactorily resolved is
whether or not perspectives on nonhuman animals that are grounded in religious
experience drawn from one place and time can be distilled from their original cultural
context and become, with regard to the moral standing of any or all nonhuman living
beings, abstract principles and general rules applicable to all peoples in different places
and at different times. The persistent emergence of diverse perspectives about other
animals, many of which are grounded in the most basic of religious commitments

to ethical concerns for others (be they human or otherwise), suggests that cultural
context, time, and place are the major elements of claims about other animals and

that such claims’ content, and particularly their dismissal of other animals as inferior

beings about whom ethical agents need not care, is by and large illusory.!

Romanticization as Disrespect

Such generalizing has its limits and even perils, to be sure. A major risk lurks, for example,
in any romanticization of the views of indigenous peoples. Critical thinking requires that
specific viewpoints be described with accuracy and realism.

This has often not been the case. Recall the encyclopedia entry about “the savage” in
“the lower stages of culture” (chapter 2), which represents how some figures in our intellectual
and scientific history have made extremely negative, dismissive statements about indigenous
peoples. A different sort of problem is the romanticization of indigenous peoples, the classic
example of which was the Noble Savage myth, that had far less to do with the indigenous
peoples than with the mythmakers’ wish for a version of their own society free of problems
and human greed.

In their own way, such romanticizations may even be more dismissive of the actual
realities of small-scale societies than are more explicitly dismissive views. The latter might
get some details correct but then portray them as negative. Romanticizations, on the other
hand, purport to honor but nonetheless use the indigenous people’s views out of context
and thereby cause the actual, place-sensitive views and realities to be left aside. Some animal
protectionists tend to cite the animal-friendly views of certain indigenous groups. This can
be intended as respect, to be sure, but if it involves distortion of any kind, such uses violate
a simple principle of mutual or reciprocal respect that demands that the views of any people
be well described.

Romanticizing a particular people’s views for one’s own purposes is ironic—since the
actual views of the indigenous people are eclipsed, the very people one purports to honor
are made to disappear. In the modern world, indigenous cultures, which represent human

cultural abilities as fully as any of the major remaining cultural traditions, have been greatly
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harmed and reduced. Today the remaining small-scale societies are under siege as both igno-
rance and apathy prevail—one observer wrote in 2009, “More groups of indigenous peoples
have likely been destroyed during our age than in any other comparable time period.”**

A related risk comes with broad generalizations about whole traditions or cultures.
Scholars of different traditions warn of inevitable distortions when outsiders reduce complex
cultural or religious viewpoints to mere generalizations. While comparative work has obvi-
ous risks, there are also potential benefits because the great diversity of resources helps us see
some simple facts—some traditions have been open-minded while others have aggressively
asserted their own superiority even as they have failed to recognize any moral implications in

their exclusions and subordination of fellow humans (chapters 7, 9).

Two Central, Linked Issues

At times some philosophers operate, as suggested above, in narrow confines on the question of
other-than-human animals. Appiah critiqued academic philosophers’ embrace of highly tech-
nical, conceptual analysis and language more generally that leaves unattended philosophy’s
historically important engagement with the difficult issues of “human nature” (chapter 4).
One finds today entire philosophy departments far more interested in logical flaws or repug-
nant implications of some minor issue even as extraordinarily harsh realities in the local or
wider world are entirely ignored. As one philosopher has suggested, “Philosophers are not as
interested in weakness of will as in irrationality, since they are trained to deal with ideas, not
character traits”%

Even though philosophers have not deployed these skills particularly well, modern phi-
losophers are responding often and diversely to the riches of the human-nonhuman intersec-
tion. Thus, philosophy will continue to have a central role in Animal Studies in two major
arecas—cpistemology (exploration of what it is that humans can and do know) and ethics.
Although these two fields are by no means all or even most of philosophical, reflective think-
ing, they are of central importance to Animal Studies.

In an interesting way, these fields are, for practical reasons, tied together. Many philoso-
phers have been so exclusively focused on humans that they have ignored altogether the reali-
ties of other animals. It has become traditional to pursue the exceptionalist tradition’s agenda
in both epistemology and ethics. In ethics, of course, this is an issue because of the harms
to other-than-human animals wrought as an exclusivist, human-centered agenda dominates,
reshapes, and destroys so many domains in our more-than-human world.

But today both of these traditional philosophical problems are being richly recon-
sidered. It is as if critical thinking has finally arrived in philosophy. In fact, a combination
of these fields is needed to illuminate the nature of the categories into which nonhuman
animals are today characteristically sorted. Epistemology is needed, for it pursues the basis
of human claims, which pertains to the categories by which we sort out—or divide up—this
world. Ethics is needed for analyses and evaluations of our actions, which inevitably impact
many others (of both human and nonhuman kinds).

So a combination of epistemological inquiry and ethical reflection is needed to prompt

careful reflection about how humans learn about and treat animals (again, it matters not
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whether the impacted beings are human or nonhuman). If one does not pay attention to the
details of other lives, one’s ethical reflections about those beings will be both blind and empty.
Thus, both ethical and epistemological inquiries are important to recognizing the kinds of
difficulties that will be encountered when studying and making claims about other animals
and, similarly, in seeking out and analyzing the great variety in cultural views of other-than-
human animals. Finally, both epistemology and ethics are essential to any examination of
claims about humans’ superior status, especially because most philosophers have found such
aclaim all too congenial to a positive evaluation of their own self-worth. In fact, philosophers
have often been, as the status accorded Descartes reveals, principal proponents of dismissive,
subordinating views of lives outside the human species.

Animal Studies, which reflects in many ways that studying other-than-human animals
can in fact be good for the philosophical soul, helps all of us do philosophy in an interspecies
key. Animal Studies pulls philosophy beyond the humanities, just as it pulls the practice of

science out of the stupor caused by the exceptionalist tradition.



Comparative Studies

Legal Systems, Religions, and Cultures

Twenty-first-century education has prospects of being richly comparative for a variety of
reasons. Communications of many sorts effortlessly cross national, continental, and cultural
lines, making it easy to discuss issues from multiple vantage points. In formal education, the
emergence of cross-disciplinary approaches similarly has fostered multifaceted conversations.
The interested public, scholars, and students from different cultures have today before them
a breadth of information and perspective that allows them to engage problems of political
and economic justice for the diverse groups that comprise modern nation-states. Solutions to
many different problems are now readily seen as impacted by the democratization of infor-
mation through communication facilitators such as social media. The upshot is that govern-
ments and many different international, national, and grassroots constituencies can interact
in a great variety of ways as these problems are addressed.!

The emergence of extensive, inexpensive sharing of the stunning breadth and depth of
information available has facilitated identification and examination of the dynamics, prob-
lems, and possibilities of a multispecies world, particularly when more and more people are
given access to the insights and humilities of different comparative approaches. Both learning
and unlearning based on cultural differences and interdisciplinary achievements are increas-
ingly possible, which clearly enhances everyone’s prospects of understanding local social and
ecological realities and, thereby, the global environment as a whole.

The result is that today it is far casier to see how stories differ from one place to another,
how variously nations and cultures frame their own history and that of others, and how each
society features peculiar choices, even idiosyncrasies, in matters of governance and justifica-
tion of internal regulation. Similarly, one easily encounters the world’s surprisingly different
religious traditions—some are overtly polytheistic, others are monotheistic, and still others
are not theistic in any ultimate sense. These traditions have ancient roots and when each
is examined at the local level, the tradition is easily recognized as internally diverse to an
astonishing degree—for example, the number of different Christian denominations is often
estimated in the tens of thousands.?

Comparisons across cultures also have the particular virtue of illuminating the ways

human thinking has been dramatically shaped in the past by the cultural narratives in which
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individuals were nurtured and came to adulthood. These narratives are very diverse, and the
particular version in which one is raised invariably impacts identity and expectations. As dis-
cussed throughout this volume, cultural views can distort features of the world we live amid,
but they obviously have an equally powerful capacity to enable one to identify life’s chal-
lenges, clarify their extraordinary complexities, and then live with and even welcome them.
In all these ways, cultural views have the power to inform us about, or blunt any individual’s
sensibilities toward, the ways other-than-human living beings and the more-than-human
world are harmed by our choices.

Comparative analysis of humans’ lifeways,® then, can also set our imagination loose
to create ways of living that allow us and other living beings to thrive in a shared world.
Of course, comparative work regarding humans” many differences has long been a challenge
precisely because human communities feature great diversities and differences on virtually
any feature of human possibility. If comparative work is well done, however, it can enhance
each person’s ability to reflect on his or her own cultural heritage and place in the larger com-
munity of life, just as it clearly enables one to reflect on one’s neighbors of all kinds. Thereby,
comparative work aids us as we go about thinking carefully about our own thinking and that
of others.

In Animal Studies, comparative work increases students’ awareness of the diversity of
nonhuman life, and it offers many opportunities to see the strengths and limits of human
abilities so evident in many claims about nonhuman animals. When there is no deep commit-
ment to comparative work regarding humans’ inevitable intersection with other-than-human
animals, both formal and informal education are at great risk. Among the most debilitating
of the risks is the possibility that education about the nonhuman inhabitants of our shared
world will remain human-centered in ways that continue to produce harms to other living
beings and dysfunctions for humans in our local and global communities.

In the most basic way, then, comparative work helps us see that we can choose among
possible belief systems, governance arrangements, consumer styles, and ethical justifications
for actions. Then, on the basis of careful thinking, we can take full responsibility for how we
choose to act in the real world. To illustrate this possibility, we turn in this chapter to three
types of comparative study that already have a significant place in modern Animal Studies:
law, comparative study of religious traditions, and cultural studies. The goal here is to engage
how these fascinating but complex enterprises offer insights into central issues and tasks of
Animal Studies.

Comparative Study of Legal Systems

The most common approach to studying law is to engage it within a single jurisdiction, that
is, a specific community or nation. Another approach, which has some similarities to inter-
disciplinary work, is to compare a number of legal systems as each works out law in its own
jurisdiction. A third, more truly interdisciplinary approach calls upon disciplines other than
law to help one understand how law works.* Such approaches are valuable because they offer
a variety of creative insights into the many different ways that law and legal systems have

been used—this powerful vehicle can, of course, create freedoms for humans and thus help
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negotiate and resolve important social tensions. But, history readily reveals, legal systems are
often used to maintain oppression or political advantage for one group of humans over others

and, in a similar manner, to dominate life beyond the species line.

Traditional Comparisons of Legal Systems

Comparative legal studies offer insights into the similarities and differences that two or more
legal systems display in structure, histories, and styles of judicial and legislative decision
making. A good example is the field of comparative constitutional law, which examines those
foundational compacts or agreements by which a group of citizens agree about how their
political and legal systems will be constituted and administered. Some national constitutions
provide for protection of humans only, while others recognize protection of other animals
and nature as fundamental duties of the state and individual citizens.’

Comparative work of this kind is an ancient enterprise—Solon in the sixth century
BCE consulted the laws of many different communities as he drafted the laws of Athens, and
then two centuries later Aristotle reviewed more than 150 constitutions of both Greek and
non-Greek cities as he pursued in his Po/itics the characteristically Greek question, how do
we best govern ourselves? Comparative work conducted in this spirit has addressed many dif-
ferent aspects of legal systems. Because those pursuing comparative law before the nineteenth
century aspired to develop a precise discipline, they called comparative law “an independent
science.” This supposedly more precise approach was “devoted to discovering the principles of
just law, that is to say law conforming to the will of God, to nature and to reason” but in prac-
tice involved “little concern for... the law as it applied in fact” Instead, “the principal study
[in universities] ... was the search for just rules that would be applicable in all countries.”

In the later nineteenth century, modern comparative law began to pay attention to
actual laws in practice at the local level. The complexities of this phenomenon, and especially

the need for insights from diverse sources, can be seen in the following observation:

Comparative law scholars have shown... that judges may write as if legal judgments
were exercises in deductive logical reasoning, but in fact there is a great deal of
ambiguity and uncertainty in the law, and therefore room for discretionary decision-
making by judges. Because of the open texture of language, general rules can never
determine their own application; thus, adhering to the “official” theory of mechanical

judging has only the effect of disguising the need for the exercise of discretion.”

This form of comparative study is extremely helpful when one studies laws’ impacts
on other-than-human animals, for it permits an overview of what is happening around the
world in the form of both legislation and court-based contests. Comparative work of this
kind reveals that today one can find each year, literally, thousands of legislative and litigation-
based examples proposing the use of one legal tool or another to protect living beings beyond
the species line. Many such proposals languish, of course, but hundreds and hundreds are
acted upon in towns, states, provinces, nation-states, and even international bodies. Some
of these proposals may be introduced by a legislator to curry favor with a particular voter

constituency, and others are merely idealistic stabs at change that have no realistic chance of
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current enactment. Yet the thousands of legal challenges taking place each year include many
examples of what can and does work. In this way, interested political bodies all over the world
(that is, other towns, states, provinces, and nation-states that are looking for feasible ideas)

are made aware of one possibility after another.

Interdisciplinary Comparative Work

Many people seck to understand the impacts of different laws and legal systems more gener-
ally beyond legal circles and institutions. Multiple disciplines such as history, political science,
sociology, social psychology, ethics, and even religion can be brought to bear in assessing
such impacts. Calling upon nonlaw disciplines helps one inventory, analyze, and compare
the work that legal systems do around the world. Animal Studies looks at law in a robustly
interdisciplinary manner to identify different societies’ interactions with other-than-human
animals.

Since there are many different kinds of legal systems, and since individual legal systems
are greatly impacted by local culture and political realities, each legal system needs to be
explored specifically in order for Animal Studies to develop an informed and nuanced per-
spective on the effects, good and bad, of legal systems as a whole on the more-than-human
world. Islamic law, for example, has always provided a “right of thirst” for wildlife, and in
this it can be contrasted with modern secular law which is, by and large, silent on such issues
(sometimes anticruelty statutes require individuals to provide water, but many corporate
practices cannot be challenged in industrialized societies that have passed laws exempting
“common practices” of businesses from anticruelty legislation).?

Such work requires not only a review of many aspects of the particular cultures one
is studying, but also information about the identity and realities of the nonhuman animals
impacted by a particular legal system. By historical accident, some legal systems have emerged
in cultures that had few, if any, of the more socially complex nonhuman mammals who so
obviously display personality, intelligence, family connections, and even community and
culture.

Comparative work also illuminates the highly specific tools available in legal systems,
such as legislation, litigation, administration, and enforcement. Each of these distinctive
tools or parts of the overall legal process works with a variety of nonlegal social processes by
which any society regulates its individuals, including peer pressure, education, morals from
religious communities and other local groups, and other traditions of many kinds. While
those studying law often put a great deal of emphasis on government-based processes as the
crucial step in social control (which makes sense since government channels are the way in
which much power moves in modern societies), many forms of social control well beyond
government action and inaction have important roles in the way any individual or group
interacts with ubiquitous life beyond the species line.

Looking solely at the internal workings of law, a legal system can be thought of as a
box holding many different kinds of tools. From an external vantage poing, it is easy to see
that these different tools must be put to use in society as a whole. How such tools work
in this larger social context can be seen well only when one employs the insights of many

disciplines.
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Looking in this way at law in its broadest context permits one, in turn, to see that law
often has had (and, of course, still has) oppression-laden features. Further, if one sees clearly
that legal systems and their many tools have regularly been used to disadvantage, even harm,
specific groups of humans, then one easily recognizes, too, that legal systems play a central
role in the harms done to countless nonhumans. Relatedly, interdisciplinary work also helps
one see that in an astonishing number of historical and contemporary situations, oppression
of humans has been interwoven in complex ways with oppression of various nonhumans.

In all these ways, interdisciplinary work makes clear that law is deeply impacted by social
values even as it often shapes those values. Subject to social change and also a force in creating
social change, law as an eminently human enterprise is, in fact, capable of being very flexible if
people choose to make it so. This is the meaning of Henry David Thoreau’s oft-cited observa-
tion, “The law will never make men free; it is men who have got to make the law free”” Activists
of all kinds recognize this political reality, refusing to accept, in the words of William Lloyd
Garrison, a leading antislavery abolitionist in the United States, the “prevalent heresy... that
what the law allows is right, and what it disallows is wrong.” Garrison argued further, “All
public reform comes about through the ‘interrogation’ of the law by morality”*°

From such vantage points interrogating existing law, one can best understand the phe-
nomenon broadly referred to today as animal law. This concerted effort is the legal side of
a much larger, worldwide social movement that is attempting to open up legal systems and
other important institutions to the insights driving the ancient tradition of concern for jus-

tice and compassion beyond the species line.

Agenda-Driven Comparisons: Critical
Legal Studies and Theory

Animal Studies needs to pay attention to various approaches collected under the name “criti-
callegal theory”!! Going well beyond merely identifying issues, these approaches consistently
ask each human to act with regard to certain problems and oppressions.

An ecarly form of critical legal theory is referred to as “legal realism,” an approach that
was inspired by the Harvard Law School scholars John Chipman Gray and Oliver Wendell
Holmes. In its fullest expression between 1920 and 1940, legal realism promoted an empiri-
cally based approach as part of its atctempt to describe how practicing judges actually decided
the cases before them. Early legal realists criticized then-prevailinglegal theories that suggested
judges always follow legal rules closely by employing legal reasoning patterns that track logical,
syllogism-based reasoning. Legal realists observed that judges often, though not always, exer-
cise considerable discretion on whether legal rules control the outcome of a case. Sometimes
judges decide a case, for example, on the basis of their own political and moral intuitions about
the facts of the case before them. These early legal thinkers were thought of as realists because
they believed the prevailing theories of law overstated how judges in fact decide many cases. So
these legal realists pressed others to admit that judges’ political and moral convictions some-
times play a determining role that overrides strictly legal considerations. The ruling is still the
product of official activity, but judges are clearly doing more than following preexisting law.
In such cases, the task of a legal realist is empirical, namely, identifying which psychological,

sociological, and other factors influence judicial decision making.
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Although historically this approach was not used in the following way, the theory
itself is relevant to how laws involving various nonhuman animal issues might be interpreted
and even bent, as it were, in a particular case. For example, a judge’s intuition regarding the
importance of compassion, or the need to have an owner carry out a duty of care to an owned
animal, might lead the judge to the conviction that justice will only be done in a particular
case if the law provides some sort of fundamental protection. A similar result might also be
mandated because the judge is aware of newly developed scientific information suggesting
that the nonhuman animals involved are suffering in some way not previously imagined.

There are other legal theorists who go much further than this first group of legal real-
ists. For example, other legal philosophers have argued that legal realists dramatically under-
state how a judge’s personal convictions impact decisions. This is the position of critical legal
studies, which is, in effect, a more radical or “going to the root” approach that offers a thor-
ough critique of mainstream legal thinking about what judges do when they decide cases.
The critical legal studies movement suggests that only rarely do judges apply existing law in
a simple, logical manner. Rather than logic, it is ideology (in the narrow sense identified in
chapter 1) that most characteristically shapes how judges make decisions. What prevails and
thus gives content to law (even in a democracy) is, then, the product of narrow ideologies
struggling against each other. Said in another way, people driven by one set of ideas struggle
against other people driven by a different set of ideas. Such competition produces “ideologi-
cal struggles among social factions in which competing conceptions of justice, goodness, and
social and political life get compromised, truncated, vitiated, and adjusted.”*?

The end product is, in the eyes of critical legal theorists, a level and degree of inconsis-
tency that impacts the law in both its generalities and specifics, creating at all levels what is
sometimes called law’s “radical indeterminacy.” In the face of such inconsistency, a judge has
options for how to decide the case, which of course creates an opening for personal, political,
and ethical criteria that impress the judge. This view is at odds with the standard image of
judges, which holds that judges interpret, not make, the law.

Critical legal studies, through such interpretations, clearly reveals an important
agenda—this form of analysis is deeply invested in affirming that some legal decision making
produces, under the sway of narrow ideologies, outcomes that create injustices or foster a
lack of compassion. This agenda is valuable precisely because it prompts people to look care-
fully at what judges and other decision makers are really doing. More specifically, through its
criticism of the established order, this approach provides a way to understand why existing
law (as found in legislation and previously decided cases) has so often in modern times fol-
lowed a power-oriented agenda in service of the exceptionalist tradition. The combination
of power and extremely narrow forms of human-centeredness is the product, critical legal
theorists might suggest, of an ideology that has prevailed in the struggle of competing ideas.
Importantly, the result may not be truly human-centered—some laws advance only the inter-
ests of an elite class that controls the law-making process but effectively masks this narrow
agenda by claiming that the law in question treats all humans as equal.

Approaches within the domain of critical legal studies have the potential to explain
why a society can feature deep-rooted values like compassion and caring (for example, as part

of a religious tradition) but nonetheless enact laws that ignore compassion for nonhuman



ComPARATIVE STuUDIES | 167

animals in favor of, say, profits for businesses. In this regard, such approaches contribute an
important perspective on how and why nonhuman animals are so often unprotected within
legal systems.

Another form of agenda-driven comparative work in law is known as “law and eco-
nomics.” This approach, which argues for the value of economic analysis in the law, has both
a descriptive side and a prescriptive, theory-laden side. As description, law and economics
advocates claim that many areas of the common law feature content best understood in
terms of a tendency to maximize preferences—said another way, economics-based reason-
ing allows one to see why important areas of the common law tradition, including property,
contracts, torts, and criminal law, have taken their present shape. Such features may or may
not appear on the surface of legislation, in official explanations of the law, or in judicial opin-
ions. Even when economics-driven reasoning controls the outcome, then, such reasoning
may be covered over by more traditional rhetoric about justice, the public good, and other
common ways of talking about law. One influential contemporary commentator suggests in
his description of the common law tradition (which dominates in England, Canada, India,
the United States, and dozens of other countries around the world) how fully this important
tradition focuses on human issues alone: “the common law is best (not perfectly) explained
as a system for maximizing the wealth of society.”"?

There is also a prescriptive or values-based theoretical underpinning to the law and eco-
nomics approach. This view of law recommends that judges and elected officials should make
their decisions in ways that maximize wealth, and that this goal can be achieved most fully
through free-market mechanisms. The concern for “the wealth of society” manifests what
at first will seem a part of the exceptionalist tradition, but it is more strictly a focus on the
humans within a society who benefit from economics-related activities (in other words, as
long as the overall wealth of a society is increased, the fact that some humans do not benefit
at all or are even made worse off does not count).

Animal Studies has the capacity to ferret out the controlling assumptions of such an
approach—for example, that humans alone have the abilities that matter, namely, autonomy
and the calculating abilities to create markets that satisfy human preferences and maximize
what can be quantified as wealth. Another assumption is that outcomes by which wealth is
measured are properly centered solely on humans—impacts on nonhuman individuals and
communities are not a factor unless humans choose to make them so. This approach, then,
is a kindred spirit of the preoccupation with humans found so broadly in mainline Western
cultural institutions and thinkers such as Descartes and Kant. This biased set of assumptions
also reveals how law and economics approaches are both theory laden and driven by a very
specific values-based agenda.

A fourth form of agenda-driven comparison of legal systems has been given the name
of “outsider jurisprudence.” This approach represents especially well how an agenda-laden
approach to law and legal systems in general can be dominated by features that are “radical”
in the sense of going to the root of certain oppressions. This feature opens to view the obvi-
ous ways in which all law is involved in control and protection processes that result in both
inclusion and exclusion. Such features beg a fundamental question, as do all ethical and social

control schemes: Who and what will be included, and who and what will be excluded?
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Outsider jurisprudence insists that legal systems characteristically have structured
their social control in ways that promote the interests of only some privileged humans
(such as white males) even as they exclude women and other disfavored humans. The
upshot is that the protected group receives key privileges in the form of fundamental
protections offered by the law. In this vein, critical theory anchored in feminist concerns
argues that patriarchal assumptions dominate present law and are manifested in the ways
that property rules play out, how crimes are identified and punished, and how key legal
rights are allocated or denied. A similar approach often called critical race theory focuses
on the role of race as a decisive factor that sustains race-based oppressions. Under this
view of legal systems, decisions by judges, legislators, administrators, and law enforce-
ment sustain traditional claims of racial supremacy by favoring one race over another. The
upshot is a powerful dismissal of the excluded group’s experiences, concerns, values, and
even personal histories, all of which thereby become invisible in important policymak-
ing circles and even in explanatory theories that claim to be open-minded and inclusive.
Particularly evident in these approaches is the way a Critical Studies—inspired evaluation
of law challenges models of judicial decision making that assume neutral rules will be
applied with impartiality.

Animal Studies is enriched by such theorizing about law and legal systems because it
illustrates how law not only allows, but even promotes, the harsh treatment of some dis-
favored group. Domination, exclusion, caricature, and apathy among a society’s privileged
groups create more than dismissal and a harsh legal system—such problems also give birth
to and then sustain self-inflicted ignorance among those that control power. Such ignorance
can make it difficult to reform a system or to create openings for protections that other living
beings need because it, in effect, keeps those in power from recognizing their complicity in
perpetuating serious ongoing harms.

In effect, critical legal studies offers a template to those who wish to evaluate the exclu-
sions and harms that law imposes on other-than-human animals. At the same time, Animal
Studies also assesses the positive side of law, namely, the unquestioned potential of legal sys-
tems for protecting some nonhumans when those who control the content of law choose
willingly to provide fundamental protections (for example, how many affluent dog and cat

owners now lobby for better legal protection for owned animals).

Liberation for Some, Oppression for “Others”

The exclusions that law holds in place have drawn many other wide-ranging critiques. A legal
system may be controlled by people or politically powerful institutions that proclaim “all
humans are equal” even as reality falls far short of this standard. It is so common that, in
actual practice, only some humans receive the law’s protection that many people have come
to expect that a legal system will protect “the rich” but disadvantage “the poor.”

Candor about such issues helps everyone recognize that while legal systems provide
protections for a privileged group, they also create and anchor exclusions of “others.” Such
shortcomings have prompted indictments far angrier than the humorous quip that “people
who love sausage and respect the law should never watch either one being made.” The popu-

list orator Mary Ellen Lease challenged the imbalances of the American legal system at an
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1890 political convention in her home state of Kansas when she thundered, “Our laws are
the output of a system which clothes rascals in robes and honesty in rags.”'* This critique
underscores, to be sure, only the human-on-human problems that lawmaking can create. It
is a short step to conclude that, when legal systems developed within an intensely human-
centered cultural tradition create problems for human others, they characteristically fail to

nourish citizens’ capacity to become richly aware of nonhuman others.

Law as Projecting Futures

Rivaling negative views of lawmaking and legal systems, of course, are soaring views of what
legal systems can do. This tradition of hyperbole about law assumes that legal systems are for
humans alone. The philosopher Cicero once said, “we are all, in the end, slaves of the law
that we might be free”> Cicero’s reasoning pattern is simple enough to follow, for individu-
als’ willing submission to “the law” is a bargain that can create important benefits for those
individuals and groups willing to be “slaves to the law.”

Such generalizations fail to identify, of course, the impact of any society’s laws on those
who are not willingly governed. Even if we assume that it is a minor problem that some
humans cannot be claimed to consent to be slaves to rules, Cicero’s adage glosses over the fact
that law as he understands it might be seen to make “slaves” of nonconsenting individuals
from all species. While Cicero’s slave image is, of course, merely a literary device focusing on
law as a social compact, the slavery image has the power to explain some of the harsh realities
that legal systems impose on so many nonhumans.'®

Cover’s insight that “law is the projection of an imagined future upon reality” shows
that legal systems and other forms of public policy dictate an imagined future for far more
than the citizens of a society and its future human inhabitants. Our human laws create a
bewildering and morally charged set of effects beyond the species line. Animal Studies must
grapple with these as just one part of our many, ever-so-human projections onto the realities
of nonhumans. In a great variety of ways, our laws tie other-than-human animals down for
solely human purposes, destroy habitat and community, distort and impoverish individual
lives, and create many captive circumstances that fit the descriptions “worse than slavery” and
“worse than death.”

Legal systems can, to be sure, project more than a future dominated by harms—they
can, in fact, do many positive things for nonhuman animals, such as create wild habitat pro-
tections and anticruelty limitations and other benign conditions for the nonhuman animals
in our midst. The harms created by legal systems are, then, by no means the full story, nor a
basis for a thorough evaluation of legal systems’ possibilities. It is disingenuous to foreground
a system’s failures without discussing its contributions in other areas. Thus, even when legal
systems protect an array of oppressions and harms, they may also provide the tools to remedy
specific problems.

Animal Studies will, then, inevitably deal with the fact that law and legal systems are
complicated animals with many legs and arms, as well as long, evolving histories. As fully as
they are subject to—and often trumped by—complicated political realities that dominate
their host society, legal systems have been the means by which human groups have achieved

noteworthy triumphs.
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Comparative Frankness about Human-Centered Values

Many analysts of law and human achievement find frankness about such matters to be worse
than a mere triviality—it is held by many to be a moral absurdity that contradicts the excep-
tionalist foundations of not only law, but also the prevailing views of ethics, education, reli-
gion, politics, and much more. Insensitivity to nonhuman animal issues can prevail because
so many influential and even respected moral authorities (elected officials, government agen-
cies, educators, religious leaders) support exclusions justified solely by human-centeredness.
Because of such dismissals and apathy, harms to nonhuman animals are very often deemed to
have no moral consequence whatsoever.

When this kind of reasoning is subjected to the canons of critical thinking, it is want-
ing in many respects. To argue that traditions of human-centeredness justify a legal system’s
failure to be concerned with the interests of other-than-human beings is to argue in a circular
fashion. The argument assumes away what is at issue, namely, what is it that justifies an exclu-
sivist form of human-centeredness in the first place?

Impatience with those who state the plain facts of harms to nonhuman animals is
common, of course, but such impatience ignores the self-transcending genius of humans’
ethical abilities. Such abilities clearly can include, when the human imagination permits it,
living within a species-transcending ethic. Realization of this potential, which historical and
cultural studies show has occurred in a great variety of places and times, is by no means totally
absent in modern industrialized socicties—many students are, for example, impressed by this
possibility, as evidenced by the demand for animal law courses. Yet in mainline decision-
making circles, such breadth of concern reaching beyond the species line remains, at best, a
subordinated value and, at worst, a topic that policymakers work hard to ignore.

A comparative, interdisciplinary analysis of cultures can reveal that even though Animal
Studies has emerged in an historical era when mainline cultural institutions often feature a
pronounced lack of awareness about nonhuman animals, there remain an astonishing vari-
ety of ways in which individual humans, some businesses, a number of governments, and
many marginalized groups and small-scale societies continue to honor the ancient insight
that some nonhuman animals have their own point of view and interests.

Further, a comparative analysis of legal systems can reveal a similar though more lim-
ited insight. Prohibition of some forms of cruelty to nonhuman animals can be found in the
official legislation of virtually every society. While enforcement of such laws remains very
inconsistent, it is nonetheless common for judges to note that the purpose of such legislation
is protection of the nonhuman animals themselves. An example can be found in the 1888
case of Stephens v. Mississippi dealing with an anticruelty statute: “This statute is for the ben-
efit of animals, as creatures capable of feeling and suffering, and it was intended to protect
them from cruelty, without reference to their being property, or to the damages which might
thereby be occasioned to their owners.”"”

Despite the common sense of this position (many would agree that such statutes are, as
the court said, intended for the nonhuman animals’ sake), problems arise. The first is inevi-
table—what counts as protection is seen from the human vantage point because, as one vet-
erinarian has said, nonhuman animals “are perpetual ‘others, doomed to have their interests

represented to humans by other humans.”*® The second problem is more purely a political
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dilemma——compassion-focused protection is almost always a very low priority in industrial-
ized societies and thus is easily trumped by human interests like making money or avoiding
inconvenience. In many industrial socicties, in fact, laws have diluted and even erased duties
of compassion—such as the wide-ranging exemptions granted by many American states to
corporations pursuing industrialized agriculture. The exemptions mean that individual citi-
zens must still observe long-standing prohibitions on cruelty, but large corporations are no
longer subject to these traditions.”” This is important because the astonishingly large number
of food animals involved in modern production processes called “factory farming” make

food-on-the-plate the principal way that citizens interact with nonhuman animals.

Reacting to an Absence of Legal Compassion
As a leading edge of Animal Studies, the field of animal law is helpfully understood as a

straightforward reaction to industrialized societies” denial of the compassion traditions
that sit at the heart of so many human cultural traditions. Exclusionary attitudes and tactics
are so dominant in many government and private institutions that a “human and animals”
dualism is fairly said to verge on the status of cultural presupposition. Educational institu-
tions now teach this dualism much as they once taught racism or sexism as the natural order.
Science instructors continue to use the phrase “animals” to mean only nonhuman animals
even though they readily acknowledge that humans are clearly primates, mammals, and ver-
tebrates. Perhaps most tellingly, in some circles espousing the “humans alone matter” point of

view will function as the measure of morality, sanity, rational judgment, and good taste.

Litmus Test: Which Realities of Other
Animals Are Noticed?

Since a simple, unavoidable question in Animal Studies is the level of commitment to learn-
ing the actual realities of animals outside our species, a natural question is whether those
governed by a specific legal system are prompted to consider nonhuman animals as anything
more than mere resources. If so, are the realities of other animals taken seriously?

Animal Studies also poses a battery of practical questions. It is relevant, for example, to
ask whether what is being noticed about any nonhuman animal is so thoroughly dominated
by human preconceptions that it becomes meaningless. Are inquiries about nonhuman
animals successful in getting beyond cultural caricatures or other misleading constructions
of other animals’ realities? Does a prevailing bias for human-centered inquiry continue to
plague those who try to answer questions about other animals’ realities? These questions
open the door to the most fundamental issue, namely, are other animals themselves really

noticed?

The Question of Issues and Tasks

Developing perspectives that can be drawn from sophisticated comparative work in law
requires careful study and realistic appraisals of the specific provisions and enactments of
many different legal systems, including their enforcement realities. Such perspectives permit
Animal Studies to address fully its core issues and tasks, including recognition of the differ-

ent ways human societies have answered the central, recurring question, Who and what are
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animals? Equipped with information about the diversity of approaches that human societies
have developed, Animal Studies is able to see a broad range of possibilities for legal systems
and thereby foster inquiries important to the human community.

As Animal Studies develops an increasingly informed and detailed perspective on
animal law developments around the world, it is also casier to see its rationale. For example,
on the issue of personal connection and meaning, answers can be anchored in details like
grassroots developments and student demand—both of these features reveal the ways in
which Animal Studies creates an open, responsive, compassion-based approach that allows
humans freedom to interact with other living beings with integrity, in a science-literate
manner, and with ethically informed sensitivities.

Law-based comparative work also helps the larger story emerge, providing opportuni-
ties to explain how law as one of humans’ most powerful tools is utilized around the world.
The larger story can also be told more cogently when details of how legal systems project an
imagined future can be assessed.

Comparative work, then, can make clear the many ways that law is a central component
in how our species chooses one particular future over another. Such work underscores that
today’s humans must choose whether our species will foreground compassion and coexis-
tence, or continue with the present realities of domination of nonhuman animal communi-

ties and even extinction of entire species.

Comparative Study of Religious Traditions

Comparative approaches to the study of religion today are both sophisticated and varied. In
the modern academic world, the general study of religion, which is implicitly comparative
because of the great variety of religious traditions found around the world, goes by a number
of different names—religious studies, the history of religions, or comparative religion.
Comparative work is further broken down into very specific fields such as anthropology of
religion, sociology of religion, psychology of religion, and on and on. Sometimes the tradi-
tional topic of theology is another means of comparative study, although not all religious
traditions are theistic in the sense of familiar traditions like Islam, Christianity, Judaism, and
Hinduism.

Studying a single religious tradition in isolation, if taken to a detailed level, will reveal
that the tradition carries multiple points of view, for all religious traditions evolve over time
and place. Comparative work of a certain kind is needed to engage the length and breadth,
as it were, of the tradition being studied. To study a single religious tradition, one needs to
enlist the aid of many other disciplines such as history, sociology, ethics, politics, and ecology
to grasp how religion works in the lives of individuals and communities.

Another approach requires even greater interdisciplinary work—comparing multiple
religious traditions. Such work calls upon an astonishing number of disciplines such as psy-
chology, literature, ritual studies, archaeology, anthropology, and geography to ferret out
how religious traditions are at times alike even as they are also fundamentally different.

A third approach attempts to describe how religious traditions have impacted views

of the more-than-human world. Some have analyzed claims about the world’s living beings
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found in religious texts or other traditional literature and stories prized within a tradition. For
example, the series of documents known as the Hebrew Bible or Old Testament features, by
one count, 113 different kinds of animals.** Naming the number and identity of species men-
tioned in a particular religious text is a relatively simple task, of course, compared to describ-
ing the implications of what was claimed about nonhuman animals in these texts. Even more
complicated is studying what human individuals and communities knew or claimed about
the actual realities of other animals. Some individual religious communities exhibit detailed
awareness of the lives of real animals even when the larger religious tradition is thought to be
generally negative about animals. This fact illustrates an important task—recognizing that
asking whether a tradition as a whole is open or closed, friendly or unfriendly to nonhuman
animals is different than asking whether religious believers in daily life hold accurate, detailed
information about other animals’ actual lives.

Such important distinctions reveal that inquiries about religion and animals need to
be more than superficial generalizations. One of the classic negative evaluations of an entire
tradition is Lynn White’s 1967 thesis that “especially in its Western form, Christianity is the
most anthropocentric religion the world has ever seen.” White argued this because, in his
view, “Christianity, in absolute contrast to ancient paganism and Asia’s religions. .. not only
established a dualism of man and nature but also insisted that it is God’s will that man exploit
nature for his proper ends.” Many have argued that White’s claims are wrong in important
specifics. For example, many scholars have debated the meaning of the often-cited verse 28 of
the first chapter of Genesis. In the Revised Standard Version, this passage reads, “Be fruitful
and increase, fill the earth and subdue it; and have dominion over the fish in the sea, over
the birds of the air, and over every other living thing that moves on the earth.” One scholar
has observed that this passage was not taken by ancient and medieval readers as any sort of
license “selfishly to exploit the environment or to undermine its pristine integrity.”*

Animal Studies provides a conceptual framework for interrelating both environmental
and animal protection issues even though many scholars today continue to distinguish claims
about nonhuman animals from claims about “the environment,” “the world,” or “nature.” A
religious tradition’s mainline figures and institutions could conceivably be deeply committed
to the holistic approaches of protecting ecosystems or the earth as a whole even though they
are dismissive or otherwise apathetic regarding the moral issues regarding individual nonhu-
man animals, or vice versa. Relatedly, even a religious tradition that promotes an overlap-
ping dismissal of the environment and subordination of all other-than-human animals may
include individuals or entire subtraditions that put into practice altogether more positive
responses to other animals, the environment, or both.

Such important qualifications reveal that generalizations about any religious tradition
can be misleading. Each tradition characteristically features many options, some of which con-
tradict cach other. Good examples of the complexity of a large religious tradition are provided
in recent books focusing on animal issues in Islam, a tradition that shares with Judaism and
Christianity a historically important emphasis on humans as the centerpiece of creation.?
Such work, which comes from both Muslim and non-Muslim scholars, suggests that, despite
human-centered features, the overall tradition nonetheless has much room for claims that other

animals have remarkable abilities, connections with Allah, and even their own revelation.
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Critical thinking requires, then, that those discussing religious traditions and their
impacts on other living beings assert more than mere generalizations underdetermined by
facts about actual believers. Since exactly the same point applies to historical accounts, the
lesson here is simple and humbling—any informed, nuanced view of a present or past reli-
gious tradition, as well as comparative work on several traditions, will tell a rich story full of
diversity.**

It is possible today to study comparative religious issues most directly in the field
known as “religion and animals,” or in the allied approach known as “religion and ecology;”
which today is an astonishingly rich, international field.” It is also possible to do compara-
tive study of religion and animal issues through the lens of religious ethics. In the indexes of
leading textbooks on religious ethics, however, the issue of nonhuman animals is only rarely
listed—the fact that a large majority of those who teach and publish about religious topics
do not make humans’ relationships with other-than-human animals a part of contemporary
religious ethics is due to the human-centered traditions in scholarship and education, as well
as to the relatively recent emergence (1990s) of religion and animals as a recognized topic in
the modern academy.

Traditional education in universities also does not characteristically study how any
single religious tradition creates opportunities and problems for living beings outside the
human species—instead, most general courses about religion, like those about religious
cthics, remain profoundly human-centered. Today, more and more general courses on reli-
gion begin to touch on the ecology issue, but even this important topic remains unexamined

in many of the best-selling textbooks on religious traditions.

Comparing How Religious Traditions
Impact Views of Animals

Both religion and animals and religion and ecology use comparative work to explore diverse
religious voices that have played central roles in many historical eras and cultural settings
where ecological and animal-related issues are discussed. These fields have already generated
much scholarship about religious traditions” reflections on how and why humans might
choose sustainable coexistence with other-than-human individuals and communities.

In addition, because both of these new fields are deeply invested in questions of ethics,
they look creatively at the question of how religions have, on the one hand, historically sup-
ported attitudes that have created problems and, on the other hand, have been key players in
proposing and putting into effect solutions to extremely complex problems in the modern
world. Both fields study impacts of religious traditions on (1) adherents; (2) whole societies,
cultures, and worldviews; and (3) individuals who view themselves as secular and uncharac-
terized by any religious or spiritual features of any kind. For example, some exclusively secular
dismissals of animals seem to draw energy from various religious communities’ dismissive
points of view, human-centered language habits, ignorance of basic facts, and inherited fail-
ures to notice other animals.

The study of how religious traditions have impacted views of other animals has great
potential for enriching any number of subfields in Animal Studies. Because both religious

commitments and religion-originated views of the world are integral parts of so many
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humans’ worldviews and lifeways today, the development of a critically sophisticated study
of religion and animals can be crucial to the spread of healthy, historically informed and cul-

turally sensitive forms of Animal Studies.

The Question of Realities

A key challenge in studying religious traditions will be how the issue of other animals’ reali-
ties is handled. Concern for the actual realities and respect for the interests of other animals
is deep and sophisticated in some religious traditions, and yet is lacking in many of the most
influential and outspoken circles of the most populous religious traditions in the world today.
Many mainline religious institutions play down the status of humans as animals, just as many
dilute humans’ obligation to include any nonhuman animals when individuals answer the
root question at the heart of all ethics, Who are the others? Some religious traditions clearly
are invested in the relevance of empirical (though not always science-based) investigations of
other-than-human animals, while some are deeply apathetic about such matters.

By assessing how different human enterprises, such as science traditions and religious
traditions, have engaged other-than-human animals, one can explore all the better how
questions about humans’ relationship to other animals have been an integral part of human
existence. Further, every human endeavor, from religion to science to education, appears to
include some spheres that ignore or otherwise dismiss some nonhumans’ realities and some
spheres that pay close attention to such matters. Discerning how and why this pattern emerges
is a very special version of the comparative enterprises that Animal Studies can foster.

The answer to questions about whether religious traditions feature any commitment to
awareness of other animals’ realities, then, is only rarely, if ever, a simple yes or no. However,
religious traditions and their adherents can promote such awareness if they choose. In effect,
whether a religious tradition fosters awareness of other animals is a measure of that tradition’s
willingness to inquire about the actual world we live in, for religious traditions often feature
a deep awareness that our world is clearly a shared world in which humans are not alone but,
instead, accompanied by an astonishing array of other-than-human citizens.

Humans’ religious impulses can actually help sustain a full engagement with other ani-
mals in their own communities. They can also provide sophisticated awareness of how and
when human bias and self-interest play a distorting role. In this sense, religious traditions at
times foster in adherents an engagement with the actual world. Comparative work in reli-
gion, then, can provide important perspectives regarding human societies’ different answers
to fundamental questions like, Who and what are living beings? Whether an answer fits any
particular model—fellow animals, fellow created creatures, reincarnations of past lives, other
communities, ancestors, souls, and on and on—religious traditions are the originators and,
today, perpetuators of diverse viewpoints and claims regarding our fellow animals.

Comparative work in religion will also affirm that one human community after another
has, as a practical matter, recognized the important task of naming our own limitations in
interactions with other-than-human animals. There may in fact be no discipline that has
recognized human finitude more often than religion has. Many religious communities have
asserted in one way or another that humans’ self-actualization is dependent upon humans’

self-transcendence at the level of both individuals and the species as a whole.
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An informed view about humans’ many different religions, then, makes obvious how
broad the range of human viewpoints regarding other animals can be. In particular, com-
parative religious studies can help answer the question of why Animal Studies is important.
By providing carefully developed information about many human interactions with other
animals, such comparative work confirms that detailed, specific, evidence-based information
is all-important to understanding human interactions with other animals—this is an area

where the devil is in the details (or are those the better angels of our nature?).

Animal Studies Deepening the Study of Religion

It may seem provocative to ask a question that reverses the claim that the study of religion
helps enrich Animal Studies—how and in what ways can Animal Studies enrich the study of
religion?

Animal Studies can assist anyone who wishes to assess whether a religious tradition
pursues an cthic of inquiry. Similarly, Animal Studies can produce an informed account of
a religious community’s educational efforts by asking if such efforts enable members to see
other animals well or blunt sensibilities because the community promotes humans in a way
that dismisses other life forms. Human-centered accounts of a religious tradition that cither
explicitly or implicitly dismiss the more-than-human world fall short of providing a full per-
spective: “to engage in a history of the Christian tradition without considering the other-
than-human animals that are part of this history is to deal with parts, not wholes. It results in
a partial history, one that is incomplete and, in the long run, invalid.”*¢

This frank comment reveals the risks taken by religious leaders and scholars who con-
tinue to suggest that religion and spirituality are naturally confined to human interests alone.
Such claims are historically wrong, of course, but also existentially wanting for those believers
who continue to be fascinated by other-than-human animals.

Questions about education also pertain to the ways different subtraditions prompt
humans to notice or ignore the local world. Such education can be done in uniquely compas-
sionate and ethical ways, such that these humans live and share community with other-than-
human animals, or it can turn heads and hearts away from living beings across the species
line. Answers to such questions illuminate the study of religion by providing perspectives

that have long remained undeveloped.

Comparative Study of Cultures

The number of human cultures is staggering—the ten-volume Encyclopedia of World Cultures
includes entries for more than 1,500 different culture groups, which is only a portion of those
that now exist. From a historical perspective, these 1,500 cultures are only a small fraction of
those that have ever existed. This is shown by the number of living languages today despite
the loss of many languages in the recent past—in 2003 one estimate put the number of sur-
viving languages at close to 7,000.%

Such numbers reveal that humans have developed startlingly diverse communities.
While the discipline most commonly associated with the study of human cultures is anthro-

pology (see chapter 9), many other disciplines also explore cultural issues. Here, general
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comparative issues are examined in a number of other fields that address different aspects
and challenges of our species” multiculturalism.

Not surprisingly, the great differences among cultures have long fascinated people.
Herodotus of Halicarnassus, the fifth-century-BCE Greek sometimes called the “Father of
History,” collected many accounts of different cultures and lands. It was an integral part of
Herodotus’s Greek heritage to claim that his own culture was superior to all others, but this
carly historian nonetheless assessed other cultures in relatively careful ways in his account
of the Greco-Persian wars in his one surviving work, known as The Histories. Modern study
of cultural differences has blossomed into distinct fields such as cultural studies, political
science, sociology, and religious studies that go well beyond the historical forms of study
heralded by Herodotus’s work and the now-developed field of anthropology.

Cultural Chauvinism

In spite of our species’ multifaceted sophistication in looking at multiple cultures, Animal
Studies today proceeds in an environment full of discussions about the clash of cultures.
Many people unreflectively assume the superiority of their own culture to others. Further, we
are all heirs to historical and political problems spawned by attempts of one cultural group
after another to dominate other cultures. There remain echoes of this tendency in twenti-
eth- and early twenty-first-century accounts, such as Samuel Huntington’s 1996 The Clash of
Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order, in which the post—Cold War world is divided
into antagonistic, armed camps of Western Christians, Muslims, Hindus, and a few other
groups defined by cultural and religious heritage.

Although E. B. Tylor defined the concept of culture in print in 1871, there is no con-
sensus today on how to define this key notion. Many contemporary approaches describe and
interpret behavior in a culturally relativistic way. Such approaches refrain from judging cul-
tural practices through application of a single, absolute standard and, instead, examine prac-
tices from vantage points within each culture and specific social contexts in which human
behavior occurs.

Using this approach, questions such as “which cultures, if any, offer a paradigm for
human behavior?” can be answered in ways gentler than clash-oriented approaches. It is pos-
sible, for example, to think of each culture as an example of human possibility. Inquiries can
then focus on what we can learn from the many other cultures outside our own birth culture.
Further a comparative view can say a great deal about human possibilities.

Such gentler, more inclusive questions are important in Animal Studies for any number
of reasons, but perhaps most importantly because, in the manner of all critical thinking, they
open up inquiry rather than narrow it down. Such an approach makes it clear how diversely
members of our species have thought about other-than-human animals. By avoiding the
assumption that any one culture’s views are the norm, Animal Studies can enable students
to explore the vast diversity in human-nonhuman interactions and possibilities and nurture
wide consideration of different human cultures.

Work that memorializes languages and cultural differences is invested with a certain
urgency. Each loss of a living language represents a diminishment of much more than lan-

guage alone—such losses involve dislocation of people, the disappearance of a worldview
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and of human attainment, possibly even the permanent loss of an untold history that goes
back centuries and even millennia. Such losses may not seem an Animal Studies issue per se,
but merely an ethical issue anchored in the importance of each human and his or her group.
But since each culture is a unique story of not only human-to-human interaction, but also
human-to-nonhuman interaction and possibility, losses of living languages and dislocation

of cultures diminish our ability to tell the whole story of human-nonhuman interactions.

Cultural Studies

The question of human-nonhuman interactions offers a chance to discuss the relevance to
Animal Studies of a specialized field often known as cultural studies. Narrower and more
politically engaged than anthropology, cultural studies is of recent origin.*® It is also decid-
edly agenda laden because the field has roots in Critical Studies, which protests substantial
harms to peoples and cultures. This heritage prompts cultural studies scholars characteristi-
cally to see their work as more than matter-of-fact description—“practitioners see cultural
studies not simply as a chronicle of cultural change but as an intervention in it, and see them-
selves not simply as scholars providing an account but as politically engaged participants.”®
Cultural studies, then, provides accounts of harms and political exclusions that are seen
as unjust. These accounts, which are richly comparative, may be couched in a variety of theo-
retical frameworks—for example, some use Marxist notions to explain such harms, while
others use one variety or another of critical theory, and still others might use race-based or
gender-based theories to explain why some humans harm others. There are additional com-
parative issues beyond description and explanation of the severe problems of one culture
dominating another, such as how cultures may cooperate or compete, clash or coexist. Such
work is among the most complicated of human inquiries because no human stands com-

pletely outside of cultural influences (just as no human stands outside of animality).

Critical Theory

Like the forms of Critical Studies described in chapter 4, critical theory is highly specialized
work characteristically driven by a concern to point out that liberating human beings from
oppressive conditions is unfinished work. Paying attention to assumptions, value structures,
and the role of ideologies (see chapter 1) helps immensely in seeing why this kind of oppres-
sion continues to be a feature of human society.

In his 1982 book Critical Theory, Max Horkheimer defined critical theory as concern
“to liberate human beings from the circumstances that enslave them.”® Because Horkheimer
was part of a highly influential group of German philosophers and social theorists in the
Western European Marxist tradition known as the Frankfurt School, some accounts capital-
ize Critical Theory to designate these European philosophers for whom a “critical” theory
always had a very specific practical purpose, namely, promoting human emancipation.” A
second common use of the term critical theory designates a broader group of theories that
“have emerged in connection with the many social movements that identify varied dimen-
sions of the domination of human beings in modern societies.”*
The trio of Critical Studies, cultural studies, and critical theory immerse humans in

descriptions of situations where domination is occurring, and they also propose prescriptions
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or norms by which that domination generally and its harms can be eliminated or at least
decreased. The goal is an increase in freedom for the humans subjected to the domination.
Given that there are many human-on-human dominations, there are many different versions
of such critical theories. There are, thus, discussions guided by “critical race feminism,” “criti-
cal race theory,” “critical legal theory” (closely tied to critical legal studies), and cousin terms.
These discussions can be wide ranging, as when critical studies delves deeply into communi-

cation studies and the arts.

The Relevance to Animal Studies

When humans notice and take seriously the domination of some humans by others, the
inquiry has power of several kinds. Asking where and when domination exists and devel-
oping an eye for changing what we find in the way of injustice, oppression, or imbalance
have more power than the human-side answers to such questions. Such approaches extend
naturally and well to human harms to the more-than-human world. In sum, Critical Studies,
cultural studies, and critical theory have traction in Animal Studies because each dauntlessly
questions human privilege and uses a wide range of critical thinking tools to help open up
questions about humans’ intersection with other-than-human animals. Much power flows
from these attempts to uncover assumptions, to describe practices frankly, and to call out
privileges and various conditioned ethical blindnesses. In effect, the very openness of the
inquiry allows the questioner to tap into the innate fascination humans have with our ethical
potential. In turn, connections seen as one inquires into oppressions can nurture additional
questions of how to prompt change and even an overthrow of privilege. Thereby, this style of
critical inquiry throws light on harms that are buttressed by the way people speak and think.
It also illuminates harms caused by particular practices of governments and private parties.
Because unmasking narrow and agenda-laden privileges in this way has inevitable
social, cultural, political, legal, educational, intellectual, religious, and ecological implica-
tions, there characteristically is a confrontational tone in both the critiques and opposition
to such challenges. Historically, such discussions often slip into highly polarized debates that
seem unproductive. Nonetheless, such discussions can, if ably handled, offer fresh and fruit-

ful insights into a wide range of contemporary oppressions and policy problems.

Beyond Noticing Exclusions and Oppressions:
Reactions to Theoretical Pyrotechnics

Some writing in cultural studies, critical theory, and Critical Studies puts off a wide range of
those interested in challenging harms beyond the species line. One often-cited reason is that
much of this writing seems to be more complicated jargon than substantive analysis. Displays
of erudition may tend to intellectual pyrotechnics. Another reason is that various people
resist the novel terms in which specific problems are described. Still others are irritated by the
oppositional and intellectualized tone of the challenges to privilege. Yet others struggle with
both the style and level of generalization—as with all social movements, disputes arise as to
how best to frame the underlying problems. Finally, some repudiate these fields because of
the very breadth of their historical descriptions, preferring instead more fine-grained evalua-

tions of specific problems.
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Advocates of these approaches often make broad generalizations and sweeping
historical judgments, expressing themselves with complex concepts drawn from some of
humanity’s most theoretical and complex intellectual traditions. The fact that they also
challenge long-established claims from religious and cultural traditions about the place of
humans on carth, the accuracy of our reccived history, and the morality of common prac-

tices in contemporary societies opens these views to close scrutiny and even disfavor.

Examples of Potential Problems

Passages from some of the most respected philosophers within what is generally called the
European tradition of “continental philosophy” offer the chance to sample specific shortcom-
ings in thinking about nonhuman animal issues. It must be added as well that the three exam-
ples given below, individually and collectively, reflect the altogether positive development of
continental philosophers engaging issues that go well beyond a one-dimensional dismissal of
lives outside our own species line. While the three passages considered by no means represent
continental philosophy’s full range and depth on Animal Studies issues, they do reflect well
that continental philosophy has opened the door to the more-than-human world.??

Martin Heidegger, often considered among the three or four most influential philoso-
phers of the twenticth century, addressed extensively the boundary that he deemed to exist
between humans and other-than-human animals. His notorious statement that “existence”
(Existenz in Heidegger’s original German) is a capacity reserved exclusively for human beings
must be read in context, for it includes negative-sounding claims (such as “horses are, but

they do not exist”) in order to make a very specific claim about human animals.

The being that exists is man. Man alone exists. Rocks are, but they do not exist. Trees
are, but they do not exist. Horses are, but they do not exist. Angels are, but they do
not exist. God is, but he does not exist. The proposition “man alone exists” does not
mean by any means that man alone is a real being while all other beings are unreal and
mere appearances or human ideas. The proposition “man exists” means: man is that
being whose Being is distinguished by the open-standing standing-in in the uncon-

cealedness of Being, from Being, in Being.?*

One scholar suggests, “Heidegger uses the term ‘existence’ to characterize the historical,
linguistic, self-referential cultivation of meaning that is distinctive of human beings.”* The
shortcomings here are not caused by the fact that Heidegger takes a broad approach, for any
number of thinkers have taken extremely broad, value-laden approaches when describing the
human-nonhuman intersection—it is in fact a considerable strength that Heidegger and the
continental approach in general have the virtue of mentioning, then analyzing, issues at the
human-nonhuman intersection. Further, many of this tradition’s most prominent philoso-
phers describe features of this intersection in ways that are markedly less foolish than the
radically dismissive views of Descartes and less narrow-minded and parochial than Kant’s
human exceptionalism.

One shortcoming in this passage stems from the fact that Heidegger’s claim about

humans’ uniqueness appears to be empirical but is not grounded by extensive exploration
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of nonhuman animals generally—Heidegger neither sought time amid communities of the
most socially and cognitively complex, nor engaged the humans who had done so. He was, in
other words, content to accept generalizations about living beings that were as underdeter-
mined by facts as they were overdetermined by the exceptionalist tradition.

Heidegger’s generalities carry some superficial features. Horses no more represent all
nonhuman animals than people in one town or a single institution of an unspecified nature
in an unspecified country represent all humans. Heidegger’s reasoning shares all the weakness
of Descartes’s choice of “flies and ants” to represent all nonhuman animals in a famous pas-

sage in his influential Discourse on Method:

For next to the error of those who deny God... there is none which is more effectual
in leading feeble spirits from the straight path of virtue, than to imagine that the soul
of the brute is of the same nature as our own, and that in consequence, after this life

we have nothing to fear or to hope for, any more than the flies and ants.>

Heidegger’s claim plays to the human exceptionalism narrative that he inherited with
his mother’s milk, German language, and the philosophical tradition of the Greeks that he
found so deeply compelling. Without question, Heidegger’s work suggests many reasons one
might use the adjective “exceptional” about humans, but his reasoning reveals how poorly
even gifted intellectuals can reason about nonhuman animal issues. The result is disappoint-
ingly one-dimensional and ends up reinforcing the mentality of the exceptionalist tradition.
While one might expect and excuse this level of imprecision in ordinary conversation, as
part of an attempt to philosophize on fundamental issues it is as regrettable as it is vague and
imprecise. Heidegger is, by consensus, a provocative thinker, but in this matter his reflections
leave much to be desired.

Comparable problems appear again and again in other major thinkers in the conti-
nental philosophy tradition—the following analysis offers insights on the human side that
are remarkably sensitive but, on matters beyond the species line, betray more shortcomings
than strengths. Emmanuel Lévinas in 1974 published a story under the title “The Name of
a Dog, or Natural Rights” in which he relates an encounter with Bobby, a “wandering dog”
who approached Lévinas and other prisoners at a Nazi prison camp.”” Lévinas reports that
through interactions with the prisoners in friendly, very doglike ways, Bobby reaffirmed the
prisoners” humanity because this dog’s willing interaction contrasted so markedly with the
intentional dehumanization of the concentration camp. While Lévinas’s account makes it
clear that he finds in the story the possibility that other-than-human animals are capable of
certain forms of caring, his ideas about nonhuman animals are, at best, minimalistic and, at
worst, an aflirmation of the exceptionalist tradition’s willingness to make nonhuman ani-
mals disappear by homogenizing them into a single group (for example, merely assuming
that Bobby represents all nonhuman animals sets up problems not unlike Heidegger’s use of
horses to stand in for any and all nonhuman animals). The result is that many overtones in
the account, such as his use of the adjective “subhuman” and his reference to dehumanization
turning the prisoners into “a gang of apes,” overshadow his evident gratitude for the dog’s

friendly reaffirmation.®®
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Ranked among the twentieth century’s most influential thinkers about ethics, Lévinas’s
one-dimensionality on nonhuman animal issues rivals that of Heidegger. As a number of
commentators have observed, Lévinas’s view of nonhuman animals is not particularly
informed—he is famous for his ethics of “the other,” but in very few ways do these “others”
include nonhumans.*

The net result is that Lévinas’s story mentioning Bobby is mixed—a nonhuman animal
is recognized in a profound way amid an implicit reaffirmation of traditional prioritizing of
humans over any and all nonhumans. Thus, even as Lévinas honored Bobby, nonetheless this
friendly dog and all other real biological nonhumans virtually disappear because nonhuman
animals struggle to have any real life in Lévinas’s extensive body of work.*

Similarly mixed effects occur in a more recent and heavily cited work published at the
end of the career of the influential but notoriously challenging French philosopher Jacques
Derrida. In the frankly titled “The Animal That Therefore I Am,” Derrida addresses Bentham’s
classic question “not, Can they reason?...but, Can they suffer?”: “The response to ‘can they
suffer?’ leaves no doubt. In fact it has never left any room for doubt; that is why the experi-
ence that we have of it is not even indubitable; it precedes the indubitable, it is older than
it. No doubt either, then, about our giving vent to a surge of compassion, even if it is then
misunderstood, repressed, or denied.”*!

This essay in one passage after another reflects how encounters with nonhuman others
put questions to humans’ special ethical abilities. Derrida reaches across the species line and
appears to focus on a single individual of a long-time domesticated species with which he has
a meaningful personal relationship. But Derrida’s essay reveals the risks embedded in con-
ceptual thinking that depends on one-dimensional images of nonhumans. One can ask yet
again, for example, why a single nonhuman animal (here, Derrida’s domesticated cat) might
be thought to represent all nonhumans. It is not at all clear how a relationship with a cat living
in our carpentered world throws light on relationship possibilities with wild animals living
in their own communities. In fact, unreflectively asserting that one human’s dominating rela-
tionship with a single cat illuminates essential features of the human-nonhuman intersection
can, if handled poorly, serve the exceptionalist tradition. That tradition is invested in making
different nonhuman animals disappear into the “subhuman” category, thereby discounting
actual realities and real differences. Thus, even though Derrida creatively identifies a range of
serious problems, he fails to extricate himself from some of the most debilitating features of
the exceptionalist tradition—the upshot is that this essay has limited power despite being full
of keen insights that can act as signposts pointing the way to a nonanthropocentric world.

Two themes reveal this long essay’s limitations and show that Animal Studies’ journey
has just begun. The first is how Derrida thinks about his cat, and the second is how Derrida
talks about history.

Derrida on His Cat

At one point, Derrida standing naked and seeing his owned cat look toward him, muses
about “the gaze of an animal, for example the eyes of a cat” (p. 372). Cats’ eyes are, impor-
tantly, different than human eyes—it is possible, then, that cats may piece together whatever

comes into their field of vision differently than we do. Derrida quite rightly assumes his cat
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has a point of view, but his comments seem to assume that his cat’s vision works much like
a human’s gaze. Since this may or may not be the case, critical thinking pushes one to keep a
basic question from disappearing—do cats see as we do or in fundamentally different ways?
Did the cat in this case even notice Derrida’s nakedness?

One can fairly ask another question—does talking about “the gaze of an animal, for
example the eyes of a cat” assume that cats stand in for some other nonhuman animals, per-
haps even for all of them? Phrases like “humans and animals” sometimes trick people into
thinking that one can easily talk about “animals” (meaning here “all nonhumans, but no
humans”). Does Derrida’s “gaze of an animal” trick him into distilling lots of different ani-
malities into but one image of “an animal”?

This problem arises whenever one talks about a particular nonhuman, as Derrida seems
to be doing in this essay. But in what ways does referring to one kind of nonhuman animal
illuminate issues regarding all nonhuman animals? How does one who lives with an owned
cat in carpentered space learn anything at all about nondominated animals in other-than-
human-dominated spaces? While the gaze of Derrida’s own cat may help him begin such an
inquiry, he appears to assume that his domination-filled relationship with a single cat opens
up vistas for understanding a wide range of nonhuman animals. This is an inherited, culture-
based assumption, as is the assumption that the breadth and depth of human thinking are
such that humans can, without complications, easily describe well what this cat is doing in
this particular instance or what other animals are doing in general.

It is an equally questionable assumption for Derrida to believe that, on the basis of per-
ceiving his cat’s gaze as he describes it, he understood anything at all about what his cat was
thinking on that occasion. Does a cat’s casual look in the direction of a naked human suggest
in any way that the cat sees what humans might see? What if the cat is doing something along
the lines of what a human does when, as we say, “she stared blankly ahead”? In other words,
cats may look in our direction for many reasons, and it is quite possible they are not focusing
on anything at all, let alone some highly specific feature of the person standing before them
which we assume them to be noticing. So while one can hazard a guess that Derrida’s self-
awareness in this case is part of human sexual dynamics, we guess much more feebly about
what a cat might notice when glancing at a nearby human.

Since it is a factual question how a cat’s eyes, perception, and attention work generally,
Derrida’s musing about the cat noticing his nakedness was obviously at best a wild guess. This
kind of speculation is backed by the standard assumption of Western culture that human
minds are so remarkable that we can confidently estimate what an individual cat is doing,
even thinking, when it looks our way. But Derrida in this piece purports to be talking about
nonhuman animal issues even as he makes facile assumptions that serve yet another form of
human-centeredness.

Talking in such a facile way about a specific encounter serves human-exceptionalist
themes. Derrida in this essay is merely using the fact that he noticed and became reflective
about his own cat to talk about an eminently human concern. To be sure, it would pose no
problem whatsoever to use a cat’s look as a literary device if the device is called out explicitly.
But Derrida never reaches the deeper question of what his cat was actually doing on the occa-

sion he describes.
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It is this failure to question that reveals Derrida continues to work within an anthropo-
centric horizon. A similar conclusion can be drawn from the fact that he does not problema-
tize the implication that we are such remarkable animals that we can speak confidently of
the inaccessible features of another kind of animal’s gaze. Animal Studies constantly reminds
us, though, that our human community needs, precisely because of the impoverished views
we have inherited, a major effort to think out together the important, independent issue of
what the particular cats we know might be thinking, feeling, and doing. We need commu-
nal, interdisciplinary work in order to recognize the diversity of other-than-human animals.
We especially need to foreground humility about the plain fact that we are guessing at what
other animals are doing when they are in our presence and glancing our way—whether we
are clothed or naked.

Further, our speculations about their awarenesses need the deepest commitment to
communal discussion and humility. In such settings, we can work together to assess how our
own thinking has been impacted by habits of speech and thinking that we were born into or
constantly immersed within as we matured into reflective adults. Above all, we have a chance
to problematize ingrained habits like the long, debilitating tradition of essentializing other
animals as “subhuman” and inferior. In community, we stand a chance of secing the anthro-
pocentric horizon that needs to be called out far better than Derrida does in this essay.

Since many human circles are only now renewing such communal efforts, perhaps the
obviously talented and sensitive Derrida is to be forgiven for not taking us all the way on this
journey. His work suggests that philosophers cannot make this journey alone—many other
people are needed as we explore this mysterious “more-than-human world” and then learn

how to communicate far better about it.

Derrida on History

Embedded within this essay is a related problem. Derrida’s answer to Bentham’s question puts
before readers of the essay the absolute dismissal of nonhuman animals most characteristically
associated with Descartes. Because the modern world anchors the exceptionalist tradition
through its mainline discussions in law, science, economics, religion, and education, Derrida
takes a chance when he claims that Bentham’s question has “never left any room for doubt.”

The bluntness of Derrida’s unequivocal affirmation that at least some nonhuman ani-
mals suffer, however, helps everyone recognize that dismissal of nonhuman animals in so
many circles of the contemporary world might be questioned as obviously self-serving. It can
also, as this volume suggests, be questioned because it is ignorance driven and repeatedly begs
questions about what many take to be intolerable immoralities.

But Derrida’s forthright, even courageous framing of this issue keeps his readers squarely
within the Western philosophical tradition. At a number of different points, as Derrida dis-
cusses general issues, he problematizes thinking “from Aristotle to Lacan” and “from Aristotle
to Heidegger, from Descartes to Kant, from Lévinas to Lacan.** While Derrida’s queries
are squarely within the best tradition of philosophy, thereby prompting each of us to exam-
ine how we think on the question of nonhuman animals, it remains important to examine
Derrida’s framing of the historical issues. Is the tradition we must operate within when think-

ing about other animals really the tradition “from Aristotle to Lacan™?
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An interdisciplinary approach makes it obvious that “Aristotle to Lacan” is only a
small part of what Animal Studies must explore. Other traditions, both philosophical and
nonphilosophical, are very useful in addressing Derrida’s concerns. Even if one chooses to
work within this single philosophical trajectory (the Western world’s mainline philosophical
tradition), one must recognize plenty of subtraditions where ordinary people and talented,
educated minds challenged the mainline tradition to open up minds and hearts about issues
involving other-than-human animals.

Derrida’s essay “The Animal That Therefore I Am” has much to commend it. In par-
ticular, it reveals how far Derrida and others, including Lévinas and Heidegger, have moved
beyond Descartes’s views on nonhuman animals. Derrida in particular talks about nonhu-
man animals with passion even though his essay remains within the narrow confines of

modern thinking.

Minor Problems and the Prospects of Communal Change

The provocative work of Heidegger, Lévinas, and Derrida can be seen to have shortcomings,
but these are problems that can be fixed by an attentive community in constant dialogue
with other disciplines. The shortcomings merely reflect that humans are traditional animals,
a fact which brings us both riches and challenges. The traditional nature of human animals
causes even humans’ most remarkable thinkers to advance views that are, upon careful con-
sideration, subject to shortcomings, including conditioned ethical blindnesses anchored in
traditional practices or ways of speaking reliant on specific phrases; they also involve human-
centered ideas and categories that continue to buttress peculiar and debilitating claims like
human exceptionalism.

As history has so often shown, humans as traditional animals struggle with change
that threatens their privileges. The history of science offers any number of examples whereby
the most educated people refused even commonsense changes. Perhaps the most notorious
of these examples is the difficulties Galileo faced when academics and church authorities
refused to even look in telescopes that revealed features of the planets, moon, and sun that
prevailing theories said should not exist.*® These people of “vested learning, unimpressed
by the new discoveries” judged Galileo and other followers of Copernicus to be “men of no
intellect.” Those who refused even to peer through Galileo’s telescopes did not have a back-
ground of thinking telescopes might help to see the obvious. Unfamiliar with a technology
that was not part of the common sense anchored in “vested learning,” they refused what was
simply unfamiliar. As Santillana puts it, “It would be possibly more accurate to say that they
were the first bewildered victims of the scientific age. They had come into collision with a
force of which they had not the faintest notion.”#

Very much like sixteenth-century academics and religious leaders, some people refuse
to take seriously the possibility not only that other animals might have significant qualities,
but also that humans have been plagued by strikingly inadequate ways of thinking and speak-
ing about them. The key is finding ways to increase awareness, and this is most richly done in
community. In other words, the very trait (communal opinion) that gives people confidence
they can turn a blind eye to those realities is the means by which change becomes possible.

Building communal acknowledgment takes time, to be sure. Galileo knew that Copernicus’s
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ideas had been circulating for a half century when he asked people to look into his telescopes
to confirm that Copernicus’s theory demanded attention. Galileo even wrote, “It is a great
sweetness to go wandering and discoursing together amid truths.”® This could well be the
mantra of Animal Studies.

Surely, Heidegger, Lévinas, and Derrida in their work reflect in a variety of ways the
importance of humans admitting that we live in a more-than-human world. It is not surpris-
ing, then, that many today experience these philosophers as opening doors. One can often
see key issues when one looks at their writings not as isolated philosophical ideas but instead
as personal expressions of insights lived in reaction to real oppressions. Thus, even when the
language these thinkers use is difficult to follow and seems remote from the immediacy of
the issue of other animals’ realities, readers can often experience something positive within or
underneath, as it were, their writing about nonhuman animal issues. Such a positive impres-
sion can also be taken from work by scholars within Critical Studies, cultural studies, and
critical theory. If one spends, for example, a few hours with a morals-oriented, sensitive, and
people-skilled advocate of Critical Studies, cultural studies, or critical theory, one will likely
sense that advocates of these approaches can be quite humble about human abilities even as
they are at the same time both interested and powerful as they interrogate past and present
practices in the finest tradition of philosophical and historical inquiry. This positive impres-
sion is connected to such advocates’ ability to notice harms to both humans and nonhumans
alike, as well as their commitment to getting beyond the justifications for human privilege
found within the exceptionalist tradition.

Beyond Jargon to Theory

The perception that technicalities and jargon obscure the issues offers Animal Studies the
opportunity to ask whether highly theoretical approaches risk certain forms of human-
centeredness. Clearly, the use of a theory that has been structured so its generalized claims
track verifiable facts closely can be helpful. What troubles many people is something quite
different—some theories about nonhuman animal issues not only seem in no way deter-
mined by actual facts, but instead are overdetermined by something unrelated to nonhuman
animals. In a very real way, the exceptionalist tradition is such a theory.

One of the twentieth century’s most insightful philosophers of biology observed how
“our understanding of the world is achieved more effectively by conceptual improvements than
by the discovery of new facts, even though the two are not mutually exclusive” (chapter 4).
Critical Studies, cultural studies, and critical theory regularly have created perspective at the
level of theory in order to attain such “conceptual improvements” regarding the source of the
oppressions they challenge.

The sheer number of explanatory theories, of course, makes it clear that some indi-
vidual theories can—and do—go awry in a variety of ways. Some mislead, others caricature,
and others are dominated by evaluations that seem driven by something like fashion, politi-
cal correctness, or preference for an arid intellectuality. Human-centerednesses are, like the
dismissals of the exceptionalist tradition, premised either explicitly or implicitly on theoreti-
cal constructs about the humans they favor; what can be problematic, of course, is that they

characteristically are completely underdetermined by the verifiable realities of nonhuman
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animals. Instead, they work with cither caricatures or a complete absence of information
about most nonhuman animals. There are other ways in which a theory can obscure living
beings—it can be based on intentional falschoods or on ancient misconceptions that have
become widely accepted simply because they have persisted over centuries. A theory can fall
short simply because it is too one-dimensional, relying for example on one obvious trait but
missing far more relevant features. Recall for a moment Bentham’s famous comment, “the
question is not, Can they reason? nor Can they talk? but, Can they suffer?”—Bentham was
addressing those who accepted as valid the historically important generalization (a theory)
that other animals do not (really, should not) come within our moral circle because they
do not reason or talk. Such claims ignored many features other than various macroanimals’
obvious capacity for suffering—they ignored, for example, some macroanimals’ apparent
intelligence, ability to understand human language, communication other than language,
emotional displays, and much more.

In other contexts, some widely accepted and seemingly specific theories used in human
situations (for example, legal rights) can in subtle ways impoverish a culture. When outsiders
trying to solve a problem in an indigenous society propose a solution that focuses heavily on
public remedies of the kind used in industrialized societies (“explicit rights formalized and
implemented by the state”), such an approach can in fact impoverish the local people’s way of
thinking and talking, because the formal, state-based solution eclipses less formal but poten-
tially more effective ways of resolving problems. In other words, when approaches that are
familiar and more effective than formalized rights-based approaches are available, outsiders’
preferred theory of legal rights sometimes does not resonate with local people.

In light of such problems, one can question whether Critical Studies, cultural stud-
ies, and critical theory frame specific issues through lenses (theories) that are not helpful
for one reason or another. This is an important question for many reasons, not the least of
which is that these agenda-laden approaches themselves foreground the kind of thinking that

prompts such critical self-examination.

Wandering Away from Other Animals?

Are some forms of theorizing at risk of refusing to explore or otherwise ignoring other ani-
mals’ realities? Some theories dismiss other animals because they are controlled by a one-
dimensionality in favor of humans. These can be found in certain circles of the law, public
policy discussions, the veterinary profession, natural and social sciences, education, and
religion.

Other forms of theorizing that are decidedly more animal friendly can, ironically, also
be at risk of ignoring other animals’ realities. This is because the abstractions of theory can
also be pursued in ways that distract people from, rather than immerse them in, other ani-
mals’ realities. Recall that Critical Studies, cultural studies, and critical theory offer vistas
on various oppressions. By no means does this automatically produce concern for other ani-
mals, for any of these three approaches can be pursued with no mention at all of the more-
than-human world. For example, one might recommend greening human practices not to
preserve nonhuman communities but, instead, as resources for the poor or future human

generations.”’
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Advocates of animal causes using the ideas and vocabulary of Critical Studies, cultural
studies, or critical theory can produce an approach that falls short of concern for actual bio-
logical animals. This can happen when an analysis of general problems is expressed in theory,
jargonized vocabulary, and intellectual fashion and pyrotechnics that are vague and uncon-
nected to actual nonhuman animals. When theories purport to deal with other animals but
in effect do not, they indirectly maintain an element of human-centeredness. Under such
theories, humans talk to humans with concepts that intrigue the participants but have no
traction cither in the real world or for biological animals.

A 2010 academic conference convened to discuss the place of “real animals” in the
humanities and critical animal studies was an attempt to address an important tension that
arises from the exceptionalist tradition that dominates the educational megafield we name
after ourselves—the humanities. The conference was convened with the purpose of explor-
ing what these fields have to say about the real nonhuman animals in our shared world (as
opposed to, say, the merely imagined animals that can easily be found throughout the arts).

During the conference, one discussion focused on the classic short story “Red Peter”
by Franz Kafka, about an imaginary gorilla captured in Africa and transported to Europe.
During the voyage from Africa to Europe, it is discovered that the gorilla has the capacity to
learn human speech. Eventually the gorilla becomes a famous speaker, dressing as a human
and providing his audiences with extremely interesting observations.

The discussion group tasked to engage this literary work’s relevance to real animals was
attended by more than a dozen scholars. One participant disclosed that Kafka’s background
prior to writing the story included exposure to native Africans (humans) on exhibit in a local
zoo—interestingly, although these Africans wore clothes in their home habitat, they were
instructed to be naked while on exhibit. Similarly, they were provided huts within the zoo
exhibit very unlike their actual homes in Africa. Using the oppression-sensitive lens of critical
animal studies, a scholar observed poignantly, “This zoo exhibit animalized these Africans.”
The group proceeded to focus exclusively on this oppression, which was not too surpris-
ing since Kafka’s story is only nominally about a gorilla. Kafka’s interesting fiction is from
beginning to end about human issues (such as what it means to be a member of a human
community). Actual gorillas are no significant part of the story—what is ironic, though, is
that during the hour-long discussion, not one of the critical animal studies scholars suggested
anything about the realities of gorillas or any other nonhuman animals.

The story represents how casily those attending Animal Studies gatherings—including
those who pursue Critical Studies, cultural studies, and critical theory—can slip into com-
ments exclusively about human issues even when the unequivocally expressed purpose of the
gathering is to talk about the real biological individuals outside our own species. The realities
of modern scholarship about nonhuman animals are such that a great variety of human-cen-
terednesses continue to dominate, leading humans away from rather than toward nonhu-
man animals. Many scholars and students in both the humanities and the sciences have been
so habituated to the justifications advanced by the exceptionalist tradition that they barely
notice the ironies of ignoring nonhuman animals in this way.

To be sure, talking about only humans is, in fact, talking about real animals. So someone

might argue that the discussion described above came within the conference theme of real
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animals. But clearly, the discussion ignored the task of saying something meaningful about
the implications of Kafka’s story about the nonhuman animals who share our world. Animal
Studies does go forward in human-centered ways and needs to always remain cognizant of
the human side of the human-nonhuman intersection. But the ironic imbalance in the Kafka
discussion shows that those pursuing Animal Studies can wander away from other animals
and, instead, pursue one form or another of the exceptionalist tradition.

Animal Studies offers great prospects for discussing the humanities’ impacts on non-
human animals, and not merely those literary animals meant to teach us lessons about our
own species’ achievements and foibles. Humanities-based discussions can promote pro-
found, even unique explorations of other animals” individual and social realities. Further,
Critical Studies, cultural studies, and critical theory have much to offer about the nature of
oppressions within and beyond the species line. These fields can fully and insightfully explore

oppressions of both human animals and other-than-human animals if they choose.

More General Challenges

While other theories have distorting or agenda-laden approaches, some analysts have stated
general challenges to certain kinds of theorizing. In 2003, Terry Eagleton published his
widely discussed Affer Theory, which argues that critical theory and cultural studies have
failed to deliver on their promise to grapple with fundamental problems.* But most chal-
lengers recognize that these efforts offer some important insights about how language works
and how difficult it is to find an interpretation that is truly neutral or free of a controlling,

narrow ideology.

Animal Studies, Realities, and Theory

Animal Studies pushes everyone to examine both (1) each specific theory for its adequacy,
and (2) the very notion of theory as a valuable exercise. Theory that prompts detailed exami-
nation of grassroots realities clearly provides the benefits of increased awareness of specific
facts. It can help many people understand the overall significance and fine-grained details of
actual interactions with other living beings, just as it can elucidate specific social movements
that address local problems with real animals.

Animal Studies has many features that make it ideal for a range of tasks regarding the-
ory-level thinking—it can help people construct the general features of a highly theoretical
account about animal-related issues, just as it can prompt people to pursue deep questions
about the value of theory making more generally.”’ It can explain why a theory that com-
mends activism will seem to have virtues if one agrees that the problem addressed commands
the attention of responsible citizens. Equally, Animal Studies can explain why the same theory
will seem to others a problem (perhaps there is disagreement with the general prescriptions
of the theory, or with the way it characterizes the facts, or the expression of the theory is so
jargonized as to create a bad impression).

But since any theory is, in essence, a generalization, Animal Studies must stand ready
to assess whether it provides a reasonably complete account of past and present facts.
Additionally, Animal Studies needs to make plain the guiding assumptions of any general-

ized account that is offered to help people understand the human-nonhuman intersection
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better. Above all, given how imaginative and limited human knowledge claims are, Animal
Studies needs to keep everyone aware that even when theoretical abstractions are reasonably
accurate and perhaps even indispensable to a good understanding of a problem, theory never
exhausts our understanding of our general situation.

Human abilities and limitations being what they are, it would be tough for any single
theory to account well for all past and present realities, let alone all future possibilities.
Further, given that human creativity and imagination are so remarkably capacious, general-
izing in terms of one single theory very likely puts one at risk of oversimplifying the astonish-
ingly diverse and complex problems that have long characterized this intersection. Individual
humans and different cultures over the millennia of human history have constantly suggested
theoretical perspectives on this intersection, and will no doubt continue to do so. Animal
Studies needs to handle these simple facts well—the open-ended feature of our creativity and
imagination in no way invalidates individual attempts to create theory-level understandings
of ethical or scientific or sociological issues. But the very volume of theoretical proposals
strongly suggests two important conclusions. First, any single theory that does not provide
room for other theories may be at risk of becoming just another example of theoretical over-
reaching or totalization that curtails in some way a full exploration of human practices and
other animals’ realities. Second, the sheer volume of competing theories also suggests strongly
that multifaceted, interdisciplinary accounts will always be necessary if Animal Studies is to

help people see the human-nonhuman intersection well.

A Role for Critical Animal Studies

As Animal Studies attempts to work with many disciplines in the humanities, it will undoubt-
edly run into additional problems such as the following regarding the role that actual biologi-
cal individuals of other species might play in different kinds of research:

Reynard the Fox is therefore a much more frequent subject of scholarly inquiry than
are medieval foxes, and research by literary historians is necessarily one of the key
pathways that the cultural historian in pursuit of medieval animals must follow. But
alongside the abundantly evidenced popularity of animals in elite cultural contexts,
the investigation of the role of animals in everyday and popular culture in a broader
sensc has proved harder to sustain, not least because of the difficulties in finding

source material.>

Making meaningful statements about “medieval animals” or, more specifically, foxes
that medieval people would have encountered, is an obvious challenge. Animal Studies must
constantly work with the fact that we are heirs to long-standing fascination with our own
literature and its stories (which, of course, contain many extreme and inaccurate caricatures
of other animals). Focusing on our own texts, constructions, and interpretations, or even
the role of specific nonhuman animals “in everyday and popular culture” is important. Still,
such an entry point is surely not free of risk that some who focus on “popular culture” will
wander away from the nonhumans they purport to study and, instead, perpetuate some form

of human self-centeredness.
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Our genius for word-based constructions of reality may cause us to miss some of the
simplest facts about human-to-nonhuman encounters. For example, our fascination with
written and oral words about such encounters may cause some to ignore features of such
encounters that are not word dominated. Arguably, such encounters have several heart-
beats, so to speak, beyond the biological ones of the humans and nonhumans involved. Such
encounters are impacted greatly by a third and fourth heartbeat—the nonhuman animal’s
realities, and the human’s preconceptions (such as social constructions).

Because sorting out such complexities is an issue for human knowledge quests, just as
it is an issue for ethics, encounters with nonhuman animals need to be both touchstone and
gauge of Animal Studies. We can easily affirm that our minds do not construct reality itself—
in other words, we are justified in being confident that the world exists independently of
human awareness (see chapters 8 and 10). Our minds nonetheless actively structure in truly
profound ways our perceptions of whatever we discern of the world’s multifaceted chaos.

Given careful, humility-inspired input from sciences and other empirical traditions,
and given that our ethical and critical thinking abilities can be marshaled as we seek to maxi-
mize what we can know of the world, however dimly perceived, Animal Studies has much
hard, highly interdisciplinary work ahead. This is the thrust of a caveat offered by the scholar
of medieval studies quoted above: “The excessively simplistic comparison of sources that are
completely different in nature and [which] emanate from separate discourses has lain at the
root of many stereotypical perceptions of animals in the Middle Ages.”!

Animal Studies has the task of piercing through such “stereotypical perceptions” no
matter what their source. It needs to look for insights even in jargonized, vague, and fashion-
able expressions, and in discussions that are overwhelmingly human-centered. Its goal must
be the presentation of lucid, substantive discourse that can help people from multiple dis-
ciplines maximize their own skills and findings. It must also work with theorizing that fails

with regard to, as Eagleton suggested, a “rather a large slice of human existence.”

An Aside on Cultural Studies and Indigenous Insights

A number of remarkable benefits can be derived from working in the subdivision of cultural
studies sometimes called “indigenous studies.” This approach focuses on the several hundred
million people who live in the thousands of remaining small-scale societies around the world.
The term “indigenous” works in a number of different ways depending on the area of study—
for example, in the study of cultural and religious traditions it refers to human groups that
live in small-scale societies and whose lives feature a heavy emphasis on ancestral memories,
local and specialized mythologies, special commitments to their own kinship systems, dis-
tinct languages, and deep commitments to place or homelands. When used in this sense,
“indigenous” has implications to be distinguished from a literal sense of the term, such as
“originating where it is found.” Many of the peoples we call indigenous originated where they
now live, but many have been displaced from their homelands and yet still keep their cultural
traditions alive.

In some small-scale societies, the most basic idea of what it means to be a person “flows
from being creatively attuned to the surrounding world of animals.”>* Personhood, then, is

not primarily a separateness from others but “a relationality,” that is, it comes about by paying
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attention to and being in relation to the living beings, human and nonhuman alike, in one’s
local world. Most interesting from the vantage point of Animal Studies is that it is “work
toward relatedness, especially in knowing animals™ that makes such relation-built person-
hood an “achievement.”® What humans can learn is significant if we “join the dance of life
in the knowledge that all of us—humans and nonhumans—are bound together by networks
that feel more like kinship than we can ever have imagined before we encountered the sacred
ecology of our Native American predecessors.”>*

Comparative work of this kind supplies an obvious piece of the answer to What is
Animal Studies?—it is the field that engages multiple styles of thinking about other-than-
human beings. At one end of the spectrum identified by comparative work are an aston-
ishing number of cultures that view other animals as, in their actual lives, “reactive social
others, alternately collaborating in and obstructing the designs” of our own species.>® Such
insights have much in common with certain definitions of ecology, such as “the study of
earth’s household of life.”®

At the other end of the spectrum are the mainline institutions of modern industrialized
cultures that treat nonhuman animals like machines intended for human use. In the busy
middle are some who are deeply troubled by those who conclude that there are no moral
problems when humans dominate other animals. Some claim that whatever use they choose
to make of nonhuman animals is a natural arrangement intended by a human-favoring deity,
while others insist that duties, not privileges and special human rights, follow from humans’
greater intelligence, power, and moral capacities.

The variety of cultures, religious traditions, and legal systems on the question of
human-nonhuman relationships helps immensely in seeing why Animal Studies is important.
Humans have a variety of self-interested reasons for learning about the harms done to nonhu-
man animals since such learning helps us understand our potential for oppression of any kind
of living being, including humans. Additionally the possibilities of self-actualization are, for
humans as social and moral animals, integrally related to human individuals’ capacity for self-
transcendence. Studies of different cultures around the world as well as religious traditions
suggest strongly that Frankl’s candid claim that “self-actualization is possible only as a side-
effect of self-transcendence” applies to humans as a species as fully as it applies to each of us
as individuals. In other words, the human species is at its best not when we claim superiority,
but when we humbly work at community. The species self-actualizes when it self-transcends,
not when it excludes all other living being from moral considerations.

Further, comparative cultural studies foreground more than diversity, integrity, and
domination—by opening up the mind and facilitating recognition of the centrality of ethics
in human life, they open up the search for truth and raise awareness of our species history of
having broadly interacted with and delighted in other-than-human animals. Such awareness
fosters better historical studies, more accurate sociological analyses, more creative artistic
activity, and even richer cthical and spiritual breadth and depth.

Above all, such comparative studies confirm the day-to-day realities in our present
world. Some people live in societies that openly delight in a mixed community of life; others
may live in societies impoverished by industrialization and the exceptionalist tradition,

but they can, through study of other cultures, recognize that life is ubiquitous and can be
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nurtured in a great variety of ways. Comparative studies help us recognize the existentially
significant dimensions of personal connection in interactions beyond the species line.

Such work thus helps us see the importance of telling a more-than-human story. It also
helps us discover preexisting stories that support the insight that the larger story is our story.
Such enlargement of the human spirit helps the entire human community explore the reali-
ties of other animals.

Finally, since comparative work on cultures helps everyone see human possibilities, it
also makes clear that every generation has a hand, as it were, in choosing the future. That
this future is glimpsed not only through science and literature and religion, but also through
humans’ extraordinary abilities to care and even love can be seen in a 2011 volume titled
Loving Animals: Toward a New Animal Advocacy by the feminist Kathy Rudy. She suggests
the importance of emotions as the basis for focusing on other animals.’” This claim echoes
not only arguments about the place of “love for animals” in veterinary medicine but also the
passionate commitments of animal protectionists and the relationality arguments of indig-
enous peoples described above.®

Because comparative work is both implicitly enabling and humbling, it underscores
the importance of calling out our limits adequately. The collection of human cultures is
impressive in a way that no one culture is, and this collection reveals that humans have regu-
larly recognized that other-than-human individuals and communities are an integral part of
the more-than-human world we occupy. Attempts to turn such a rich, diverse world into a
human-centered realm are perilous not only for nonhuman animals, but for humans as well,
since as noted regularly in this book, human possibility is best achieved through humility

rather than arrogance.



Animals and Modern
Social Realities

In this chapter we look at ways in which humans’ social nature plays a key role in Animal
Studies. While the field does not aim to make humans’ social nature its primary focus,
Animal Studies deepens perspectives on ways in which humans are very animal in our social

dimensions, just like orcas, elephants, bonobos, and so on.

Realism about Humans as Social Animals

Some people unreflectively assume that humans not only are, but must be, the most social of
animals. Thus, it is not uncommon to read claims like “man is the social animal.”" If this way
of speaking is taken to imply that humans are more social than all other animals, it is mis-
leading. A reflective individual might question such claims, for example, because she senses
that our human abilities to verify them are surprisingly limited. Scientists who inquire about
nonhuman animals’ individual and social realities recognize that confirming the nature and
extent of many other animals’ mental, cognitive, and emotion-based abilities is a formidable
challenge. Since these and other difficult-to-confirm capacities play key roles in other ani-
mals’ social lives, it is an unavoidable conclusion that humans simply do not know which
animals are, in fact, the most social. For this reason alone, then, it is hard to be confident in
the judgment that humans are, in fact, the most social of animals.

Further, even casual observations of one’s local world—backyards, patches of overgrown
or isolated ground, street medians, local woods, and fallow fields—provide abundant bases
for wondering whether some other animals are so thoroughly social that they are our equals
and perhaps even our superiors in this facet of animal existence. Children often notice that
insects are fundamentally social creatures. In both formal and informal education, reflective
humans eventually encounter the science-based view that many social insects are genetically
inclined to give their individual lives readily for the sake of the community. Some scien-
tists have even suggested that each local society of such insects can be understood as a single
organism rather than a family or society of related but distinct individuals as is the case with
mammal and bird social groups.* Social insects, then, are an example of living beings that

might properly be called “the most social animals.”
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Some other mammals with big brains are extremely social, such as orcas, elephants,
gorillas, bonobos, and chimpanzees, although they may not be as social as the schooling dol-
phins who are described as “utterly alone outside their schools” (chapter 3). Captive gorillas
or dolphins, separated from the social group into which they were born, have died from sheer
loneliness.> Many people wonder if perhaps dogs have, in a minor sense, a more social nature
than humans—dogs can become members of human families far more easily than humans
become members of dog groups. If one values such social skills highly, one might then assert

that dogs, not humans, are better described as “the most social animals.”

Nonhuman Societies as llluminating Our Own

Observations regarding the social dynamics of other living beings for millennia have shed
light on humans’ fascinating social realities. Today, many researchers and authors encourage
humans to explore other animals’ lives and then reconsider our complex human social reali-
ties in light of what we learn about other animals. The primatologist Frans de Waal provides
abundant suggestions about how insights from biology help one recognize features of all pri-
mate societies, humans included.* Humans feature any number of social skills that appear in
many nonprimates as well—for example, our deep-seated biological inclinations to nurture
our young are part of a heritage we and other primates share with all other mammals.
Familiarity with contemporary research about the widespread occurrence of social
needs and skills evident in different animal communities prompts one to see how work in the
natural sciences can illuminate not only our social sciences, but also literature. Like present
authors pursuing interdisciplinary approaches, many humans in the past have also attempted
to bring multiple perspectives to bear when addressing our connections and similarities to
some other animals. Those breakthrough thinkers we call the philosophes, who helped nur-
ture the eighteenth-century European movement widely known as the Enlightenment, were
enchanted by reports from explorers in Africa and Southeast Asia regarding various apes now
known to be humans’ close evolutionary cousins. Many centuries before, various pioneer
thinkers, including the remarkable early fourth-century-BCE synthesizer Aristotle, wondered
about other-than-human animals’ actual realities. Throughout many cultures, the overlap of

human and nonhuman traits has been casily and often noticed.

Humans as Eminently Social Animals

Even if one forgoes comparing humans to our animal cousins, it is only too clear that humans
are astonishingly social creatures. Such realities led Aristotle to comment famously that
humans should be defined as “political animals.”> An upshot of our status as unambiguously
social animals is that we must, if we are to understand ourselves well, recognize how our
social dimensions impact us. Like some other complex mammals, each human is an extremely
distinctive, potentially independent individual who is nonetheless overwhelmingly drawn
to group life. How such individuals are raised deeply impacts personality and social skills.
Humans are, in political matters, just one of the many primate species who contend with cach

other in their local groups in altogether Machiavellian ways.
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Because these social realities impact greatly our claims to know the more-than-human
world, Animal Studies must constantly explore how our sociological dimensions, our social
psychologies, and our social constructions of realities (defined below) shape our relationship
possibilities with other animals. Cultural factors, for example, can open up or shut down
individuals® ability to pay attention to “the larger community” that “constitutes our greater

self” (chapter 1).

Ecological Reality and Nested Social Lives

The ecological reality for humans is that each of us lives in a series of nested communities—
we are members of our own family community, even as we are members of the local com-
munity (village or neighborhood or town or city) in which we live. Many humans also think
of themselves as members of a national community, an ethnic community, and a cultural
community that crosses political borders. Of great historical and ethical importance has
been the emergence of humans’ willingness to recognize the whole “human race” as a special
community as well. We are also members of the local ecosystem community, although one
prominent figure in the history of ecology had to urge humans to again recognize themselves
as “plain member and citizen” of “the land-community” rather than “conqueror” (chapter
10). As science, common sense, and Animal Studies show, we are also members of the entire
animal community and the Earth community. We are, then, members of a series of nested

communities that create opportunities for humans as perceptive, intelligent, moral animals.

The Root Question

This series of social realities presents each of us a range of possible answers to the root ques-
tion of ethics—who, in fact, are the others about whom I will choose to care? Different cul-
tural and individual answers reveal startling variety in how humans perceive membership
in these communities. It is deeply mistaken to claim that our sole community is and can
be humans alone. Shared, multispecies communities of life are, plain and simple, ecological
givens. Many humans choose lifestyles that foster sharing and thereby create special, more-
than-human communities—for example, many houscholds and families include nonhuman
companion animals. Other lifestyles, traditions, practices, and even worldviews are premised
on radical dismissals of all living beings beyond the species line.

How does any individual human choose among these options? Why in some cultures
does one option become pervasive socially and culturally? Public policy is often remarkably
human-centered—how does that sort of option, in the face of human membership in so
many human and more-than-human communities, come to dominate entire human commu-
nities and eras in history? What do the humans making such decisions know about the living
beings beyond the species line? The question of what we know about other-than-human ani-
mals is intimately related to “the most ancient of questions not only of philosophical inquiry
proper, but of human thought as such.”® Humans have for millennia recognized the tensions
between, on the one hand, claims to see reality “as it is” and, on the other hand, social pro-
cesses impacting our awareness. These tensions are closely related to the most basic questions

that philosophers have long been asking, namely, What is real? and How is one to know?
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These knowledge-secking inquiries have often been individual-focused—for example,
many first-year philosophy students are confronted with the question of how an individual
might answer the question, How do I know what is real? Philosophers have, however, long
been aware that an individual’s membership in a particular society impacts greatly what that
individual claims to know. This important insight has been discussed in countless ways, and
the terms “sociology of knowledge” and “social construction of reality” are two contempo-
rary ways of raising a whole battery of fundamental issues about how individual humans
claim knowledge about the realities we live amid. Berger and Luckman in 1966 described
“social construction” as secking to understand “the observable differences between societ-
ies in terms of what is taken for granted as ‘knowledge’ in them.”” The French philosopher
Blaise Pascal illustrated the problem wonderfully as he mused about human knowledge and
the well-known problem of great variation in claims about truth and justice: “We see neither
justice nor injustice which does not change its nature with change in climate. Three degrees
of latitude reverse all jurisprudence; a meridian decides the truth.... A strange justice that is
bounded by a river! Truth on this side of the Pyrenees, error on the other side.”®

Inquiries into both the sociology of knowledge and the social construction of real-
ity, then, attempt to explain the processes “by which any body of ‘knowledge’ comes to be
socially established and ‘reality.”

Humans opinions about many subjects, of course, exhibit astonishing diversity—so it
is by no means only with regard to the realities and significance of other living beings that
tensions exist between claims about reality “as it is” and claims impacted by social processes.
But in the area of nonhumans animals, these tensions play out in particularly powerful ways.
Sociology of knowledge inquiries, then, provide important insights that can illuminate why
researchers find such great variations in the thoughts, attitudes, and dispositions in different
groups regarding nonhuman animals.

Also of particular relevance to views about nonhuman animals are attempts within the
field of sociology of knowledge to explain the astonishing variety of what societies hold to be
everyday knowledge. Some cultures prominently feature ethical views that contrast markedly
with modern dismissals of other animals, holding it a matter of common sense that humans
are but one animal community among others.

Because so much education in our industrialized societies is dominated by the excep-
tionalist tradition, some educated people find it controversial to suggest that social factors
decisively shape, even control, the content and structure of such claims—some people are so
certain that what they know is “the absolute truth” about human identity and human rela-
tions to other-than-human animals that they resent any implication that their claims may not
be completely true. A respected commentator on biblical religion raises an important issue
that goes “to the root” (thus being, in one sense, radical) regarding what at first might seem a
simple issue: “What I am thinking of is what the anthropologist Foucault calls ‘the politics of
truth’—that is, that what cach of us perceives and acts upon as true has much to do with our
situation, social, political, cultural, religious, or philosophical.”*?

That any human’s search for truth might have a “politics” is less than obvious to some—
many people unreflectively assume that any human can know the world casily and fully
simply by looking at “the facts.” All the humans in a room may perceive some simple situa-

tions quite accurately—for example, whether there are four, five, or six books on a table. But
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more complicated fact situations are regularly disputed. Even more controversial are difficult
subjects like the meaning of history, the place of ethics in our human lives, the complexities
of humans compared to those of other living beings—such issues are decidedly difficult to
determine and thus “know” in any simple sense of that important word.

An inquiry into how knowledge might in practice be subject to a “sociology;” or into
what it means for reality to be socially constructed, will seek out factors that lead to great
differences in the way humans assess the world’s many complicated features. The spirit of
such inquiries secks to identify the social and psychological sources and consequences of par-
ticular knowledge claims. Sociologists, psychologists, anthropologists, philosophers, politi-
cal scientists, comparative religion scholars, and many others today are deeply interested in
how social relationships operate as a foundation for different ways of thinking. What makes
their work plausible is that many people for centuries have, like Pascal, observed not only
differences of opinion, but that the very structure of a society can impact the categories of
thought that prevail in that society. The claim is that social organization can shape not only
the content of thought, but also the very structure of knowledge. One implication of this
feature of human social life is that different social conditions, which include cultural and
political realities, can also hide the truth from members of a society.

“Sociology of knowledge” and “social construction of reality,” then, are terms used
by reflective human thinkers pursuing questions about the way different societies and cul-
tures foster specific knowledge systems. Such thinkers seek to identify how humans’ rich
and complicated psychological realities impact belief and even consciousness of the local
world. They also explore how our everyday language can impact what people feel they
confidently “know.”

This introduction makes numerous references to the place of “self-inflicted ignorance”
about other-than-human animals. In many cases, even though people talk easily and often
about nonhuman animals, what is in fact being passed along may be inaccurate, caricature-
like information. Further, authorities such as government officials, teachers, and perhaps reli-
gious leaders may speak with just as much certainty as they pass along the same errors. Finally,
the education system may even teach students to hold such popular views to be scientific,
rational, religious, ethical, and a matter of common sense.

Since each of us receives much information second-hand, its quality is not always casy
to assess. Through inquiries about the sociology of knowledge, one can begin to assess the
quality of what people claim to know. One can work at looking closely at the quality, depth,
and breadth of humans’ attachment to many different kinds of claims not based on firsthand
knowledge, such as beliefs about other humans or the more-than-human world. One can also
inquire about the ways in which group viewpoints impact perception, recollection, claims to
certainty, and thus knowledge. One can examine pressures to conform of the kinds discussed
below, as well as other factors that shape or blunt diverse beliefs, lifeways, and imagination
about future possibilities found among humans in different social and cultural settings.

Sociology of knowledge analyses direct attention, then, to the fact that knowledge
claims come through social mechanisms that impart definite features to what is claimed as
“knowledge.” As different examples of the phenomenon are explored, the idea that knowl-

edge claims have a sociology begins to seem a kind of common sense, especially to people
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who live in pluralistic societies. One learns from meeting people of different cultures and
religions that, in altogether important ways, both subtle and overt, different social condi-
tions cause people to sce “the world” and its “facts” differently and thereby impact societies

in startlingly powerful ways.

Putting the Tension in Context

There are other reasons some people react skeptically when they first encounter the notions
of sociology of knowledge and the social construction of reality. Many people confi-
dently intuit that the physical world and its myriad realities exist completely independent
of humans’ views of the world—it is common sense to them that whenever we speak of a
mountain, a tree in the deepest remove of a forest, or a pod of whales in the mid-ocean away
from any landmass, these realities and countless others exist apart from whether humans
know about them.

The prevalence and commonsense features of these intuitions, known in philosophy
as “realist” or “objectivist” views, cause some to balk at the claim that we socially construct
either knowledge or reality. Inquiries about the sociological aspects of knowledge claims and
the social dimensions impacting how reality is viewed push everyone to consider recurring,
familiar experiences as a reason to be open to the possibility that knowledge has a “politics”
or “sociology.” For example, a very high percentage of children raised in any single religion
end up following, as adults, that same religion and, importantly, holding it to be the single
most important orientation to the world. Similarly, most people hold their birth culture’s
stories to have an obviousness, as it were, and thus to be a valuable guide. This commonsense-
like “obviousness” is often anchored by daily language and practices that constantly reaffirm
how basic the underlying point of view is for anyone who wishes to understand the “truth.”

This underlying point of view, which characteristically features some wisdom about the
importance of one or more groups of humans, also carries moral overtones: “one’s ethical, as
well as one’s ontological framework is determined by what entities one is prepared to notice
or take seriously”"" In other words, any young human’s familial, educational, and communal
environments prepare this impressionable human animal to expect and value certain features
in the universe. These features might be brought home most poignantly by the stories of
a community of faith, or by examples of personal compassion, or, alternatively, by bigotry,
racism, and other exclusions. The child learns through this early training that some features
of the world, but not others, have moral importance.

Such views often assume that realist or objectivist intuitions are completely correct, and
some even maintain that humans perception of the world’s reality creates a mirror image of
reality.’* Both critical thinking and experience reveal that even if such views have an intui-
tive appeal, they present obvious problems. Ordinary language, for example, contains many
concepts that warn us that what we see and what seems to be the case may not upon further
investigation track reality. Some who have described this aspect of the world have gone con-
siderably beyond William James’s “buzzing, blooming confusion” to describe “interminable
Appearance, mistress of endless disguises,...the kingdom of lies.”"> Every human, thus, is

familiar with the risk of our senses deceiving us, and words like “illusion” and “mirage” alert
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us to the fact that we need flexibility in both negotiating reality and asserting certainty about
some states of affairs.

In this way, the very common sense that tempts us to assume without argument that
humans readily and easily track reality “as it is” also offers us reasons to pay attention to the
findings of social psychologists and sociologists of knowledge. Simply said, our claims about
the world are complicated—it is especially with claims about complex, ambiguous phenom-
ena like “nature” or “history” that social construction of both knowledge and reality become
major factors.

More relevantly, as this book in many ways reveals, social construction plays a key
role in each human group’s claims about both nonhuman animals and the more-than-
human world. As animals trying to learn about other animals, humans have long noticed
that some other animals, such as the other great apes, are very much like us, even as others
are radically different. Animal Studies requires us at one and the same time to study other
beings that may be like us in a great many respects, in only some respects, or completely
different than we are.

Further, the idea of “construction” may confuse some because it is commonly invested
with an intentional sense—one usually intends to build whatever is being constructed. Yet
the complex processes of sociology of knowledge and social construction of reality include
the emergence of views that are not chosen in the normal sense. For example, human indi-
viduals find themselves using inherited images, ideas, and languages they clearly did not
construct themselves. Each human inherits distinctive and historically conditioned ways of
understanding the world by way of the particular family, clan, local authorities, culture, reli-
gion, ethnic heritage, language, and national identity into which they happened to be born.

In addition, some humans as creative, meaning-making animals actively work at embel-
lishing or evolving their cultural inheritance. Some even contribute entirely new visions, such
as theoretical explanations of the world. In a number of ways, then, individuals can further or
even alter sociologically impacted knowledge and even the very processes of social construc-
tion. Typically, though, social construction operates at the group level where passive, even
unconscious acceptance of the inherited constructions dominates. Below we ponder implica-
tions of the widespread failure by so many modern citizens to question culturally transmit-
ted ways of seeing other animals. The upshot is that inherited forms of bias, caricature, and
self-inflicted ignorance remain the prevailing ways of “constructing” the world in a human-

centered manner.

Raising Awareness, Creating Ferment

It is possible, of course, to raise awareness of the processes by which social constructions
operate—historically, raising awareness has become particularly important with regard to
social constructions that discriminate, exclude, and harm, as with gender or race bias, reli-
gious intolerance, or exclusions based on ethnic identity or social class. Identifying such
harmful social constructions is facilitated greatly by comparative work across cultures—this
is the thrust of Pascal’s musing about the peculiar differences created by merely “three degrees

of latitude” or the fact that two neighboring cultures happen to be divided from one another
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by a river or a mountain range. Above all, comparative work has been particularly helpful in
identifying how certain practices thought to be the unalterable order of nature are, in real-
ity, mere custom that has been invested with psychological power by virtue of long-standing
tradition.

Those whose learning takes place solely within a single cultural tradition may struggle
to see how the images they have inherited implicitly order their universe. Such ordering is
often so basic that it is unseen. The result is that inherited views of other animals continue to
be taken by many as entirely natural and accurate. Before turning more directly to the impact
of sociologies of knowledge and social construction of nonhumans’ realities on nonhuman
animal issues, it will help to examine pertinent features of two major fields dealing with the
extraordinary complexities of humans’ social dimension—sociology and social psychology.
Both of these ficlds make it clear why and how Animal Studies has power to illuminate not
only inherited social constructions and their power to distort or honor other animals’ reali-
ties, but also the crucial role of human heritage. It is possible to see cach person’s heritage as
a particularized, often idiosyncratic frame that they themselves can adjust at the level of fine-
grained particulars to be consistent with the discernible realities of the nonhuman animals
with whom they share a local world. When sociologies of knowledge and social construc-
tions of realities are understood in this way, cach individual human is enabled and can choose
to honor the fact that each human group is but one among others in the more-than-human

world.

Sociology

While the separate discipline known today as sociology took form in the nineteenth century,
the approach has roots in the ancient recognition of the central role of social realities in our
individual lives. Ancient philosophers long before Aristotle wrote of humans’ social natures
(for example, the Chinese sage known in Western culture as Confucius). Techniques antici-
pating the empirical approaches of modern sociology were pioneered in different spheres by
creative thinkers, such as the fourteenth-century Islamic scholar Ibn Khaldun, an Arab from
North Africa, who was fascinated by both cohesion and conflict in different societies. Thus
while the French word sociologie was not created until 1780 by a French essayist, the sub-
stance of this field was long developing prior to its formalization in the nineteenth century
by the French philosopher of science August Comte.

The field, which has developed dramatically, now can illuminate fundamental issues
and key concerns of Animal Studies. In particular, sociologists of many different kinds
now provide detailed descriptions and explanations of realities and trends that comprise
the rich diversity apparent today in the worldwide animal protection and environmental
movements.

As both of these social movements address the astonishingly varied set of facts of the
human-nonhuman intersection, they continue to evolve and will certainly change further.
With some trends already obvious—for example, the increasing number of people interested
in protecting nonhuman animals (whether this takes a classic animal protection form, an
ecologically framed form, or some other approach altogether)—sociology will surely pro-

vide important insights for Animal Studies. In addition, sociology-based efforts stand to
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benefit as different subfields of Animal Studies illuminate previously ignored dimensions of
the human-nonhuman intersection, such as the idea of nested communities. Further, under-
standing animal protection and environmental protection efforts as they impact and are
impacted by socioeconomic situations—such as poverty, which impacts people’s ability to
protect unnamed “others”—is crucial to assessing what is happening and what might happen
in the future with regard to mixed-species communities.

Sociologists can also offer perspectives on and information about ways that humans
have been reasserting deeper, background values that traditionally fostered animal protec-
tion across societies and cultures. Sociologists also provide detailed studies about varieties
of opposition to such protections, resistance by privileged elites who do not wish to give up
special advantages, or apathy by general publics. Such research has explored consumerism,
interlocking oppressions called “the Link” (see chapter 11), and the treatment of workers in

dangerous sites such as slaughterhouses.

The Animal Issue in Contemporary Sociology

Today university-based researchers, scholars, and educators in sociology often discuss the
human-nonhuman intersection as part of the modern field’s developed body of literature.
In 1997, sociologists began efforts to have the American Sociological Association create a
formalized group to focus on issues arising at the human-nonhuman intersection. After some
resistance from the professional organization, in 2002 these efforts led to official recognition
of the Section on Animals and Society.'

Ferment on animal issues is particularly well reflected in the self-consciousness that
many scholars and theoreticians of sociology display today in their work. An observation
made in 2008 by a pioneer of the subfield of sociology and other animals goes to the very

heart of what sociologists do:

While many sociologists bring the power of sociological analysis to a range of social
issues and to different forms of oppression, challenging tradition, convention, and
existing political-economic arrangements, as a rule most sociologists in the U.S. accept
human treatment of other animals as normal and natural. The reluctance of most
sociologists to recognize the elite-driven arrangements that oppress other animals and
to bring them into scholarly and public focus highlights the question... “Sociology
for Whom?”P

The self-consciousness about human-centeredness so evident in this passage today
extends to teaching methods, research questions, and findings—this increased openness
to sociology-related issues beyond the species line has now produced degree-granting pro-
grams at colleges and even some professional schools.!® Sociology today has moved well
beyond its nineteenth-century origins to offer a developed battery of concepts and expla-
nations that can be used creatively in combination with the insights of other fields to reveal
unnoticed features of any number of issues that impact humans’ interactions with other

animals.
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Specialized Sociologies

Because sociology contains many approaches and subjects, there exist today any number of
impressively developed subfields, such as sociology of religion, sociology of law, sociology of
education, sociology of science, and on and on. The relevance of sociology-developed infor-
mation is immense and will no doubt inform much of the Animal Studies work on each of
these topics.

The sociology of religion is itself a sophisticated field that offers detailed information
on social dynamics within contemporary religious communities and perspectives on fac-
tors that have long shaped religious traditions. To date, this work has been quintessentially
human-centered, but it need not be exclusively so as it goes forward. Similarly, the sociology
of law has been focused on law in human societies, which has resulted historically in this sub-
field being completely dominated by the exceptionalist tradition. Given the rapid emergence
of animal law, especially the companion animal paradigm, sociology of law today clearly can
involve nonhuman animals. Today’s sociology-focused circles offer many quantitative and
qualitative methods for studying enforcement realities, the emergence of different aspects of
animal law, voting patterns, and consumption practices.

Sociological studies of formalized education reveal many battles over what subjects
will be included at various levels of formal education. Where students will primarily meet
other animals—at home, in the woods, at the zoo, on their plate—is an important question
that sociologists help everyone see better. Similarly, sociologically focused studies of science
directed at understanding the practical features of modern science face the question of which
priorities and other values drive modern research practices regarding nonhuman animals,
and whether the prevailing practices call into question core values of the scientific tradition
itself.

In many ways, then, sociology and its many subfields have been raising awareness of
different dimensions of humans’ inevitable interactions with other animals. This work has
in turn opened up general study in other disciplines of the communal implications of nested
communities that go well beyond the species line. Sociologists of many kinds can, then, offer
invaluable insights into our own species’ great diversity of attitudes toward nonhuman ani-
mals of all kinds even as they develop information regarding both positive and negative inter-
actions with other-than-human animals—in a word, the work of sociologists is essential to
developing Animal Studies.

Social Psychology

The respected psychologist Gordon Allport in 1985 defined social psychology as “an
attempt to understand and explain how the thought, feeling, and behavior of individuals are
influenced by the actual, imagined, or implied presence of others.”'” Given the overwhelm-
ingly human-centered features of industrialized societies in the middle of the twentieth
century, the “others” referenced by Allport may well have been solely human individuals.
Allport’s definition on its face, however, clearly encompasses many practices and attitudes
impacting nonhuman others. This field, then, which emerged only in the early twentieth

century as an interdisciplinary intersection between psychology and sociology, provides
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some of the most valuable insights regarding the manner in which humans perceive other
animals. Social psychologists have regularly shown that a great many human individuals’
views of the world and its specifics are decisively impacted by the views of other people in
their community. As noted below, one eminent psychologist suggests that what is at stake,
then, is “the nature of truth itself” Even when we, as individuals, are demonstrably wrong,
we may nonetheless have, as cultural and traditional animals, incredibly strong inclinations
to resist change.

Humans’ social dimensions play astonishingly decisive roles in our accounts regard-
ing the human-nonhuman connections and interactions we experience. As importantly, our
social dimensions also greatly impact the connection and interactions we might in the future
experience. Of great relevance to Animal Studies is the fact that careful examination of these
social dimensions within our own species provides valuable perspectives on the quality and
nature of the knowledge, facts, and experiences each of us personally claims.'®

The decisive role of social pressures in the life of the average human as he or she
explores, and then makes claims about, the world has been studied in many different ways.
Cumulatively, such work calls into question any view that facilely assumes each human is
capable of dispassionately evaluating the world and its parts simply by looking earnestly
and then speaking plainly about one’s conclusions. For example, Philip Zimbardo in his
2007 The Lucifer Effect: How Good People Turn Evil reveals that the way each individual
thinks and draws conclusions can be greatly influenced, at times even governed, by social
pressures. Zimbardo’s perspective is grounded in experiments that strongly suggest that
“other people’s views, when crystallized into a group consensus, can actually affect how we
perceive important aspects of the external world, thus calling into question the nature of
truth itself.”1?

Zimbardo refers to a range of research, but concentrates most fully on two classic exper-
iments—Solomon Asch’s 1950s research revealing how a wide range of normal human beings
become subservient to peer pressure and thereby claim something that is obviously incorrect,
and Stanley Milgram’s subsequent and better-known demonstrations in the 1960s of blind
obedience to authority.?® These experimental results—which suggest that a startlingly high
percentage of humans will defer to social influence such as peer pressure and authority and
thereby change their own individual judgment—have often been confirmed. In summary,
experimental data consistently confirm that many humans, when confronted with a social
consensus that conflicts with their basic perceptions of the world, will go along with peers
or authorities.

The results of such experiments often astound people. In the experimental data itself,
however, is what amounts to a saving grace. Sometimes when peer pressure is brought to bear
on human individuals, the simple fact that at least one person dissents plays an important
liberating role for many others. Asch’s research showed, for example, that the presence of
merely one dissenter increased greatly the chance that other individuals would not give into
peer pressure but would, instead, voice their own independent judgment.

Such phenomena are of obvious interest in realms like Animal Studies where knowl-
edge, good communication, and critical thinking are prized. Further, these results under-

score the importance of creating environments in which questions and, especially, dissent
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can be expressed. When dissent (expressed explicitly or more implicitly through the power
of questions) is part of a social situation, judgment independent of peer pressure is facili-
tated and even nurtured, thereby prompting educational opportunities of many kinds. A
culture of tolerance and creativity can emerge, which in turn nurtures more exploration in
more areas.

Asanoncanonical academic discipline, of course, Animal Studies benefits greatly when
freedom of inquiry is nurtured, for much of the academic world remains squarely within
the exceptionalist tradition. The great relevance to Animal Studies of social psychology (as
this term is used here), then, is that such studies help each of us recognize that what humans
claim to know, be, see, experience, and value can be decisively impacted by group views and
even pathologies (these include, of course, cultural and familial heritages). Experiments like
those of Asch and Milgram can help explain why whole groups seem to tolerate fictions and
deceptions. Such experiments also suggest the importance in debate and education situations
of creating realistic opportunities for exploration and dissent through raising new, alterna-
tive ways of viewing or explaining a situation. If such creativity is allowed and colleagues or
students are encouraged to identify possible problems with any group’s prevailing explana-
tions or reasoning patterns, then responses of individuals in the group can avoid automatic,
superficial conformity. These are real problems today in the matter of marginalized groups of
both human and nonhuman kinds.

Such benefits help explain why Zimbardo suggested that what is at issue is “the nature
of truth itself” In Animal Studies pursued in contexts where the exceptionalist tradition is
politically dominant, inquiries about other animals can easily become extremely complicated
(even politically risky) because of vested interests of a human group not inclined to ask open-
minded questions. Science and ethics play critical roles in protecting those who create opti-
mal conditions for fair, integrity-driven research. Education can also play this crucial role
because it pushes young children to engage the important human endeavor of searching for
the truth with an “interested mind” buttressed by “the disinterested motive.”

The Knowledge Issue in Animal Studies

The ancient question of what humans can really know is a multifaceted, recurring issue
in Animal Studies for two basic reasons—first there are basic limits in knowing other
living beings. Second, the problem of knowledge in general has from time immemorial
prompted questions about who humans are, how our minds and hearts work, and how
the ecologically interwoven world we find ourselves amid is both part of us and more than
human.

As to any single human’s possession of actual, abiding knowledge about all other ani-
mals, the number and daunting diversity of competing claims to possess such “truth” con-
spire to suggest that knowledge of this caliber is likely a rare thing for any one human. When
one factors in individual humans’ psychological complexity in social settings and the fact
that today’s prevailing ignorance about nonhuman animals has features that are self-inflicted,

what then counts as knowledge in Animal Studies will be a particularly complicated issue to

address.
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Constructing Others

It is particularly our (human) construction of them (nonhuman animals) that reveals how
social construction of alien beings can be, for all practical purposes, immune to correction
whenever the humans involved do not care to assess the quality of their own claims. Some
social constructions of other animals persist over time even though they are wildly inaccurate
and even harmful—recall from chapter 3, for example, Linnacus’s anxieties about revealing
that he could identify no “generic character...by which to distinguish between Man and
Ape” Linnaeus was courageous enough to classify humans together with monkeys and non-
human apes in the seminal (for taxonomic classification) tenth edition of his Systema Naturae
published in 1758. But like so many classification schemes purporting to describe the natural
world’s continuum of living beings, Linnaeus’s framework featured social construction. He
elevated some humans (notoriously, Europeans) even as he demeaned others (the mysterious
African human groups he knew as “Hottentotti”) by placing them below chimpanzees on the
“Chain of Being*!

Different Kinds of Social Construction

Engaging how different fundamental processes and limits shape humans’ convictions and
exclusions about nonhuman others fosters recognition that social construction comes in
a variety of forms. For example, the “cognitive revolution” mentioned in chapter 3 moved
away from a sociology of knowledge that had fostered a decidedly one-dimensional scientific
view of nonhuman animals’ intelligence and other cognitive abilities. The upshot was that
the cognitive revolution fostered much more responsible exploration of other animals’ reali-
ties. Exploring both sociologies of knowledge and social constructions of reality illuminates
equally well the driving spirit of the dismissals of living beings outside the human species line
that one finds in the work of intelligent but nonetheless myopic philosophers like Descartes
and Kant. Such exploration also helps one recognize that education and theorizing based on
self-inflicted ignorance have social construction features as well. In many areas, then, one can
see the relevance of the complicated but important idea “that reality is socially constructed
and that the sociology of knowledge must analyze the processes in which this occurs.”**

The prevalence of some humans favoring only a few nonhumans but dismissing most
others also provides opportunities to identify contrasting types of social construction. Recall
the distortions of nonhuman animals cited by the scholar quoted in chapter 1 who sug-
gested that pet keeping in the Victorian tradition “appears as a phantasmagoria, a fantasy
relationship of human and animal most visible in the trope of the animal as child, the pet as
a member of the family” in which “the pet...is a de-animalized animal” in ways that foster
humans’ aggression and domination.?® This construction of dogs and cats does far more than
lead to protection of these animals—it shapes and distorts the realities of the nonhuman
animals involved. Such a preoccupation with companion animals has a place in what chapter
4 described as first-wave animal law. The significance of this is easier to appreciate if one takes
the dynamics of sociology of knowledge and social construction seriously—some people

who think of themselves as the leading edge of animal protection in actual practice favor
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only some owned dogs and cats but neither feral or unwanted dogs and certainly not wild
animals more generally.

Another sort of social construction exists when nonhuman animals hold significance
primarily as metaphorical symbols rather than fellow biological beings. Sociology of knowl-
edge helps one recognize that entire eras have been dominated by inquiries into other animals’
symbolic importance far more than their actual abilities—such as the emblematic tradition of
the Renaissance. Such information in turn prompts one to ask how a group’s metaphors, para-
digms, classification schemes, and other highly generalized ways of thinking about the world
shape, mediate, or create what the authorities within that group present to the society’s children
as knowledge. It can also remind students of Animal Studies to stay cognizant of the ways that
institutions channel our perception, shape our thought, and thereby play a decisive role in what
has appealed to each of us as “certainty” of the kind we are confident calling “true knowledge.”

The tendcncy to impose constructed meaning upon certain species of nonhuman ani-
mals need not harm the biological beings. In some cases the biological individuals of a non-
human animal species held to be a culturally significant symbol are not impacted in any way.
Indeed, such status may even result in additional protections for members of that species.
It is impossible to deny, however, that some animals held to be symbolically important are
harmed greatly even though humans believe they are protecting and honoring the biologi-
cal animals. Recall the story of the elephant Pra Barom Nakkot, a white elephant “honored”
with captivity by certain Buddhists (chapter 5).

There are yet other, even more basic forms of social construction that, like the distor-
tions of captivity, impact other animals” actual realities. One of the most basic and distorting
of social constructions involving the animal world is the dualism “humans and animals” that
is repeatedly described, analyzed, and challenged in this book. The fact that this dualism
still prevails in so many scientific circles reveals how a social construction from another era
can be persistent—it also reveals that persistence requires the participation of theoreticians
and rank-and-file scientists, for if either group opted to use accurate scientific terminology,
this antiscientific habit would quickly fade away. There are, of course, other forms of social
construction that project distortions and thereby cause individual humans to lack accurate
factual information about a group of nonhuman animals—such as distorting social construc-

tions regarding wolves (chapter 2).

Reprise: The Question of Discernible Realities

In many of these cases, we can recognize that our social construction of other animals con-
tends with observable realities. Humans’ different forms of intelligence offer our species a
rich even if admittedly limited set of abilities to perceive some of other animals’ realities.
Even when we refuse to follow one form or another of discredited, naive realism that assumes
humans know all essential features and realities of other animals, we can still attempt to work
out the truth to the extent it is available to us. We can honor the intuitively obvious fact that
other animals have their own realities that are in no way dependent on human perception
of such realities even as we attend to the complex dynamics of the different sociologies of

knowledge and the social constructions of other animals’ realities.
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Animal Studies must contend with realist points of view in animal-focused discussions
and yet also soar to questions about what other animals know and teach us. Realism is the
implicit point of view that drives the following passage from C. S. Lewis, but so is a hope that
we might attend to other animals well enough to learn something important in our own lives.

The man who is contented to be only himself, and therefore less a self, is in prison.

My own eyes are not enough for me, I will see through those of others. Reality, even
seen through the eyes of many, is not enough. ... Even the eyes of all humanity are not
enough. I regret that the brutes cannot write books. Very gladly would I learn what
face things present to a mouse or a bee; more gladly still would I perceive the olfactory

world charged with all the information and emotion it carries for a dog.>*

Such a combination of realism and hope is an unspoken foundation of much attention paid
to other animals—for example, book titles reveal that humans regularly hope we can know

key dimensions of birds” actual lives:

The Way Birds Live

Birds as Individuals

Mind of the Raven: Investigations and Adventures with Wolf-Birds
The Bird Detective: Investigating the Secret Life of Birds*

Frankness about Inevitable, Powerful Social
Construction by Humans

It is not only normal but inevitable that we construct meaning as we try to make sense from
our important but limited vantage points. Living as an animal in a world full of unknowable
realities, random events, and occasional life-destroying chaos elicits sense making and meaning
making from us. These require interpretative abilities, for humans are fully capable of recogniz-
ing their own and their culture’s social constructions. We are also fully capable of recognizing
as well that, important though they be, social constructions are not uniquely real—in other
words, unlike the world we inhabit, they disappear altogether whenever we abandon them.
Just as we have a responsibility to describe as fully as possible the history we have inher-
ited (chapters 2 and 10), we have a responsibility for our constructions in a world we share
with others. We can, if we choose, distinguish distorting constructions from more benign
ones. Indeed, both our science and our ethical abilities tell us that our own interpretations of

reality, and those we have inherited from family or culture, are not the only ones that count.

Power

We must also recognize that our social constructions carry awesome power of several kinds.
They shape reality, especially given that humans are now using their role as the earth’s most
powerful animals to shape the earth to exclusively human ends. Thus, social construction

is much more than thinking that is “independent of the proposed determinative factors.”*
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It has long had power to construct values, ethics, choices, and human imagination about
possible futures. Thus, just as social constructions often have reduced women to merely men’s
property and thereby created myriad injustices and much suffering, so, too, social construc-
tions that demean nonhuman animals foster one problem after another. Social constructions,
then, have enormous potential to carry psychological and cultural power for individuals.
Such observations also imply that social constructions can carry prospective ethical power
whenever we come home to the fact that we are social animals capable of membership in a
number of nested communities that go well beyond our families, clans, nations, and species.

Politically, we recognize today that sociologies of knowledge produce forms of power
and control over others. Most discussions of sociology of knowledge, however, focus solely
on human-on-human, intraspecies implications of knowledge forms, and thereby ignore
entirely interspecies implications. The tendency to focus on human-on-human problems
has been very productive—it has made clear that knowledge claims have often been used as
mechanisms of social control (for example, in some religious traditions, women or outsiders
have not been given access to texts claimed to be revealed and essential for understanding
reality—the consequence of this is exclusion from leadership). The sociology of knowledge
thus often features detailed, conscience-driven discussions about complex intraspecies prob-
lems, such as the use of knowledge claims to implement gender or class discrimination or to
confer legitimacy or identity on some humans but not others.

But as a source of insights about human knowing, the sociology of knowledge critique
has special power to help us sce, and then take full responsibility for, views about other-
than-human animals. This has the potential to change our character, for “caring both within
and across the species line is.... the form of self-transcendence that prompts the richest, full-
est, most human forms of making community” (chapter 1). In other words, recognizing our
memberships in a number of nested communities advances our own moral development and,
in turn, “making morals means making community.”*” The good news, then, is that social
construction carries as much power to develop an inclusive community as it does to domi-

nate, kill, and extinguish.

Turning to Real Animals

If one watches carefully how a humpback whale mother supports her newborn calf near the
surface of the ocean in order to facilitate the calf’s breathing, or how the mother is alert to
protect her calf from dangers of many other kinds, then one easily notices that these realities
have their own integrity (that is, they exist whether we think about them or not). Nonetheless,
our willingness to attend to such a relationship at all, rather than our own lives, is impacted
by the sociologies of knowledge and social constructions of reality amid which we have been
raised. Further, the willingness to take seriously this relationship, even to look at it as possibly
within the realm of morality, is similarly impacted by the socially constructed knowledge
imbibed along with mother’s milk, familial interactions, educational experiences, and carliest
developing loyalties to family. As noted above, many different environments prepare each of
us when we are young, impressionable primates to expect and value certain features of our

surroundings.
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Some cultures enable their maturing children to notice how mammalian mothers
normally nurture, socialize, and protect their offspring, but some do not. Some encourage
sensitive observers to add their own observations and thus deepen their own and others’
appreciation of individual differences that each mother has by virtue of her own distinctive
personal skills when nurturing her offspring. Some societies encourage their youth to put
away any fascination with nonhumans and from that point forward to ignore actual realities
(in such cases, individuals may fail to notice what is right before them, or see something but
not understand it because the inherited notions simply do not alert anyone to such events).
Because social constructions and other expectations can enable or disable, help one perceive
or ignore, each person needs to pay attention to the key roles of not only social construction

but also unlearning if one is to understand one’s heritage fully.

Discovering One’s Inheritance

Each individuals personal connection with other living beings is often a powerful motiva-
tion for involvement in Animal Studies. Each of us can, much as archacologists dig into the
past layer by layer, probe his or her own history of encounter with living beings beyond our
species. Such work uncovers, by definition, personal aspects of the multiple and diverse ways
in which each of us has learned about other living beings. Deeper in our personal history,
we encounter experiences with animals other than the humans who populated our early life.
Some of these experiences will be actual encounters, but most of them involve claims about
other-than-human animals by authority figures (such as parents).

This kind of exploration is enabled by question after question—Which individual non-
humans did you meet early in your life? Who taught you about them? Were you taught to
observe them carefully? To dismiss them? To eat them? To protect them? What did those
teachers really know when they taught you about the living beings outside our species? Were
your teachers passing along good information or bad? Were you taught to treat what you
were told as absolute truth, or as your teachers’ careful guess at the realities of other animals?
How often did you learn on your own about other animals? And when you did learn, how
was it that you knew how to learn about them?

Such a search reveals layer after layer of experiences upon which each of us has built our
present understanding of other-than-human animals. A sensitive exploration will reveal not only
one’s unique personal history with other living beings, but also a wide range of complexities as
well. One will encounter both good and bad modes of learning. Above all, though, one will learn
that each of us encounters a truly unique set of experiences when learning about nonhuman ani-
mals. This is so because each of us has met different nonhuman animals than anyone else. Take as
an example the dogs and cats you have met in your life. Each of us has met, and been affected by,
aunique set of real dogs and, similarly, a unique set of real cats. Some of us will have had positive
experiences with family member dogs or cats that were very bright and affectionate. Others will
have been marked by experiences with vicious or less intelligent animals of these kinds. Each of
us has also met a unique subset of wildlife, research animals, and food animals.

There is much to be learned from doing such a personal archacology—one eventually

recognizes that the process of learning about animals is a very unique, richly constructed
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event for each person. How we perceived living beings carly in life, and then later, depends a
great deal on what each of us was told to expect, who taught us, and certain predispositions
in our personality such as the presence or absence of strong “biophilia,” a term used by Erich
Fromm in 1973 but made famous by E. O. Wilson.”® Finally, because conducting a personal
archaeology of this kind gives one a sense of one’s own past, it also implicitly opens up the
future—one recognizes that it is possible as an adult to take full responsibility for one’s own
views and thereby get beyond reliance on what “authorities” have claimed.

Personal archacology provides a tailor-made example of how knowledge claims about
other-than-human animals are constructed over time, shaped by each person’s unique reac-
tion to personal, familial, and cultural experiences. It is often easier to grasp the power of
such influences in one’s own life by studying a social system with features that are notice-
ably distinct from those within which one was nurtured. For individuals raised within, say,
a Western cultural tradition that gives primary importance to humans, exposure to the Jain
tradition provides an opportunity to learn how children in a Jain family and community
are from the very beginning nurtured by language, practices, and teachings centered on the
importance of the ahimsa tradition (literally, “not harming”—see chapters 11 and 13). The
same point can be made by reference to countless other human societies. Studying different
social realities, one gets a glimmer of how factors as diverse as diets, prayers, stories, and ethi-
cal concerns impact a group’s idea of other living beings. Yet it is, of course, a much deeper
kind of immersion—namely, living for decades in a specific society—that offers one the best
chance of grasping how deeply and personally a particular social situation can produce a very
powerful sociology of knowledge.

Animal Studies must constantly engage the fact (not merely the hypothesis) that any
culture includes great differences in individuals’ preparation to notice other living beings
(these will be macroanimals, of course). Some individuals are fully invited by their educa-
tors and community leaders to take other animals seriously, while some live amid adults
who simply do not care to notice other animals. These differences can cash out as competing
claims about whether certain nonhuman animals have certain abilities (say, intelligence or
emotions) or for some other reasons are important or not.

Education—which is, of course, a primary means by which any human group prompts
its children to use preferred social constructions—can take forms that not only cause people
to shy away from secking the best information but can—and often does—reinforce ignorance
about nonhuman animals by influencing what one is willing to consider ethics and morality.
Education can thereby move those “educated” away from questions about, encounters with,
and compassion for nonhuman animals. Education can foster social conditions that control
and produce ethical and scientific ghettos. But education can do the opposite, of course—it
can prompt robust attentiveness to lives beyond the species line.

Human societies have often featured ignorance-driven and broad claims about the
world that, even generously construed, have nothing at all to do with reality. When one
studies our species’ abundant racisms and ethnic slurs, sex-based subordinations, multiple
claims about miracles or pantheons of locally active divinities and saints, or persistent beliefs
like astrology, one might well agree with the philosopher Nietzsche, who once observed, “In

individuals, insanity is rare; but in groups, parties, nations and epoch, it is the rule.”” Such
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society-level problems are legendary, of course. In 1852, Charles Mackay’s book Extraordinary
Popular Delusions and the Madness of Crowds provided one chapter after another of astonish-
ing events that suggest strongly how carried away entire societies can be by fads and collective
insanity.

In the face of diverse, recurring phenomena of this kind, the explanatory potential of
sociologies of knowledge and social construction of reality is obvious. Given the human-cen-
tered history and contemporary emphases of a number of the most affluent societies today,
Animal Studies faces major challenges as it tries to call attention to the distortions found in
popular caricatures, misleading folk tales, and claims such as “all other animals were made
for humans’ benefit” in some of humans’ most influential cultural and religious traditions.
If education, however, permits students to explore Muir’s observation (quoted in chapter
6) that he “never yet happened upon a trace of evidence that seemed to show that any one
animal was ever made for another as much as it was made for itself;” they may recognize
that the exceptionalist tradition has shortcomings comparable to those of the obviously false
claims that the tides were created to float our boats.>

If well-intentioned humans observe a mother humpback whale and her calf, they can
record sounds, gather as much data as possible about observed actions, and correlate sounds
with those actions. They must work with imaginative constructs of some kind when consid-
ering the purpose of communications, the question of intentions, and the nature of these two
individuals’ connection with each other. Through doing such work, the humans will inevi-
tably encounter these animals as individual presences, as a pair, and as social mammals in an
environment very unlike our own. Whether the ideas these investigators generate about the
realities of these whales are in any way a full measure of these two nonhumans’ lives is a rich
and complicated question we only now begin to address in any detail.

Humans as land-based animals need more than big brains and clever technology to
maximize our own exploratory abilities—we also need a willingness to explore as fairly and
fully as possible both the nonhuman animals we encounter and the role that social construc-
tions play in science and nonscience realms. Our answers will be partial, for we are imperfectly
situated to know every relevant fact. Yet even when limited access and our finite abilities
force us to construct only partial answers to profound questions about their intelligence,
emotions, suffering, and awarenesses, we can still aspire to the goal of dispassionately describ-

ing their realities without regard for our own wishful thinking, prejudice, and bias.

Critical Thinking Tasks

The very attempt to identify sociologies of knowledge and social construction of reali-
ties offers abundant opportunities for employment of critical thinking skills. The personal
archacology exercise is a kind of critical thinking that recognizes that we are social animals
who have been nurtured by meaning-making authorities within our own culture. Critical
thinking in the Animal Studies classroom helps evaluate different ways of finding, then
integrating, the best of humans’ perspectives on other animals. It can help scholars and
students combine the power of science’s willingness to question everything with the power

of ethics-sensitive questions about humans’ place in the more-than-human world—each
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requires critical thinking skills for multiple reasons. First, biological phenomena are
exceedingly complex. Second, human limits contend with human arrogance, but we can
journey especially far even with these limited abilities because we are capable of commu-
nal, humble, and imaginative reflection that nurtures truly open debate. These are the ben-
efits of robust, relentless employment of the widest range of critical thinking skills about
all of the earth’s animals.

Critical thinking skills also are needed for us to notice how our categories impact
our thinking—how we sort living beings into categories is a telling feature about our social
species. Categories are, by their very nature, constructed—whether they are honest reflec-
tions of what our sciences tell us (such as that we are animals as fully as any other animals),
or continue to be human-biased will say much about us. How we deal with our current
domination of farmed animals, a stunningly large category obviously socially constructed
for our purposes alone, will be as revealing as whether we are able to shape a world in which
many different animal communities are healthy and respected as free-living individuals. We
can wonder how our human societies will handle the ethical sleights of hand and character
by which some still contend that food animals were “made for us” by the universe’s cre-
ator, and others newly contend that that since “we made them,” we therefore “can do what
we want with them.” If the same reasoning was applied to purpose-bred human animals, it
would be condemned immediately. Which nonhuman others will these same voices protect

as vigorously?

Questions to Make Science-Literate
Moderns Think

While broad, ignorance-driven dismissals of nonhuman animals may seem to create freedom
to imagine a future that advantages humans, dismissal of our larger community harms humans
and nonhumans alike. What are the practical consequences of such dismissals? What social
consequences prevail when whole societies fail to help their children notice other animals?
Are the consequences worse when an education system regularly fails to mention them, or
when it promotes deficient caricatures? What happens when children are not exposed to
people willing to speak about animal-related issues as ethically charged? Sometimes children
break through to animal protection issues on their own, but what happens to those who do
not? In societies where apathy, ignorance, and caricature prevail, what are their chances of
becoming educators, scientists, media reporters, and even secular or religious leaders who
trade on the society’s indifference and myopia? What happens in law and public policy circles
when human-centeredness is seen as the leading form of morality? Who will then develop
and pass along what counts as knowledge? Who will raise the kinds of challenges that keep
societies thinking humbly and creatively?

If we are willing to question everything, we can wonder about the risk that our children
may languish in a sterile, one-species world. We may bequeath them science done poorly
and dishonestly and habitats destroyed so mindlessly that they live in a less beautiful, more
dangerous and unpredictable world. It is altogether possible that we and our children are

taught to see our scientific practices honestly, to wonder if current practices are dominated
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by human-centered social ethics rather than the basic integrities of the scientific enterprise.
W can question, too, whether our education system is more self-affirmation than unbiased
pursuit of the truth.

To answer such questions, Animal Studies must nurture historical inquiries, grapple
with philosophy of science issues, and delve into disciplines committed to describing the

subtleties of social construction in human lives.

The Vantage Point of Time

Just as social construction is particularly casy to see when one looks at different cultures, it is
easier to identify when looking across large swaths of time. For example, it is easy to see across
the Western intellectual tradition where the dominant views of nonhuman animals changed
again and again—ancient views were supplanted in Western Europe during the medieval
period by heavily symbolic approaches, which in turn gave way to modern views that were

much more representational. Hargrove explains,

When someone in the Middle Ages looked at an image of ... [an] animal (for
example,...alamb), that person normally began mentally spinning through a host of
passages in the Bible in search of the most appropriate line or parable. A lily would
trigger a thought about the “lilies of the field,” the lamb a passage from John, “Behold
the lamb of God....” Once the modern period began, however, any person shown

similar images automatically thought instead of a real lily or a real lamb.?!

Hargrove adds that the modern period has been supplanted by what he tentatively calls
“postmodern,” although he suggests, “we still do not have a very clear picture of the new sup-

positions that are supposed to” supplant those of the modern period.*

The Vantage Point of Religion

Social construction is also easily recognized in different religious traditions—whether non-
human animals have a soul, for example, is answered affirmatively by virtually all of the sub-
traditions in the Islamic and Hindu traditions, but negatively by many Christian traditions.
Similarly, if we use sociological tools to survey adherents of different religious traditions, we
find varying views of different animals—dogs, cats, pigs, snakes, and wolves, for example,
have each elicited an extraordinary range of positive and negative views.

A consequence of these differences is a bewildering multiplicity of stories—sometimes
human origins are linked to this animal or that, while sometimes humans have refused cate-
gorically to connect humans in any way to other-than-human animals. Such great variety has
produced multiple ways of talking (“discourse traditions”), immense variety in iconographic
traditions, a vast array of cthical approaches, and innumerable stories. One role for Animal
Studies is sorting out the history and genealogies of these many different views of other-than-

human animals.
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Returning to a Realistic Underpinning:
We Are Animals

Some will view the claim that humans are animals as a form of social construction meant
to demean humans. However, it has abundant anchors in hard evidence, such as the almost
countless physiological overlaps that sciences have mapped. The best known may be the star-
tlingly great genetic similarities between humans and our closest relatives (the other great
apes—different methods for measuring genetic overlap of humans with chimpanzees and
bonobos produce figures ranging from 93 percent to as high as 99 percent).

One claim that lacks such hard evidence anchors, and thus is a prime candidate for the
category of misleading and dysfunctional social construction, is the dualistic framing that
isolates human animals into their own category and then relegates nonhuman animals into
another, catchall category. This framing is a particularly exaggerated and dysfunctional social
construction, much the same way that calling the earth flat is exaggerated—though the earth
is, in fact, flat in places, the claim “the carth is flat” is completely wrong as a generalization
because it is underdetermined by all the relevant facts.

Similarly, “humans and animals” is a dysfunctional social construction because it mis-
leads, implicitly supporting the exceptionalist tradition’s dismissals of other animals as dif-
ferent in kind. Naming humans as members of the animal world supports the claims that
humans are, along with tigers, birds, microorganisms, and so many more living beings, mem-
bers of a single community. The generalization of all animals as members of some shared
category is also a social construction, albeit one that tracks facts widely accepted by not only
science and many cultures, but also by many religious traditions, many forms of ethics, and
that quotidian common sense that recognizes how fully humans are members of their local
ecosystem even when our ideologies try to deny this plain truth. Said another way, pulling
humans alone out of the animal category is the sort of social construction that distorts and

produces a wide range of social pathologies.

We Are, and Will Remain, Meaning-Making
and Meaning-Driven Animals

We are animals who are born into, and live within, envelopes of culturally specific storytell-
ing and meaning making that dramatically impact any search for the truth. As symbolically
fluent creatures, we work with inherited visions not only in our arts, but in our sciences,
ethics, religions, and even purely secular political visions. Individuals may attempt to vary
and embellish any or all of these (for they change even if at very slow rates), or even attempt
to create entirely new social constructions based on some combination of fact and our human
imaginations.

As social creatures, we live amid an astonishing range of meaning, for we are not only
meaning-making animals, but meaning-driven animals as well. A great challenge is to have
our chosen meanings be more than mere construction, that is, to have them in some reason-

able way engage realities outside ourselves. If we fail to do our best to discern other animals’
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actual lives, our meanings are mere construction—and “mere” can be a misleading word:
“When we blame a man for being a mere animal, we mean not that he displays animal char-
acteristics (we all do) but that he displays these, and only these, on occasions where the spe-
cifically human was demanded. (When we call him ‘brutal’ we usually mean that he commits
cruelties impossible to most real brutes; they’re not clever enough.)”?

Our different skills as imaginative social animals open up individual awareness of how
inherited meanings work. We foster creative meaning making whenever we ask questions
about any received understanding, and when we test old and new claims against observ-
able facts. Social constructions change because they belong to the human imagination, which

means they belong to each new generation.

Reprise: Our Social Abilities to Care

Social ethics is a major issue in Animal Studies. The worldwide animal protection movementisa
telling social manifestation of humans’ ability to care in collective ways. For many people today,
this movement is an important community-making effort. Such communal concern reaching
beyond the species line has been at the center of countless human cultures for millennia. The
modern animal protection movement, then, is just a recent manifestation of Berry’s insight that
“the larger community constitutes our greater self.” This core ability to care about both human
and nonhuman others has been called ethics or morality, or love for one’s neighbor, biophilia,
justice, right conduct, community building, spirituality, or any of dozens of other names.

Animal Studies asks how humans might answer the question at the heart of our ethical
capabilities, Who are the others? Animal protection advocates have had to do a complicated
dance of possibility and limit, challenging those who harm nonhuman others even as they
recognize and solicit the support of the many modern citizens who have long been doing a
great deal with this gift. Any answer to the question, Who are the others? must always be
given by an individual in daily life. So even when governments, education systems, religions,
legal systems, and other human institutions ask it, the answers come through individuals
making day-to-day choices.

Much can be learned from exploring the range of our abilities to care—for example,
where on the following continuum of possible others does one’s caring stop? How far can
one go past oneself as an individual actor? What issues arise when one goes further along the

continuum than one’s fellow humans?

o Immediate family

o Extended family

o Local community group
o Clan

o Tribe

o Ethnic group

o Nation

o Regional group

¢ Race
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o Species

« Taxonomic genus (Homo)

« Group you perceive to have general physical or cognitive similarities to you and your social
circle

« Your clade (group of species or taxa sharing features inherited from a common ancestor—
humans are, for example, members of the great apes clade)

o Taxonomic family (Hominidae, humans and all other apes)

« Taxonomic order (primates)

o Taxonomic class (Mammalia)

o Taxonomic phylum (Chordata)

« Taxonomic kingdom (Animalia)

o Sentient beings

o All recognizable living beings in one’s ecosystem

o All forms and groups of life in one’s ecosystem or bioregion

o All forms and groups of life on this planet

o Theentire earth

o The solar system

o Our galaxy

o Our group of galaxies

o The entire universe

This continuum contains, of course, some nonbiological candidates. Is it really meaningful
to ask if nonbiological entities can be the subject of ethics? For some people, the answer is
clearly yes. An anthropologist named Hallowell studied the Ojibwe language. After learning
that, grammatically speaking, rocks were animate nouns in this language, Hallowell asked
a native speaker if each and every stone was alive. The native speaker, after reflecting on the
issue, responded, “No! But some are.”**

Many people, of course, are raised in cultures that do not view the world in this way.
No matter where we are raised, each of us faces a standard dilemma—as we move along the
continuum above, it becomes progressively harder to know what can be made of our capaci-
ties to care. How do we care, for example, about the last candidates, “our group of galaxies”
or “the entire universe”? How is caring about an entire ecosystem in any way similar to caring
about a recognizable individual who lives nearby?

Importantly, the ability to care about others is by no means solely a human trait—it is,
in fact, 2 mammalian trait (it seems to appear in some other animals as well, but clearly all
mammals have this ability in some form). We as human mammals have a very special set of
abilities to care. Perhaps some other animals have similar abilities, but that is not important
when we answer the basic question we wake up to each day of our lives, namely, Who are
the others whom I, as a human, will choose to care about today? How anyone answers this
inevitable question (that s, strikes a balance among self-interest, our inherited cultural views,
and additional interests) is truly an individual matter.

Our answer always has a practical side, that is, practical judgments about what we are

capable of doing for the others we choose to put inside the protected circle. Some people
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think it is practical to care about insects, while others don’t (in the sense that this level of care
is impossible). Some include microorganisms, plants, and other entities even as most of us do
not recognize these living beings as others it is practical to protect. Others choose to protect
only macroanimals. Many people, of course, assert that it is common sense or even religiously
mandated to care about only human beings.

No matter what position one takes, we can care about many familiar, easily recognized
others like individual dogs, cats, elephants, dolphins, and various wildlife in and near our homes.
In our daily lives, it takes practice, self-awareness, and courage to follow convictions and com-
passion to live out our choices regarding which beings receive our attention and protection.

Societies often censor individuals who go beyond socially approved forms of ethics.
Those who first protested racism in the virulently racist societies of the early nineteenth cen-
tury were ridiculed, like those who championed the equality of women in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, continuing today in societies that subordinate women. Some humans
are unable to shed the biases they were taught. Some justify refusals to change based on their
belief in divine favor, while others refuse to change as a way of honoring tradition or simply
because they believe their superiority is the order of nature.

Expanding the circle of protected beings creates not only opportunities but also risks.
History is full of stories about people who challenged traditional privileges and domination

and were punished severely, whether the excluded beings were humans or not.

Sociobiology

Sociobiology attempts to provide a comprehensive explanation of all animal behavior from an
evolutionary, science-based perspective. Proposed by E. O. Wilson, this theory has drawn much
attention.”® Some have found this theory adequate for describing other-than-human animals,
but inadequate to explain certain human behavior. Wilson’s suggestion that ethics be “removed
temporarily from the hands of the philosophers” because it needs, in effect, to be grounded in
biology, has caused an outcry. While critics have focused on the inability of this approach to
account for humans’ life of the mind and related ethics-based abilities, they have been less apt
to see such an approach to nonhuman animals and social systems in a negative light.** Hailed
by some respected pioneers of scientific research as a “giant stride forward” because it offers an
imaginative, science-based general explanation of all social instincts,*” sociobiology’s attempt at
comprehensiveness has also been criticized. De Waal, for example, observed that “the sociobio-
logical idiom is almost derisive in its characterization of [nonhuman] animals*® Some argue
that the theory is “essentially reductive;” that is, it errs by reducing complex phenomena to com-
ponent parts and thereby obscuring much of great importance.*

Dissatisfaction with some features of this broad theory does not require one to deny
that sociobiological approaches can illuminate some features of the world. The theory goes
forward on the assumption that natural selection and competition between animals have
worked in powerful ways that help us understand certain features of many animals’ lives and
social realities. But whether the theory is comprehensive, calling out “an all-powerful, inces-
sant pressure, a quasi-physical force explaining every development” is subject to debate.** In
effect, critics challenge the theory’s explanatory monism—a one-dimensional approach that

“behavior is nothing but a product of evolutionary pressures and reproductive strategies.”
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Relatedly, some view sociobiology as tending to the scientistic, that is, to the view that only
conclusions anchored solely in the natural sciences offer a valid, authoritative worldview and
form of human knowledge.

These criticisms are significant in light of Animal Studies’ organizing commitment
to explore as carefully as possible the realities of any and all animals. This commitment
requires regular, confident use of different scientific methods, but it also repudiates exclusiv-
ist approaches that dismiss other, nonscientific approaches. Many inside and outside science
believe it shallow to hold scientistic views, to advance solely reductive explanations, or to
insist upon explanatory monism. Arguably, such narrow ways of thinking lack a truly scien-
tific perspective, which uses many different methods.

Thus Animal Studies includes a range of inquiry that goes beyond sociobiology. Further,
Animal Studies can offer resources for seeing ways in which sociobiology’s reductionism is
like, but also different from, other science-based reductions. Ethology tends to focus on indi-
vidual examples of instinctive behavior but uses language and science-based measurements
that pull the life out of, rather than illuminate, other animals’ realities. Ethology’s reduc-
tionism can thus be contrasted with sociobiology’s focus on living beings as shaped by their
environment or their fellow beings in a rich social milieu. A more aggressive reductionism is
Skinnerian behaviorism, which reduces living beings to entities measurable by their parts.*!
In its effort to surmount single-minded reductions or one-dimensional explanations of other
animals’ realities or of humans’ complex, often dynamic and evolving interactions with other
living beings, Animal Studies thus offers a wide range of resources to see the complexities

beyond (as well as within) the species line.

Reflection on Our Social and Moral Natures

Today we know that what counted in the past as knowledge about human groups as well
as nonhuman animals was often biased and misleading. Changes in prevailing views can
continue—scientific revolutions have taken place, knowledge of new peoples and nonhu-
mans has increased, new religious messages have come along, some political processes have
opened up, and around the world there is today a pronounced ferment, even reexamination,
of humans’ possibilities with other-than-human animals.

Sociology-related disciplines offer abundant concepts and survey tools by which such
issues can be identified, just as they illustrate well how important it is for humans to stay
aware of the values driving their claims and inquiry. With such tools, Animal Studies can
highlight the need to unlearn preconceptions at critical junctures even though they carry
powerful psychological and social force. This is important because the average modern citi-
zen seems less knowledgeable about nonhuman animals than were hunter-gatherer peoples.
Modern citizens are, on average, far less attentive to the daily habits of many nonhuman
neighbors. What it means to know another living being is a very complex issue and can vary

greatly from context to context:

A knowing of knowing. .. would mean knowing how an artist thinks, puttinga

thing together; knowing how a scientist thinks, taking a thing apart; knowing how
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a practical [human] thinks, sizing up a situation; knowing how a [human] of under-
standing thinks, grasping the principle of a thing; knowing how a [human] of wisdom
thinks, reflecting upon human experience. It could mean being able to think in all

these ways...all in one.?

Our social natures constantly prompt us to notice what others do and suffer. They
prompt us to care about others, thereby creating myriad social interaction possibilities,
which may go beyond the species line. For this reason alone, Animal Studies can elucidate
contemporary interactions with other-than-human animals and thereby plumb the very
meaning of community and society. In this way, Animal Studies creates depth and breadth
in human lives.



The Special Roles of
Anthropology, Archaeology,
and Geography

Citizens of any city may hold their urban surroundings to be the most baffling and compli-
cated of all realities, perhaps more so than the larger, more pristine natural world amid which
the city and its suburbs are placed. While urban complexities can surely be challenging, in
this chapter we explore whether they are, in fact, less baffling and complex than the natural
world’s complexity.

Urban noise and passing crowds invade one’s space, providing shifting forms of inten-
sity that disturb and disconcert; layer upon layer of personal, social, and political challenge
and expectation overwhelm those who want to live simply and freely; many enterprises and
institutions supply ever-morphing demands that appear to have no known analogues in the
natural world. Perhaps most strikingly, cities are carpentered. Cities are layered with abun-
dant human meanings, of each urbanite’s own making or long ago constructed by others. In
this last respect, a cityscape is not personal, but rather a world that past humans imagined
for today’s and tomorrow’s inhabitants. Inhabitants and visitors in modern cities can find
the urban environment not only alien and cold but teeming in challenges. It is little wonder,
then, that our layered, altogether human urban worlds could be judged far more complex
than a simpler natural world.

Yet citizens daily see others who appear to share common features—dress, hairstyles, con-
sumer products—and there are long-standing buildings, familiar vehicles, designated paths,
and much more that provide a certain uniformity and predictability. Urban complexities, then,
exist among powerful stability and comfortable fluencies such as shared language, subcultures,
and even political hopes or woes that provide connections with other urban citizens.

The natural, more-than-human world, on the other hand, is in essential ways far more
diverse and baffling than any city environment. Citizens may no longer be aware of the natu-
ral world’s particular complexities, but a little reflection allows them to emerge. Spending
a night in the natural world can be a frightening experience for humans used to well-lit,

warm places and the easily negotiated right angles and consistent lines and curves of the
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carpentered world. Further, the cityscape is defined by the exclusion of most forms of life.
Thus cities may well be far simpler than the natural, more-than-human world where so much
more life abounds and competes.

The notion that the city is supremely complex may merely be a human assumption that,
upon reflection, is yet another human-centered construction, an overgeneralization rather
than a fine-grained distinction. The simplicity of our social constructions has its benefits, for
it allows us to map the world as a human-centered realm. That many social constructions are
also often dramatically misleading counts little in the city, for its business is human-centered
and thus unfocused on the more-than-human world.

So urban citizens proceed with misplaced confidence if they assume that their single-
species world is more complex than the multispecies world beyond the city limits. Urban
citizens may assume that the animals they see—humans and their companion dogs, carriage
horses, pigeons, and the occasional scurrying squirrel or rac—are all that exist in the urban
environment. Humans’ cities host, in fact, many types of nonhuman biological lives. In cities’
interstices and margins, underground, within the walls of buildings, in the trees and medians
of landscaped subworlds are, in fact, myriad creatures of diverse kinds. What the vast major-
ity of human urban dwellers see, however, is much more desertlike—many nonhumans keep
a low profile or otherwise avoid passing humans to survive. The result is predictable—an
artificial, unrealistic view of who and what lives in the city supports an ironic and continuing
failure to notice any lives but humans, their companion animals, and occasionally glimpsed
nonhuman inhabitants in a local park.

Many humans prefer unduly simple, even antiscientific social constructions such as
“humans and animals.” Such simplistic mapping of the living world fosters unreflective accep-
tance of the constructions of the natural world that foreground humans. This book’s distinc-
tion between micro and macroanimals plays to our familiarity with dualistic notions. Humans
are capable of noticing differences among several thousand species. These macroanimals are
but the tiniest fraction of the earth’s countless trillions of other living beings. Millions of other
species comprise individuals we cannot notice as unique because they are simply indistinguish-
able from one another or too small to be seen (hence micro as their description). The micro/
macro division is a useful construction because it can be used to underscore a practical point
about humans’ limited abilities to notice the astonishing complexity of the natural world.

Another common but overly simple construction is our sorting of the natural world’s
complex living beings into the dualism “plants and animals.” In reality, the border between
these two groups is less determinate than commonly supposed, for there are living beings that
have characteristics of each.! The division, however, is for all practical purposes correct at the
level humans experience the world, which makes this social construction a valuable tool that
helps us sort the complex biological world into two basic categories.

The social construction “humans and animals” is, however, qualitatively less benign. It
divides the world’s macroanimals unrealistically, separating humans for the purpose of elevat-
ing them even as it homogenizes all other macro and microanimals. Its prevalence misleads
many about humans’ connection to other life, and it obscures the important historical and
cultural fact that thousands of human cultures have recognized many nonhuman macroani-

mals as fellow citizens of the world.
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City and Civilization as Simpler

Because a cityscape banishes so much nonhuman life, it is a simplified world shorn of many
complex features of life on earth. Admittedly, the removal of complexity can be, in the case
of the city, replaced by a new set of complexities, namely, those arising from humans’ wonder-
tully rich civilizing abilities. But since these special abilities can surely thrive in communities
that are far more mixed than human cityscapes, the city is for this reason alone not the most
complex world one can imagine.

Further, given humans’ need for engagement with the complexities of the biological
world in order to reach their fullest selves, urban environments end up fundamentally sim-
pler than environments with a richer biological mix. The absence of biological complexity
could be potentially detrimental to those humans whose cognitive, ethical, and imaginative
abilities are developed within such an isolated and impoverishing cocoon.

The so-called urban animals issue, then, prompts many questions: which living beings
actually are in the city, what benefits would noticing them potentially provide for humans,
and are there ways to live in a multispecies cityscape? These questions provide a bridge from
the carpentered and aesthetic precincts of human society to the more-than-human world.
As noted below, geographers travel this bridge most often as they address both cities and
nonurban issues—they contribute important observations and ideas about the problems of
all urban denizens, that is, both humans and their many other-than-human neighbors. This
field has a long and distinguished history of engaging past, present, and even future forms of
life at human-nonhuman intersections.

The problem of urban animals is particularly important to the work of Animal Studies
because it displays so well a recurring pattern—studying animal issues begins in human precincts
simply because it is humans who are pursuing the research. But studying other-than-human ani-
mals forces us out of comfortable, not-too-complex human circles to the more complex world
beyond. Finally, humans who happen to be urban animals have a special range of opportunities,
for a discerning eye will note that the city includes many other-than-human lives.

We look first at the classic study of cultures (anthropology), then at a form of history
(archacology) focused on times and places where ancient humans lived in circumstances less
removed from the more-than-human world. We then return to geography, looking first at its
global understanding of our shared more-than-human wortld and, second, how geography
brings us back across the bridge to humans’ urban setting.

This discussion of anthropology, archacology, and geography will confirm the ubiquity
of other living beings in human lives and thought. Additionally, discussion of these three
fields models how Animal Studies journeys through the humanities, social sciences, and nat-

ural sciences in order to weave together information and insights.

Anthropology

When anthropology was first developing, the more mature field of sociology dominated the
study of larger, more urbanized human societies. Early anthropologists thus concentrated on

small-scale, indigenous societies rather than their own larger, industrialized societies. Today,
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however, anthropology has broadened its scope to cover social and cultural behavior in all
human societies. For Animal Studies, early anthropologists’ work on small-scale societies
was serendipitous—through the study of these cultures, many of which were threatened by
change, alarge number and an extraordinarily wide range of lifeways, worldviews, and notions
about humans’ relationships with other-than-human animals were memorialized. The upshot
is that the field of anthropology offers a deep and wide corpus of materials revealing how
richly and diversely human societies have been connected to other-than-human animals.
This body of research has been seminal because of the now-well-recognized problem
of biases and preconceptions distorting early anthropologists’ framing of indigenous peo-
ples’ thinking about other-than-human animals—recall, for example, the dismissive com-
ments quoted in chapter 2 regarding views of animals found in “the lower stages of culture.”
Ironically, today’s Animal Studies turns the table on such dismissals, pointing out that it was
European thinkers who failed when they belittled the views of “savages” who expressed “rev-
erence. .. towards the animal creation” and openness to other animals having “a vastly more
complex set of thoughts and feelings, and a much greater range of knowledge and power”
than European philosophers, explorers, scientists, writers, and educators had assumed.
What now is easily understood as arrogance was a cultural problem as much as an indi-
vidual one—educational and cultural institutions failed to supply early anthropologists with
forms of critical reflection by which they might examine their own assumptions. These short-
comings not only caused the European founders of modern anthropology to miss central
features of other cultures but also indirectly supported European colonial powers intent on

dominating many non-European cultures as well.

Humility and Modesty: The Question of
Culture among Nonhuman Groups

Anthropologists, historians of this field, and other scholars now help everyone recognize the
importance of approaching other cultures with more openness to variety. Our growing abil-
ity to identify more and more about our own species’ “carliest recorded history,” for exam-
ple, commends a certain humility about assuming that today’s prevailing views will never
change. Collectively humans continue to learn about and refine the story we know as human
history.

Defining culture in exclusively human terms has long prevailed in the Euro-American
tradition. For example, “culture” is generally thought of as the way of life of a community
of people (humans alone), and includes all of a particular human group’s learned behavior
patterns, attitudes, and material goods, such as tools. But refusals to even consider cultural
possibilities beyond the species line are unscientific and myopic because critical thinking
readily prompts wide-ranging inquiries about whether the notion of culture might apply to
some nonhuman groups. This is a key issue in Animal Studies for multiple reasons. First,
the question follows from the definition of culture used above because notions such as “a
group’s learned behavior patterns” and “tools” on their face apply to some nonhuman groups.
Second, findings about the complexities of social life among a number of other animals also
beg the question of whether any animals other than humans exhibit culture or other devel-

oped traditions. Third, Animal Studies needs to assess this question on its own merits, not



THE SpeciaL RoLES oF ANTHROPOLOGY, ARCHAEOLOGY, AND GEOGRAPHY | 225

ignore it simply because the very notion of culture among other animals has often been ridi-
culed and even deemed politically incorrect in the academic world.

One highly respected field scientist suggested in 1992 after reviewing the evidence
regarding chimpanzee tool use, “If the same findings cited...came from a range of human
societies across Africa, we would not hesitate to call the differences cultural” Addressing the
issue of culture among some other animals, the researcher adds, “if the contents of this chap-
ter were reported unchanged except for a single independent variable—species—then the
answer to the question... would be taken for granted as positive.”> Such findings help explain
why, for several decades now, detailed discussion about culture as a feature of a number of
nonhuman societies has been common. While the best-known examples come from prima-
tology, this term has been used for some cetaceans, elephants, and other animals as well.

Whether people will even ask about culture in some nonhuman group is a test of
critical thinking skills that seek to make sense of, or problematize, definitions of culture in
the Western cultural and scientific tradition. One set of scholars noted in 1994, however,
“Virtually every definition of culture in the social sciences premises human uniqueness. Even
a book entitled 7he Evolution of Culture claims that ‘man and culture originated simultane-
ously; this by definition, thus barring any thought of continuity with other species.”

The contributors to Chimpanzee Cultures have more than expertise in primatology; they
also feature a deep commitment to describing other animals’ realities honestly and dispassion-
ately in the tradition of good, careful, rigorous science. That book and many since reveal that
many scientists now regularly use the prized word “culture” for all chimpanzee groups.

Refusal to use the notion of culture regarding 47y nonhuman communities arguably
violates critical thinking canons that require an examination of all available evidence. It also
supports the exceptionalist tradition’s perpetuation of ignorance about nonhuman animals.
Beyond their compromising of scientific values, such refusals distort humans’ ethical abilities
and support traditional legal concepts that refuse to consider any nonhuman lives as candi-
dates for fundamental legal protections.

A similar reluctance prevails with regard to admitting that other traits long claimed
as unique human features might appear in some nonhuman animal individuals. There has
long been, for example, great reluctance to even consider the claim that various nonhuman
animals have communication abilities that feature some of the complexities found in human
language. Refusals to examine this possibility or others (such as the existence of emotions)

must be subjected to critical thinking for the reasons suggested by an English philosopher:

We remain doubtful that animals could be said to have a language. In part, this doubt
is a mere device of philosophy: it is not that we have discovered them to lack a lan-
guage but rather that we define, and redefine, what Language is by discovering what
beasts do not have. If they should turn out to have the very thing we have hitherto
supposed language to be, we will simply conclude that language is something else
again.4

We must also examine how simple assumptions may be grounded in language—

consider, for example, the common habit of generalizing about a particular nonhuman
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species with terms like “the horse” or “the wolf” One researcher described how claims about
chimpanzees, like claims about human uniqueness, must be scrutinized carefully: “There is
no such creature as “The Chimpanzee. ... [ There is] enough variance in the data to make any
attempt to generalise about the whole species a nonsense.”

Animal Studies is congenial to such observations not only about culture but also about
continuing strategies to maintain human uniqueness or to deny the uniqueness of individuals
in other species. Above all, it is a deep commitment to know the realities of other animals
that prompts many today to inquire about cultures beyond the species line.

Anthropology offers immense bodies of information about hundreds of other cultures
that have paid close attention to a great variety of other-than-human animals and have viewed
some nonhuman macroanimals as members of their larger community. Anthropology also
prompts thinking about the insights and techniques needed when attempting to fathom

unfamiliar cultures of other living beings, be they human or other-than-human.

An Anthropology-Inspired Comparison

Ruth Benedict’s 1946 The Chrysanthemum and the Sword: Patterns of Japanese Culture was
not only a best-selling book, but also an anthropological work that provided insights about
how an outsider might describe a community (Benedict wrote the book during World War
II and from the United States because it was not feasible for an American to visit wartime
Japan).® Benedict’s task was to help Americans and others understand as much as possible
about a society widely thought to be radically different from the Euro-American tradition.
Benedict, who displayed sympathy for some of the marginalized people in Japanese society,
concluded that the cultural phenomena she witnessed were both complex and hard to reduce
in simple ways. Although her observations, methods, and conclusions were criticized, her
book skillfully describes some general features of the anthropologist’s task—after observing,
“The job requires a certain tough-mindedness and a certain generosity,” she famously added,
“The tough-minded are content that differences should exist. They respect differences. Their
goal is a world made safe for differences.”

Because Benedict’s phrase “a world made safe for differences” makes it clear that a
human born in one culture can, even from afar, develop general interest in a completely alien
social community, it is possible to draw a limited analogy to an important task in Animal
Studies—humans also have the capacity to nurture interest in, and appreciation for, unfa-
miliar contexts like entire ecosystems, other animals as a local population, or even a group of
nonhumans as an integrated community with its own special features. The analogy is limited
because the problems of trying to understand, say, a troupe of bonobos or an elephant matri-
arch’s family-based group are not the same as those of trying to understand another human
culture. But there are overlaps—all of the groups are communicative, intelligent, highly social
mammals that form communities that work together as they face the challenges of surviving
in a world full of powerful competitors.

The overlap is, in fact, interesting enough to prompt one to ask preliminarily, Do these
social situations have similarities? If we notice similarities, we can then ask, Can we com-
pare these societies in ways that illuminate cach? If we then conclude that there are nonhu-

man animals whose lives deserve protection, who carries the obligation to create “a world
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made safe for [these] differences” Benedict’s insight calls for us to extend caring enough to
notice and respect differences. The target of caring for Benedict was another human group,
of course, but further along that same trajectory (which in Benedict’s case involved describ-
ing respectfully a foreign culture at war with her own) is caring across the species line—such
reasoning could apply, of course, to any living beings and communities outside our own.
Such expansions of care clearly are happening widely now. But an especially important
anthropology-based lesson is this—if you take other peoples seriously, you will also notice
that some care across the species line in a variety of ways. Such caring will be culturally con-
structed, mediated, and expressed, and one of the most important future tasks of anthropol-
ogy is to develop even greater sophistication at seeing such differences and working with
scholars and students in Animal Studies and other disciplines to imagine what it means to

have “a world made safe for differences” across the species line.

Interdisciplinary Anthropology

Anthropology is often said to be more than merely a battery of inquiries about cultures—
which is the primary aim of the subdivision called cultural anthropology, ethnography, or
social anthropology. Physical anthropology pursues an understanding of the genesis of and
variation among human beings, and the subdivisions of archacology, psychological anthro-
pology, and linguistics provide additional breadth to this multifaceted discipline.

From its very beginnings, the field has been deeply immersed in comparative work—for
example, early figures in anthropology worked on comparative law and eventually focused
on languages and linguistics. The central role of religion in different cultures prompted eatly
anthropologists to think about this complex phenomenon, thereby spurring comparative
religion and the anthropology of religion. As one observer suggests, “Anthropology as a field
has long been open to interdisciplinary work and, indeed, may even be conceptualized as a

kind of transdiscipline.”®

Theoretical Turns

Multifaceted challenges await anthropological researchers, who characteristically have been
born in literate cultures and who may not surmount the biased images and other social con-
structions they learn through education. Although a key purpose of the field is to be descrip-
tive, another is to provide enough information for comparative work.

Through decades of dialogue, the field’s practitioners have identified the biases that
dominated much of early anthropology. Such reflective work has prompted contemporary
anthropologists to increase their sensitivity to the problem of overinterpreting or import-
ing alien notions when describing a specific culture. As the following list of generalized,
theoretical frameworks reveals, there is no single approach that everyone agrees upon:
“Anthropologists have also, over time, variously emphasized evolutionist, rationalist, func-
tionalist, social structural, structuralist, symbolic, interpretive, political, Marxist, social con-
structionist, phenomenological, psychoanalytic, poststructuralist, cognitive, aesthetic, and
ethical approaches or modes of understanding”

Some skepticism about the value of theory has arisen, as a reaction to the sheer volume

of competin eories, or to various theorists claimin at on eir own theory is neede
f competing th t theorists cl g that only th. theory ded



228 | ANIMAL STUDIES

to explain the field’s data. Also, from an carly point in the field’s history, skepticism about
religious claims was a distinct feature of anthropological scholarship. “Anthropology became
what it is with, and in a definite sense because of, the great historical dissent from religion. Its
debt to skepticism is profound.”!°

This skepticism was limited, for the founders of anthropology were less willing to chal-
lenge their own claims and generalizations, which often reflected personal and cultural biases.
Despite these early problems, today’s cultural anthropologists recognize that thinking about
human cultures is inherently complex and challenging: “Reflection on the partiality of past

interpretations demands reflection on the partiality of the present.”!!

Critical Turns

Today anthropology is recognized as a lively tradition of intellectual inquiry with a great
capacity for discussion of possible connections within and across cultures. The vibrant qual-
ity of current discussion is a function not of any theoretical consensus, but of its willing-
ness to embrace diversity as we think about our vast cultural abilities. Cultural anthropology
today includes approaches that can be not only comparative, but universalistic, holistic, dia-
logical and sensitive to context, critical, historically sophisticated, and respectful of the views
of the people in the subject cultures.

“Universalistic” approaches arise because contemporary cultural anthropology takes
“the whole range of human societies, past and present, as its subject matter and attempts
not to privilege the western tradition or literate societies.”'* This has had important practical
effects, for it “has meant it was the only discipline to take seriously the existence of small-scale
societies without traditions of literacy.”*?

Cultural anthropology’s commitment to context-sensitive approaches brings perhaps
the greatest challenges, for it is difficult for cultural outsiders to be precise about the many
nuances apparent to those born into and living wholly within a particular culture or sub-
culture. It is, in a way, the very diversity of human cultures that prompts anthropologists’
commitment to understanding phenomena and “facts” in terms of the culture in which they
are found. An additional, obvious challenge for anthropological interpretations is to call out
linguistic nuances accurately, for without attention to this particularly fertile dimension of a
social groupss life outsiders have almost no chance to appreciate cultural, social, religious, and
political significance. One of the methods used to achieve such a lofty goal is being “dialogi-
cal;” that is, using methods that are “rooted in conversation with, and especially listening to,
those whose practices, knowledge, and experience we attempt to understand.”’* Yet again,
this is no simple task, for how does an outsider determine which facts are to be emphasized?
Further, how is one to understand the significance of diversity? Of course, it is helpful to be
in dialogue about such issues with the people of the culture being studied.

Modern anthropology conversations also fit several of the definitions of “critical”
(chapter 2):

the anthropological conversation can be characterized as critical, meaning by this both
“critical” in the sense of literary critical and “critical” in the political sense of concern

with power and its subterfuges and abuses. The best anthropology is also self-critical;
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here our concern with overcoming the various and multiple forms of ethnocentrism
and intellectual narrowness remains a characteristic feature of any contribution that

wishes seriously to be taken as anthropological.'®

A Model for Animal Studies

Because of its universalistic, comparative, holistic, context-sensitive, dialogical, and critical
thinking commitments, cultural anthropology models important virtues that must play out if
Animal Studies is to meet its promise. Just as anthropology seeks to be universalistic by taking
the entire range of “human societies, past and present” as its subject matter, Animal Studies
aspires to focus on the widest possible range of living beings. Thereby, the umbrella of Animal
Studies can include the great variety of human efforts to understand individual lives, notice
nonhuman communities, and factor the astounding diversity of life into attempts to make
meaningful, scientifically accurate observations about the human-nonhuman intersection.

Animal Studies is, like anthropology, necessarily comparative. Further, comparative
work in Animal Studies is among the most difficult of human endeavors—it must approach
a range of differences that is qualitatively more complex than that which anthropologists
study. For this reason, Animal Studies will undoubtedly continue to feature an astonishing
range of generalizations and theories.

Animal Studies obviously also has an investment in developing context-sensitive
approaches. Just as individual sciences, the field of ethics, and so many other searches for
truth require a deep commitment to understanding “facts” in full context, Animal Studies
necessarily foregrounds as a core commitment the investigation and fair reporting of other
animals’ realitics and capabilities to the maximum of human ability.

The dialogical features of cultural anthropology have a parallel in Animal Studies—
namely, listening to and observing as carefully as possible the lives of other-than-human ani-
mals. Human ingenuity is stretched to its fullest capacity as humans attempt to listen and
otherwise attend as carefully as possible to other animals’ “practices, knowledge, and experi-

ence.” Animal Studies often aspires to operate at the very edge of human capabilities.

Lessons in Relativism

Animal Studies benefits from anthropology’s well of experience in dealing with the key
problem of relativism, which is the question of how to handle the common assertion that,
because it is so difficult to say definitively which one of many competing points of view is the
truth, all points of view therefore have equal validity. While important insights can be gained
from contrasting “objectivism” with “relativism,” many advocates of relativism oversimplify
statements of the underlying problem and thereby produce debates that mislead and lack
realism.

Anthropology may seem at first to be on the side of relativism, for anthropologists
shed light on how individual cultural viewpoints deserve respect. The claims and beliefs that
prevail in a particular culture are characteristically taken by its members to be a definitive,
realistic account of the world. Because of the investment that members of a culture have in

their own worldview, anthropologists acknowledge the value and power of any individual
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culture’s worldview. Anthropologists at the same time celebrate the number and variety of
such worldviews. As one scholar suggests about religious views, “anthropology must under-
stand them as so many means for acting, asking, shaping, and thinking, rather than as a set
of fixed answers whose validity either can be independently assessed (objectivism) or must be
accepted as such (relativism).”¢

With such perspectives, anthropologists have helped comparativists in other fields
work with the claim that each worldview must be respected on its own terms. In the study of
religion, for example, comparativists work with multiple religious points of view as they ask
how each different claim reflects an underlying vision or worldview that is generated, struc-
tured, and legitimated in unique ways. With such tools, comparativists can also help explain
how and why members of a particular culture hold certain features of the world to be fully
“natural” rather than humanly (socially) constructed and thus hold their own culture’s claims
to be true rather than merely mythological or convenient and self-affirming.

These lessons in how to deal with differences supply important insights about crucial
distinctions regarding types of relativism. One version of relativism is sometimes called skep-
tical, cynical, or complete relativism. This is the belief that what a person thinks is right for
herself constitutes the sole criterion of such views. Some even hold that such personal views
should be the only measure when judging human morality.

Most people sense the risks of taking seriously the claim that each and every opinion on
good and evil is just as valid, or invalid, as any other. If it truly does not matter which views
people hold, then outsiders have no way of condemning murders, injustice, and other harms
that have become traditional practices within a particular culture. Such claims trouble many
people because they believe that “there are rules of moral reasoning that are inviolable, how-
ever free spirited one may be.””

Cynical, skeptical, complete relativism is plagued by more than these doubts—there are
important logical problems with such a full, uncompromising form of relativism. Those who
advance cynicism of this kind, for example, have no obvious answer to the following line of
argument—if all views are equally valid, then nonrelativist views are just as valid as cynical
relativism. Relativists of the cynical stripe advance their position as if it was the only obvious
choice, but their own claims imply that their position is only as good as its opposite, namely,
denial of their relativist view. This logical conundrum—advancing a position that implies
that it is not any better than positions which cancel it out—Dbothers many people.

Nonhuman animals do not fare well under cynical relativism—as one philosopher
observes, “doing as you please” with other living beings, which cynical relativism permits
because it provides no way to challenge any practice, is in fact a “moral position.”*® However,
cynical relativism effectively implies that “doing as you please” is immune to challenge of
any kind. This, too, bothers many people (for the harms such an approach would permit to
humans as much as nonhumans).

Another form of relativism, sometimes called principled relativism, is anchored in the
practicalities, humilities, and open-minded commitments that abound in critical thinking
circles. This kind of relativism, which has important applications in Animal Studies, has both
historical and practical roots related to the problems faced by pluralistic socicties. Principled

relativism suggests that in some very basic human situations, it is reasonable and practical,



THE SpeciAaL RoLES oF ANTHROPOLOGY, ARCHAEOLOGY, AND GEOGRAPHY | 231

and therefore realistic and common, to judge definitively that some views are better than
others. Only some actions fit into this category—such as murder of innocent people, taking
sexual advantage of innocent children, advancing Nazi-like privileges for some while advo-
cating ethnic or other irrational exclusions, and perhaps a few other assorted other harms.
In most cases, though, individuals cannot be so confident that the vast majority of fellow
humans would agree with the judgment that a problem exists—these are the cases in which
facts are complicated, too vague, or suffer from some other feature that makes judgment dif-
ficult. In these more common and complicated cases, most humans recognize the value of
choosing what amounts to a principled relativism.

Many examples could be offered—such as a group that agrees to tolerate religious
diversity or political pluralism. In such cases, while people might be confident that they are
entitled to hold their own views and even opine that others should follow their example (and
therefore judge the matter in the same way), most of us are not confident that we can defini-
tively say that others must hold our interpretations of complicated issues, like which religion
to join or which political candidate to favor. As noted below, views of other living beings fit
into this larger category—in other words, judging whether macroanimals or microanimals
are worthy of protection is a complicated matter subject to important but difficult factual
inquiries.

The point of principled relativism is simple—human life, and certainly the bigissues like
love and loyalty to a group, are extremely complicated. Such complications are best worked
out by each individual in light of experience and belief. Thus, as a matter of principle and as
away to allow people to live together peacefully, people in groups often agree that there are
competing options among which each person should be able to choose. The appeal of this
principle is simple enough—in some situations, the underlying judgment is complicated, and
judgments are best made by isolated individuals precisely because no one is competent to
claim that everyone else must judge in the same way. The major issues like murder and harms
to innocent beings do provide exceptions, of course, but these are rare enough. For the bulk
of life’s decisions, each person, for practical, personal, and political reasons, needs to judge
each issue’s complexities and then choose a personal response.

The need for a principled relativism became especially obvious during the religious wars
that dominated sixteenth-century European history—as one analyst suggests, “Cultural rela-
tivism is in part a fresh expression of the peace formula which followed the end of religious
conflict in Europe”” An important operative assumption of principled relativism is that
when people disagree, “it is both possible and necessary to keep talking.”* This practice helps
avoids problem-fostering fundamentalism, that is, insistence that one individual “has all the
answers and therefore [has the right] to drown everything anyone else has to say,” which is
the “position of every form of fundamentalism, religious or political”*!

Protracted disagreements also have made clear the problem of cynical relativism
because that position “expresses not a generous tolerance but a weary or cynical giving up
on truth.”* One thinker who concluded that a “new ethic, embracing...animals as well as
people, is needed,” helps us understand why he drew this conclusion: “We have to see that
moral relativism represents not a value position but an abdication from holding a value

position.”*
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In the twentieth century, many people began “holding a value position” as they chal-
lenged existing power structures and cultural customs supporting exclusions based on race,
ethnic origin, gender, sexual preference, age, and even consumer and environmental practices.
Interfaith dialogue again began to flourish—the upshot was that awareness grew regarding
the peace-generating prospects of principled, generous relativism that made political and cul-
tural space for different points of view. It is in relation to this background that one needs to
see the ferment and calls for a “new ethic, embracing...animals as well as people.”

Clearly, the emergence of principled relativism has not eclipsed cynical relativism—in
the twentieth century, for example, such skepticism continued to thrive along with national-
ism, racism, and greed in high-profile circles. Consumerism also prevailed as relatively afflu-
ent segments of human society became preoccupied with money and privilege. Consumerism
that leaves behind segments of the human population (and, of course, impacts the more-
than-human world so adversely) is connected to the larger phenomenon of “economism,”
which some analysts suggested had replaced nationalism as the principal means of structur-
ing public life. A by-product of this development was that not only public policies but also
human interactions more generally were measured in economic terms. Economic growth for
its own sake emerged as the organizing principle of many industrialized societies.**

Through such changes, nonhuman animals were reduced to commodities as industri-
alized or factory farming emerged and was advanced technologically by “animal science”
(chapter 3). Awareness of the harms that such developments annually cause to tens of bil-
lions of nonhuman animals has, as noted previously, been one of the driving factors in the
emergence of animal protection and its natural ally, environmental concern.

These increasingly popular movements can be seen as holding a value position, that is,
as repudiating cynical approaches. Both animal and environmental protection stood on the
shoulders of other social movements and benefited from their predecessors’ critique of greed,
exclusion, and relativism.

Animal Studies is, in this regard, clearly the beneficiary of other liberation move-
ments—feminist and race-related critiques, for example, provided key insights into the ways
privileged groups that benefit from an oppression defend the status quo as “tradition,” “the
natural order,” “God’s design,” or “business as usual.” Further, because critiques developed in
other social movements model a willingness to look at issues from new vantage points, they
foster habits of mind that open up even further issues, all of which is conducive to Animal
Studies.

Robust, Cross-Species Multiculturalisms

Given the great failures within the human community in the narrowest of multicultural chal-
lenges (that is, between one human group and another), it is not surprising that understand-
ing the more complex multicultural challenges between humans and the nonhuman animal
communities whose social realities include culture-like features has lagged in human-cen-
tered circles. However, some human cultures have featured a fundamental openness to this
possibility. Recall that some human cultures have long featured “integral traditions of human
intimacy with the earth, with the entire range of natural phenomena, and with the many

living beings which constitute the life community” (chapter 5). In fact, many human cultures
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have found both community and “souls” in other animals. Consider, for example, what an
outsider could learn by visiting certain American Indian ceremonies where the Dakota word
omatakwiase is chanted. Literally, this word means something like the English phrase “to all
my relations,” although this translation lacks the resonance for English speakers that omatak-
wiase has for native Dakota speakers—perhaps the closest analog in contemporary English
is religious use of the word “amen.” One scholar describes how omatakwiase functions in
context: “Traditionally, chanters offer prayers to the heavenly grandfather. At the end of each
invocation, the speaker chants: Omatakwiase... The Sioux say that this word is not to be
spoken lightly. Intuitively, the sound symbol seems to focus its speaker back into the earth
and to all the creatures.”?

Through focusing “its speaker back into the earth and to all the creatures,” omatakwiase
reveals that an inherited language tradition can open up people within a culture to connec-
tion and relation. For those living in industrialized, large-scale societies dominated by the
dualistic and exceptionalist thinking and speaking so characteristic of law, education, and
“caring,” the challenges of understanding lifeways, virtues, symbols, and narratives found in
societies who see other-than-human animals as “relations” are daunting. These societies are,
to be sure, no less representative of human possibility than today’s most populous societies.
Such small-scale, eminently human societies are, however, still being destroyed by insensitivi-
ties, greed, and other harms that originate in the industrialized world. Notice how the fate of
both nonhuman and human animals is connected, as both are impacted by the exceptionalist
tradition.

Animal Studies needs a general awareness of such trends within modern industrialized
societies, just as it needs frankness about how these trends help or harm small-scale human
societies and other-than-human communities. Through its commitments to address such
matters, Animal Studies is thrust into the midst of the complex problems and debates that
anthropologists and others address.

Animal Studies can, in turn, model for anthropology a style of responsible, full inquiry
into perspectives on cross-species cultural diversity, as well as frank recognition of existing
biases and inevitable limitations that may influence any researcher’s work. In a very real way,
comparing human culture with nonhuman cultures might be seen as a principled multispe-
cies multiculturalism. Most debates about multiculturalism concern, not surprisingly, only
human cultures. These debates sometimes touch on harms to nonhuman animals—such
debates are not in principle too different from debates about harms to humans. Some people
prefer a form of multiculturalism that disfavors any criticism of a culture’s practice by outsid-
ers (that is, members of another culture). The implications of deferring in this manner, of
course, include tolerating practices now widely held to be offensive, such as murder, virulent
racism leading to genocide, or sexism that leads people to kill young girls because they would
rather have male offspring.

Other forms of multiculturalism allow outsiders to criticize some cultural practices—
this position has its risks, too, such as critics imposing their own values on the culture in
question. Despite such risks, in the international community today there is a large majority
willing to walk in this direction on some issues, such as senseless murder of innocent people

and child rape. A smaller majority is also willing to condemn certain traditional cultural
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practices that obviously produce irrevocable harms to innocent human beings, such as Indian
suttee (a practice in which a widow immolates herself on her husband’s funeral pyre), Chinese
foot binding, or genital mutilation.?®

However, the human species has reached no consensus as to the principles, values, or
justifications that allow outsiders to criticize cultural practices that harm nonhuman ani-
mals. There are almost countless real-world situations where traditional cultural practices
of one kind or another produce serious harms to nonhuman animals. Whenever outsiders
value the nonhuman animals that a long-standing cultural tradition is harming (as many
people throughout the world value dogs harmed in certain places, or as many people in
India value cows killed in so many other cultures), challenges to such harms raise thorny
issues. In the early twenty-first century, the realities are that human-on-nonhuman oppres-
sions of almost any kind are tolerated under the notion of multiculturalism.

If one takes the idea of nonhuman cultures seriously, a qualitatively different set of
issues can also be called multiculturalism—this is the principled multispecies multicultur-
alism referred to above. These ideas are anchored in the notion that humans might choose
to refrain from harming nonhumans because the humans recognize nonhuman “cultures”
as valuable. This more encompassing form of multiculturalism will, through the lens of
the exceptionalist tradition, seem far more radical than the important but human-focused
notions generally thought of as multiculturalism. Some might even be tempted to suggest
that merely speaking of the possibility of a multispecies multiculturalism trivializes human
differences, but this ignores the views of those many human cultures that would have found
such a robust, multispecies multiculturalism to be reasonable.

Questions of such breadth have a power that prompts one to identify both the complex
questions of human-centered multiculturalism and the conceptually humbling notion of a
form of multiculturalism that reaches beyond the species line. Animal Studies has signifi-
cant tools by which one can take into account a wide range of views on the busy continuum
stretching from individuals to small-scale cultures to industrialized societies and their trans-
national corporations. This continuum offers a wide varicty of claims about what counts as a
virtue when engaging other-than-human individuals and communities, and how one deter-
mines ethics in such cases. This continuum also features a bewildering array of symbols, nar-
ratives, and beliefs, all of which reveal both humans’ fecund creativity and extensive abilities.
Animal Studies in the future will be further challenged to develop tools that allow scholars
and students to get beyond the mild form of human-centeredness that is implicit in recog-
nizing only human cultures. But this is precisely the sort of challenge that prompts a field to
self-reflection and growth.

As both anthropology and Animal Studies proceed with their cultural investigations,
they can make clear why careful, open-minded work prompts again and again the observa-

tion, “what a thing is the interested mind with the disinterested motive.”

Physical Anthropology’s Contributions to
“the Animal Question”

Physical anthropology has played an important role regarding one relationship that humans

have with other animals, namely ancestry. The search for human origins has led many



THE SpeciaL RoLES oF ANTHROPOLOGY, ARCHAEOLOGY, AND GEOGRAPHY | 235

researchers to examine tools used by our nonhuman relatives, and while the motivation for
such research has often been a preoccupation with discovering why and how humans are
unique and superior, the results have confirmed that our closest relatives feature significant
intelligence, culture-like transmission of learning and tool making, social skills, and other
fascinating complexities.

It can be argued that cultural anthropology has played an even more important role
for Animal Studies because of its ethnographic accounts. Such accounts of our own species’
stunning cultural diversity are a window on the abilities of one kind of animal to create aston-
ishing variety. They also underscore the great variety of human groups” impressions of the
inevitable human-nonhuman intersection. Ethnographic accounts make only too clear how
many human cultures have framed this intersection through themes of kinship, common
origin, or, as the Islamic tradition suggests, neighboring communities.

Through such valuable information and broad perspectives, anthropology has shown
how metanarratives can enable or mislead. “T aim to show that the story we tell in the West
about the human exploitation and eventual domestication of animals is part of a more encom-
passing story about how humans have risen above, and have sought to bring under control, a
world of nature that includes their own animality.”*” This proposed generalization about why
Western culture is invested in control themes goes beyond nonhuman animals, of course, and
helps one see features of human lives as well. In the following is an explanation of why some
humans demean other humans whose relationship with nonhuman animals is disdained: “In
this story a special place is created for that category of human beings who have yet to achieve
such emancipation from the natural world: known in the past as wild men or savages, they
are now more politely designated as hunters and gatherers”

Tim Ingold’s account links stereotypical portrayals of certain humans and the subordi-
nation of nonhumans. This generalization illuminates some of the reasons why dualisms like
“humans and animals” continue to prevail even in scientific circles that in so many other ways
openly advance Darwin’s insights regarding the fundamental continuity between humans
and other species. As will be apparent to anyone who studies small-scale societies or the
Indian or Chinese civilizations, this continuity was acknowledged in many other cultures
that accepted implicitly and explicitly that humans are but one kind of animal related to
other animals in a shared world.

Beyond illuminating why scientific circles might foreground (even require) antiscientific
ways of talking, anthropological accounts of this kind model how a discipline may become
more self-conscious and thoughtful about its traditional ways of thinking and talking. These
are key developments in any form of Animal Studies because of the background human-
centeredness that dominates educational circles. Further, anthropology can display very fully
the roles that critical, reflexive thinking plays in any educational or research enterprise that

deals with narratives and social constructions of the human-nonhuman intersection.

Domestication Seen Anew

Ingold speaks of an “alternative account of the transformation in human-animal relations
that in western discourse comes under the rubric of ‘domestication.”? In nineteenth-century

portrayals from European-based cultural traditions that contrast hunter-gatherers with those
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humans who created agriculture-based ways of life, the former are often depicted as “living
like animals.” Such portrayals, suggests Ingold, “carry force only in the context of a belief that
the proper destiny of human beings is to overcome the condition of animality to which the
life of all other creatures is confined.”*°

As this view suggests, domestication is a form of control premised on, and practiced
through, domination and coercion. These realities undergird countless modern practices—
including not only food production in both its intensive and less aggressive forms, but also
private ownership of nonhuman animals and the zoos and circuses that so obviously pull
these other-than-human living beings out of their natural contexts. Animal Studies also
points out that domination and coercion are often unacknowledged elements of the com-
panion animal paradigm.

The view that “the proper destiny of human beings is to overcome the condition of ani-
mality” also helps explain why habitat destruction is regularly framed as “progress.” In fact,
identification of these “overcome animality” and “humanity versus nature” metanarratives
helps one see more clearly what anchors modern scientists’ justifications (chapter 3) when
they opt to use living beings as experimental tools rather than the various alternatives that are
available today. All of these views repudiating our own animality, the benefits of being sepa-
rate from the rest of nature, and our right to use other animals because they are “subhuman”
are mainstays of the exceptionalist tradition.

Because some have argued that hunter-gatherers saw themselves as conservers or cus-
todians of their environments, Ingold distinguishes the Western idea of conservation from
the attitudes of hunter-gatherers: “[For us, conservation views are] rooted in the assumption
that humans—as controllers of the natural world—bear full responsibility for the survival or
extinction of wildlife species. For hunter-gatherers this responsibility is inverted. In the last
resort, it is those powers that animate the environment that are responsible for the survival
or extinction of humans.”!

Many cultures have held that “the proper role of humankind is to serve a dominant
nature.”** Such views have been used to suggest that “rather than saying that hunter-gather-
ers exploit their environment, it might be better to say that they aim to keep up a dialogue
with it.”* Such a connection to one’s local world requires not detachment, but involvement,
because it implies that other animals “are not regarded as strange alien beings from another
world, but as participants in the same world to which people also belong.”>* Ingold’s descrip-
tion uses “trust” and other positive, value-laden words to convey hunter-gatherer societ-
ies” overall attitude, which “presupposes an active, prior engagement with the agencies of
the environment on which we depend.”® This anthropologist also suggests that “instead of
attempting to control nature,” hunter-gatherers take a responsibility-based approach as they
instead “concentrate on controlling their relationship with it.”3

Small-scale socicties have often developed the view that their world was populated by
“other-than-human persons.”” But “it is quite otherwise with pastoralists” who exhibit care
for the nonhumans they have domesticated, but “care of a quite different kind than that
extended by hunters. For one thing, the animals are presumed to lack the capacity to recipro-
cate.”® Hunting societies characteristically perceived nonhuman animals to have “full control

over their own destiny”: “Under pastoralism, that control has been relinquished to humans.
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It is the herdsman who takes life-or-death decisions concerning what are now ‘his’ animals,
and who controls every aspect of their welfare, acting as he does as protector, guardian and
exccutioner. He sacrifices them; they do not sacrifice themselves to him.”*

In summary, our human forebears, through the long process we now generalize under
the term “domestication,” changed their view of those living beings which they domesticated,
from “trust” to “domination.”* The result is a human-centered viewpoint that is not unlike
the exceptionalist tradition—nonhuman animals under domestication become “like depen-
dents in the houschold of a patriarch” and “their status is that of jural minors, subject to the

authority of their human master.”*!

Culture as Home

Each human who identifies with a culture will grasp the implications of the claim that one’s
culture is like one’s home, even one’s family. Through a variety of means, birth culture shapes
each person long before he or she becomes self-aware. As we learn to speak with our birth
culture’s established language choices and as we are taught by parents and other authorities in
many other ways, we learn to live and honor our society’s implicit and explicit ethics. We also
hear, internalize, and repeat stories and narratives, and thereby fathom our world in terms of
the social constructions that structure the perception of those who teach us.

This socially mediated learning has, to be sure, deep personal meaning. Those who grow
up in a single intact culture (that is, without major disruptions imposed by outsiders) know
that birth culture or subculture provides deeply formative experiences on virtually every
major issue of human life. When humans who have grown up in such circumstances walk
into nearby woods, local neighborhoods, or other human communities, they carry within
them a cultural understanding of those surroundings’ features and possibilities. Such culture-
infused understandings do not necessarily bind us irrevocably, but they clearly impact what
we initially expect and, often, what we ultimately believe we have experienced—and can
experience—in our surroundings. Such socially and psychologically significant expectations
are integral parts of what it means to be a cultural animal.

The concept of culture as home is relevant to other intelligent, social animals as well,
because their awareness of the surrounding world’s features is profoundly shaped by their
mothers and others. Thus, in Animal Studies as it is part of humans’ attempt to understand
other living beings (and, of course, themselves as animals, too), paying attention to the micro
and macro details of the ways culture and family shape living beings is crucial.

There are enabling and limiting factors other than culture—we know from our own
personal experiences as embodied creatures, as well as from our inherited wisdom tradi-
tions, that our limited sense abilities shape what we can know. A good example of a technical
term that calls out such constraints is Umwelt—this German word is commonly translated
as “environment” or “surrounding world,” but it was originally coined in the early twenti-
eth century by Jakob von Uexkiill, a seminal figure in the fields of theoretical biology and
biosemiotics, to mean “appearance world.”* Sometimes Umuwelt is translated as “subjective
universe” or “self-centered world.”*> Sometimes it is translated with longer phrases such as
the “biological foundations that lie at the very epicenter of the study of both communication

and signification in the human [and nonhuman] animal”#
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Such natural constraints anchored in our own biological foundations, or imposed by
some feature of the surrounding environment, are often obvious, unavoidable factors that
influence any individual’s understanding of the world. Thereby, they impact greatly what one
can know about other living beings. Animal Studies takes as a key task identifying these and
other limits encountered as we try to learn about other animals (chapter 1).

Failure to acknowledge that humans inherit social constructions can produce serious
problems with our already limited abilities to understand other animals’ realities. Even our
most advanced rescarch scientists glimpse but a few things about what can be considered
the internal realities of other animals’ awareness. They know even less, sometimes nothing
at all, about the social and cultural realities of large-brained social mammals, such as ceta-
ceans, in whom we might expect to find assorted traditions and complexities, some of which
might even be understood as “cultural” in nature. Because we know that human animals are
decisively shaped by their birth cultures, we can wonder if the cognitive abilities, commu-
nications, and personalities of some other animals are molded by their birth group or local

community.

Anthropology and the Emergence of Animal Studies

Even though anthropology continues to be dominated by the view that human-to-human
relations are far more important than human-to-nonhuman relations,® it has nonetheless
made exceptional contributions to all humans’ abilities to see the human-nonhuman intersec-
tion as it has played out in diverse cultures. In this alone, anthropology has been instrumental
in the emergence of Animal Studies. Further, anthropology exemplifies how a discipline can
become progressively more self-conscious and thoughtful about its own history of thinking
and talking about complex subject matter. Thus anthropology has helped Animal Studies by
making particularly clear the importance of critical, reflexive thinking in any educational or

research enterprise.

Archaeology

The prevailing way of defining archacological science is human-centered, as when the field
has been called an “anthropology of extinct peoples” because it “concerns [humans] in the
past.”* But there are fuller definitions. A 2007 encyclopedia of nonhuman animal issues
seamlessly adds nonhuman animals to this field: “Archacology is the scientific study of physi-
cal or cultural remains left behind by peoples or animals who lived in the past (remote or
recent).”* What makes this fuller definition more appropriate is that even though it con-
tinues the tradition of describing the science of anthropology by means of a nonscientific
use of the word “animal,” it confirms the prominent place of other animals in the lives of the
peoples that one explores in archaeology. The human-nonhuman intersection is, not surpris-
ingly, reflected often in ancient digs.

As with anthropology, our ability to identify earlier and earlier periods in human
history continues to advance regularly, such that our ability to tell our own story (see
chapter 10) is constantly enriched. Because it digs down deeper and deeper into the remote

past, archacological research, for obvious reasons, often must deal in approximations and
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surmise. Even with such limitations, though, two issues on the question of nonhuman ani-
mals are clear. First, many peoples were, in remote times, very riveted by certain nonhuman
animals. Second, modern attitudes are far more dismissive of nonhuman animals’ abilities
and significance.

This movement away from considering nonhuman animals may seem the normal trajec-
tory to many readers—indeed, a metanarrative of separation drives many mainline segments
of Western culture today and the exceptionalist tradition more generally. There have been
times in Western history, however, when “progress” away from humans’ connections with
their larger community was not the main storyline or narrative. Instead, a steady, long-term
decline was assumed to be the human species’ lot. For example, a classical Greek metanarra-
tive was that in earliest times humans were a golden race that then declined—as Hesiod says
in Works and Days, “First of all the deathless gods who dwell on Olympus made a golden race
of mortal men who lived in the time of Cronos when he was reigning in heaven.”*® After the
passing of this original race, “then they who dwell on Olympus made a second generation
which was of silver and less noble by far. It was like the golden race neither in body nor in
spirit.” Finally, after the passing of the second, less spectacular silver generation, “Zeus the
Father made a third generation of mortal men, a brazen race,...and it was in no way equal to
the silver age, but was terrible and strong.”

While today the preferred narrative in industrial societies reverses this story of decline
(we commonly speak not only of progress, but also of evolution as producing higher stages),
the progressive removal of humans from the natural world brings a number of different
complex challenges and negative results. Scholars of comparative religion have long pointed
out that ancient peoples often saw other animals as bringers of blessings or even divinities.*’
Many of the best-known religious traditions featured in their early periods views of other
animals as deserving respect and compassion. It is interesting, for example, to compare the
abundant references to other animals as nations in North American Indian materials with
the Islamic claim in Qur’an 6:38 that all other animals have their “own communities.” This
special feature of ancient peoples’ view of nonhuman animals by no means prevented them
from hunting other animals, although it clearly entailed a fundamental respect for them.
Strangely, though, “progress” has not made the average modern person more knowledgeable
about the nonhuman animals that live in one’s “neighborhood,” however broadly or narrowly
one construes that term.

Archaeology can offer revelations about the connections between ancient humans and
the nonhuman animals in their local environment. The capacity to notice such issues, how-
ever, developed late in archacology because, like so many of our sciences born in recent cen-
turies, this field developed amid debilitating frailties in thought and action. For example, like
many other sciences, archacology struggled with sexism—it was “not until affirmative action
policies were implemented in the late 1960s [that] colleges and universities [began] to hire
women archaeologists in visible numbers.”>

Like other sciences, then, archacology passed through eras where dismissive and inac-
curate preconceptions dominated. Similarly, many early archaeologists were not alert to the
importance of even noticing, let alone taking seriously, nonhuman animal issues revealed

in the sites they examined. Today, however, archacology makes major contributions to
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understanding how peoples in ancient cultures understood other-than-human animals.
Archaeology led the way in the mid-1980s with special meetings and publications on animal
issues at world archacology conferences, especially the One World Archacology series begin-
ning in 1986.>! These publications show how critical thinking opens up tradition-bound
fields.

Rescarchers today commonly cull information about humans’ relationships with and
possible views of other animals from evidence previously examined only for its relevance to
exclusively human issues. Even human-centered archaeology can engage nonhuman animal
issues, because one of the aims of archaeology is “construction of developmental sequences
and the explication of the outlines of culture history”; another is the “discovery of the func-
tioning of cultural systems at single points in time.”>* Both aims are enhanced when one pon-
ders evidence in its full context—what is found at what levels, what is found together, what
the sequences are, whether they have been disturbed, and much more—for such evidence is
needed to develop “the value of complete contextual inference.”>?

Given the different kinds of ubiquity of nonhuman life in human affairs, it is obvi-
ous that past humans not only lived in the proximity of other animals, but also surely held
views of at least some of them. The ability to speculate about such views and interactions
requires, of course, that researchers have some concern for the relevance of the human-
nonhuman intersection to the archaeological issues they pursue. Inquiries along such
lines, however, occurred irregularly in many late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century
archacological digs, and research findings were not particularly attentive to the kinds of
issues that are pursued today. However, it is possible today to use powerful techniques to
examine the available evidence for previously ignored connections. Conclusions may be
rudimentary and limited, but they can open up powerful questions that stimulate further
research on human-nonhuman intersections. Evidence of the types and concentration of
bones, teeth marks on such bones, plant pollen, burial patterns, and cooking remnants can
suggest not only the presence of other animals, but also consumption and other relation-
ships (even codomestication possibilities), all of which may reveal glimmers (or more) of
how an ancient human group may have interacted with and understood other animals of
various kinds.>*

A particularly well-documented connection between humans and other animals comes
from archacological research on ancient Chinese communities.”> Archaeological work on the
capital of the Shang dynasty that ruled roughly 1550-1050 BCE, for example, reveals vast
quantities of bones used in the ancient form of divination known as scapulimancy, in which
the shoulder blade of different nonhuman animals, such as sheep, cattle, boars, horses, or
deer, is burned in a fire until cracks appear. It was a cultural presupposition that the diviners
could then use these cracks to foretell the future. Oracle bones, such as tortoise shells, are also
commonly found in certain archacological digs.

Findings from much older archacological sites in the ancient Indus civilization settle-
ments known as Mohenjo Daro and Harrapa include animal-based art in the form of small
terra-cotta seals (only an inch or two in length and width, these possibly were used by mer-
chants to stamp their goods). These scals are “mostly realistic pictures of animals” denoting

that they were “apparently worshipped as sacred.”>® Very different, far more recent animal
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images in the shape of massive earth mounds in central North America fascinated late nine-
teenth-century archacologists.>’

Archacologists have long recognized that people have “been burying or otherwise ritu-
ally disposing of dead dogs for a long time. They sometimes treat other animals in such a
fashion, but not nearly as often as dogs. This presentation documents the consistent and
worldwide distribution of this practice over about the past 12,000-14,000 years.”>®

Morey suggests that this phenomenon reflects “how people often have responded to
the deaths of individual dogs much as they usually respond to the death of a family member.”
Similar evidence of the burial of three dogs in separate graves in the central United States
“hints that an affectionate relationship between humans and dogs may have existed over
8,000 years ago in the North American Midwest.”>

More recent evidence from Egypt reveals both an astonishing number of cat mummies

buried together and certain ironies in the modern era.

National Geographic reported in its November 2009 issue that after a mass grave of
mummified cats was discovered in 1888, the volume of bodies was so great that they
were sold for fertilizer, with one ship alone hauling more than 180,000 mummies to
be spread on the fields of England. This story contains some ironies—it begins with
cats so valuable at one period that they were mummified, and then ends with these
cats’ bodies, centuries later, being used as fertilizer in another country known for its
animal sensibilities. In this way, the story helps one see that one era’s valuation of cer-

tain animals can be quite different from that found in another era and another place.®’

Archaeology, then, can bring contemporary humans face-to-face with ancient humans’
connection to the two nonhuman species—dogs and cats—that are again very prominent in
the concerns of citizens in modern industrialized societies. Such evidence, especially when
put alongside the surprisingly realistic wildlife-focused cave art of Paleolithic peoples, invites
humans to contemplate the wide span of time across which humans have been fascinated

with some of the macroanimals outside our own species.

Geography: The Return Bridge to
Urban Animals

An ancient and astonishingly wide-ranging pursuit, geography is sometimes thought of as
merely the study of places and regions. But the modern academic field of geography, which
was formalized as a discipline in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, is thoroughly com-
mitted to interdisciplinary approaches that have moved the field within only a few hundred
years into a premier place in the academy. The field has been called “the world discipline” and
“the bridge between the human and the physical sciences.” Limits that characterized the field
in its early years have been surmounted, in part because of new information about unfamil-
iar animals in the lands that Europeans were exploring and conquering from the sixteenth
century onward. Recent publications reveal the significant number of humans living in these

lands before they were “discovered.”®!
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In the twenticth century, the field achieved a higher profile with a continued stream
of books popular with the educated public such as the Pulitizer prize-winning Guns, Germs
and Steel.** Yi-Fu Tuan developed the special subfield known as humanist geography. This
approach, which focuses on the ways humans interact with space and place (meaning their
social and physical environments), includes discussions of art, philosophy, religion, psychol-
ogy, and more. This subfield also highlights the way human perception is impacted by cre-
ativity, personal beliefs, and experiences that, in turn, shape attitudes regarding local place
and the larger environment.

Modern geographers have also focused heavily on altered landscapes. In his 1983
Changes in the Land.: Indians, Colonists, and the Ecology of New England, geographer William
Cronon describes Henry David Thoreau’s reactions in the first half of the nineteenth cen-
tury to the altered landscape in the vicinity of Concord, Massachusetts.®> Cronon cites the
observations of many nongeographers whose descriptions helped him piece together as full a
picture as possible of the prechange landscape. Such creative, interdisciplinary work is aided
greatly by advances in certain technical sciences that help geographers and others provide a
more accurate and detailed story of humans’ impact on their surroundings. The late twenti-
eth-century emergence of pollen counting and other intensive techniques provide data that
help reconstruct the composition of ancient landscapes.

Such blending of multiple disciplines and skills models yet again the special role of
communal, interdisciplinary work as consortia of geographers, historians, ecologists, and so
many others try to piece together past and present puzzles. A particularly complex example
is the attempt to tell the history of landscapes that have changed again and again. As David
Blackbourn’s 2006 The Conquest of Nature: Water, Landscape, and the Making of Modern
Germany reveals, the history of intentional landscape changes and unintended consequences
along rivers running through long-developed parts of heavily industrialized countries is par-
ticularly complex.®* Attitudes toward such profound changes are, understandably, diverse.
At the time when many changes were proposed and accomplished, those with the power
to control the local society’s decision clearly favored the change. Cronon mentions a 1683
report by a historian who counted major changes in New England by which “remote, rocky,
barren, bushy, wild-woody wilderness” had within a generation been made “a second England
for fertileness.”®

The centuries-long process of change has prompted many to ask poignant questions
that often take human-centered forms, payinglittle or no attention to nonhuman animals. As
readers may already surmise, nonhuman communities have been far more fully impacted by
such changes than have local humans. Apart from the well-known, often-condemned extinc-
tion of many species in North America, “the entire body corporate of animate creation” suf-
fered “horrendous diminishment” after Europeans came to the continent.®

Such work has made geographers principal contributors to humans’ resurgent interest
in other-than-human living beings and thereby greatly enabled Animal Studies. Geographers
today often mention other animals because their discipline has long nurtured recognition
that the carth is a more-than-human world. Biodiversity, animal communities, and the actual
realities of other animals have long been implicit concerns in geography even when geogra-

phy, like other social sciences, was captive to some form of human-centeredness.
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It is not surprising, then, that geographers regularly include discussion of nonhuman
animal-related issues. Cronon’s 1983 book mentions an astonishing range of nonhuman
animals—alewives, bass, bears, beavers, cardinals, cattle, clams, cod, cormorants, crows, deer,
dogs, ducks, eagles, eels, elk, foxes, flounder, goats, geese, grouse, hawks, herring, horses, jays,
martens, mice, minks, moose, muskrats, mourning doves, oysters, otters, owls, passenger
pigeons, pigs, porcupines, porpoises, quail, rabbits, raccoons, rats, salmon, seals, shad, sheep,
smelt, squirrels, sturgeon, swans, trout, turkeys, walruses, whales, wildcats, and wolves. Recall
that the Bible mentions 113 different kinds of animal by one count.*” Similarly impressive
lists of different kinds of nonhuman animals mentioned by other authors who touch on
geography-intensive issues could be compiled easily.®®

Fascination with natural places and wild, free-living animals is a theme raised by geog-
rapher John Wright in a wide-ranging essay titled “Notes on Early American Geopiety.”®
Wright points to many religious sources that recognize that the human spirit is fascinated
by the more-than-human natural world. This has much in common with the insights of the
Axial Age sages (chapter 2).

Urban Animals

In an often unrecognized way, urban nonhumans also provide connections to other-than-
human dimensions of life on earth. Recall how the development of civilization’s roots within
ancient Greek city walls left its “mark deep in the minds of men” by setting up a principle
of “divide and rule” (chapter 3). Even though some of humans’ most powerful twenty-first-
century cultures bear the deep, dividing mark of city walls, the presence of nonhumans in
urban environments provides lessons that can help those who passed through city-based
education see how one-dimensional their understanding of life on earth is. They can then,
if they choose, unlearn any sociology of knowledge and social constructions that honor only
human-centered realities.

One way to prompt such unlearning is to recognize that even within city boundaries
an astonishing array of other-than-human lives exist, well beyond invisible microanimals. As
pointed out by geographer Jennifer Wolch, urban dwellers’ neighbors include many mac-
roanimals that are not humans. Urbanization in Western culture was historically tied to “a
notion of progress rooted in the conquest and exploitation of nature by culture. The moral
compass of city builders pointed toward the virtues of reason, progress and profit, leaving
wild lands and wild things—as well as people deemed to be wild or ‘savage’—beyond the
scope of their reckoning””

Morality in such environments would seem to be human-centered, but Wolch makes clear
that it is business- and consumer-centered. “Today, the logic of capitalist urbanization still pro-
ceeds without regard to nonhuman animal life, except as cash-on-the-hoof headed for slaughter
on the ‘disassembly’ line or commodities used to further the cycle of accumulation.” A footnote
adds, “Such commodified animals include those providing city dwellers with opportunities for
‘nature consumption’ and a vast array of captive and companion animals sold for profit.” She
underscores how law may slow the process in ways, but does not help with individual animals
generally—“Development may be slowed by laws protecting endangered species, but you will

rarely see the bulldozers stopping to gently place rabbits and reptiles out of harm’s way.”
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Some forms of geography, such as “urban theory,” feature an unabashed human-
centeredness revealed through language that misleads. We read of land that is “improved” by
“development” measured only by economics done squarely within the exceptionalist tradi-
tion. We read of laws that mandate “highest and best use” measured in one-dimensional ways
that focus only on certain human groups.

It is significant that Wolch draws a conclusion about environmental issues, for these are
clearly central themes in Animal Studies: “our theories and practices of urbanization have
contributed to disastrous ecological effects.””! Wolch prefaces her article with an observation
of the ecologist Daniel Botkin suggesting how much is at stake when urbanized humans fail
to see their larger community: “Without the recognition that the city is of and within the
environment, the wilderness of the wolf and the moose, the nature that most of us think as
natural cannot survive, and our own survival on the planet will come into question.””

Wolch points out how “theories” or broad, generalization-dominated approaches that
seem friendly can be, in fact, debilitating and harsh—she mentions the familiar measure of
“progressive environmentalism” under which “[other-than-human] animals have been objec-
tified and/or backgrounded.””® Recognizing that “progressive environmentalism” is not being
driven by science, Wolch observes,

Progressive environmental practice has conceptualized “the environment” as a scien-
tifically defined system; as “natural resources” to be protected for human use; or as an
active but unitary subject to be respected as an independent force with inherent value.
The first two approaches are anthropocentric; the ecocentric third approach, com-
mon to several strands of green thought, is an improvement, but its ecological holism
backgrounds interspecific difference among animals (human and nonhuman) as well

as the difference between animate and inanimate nature.”*

A truly science-based environmentalism would be less human-centered, for contem-
porary environmental and ecological sciences are grounded in “the Darwinian revolution
[which] declared a fundamental continuity between the species.””> Such a perspective ought
to open up ethical questions about how “improved” land might in fact be measured, or how
“highest and best use” might be assessed. Instead, progressive environmentalism prefers a
social construction under which ethics has pre-Darwinian features drawn from the excep-
tionalist tradition.

Wolch adds observations about how progressive human-centered movements preoc-
cupied with critiques of human-on-human harms often remain within the exceptionalist

tradition:

Animals have their own realities, their own worldviews; in short, they are subjects, not
objects. This position is rarely reflected in ecosocialist, feminist, or anti-racist practice,
however. Developed in direct opposition to a capitalist system riddled by divisions

of class, race/ethnicity, and gender, and deeply destructive of nature, such practice
ignores some sorts of animals altogether (for example, pets, livestock) or has embed-
ded animals within holistic and/or anthropocentric conceptions of the environment

and therefore avoided the question of animal subjectivity.”®
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Such problems are ignored as well by “various wings of the urban progressive environ-

mental movement” which

have avoided thinking about nonhumans and have left the ethical as well as pragmatic
ecological, political, and economic questions regarding animals to be dealt with by
those involved in the defense of endangered species or animal welfare. Such a division
of labor privileges the rare and the tame, and ignores the lives and living spaces of the
large number and variety of animals who dwell in cities...I argue that even common,

everyday animals should matter.””

Wolch’s essay reflects both the continuing human-centeredness of some widely used
theory and the versatility other theory can have in the work of a geographer committed to
interdisciplinary approaches that take seriously the realities of other-than-human animals.
Her work also reflects that critical thinking has very important roles to play when values
driving specific claims and generalizations that purport to be inclusive and progressive are far
narrower than claimed. Such critical thinking fosters, in turn, a healthy dose of ethical reflec-
tion that is not human-centered, which only opens up more issues for exploration.”

Wolch’s insights have been developed with other geographers who analyze various theo-
ries and practices of urbanization that seem to offer positive views of wildlife and nature gen-
erally. Because such theories and practice tend to romanticize—and thereby distort—other
living beings, in the end they harm wildlife communities. Such caricatures serve a human-
centered purpose of marketing wildlife themes in consumer cultures.”” The point of counter-
ing romanticizations with “transspecies urban theory” is to challenge the way unreflective,
inherited assumptions make human interests superior to the interests of other-than-human
animals. Transspecies urban thinking, then, opens up discussion of how urban environments
do, can, and should include other animals. In effect, urban nonhumans no longer are auto-
matically deemed unwanted others. It may sound merely intellectual, but the change has
ethical consequences that both share a certain spirit with the Axial Age and honor the reali-
ties of other animals: “Diligent efforts at mutual understanding and learning...are needed
to create an environmental ethic that recognizes the fundamental linkages between human

justice and justice for animals.”®’

Geography and the Urban Animals Bridge

As discussion of urban animal neighbors opens up minds, it bridges human precincts and the
more-than-human world. The urban animal issue requires interdisciplinary work to intro-
duce, identify, contextualize and make part of the community the nonhuman macroanimals
that abound in city homes, businesses, undergrounds, parks, vacant lots, and myriad other
interstices. Nonhumans are, of course, also overhead in migrating groups, and geography is
well suited to identifying the far-flung places that such animals inhabit at different times of
the year.

Like anthropology, geography as a mature discipline has an astonishingly large body of
work that has memorialized a wide range of historical and cultural views about our species’
place in the world. The field today also offers popular, journalism-oriented work that sup-

plements more purely academic versions. Both the academic and popular versions reveal in
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great detail how interactions with other animals are a constant, inevitable feature of human
life. Not surprisingly, scholars have formed a professional group that focuses on nonhuman
animals.?!

In all these ways and more, modern geography has developed insightful uses of critical
thinking and theory, as well as diverse notions of place and meeting spaces, to help humans
recognize different features of our inevitable encounter with other living beings. Thus, like
archacology and anthropology, geography has important roles to play as humans build
a cooperative, ethically attuned and scientifically informed community that secks a frank
appraisal of our species’ past and present. Such work is crucial to our species telling a full

version of the larger story.



10

Telling the Larger Story

A primary task of Animal Studies is telling the full story of humans’ history with other living
beings. Of the partial versions of this story that have to date been told, some are more encom-
passing than others—in particular, accounts of this history written in the last half century
reach further and wider than before. Contemporary versions, which still fall far short of the

entire story, are being expanded as many scholars work to rectify this shortfall.

History as Exploration

“History from below;” which also goes by the telling names of “social history” and “the
people’s history,” foregrounds humans who have been oppressed, disenfranchised, forgot-
ten, or otherwise marginalized because of their poverty, nonconforming beliefs or actions,
or ethnic or cultural identity. Theory-level work has helped many people see fundamental
exclusions that past histories have perpetrated—in fact, much of this human history remains
to be told.

Another essential precinct of history is the larger story of human and nonhuman
interaction. Thus, even if contemporary historians expand the human side of history from
below, such human-centered accounts will still be impoverished. Whenever purported his-
torical accounts fail to tell the story of humans in their multifaceted, inevitable interactions
with other-than-human animals, what is passing for history is inadequate for understanding
humans alone.

Historians have begun to utilize the open and encompassing spirit of history from
below to venture across the species line. Such efforts have prospects of producing an even
more radical history, and, in turn—because of the common association of the most marginal-

ized humans with (other) “animals”—opening up an ever-wider range of human stories.

Opening Up the Human Side of the Intersection

In the 1980s, various historical studies showed that the modern academic discipline of history
could illuminate explorations of the human-nonhuman story. When historians include in their
narrative various features involving nonhuman animals that previously have been ignored, they

challenge their own fields exclusivist tradition and that of the humanities more generally.
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Narrow and blinkered versions of history that obscure human groups produce complex
problems. While one subset of these problems concerns the human side of such histories,
the focus here is the more extensive and virulent nonhuman side of these problems. Severe
harms to nonhuman individuals remain obscure, accumulating to the point of depleting,
then destroying, entire populations, communities, and, eventually, species. Even when such
realities are known, they typically disappear from memory under the pressure of human-
centric history. Even ecosystem-wide damage is often ignored, perpetuating ignorance and
causing awareness of extraordinary harms to disappear from human consciousness.

When multiple and profound impacts on humans are ignored despite an ideology that
“all humans matter;” it is not surprising that human-centered institutions fail to describe the
magnitude of harms to other-than-humans mentioned by a respected Canadian. “This is not
a book about animal extinctions. It is about a massive diminution of the entire body corpo-
rate of animate creation. ... the greater part of the book is about those species that still survive
as distinct life forms but have suffered horrendous diminishment.”!

The better-known tragedy of extinction has commanded much attention—“When the
last individual of a race of beings breathes no more, another heaven and another earth must
pass before such a one can be again”* Sadly, there are an astonishing number and range of
harms to other-than-human animals that rival extinction tragedies, but those who learn the
exceptionalist tradition version of history are rarely, if ever, alerted to the ways our shared,
larger community has been emptied out and thereby deeply impoverished. Such issues are
often framed in human-centered terms with questions like, What sort of world are we leaving
to our children? Thereby, losses of individuals and communities are obscured even though
our sciences and museums may catalog species extinctions. In modern societies, particularly
at the day-to-day level, the depth and breadth of the problems are not well described.

The consequences of ignorance about harms to nonhuman communities ripple through
education—jobs go to those who become expert in recognized (human-centered) problems,
and programs center on recognized harms to our own species. Tenure is offered to those
who work in our human-centered canon, making all too evident how education is not only
rarely a place of daring but, worse, a place where ignorance and even apathy are perpetuated
through silence or one-dimensional viewpoints about other-than-human animals.

In 1987 an influential historical study, Harriet Ritvo’s The Animal Estate: The English
and Other Creatures in the Victorian Age, examined ways in which ownership of certain non-
human animals symbolized class relations in Victorian England. Ritvo offered a detailed
social history of nineteenth-century English treatment of livestock, pets, and rabid dogs at
home, and big game in the British Empire. Two eatlier publications were the extraordinarily
detailed Man and the Natural World (1983) by the British historian Keith Thomas, and 7he
Great Cat Massacre and Other Episodes in French Cultural History (1984) by the eminent
Harvard historian Robert Darnton. Although these and similar works often emphasize
nonhumans as objects of human action (such as prize possessions, public health menaces, or
exotic beasts), the net effect was to prompt other historians to look at sources with new eyes,
in search of clues about human-nonhuman relationships in the past.

In the following decade, the publication of Diamond’s Guns, Germs and Steel raised

further awareness of why and how human-nonhuman intersections have influenced
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history—Diamond’s subtitle is The Fates of Human Societies.> More and more details of how
concern for other-than-human animals constantly has emerged and reemerged in daily life in
different eras are evident in historical accounts such as Preece’s detailed and nuanced 2002
study Awe for the Tiger, Love for the Lamb: A Chronicle of Sensibility to Animals.* Virginia
Anderson in 2004 used nonhuman animal issues to provide impressive new insights about
human history in a familar topic in her book Creatures of Empire: How Domestic Animals

Transformed Early America

Exploring the Further Reaches of
History from Below

Some may balk at any suggestion that we can tell a more-than-merely-human history. In
1984, a scholar respected for his considerable learning and very developed sense of ethics was

decisive—and dismissive—about history in connection with nonhuman animals:

If we look at a herd of cattle in a field, we can pick out individual cows from the mass.
But no cow has a “history” in the sense that an individual human being does. Which
is to say that although cattle, like human beings, live individuated lives which are
extended through time, there is no particular significance which resides in the indi-
vidual life-course of each. It does not constitute a “story.” When Abraham entertained
the three heavenly visitors by his tent at Mamre, he slaughtered a calf. Has anyone ever
asked which calf? Yet you could not slaughter a human being without slaughtering
some particular human being, someone with a name, of whom it would make sense

to ask “Who was it that died?”...Individual humanity does not lose its significance
when it is part of a multitude; rather the history of the multitude gains its significance
from the fact that it is a multitude of persons, not of ants, cach of whom has a signifi-

cant history in him- or herself.®

Critical thinking can illuminate this passage’s claims and conceptual structure. For example,
it is not hard to notice that this theologian groups all nonhumans together into one amor-
phous category—the original topic is cows, but the ending comment (about living beings in
a multitude) is about ants. Subtly, the analysis moves from a domesticated social mammal to
an individual insect, and by implication to any and all nonhuman animals in the amorphous
category “animals;” which clearly excludes humans.

The passage focuses most heavily on a domesticated animal selected precisely for its
docility and subservient response to human masters. It is a fallacy to set up a single animal as
arepresentative of all nonhuman animals. Employment of this fallacy for the rhetorical effect
of demeaning other-than-human animals calls to mind the fallacy of misplaced community.
Both of these fallacies separate humans in order to distinguish us.

Such mental habits deceive this particular theologian into using the cow as a represen-
tative for other-than-human animals generally. The negative agenda behind this move is also
evident in the odd implication that cows are like ants in some way—in fact, cows are nor-

mally very unlike ants in relevant respects since we easily perceive cows to have individuality,
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personality, and the ability to relate to others as individuals. It could also be argued that ants
are a different form of life than cows because worker ants are genetically identical to each
other, which is not normally true of cows—however, in factory farming today, cows, through
genetic engineering, are characteristically mass produced as genetically identical individuals
designed for optimum production.

This theologian has used what he thinks are trivializing examples of cows and ants to
make the principal point of the story—that individual humans have a distinctive history. Surely
this particular point is easily accepted even when one repudiates the passage’s reasoning about
nonhuman animals as flawed. A particularly important failure in the passage is the failure to
signal that there are some nonhuman animals—elephants, orcas, orangutans, and so on—whose
realities would make a better comparison to the admittedly wonderful complexities of human
existence that give each of us a history. But cows, too, have rich complexities that have been
honored by many humans even when our highly educated scholars fail to take note of them.

But critical thinking pushes us to confront this theologian’s point that no human asked
which calf was slaughtered by Abraham. If this claim is true (it is impossible to really know),
the failure to ask would hardly lead to the conclusion that the calf had no story or history.
The argument relies on a questionable rhetorical move—it confuses “no humans I know of
have ever recognized this calf’s story” with “there is no story.” As a simple logical matter,
humans’ failure to acknowledge the story of any particular being in no way shows that that
other being has no story. We would never argue that our failure to recognize the stories of
other humans means those humans did not have a story. Why, then, does such reasoning
apply to cows? The answer is that modern humans have been trained—by education, by lan-
guage, by ethics—to ignore cows’ individuality. But despite such failures, many humans in
different times and places have noticed the history of cows.

To find such stories, in industrialized countries one can, for example, visit 4-H clubs of
the kind that began in the United States over 100 hundred years ago and have spread to more
than seventy countries in North, South, and Central America, Europe, Asia, and Africa. In
these circles, one finds story after story involving cows and other nonhuman animals raised
by young humans who named and still remember the specific animal they raised as an indi-
vidual with a unique history.

Outside the industrialized world, the same phenomenon is ancient. In the Masai cul-
ture, for example, because of the intimacy and bonds between herders and their cattle, indi-
vidual cows are named and remembered. This embeds in Masai culture a symbiosis that is
part of the story of both humans and cows. When Masai greet each other, they say, “I hope
your cattle are well.” Such openness carries over culturally into general attitudes toward living
beings outside our own species.” The Masai delight in telling stories with developed human
cthical abilities that accept cows as the actual individuals they are who are both part of the

Masai community and possessed of personal histories.

On the Importance of Recognizing Individuals

Humans have long recognized that it is both possible and good to tell stories about nonhu-

man animal individuals. In one sense, this entire book is an extended argument that everyone
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knows that such histories are not only possible but also important. Recognizing some other
living beings outside one’s own species as morally significant has been, at least since the Axial
Age, in some people’s opinion, a sine qua non of what it means to be a spiritually informed
“moral animal.”

Further, critical thinking, as well as common sense and intuition, make it clear that such
stories (that is, histories) by no means must be, at their core, stories about human matters.
Of course, many stories that appear to be about nonhuman animals are at heart about solely
human issues. Such stories include Aesop’s Fables, the Jazakas from the Indian subcontinent,
and other popular literature around the world. Even when a story includes some information
about nonhumans, most people recognize that the principal purpose, point, and substance
are a human matter.

Stories truly about nonhuman individuals—that accurately relate their realities, per-
sonalities, and relationships—are more than merely conceptually possible. It is not difficult
to imagine a story about a nonhuman animal that does not primarily serve human purposes.
While such stories may be converted to human purposes, virtually everyone can relate a his-
tory of a biological individual that does not reflect human concerns. These may be tales of
heroism or family loyalty or friendship, or some fantastic feat of travel or intelligence—the
point is that histories of individual nonhuman animals abound in our society despite the
ideology that history is a human affair.

Accounts of real animals are typically confined to the members of a limited number
of species that impress themselves on humans. Dogs, for example, are obvious candidates
today for such stories given the special relationship that so many people around the world
have developed with them. One thus finds abundant examples of writing about real dogs,
such that one can range widely through 7he Hidden Life of Dogs to Famous Dogs of Famous
People® Interest in real dogs can be fulsome and diverse, as attested by the success of both
the science-oriented best-seller Inside of a Dog: What Dogs See, Smell, and Know and the
connection-oriented Dog Love by the respected humanities scholar Marjorie Garber.” Such
books in a sense tell history from below because they regularly speak of individual dogs
with histories, and there are some especially nonhuman-focused accounts in best-selling
biographies such as Merles Door: Lessons from a Freethinking Dog.'® Our connection to
individual dogs is a natural outgrowth of our ability to care about other individuals in the
larger community.

Maureen Adams’s 2007 Shaggy Muses: The Dogs Who Inspired Virginia Woolf, Emily
Dickinson, Edith Wharton, Elizabeth Barrett Browning, and Emily Bronté is a series of stories
about famous humans associated with certain dogs.!" These stories are told because of the
famous women involved, but one passage by Edith Wharton reveals nicely how histories are
intertwined: “The owning of my first dog made me into a conscious, sentient person fiercely
possessive, anxiously watchful, and woke in me that long ache of pity for animals and for all
inarticulate beings which nothing has ever stilled.”"?

While there are many other well-known stories of individual dogs (such as Byron’s dog
Boatswain), with diligence one can also discover now unknown individual dogs who walked
with both obscure and famous humans, such as Descartes’s canine Monsieur Grat. The iro-

nies here are layered—Descartes notoriously claimed that nonhuman animals were more like
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machines, but his choices regarding Monsieur Grat, including bestowal of a name, were not
at all like his actions toward mere machines.

Contemporary media continue to be fascinated by dogs’ ability to communicate, often
expressed as admiration for dogs’ evident intelligence when picking up skills in our lan-
guage.'? Other media reports give attention to nonhuman beings for reasons suggested by
a 2010 science-based story, “Pets Vital to Human Evolution™ “Dogs, cats, cows and other
domesticated animals played a key role in human evolution, according to a theory.... The
uniquely human habit of taking in and employing animals—even competitors like wolves—
spurred on human tool-making and language.”'*

Media reports of this kind still reflect a preoccupation with human-centered issues,
but, equally, they reveal how many humans today choose to live alongside a range of other-
than-human animals, often as family members thought of as individuals with an important
history. Such choices go considerably beyond recognition of the biological reality that our
world is obviously a more-than-human community. Humans connect, remember, and tell
stories about their nonhuman family members.

Beyond the widespread stories about dogs, one easily finds geographically diverse reports
of humans and dolphins interacting cooperatively. Cetaceans, as many people know though
cultural lore, are highly intelligent and live in richly social contexts. Science has confirmed in
many ways the brain size, intelligence, and communication abilities of these mammals, as well
as their ability to learn certain features of human communication. But stories of humans who
were rescued by dolphins, as well as stories of cooperative fishing, abound."® Some free-living
cetaceans have associated with humans often enough to be given names, such as Pelorus Jack
in New Zealand, Fungi in Dingle, Ireland, and the orca Luna in the US Pacific northwest.
In such cases, the history of the nonhuman involved (and the name) is based solely on the
interactions between individual cetaceans and specific human communities.

Elephant individuals, too, have remembered stories—the monastic codes known as the
Vinaya found in the Buddhist scriptures tell separate stories of the matriarch Bhaddavatika
and the bull Nalagiri.'® Modern scientists who study elephants have given more detailed
accounts, including Cynthia Moss’s stories about different matriarchs and their family groups’
communications and interactions.!”

Stories of other large-brained social mammals, such as the nonhuman great apes (goril-
las, bonobos, chimpanzees, and orangutans), could easily be added. Though often completely
ignored by modern education, religion, and policy or lawmaking circles, stories of other ani-

mals are part of humanity’s common heritage.

Ancient Help in Seeing Other-Than-Human
Communities and Cultures

As we contemplate the challenges of giving an honest version of history, two deep reservoirs
can be tapped—the rich past of human observation, and present-day experience with nonhu-
man individuals. The former is possible only through interdisciplinary scholarship regarding
our forebears who recognized that humans can tell a history that includes other animals as
meaningful participants. In their essay “History from Below: Animals as Historical Subjects,”



TELLING THE LARGER STORY | 253

Georgina Montgomery and Linda Kalof provide many examples of diverse scholars around
the world who now tell animal histories and many others who did so in the past.'®

A resurgence in such work has been developing for decades. In 1984, Robert Delort
published his groundbreaking Les animaux ont une bistoire. Four years later, Thomas Berry
opened his groundbreaking and still influential 7he Dream of the Earth with this set of

observations:!?

Paul Winter is responding to the cry of the wolf and the song of the whale. Roger
Tory Peterson has brought us intimately into the world of the birds. Joy Adamson
has entered into the world of the lions of Africa; Dian Fossey the social world of the
gentle gorilla. John Lilly has been profoundly absorbed into the consciousness of the
dolphin. Farley Mowat and Barry Lopez have come to an intimate understanding of
the gray wolf of North America. Others have learned the dance language of the bees
and the songs of the crickets.

Berry then called out with remarkable prescience that “individual wild animals are entering
into history” which he illustrated with these words:

What is fascinating about these intimate associations is that we are establishing not
only an acquaintance with the general life and emotions of the various species, but also
an intimate rapport, even an affective relationship, with individual animals within their
wilderness context. Personal names are given to individual whales. Indeed, individual wild
animals are entering into history, as in the burial of Digit, the special gorilla friend of Dian
Fossey.

The personal implications of such an intimate rapport can only be known by those
who are open-minded enough to explore this possibility. Such personal connection can be
expressed in many ways, but whether realistic or fanciful, all risk being perceived as heresy in
various human-centered circles that recognize only human-focused history.

When facing such risks, it helps to tap the reservoirs of past or present observation.
When one recognizes that such mind-opening questions have been asked before and are
being asked now, it is easier to recognize how ideological are the denials of the mere possibil-

ity of telling the history of a nonhuman individual.

Accomplishing the Tasks of Animal Studies

Scientific projects and political efforts of animal protectionists, environmentalists, and edu-
cators continue to develop the debate over how human individuals can help accomplish
Animal Studies’ first and incomplete task of telling the larger story. The second task of
Animal Studies is important to seeing how histories of other animals must be anchored by
realities-based information. Commitments to meet this task, in turn, grow through work on
the third task of exploring future possibilities. Such work invites humans to use their capa-
cious ethical abilities to explore perspectives on other-than-human animals’ lives. This kind
of widespread communal work is essential for our own species’ imagining and exploring of

our shared, more-than-human world.
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From the fourth task of Animal Studies—identifying limits to what humans might
know about other living beings—yet one more history will emerge. By accomplishing this
task, each of us can fully recognize that our personal story is told from our own point of view.
This task creates the interesting dynamic of self-actualization through self-transcendence. We
can recognize that the limits of our point of view give us reasons to maintain a fundamental
humility toward our world. Because we grow as we attempt to tell the self-transcending larger
story, we achieve the status of special animals when we are at our most humble.

It is not only through the collection of past stories that we can grow. We glimpse much
more by seeing the variety and limited features of human stories—those of affirmation and
dismissal from the past, those reflecting the great variety of our own species’ cultures, those
connecting dismissed humans to even more radically dismissed nonhumans. It is in this
manner that any human glimpses the importance of seeing different stories. Through such
variety, we stand a chance of creating a holistic account.

Trying to sce the outlines of the larger story not only helps one get beyond the myopias
of any one culture’s narrative about animals. By helping humans see our own heritages and
thinking about the larger story, we benefit through seeing the present versions of our own
and our children’s education, just as we see our philosophy and its limits, the narrow features
of our social sciences, and, especially, how narrow has been the story we claim as our history.
Pursuing the larger story helps us, for example, move beyond the domination themes that
impoverish industrialized cultures where most people mindlessly accept the exceptionalist
tradition that puts humans in the role of, to use Aldo Leopold’s classic phrase, “conqueror of

the land-community” rather than “plain member and citizen of it

“Has Anyone, Then, Ever Asked Which Calf?”

To the theologian’s dismissive query, then, we can definitely say, “Yes, again and again.” In
1995, a cow escaped from a slaughterhouse and became the subject of national and interna-
tional media attention until her death in 2003. In her 2007 The Story of Emily the Cow, Meg
Randa tells the story of this individual who found sanctuary in the Peace Abbey in Sherborn,
Massachusetts, where there is now a statute.”! Seeing cows and other animals as real indi-
viduals with their own history has deep roots traceable as far back as the Rig Veda, the most
ancient of scriptures in the Hindu tradition. “She is like the mother of the cosmic Forces,
the daughter of the cosmic Matter, the sister of cosmic Energy, the centre of the ambrosia.
address to men of wisdom—Kkill not her, the sinless inviolate cow.”*?

Gandhi often spoke of cows in personal ways that expanded on the basic values so evident
in the Hindu scriptures: “Cow protection to me is one of the most wonderful phenomena in
human evolution. It takes the human being beyond this species. The cow means the entire sub-
human world. Man through the cow is enjoined to realize his identity with all that lives.””

Gandhi also challenged human exceptionalism, still startling us today: “I would not
kill a human being to protect a cow, as I will not kill a cow to save a human life, be it ever so
precious. My religion teaches me that I should by personal conduct instill into the minds of
those who might hold different views the conviction that cow-killing is a sin and that, there-

fore, it ought to be abandoned.”
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It is casy to find parallels to such views in many small-scale societies and in today’s
industrialized societies, for citizens in the latter often develop comparable commitments to
their dog and cat family members.

So think again of the mother of the calfin the theologian’s example. Might not that calf’s
own mother have wondered about her calf after it was taken from her? This is a straightfor-
ward empirical question that will be explored more realistically and fairly only if one has not
already dismissed cows and other nonhuman animals before the inquiry has begun. Honest
empirical exploration will confirm, of course, that cows are social mammals with noteworthy
curiosity. One scholar, referring to Aristotle’s claim, “All men desire to know;” suggested the
same “is true of cows, as anyone who has walked down a country lane must know.”*

Simply said, we can, if we wish, explore a great deal about cows that helps us recog-
nize that even if no one who reads the scriptural story about Abraham slaughtering that calf
at Mamre has ever asked, Which calf?, Animal Studies can and does imagine the question
and more about real events like pain and loss from such an act. Each human can transcend
inherited habits that cause so many people to refuse to explore, and thereby erase, nonhuman

animals’ histories.

Central Issues of the Larger Story

Creating an account that could meaningfully be called the entire larger-than-human story will
require an intriguing complex of character traits, skills, and educational opportunities. Among
these will be a pronounced willingness to inquire humbly, to promote academic freedom in
learning centers, and to be patient with forms of imagination that do not automatically defer
to education-based traditions of human-centeredness. One will also need robust exploration
of many cultures, religious traditions, and secular dialogues. Such an encompassing account
must be scientifically informed, ethically deep and balanced, and self-conscious of the breadth
of the task being undertaken. With such challenges in mind, consider fundamental features of
a full history of humans’ long and complex interactions with other living beings.

The larger story is a more-than-human story. The very attempt to craft this multifaceted,
multispecies chronicle prompts us to see better the forms of human-centeredness that domi-
nate us. Through such work, we begin to understand and grapple with the implications of the
narrow-mindedness of our past. As this story is learned, we more easily recognize that we live
on a multicultural, more-than-human planet.

The larger story arises out of necessity and is as much art as science. The ubiquity of animal
life makes the larger story more than important—it underscores how telling history so
frankly is communal. The ubiquity of life is our community, which makes the larger story a
necessity to our self-understanding. As Berry suggests, “the larger community” populated by
“all our companion beings throughout the earth” “constitutes our greater self.”

Telling the larger story is an art in several important senses. As with all narratives, per-
fecting it requires skill, craft, and rehearsal. Of course, telling the larger story goes beyond
some definitions of art, such as Picasso’s famous claim that art is “the lie that helps us to see
the truth.” The larger story aspires to be the truth, and in the spirit of Rilke’s observation, “A
work of art is good if it has arisen out of necessity,” it will take the healthiest of forms if it

arises out of a deep need to name our community and roots.”
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Recognizing, crafting, and telling this story is an ongoing, collective enterprise. Each human
knows only a part of the larger world, the larger community, and the larger story. Even as we
recognize our own limited place, we also recognize that we have the imagination to tell the
larger story—that, of course, takes the very best of human skills and cooperation.

The story makes it clear that the world was not made primarily for one species. Despite
the claim of some humans that the world was designed for us, every one of us knows viscerally
that the world was clearly not made for human purposes alone. One must get beyond the lan-
guage and ethics of the exceptionalist tradition to recognize how destructive it is to reduce
other-than-human animals to mere resources. Such domination requires forms of intention-
ality thag, in the end, harm humans and nonhumans alike. Different cultural and religious
traditions make it clear that the domination and dismissal so characteristic of industrialized
societies is but one choice among many available to us.

As the larger story’s narrators, humans inevitably play an integral part. Taking the role of
narrator requires us to construct the story, but moral and scientific criteria arising out of an
cthic of inquiry mandate that we carry out this role in ways that avoid the bias, harms, and
disingenuousness nurtured by the exceptionalist tradition. In fact, employing critical think-
ing in the service of community can be a celebration of humans’ unique imagination, caring
faculties, and abilities to seek and honor the truth. Humans’ uniqueness in taking this role
confers no superiority and privilege. As a species that is imaginative, disciplined, and humble
enough to identify the larger story, humans self-transcend in ways that create their richest
form of self-actualization. Telling the larger story, then, has the prospect of creating health,
communal maturity, and ever-greater creativity for our own species even as it affirms the
larger community of life that is our greater self.

The larger story will undoubtedly have multiple versions. Different versions of the larger
story are possible even if humans agree on the general outlines—such is the nature of our
human cultural and social realities, our thinking, our abilities to belong to an entire series of
nested communities. Alongside science traditions, ethical reflection, common sense, and our
diverse arts can sit myths, stories, and other narratives that provide us with orienting explana-
tions of our special human abilities and origins.

The larger story will counter the impoverishment of the carpentered world. Animal Studies
prompts versions of the larger story anchored in the fact that some nonhuman animals have
their own realities that need not be measured against human realities. The larger story also
prompts richer reflection on cognition, intelligence, sentience, and much more. Further,
humans return as animals to our greater community. Culture-specific stories of how humans
developed our special abilities need not underwrite notions of superiority overtly or surrepti-
tiously. By pushing us to explore what human animals can know of our fellow animals’ lives,
Animal Studies travels beyond carpentered worlds and their inevitable one-dimensionality.
Similarly, the field can invite us to wonder how to get beyond what we now see as the limits
of human imagination.

The larger story is capacious. As both the larger story and Animal Studies pull humans
beyond human-centered precincts, they enlarge us. This occurs even as they make us “plain
member and citizen” rather than an isolated species that works out its insecurities by naming

itself, in Leopold’s words, “conqueror of the land-community.”
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Animal Studies provides the conceptual space in which to balance science-based
approaches alongside ethics-based approaches. It also provides room for a balance between
recognizing other-than-human realities and due consideration to the important role of cre-
ative animal-based symbols in human arts and history.

Finally, the story is now alive. Some crucial elements of the story exist already. Even
though many humans alive today have been raised, nurtured, and educated within human-
centered circles that have produced extremely impoverished and dysfunctional visions of our
own animality, some have broken through to a commitment to become more knowledgeable
about the larger story. As the modern world reengages the living beings beyond our own spe-
cies, many more people will be enabled to ask, Why should an integrated human know the
whole story? Answers to such questions belong to each individual but also to future genera-

tions who will add their chapters to the larger story. The story, then, is alive and in process.

Frank Voices about Current Realities

Contemporary developments reveal that truly fundamental work in Animal Studies is only
beginning. The virulence of the harms caused by human domination is reflected in Scully’s
term “massive punishments.” Given Scully’s indictment that we inflict them “with such com-
plete disregard,” we have reason to wonder whether our species really deserves the description
“moral species.” This question begs consideration of the extent to which humans perpetuate
human-on-human harms even as we, with such complete disregard, harm so many nonhu-
mans. Both problems prompt some to sce the familiar claim that humans are a moral species
as a facile, self-serving rationalization.

Given that so many modern educational institutions offer impoverished and mislead-
ing information about other-than-human animals, it is not surprising that many mainline
leaders and thinkers continue to ignore nonhuman animals and can barely imagine why one
might ask about the history of any nonhuman individual, let alone wonder about the larger

story.

Ethical Blind Spots

The exceptionalist tradition has produced paradigmatic examples of conditioned ethical
blindness. Humans may become so familiar with a situation that they no longer notice that
the facts before them pose profound ethical dilemmas. Even when they are aware of the cthi-
cal dilemmas, some humans choose to continue to ignore the harms because they are char-
acterized as “not so serious,” “long-standing tradition,” “necessary to make a profit,” or some
other facile rationalization.?

Conditioned ethical blindness can be found in the constellation of negative effects
caused by the exceptionalist tradition, which can also perpetuate failure to engage the ways in
which claims and practices are values-driven, self-interested, or otherwise problematic from
the standpoint of critical thinking. The evident beauty of promoting human dignity should
be honored even as critical thinking helps one see that some people use such claims merely
to mask human-on-nonhuman harms. As animals, humans can be narrow. As animals who

are humble enough to employ the best of human critical thinking skills, humans are capable
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of recognizing the shortcomings of the exclusivist tradition even as we construct beautiful
edifices like ethics, encompassing narratives like the larger story, and a sense of community
and identity that reaches well beyond the species line.

This is one reason that the ferment described in this book has produced many reac-
tions to existing harms. Many contemporary citizens advance insights that parallel ancient
insights. Many also recognize that extreme harms are now common, as well as that other
animals’ realities deserve respect when deliberating about whether such harms raise moral
issues. Informed by science and cultural studies that confirm how widely human cultures
have affirmed the importance of noncruelty as a cultural and personal achievement, modern
citizens now openly propose that it is important to nurture rather than dominate the more-
than-human world and its diverse nonhuman citizens.

Modern citizens have available to them a tapestry of perspectives that feature threads
of traditional wisdom, intuitive experience, knowledge of one’s local world, and scientific
insights. Given how these threads can complement and mutually enrich each other, many
humans advocate animal protection and environmental awareness as seamlessly presenting a
picture of a complicated but interwoven world.

Scientists have the utmost importance in contributing to humans’ vision of the
world—recall that Stephen Jay Gould called Jane Goodall “one of the intellectual heroes
of this century.” Other scientists such as Donald Griffin pioneered the scientific world’s
willingness to ask questions and pursue investigations that contribute to Animal Studies.
Said in the simplest terms, the realities of other animals, as discerned through science, daily
encounters, and a host of other human efforts, are a basis for noticing other animals and
taking them seriously. Doing so prompts us to lose our conditioned ethical blindnesses and
then to use our large primate brains and surpassingly ethical hearts to notice an abundance
of reasons that some other-than-human animals command the attention of humans’ moral
sensibilities.

We have reasons to ask whether many forms of intentional, economics-rationalized
harms to other-than-human animals might be abandoned altogether. Questions in this
vein are often, of course, muted out of respect for political realities (such as the complex-
ity of immediate abolition) or because of entrenched opposition from religious or cultural
authorities. Sorting through such considerations is complicated, for disentangling unproduc-
tive human-centerednesses from those which are healthy and promote life will require skills
that only a few educational, religious, and governmental institutions promote in any degree.
As thinking, meaning-making animals, however, we are capable of identifying bias, fantasy,
wishful thinking, and the conditioned ethical blindnesses that keep us from seeing ourselves

and other animals well.

Wildlife and the Larger Story

The free-living nonhumans we know as wildlife offer a paradigm for the other-than-human.
By definition, how we understand this paradigm will exclude the control and coercion of

both domestication and zoo-based captivity—it is, accordingly, hard for many humans to
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fathom what wild animals’ lives might be like. It may seem counterintuitive, but as Abram

suggests, not knowing stimulates us in important ways:

When we choose to be fully aware of even the simplest features of our inevitable
encounters with other living beings, we notice that our attention is drawn by the open
and uncertain character of this being. ... This is precisely what enables our senses to
really engage and participate in this encounter. Another being, and indeed any entity
that captures the gazer, is never revealed in its totality—there are a/ways facets of the
being that do not present to our human eyes or noses or general awareness. This is
our finitude—and the result is a fundamental withholding of aspects of the encoun-
tered being from our direct apprehension. Think of the multiple ways this is true

of any encountered other—a red maple, a bat, a wasp, a deer walking on “our prop-
erty.” ... We see none of these in their entirety. We may ignore this—but in that case,
our ignorance takes on self-inflicted features that are truly debilitating for ourselves

and the beings we ignore.”’

For most humans, wild or free-living nonhumans can be inviting—Abram adds, “This
tension between the apparent and the hidden dimensions of each being beckons steadily
to my perceiving body, provoking the exploratory curiosity of my senses.””® Further, we can
sce a number of specific aspects of a macroanimal’s life and, possibly, personality—we thus
are not all ignorance, as some handling of epistemological arguments would seem to imply.
Thus even though the fourth task of Animal Studies is to recognize limits, this task does not
prompt one to despair of any awareness. The question is often one of limits, not a complete
inability to perceive, imagine, and guess in responsible ways. In the midst of the animal’s invi-
tation to us and our awareness of our limits, we can recognize, as Abram suggests, “No matter
how long I linger with any being, I cannot exhaust the dynamic enigma of its presence.”

Other animals, then, have a dynamic presence for us, disclosing a shared animality
even as they bear some essentially inaccessible features that may appear in the guise of mys-
tery, ignorance, or simple silence. While more familiar domesticated animals regularly offer
invitations, too, wildlife and animal communities free of human distortion also contend for
many people’s fullest attention. We can see them alternatively as free-living nonhuman ani-
mals to be prized as bringers of blessings, or competitors, antagonists, and pests. They can
be symbols of many things, including our own aspirations, just as they can be understood as
tellow citizens in the larger community. They can ask us, in what ways are humans unique, or
even a paradigm of possibility? They prompt us to wonder about their place, as well as our
own, in the world we share.

So Animal Studies has at its heart important questions regarding any kind of nonhu-
man living being from companion animals to wildlife, from research subject to food resource.
Such questions open us up, as do questions about other humans and how they relate to the

many different kinds of beings with which we share the earth.
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Marginalized Humans and
Other Animals

Although governments and institutions in modern, industrialized societies often contend
that every human has importance, realities belie such claims. In this chapter we explore the
interrelation between (1) marginalizing human animals and (2) harms to nonhuman animals
in order to call out as fully as possible the multiple, inevitable links between harms to humans
and harms to other animals.

An ancient insight, today sometimes called “interlocking oppressions” or “the Link,” is
that forms of violence often connect to each other.! Harms to one group of living beings can
foster, even facilitate, other forms of oppression against the same beings or others. Sometimes
one form of violence is so interwoven with other forms that any occurrence of one makes the
other not only more likely, but even more virulent and more resistant to critique or change.*
There are two key insights here—first, forms of oppression are linked, even interlocked, and,
second, abilities to oppress others are in some respects like a muscle that is strengthened by
use but which can atrophy if left unused for long periods.

The British historian Keith Thomas mentions views advanced in ancient Athens,
the Hebrew Bible, the writings of the medieval theologian Thomas Aquinas, and William
Hogarth’s famous cighteenth-century sketches depicting those who harm nonhuman ani-
mals as moving inexorably to harms of humans, concluding, “But this view did not originally
reflect any particular concern for animals; on the contrary, moralists normally condemned
the ill-treatment of beasts because they thought it had a brutalizing effect on human charac-
ter and made men cruel to each other.”?

Thomas’s generalization here can be misleading unless it is confined to the Western
cultural tradition. By no means, however, have all previous voices addressing interlocking
oppressions argued their case in this fashion. The ancient Axial Age sages recognized inter-
locking oppressions, and they condemned harms to nonhuman animals in their own right,
not merely because they portended problems for humans. “[ Ahimsa] originally applied not
to the relationship between humans but to the relationship between humans and animals.
Ahimsa means ‘the absence of the desire to injure or kill; a disinclination to do harm, rather
than an active desire to be gentle; it is a double negative, perhaps best translated by the nega-

tive ‘nonviolence, which suggests both mental and physical concern for others.
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Recall that Immanuel Kant claimed that “we have no direct duties” to other animals.
To justify this odd claim, this immensely influential Enlightenment philosopher offered an
exceptionalist tradition explanation that cited Hogarth’s widely discussed engravings depict-
ing four stages of cruelty—the first stage admittedly involved cruelty to nonhumans, but
this stage was only significant for Kant in that it prompted humans to move on to harming
humans.’ Kant’s equally famous philosophical predecessor, John Locke, in 1705 framed the
question of interlocking harms as a sort of common sense, proclaiming, “they who delight in
the suffering and destruction of inferior creatures, will not be apt to be very compassionate
or benign to those of their own kind.”®

While Locke’s point may often be true, many commentators, ancient and modern,
have gone much further, noting unequivocally that harms to nonhuman animals are prob-
lems in and of themselves, that is, even when they do not lead to harms to humans. Human-
centeredness is, as we have seen, a particular preoccupation of Western mainline ethics. But
such an exclusive preoccupation with humans alone in no way represents fairly or well all
ethical traditions. Nor can it be said that all circles in Western culture lacked voices decry-
ing gratuitous violence against living beings outside the human community. Some voices
claimed prohibitions on cruelty were for the sake of nonhumans, as well as humans.

Nonetheless, the most influential explanations had features that consistently put
humans in the foreground and nonhumans in the background of ethical reasoning. Thus, as
nineteenth-century citizens inaugurated the organized efforts that became today’s Society
for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, recognition of the interconnectedness of abuses
characteristically relied on reasoning that distanced humans from other animals—it was
often argued, for example, that cruelty to other-than-human animals “degraded” humans
“to the level of the brutes”” Such reasoning involves more than a refusal to recognize that
humans are animals—it is deceptive to suggest that cruel humans are like “the brutes” because
human cruelties are often uniquely harsh in the animal kingdom. Claiming that humans are
degraded “to the level of the brutes” even though human-like forms of cruelty are exception-
ally rare in the other-than-human world is, then, to use an ironic caricature, not facts, to
dismiss nonhuman animals.

In the late twentieth century, those concerned about links among oppressions began to
foreground the suffering of the victims whether they were humans or not. Other similarities
were also called out—just as the abuse of human victims is often hidden behind closed doors,
so too abuse of nonhuman victims is often perpetrated in private settings so that enforce-
ment of anticruelty laws is impossible. Women and children were in ecarlier times held to be
“property” within a legal system, just as nonhuman animals can be reduced to property in
contemporary legal systems. The harsh implications of this form of dominion can be seen
in the fact that it was standard law in many places that the rape of a young girl or wife was
defined as a property crime not against the woman herself bu, respectively, the girl's father or
the wife’s husband.® Since nonhuman animals remain property today, owners of nonhuman
animals who abuse them often hide, as did “owners” of women and children, behind legal
protections afforded property owners.

Discussion of the cthical dimensions of interlocked oppressions has often been

straitjacketed by refusals to countenance the importance of harms to nonhumans except



262 | ANIMAL STUDIES

as harbingers of possible harms to humans. But using the interdisciplinary connections
fostered by Animal Studies, it is now possible to recognize accumulated wisdom about
the interlocking features of oppressions. Animal Studies must also engage human-on-
human domination because this problem so often impacts nonhuman individuals and

populations.

Legal, Conceptual, and Psychological Realities

Because of increasing recognition that apathy regarding human cruelty to nonhumans can
result in an increase in the overall level of cruelty, there has been a surge in recent legislation,
research, and discussion surrounding these links. Conceptually, what is at issue is the claim
that violence begets more violence, such that a society that tolerates one form of violence
is unintentionally courting additional forms of violence. Psychologically, what is at issue is
increased use of violence to dominate “others” who happen to be nearby. Cruelty at home
not only begets more cruelty within the family but also reaches beyond the home and out
into society generally. Such oppression easily reaches across the species line as well. A 1997
study of women’s shelters in the United States found that 85 percent of women in the shelter
disclosed that there had also been pet abuse in the home while 63 percent of children talked
about animal abuse at home.” A 1983 study showed that abused animals were found in 88
percent of homes of families where child abuse occurred.*

Such harms also reach across generations, since children of batterers all too often go on
to commit the same kind of violence. If; however, the cycle of abuse can be interrupted, it is
not only existing people and nonhuman animals who benefit but future generations as well.
These links suggest how integrated humans and nonhumans are in matters of oppression—
some researchers note, for example, that there will be no reduction in family violence until all

victims, human and nonhuman alike, receive satisfactory legal protection.!!

Practical Steps: Changed Definitions in Criminology

The following example suggests individual fields can, through studying humans’ rela-
tionships to other-than-human animals, implement important changes. Prior to 1988,
the widely used Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders of the American
Psychiatric Association contained no suggestion that cruelty to animals might be an indi-
cator of any recognized disorder. In 1988, however, a revised edition of the manual (known
as DSM-IIIR) finally listed cruelty to nonhuman animals in the section “Destruction of
Property” as one of the indicators of conduct disorder.'? In 1994, a further revision of
the manual (DSM-IV) placed the problem of cruelty to nonhuman animals in the sec-
tion titled “Aggression against Animals and People.” The change linked human animals
(“people”) and nonhuman animals (“animals”) and thereby recognized interlocking
oppressions. The upshot of these changes has been that, as a practical matter in specific
cases, conduct disorder and “aggression to people and animals” can be measured in part by
the occurrence of cruelty to nonhuman animals. These practical changes offer prospects of

protecting numerous others.
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Women and Other-Than-Human Animals

Another practical approach developed recently in American law reveals a direct connec-
tion between protection of women and protection of companion animals. In 2001, the Yale
Journal of Law and Feminism published an article titled “Including Companion Animals in
Protective Orders: Curtailing the Reach of Domestic Violence.”"* Within five years (April
20006), the state of Maine, according to the New York Times, “spurred by growing evidence of
a link between domestic violence and animal abuse, ... enacted a first-in-the-nation law that
allows judges to include pets in protection orders for spouses and partners leaving abusive
relationships.”'* The opening paragraph of the same article reveals well the practical impor-

tance of recognizing how oppressions can be interlocked:

Susan Walsh told Maine legislators a chilling tale in January. She said she had wanted
many times to take her two children and leave her husband, ending a relationship she
found frightening and controlling. Ms. Walsh says that her former husband would
harm and even kill their animals as a means of keeping her under his control. ... “Tt
wasn’t just the cats and the dogs I had, it was the sheep and the chickens—I was terri-
fied for their welfare,” Ms. Walsh, 50, said. “I knew if I were to leave, he wouldn’t hesi-
tate to kill them. He had done it before.” Experts on domestic violence say accounts
like that of Ms. Walsh, who is now divorced, are not unusual. They say many men
who abuse wives or girlfriends threaten or harm their animals to coerce or control the

women.

Maine had to pass new legislation to address the underlying problem because, under
existing law, judges were not permitted to include nonhuman animals in protective orders
in domestic violence cases. With the new law, however, judges in Maine were permitted to
issue official court orders that specifically prohibited harms to nonhuman animals as well.

Importantly, within only a few years, many other states quickly followed Maine’s example.

“The Cause of Our Time”

Of all human animals, it is still women who, as a group, suffer the most oppression. Even
though women are now recognized as equals in many countries, there remains not only pro-
found, extraordinarily harsh subordination of women in many cultures around the world
today, but worse. A tragic measure reveals how complicated it can be to unwind traditional
oppressions even when they protect the most remarkable animals of all—although killing of
citizens in war, genocide, and civil society remains rampant among our species, the largest
form of human-on-human killing involves women.

In 2009, the New York Times Magazine published a cover story, “Why Women’s
Rights Are the Cause of Our Time.”" The authors repeated a 1990 observation of the Nobel
Prize—winning economist Amartya Sen that our human population is missing 100 million
women: “The global statistics on the abuse of girls are numbing. It appears that more girls

have been killed in the last fifty years, precisely because they were gitls, than men were killed
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in all the wars of the twentieth century. More gitls are killed in this routine ‘gendercide’ in
any one decade than people were slaughtered in all the genocides of the twentieth century”
The continued marginalization of many women around the world means that fields
known as feminist studies and women’s studies must confront problems as important as any
facing our species. Such problems are illuminated by work on interlocking oppressions. But
in important other ways, Animal Studies is linked to the different social movements around
the world that seck equality, protection, and justice for women. It has become axiomatic that
liberations already achieved by feminist thinkers have opened up many minds to the vast array
of oppressions suffered by women. Feminist critiques of many practices in different cultures
make obvious how deep and long the history of human-on-human oppression has been.
Insights about humans’ capacity to oppress others carry over to nonhuman issues, which
is sometimes, but by no means always, called out by feminist thinkers—thus, despite promi-
nent examples in the work of seminal figures like Carol Adams, Mary Daly, Wangari Maathai,
Catharine MacKinnon, and Martha Nussbaum, many advocates of equal rights for women
do not affirm either humans’” harms to other living beings or to the possibilities of rich con-
nections beyond the species line.’® A reviewer of Adams’s influential Zhe Sexual Politics of

Mear in 1992 unpacked some of the connections between women and other animals:

Metaphor is a particularly powerful way of consuming, annihilating, another’s real-
ity. For example, woman’s actual experiences of rape are made absent, appropriated
and exploited in the metaphors, “the rape of nature” or “the rape of the wild,” which
some environmentalists and ecofeminists are fond of using. Feminists annihilate the
reality of concrete animals’ lives and deaths when they complain that patriarchy treats
women like “meat.” Such metaphors negate the reality of a specific form of violence—
being raped, becoming “meat”—and make it difficult, if not impossible, to recognize
the connections between such multiple forms of violence as racism and sexism, racism

and speciesism, sexism and speciesism.!”

Those who wish to root out interlocking oppressions must cross from one field to
another, from one set of oppressions (as in gender or race) to others (across the species line).

This is no easy task in modern circles where human-centered preoccupations hold sway.

Deeper Leadership

Today women play central roles in education, law, veterinary medicine, environmental pro-
tection, and a wide array of related challenges to injustice. Of central importance to Animal
Studies are both women’s dominance in rank-and-file roles in the animal protection move-
ment and the increase in women in senior leadership in traditional animal protection orga-
nizations. In contemporary Animal Studies, many fields at the cutting edge feature a more
evenly balanced mix of women and men. Women’s work in Animal Studies, in animal pro-
tection around the world, and in untangling interlocking oppressions is so diverse as to defy
simple description. Today the leadership skills of more and more women are recognized,
thereby giving everyone ever greater access to a deep reservoir of feminist insights in many
disciplines.
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Of particular note are the contributions to ethical reflection by Vandana Shiva, Carol
Gilligan, Nel Noddings, Martha Nussbaum, and ecofeminists like Carol Adams that open
up discussion of problems beyond the species line. Ethics has often been extremely tradition
laden when made a part of formal education and governance. Importantly, though, every
generation must contribute to the constant renewal of ethical inquiry as a central human
preoccupation. Important contributions have been made by an astonishingly talented group
of women leaders such as Rachel Carson in environmental advocacy and Jane Goodall,
Dian Fossey, and Birute Galdikas in primatology and science more generally. Joyce Tischler
founded and stands as moving spirit of the Animal Legal Defense Fund, which has promoted
the field of animal law in education and practice, and Ingrid Newkirk of People for the Ethical
Treatment of Animals has done controversial but effective work in nonprofit activism. The
successes and differences among these leaders model how diverse visions have animated hun-
dreds of millions of people involved in modern animal protection.

Women’s studies has also opened up assessment of our science traditions, which are
susceptible to gender bias. Such bias is found in preferred methods, actual practices, and

sociological realities, as well as general concepts and philosophies that have prevailed.'®

Linked, Historical Dismissals

Women have often been compared to and linked with nonhuman animals for purposes of
denigrating both groups—for example, the formidable philosopher Aristotle was, like so
many other humans, a prisoner of his own culture in the sense of following blindly certain
inherited assumptions about both women and nonhuman animals.

Later centuries provide examples of similarly narrow cthics. Immediately upon the
1792 publication by Mary Wollstonecraft of A Vindication of the Rights of Women, now
a classic discussion of both liberty and equality, Thomas Taylor published a parody titled
A Vindication of the Rights of Brutes. Taylor hoped to convince others of the absurdity of
Wollstonecraft’s advocacy for women by pretending to demonstrate that “beasts” also have
“intrinsic and real dignity and worth.”** While denigrating women by connecting them with
other-than-human animals had negative effects, some scholars have used that connection to
recognize traces of more favorable attitudes toward women in the work of ancients like Philo
and Plutarch who were known to be animal sensitive at times. Perhaps such connections help
explain in part why women artists of all kinds have pioneered creative uses of animal-related
themes in their work.

Some contemporary approaches that connect women and other-than-human animals
feature an altogether constructive, mind-opening quality, such as the list of “alternative
people” mentioned in a recent book by a preeminent scholar of Hinduism: This book “tells
a story that incorporates narratives of and about alternative people—people who, from the
standpoint of most high-caste Hindu males, are alternative in the sense of otherness, people
of other religions, or cultures, or castes, or species (animals), or gender (women).”?

Other-than-human animals are at the heart of the list, and women take the final posi-
tion—one of strength. Significantly, the author is female and remarkably articulate about the
central importance of females in all features of human and more-than-human life. By virtue

of their inclusion in this list, other-than-human living beings are accorded a central place in
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the Hindu tradition’s answer to the heartbeat question of all ethics, namely, Who are the

others?

Anecdotal Evidence

More women than men are involved in Animal Studies, anthrozoology, the animal humani-
ties, or research into human-animal relationships. While individual anecdotes fall short of
scientific data, they can still be worthwhile.

Every group of students enrolled in the Animal Law course I have been teaching at
Harvard Law School since 2002 has been overwhelmingly female (80-plus percent on the
average). My summer-term Religion and Animals course (also at Harvard in 2009-2011) has
had similar percentages. Whenever I have attended a religion and animals session at different
conferences, the overwhelming majority of people in the room have been female. During one
six-year period beginningin 1999, the graduate program in animals and public policy at Tufts’
Cummings School of Veterinary Medicine admitted only female graduate students (the class
ranged in size from eight to thirteen)—what’s more, for a number of these years there were
no male applicants at all in an applicant pool that numbered from thirty-five to fifty. Even in
years when some males applied and were accepted, there were only one or two. Pools of both
applicants and matriculating students were always over 90 percent female during the decade
I was involved with that program.

Similar numbers appeared in the veterinary school classes I taught during that period.
In the United States for the last decade, more than 75 percent of the 2,800-3,000 students
entering veterinary school annually have been female. Some schools have had entering classes
with only females. This dominance is a relatively new development, for it was only in the
1970s that women began to outnumber men in the entering classes of American veterinary
schools. As a result, women became a majority of the veterinary profession in the United
States by about 2005-2006.*

Such a major shift is not new. The vast majority of teaching profession in the United
States, for example, was male until 1830, but by 1860 women outnumbered men in some
states. By 1870, 60 percent of teachers were female, and by 1900 70 percent of all American
teachers were women. The trend reached a high in 1925 of 83 percent.”

[lluminating Animal Studies

The topic of women and nonhuman animals is, then, for many reasons one of the most pro-
ductive and wide-ranging inquiries pursued by Animal Studies. Women’s studies has through
its depth, breadth, and creativity modeled traditions of open inquiry, critiques of received
concepts and values, and general scholarship. In sum, Animal Studies relies on—indeed,
often stands on the shoulders of—a plethora of approaches, insights, and forms of creativity

developed in women’s studies.

Children and Other Animals

Even though our species’ discussion of children’s relationship to other living beings remains in

a rudimentary stage, this topic has already emerged as one of the fastest-developing subjects
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in Animal Studies. Further, exploration of children and other-than-human animals involves
multiple dimensions and questions that require interdisciplinary approaches. Indeed, even
combining all forms of present-day science with the most encompassing forms of contem-
porary humanities still would not have good prospects of exhausting this fecund topic—
in short, inquiries about children and other animals require one to examine a fundamental

intersection that adult humans are only starting to explore in any detail.

Consider the Past

As the child development researcher and scholar Gail Melson has noted, “children’s ties to
animals secem to have slipped below the radar screens of almost all scholars of child devel-
opment.”® It is only now, through sensitivity to children’s multifaceted fascination with
other-than-human animals, that insightful researchers have discovered that children develop
carly in their lives what Melson calls “a core domain of knowledge about living things.”**
Such research is needed to grasp not only the dimensions of children’s connections beyond
the species line, but also the radical failure of some societies to recognize and honor these
connections.

Importantly, recognition of the connections leads to important benefits in humane
education. On the exclusively human side, such recognition helps one develop therapies
based on the beneficial impact some nonhuman animals have on emotionally troubled chil-
dren. And as many readers will already know, research has for decades confirmed that the

mere presence of nonhuman animals has physiological benefits for adult humans, too.

Consider the Present

Children have demonstrable interest in, and often special relationships with, other animals.
While any number of survey techniques honed in sociology circles can show how astonish-
ingly fascinated children are with living animals, the simpler method of merely walking into
any modern bookstore will show that images of animals move children dramatically.

On websites designed for children, elementary school classrooms, or advertising media
intended for children, images of real and imagined nonhuman animals abound in the worlds
that adults create for children. There is a darker side to adults” perception of such interests,
for certain harms are done to nonhuman animals in the name of children’s interests. Zoos
explain animal captivity in terms of children’s education, but holding many exotic nonhu-
man animals captive creates serious problems and even trauma. Foundations that lobby gov-
ernments for fewer restrictions on use of live animals as research tools also cite children’s
interests regularly.?> Proponents of dissection exercises using live animals in science courses
have also argued that the interests of both society and children are such that even unwilling
children should be required to perform such exercises. The claim, which is hotly disputed, is
that requiring all children to go through such exercises prompts learning about the funda-
mental features of science. There is not, of course, much talk about how forcing unwilling
students to participate in these exercises can cause negative attitudes toward science, or why
parents should be able to choose the best option for their child (most legislation creating the
possibility of opting out of this kind of education requires parental consent as well). Finally,

when live animals are used in dissection, there is rarely, if ever, any discussion of the risk
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that such exercises teach children that humans have sufficient power to dominate, as well as

dissect, animals in the laboratory setting.

But Especially Consider the Future

Any substantial engagement with Animal Studies puts one squarely amid questions about
the future of children, education regarding other-than-human animals’ actual abilities, and
the harms and risks created by present human practices. Choices today in law, education, and
public policy project an imagined future onto our children. Even as we wonder what sort of
world we will leave for our children and their children, we answer this question implicitly by
the kinds of education, laws, and social values we create and under which our children will
mature. Some incongruities are evident when adults take charge of children’s lives in these
ways. For example, in choosing an imagined future for children, adults may have radically
subordinated, dismissed, and otherwise made disappear the very animals in which children
so naturally and fully delight. We can ask if present educational practices nurture or blunt
the prospects of upcoming generations being open to the fact that humans live in a mixed
community shared with many other forms of life.

The younger generations are impacting the future in a grassroots manner. Many
children in industrialized countries push their parents on questions regarding nonhuman
animals—the upshot is that any number of people in business, law, education, and govern-
ment have become more attuned to the moral dimensions of modern societies’ treatment of
certain nonhuman animals.

Some children are taught by their parents or others in ways that are altogether open-
minded. They may be schooled in patient observation, or in a tradition of speaking of other
animals as kin or members of their own communities. They may be taught to recognize,
tolerate, and even welcome competing claims. Some may have teachers who acknowledge
that images frequently are less about the actual animals and more about cultural tradition,
personal construction, or economic advantage. Some may be encouraged to use their own
talents regarding other living beings, and even urged to wonder if inherited notions are
driven by the realities themselves.

Some parallels to human-on-human problems are worth examining. What is to be
done when, for example, a child has been taught negative caricatures about certain human
groups? Some human groups have developed mechanisms by which negative stereotypes are
repeatedly identified for children, with the expectation that maturity involves thinking criti-
cally about images that can be determined to be factually inaccurate. With nonhuman ani-
mals, of course, such open-minded training is only rarely the case (recall Midgley’s comments
about philosophers’ failure to detect the problems with folk images of wolves), but from one
vantage point, Animal Studies is an extended attempt to develop deeper and wider skills at
seeing how our inherited views of other animals are often so superficial as to be fairly identi-

fied as willful, self-inflicted ignorance.

Adolescent Aspirations

Contemporary polls reveal something astonishing about connections felt by teenagers.

While even a mild passing reference to the controversial group People for the Ethical
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Treatment of Animals puts off many (animal consumers and protectionists alike), at least
one study suggests that it is precisely this animal protection group that most interests the
younger generation in industrialized countries. In 2006, Label Networks, Inc., a market-
ing company which described itself as “the leading global youth culture marketing intel-
ligence + research company authentically measuring the most trendsetting and mainstream
subcultures in the world,” published its Humanitarian Youth Culture Study. According to
the study, “PETA is the #1 overall non-profit organization that 13-24-year-olds in North
America would volunteer for... peaking among 13-14-year-olds at 29.1 percent of this age
group.”*® What is significant is that PETA held nearly a two-to-one margin over the runner-
up (the Red Cross, which had just received great publicity after the 2005 devastation of
Hurricane Katrina).

Such figures might shed light on why some children urge their parents to be concerned
with “animals” But children who are far younger and have never heard of PETA often ques-
tion their parents about diet, harms to local wildlife, and a great variety of other animal issues.
Given the enormous harms inflicted on animals today, it may be inevitable that children lobby
adults in this manner. Most children, however, are sheltered from the details of the harms
that befall nonhuman animals in our food systems, zoos, and laboratories precisely because
children so often are tenderhearted about injuries and captivity for nonhuman animals.

There are comparisons between children and other living beings meant in negative
ways. But today there are special positive comparisons between children and certain non-
human animals, such as reference to a family’s companion animals as “our children.” The
implications and problems of such uses are complex enough to make this a separate issue in
Animal Studies.

Choosing Children’s Education

Making careful, examined choices about education requires reflection about one’s own
thinking, especially in settings where many different points of view, including both ethics-
focused and nonanalytical approaches, are welcomed at the discussion table. Such habits of
mind also help one see poignant features in the ways we educate children about language
choices. Most adults train their children relentlessly to use the word “animals” to mean “all
animals other than humans,” not in the alternative sense “man is a political animal.”

Some suggest that religious authorities, government officials, school board authorities,
or parents should have the final decision as to what schools do in this regard. By virtue of its
interdisciplinary potential and commitments, Animal Studies is capable of marshaling not
only the most relevant information and perspectives about other animals, but also why lan-
guage choices make a difference, as well as how specific or general cultural and sociopolitical

factors play out in such discussions.

Dealing with the Exceptionalist Tradition

Animal Studies will be enriched if it keeps in constant dialogue with very diverse, confident
voices from different human endeavors, including those whose voices are particularly strident
on the issue of what children might learn about other-than-human animals. The exceptional-

ist tradition has supporters in many different circles. Some science advocates claim that their
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approach and their skills at critical thinking give them the definitive word on what counts
as human knowledge of other animals. Such advocates will undoubtedly assert that science
“supplies a lot of factual information, and puts all our experience in magnificently coherent
order” even as they fail to add that the thrust of Schrédinger’s famous comment is that science
“keeps terribly silent about everything close to our hearts, everything that really counts.”

Voices from different religious traditions, of course, are quite confident that religious
believers have special abilities to discuss “everything that really counts.” Philosophers and
cthicists, too, have strong opinions about such matters. Members of each of these human
endeavors might also feel, even publicly assert, that it is not science-intensive work but their
own traditional forms of valuing and thinking that should be accorded the final word regard-
ing what children should learn about the more-than-human world. Humanists, too, may
make exclusive claims, for such advocates have insisted that only human beings should be
members of the moral circle.

Whenever a vested interest of any kind claims that its advocates alone have the key to the
form of knowledge most relevant to other-than-human animals, one can be confident that some
key insights are being ignored. Whenever someone asserts that it is inappropriate (perhaps even
irreverent) to give respect to a range of views, Animal Studies would be wise to convene an
interdisciplinary gathering to probe such claims as reasonably and patiently as possible.

When it comes to children’s education, though, the claims often become more shrill.
Questions about what to learn or unlearn about the living beings in our larger community
touch on some of the most sacred issues in humans’ lives. Challenging the exceptionalist tradi-
tion means, in many cases, challenging not only long-standing harms, but also privileges that
are part of certain worldviews, cultural heritages, religious beliefs, or researchers’ preference
to pursue science-based inquiries without any ethics-based constraints. Since challenges to the
exceptionalist tradition are often brought by active citizens concerned that children be allowed
to choose for themselves whether to respect and protect other animals, such claims can be
framed in very powerful ways. Some suggest, for example, that when the principal way children
encounter other animals is on their lunch plate at school, some alternatives are needed to be
fair to the children. But conflict is inevitable since who decides what children eat and whether
they might be afforded a choice is a deeply personal issue to parents, even as it is a moral issue to
many nonparents. This debate will no doubt continue into the foreseeable future.

Animal Studies suggests that while it is disappointing that self-inflicted ignorance
often dominates what adults count as their own knowledge, this problem rises to the level
of tragedy with children’s education since shortcomings need not dominate young humans’
education about other living beings. There is now, thankfully, a well-developed discussion
about the need for better study of children’s relationships with other animals. Such discus-
sions need to be as inclusive as they are interdisciplinary, for this is likely the only way that
our species can learn how best to study why and how animal issues are so important at the

carliest levels of formal education.

Imprisonment as Education?

It has been argued that zoos imprison us by locking us and our children into a mentality that

requires coercion and domination of nonhumans (some zoo advocates openly admit that
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coercion and domination are part of zoo-based captivity, while others refuse to acknowledge
this obvious point).?”

Domination is, as a mentality, in the end detrimental to humans even as it creates far
worse harms for the animals that we use for entertainment, profit, and captivity-based “edu-
cation.” Many children easily recognize such realities, thus piercing through zoos’ claims that
the presentation of captive animals is richly educational. At what age do children visiting a
200 learn the important, ethics-fraught message that our society approves of the captivity
of nonhuman animals for human animals’ entertainment? Note the power in this kind of
question—it explains why it is fair to ask if zoos imprison our imaginations. The question
does not require a denial of zoos™ popularity, but it does ask about the quality and implica-
tion of zoo-based education about other animals. In fact, zoos’ own conservation materials
in many ways implicitly acknowledge what everyone knows, namely, the best place for some
animals is not in our human society but in their natural habitat living a free life amid healthy

social groupings and opportunities.

Learning Well

As remarkable young animals, children learn about both their conspecifics and other animals
in a great variety of ways. They are socialized into their birth culture’s ideas and practices,
and thus as traditional animals they characteristically begin to think the views and claims
they have learned are “knowledge.” Attending rituals, meals, or other ceremonies and events,
a child can become invested with an appreciative or dismissive attitude toward particular
nonhumans.

When children have not learned through encounters with other living beings them-
selves, but only through social constructions and less-than-accurate generalizations about
“animals;” some unlearning will be needed if the goal is a responsible view of other living
beings. Animal Studies must often go forward in societies where most children, juveniles,
adults, and the elderly live their lives convinced that humans are far more than a distinct
species. They often are certain that humans are a separate category of life, entirely unlike all
other animals, uniquely possessing abstractions like “soul” or “intelligence.” As an affirmation
of humans’ extraordinary abilities, such claims have their place, but when they are used to
dismiss nonhuman animals, the issue of self-inflicted ignorance and the need for unlearning

will likely be in many other people’s hearts and minds.

An Instructive Comparison

In the cultural context of contemporary education of children regarding nonhuman animals,
there are interesting lessons to be learned. For example, by studying the way children are
taught about animals in the Jain culture or in a small-scale indigenous culture, researchers
can see all the better certain features of contemporary education of children in industrialized
societies.

When children are raised in a Jain religious community, primary importance is given to
ahimsa or nonviolence. Jains have from time immemorial held that all life is sacred, and, like
Buddhists and some Hindus, they start the day with a number of affirmations, one of which

is a commitment not to harm any living being. Similarly, children raised in a small-scale
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society like that of the Rock Cree in eastern Canada receive lessons replete with themes that
outsiders would likely deem religious in nature. Game animals, while hunted, are nonethe-
less deemed “reactive social others, alternately collaborating in and obstructing the designs of
men and women who kill them with guns and traps.”*® Members of the tribe learn to relate
to (and certainly to talk and think about) other animals as “social others” with “human and
animal categories [that] are themselves continuous rather than discrete.” The upshot is that
Rock Cree hunters have “moral commitments” to the nonhumans they pursue.

Those who were not raised in cither of these communities can easily notice that what
the Jain and Rock Cree parents teach their children about other animals is an account at least
as fully dominated by ethics and morality as it is by practical knowledge of the animals’ lives.
The lessons are positive and produce powerful psychological anchors for a lifetime of con-
stant awareness of other animals. In effect, family and social conditions in these communities
create and then sustain a learning environment that foregrounds ethical awareness.

In awidely read 2005 study, Richard Louv addressed a complex of problems occasioned
by children’s removal from the natural world in modern industrialized societies, creating the
risk of nature deficit disorder.”” Louv argued that among the specific disadvantages of limited
exposure to the more-than-human world is impaired development of cognitive and ethical
abilities. Much literature underscores both educational and therapeutic benefits to adults
and children from the presence of other animals. Other advantages include increased envi-
ronmental awareness. Such benefits can spur forms of responsible citizenship by prompt-
ing learning about which consumer practices are particularly harmful. While such benefits
are only occasionally mentioned in debates about protecting other living beings, they have
additional relevance to debates about how any individual human can lead a meaningful, inte-
grated life.

Louv’s book is not specifically about children’s experiences with individual nonhuman
animals, although the general trend of pulling children away from natural places has obvious
relevance to their opportunities to notice how ubiquitous life is in natural spaces. Children
still have some opportunities to learn about other-than-human animals, of course—they
encounter companion animals, backyard wildlife, and elusive figures in the urban, suburban,
and rural interstices of their home community. While such experiences may be common, it
is nonetheless obvious that children who grow up in an environment where these opportuni-
ties are circumscribed miss something important about the natural world.

These children’s experiences may be further limited by their cultural environment.
When children’s encounters with other animals are expressed, and thus understood, by the
dualism “humans and animals,” then there is a double problem. There are not only risks of
nature-deficit disorder, but also a dearth of opportunities to think again and again, and thus
critically, of the relationship of human animals to other-than-human animals. If their cur-
ricular content is relentlessly geared to human superiority, the result is myopias and crass
oversimplifications, and thereby conditions that allow the exceptionalist tradition to prevail
and grow.

Imagine the difference between the sensitivities of children educated in societies that
notice and pay attention to other living beings and the insensitivities encouraged by dis-

missive attitudes. Children in the latter societies are not well equipped, and certainly not
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encouraged, to ask frank questions about the actual realities of the nonhuman living beings
that share the earth with our species. Such children are encouraged to ignore harms done
to other animals subjected to domination and coercion—for example, they often learn to
see animals used in agribusiness as mere commodities. Similarly, they are not encouraged to
inquire about the abilities or suffering of the individual animals science uses as mere experi-
mental tools. Further, they are not taught to see the domination and coercion that zoos nec-
essarily maintain in order to present captive animals for the children’s “education.”

If a society does not teach its children to notice other animals (including unrealistic
caricatures), then many of its children will not notice other animals—their feel for animal-
related issues will be empty unless they break through to such issues in some other way. While
some might argue that such apathy benefits science (because unconcern implicitly supports
laissez-faire policies), there is a powerful argument that lack of concern harms science. Apathy
in no way promotes the intellectual freedom that is a precondition of fundamental question-
ing. In effect, schooling children to be unconcerned stops the very heartbeat of the scientific
tradition, “an alliance of free spirits in all cultures rebelling against the local tyranny that each
culture imposes on its children.”®® Said another way, such one-dimensional education hardly
prompts children to “question everything.” In the humanities as well, occasionally students
will have the opportunity to ask questions about ethical blindnesses and other living beings.
Yet, since the topic is the humanities (named after our own species), no one is surprised when
the agenda is a relentless focus on humans as the Earth’s lone special animals.

Such one-dimensionality leads to lost opportunities. Children’s deep and natural fascina-
tion with other living beings has educational traction in matters of science, pursuit of personal
interests, and development of responsible actions toward the community and environment.
In light of this, one might plausibly ask, how does one open up education in ways that helps
children freely explore and, if they wish, continue to embrace the more-than-human world?

Animal Studies provides key information and insights that help foster curricula that
stimulate children’s full range of inquiry along these lines. It also carries deep capacities to
stimulate thinking skills and ethical development. The easily observed fascination and affin-
ity that most young children have for other living beings has been only recently explored in
any detail because pioneering child psychologists such as Freud and Piaget misgauged chil-
dren’s interactions with other animals. Like that of indigenous peoples, so, too, children’s
interest in other animals has often been seen as foolishness. Children are strongly encouraged
to shed this interest when they enter adulthood, and failure to do so becomes a hallmark of
immaturity.

Study of a wide range of human cultures, however, reveals that it has been common for
adults in other cultures to “recognize the affinity of children for animals and build on...images
thatlink children to animals.” It is telling that modern industrialized cultures have for more than
a century worked to undo this affinity. “Children in Western cultures gradually absorb a world-
view of humans as radically distinct from and superior to other species, the human as ‘top dog’
in the evolutionary chain of being. What [Myers] calls ‘the categorically human self” emerges—a
strict division between human attributes and often negatively valued animal characteristics.**
Animal Studies can help those educated away from a concern for nonhuman animals

recognize that many human cultures choose to do just the opposite. Further, even when
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modern societies pull children out of the natural world, opportunities for exposure to other
living beings remain. It is fortuitous that our cities provide more diversity of life than is nor-
mally imagined.

Throughout our learning of language and our journey through the different stages of
formal, institution-based education, there are other ways we gain awareness of other living
creatures. For example, we can learn a great deal from our own bodily experiences of “the
overwhelmingly obvious similarities” between humans and some other animals.>> They can
help us understand certain things some nonhuman macroanimals do. Of course, we do not
have much awareness of what a mosquito feels like when it is flying.>* But when a chimpan-
zee or some other social mammal is bored and restless in a cage, our extraordinary biological
similarity provides some basis for imagining why that individual is not thriving.

Wildlife as Teachers

A primary way in which we become aware of other living animals is that we encounter them.
The domesticated dogs, cats, horses, rats, mice, birds, fish, and sundry other living beings we
bring into our homes provide such encounters, but companion animals involve some com-
plications that arc often brushed aside. Domestication is a form of domination that can make
these nonhuman animals conform to our lives in ways that hide what their lives apart from
humans would be like. However, we learn otherwise inaccessible fundamentals from wild or
free-living animals, for they are least affected by us. Their obvious complexities are played out
in contexts and social realities unknown to us. No human really knows all that much about
any oceanic or riverine dolphins in their social groupings. We have very little idea about what
sperm whales do with their brains, the largest on earth—we simply do not know anything
but the most obvious trivialities about sperm whale individuals. What we know of the actual
realities, emotions, and intelligence of far more familiar animals, such as elephants or nonhu-
man great apes, also remains scant. What we can surmise about even less-well-known animals
is humbling in an even greater degree.

Encountering one of the more complex nonhuman individuals in our shared world is,
then, for virtually all of us a qualitatively unique learning experience. There are many testimo-
nies about the awe-inspiring qualities of wild animals—the following comment by Thomas

Berry inspired the book A Communion of Subjects:

Even with all our technological accomplishments and urban sophistication we con-
sider ourselves blessed, healed in some manner, forgiven and for a moment trans-
ported into some other world, when we catch a passing glimpse of an animal in the
wild: a deer in some woodland, a fox crossing a field, a butterfly in its dancing flight
southward to its wintering region, a hawk soaring in the distant sky, a hummingbird

come into our garden, fireflies signaling to each other in the evening.

The invitations to wonder, to curiosity, to exploration brought by the presence of free-
living nonhuman animals are extremely diverse, of course. The English philosopher Mary
Midgley has suggested that “animals, like song and dance, are an innate taste” for humans as

members of a “mixed community.” Children can teach us not only that Midgley’s observation
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is good biology and ecology, but also that it is conducive to the open-mindedness needed for
learning and unlearning regarding the nonhuman living beings in our larger community.

Other Marginalized Humans

It is not only women, children, and indigenous peoples who have been marginalized—so
have people of a disfavored race or color, those viewed as holding “heretical” or nonortho-
dox positions in a religious tradition, political nonconformists, people whose lifestyle is not
approved for some reason, and so many others. Two examples here illustrate the connection
of these marginalized people to nonhuman animals. The first is a much-discussed compari-
son of the treatment of black slaves in the United States with nonhuman animals, and the
second is a discussion of the way heretics in the Christian tradition have at times been com-

pared to nonhuman animals.

The Dreaded Comparison

Marjorie Spiegel’s detailed comparison of the treatment of black slaves in the nineteenth
century and contemporary treatment of nonhuman animals is well known.* Perhaps because
Spiegel knew that some would find any comparison of a human group to nonhumans offen-
sive, she sought the endorsement of Alice Walker, a prominent black writer, whose pref-
ace addresses the issue of comparing practices across the species line: “The animals of the
world...were not made for humans any more than black people were made for whites or
women for men. This is the essence of Ms. Spiegel’s cogent, humane, and astute argument,
and it is sound.”?’

Critical inquiry will prompt any number of questions about such comparisons. Among
the most obvious inquiries is whether the parallels drawn by Spiegel between the treatment
of blacks and nonhuman animals are historically correct. The book uses eight points of

comparison:

1. The recurring association of blacks and nonhuman animals in daily language, literature,
and art

The use of branding, masks, collars, and other binding techniques

Similarity in transportation techniques

Similarity in attitudes toward production of these “workers”

Hunting and experimentation practices

S T i

Patterns of defense and rationalization by the establishment (including appeals to God
and scriptural justifications, economics, and a natural order that places the oppressing
group atop a hierarchy)

7. Secrecy, hiddenness, and propaganda regarding actual conditions; and conditioned ethi-

cal blindness of those involved in daily practices

8. Caricatures of the marginalized group to cover up the dominant group’s faults (black
men said to rape white women as a way of distracting from white men’s rape of black
women, and “animals” said to be vicious as a way of distracting from the viciousness of

human domination over and cruelty to nonhuman animals)
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Historically, comparison of humans to nonhumans was often meant to demean the
human group, and this was surely the case with black slaves in the United States—this is,
in fact, why Spiegel’s title included “dreaded” as the adjective modifying “comparison.” At a
deep level, Animal Studies is capable of plumbing why any such comparison would offend.
The answer, of course, lies in the psychological investment so many people have in humans
being the earth’s most remarkable species.

Alice Walker’s endorsement also prompts questions. One might wonder, for example, if
such an endorsement validates the analogy, as forceful as it might be, as politically acceptable.
We can also inquire whether such analogies have been drawn previously without the inten-
tion to demean. The answer is that they have—the American Nobel Laureate Isaac Bashevis
Singer, for example, used a comparison of the herding of Jews in Nazi Germany to the ways
cattle were dominated in the pens he saw out of a window near the Chicago stockyards.

But, clearly, demeaning comparisons have occurred in many cultures and religious
traditions. In “Moth and Wolf: Imaging Medieval Heresy with Insects and Animals,” the
Harvard Divinity School scholar Beverly Kienzle points out how establishment figures in the
Christian tradition appropriated images of nonhuman animals (and some specifics of their
behavior) and applied them in the late twelfth century to “heretics,” that is, nonconforming
believers.?® Mere association of believers with nonhumans (both insects and more familiar
macroanimals) was meant as a condemnation. Similar comparisons such as condemnation of
Jews or Muslims by Christians, or condemnation of one Islamic group by another have been

very common in history, and in many instances continue today.

The Expanding Circle Narrative

Even thinkers in fields with a developed tradition of critical thinking have often failed to alert
us to the limits we face as ethical animals; and they sometimes fail to recognize the distorting
features of our language, cultural heritage, widespread assumptions, and even what a majority
of people take to be “common sense.”

The image of an expanding circle can represent certain features of our own species’ politi-
cal and ethical history. But this image can beguile in a subtle but important way. If we fail to see
the following problem, we miss an important feature of our relationship to other animals. The
influential nineteenth-century historian of morals William Edward Hartpole Lecky famously
observed, “At one time the benevolent affections embrace merely the family, soon the circle
expanding includes first a class, then a nation, then a coalition of nations, then all of humanity,
and finally, its influence is felt in the dealings of man with the animal world.”?’

The expanding circle appeals for several reasons—it is both simple and hopeful, and
thus we relate to it easily. The image also helps us see important features of our moral lives—
for example, humans’ ideas about the reach of ethical abilities have not been static. In one
era after another, societies have changed their notion of “the others” that deserve protecting.

The expanding circle idea is correct in one implication, namely, humans sometimes
critique received views and replace them with other, more inclusive schemes. But most of us
know that the history of ethics is more accurately described as pendulum-like, swinging back
and forth, sometimes expanding, sometimes contracting. In the longer run, the issues are

much more complicated than the expanding circle suggests.
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The expanding circle misleads regarding a fundamental challenge to ethics that is
inherent in humans’ inevitable intersection with nonhuman animals. Lecky’s sequence
of expansions starts with the individual in a family and moves progressively through
class, nation, coalition of nations, all of humanity, “and finally... the animal world.” This
sequence is by no means the actual trajectory in our own cultures—our ancient forebears
often included some nonhuman animals at times when they very clearly did not include
all humans. So the expanding circle image needs some tweaking and qualification if it is to
be illuminating at all.

Lecky simply assumed that humans naturally and rightfully include all members of our
own species before including any other beings. This is a radically misleading assumption, for
many humans prioritize some nonhuman individuals—such as their companion animals—
over the well-being of many other humans. One may not approve, but it is widespread today.
In essence, Lecky’s assumption that ethics broaden in the manner of an expanding circle was
less description than prescription based on his culture’s bias for humans first and foremost.

The geometric shape of a circle actually functions far better as an essentially ecological
image, whereas Lecky’s circle is primarily conceptual. Suppose we encounter someone who
has always lived in one town. We can consider this person as the center point anchoring a
local world of decision and action that, in a sense, encircles this person. Assume that this
person is a morally capable being—as our individual wonders, “Who are the others about
whom I might care?” family members will likely come first. Perhaps the person also rubs
elbows with neighbors in this shared community.

Soon enough, though, our moral person will also encounter in his or her “circle” some
nonhuman animals, perhaps dogs or cats or other-than-human neighbors. The simple point
is that as our person moves further and further out into the ecological version of a widen-
ing circle that spreads out in all directions, she or he will encounter many local nonhuman
animals long before other human beings, such as the faraway citizens of the same nation, let
alone the people in other nations or even bigger units (the “coalition of nations” or “all of
humanity” mentioned in Lecky’s sequence).

Lecky’s sequence is likely to mislead us into assuming that we must first care for all
humans, and only then nonhuman animals. But such an approach lacks realism—pcople
unavoidably live and act locally. Any set of prescriptions that makes living beings on the other
side of the world more important than local beings will struggle amid day-to-day ethics.

In essence, Lecky takes for granted the exceptionalist tradition’s one-dimensional por-
trayal of the moral human. Each human does care first about other humans who happen to be
family members and perhaps nearby neighbors. But we do not have an instinct to protect all
humans in day-to-day life. Lecky’s sequence does not reflect the most important realm of real
cthical lives (namely, the local world) but highlights the familiar biases of the exceptionalist
tradition.

The idea of an expandingcircle can work if an ecological sense of the moral circle replaces
the human-centered conceptual circle. In a very real sense, each of us does inhabit the center
of a real circle where we are constantly making choices. As individuals, we are citizens of the
entire earth in a minor, mostly metaphorical sense, but we are certainly not the earth’s center
in any discernible way. True, today we make consumer choices in a globalized world, but this

important phenomenon does not eclipse the central reality of our individuality in a truly
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local world where we make daily choices. Like all other animals, we live first and primarily in
a specific local community. This is the ground-zero reality of the ethical life, and through it
we have potential relationships with specific people and nonhuman animals who coinhabit
our shared bioregion or econiche.

There is simply no sense in which one can say “we share the earth with all humans”
that is not also equally true of the claim that “we share the earth with all other animals.” We
may think of ourselves as citizens of a humanized earth, but this is beautiful and true in only
limited senses that hardly are more important than the fact that we remain citizens of a more-
than-human world. It is this citizenship that gives us the chance to be responsible moral

actors within our local world and moral circle.

Animal Studies and the Moral
Core of Human Life

It is a central task of Animal Studies to be realistic about humans’ ethical potential and actual
realities. Further, Animal Studies has the corollary task of critiquing received ideas of ethics
that do or do not pay attention to such potential and actual realities.

Arguably, what puts all other humans into each human’s moral circle is not a biologi-
cal urge but, instead, a commitment driven by the beautiful idea that each and every human
being matters immensely. This idea-based commitment is far more than mere sleight of hand
(or perhaps a sleight of mind). It is a decision, a matter of choice that grows out of a mature,
developed character capable of the kind of moral imagination committed to treating all other
humans as members of our community of “others.” Yet, as beautiful as such a commitment
is to us, it can become a source of problems if it is used as a justification for not caring about
any other-than-human living beings. It is an important theme of this book that countless
individuals in many cultures have chosen in their daily lives not to exclude nonhuman ani-
mals even though many high-profile modern cultures have allowed this foundational feature
of human life to atrophy.

A problem emerges when the important notion that all humans count is surreptitiously
converted into the claim that only humans count. When members of our species tout only
humans as our real community, they miss the genius of so much that is the human moral
animal.

In a spatial, practical, and truly ecological sense, then, we live our lives in a circle, our
specific local world, in which some other animals are much closer coinhabitants than are
remote humans. Because our true moral circle is, first and foremost, local, individual humans
are not likely to find integrated, happy ways of living if they refuse to be cognizant of their
truly local neighbors.



12

The Question of Leadership

Getting beyond Pioneers and Leaders to
Individual Choices

What constitutes leadership in Animal Studies varies considerably as people work to engage
the past, present, and future of the human-nonhuman intersection. In circles where the
exceptionalist tradition prevails, leadership takes forms completely different from those one
encounters in nonindustrialized societies that have long practiced a lifeway imbued with
respect for living beings beyond the species line. Leadership takes yet other distinct and
specialized roles in those communities and subcultures transitioning away from traditional
harms and dismissals of other animals.

As young and old citizens in both industrialized and developing societies grow toward
more open engagement with other-than-human animals, what reveals best the diversity of
leadership is a feature of the change that often goes unremarked—the work of any well-known
advocate for other-than-human animals is possible only because of the work of, literally, thou-
sands upon thousands of anonymous women and men whose efforts make the achievements
of high-profile leaders possible. It is this grassroots work that reveals the breadth and depth

of the worldwide social movement discussed in previous chapters.

When the Real Difficulties Begin

“It’s hard enough to start a revolution, even harder still to sustain it, and hardest of all to win it.
But it is only afterwards, once we've won, that the real difficulties begin.”' These insights sug-
gest why leadership in any social movement must feature tremendous diversity—what counts
as leadership evolves constantly. For example, some of the leaders that sparked the modern
reemergence of animal protection came out of grassroots efforts that organized volunteers
working on specific community problems (like euthanasia of unwanted companion animals),
while other leaders worked to create movements in legal education, philosophy, and legislative
circles. Still others founded nonprofit organizations that focused on specific problems.

In the decades following the mid-1970s reemergence of an animal protection

movement in industrialized societies, some important changes have been accomplished
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even though many problems remain and some have worsened dramatically. Sustaining,
consolidating, and building on the accomplishments requires leaders capable of expand-
ing efforts at the grassroots level, and others with the skills to grow and fund organiza-
tions at the local, regional, national, and even international levels. Yet other leaders work
in academic circles to expand description of the underlying problems and develop student
interest. This work produces more opportunities, new leaders, and ever more sophisti-
cated challenges through litigation and legislative lobbying on a wider range of problems.
With volunteer efforts and organizations expanding, legislative and court-based possi-
bilities growing, and academic work diversifying and becoming ever more sophisticated,
new leadership opportunities emerge for change and even abolition of certain harms to
nonhuman animals.

It is not casy to say whether and when ferment becomes a revolution, or when a revolu-
tion has been sustained, but it is clear that as tens of millions of people have become inter-
ested in animal protection issues, there are fundamental changes that will be “hardest of all
to win” (for example, abolition of the most harmful practices, or adjusting the central legal
concept of property so that it no longer produces such terrible harms to so many billions
of nonhuman animals). Finally, even if such a high level of change is realized, leaders will
continue to face major challenges because “it is only afterwards, once we’ve won, that the real

difficulties begin.”

What Matters Is the Quotidian

It is choices and day-to-day efforts of grassroots volunteers, consumers, factory workers and
managers, artists and business owners, teachers and students at all levels of education, profes-
sionals and academics of many kinds, and countless others that drive change. Leaders may be
the most visible, but it is everyone together who create or dull the insights and energies that
drive Animal Studies. Because each human individual faces first and most often a local world,
it is within that world that each person constantly chooses. Such daily choices are the obvious
foundation of every major movement for social change. Individuals shape present options
and future possibilities through daily opportunities, thereby choosing to lead lives that move
toward or resist a particular choice or change.

Leadership of a most important kind, then, takes place in such personal and local
worlds. The lives of many ordinary people feature actions and sacrifices that would clearly
be thought of as achievements if known; such people have often existed at local levels even
though their individual work did not become well known because “history from above”
failed to record their achievements.

It is at this level of local worlds that student petitions for animal studies courses are
imagined and then circulated, and it is at this level that people notice and take seriously the
macroanimals that are neighbors. It is locally that voter initiatives on wildlife, food choices,
dissection options for students, and other animal-related problems are won or lost. It is also
locally that individuals engage or refuse to care about the actual realities of other animals
because daily choices have ripple effects well beyond one’s own life—because “every choice

we make can be a celebration of the world we want.”?
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Listening as Leadership

Listening to others is another key but less-than-high-profile form of leadership. The work of
Wangari Maathai, Vandana Shiva, Jane Goodall, and many others has shown that listening
primes others for communal participation. The importance of listening to other humans is
well demonstrated by certain problems in the subfield of religion and animals. I have on
several occasions been told that members of the animal protection movement (who in many
industrialized societies have characteristically been suspicious of religion) assume religious
people need a new vocabulary. Religious community insiders, of course, recognize that some-
thing else is really needed, namely, for movement activists to learn to listen to each different
religious group and then talk to that group in ways that the group already values, not with an
entirely new vocabulary that implies the group’s existing ways of talking, thinking, and living
are morally deficient.

A particularly primal form of listening occurs when humans pay attention to other ani-
mals individual and social realities. Similarly, a sensitive form of listening is needed to assess
our own limitations as we attempt to explore other living beings’ actual lives. Many people,
such as Griffin, Goodall, and Bekoff, have pioneered attempts to listen to other animals in a
fair and full way. Such listening has enabled countless others to explore local animals better,
to identify caricatures, and to propose new ideas so that the human community may see
issues more clearly.

Such work is also the foundation of much cthics-inspired work. For example, when
the work of those who document harms to other animals can be joined to well-developed
information about other animals’ realities (such as their intelligence, or their need for free-
dom of movement or society with members of their own species), the prospects of the public
supporting change (through their consumer choices, volunteer efforts, or calls to legislators)

are much better.

Pioneers

The acknowledged pioneers who have challenged the exceptionalist tradition have had spe-
cial, even if greatly varied, skills. Many of them recognize that the truest leadership is the
work of the unknown people whose efforts comprise the worldwide movement.

What is commonly known about pioneers is often but a very small part of their contri-
bution to awareness of life outside our species. Many people around the world know Rachel
Carson’s name because her Silent Spring was an important book in the history of environmen-
tal thinking—she also wrote best-selling books about the ocean.? Few people now know Ruth
Harrison’s name. In 1964 she published Animal Machines: The Factory Farming Industry, for
which Carson wrote the preface. In that preface, Carson said, “Her theme affects practically
every citizen, for it deals with the new methods of rearing animals destined to become human
food. It is the story that ought to shock the complacency out of any reader” Harrison is not
often talked about today, nor is Carson’s support of her early indictment of harms to non-
human animals. This shared obscurity shows how “history from above” fails to record many

important forms of leadership even among pioneers in human thinking.
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A Commonality: Our Indigenous Ancestors

Less obvious pioneers are our ancestors who lived in small-scale, indigenous societies—these
peoples produced a vast array of observations and wisdom about the living beings outside
our own species. Each of us is, through our own culture, heir to some portion of this lore,
whether practical knowledge or story narratives that teach in a variety of ways. Importantly,
Animal Studies has been developing quickly precisely because modern industrialized societ-
ies have handled this complex, sometimes opaque heritage in ways that minimize or elimi-
nate altogether key insights such as humans’ relatedness to other living beings.

Every human alive today is, of course, a descendant of ancient peoples who character-
istically thought of other-than-human animals as bringers of blessings. But these common
ancestors are now mostly unknown, and certainly their insights are no longer factors in daily
choices given that many moderns have been trained to deride them as “savages.” But if people
conduct “personal archacologies” (chapter 8) and then complement that with research regard-
ing their own ethnic, religious, or cultural heritage, it is still possible to recognize how pieces
of ancient wisdom influence one’s own heritage. Ancient pioneers also include the Axial Age
sages (chapter 2). By emphasizing the importance of respecting living beings beyond the spe-
cies line, these pioneers developed humans’ collective thinking about all living beings’ place

in what Berry called the larger community.

Aristotle: Pioneer and Humbling Model

Charles Darwin is probably the most acknowledged name today around the world when it
comes to people who have exercised a profound influence on contemporary thinking about
animal-related issues. Darwin’s remarkable mid-nineteenth-century achievements moved
human understanding of all animals into the scientific realm. In fact, by virtue of the Darwinian
synthesis (chapter 3), Darwin may now have eclipsed Aristotle as the single most influential
individual in the history of human thinking about other animals. But Aristotle, because of his
special place in shaping many perspectives that continue to play central roles in Animal Studies,
provides the opportunity to talk about both positive and negative aspects of leadership.

Aristotle and Everyone’s Limits

For more than 1,500 years, this remarkable Greek philosopher was an astonishingly influen-
tial figure in many humans’ understanding of other-than-human animals. He bequeathed us
much, including his un-Platonic conviction that humans were in continuity with the rest of
the physical world: “In applying his method to the study of animals, Aristotle says that we
should investigate all of them, even those that are mean and insignificant, for when we study
animals we know that ‘in not one of them is Nature or Beauty lacking.”

A list of the words that Aristotle invented sits at the very heart of both common sense
and many modern enterprises that still shape modern sciences today: category, energy, actu-
ality, motive, end, principle, form, faculty, mean, maxim.> It was Aristotle’s pervasive influ-
ence in areas as diverse as philosophy, early sciences, and our day-to-day understanding of the
world that led Thomas Aquinas, himself among the most influential philosophers ever, to
refer to Aristotle with the simple and respectful name “the Philosopher.”
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But Aristotle’s penchant for explanations that favored humans, and then only some
humans (particularly male Greeks of what are often termed the upper classes), caused him to
make many statements that are disproportionately human-centered, a tendency that is inte-
grally tied to “the Aristotelian spirit that reads the universe on an analogy to intelligent con-
struction.”® Aristotle subordinated two major classes of humans to civilized males: women
and slaves. He followed Plato and other male Greeks in holding males naturally superior
to females—perhaps his most famous statement in this regard comes from his influential
Politics: “the male is by nature superior, and the female inferior; the one rules, and the other
is ruled; this principle, of necessity, extends to all mankind.””

Aristotle is equally well known for his view of slaves expressed in Pol/itics.® The influen-
tial moralist William Paley challenged Aristotle on this point in his 1785 Principles of Moral
and Political Philosophy:

Aristotle lays down, as a fundamental and self-evident maxim, that nature intended
barbarians to be slaves and proceeds to deduce from this maxim a train of conclusions,
calculated to justify the policy which then prevailed. And I question whether the
same maxim be not still self-evident to the company of merchants trading to the coast
of Africa.

Nothing is so soon made as a maxim; and it appears from the example of
Aristotle, that authority and convenience, education, prejudice, and general practice,
have no small share in the making of them; and that the laws of custom are very apt to

be mistaken for the order of nature.’

Aristotle also viewed nonhuman animals as inferior, advancing the questionable anal-
ogy “as plants are for animals, animals are for humans” (examined in chapter 6). Thus it is pos-
sible to notice that Aristotle’s claims about nonhuman animals were influenced by “authority
and convenience, education, prejudice, and general practice.” We can wonder then with Paley
if, in the matter of humans’ intersection with nonhuman animals, this remarkably creative,
obviously intelligent philosopher mistook Greek “laws of custom... for the order of nature.”

Aristotle, then, provides a key lesson in humility. Though he was clearly one of the most
formidable analytical thinkers of all time, he again and again offered arguments beset by
shortcomings. These arguments were made at key ethical junctures dealing with justification
of domination (men over women, Greeks over foreign slaves, humans over other animals).

Such observations about the most influential thinker on nonhuman animals in the
Western cultural tradition are not made with disrespect, for Aristotle pursued research
regarding all animals, human and nonhuman alike, with much passion. Yet Aristotle was,
it turns out, only too human. Like the ordinary and extraordinary humans we all know, he
was deeply biased by the privileges he held by virtue of his gender and social class and by his
own cultural claim to be superior to others. Like so many other humans, then, Aristotle suc-
cumbed to self-affirming beliefs and the rationalization that his privileges were “the order
of nature.”

Such mistakes reveal that all humans are at risk when generalizing about “animals,”
“human nature;” and what constitutes truth and justice. Since many familiar cultures have

regularly promoted inequalities among different human groups as a divinely mandated
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natural order, we have become all too familiar with injustices for women, children, the males
and females of marginalized ethnic or religious groups, and, of course, other macroanimals.
Studying “the Philosopher” can help us understand the value of humility as we try to present
a fair and honest version of the larger story.

Aristotle’s errors are not merely ancient history—of great relevance to Animal Studies
is that such reasoning has become a mainstay of both secular and religious circles that sup-
port the exceptionalist tradition. Aristotle’s views were passed along by other influential, oth-
erwise capable thinkers, such as Cicero and Thomas Aquinas.'® By virtue of its association
with such luminaries, this form of thinking has become a central tenet in the exceptionalist

tradition, thereby anchoring many humans’ sense of privilege over all other lives.

Animal Studies’ Tasks

Accounts of Aristotle’s creativity and power can still underscore why his work is an
impressive achievement. He models well both leadership and connection—by forthrightly
stating his conviction that our human group features substantial, existentially impor-
tant continuity with the rest of the animal and physical world, Aristotle courageously
disagreed with his mentor Plato and provided subsequent generations with a basis for
exploring humans’ place in the natural world. His multiple, extensive treatises on nonhu-
man animals more than increased knowledge—they displayed humans’ peculiarly large
capacity for inventorying the universe in a manner that connects all of us to each other
and other animals. As importantly, Aristotle’s observation in Parts of Animals that it is
the whole living being that matters, not the component parts, matches ethical insights
that appear again and again from the time of the Axial Age sages to the present. Humans
clearly have the ability to notice whole organisms as the level of biological reality that
matters most. This insight is today one of the most integral features of Animal Studies
as it surveys whole animals in community, not the parts of living beings that are used as

mere resources for human profic."!

Luminaries beyond Aristotle

One can sense when perusing Aristotle’s works that Aristotle himself was often captivated
by the living beings he studied. Fascination of this kind occurs in every culture. Such fas-
cination, rather than the dismissiveness in some misleading and troubling generalizations
found in Aristotle’s works, was one reason Aristotle influenced many later thinkers. Further,
Aristotle’s range of thought in addressing so many different kinds of nonhuman animals
established a theme of broad inquiry that facilitated the work of those cultural successors who
prized humans’ interest in and connections to other living beings. Some of these successors’
scientific inquiries about the natural world led to Darwin’s insights. Many of the contempo-
rary scientists cited in this book (such as Griffin, Goodall, Tinbergen, Lorenz, Wrangham,
and Bekoff) also model that deep fascination with living beings in context can be a driving
passion. The best-known contemporary leaders include Jane Goodall from southern England

and the Australian philosopher Peter Singer, who at different times has been referred to as
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“the most influential living philosopher” and “the most dangerous man in the world today.”'?

Each has, through personal efforts and by spurring thousands of others to act, stimulated
awareness of specific problems and thereby a renaissance in worldwide interest in nonhuman
animals.

Those we call leaders most often emerge from shadows and margins, “from below,” and
as individuals. Examples can be found in scholarly traditions—for example, in Islamic circles,
Al-Hafiz B. A. Masri’s name is known because of his work on nonhuman animal issues, just
as the name Andrew Linzey is known in Christian circles. Each is well known for books that
focus discussion of nonhuman animal issues in their own traditions.'? In India, the on-the-
ground work of Maneka Gandhi and Raj Panjwani has made each well known in the world’s
most populous democracy. Such individuals, who have emerged not only as scholars or orga-
nizational leaders but also as moral authorities, present startlingly diverse approaches that
correspond to their backgrounds and interests. Their variety corresponds with the diversity

of nonhuman animal issues.

Organized Realities

At the beginning of the twenty-first century, more than 17,000 animal protection organiza-
tions could be identified in more than 170 countries.'* A catalog of what is being done in
these organizations is impossible to compile because animal protection and advocacy work
are extremely diverse and growing. Nonprofit organizations also play key roles in protecting
human welfare linked to other animals. The fact that it is not only groups focused on the con-
nection of human and nonhuman harms that qualify for special tax exemptions but also, in
a number of countries, those focused solely on nonhuman animals reflects how government
policy can help promote animal protection in very basic ways.

It is at the local level that problems can be identified with sufficient specificity to
make meaningful change possible. The approaches used to create locally effective remedies
are as various as the organizations and the issues they address—they include the standard
approaches of filing lawsuits and proposing legislation, as well as voter initiatives on com-
panion animal and wildlife protections, disclosure of harms involved in food production,
dissection-choice options for students, and other animal-related problems in educational
systems, cities, states or provinces, and so on. Less familiar approaches like student initiatives
to create Animal Studies courses also abound.

The net effect of such diverse and wide-ranging work is communal, that is, people work-
ing together both informally and formally to address a particular problem. But individuals
play the most crucial role in such social ferment. This reflects Margaret Mead’s wise observa-
tion that we should “never doubt that a small group of committed citizens can change the

world” for, “it is the only thing that ever has”

Returning to the Individual in Daily Life

The key feature of organizations remains individuals. It is individual people who make the

difference in any organization—the charismatic founder, the insightful administrator who
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makes others more effective, the tireless rank-and-file volunteer who grasps how to create
lasting learning and protections. Thus, while individuals may often be involved in organiza-
tions, the issue of humans’ relationship with other-than-human animals returns to the level
of personal choice. It is at this level that both the startlingly commonsense features and the
compelling internal logic of Frances Moore Lappé’s observation “every choice can be a cel-
ebration” play out most fully."® In this single phrase, human individuals’ formative ability to

care is called out in its basics and in all its power.

Promise: What Might Be Done

Any account of pioneers and leaders in Animal Studies will reveal not only the central role
played by individuals, but also two particulars. First, each individual, from the highest-
ranking to the newest arrival in any organization, has obvious limits as to what they can
attempt or accomplish. There are so many issues that attempting to address too many of
them is, in effect, a covert way of avoiding any significant advance in a particular area.
As one sensitive observer of the human condition suggested, “The rush and pressure of
modern life are a form, perhaps the most common form of its innate violence. To allow
oneself... to surrender to too many demands, to commit oneself to too many projects, to
want to help everyone in everything, is to succumb to violence. More than that, it is coop-
eration in violence.”!¢

Second, each individual helps the human community with the task of taking responsi-
bility for our inevitable impacts upon other living beings. In this, each individual illustrates
something true of every human and the very structure of the ethical life. It is in precisely
each person’s daily choices for or against harms that we choose or avoid caring about others.
Choices at this level are, to use a biological image, the very heartbeat of ethics, the place
where noticing and taking seriously our own acts make a difference in the life of another.
Assessing the facts and then taking responsibility for our quotidian acts is how one shapes a
life. It is precisely at this local, personal level where we contend with our immersion in con-
structed worlds of self-focus and human-centeredness.

This task is not simple. How could it be? We are not simple animals. Indeed, this par-
ticular task is, in a human-centered society, among the most complicated. We are, surely, ani-
mals with special moral capacities, but we realize these only when we work hard and together
toward this rich human possibility. In a vain way, we could even dream that we are the most
special animals, but ironically this is true only when we are at our most humble and willing
to take our full but still limited place in the community of life.

So Animal Studies must focus on leadership and vision at the level of daily life in
order to explore fully humans’ relationship with other-than-human animals. This observa-
tion dovetails with humans’ awareness of and pride in the rich individuality so evident in
cach human person. This feature of human existence prompts Animal Studies to inquire
how individuals lead societies in general and our species as a whole as we accept or reject
humans’” evident animality and our ubiquitous, inevitable encounters with other living

beings.
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Arts and Possibilities: The Question of
Nonhuman Leaders

Individuals practicing different arts offer virtues and visions to the human community. This
is one of the reasons that myths, folktales, songs, paintings, sculpture, dance, and instrumen-
tal music play key roles in teaching about the human-nonhuman intersection in various cul-
tures. More recently, literary creations like Anna Sewell’s 1877 Black Beauty have prompted
humans to imagine the vantage point of a nonhuman animal. Today, a startling variety of lit-
erary and visual arts portray, imagine, and otherwise lead people to explore how any human
might imagine the life of other animals.

Such arts of imagination open up the question of whether leadership of a kind might be
imagined as coming from members of another species. One author addresses special qualities

of dogs:

A single glance between dog and human companion can communicate subtle and
complex emotion and meaning, proving without question that we have more in com-
mon than not. Friendships between humans and dogs have proven to be as strong as,

or stronger than, those found between many humans."”

We can imagine that some of the dogs we meet invite, even teach us, in unique ways and
thereby lead us to places we cannot arrive without them. Whether this is a kind of leadership
or more a mutual phenomenon of each side leading the other, the experience described by
this author is not unfamiliar to many humans. Thus while a number of humans remain skep-
tical, many others today easily settle into the riches described by this author.

Animal Studies is capable of exploring whether leadership comes from diverse sources,
including some nonhumans. Further, it is capable of remaining open to undiscovered or
merely unappreciated realities in other animals. A long-influential philosopher decades ago
used questions about humans’ relationship to nonhuman animals to explore the breadth and

depths of our philosophical traditions:

Aristotle, though in general he was much more convinced of man’s continuity with
the physical world than Plato, makes some equally odd uses of the contrast between
man and beast. In the Nichomachean Ethics (1.7) he asks what the true function of
man is, in order to see what his happiness consists in, and concludes that that func-
tion is the life of reason because that life only is peculiar to man. I do not quarrel for
the moment with the conclusion but with the argument. If peculiarity to man is the
point, why should one not say that the function of man is technology, or the sexual
goings-on noted by Desmond Morris, or even exceptional ruthlessness to one’s own
species? In all these respects man seems to be unique. It must be shown separately
that this differentia is itself the best human quality, that it is the point where human-
ity is excellent as well as exceptional. And it surely is possible a priori that the point

on which humanity is excellent is one in which it is not wholly unique or that at least



288 | ANIMAL STUDIES

some aspect of it might be shared with other beings. Animals are, I think, used in this
argument to point up by contrast the value of reason, to give examples of irrational

conduct whose badness will seem obvious to us.'®

Through such careful, paced reasoning, this philosopher hopes to show the reader that
even our species’ most sophisticated thinkers err when they so avidly pursue human excep-
tionalism. We are most exceptional when we remain open to going beyond the species line.
We know nonhumans’ realities poorly if at all, but that is no excuse for turning away from
these unknown others—to reason that ignorance justifies lack of concern is every bit as falla-
cious and morally questionable as turning away from exceptional human genius because the
rest of us do not have such capacitics.

Fostering such openness is the task of leaders in animal protection and Animal Studies.
How such leaders move people into open, full engagement with other-than-human animals
depends not only upon individuals’ vision and creativity but on the underlying social situ-
ations. When women are subordinated, the nonhuman animal issue can be impoverished
because that society is denied the full benefit of the extraordinary capacities and depth of
understanding that women have. When children’s natural connections to other-than-human
lives are not nurtured, a society produces impoverished citizens and political discourse.
Finally, when entire ethnic groups, indigenous communities, and religious traditions are
marginalized, leadership talents are often directed so fiercely to demolishing these human-
on-human exclusions that issues such as the animal question, are shunted aside.

Historical accident has played a role in which nonhumans any cultural tradition will
encounter. In India, elephants played a major role long after they were removed from their
native habitats in China, the Middle East, and northern Africa. The fact that “the bear is the
most significant animal in the history of metaphysics in the northern hemisphere” caused
Shepard to observe, “The great circumpolar ‘bear cult’ is the salient religious and ritual asso-
ciation of people and a wild animal.”" The overwhelmingly anthropocentric European ethics
tradition was birthed and thrived in urban and rural environments cleared of large-brained,
long-lived, socially complex nonhumans—the unsurprising end result was a fundamental,
self-inflicted ignorance about many other animals.

What counts as leadership and pioneering can be framed, then, in almost countless
ways. This explains why scores of human individuals have been mentioned as the previous
chapters have recounted various aspects of human efforts to fathom, explore, explain, hunt,
control, and otherwise deal with the astonishing multitude of living beings outside our own
species. While these individuals can be thought of as pioneers, leaders, and revolutionaries
in the larger story, the reality remains that innumerable individual humans have impacted

humans’ past dealings with ubiquitous nonhuman life.



13

The Future of Animal Studies

The future remains to be chosen. Some people believe Animal Studies faces complex, debili-
tating problems. Nonhuman animals are being harmed in astonishing ways and many people
feel deeply that this pattern of human activity must change. For others, however, Animal
Studies is primarily the academic approach to studying a multispecies world.

For the former group, ideological and moral challenges of great complexity must be
met immediately because they arise in the core activities of daily life and will, if unmet, mean
that many nonhumans continue to suffer serious harms. How one perceives these challenges
is shaped by powerful forces such as one’s birth or chosen culture, religious tradition, or the
civic and secular commitments of modern industrialized nation-states. For the latter group,
these challenges are real, but there are also formidable philosophical and educational chal-
lenges to be met, such as questions about how much of other animals’ lives we can know, and
how human limitations can be acknowledged and surmounted.

The differences between these two approaches to Animal Studies by no means out-
weigh the common elements—both approaches reflect a deep, organizing commitment to
live in a healthy, multispecies world, just as both foreground the goal of exploring animals’
abilities (humans included). Both are committed to the key role of education and the impor-
tance of learning the larger story. There are differences in how much effort should be spent
on learning about the past, but both agree that doing so is important because it provides one
key to understanding present-day views and future prospects. Both groups also recognize
clearly that science literacy is a key component of a vibrant Animal Studies field. Finally, both
groups focus on interdisciplinary approaches and hone a variety of skills.

The Near Term: A Future We Can Glimpse

If options for the near term can be outlined, our prospects of glimpsing some feature of the
future will grow more certain. Clearly, new options will eventually present themselves—
because of political work, discoveries about other animals’ realities, helpful theoretical work,
and coordinated visions synthesized out of many different disciplines and key insights.
Identifying present options for the next few years involves extrapolating trends. Animal
Studies presently touches an astonishing range of disciplines. The future of individual
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courses that are already popular—animal law, animals in literature, history-based courses,
sociological and cultural approaches to the depths and breadth of human-nonhuman con-
nections, religion and animals, critical animal studies, and on and on—is bright. That future
includes expansion of these offerings. For example, law schools must offer more than a survey
course that is supposed to cover all of animal law. A single course has no reasonable prospects
of covering the topic well. Given that one American law school has attracted much attention
and high enrollment by offering well over a dozen courses touching on animal law,' a trend
to multiple animal law courses will likely develop soon.

Second, the near term will undoubtedly see more linking up of existing courses. Many
colleges already offer courses in which animal-related issues bridge topics traditionally taught
in separate courses (for example, literature, religion, and animal-related themes). Since exist-
ing disciplines are regularly adding animal-related discussions, the near future is likely to see
novel combinations of courses and crossing of disciplinary approaches.

Third, interdisciplinary connections will undoubtedly be developed further. For exam-
ple, religion and animals courses focusing on a single religious tradition can include other
traditions or new findings about animals that have had significant roles in specific religious
traditions. Literature and animals courses can be expanded beyond the literary traditions or
forms now typically studied, and animal law courses can be enriched by cross-disciplinary
exchanges.

Distance learning, social media, and Internet conferencing can add immensely to
student opportunities to attend courses and seminars. Less expensive, even free education
via recorded lectures offered by cooperating educational institutions has almost unlimited
prospects for increasing general awareness of Animal Studies. Such efforts will surely create
additional synergies.

The near future also will include program-level innovations aimed at coordinating
groups of single-discipline courses. There are already, for example, burgeoning animal studies
centers and degree-granting programs (chapter 1). Educators will group courses with dif-
ferent interdisciplinary emphases—for example, focusing on different claims and knowl-
edge problems regarding other animals, or on different sorts of ethics or a variety of cultural
achievements. Creativity in weaving themes together will surely open up even richer possi-
bilities for degree-granting programs.

Continuing education opportunities and online offerings will allow students from
different cultures and parts of the world to meet and work together. Such work offers the
prospect of mature and younger students developing publications, such as journals and
edited volumes that address highly specific topics, just as it will facilitate joint projects at
local, national, and international levels. Social networks will also tap into the extraordinary
resources of nonprofit groups, government agencies, and other collections of people working

on animal-related problems.

As the Midcentury Arrives

For the last decade, I have put a diverse range of students through a classroom exercise that

asks them to imagine the shape of ethics or public policy or law regarding nonhuman animals
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at the beginning of the twenty-second century. I suggest that they ask questions about the
subject matter their own future children, then grandchildren, and then great-grandchildren
might encounter in courses studying nonhuman animal issues for the rest of the twenty-first
century.

Questions about such a distant future usually produce more silence than answers. Only
a few are daring enough to make specific guesses. Some focus on how to sustain the renais-
sance of interest in other-than-human animals that emerged in the second half of the twenti-
cth century. Some think we will overcome humans’ limits in knowing the inner workings of
nonhuman animals’ lives. Some simply remain silent, but many humbly explore and then, lis-
tening to others’ tentative answers, begin to elaborate about what may happen in the coming
decades. At times, the communal exchange has been remarkable, at other times weighed
down by uncertainty. Yet there are consistently positive signs—for example, everyone senses
that the community effort is far more important than that of an individual. In this develop-
ment lies an insight—humility, community exchanges, and open-mindedness are virtues that
must prevail if we are to guess responsibly about the future. Interestingly, these three virtues
are also mainstays of the best practice in science and ethics.

My own personal guess is that by the middle of the twenty-first century, communal
work will likely prompt members of our species to explore which of our multiple intelli-
gences could be the province of some nonhuman animals. We might glimpse something far
more alien, namely, which intelligences different from ours can be found in certain nonhu-
man animals.

In guessing what might happen by the middle of the twentieth-first century, my sense
has been that it will most likely be a small group of women, perhaps young to middle-aged,
who will make breakthroughs that allow our species to understand key features of the com-
munications of some other-than-human social mammal group. Such an achievement would
help the citizens of our increasingly dominant industrialized societies recognize that the
carth is populated by other intelligences. Such a breakthrough may or may not give us a truly
deep understanding of these newly appreciated social mammals, but, at the very least, it will
poignantly confirm that our species has never been alone in the universe. Such work will
prompt ever deeper commitments to protect other animals whose lives will for many centu-

ries continue to seem foreign to human minds.

Before the End of the Twenty-First Century

Thinking to the end of the century, all of my students—the graduate students at Tufts
University’s Cummings School of Veterinary Medicine, the Harvard Law School students,
the anthrozoology graduate students at Canisius College—fell silent. For obvious reasons,
thinking so far out is hard in any discipline, but particularly in law or policy or ethics.
Silence of this kind produces teaching opportunities, though, and here the relevant fact is
that those of us who are heirs to the exceptionalist tradition are not at all skilled in seeing
the range of possibilities at the human-nonhuman intersection. This is one reason that the
core concerns giving Animal Studies its heartbeat will do fundamental educational work.

Engaging the realities of other animals and telling the larger story will become essential
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to the vitality of individual fields and the growth of interdisciplinary approaches. Perhaps
most relevant on the human side of this inevitable intersection, Animal Studies will pro-
vide existentially meaningful education. It will foster personal connection, pursuit of the
truth, scientific literacy, informed ethics, and affirmation of our abilities to care within and
beyond the species line.

The Three-Part University

It is possible to frame Animal Studies as a megafield that will complement and bridge the dif-
ferent kinds of work being done in the natural sciences, the social sciences, and the humani-
ties. Animal Studies is not strictly a science, though it requires intensive commitments to
both natural and social sciences. Nor is Animal Studies well positioned as a mere subfield
within the humanities even though it must be in constant conversation with the humanities
to study the past, present, and future features of the human-nonhuman intersection. When
seen as an integrated battery of inquiries, Animal Studies will enhance the descriptive work
of the natural sciences, the exploration of humans’ social dimensions that drives our social
sciences, and the soaring imagination and meaning-based searches of the humanities.

Educating humans effectively will require more than substantial commitments to the
science and humanities megafields. In addition, each level of education must foreground a
passionate but unbiased pursuit of the truth about the whole universe. The exceptionalist
tradition is driven by the view that education should justify human privilege with standard
answers (“standard facts”) to standard questions that lead inexorably to an affirmation of
humans’ superior intelligence and character. Education, however, is far better understood
as a process of questioning through not only empirical investigation but also awareness of
humans’ deep and wide ethical capacities.

Good education of this kind cannot coexist with constant reassertion that some por-
tion of the human race holds a privileged position. This claim by no means excludes claims
that humans should, as a species, be gratified and confident. Clearly, it is a source of justifi-
able self-esteem when humans recognize that we can choose to be remarkable living beings,
to surmount selfishness, to actualize our fullest potential by transcending mere self-interest.
But Animal Studies will make it clear in both the near and longer-term future that we are
remarkable animals only when we recognize that on earth we are not alone in the matter
of impressive skills and perceptions lived out by individuals in a rich social context. When
we slip into Thrasymachus-like “might is right” arguments (explained below) that humans
merely by virtue of our physical and political power justly enjoy the privilege of dominating
other-than-human animals, we fall far short of an ethically justifiable position.

Because Animal Studies foregrounds other species and their individuals in social context,
education in this vein necessarily prompts humans to become inquiring, science-interested
individuals even as they also become caring, compassion-concerned individuals who realize
humans’ potential to be a moral species. To achieve such education, Animal Studies necessar-
ily will push well beyond any single field found today in the university. In this opening up and
deepening of education, Animal Studies complements the native human-centeredness of the

humanities and arts and the broad exploratory commitments of the sciences.
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Continuing Risks

Animal Studies will, in this role, confront the exceptionalist tradition, which has predisposed
many people to go well beyond certain mild human-centerednesses that now prevail. In such
an environment, it has been easy to assume Aristotle-like views of our own privileges as the
order of nature. For some humans, the widespread prevalence of the exceptionalist tradi-
tion already provides compelling evidence that we deserve to be dominant because humans
have creative minds that foster our arts, humanities, and precise sciences. But the lure of the
exceptionalist tradition in the end is self-defeating because it pulls us out of our larger com-
munity and home. Further, superiority-invested reasoning also fails critical thinking tests—
syllogistic reasoning by which those secking privileges over all other living beings move
seamlessly from a premise asserting humans’ superiority to a conclusion justifying privileges
is subject to multiple challenges. One can, for example, dispute the facts used to construct
the premise. (Which facts, after all, go toward determining factual superiority?) One can
also question whether the reasoning is distorted by bias, ignorance, wishful thinking, and the
like. Justifications of privilege may seem to have a basis in reason, but to the oppressed they
often seem a facade behind which selfishness, small-mindedness, and self-aggrandizement
lurk. Thus, it is questionable to assert that privileges are supported by carefully reasoned, fair
arguments.

Instead, such arguments seem more often anchored in ethical blindnesses. Plato’s account
of Socrates’s refutation of the arguments made by Thrasymachus in the first book of the Republic
long ago made the shortcomings of power-based privilege notorious. Thrasymachus, asked to
give a definition of justice, replies, “justice is nothing else than the interest of the stronger.
Socrates proceeds to show how inconsistent, unjust, and morally wanting such a definition is.

Critical thinking requires a fair and full answer to the question, just what sustains the
moral right to assert privileges over allegedly inferior groups (or, in Thrasymachus’s terms,
to make justice serve only the interests of the stronger)? A creative analogy illustrates why
power-based domination invokes suspect reasoning—“we may find it difficult to formulate
a human right of tormenting beasts in terms which would not equally imply an angelic right
of tormenting men.”

One enfeebles Animal Studies by approaching it through exceptionalist assumptions
such as Protagoras’s claim, “of all things the measure is man.”* The possibility that Animal
Studies can, if pursued narrowly and in terms of the exceptionalist tradition, become a
human-centered enterprise prompts discussion of ways in which a more balanced, three-part
university can create the best possible education for humans even as it contributes to seeing

our multispecies world for what it is.

Future Realism in Academia

Animal Studies will expand what counts as academic—it will problematize compartmental-
ization and separation of thought into categories, the effect of which is to discourage holistic
thinking and thereby deny other-than-human animals an integrated place in a world domi-
nated by humans.

The enigmatic sixteenth-century figure Paracelsus said, “The universities do not teach

all things, so a doctor must seck out old wives, gypsies, sorcerers, wandering tribes, and such
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outlaws and take lessons from them.” Animal Studies, by its very nature, systematically secks
out and takes lessons from both the people inside universities and those whom universi-
ties have historically ignored, as well as nonhuman animals themselves. Education thereby
becomes “a place of daring” (chapter 2) that will push students to reckon with our citizenship
in our ever-so-diverse, populous, and interwoven larger community. No longer will the vast
majority of life disappear because an exceptionalist ethic has reduced them to mere resources
for privileged humans.

Because of its educational impacts, Animal Studies will prompt recognition of the pro-
found limits of today’s two-part university as it is connected to the exceptionalist tradition. A
three-part university will have far greater capacity to create non-anthropocentric science and
ethics. It will also deepen, even as it draws from, the humanities’ embrace of values, creative
arts, and humans’ other remarkable talents. Above all, a three-part university will put humans
back into the world, underscoring the search for truth rather than self-serving affirmations of
privilege premised on superiority to and separation from all other life.

Some will find it ironic that a new educational endeavor might help both existing
megafields accomplish their tasks better. But today’s universities have let higher education
slip away from the search for the truth, which in no way automatically favors just one species.
Scientific, ethical and pedagogical norms require that humans be free to pursue the ethic of
inquiry (chapter 2).

A broad, more encompassing three-part university, then, nurtures realism because it
prompts teacher, student, and society to move beyond the “standard facts, standard ques-
tions” form of exceptionalist education, replacing it with a full, natural exploration of the
carth as a more-than-human community. Like the emergence of concerns for different kinds
of social justice, Animal Studies will become a force making programs and institutions more
relevant to our actual lives.

With such improvements, a three-part university will assist science educators in
making science a pursuit full of curiosity, beauty, and play. A three-part university will also
host humanities that are more creative and openly connected to the life of a citizen in a more-
than-human world. Above all, a three-part university will renew the college environment
because it will nurture a communal commitment that crosses the species boundary. In this
way, Animal Studies can make college education as fully relevant to local environments and
their nonhuman neighbors as it is to the whole human. In this way, a three-part university
will help prepare students to enter and take responsibility in the more-than-human world we

coinhabit with other-than-human animals.

Metaquestions: Pedagogy and Classroom
Dynamics in a Three-Part University

My own experience based on courses in law, religion, ethics, public policy, anthrozoology,
and veterinary ethics is that students are eager to discuss animal-related issues—in effect,
a large majority of students “lean into,” rather than away from, work that helps them learn
about real animals.® Further, students welcome ways to create win-win outcomes (that is,

where both nonhumans and humans benefit in some way).
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Animal Studies will grow teaching techniques to take advantage of such dynamics, for
whenever students share their own experiences and ideas, they learn casily to call out con-
nections and problematize exclusions. They also will recognize sooner and more fully that
science-based approaches have distinctive power and yet definite limits. The same is true of
approaches that identify what values impact one’s view of the ethical dimensions of their situ-
ation, as it also is of art-based approaches that tap into humans’ creativity and imagination.

The potential of Animal Studies as a megafield for broadly enhancing classroom dynam-
ics is illustrated by examples from legal education and the academic study of religion. Because
legal education already features an entrenched tradition of open discussion known as the
Socratic method, and because students typically opt to take an animal law course because
of deep personal interest in the subject, this form of education features lively, wide-ranging
exchanges. These discussions are, in fact, so typically wide open that anyone in the classroom
(including instructors and mere observers) will often be prompted to think about the larger
topic “law.”” An example can be drawn from the first animal law course at Boston College
Law School in 2001 —one of the student evaluations claimed, “This is the course in which I
learned the most about the legal system.” Animal law courses, by virtue of the fact that they
deal with the question of who is important enough to protect and who is excluded from legal
protections, will in the future have a remarkable power to illuminate some of the broader
features of legal systems generally.

Impressive classroom dynamics are also noticeable in religion and animals courses.
While students typically enroll for personal reasons, some cite fascination with religion
rather than concern for nonhuman animals as the motivating factor. These different kinds
of personal motivation create opportunities for discussion of religious traditions’ strikingly
different claims and social constructions regarding other-than-human animals. For those
motivated by either religious concerns or animal protection concerns (or both), such courses
in the future will provide many instructive lessons in how views of other living beings are
developed, passed along, and persist over time and in the face of science-based information.
Such courses will continue to be popular in both secular and religion-oriented colleges—for
example, at the American Academy of Religion it has been reported for a number of years

that these courses fill up even faster than the very popular religion and ecology courses.®

Helping Educators in Human-Centered Domains

Apart from such beneficial classroom dynamics, other salient features of modern teaching
complicate contemporary education about other-than-human animals. Complex, sometimes
debilitating problems of polarization arise when a teacher attempts to teach about other ani-
mals in human-centered domains. Developing a three-part university will offer prospects
for those educators who now frown upon open discussion of ethical issues. Many questions
are raised by students aware of the robust debates going forward around the world regard-
ing treatment of nonhuman animals (for example, many students participate in, even lead,
animal rights clubs, which are common in secondary education). Given that so many edu-
cators recognize the many educational lessons available only through open discussion, the
future availability of expertise in ethics, history, religious and cultural diversity, and social and

legal developments would provide both educators and students meaningful opportunities to
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explore problems, critique existing practices or proposed alternatives, and experience a group
dealing forthrightly with complex real-world problems. Through such opportunities, educa-
tors gain experience in assessing how they can best shape education to help students learn.
Further, fostering truly open discussions gives Animal Studies educators the oppor-
tunity to integrate local, national, and international perspectives and thereby nurture an
informed view of much that is happening around the world, including war, climate disrup-
tion, habitat and ecosystem destruction, depletion of resources, political abuse and margin-
alization of humans, food production, and so much more. Such breadth is important for
countless reasons, but particularly with regard to young humans who, as ethically inclined
and capable beings, live in a complex world full of challenges for the human heart and mind.
Though Animal Studies will require that students in the future continue to be immersed in
discussions revealing that some members of our species act regularly in selfish ways, future
discussions will also offer good news about humans’ compassionate actions. Animal Studies,
then, offers future options and connections that help students deal with our morally deep

world as it presents numerous opportunities to exercise care for others.

A Robust Future

Looking at the near-term future, the possibilities at midcentury, and the prospects at the
beginning of the twenty-first century provides reason to conclude that Animal Studies courses
will offer one prospect after another for immersing students in real problems in all their com-
plexity. Further, by dint of immersion in thinking about issues at the human-nonhuman
intersection, students attending a three-part university will encounter possibilities that help

them resolve the inherent limitations, biases, and weakness of the two-part university.

“Almosting It” through Collective Effort

Just as one learns by traveling the world that knowledge of but one human language puts
one at a disadvantage relative to those who know multiple languages, so, too, in the aca-
demic world one learns that it weakens communication and learning to insist that discus-
sions proceed solely in terms of one’s own discipline. Communicating across disciplines takes
patience, imagination, and humility—sometimes the right images or metaphors or theories
can give a discussion group the agreeable feeling that they are coming close to a shared under-
standing on an issue. These moments are, of course, encouraging, and when they occur over
several different discussion opportunities they increase each group member’s confidence that
the group can meet the challenges of communicating across disciplines. Groups that com-
municate this effectively may be able to take on the challenge of speculating about elusive
realities such as what another animal’s mental life may be like. With a combination of patient
observation and sensitivity to this task’s complexity, it may become possible at times to hope
that, in the words of Stephen Dedalus in James Joyce’s Ulysses, a group is “almosting it” as they
guess about what another animal’s life may be like.” Yet even when a group or an individual
“almosts it,” their conclusions will surely be fragile and open to revision.

Consider the 1984 discovery by scientists who first used sophisticated equipment to

confirm that elephants communicate regularly with subsonic sounds.'® The term “subsonic,”
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of course, is pitched to human comprehension, for the sounds, though below the range of
human hearing, are clearly heard by elephants and some other nonhuman animals. Modern
societies use the word “discover” whenever science illuminates information new to educated
modern citizens. But the occurrence of subsonic communications was long ago “discovered”
by a number of indigenous peoples who recognized circumstantial evidence confirming sub-
sonic communication. Close observation of individual elephants will reveal that elephants’
temples vibrate when they make subsonic sounds. More indirectly, it is possible to deduce
that the sounds exist from the fact that all elephants stop at the same time as if listening
for such sounds, or from observations of coordinated action between elephant groups even
when the groups are separated by enough distance to make visual signals impossible. Careful
observers who notice these clues can imagine that communication is occurring even though
humans do not hear what is being “said.”

Confirming subsonic communication by recording merely opens a door—going
through the door, beginning to grasp the why and what of the now-acknowledged com-
munications, presents immense challenges. Elephant researchers today are uniform in their
affirmations that we are only at a rudimentary stage of understanding elephants’ multiple
forms of communication because we are only “just beginning to scratch the surface of the
language—all their body language communication.”"!

Given that there are multiple traditions of observing and describing elephants from
Africa and Asia, and abundant observations and comments from ancient times to the pres-
ent day, getting those with different views to talk to each other requires great skill, multiple
vocabularies, and so much more—and when this is done, there is only then perhaps the
chance of beginning to “almost it” in the matter of saying something illuminating about what
the inner and social lives of these remarkable animals may be like.

Our speculations about elephants’ lives is, because of their “glorious and...infamous
association” with so many humans over so many millennia, quite likely to be more realistic
than our speculations about, say, sperm whales, who have the largest brains on earth. While
we can observe that sperm whales, like elephants and ourselves, are intensely social beings, as
well as record their communications through an array of clicks and utterances, sperm whales
move in places and to great depths (diving as deep as 3 kilometers) that are, for humans,
unfathomable. So while we can in some senses accompany them, this really amounts to
watching them from afar and gathering limited information about their activities through
technology. But these social mammals remain elusive and mysterious for us—accordingly,
what they are now, and have been for millions of years, doing with the largest brains on Earth
is not known to us in any detail at all.

Even if members of our species eventually accompany elephants and sperm whales long
enough to claim rudimentary knowledge about what they do in their intensely social lives
with their large brains and rich communication skills, it will take far more than recording,
quantifying, and discussing their sounds and other activities to understand them as complex
individuals living intensely social lives in their communities. “Almosting” a truly informed
view of their lives will require human imagination enabled by the best of our empiricism, the
great sensitivities of our poetic and spiritual gifts, the cautions of our skeptical sides, and, no

doubt, much more. But just how humans might begin to “almost it” about the actual lives
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of these and other nonhuman animals, of course, will be determined by future humans. One
thing is clear, though—simply dismissing these animals without attempting in the best scien-
tific and ethical traditions to take account of their actual realities is nothing short of a radical

failure to be as human and as animal as we can be.

On Finishing the Scientific Revolution

Animal Studies is an extension of the scientific spirit. Even more so, the emergence of Animal
Studies is a means of completing that revolution. This is not only true in the sense that sci-
entists’ forthright acknowledgment of humans as fully animal is mandated by the integrities
of science. It is also true that frank repudiation of the antiscientific dualism advanced by
phrases like “human and animals” is needed to give the scientific revolution the chance to
win. Similarly, the scientific revolution will not be completed until scientists insist that fun-
damental openness prevail across the curriculum, that is, in science courses, in the humani-
ties, in every subject. Such openness is needed to allow Animal Studies to become the full
subject it is, such that humans as members of a remarkably gifted animal species take seriously
the task of telling the whole, larger story.

The impacts of scientists and others permitting the scientific revolution to come to
fruition are not easy to inventory. One result would be that our sciences would no longer
in any way support in overt or covert ways the fantasies and myopias of the exceptionalist
tradition. Scientists would no longer explore the world in ways radically biased by human-
centerednesses. Scientists and others who accept the scientific revolution as a key develop-
ment in human history would thereby readily acknowledge what each of us must learn again
and again in our personal lives—human knowledge is fragile, constructed, and very heavily
affected by inherited notions. The same people would acknowledge that the best of our sci-
ence traditions is supplemented by valuable thinking in other major human traditions even
though we know from the history of science and the history of our humanities that all too
frequently the notions we inherit from our cultures can be biased, ill-informed, or, when
informed, limited in fundamental respects.

If through such changes our species can help push the scientific revolution across the
finish line, we will no doubt have to say that only then will “the real difficulties begin.” But

that is the nature of human life in a more-than-human world.

On Finishing the Humanist Revolution

Given this book’s many-sided challenge to the exceptionalist tradition, it may at first scem
odd to hear that we should finish the humanist revolution that began in the thirteenth cen-
tury in western European circles. After all, that development in history perpetuated, even
deepened Western culture’s dismissal of nonhuman animals. But just as Animal Studies is a
continuation of the scientific revolution’s commitment to pursue the truth without subordi-
nating it to biased dualisms of any kind, Animal Studies can continue one very prominent
feature that emerged as late thirteenth-century figures rebelled against an existing world-
view that controlled free inquiry. In effect, humanists argued that such freedom was needed
for human excellence. Without question, this theme was expressed in ways that reinforced

the exceptionalist tradition that was a key feature in the Latin and Greek sources that the
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humanists found to be so compelling. For example, for Cicero, the term humanitas (the word
from which “humanities” derives) meant forms of education that concentrated on what we
call the liberal arts because these achievements (rhetoric, poetry, history, ethics, and politics)
differentiated humans from nonhuman animals.'?

A key point, though—and the one that Animal Studies needs to develop further—is
that the pioneers who came to be called humanists emphasized education in the form of the
humanities in order to foster human freedom. Such freedom was needed to inquire about the
humanists” conviction that human beings were part of the natural world and “grasping the
way things really are” because this is “the crucial step toward the possibility of happiness.”*?
The early humanists sought freedom because they wanted to turn education, discussion, and
speculation away from “a preoccupation with angels and demons and immaterial causes” so
that they could “focus instead on things in this world.”'* Such a this-worldly focus was char-
acteristic of many of the ancient texts that the early humanists studied (and, often, rediscov-
ered after they had been lost following the fall of the Roman Empire almost a thousand years
previously). The studia humanitas (the inspiration for today’s humanities) not only permit-
ted, but even pushed, much greater freedom of inquiry. Notice how this move away from
what the humanists considered an oppressive educational and political environment parallels
Dyson’s description of the scientific tradition as “an alliance of free spirits. .. rebelling against
local tyranny” (chapter 11).

It is surely true that, from the vantage point of Animal Studies, this revolution did not
go far enough, for although it advanced human freedom to inquire about the ways “things
are;” it did so in a way that continued and deepened the radical dismissal of nonhuman ani-
mals. In effect, the humanists simply elaborated yet another chapter in the exceptionalist
tradition, substituting at times their own explanations of human superiority and why humans
deserve absolute privileges over other living beings.

But since Animal Studies has affinities with the humanists’ reaction to their thought
being controlled, to the need for interdisciplinary inquiries, to the importance of the arts,
and, above all, to the conviction that humans belong to the natural world, Animal Studies

can be seen as pushing this dimension of the humanist revolution to its logical conclusion.

On Fostering More Ferment

This book has suggested repeatedly that individuals in the human community will benefit
from today’s ferment over nonhuman animal issues because such developments foster ever
more freedom to think creatively, much like the scientific revolution and humanists’ eatly
push to be free of assumptions that prohibited one from exploring humans’ obvious connec-
tions to the natural world. Benefits will also accrue to disciplines and institutions through
Animal Studies” emphases on thinking and exploring freely. A key example is that in both
religious communities and the academic study of religion, concern for other animals has
again blossomed. Scholars and members of religious traditions perceive that concern for our
tellow living beings will fit well with respect for creation, indigenous views, ancient insights,
ecumenical movements that respect religious pluralism, and much more.

Another key example is how media respond to popular demand by featuring ever

more diverse discussions about different kinds of nonhuman animals. In law and ethics, too,
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honoring human abilities to care across the species line will continue to have popular appeal
with students, but will also viewed by many scholars and students as a natural elaboration of
much else that these two important human domains have long been doing. Accordingly, both
law and ethics will increasingly include discussions with grassroots features pushing local
and national communities to repudiate harmful forms of human-centeredness. Sociology,
cognitive sciences, geography, and many other disciplines will increasingly reflect even more
ferment through which compassion-informed reforms are proposed for education, public
policy, the practice of our sciences, our philosophical speculation about reality, and the prac-
tices of our human-centered professions and businesses. The cumulative effect will be that
major challenges to the exceptionalist tradition will become more and more common.

As these changes arrive, the topic of nonhuman animals will have increasing educa-
tional value precisely because it falls outside the traditional, canonical subjects that currently
limit learning in our educational systems. Thus, those students who aspire to study reality
rather than pursue narrow, human-centered versions of disciplines that superficially focus
on nonhuman animals will inevitably pursue multidisciplinary approaches. The upshot will
be that any student who confines his or her work to but a single traditional discipline will
risk learning, in the matter of nonhuman animals, views that are one-dimensional and other-
wise inadequate for understanding the actual individual and social realities of other animals.

These problems underlie the observations of an important historian of ecological ideas:

Intellectual fashion is largely set in cither a deconstructive postmodern mode (a preva-
lent trend in the academy), where it is claimed that “the real” is ultimately nothing
more than texts or interpretations of texts, or a modernistic mode (especially popular
in Washington, DC, and other centers of power), where it is claimed that “economic
man” is the measure of all things, and that the good society (and thus human flourish-

ing) depends simply on the continued advance of industrial culture.”®

Those who exhort us to become multidisciplinary, interdisciplinary, or transdisciplinary
are, in effect, exhorting us to work at integrating knowledge, to let awareness have a holistic,
even living, quality rather than allow it to remain artificially fragmented along traditional
disciplinary lines. Such risks of fragmentation are real. Problems develop, for example, when
religions are studied only by those who are religious, or when science education is dominated
by grant-based researchers, or when philosophy is taught only by those with philosophy
degrees. All of these human endeavors—understanding religion, learning about science, and
philosophizing—belong to everyone, not merely those trained in an academic style which
can be, from time to time, myopic, biased, or simply too technical to be relevant.

Animal Studies in particular will need to be taught by teachers of many different
kinds. Further, Animal Studies will need new scholars who are not afraid to get beyond
the recognized canon or to be politically incorrect under the exceptionalist tradition
standards that prevail in the academy. Recall the description of the Animal Studies pio-
neer Paul Shepard as “comfortable with his outsider status, comfortable in the sense
that he knew firsthand (as an academic himself) that intellectual culture is insecure, iso-

lated from the biophysical context of life” (chapter 3). That description by the respected
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environmental historian Max Oelschlaeger is followed by this powerful critique of cer-
tain forms of academic life: “The books and articles typically generated by the intellectual
class have nothing to say about the interrelations between the human and the more-than-
human, the rest of nature. Leaving aside /iztérateurs, historians, and the like, who studied
humanity in its splendid isolation, even intellectuals who extensively studied nature itself
isolate themselves from it.”'¢

Meeting the challenge of making Animal Studies a form of education that is relevant to
life will require more than foregrounding living members of other species. Veterinarians deal
with real animals every day, but they only rarely, if at all, engage the powerful cultural dimen-
sions of humans’ understanding of other animals that are decisive factors shaping the human-
nonhuman intersection—without substantial engagement with this important dimension
of human life as it impacts other-than-human animals, veterinarians miss key features of the
breadth and depth of the human-nonhuman interactions.

For similar reasons explained in previous chapters regarding history, science, law, reli-
gion, and so many other individual disciplines, single-discipline approaches will always have
important limits. Realistic description of animal issues requires that the inquiring mind be
multifaceted and, if academic in orientation, then multidisciplinary. This is the principal
thrust of observing that Animal Studies is more than a discipline—it is in reality a megafield
whose sweep is broad in response to the great diversity of ubiquitous nonhuman life and
the astonishing complexities of the human-nonhuman intersection. As Animal Studies goes
forward into the future, engaging such diversity and complexities will require a richer set of

options than those offered in two-part, altogether too exceptionalist universities.

Specific Fields in the Animal Studies Megafield

Previous chapters both explicitly and implicitly suggest that in order to engage issues involv-
ing all animals, not merely humans, many disciplines need visions much broader than the
human-centered visions that have long been the foundation of these disciplines when they
are part of the two-part university. Among the disciplines mentioned already are history,
ethics, the arts, literature and poetry, law and public policy, religion, cultural studies, phi-
losophy, politics and other social sciences, and many natural sciences. While these are not
the only disciplines that would thrive in the Animal Studies megafield,"” these and addi-
tional fields already existing in the two-part university might change and grow in a three-part
university. Each will very likely benefit from the advantageous learning dynamics found in
today’s animal-focused courses in legal education and the study of religion. Consider how
the following fields can remain an integral part of the humanities and social sciences even as
they benefit from a broader, animal-focused version to be developed in the Animal Studies
megaficld. No doubt there are other human-centered courses that, with broadening, would
fit into the curricular offerings of an Animal Studies megafield as well, but in particular the
following “sibling courses” complement traditional course offerings in the two-part univer-
sity and thereby reveal much about what it can mean in the future for education to be inter-
disciplinary. These sibling courses also suggest the importance of distinguishing, on the one

hand, forms of education that merely pass along inherited bias and ideology from, on the
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other hand, forms of education that foreground organic, communal, and cross-disciplinary
features of the quest for the truth.

History

Telling the larger story (chapter 10) is telling a meaning-full story for humans as meaning-
making animals. Developing minimally biased accounts of the human-nonhuman intersec-
tion, as well as what we can piece together of the histories of nonhumans, in no way requires
abandonment of the humanities-style versions where history is a special account of humans’
remarkable capacities and achievements. But in the Animal Studies megafield, there will exist
a far broader notion of history that can help reshape the humanities-intensive field and even
push it to move beyond the myopic “great men and great deeds” approach that still impacts
historical studies even today. A humanities-based version of history will likely always be an
important enterprise, but it is one that can surely be enriched by an Animal Studies—based

version that aspires to tell the larger story.

Ethics

The fact that ethics’ root question, Who are the others, becomes clearer as one reviews human-
nonhuman relationships over the millennia suggests a healthy future for ethics. Narrow
answers are inadequate in light of the recurring wisdom that humans’ ethical capacities go
well beyond the species line. Like race-based, gender-based, class-based, education-based, or
many other exclusions, narrow answers commit the fallacy of misplaced community. Further,
given the number and diversity of animal-friendly ethical traditions in humans’ many differ-
ent cultural and subcultural groups, courses in ethics will be totally inadequate if they are
taught solely in terms of the highly anthropocentric ethical tradition of Western culture.
In this regard, ethics courses in the Animal Studies megafield will have many parallels to
the introductory animal-related courses focused on law or religion. Further, given that some
aspects of the exceptionalist tradition are now yielding, with animal ethics having become a
popular and powerful form of inquiry about humans’ remarkably wide-ranging moral incli-
nations, it is likely that the sibling version of this course in the humanities megafield will

often benefit greatly from the Animal Studies version.

Literature

The traditional discipline of literature would benefit greatly if a human-centered version
remained an integral part of the humanities while a broader, animal-focused version was
developed in Animal Studies. These sibling disciplines would cross-fertilize and thereby
create new meanings, syntheses, and methods that would foster growth in each version of

the discipline.

Other Arts

Given the mysteries of nonhuman animals for the human heart and mind, many different
arts can provide insights about features of the human-nonhuman intersection and thereby
increase awareness in unique ways. For this reason alone, the arts are likely to be central play-

ers in Animal Studies as it responds to scholars’ and students’ need for personal connection.
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In addition, courses that explore such artistic “reach,” as it were, across the species line offer
the prospect of seeing features of art not as easily recognized in exclusively human-centered

courscs.

Law and Public Policy

As paradigmatic examples of human abilities to project imagined futures upon coming gener-
ations of human and nonhuman lives, law and public policy need to be assessed from vantage
points far more encompassing than those promoted by the exceptionalist tradition. These
two disciplines would necessarily expand and thus likely deepen when multispecies vantage
points are pursued in Animal Studies—based courses that address the complex histories and
dynamics of these fields. Although education in law has already begun to change through
some engagement with “the animal question,” degree-granting public policy programs con-
tinue to be bastions of the exceptionalist tradition’s business-as-usual. Nonetheless, studies of
public policy can open up simply by, first, observing their own narrow history and focus and,
second, asking whether “public policy as if only humans matter” need always be the operative

assumption of education, scholarship, and programs in this important field.
p p prog p

Economics

Discussions of both consumer issues and public policy, where economics-based analysis is
a mainstay, push one to look at the so-called dismal science.'® “Dismal” is a mild character-
ization of economics from the vantage point of nonhuman animals because modern legal
systems reduce living beings outside our own species to the status of mere personal property
of humans. Animal Studies is, interestingly, capable of finding life in economics, as in the
subtitle of E. F. Schumacher’s groundbreaking 1973 work, Small Is Beautiful: Economics as if
People Mattered. One natural question for Animal Studies is whether economics can be done
as if all humans and some nonhumans matter. While this has not been the case with main-
line, exceptionalist tradition—dominated economics, the field today is in great turmoil due
to many factors. An Animal Studies—based course could explore what benefits economics-
based thinking might derive from an engagement with a broader swath of life.

Cultural and Indigenous Studies

Studying cultures and indigenous traditions makes clear that the vast majority of cultures
have recognized that human curiosity, caring, and responsibility reach across the species line.
Animal Studies can, as a megafield, bring the deepest perspectives to the many different ways
that human societies have pursued this curiosity, caring, and responsibility over millennia. In
addition, Animal Studies brings the resources to ask questions about how to honor human
diversity by describing in a responsible manner the visions of small-scale societies about
humans’ place in the more-than-human world. In addition, the commitment to developing
a frank, full historical record equips Animal Studies to present forthrightly the problems in
the past and the present regarding harms done to indigenous peoples and the parts of the
carth they deem integral and even sacred in their world. Such work will be essential as smaller
human cultures continue to deal with the enormous pressures they still face from industrial-

izing and industrialized nations.
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Philosophy and Other Reflective Thinking

Already a leading edge of Animal Studies, philosophy presents many different traditional
topics (for example, epistemology, justice, and reflection on the wide history of attempts
to think as carefully as possible) that can be studied in sibling courses. It is likely that tra-
ditional humanities-based forms of philosophy instruction will continue, but they can be
deeply enriched by the fundamental open-mindedness and enriched critical thinking skills
prompted by Animal Studies—based versions of philosophy instruction.

Broader Environmental Studies and Ecology

Because many recognize the importance of scholars and students engaging the question of
how the worldwide environmental movement relates to Animal Studies, there are many roles
that environmentally focused courses could play in Animal Studies as a megafield. Further,
since engagement with the animal dimensions of this question is sorely lacking in either
animal law or public policy courses offered today, Animal Studies will develop courses in
which environmental and ecological questions are integrated with questions formulated in
the traditional animal protection manner of focusing on individuals rather than species-level
issues or habitat protection. Such questions will open up many other inquiries and thereby
distinguish versions of these courses in the Animal Studies megafield from sibling environ-
mental studies courses in the other two megafields. Similarly, environmental law and animal
law, which in contemporary education are separate courses, will in the future be combined to

produce far more interdisciplinary and comprehensive learning opportunities.

Veterinary Education

Veterinary medicine has some internal tensions as it balances its long history of human-
centeredness against the deeply ethical nature of the healing commitments of rank-and-file
veterinarians. Historically, the field has faced constant ethical questions, a fact that results in
considerable difficulties and tensions arising out of the different commitments characteristic
of each of the following groups—veterinary students; practicing veterinarians; and adminis-
trators of veterinary schools, officers and staff of provincial and national organizations, and
rescarchers based at veterinary schools but funded by government or private corporation
sources.

In this complex profession to which modern societies delegate the important task of
protecting nonhuman animals’ health, teaching students about ethics-intensive issues has
long been complicated and, in the opinion of many, wanting. Some students clamor for wide-
ranging ethical instruction that addresses social, cultural, and philosophical issues of the kind
so often mentioned in this introduction to Animal Studies. But the most typical form of
teaching ethics in veterinary education is to avoid entirely such broad issues. It favors confin-
ing ethics discussions to a single course that focuses on a far narrower range of issues arising
under various professional ethics codes promulgated by veterinary associations.'” Such ethics
courses are often outliers in the veterinary education curriculum because broader forms of
animal ethics are rarely, if ever, raised in any of the core courses in the principal curriculum.
The result is that ethics as a broad topic engaging students’ basic values is often shunted aside

as irrelevant and merely a matter of opinion.
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In the Animal Studies megafield, veterinary ethics will be handled in a frank manner
that combines the substantive ethical issues that sit at the heart of this key profession with
the important practical problem faced by veterinary medicine pursued in modern societies

dominated by the exceptionalist tradition.

Peace and Conflict Studies

Asasocial science field, this new discipline has grown rapidly at North American and western
European universities since the middle of the twentieth century.? While the subject matter
has typically been handled as a human-on-human problem, any work that seeks to describe
both violent and nonviolent behavior by humans will inevitably engage problems involv-
ing nonhuman animals (even if they are, for example, being fought over as mere resources).
But discussion of harms to nonhumans has much relevance to discussion of harms done by
humans to humans alone. Accordingly, sibling courses on peace and nonviolence could easily
be offered in an Animal Studies megafield and both of the megaficlds now found in the two-

part university.

Beyond This Century: Which World Will
We Leave to Our Children?

The question of choosing which world we will leave to our children invokes, but goes well
beyond, our ethical natures—the question is also, like so many family-related issues, deeply
personal. What will we leave them as possibilities in regard to our larger, more-than-human
community?

Making community is at once an ethical, personal, and practical set of problems. To
achieve it, we need to address the four tasks called out in chapter 1. We need to tell the entire
story about our past with other living beings. We need to provide perspectives on other living
beings’ individual and communal lives. We need to explore future possibilities of living in a
shared, more-than-human world. And we need to come to terms with the nature and limits
of what humans might know about other living beings.

For many people, accomplishing these tasks will succeed only if they have the kind of
commitment that lows from both personal interest and connection. Further, while accom-
plishing these tasks clearly involves important idea-based elements, the overall challenge is
truly a practical matter. As ethicists are fond of saying, “ought implies can.” If someone says
to us, “You should do X, they are obviously implying that we can do X. Although “ought
implies can” sounds technical, only a small amount of reflection is needed to recognize that
itis, plain and simple, an eminently practical observation. Further, it is not meant to limit,
but rather to enable, for we can do much even if we cannot do everything. In practice, that
is to say, in everyday life, then, our ethical abilities bid us to address those problems we can
impact with decisions made in our personal lives. One of the most fundamental of such
personal issues is how each of us will answer the ever-present and ever-so-cthical question,
Who are the others? Doing nothing is not really an option, since this choice effectively
answers the question with the narrowness of an egotistical “I am going to care only about

myself” We know, because we are communal animals, that such narrowness is an asocial
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prison. At the other end of the spectrum, pretending that humans can easily transcend
our obvious limitations also imprisons us or, worse, does the kind of violence that Thomas
Merton warned follows from “surrendering to too many demands, committing oneself to
too many projects” (chapter 12).

So answering Who are the others? is a basic, truly practical problem we face each day.
Animal Studies suggests that part of our answer must involve both human and nonhuman
living beings, for we can surely take responsibility both within and beyond the species line.
Of course, since we cannot solve all problems, we must look for those that we can solve.
We will see our options, as well as act in ways that serve other animals (human and nonhu-
man alike) far better through, first, noticing and, second, taking seriously Animal Studies
as it pursues its four basic issues—answering, “What is Animal Studies?;” asking, “Who are
animals?,” discerning why Animal Studies is important, and recognizing the important per-
sonal features of meeting living beings outside our own species. If we do this well, we can tell
the entire story, recognize many other animals’ realities, see our own future possibilities in a
mixed-species world, and even celebrate our limitations as we accept our role as one citizen

among others in the shared, larger community of all life.



Conclusion

Animal Studies is a breakthrough in two senses—it pushes us to an open-minded, informed
approach regarding who and what the living beings outside our species are. As fully, it pushes
us to consider who we are.

This book has argued that, through Animal Studies and its commitment to tell the
whole story, it is clear that our species has, as a whole, caused great harm to many other-than-
human living beings. It is most relevant to our ethical nature, however, that just as much past
harm was avoidable, many harms now done cach day to nonhuman animals can be stopped if
we so choose. The losses have been and remain astonishing, but the world we share with other
living beings is fecund—it can grow healthy again.

If we look closely at the way of life we have created in many of the societies we are wont
to call advanced, we will notice that, tragically, that way of life puts our children at risk. If we
look even more closely, we notice that it causes great harm to ourselves as well.

Animal Studies in its modern version is a response to this impoverishment—it is also
a plea to sce the consequences of our choices clearly so we can see our future possibilities
for living in a world that is better in two ways. First, we can help other animals fare better
in this world, for as Animal Studies reveals through its commitments to thinking carefully
and honestly and being scientifically informed and ethically astute, humans have often
chosen to honor the fact that we live in a multispecies world that comprises a larger, mixed
community.

Second, we also can fare better today and in the future.

Tragically, this book’s win-win argument will fall on some deaf ears and be resisted
because many humans will not be able to let go of dysfunctional and cruel forms of human
self-importance that repudiate the insight that other animals also have an important place in
the community of life.

Because the future must still be chosen, Animal Studies has prospects of sustaining a
revolution that has started and may prevail. If it does, as the text suggests, “the real difficulties
begin”—that is, we must decide how to be plain citizens living among our fellow animals in
a multispecies, larger community that is our real home. This will require that we choose to

regulate our own privileges to create the win-win realities that are possible.



308 | ConcLusiON

In all this, Animal Studies offers us the possibility of not only thinking as fully
integrated humans, but also reflecting on the world through the eyes and mind of an ethi-
cal, science-informed animal. In this regard, Animal Studies helps us see that caring beyond
the species line is more than a present possibility. It has often been an implicit foundation
of human societies and cultures—indeed, it was at times so widespread that one can easily
believe it is connected to our biological realities. There is much that suggests, then, that
interest in other living beings has deep roots in our own psyche and is thus vital to many

different aspects of our human existence.
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