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Preface

 This book had its
genesis in the Human–Animal Studies Committee, a group of scholars
working in the field of Human–Animal studies (HAS) who have been
meeting together for five years. Our first meeting, held in October
2004 in conjunction with the International Compassionate Living
Festival, and under the auspices of the Animals & Society
Institute (ASI), was attended by fifteen scholars with an interest
in HAS. At that first meeting, we strategized about the further
development of HAS and how we could help to enhance the presence of
this newly developing discipline in academic institutions across
the country.

Since that meeting, our committee, now made up of Ken
Shapiro, Carrie Rohman, Cheryl Joseph, Margo DeMello, Christina
Risley-Curtiss, Kathie Jenni, and Paul Waldau, has gone on to
create the Human–Animal Studies Fellowship program, an annual
fellowship that brings together scholars in HAS for a six-week
intensive period each summer. We’ve also created materials that
scholars can use to help market HAS at their own colleges; we’ve
compiled information about creating minor and major programs in
HAS; and, with ASI, we’ve put together a Guide for Experts in
Animal Issues, a vibrant HAS resource section on the ASI website, a
course list of almost 300 HAS classes in North America, and an HAS
listserve which, as of this writing, serves 737 people.

We also came up with the idea to write this book. In
the few years since we have been meeting, we have seen the field of
Human–Animal Studies grow by leaps and bounds. There are now more
courses offered at more colleges and universities than ever before,
more conferences devoted to HAS, more college programs, institutes,
journals, listserves, veterinary programs, legal centers, and
organizations. Clearly, interest in HAS is exploding.

This book is intended to serve the
growing interest in HAS by providing scholars new to the field with
the information they need to teach a class in HAS, or to include
HAS materials in their existing classes. Each chapter is devoted to
a particular discipline, but the information in each chapter is
useful to readers from all disciplines who want to bring HAS into
their classes. We also hope that it will assist those who need help
pitching HAS courses to their department heads and deans.

We hope that, after reading this book, readers will
be able to integrate HAS into their regular courses as well as
develop new courses that focus more specifically on the
human–animal relationship. But we especially hope that readers will
recognize that there is an important place within all of the
disciplines covered for looking at animals, their relationship with
humans, and the very real implications of those relationships.







Introduction to Human–Animal Studies


Margo DeMello

Human–Animal Studies(1) is a relatively new
interdisciplinary field that takes the human–animal relationship as
its central focus. Scholars in disciplines as diverse as
anthropology, art history, drama, philosophy, social work, and
veterinary medicine all approach this subject from very different
perspectives and with different methodologies, but all are
interested in analyzing the complexities of the human–animal
relationship.

Human–Animal Studies scholars are not animal
behaviorists, although the field draws on the findings of ethology.
Our interest lies in the intersections between human lives and
human cultures, and those of non-human animals, whether real or
virtual. HAS scholars address, for example, the literary or
artistic usage of animals in works of literature or art; the
relationship between companion animals and their human families;
the use of animals as symbols in religion and language; the use of
animals in agriculture or biomedical research; and people who work
with animals. We look at how humans use, interact with, and view
other animals, and how we incorporate non-human animals into human
lives and cultures, both in the present and in the past.

One issue that many HAS scholars tackle in
their teaching and writing is the question of the animal itself.
What do we mean when we speak of “animal”? Obviously, humans are
animals just like dogs or pigs, so how we define our subject
matter, and how we separate out the human from the animal, is a
central issue within the field. Understanding the ways in which
non-human animals are socially constructed helps in our tackling of
this problem. While animals exist as such, in the world around us,
once they are incorporated into human social worlds, they take on
human categories—often based on their use to humans—and it is these
categories (lab animal, pet, livestock) that shape not only how the
animals are seen, but how they are used and treated.

In the first day of my own Animals and
Society course, taught through the sociology department, I begin
with a picture of a rabbit (oryctalagus cuniculus) in a
field. I ask my students what they see when they see this image.
The students then make suggestions as to what it is that they’re
seeing—i.e., a laboratory rabbit, a pet rabbit, a meat rabbit, a
wild rabbit. (In terms of its species, it is all of the above, but
the categories that the students provide give an indication of the
ways in which we categorize, and use, animals.) What else do they
see? If they see a cuddly children’s pet, or a representative of
Easter, I point out that these associations have little to do with
the rabbit him- or herself, and everything to do with two thousand
years of history, during which rabbits came to be associated with
children on the one hand, and with regeneration and fertility (and
thus with Easter) on the other. Of course, the rabbit’s association
with fertility is certainly related to its remarkable fecundity—a
characteristic necessary for a prey animal like a rabbit—and it’s
also worth noting that the implications of these symbolic
associations certainly have affected real life rabbits, who found
their paws and their pelts removed as part of good luck and
fertility charms (Davis and DeMello 2003).

Human–Animal Studies is one of the most
rapidly growing fields of intellectual inquiry today, with its own
academic organizations, scholarly journals, conferences, and
hundreds of courses being taught at universities around the world.
In North America alone, there are now over a dozen college programs
dedicated to Human–Animal Studies, a half-dozen HAS centers
associated with college campuses, eight veterinary programs that
offer specialized study in HAS, a handful of animal law programs at
North American law schools, and over two hundred colleges that
offer HAS courses. Doctoral dissertations, too, in HAS have
proliferated over the past two decades, as graduate students in a
variety of disciplines have made HAS the focus of their graduate
research (Gerbasi 2002).

There are currently nine journals in the
field, including those that feature articles in both humanities and
social sciences (Society & Animals and
Anthrozoös); and those that specialize in animal law
(Journal of Animal Law, Animal Law Review, and
Journal of Animal Law and Ethics), critical animal studies
(Journal for Critical Animal Studies), the hard sciences
(Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science), and the
humanities (Antennae and Humanimalia). There are now
a number of book series devoted to HAS, including the Human–Animal
Studies series published by Brill through the Animals & Society
Institute; the Animals, Culture, and Society series published by
Temple University Press; the Johns Hopkins series on Animals and
History; and the Animal series published by Reaktion. In addition,
publishers like Columbia University Press, University of Illinois
Press, Duke University Press, Berg, and Routledge each publish a
number of HAS titles. A number of listserves have emerged to allow
scholars to discuss issues and share resources, and around the
world there are almost two dozen organizations that are either
primarily or at least in part devoted to the field.

In the humanities and social sciences, where
Human–Animal Studies is most at home, many of the major academic
organizations have sub-units or sections devoted to HAS, including
the American Sociological Association, the American Psychological
Association, the American Historical Association, the Society for
the Study of Ethics and Animals, the Association of American
Geographers, and the American Academy of Religion. Within the legal
field, both the Animal Legal and Historical Center and the Center
for Animal Law Studies provide legal scholars interested in animal
issues with a variety of resources.

In the ten-year anniversary issue of
Society & Animals in 2002, editor Ken Shapiro (Shapiro,
2002) wrote of the increase in scholarly attention to Human–Animal
Studies, and also of many of the obstacles still restricting the
growth of the field. The field’s interdisciplinary nature and a
lack of theoretical innovations were cited as obstacles to the
development of the field. More important, however, is the fact that
outside of fields like veterinary science and ethology, most
college disciplines are strenuously human-centered. This
anthrocentrism, combined with the suspicion in some quarters that
Human–Animal Studies is a cover for animal activism (itself
associated with terrorism), has made it difficult for HAS to truly
come into its own on college campuses. Many people, within and
outside of the university environment, think that Human–Animal
Studies is, if not threatening, trivial and superficial. In order
to answer the objections of colleagues and deans, the marketing
section of this book provides some concrete suggestions on how to
get an HAS added to your department’s schedule for the first
time.

Yet even with these obstacles, Human–Animal
Studies continues to thrive on college campuses in North America,
England, Australia, and New Zealand. Students are drawn to HAS
courses to find new ways of looking at and “seeing” animals in the
world around them. Students who take HAS courses learn a tremendous
amount about the roles and relationships of animals in human
society. For instance, depending on the course, students can
understand and analyze the ways that animals are used in human
society; examine the complex biological and social relationships
between animals and humans; understand how animals are represented
in art, religion, and literature; explore the relationship between
the exploitation of animals and the marginalization of human
groups; understand the complex role played by companion animals in
modern society; and discuss the range of moral, philosophical, and
scientific issues involving animals today. Because they help
students to question long-held assumptions and to challenge
common-sense viewpoints, HAS courses teach critical thinking. They
are also valuable in that they provide an opportunity for students
to learn viewpoints from other cultures and positions—valuable
concepts in colleges that value diversity.

Finally, as Paul Waldau writes in his chapter
on religion:

There are precious few courses in the modern
college curriculum where undergraduates or graduates can actually
say “I’m taking this course because I like animals.” The personal
connection to the more-than-human world that can be expressed in
such courses is an invaluable educational opportunity to make
education relevant to today’s students.

Why Teach Human–Animal Studies?

Much of human society is structured through
interactions with non-human animals or through interactions with
other humans about animals. For thousands of years, animals of all
kinds have figured prominently in both the material foundations and
the ideological underpinnings of human societies. Yet until very
recently, academia has largely ignored the prominent role that
animals play—as food, companion, and symbol—in human societies.

In addition, the sheer number of animals
whose lives intersect with humans demands analysis and
understanding. More importantly, how we deal with those
animals warrants serious discussion. As of 2007, 71.1 million
American families live with a companion animal, and Americans spent
$43.2 billion on those animals in 2008 (APPMA). Yet ten billion
land animals are raised and slaughtered in the United States every
year alone, most of whom live and die in extreme forms of
confinement. Many animals used for medical experiments and product
testing live painful, lonely lives in small cages from birth until
death. Other animals, such as those used in circuses or rodeos,
live only to entertain us, receiving little, if anything, in return
for the amusements they provide. And wild animals suffer in other
ways—losing their lives as their habitats disappear, being removed
from their land for the exotic animal trade, and being hunted for
trophies.

These numbers warrant scholarly attention.
What are the ethical, ecological, and societal consequences of
continuing our current relationships with animals into the
twenty-first century?

Human–Animal Studies as an academic
discipline is related to women’s studies and ethnic studies, both
of which emerged in the last thirty years as rigorous academic
disciplines paralleling the respective social justice movement. And
while activism to better the lives of non-human animals is not a
key component of Human–Animal Studies, many HAS scholars are
themselves activists.

Like women’s studies, African American
studies, and other fields with a relationship to a social justice
movement, Human–Animal Studies necessarily points out the
exploitation of animals, and the implications of that exploitation.
But, as in women’s studies, documenting exploitation does not mean
that HAS research is not conducted at the same level of academic
excellence as other fields.

Teaching Human–Animal Studies

Like women’s studies, ethnic studies,
multicultural studies, and other interdisciplinary fields,
Human–Animal Studies lends itself to both the creation of
stand-alone courses and the integration of those subjects into
traditional courses. Unfortunately, many scholars, even with an
interest in HAS, don’t know how to teach Human–Animal Studies. But
just as scholars and teachers across the disciplines are now
integrating multicultural education into their courses,
Human–Animal Studies should also be seen as an appropriate subject
for inclusion in a wide variety of courses and curricula.

We intend this book to help academics who are
new to the field of HAS develop course materials and curricula that
look at the human–animal relationship. This book is intended to
demonstrate the importance of HAS as a general subject of inquiry
and to provide information on HAS that is discipline-specific.
Because philosophy and psychology, for example, have very different
approaches to the subject, one of our aims is to explain how
scholars within each discipline use HAS in their research and in
their teaching.

Although variable by discipline, topics
appropriate for a course include an introduction to the discipline;
a look at animals historically and cross-culturally; an examination
of how philosophers conceive of animals and construct ethical
positions of and toward animals; current research on animal
intelligence and emotions; the use of animals in the various
industries (meat, fur, biomedical, pet, entertainment); a
discussion of how animals are socially constructed; the use of
animals as symbols; the representations of animals; the
human–animal bond; forms of violence directed toward animals; the
relationship between different forms of inequality; and the animal
rights movement.

In order to gauge the impact of an HAS course
on their students, many faculty administer Hal Herzog’s Animal
Attitudes Scale during the first week of the course and then
again at the end of the course. In the majority of the cases, they
find a strong change in students’ attitudes toward animals.

Readings will differ largely based on
discipline as well, but there are three new readers that can be
used in a number of classes: The Animals Reader: The Essential
Classic and Contemporary Writings, edited by Linda Kalof and
Amy Fitzgerald; Between the Species: A Reader in Human–Animal
Relationships, edited by Clinton Sanders and Arnold Arluke; and
Social Creatures: A Human and Animal Studies Reader, edited
by Clifton P. Flynn.

In this book, a list of recommended reading
is included in the Resources section at the end of the book,
divided into subject areas; this section includes most of the major
writings on Human–Animal Studies to date. In addition, there is a
huge variety of films that may be appropriate to show in an HAS
class; those are also listed in the Resources section.

One of the major challenges in teaching an
HAS course is the challenging material. Students are confronted
with conceptually difficult readings, and, when films are used,
emotionally difficult images. While most students learn a great
deal and benefit from recognizing many of the injustices that
humans perpetrate on animals, some students will react with anger
or disbelief when faced with some of the realities of, say, factory
farms. In addition, many students will experience great sadness,
and some may not be able to continue in the course. On the other
hand, faculty who teach HAS courses find that their students are,
for the most part, positively affected by reading and viewing
challenging material. In my own course, for example, my students
went through quite a bit of tissue on film days, but at the same
time remarked how the images and ideas not only opened their eyes
to the realities of animals’ lives, but helped them get in touch
with their emotions.

Finally, some readers may consider bringing
non-human animals into the classroom during the course of teaching
an HAS course. After all, when teaching a course about the
interactions between human and non-human animal, it seems to make
sense that other animals should at least put in an appearance in
the classroom. In his chapters in this volume, Paul Waldau notes
some of the pitfalls surrounding such an approach (such as the
artificial environment and the fact that the animal will most
likely be a companion animal). Even so, some of you may find that
bringing animals into the classroom for short visits will allow the
students to carefully look at the ways in which we interact with
non-human animals, as well as at the behaviors and responses of the
animals themselves. Other options may include required or optional
field trips to venues like zoos or animal sanctuaries, or guest
visits by people (with or without animals) who work with
animals.

Structure of This Book

This book consists of disciplinary chapters
broken up into three major sections: Humanities, Social Sciences,
and Sciences. While we expect that historians, for example, may
want to read the chapter on history first, we encourage readers to
read all of the chapters, because the interdisciplinary nature of
HAS demands that we borrow liberally from other fields when
teaching our courses.

Each disciplinary chapter includes
information on the ways that each field lends itself to HAS, the
major theoretical issues important in that discipline and how they
apply to HAS, the major research that’s been done within the field,
concrete ideas for developing a new course as well as integrating
HAS into existing courses, benefits to students, and some of the
challenges in teaching HAS. Each chapter ends with at least one
sample syllabus. You’ll find all of the resources, including
recommended reading, journals, films, and websites, compiled
together in the back of the book.

We begin the Humanities section with a
chapter on cultural studies. Annie Potts and Philip Armstrong point
out the natural connections between cultural studies and HAS—the
fact that both are interdisciplinary, the ways in which both fields
seek to contextualize/demonstrate the politically grounded nature
of scientific knowledge, and the way in which both fields call into
question many of the assumptions and social patterns that shape our
lives and relationships.

Next is Pete Porter’s chapter on teaching
animal movies. His piece is relevant not only for those who work in
media or film studies, but for anyone who uses films in their HAS
courses, or who discusses or uses any representations of animals.
Carrie Rohman’s chapter on teaching HAS in English and literature
courses is also relevant to those who assign literary readings to
their students or who, again, want to talk about the
representations of non-human animals.

Because so many HAS courses include a section
on philosophical understandings of animals, Kathie Jenni and Mylan
Engel Jr.’s philosophy chapter will be useful to most readers. It
includes a historical overview of the major writings on animals,
and delves into the major philosophical debates surrounding animals
today, including a discussion of such thinkers as Peter Singer, Tom
Regan, Martha Nussbaum, and Mary Midgley. Their treatment of the
question of whether non-human animals deserve moral consideration
can serve as a useful foundation for a section on ethics in most
HAS courses.

Likewise, animals are historical subjects
just as they are moral subjects, and Georgina Montgomery and Linda
Kalof’s chapter on animal histories will be useful to a wide
variety of readers. Studying the place of animals through history
is an example of “history from below,” and allows for the
foregrounding of animals and for the discussion of animal agency,
and whether animals can be treated as subjects of their own
histories, or simply background figures in human history.

Paul Waldau’s chapter on religion and other
animals discusses many of the challenges and opportunities inherent
in teaching such a course, many of which will be relevant to
members of other disciplines outside of religious studies. For
example, he points out the human-centered nature of the educational
system, but at the same time demonstrates that bringing HAS into
the classroom allows for one to teach critical thinking and
cultural diversity, and, when combined with teachings about
religion, provides a unique look into how humans’ views and beliefs
about the world have been shaped by religion. And finally, the last
chapter in the Humanities section, by Lori Gruen and Kari Weil,
introduces a concept that is critical to an understanding of the
treatment and view of animals in our society—that of
othering. Gruen and Weil make the point that one of the
reasons that women’s studies is such an ideal place for the
teaching of HAS is that both women and animals experience othering,
and are constructed as different, in a patriarchal society, which
allows for their oppression.

The Social Sciences section begins with a
chapter by Molly Mullin on teaching Human–Animal Studies in
anthropology, and on the historical and foundational place of
animals within the discipline. As Mullin points out, teaching HAS
in anthropology does not involve inserting animals into the
curriculum; rather, it involves foregrounding the animals who are
already present, whether through ethnographic analysis,
archaeology, paleoanthropology, or, most obviously,
primatology.

Like anthropology, psychology is another
discipline which has long relied upon animals, as both theoretical
models and as research tools. In part for that reason, Ken Shapiro
points out that psychology has been slower than other disciplines
to embrace HAS, but it is still a field that is rife with
possibilities. Attachment, trauma, socialization, attitude
formation and change, and communication are all topics that are
especially appropriate to discuss with respect to HAS.

Social work, on the other hand, while
grounded in both psychology and sociology, is perhaps one of the
most obvious fields today in terms of including animals in both
curriculum and practice. Because social workers work with humans in
their family environments, environments in which companion animals
commonly reside, understanding the interplay between the human and
non-human members of the family is a critical aspect of social
work. Christina Risley-Curtiss’s chapter includes an overview of
the important work currently being done on the benefits of the
human–animal bond and the link between violence towards humans and
violence towards animals, both of which are relevant subjects in a
variety of disciplines, such as sociology, psychology, women’s
studies, and law.

Like social work, sociology is a natural spot
for looking at the relationships and interactions between humans
and other animals, and Cheryl Joseph’s chapter highlights the ease
with which one can insert animals into a sociology course.
Beginning with the notion that humans are social animals, Joseph
points out that understanding their interactions with all animals
not only makes sense, but is critical to a complete understanding
of human beings. The primary theoretical foundations of the
field—symbolic interactionism, conflict theory, and
functionalism—are likewise natural fits for an understanding of
human–animal interaction.

In the chapter on animal geographies, Jody
Emel and Julie Urbanik highlight the ways that animals share
physical space with humans, and how one can teach a course
illuminating the Human–Animal encounters in those spaces. This
chapter is especially useful to those who take a political economy
approach to understanding the relationship between animals and
humans, as well as to those who are interested in the arenas of
human–animal conflict.

Likewise, Paul Waldau’s chapter on animal law
would be useful in a variety of disciplines, because sociologists,
philosophers, historians, and others already discuss the legal
system within their courses, so an understanding of how animals are
treated under the law would be useful to them.

The final section of the book is made of two
chapters drawn from the natural science. The first chapter, by
David Fraser, Daniel M. Weary, and Marina A. G. von Keyserlingk,
gives instructors in veterinary medicine, agriculture, or animal
science, information to use in their own courses. For students in
these fields, developing a critical understanding of the place of
animals in human culture and how animals are used by humans should
be a fundamental part of their education.

The final chapter by Theresa Goedeke can
likewise be used in a number of disciplines, from ecology to
environmental studies to natural resources to conservation biology.
As in the preceding chapter, the problem is not so much that
animals need to be inserted into these courses, but that courses
like this need to foreground the needs of animals as well as the
importance of the relationships between people and animals. So
rather than just treating animals as part of an ecosystem, as may
be typical in many ecology or biology courses, Goedeke offers ways
that instructors can look at the relationships between human
society and wild animals, and can discuss the impact of human
behavior on individual animals as well as populations or
species.

The book ends with a chapter on marketing
Human–Animal Studies within your own department. It includes
information on the challenges faculty may face in getting a new HAS
course accepted, and how to justify such a course to one’s
department chair or dean.
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Hybrid Vigor


Interbreeding Cultural Studies and Human–Animal
Studies

Annie Potts and Philip Armstrong

Cultural Studies and Human–Animal Studies:
What Do They Have in Common?


We can identify three vital characteristics of
cultural studies (CS) that make it an exceptionally appropriate and
fruitful partner for Human–Animal Studies (HAS).

First, CS is inter-disciplinary rather than
merely multi-disciplinary. This means that, as well as
engaging with knowledge produced from a range of disciplines, CS is
committed to the critique of discipline-specific methodologies, and
the “interbreeding” of methods of knowledge production. This is
also a vital enterprise for HAS, which needs to find ways of
understanding animals and human–animal relations that are not
constrained by traditional disciplinary boundaries and methods. A
CS approach would seek to draw on the findings of biology, zoology,
ethology, and environmental science without being limited to the
methods of empirical observation. At the same time, it would
conduct close critical readings of human–animal representations (in
literature, film, art, and popular culture) while ensuring that
these readings recognize the links between cultural forms and the
scientific, agricultural, and material practices by which humans
interact with other animals. Hence, when the inter-disciplinarity
of CS and the multi-disciplinarity of HAS are brought together, a
vigorous mixed-breed comes into being.

Secondly, CS is committed to revealing the ways in
which all knowledge is political. Of course, this does not mean
that CS refuses to believe in “facts” or “reality,” as some of its
detractors allege. Rather, it means that all the systems of
knowledge (“epistemologies”) that mediate our understanding of
facts and realities must always be considered partial, in
two senses: (i) since no system of knowledge has all the answers,
each is necessarily incomplete; (ii) every epistemology is
biased because shaped by its cultural, historical,
political, and institutional emplacement, which affect the ways it
selects, arranges, and represents facts and realities. CS’s
insistence on the need to consider the political investments of
knowledge production is especially appropriate to HAS, since
throughout the modern period, “truths” about nonhuman animals and
the organic world have been dominated by a scientific empiricism
that is now recognized as reductive, incomplete, and (often)
over-influenced by its investment in existing animal practices
(from agribusiness to pharmaceutical and cosmetic testing). Of
course, this commitment to honesty about the politics of knowledge
means that CS must also attempt to be transparent about its own
biases and investments.

Thirdly, CS contends that our lives are fundamentally
shaped by the most mundane and therefore the least noticeable
habits of thought and behavior. This insight gives rise to a range
of methods for exploring how our relationships with nonhuman
animals are formed by factors we might otherwise never stop to
think about: social structures we take for granted, beliefs that go
without saying, assumptions that seem automatic, behaviors that
feel natural, social patterns that seem to be just the way things
are.

Each of the above characteristics is powerfully
exemplified by a classic CS work such as Donna Haraway’s Primate
Visions (1989). In this groundbreaking study of primatology,
Haraway draws material from a range of fields of knowledge that
would once have been strictly separate—including biology,
psychology, sociology, literary criticism, and film and television
studies. In order to bring these fields into conversation she
creates new methodological and conceptual structures, for example
the now-famous notion of the “cyborg.” Haraway investigates the
social and political investments of twentieth-century primatology
(for example, the complicity between the primate studies of Robert
Yerkes and the enterprises of organizational and corporate
psychology), while at the same time foregrounding her own political
investments (for example, poststructuralist feminism). Finally,
Primate Visions takes some of the most taken-for-granted
assumptions of the twentieth century—beliefs about humanity, about
our origins as “Man the Hunter,” about our difference from other
species, about race, or about “normal” gender or sexual
relations—and demonstrates how these have been produced by complex
associations between science, popular cultural narratives, the
history of colonialism, the politics of the Cold War, and the
financial and ideological investments of corporate capitalism.



Key Figures in Cultural Studies Research on
Human–Animal Relations

Contemporary research on cultural
understandings, representations, and treatment of nonhuman animals
is exceptionally diverse, since it derives from many and various
disciplinary and interdisciplinary bases.

As suggested above, Donna Haraway is a
leading figure at the intersection of CS and HAS. Her more recent
works, The Companion Species Manifesto (2003) and When
Species Meet (2008), focus on human relationships with
companion animals, in particular dogs. Other North American CS
contributions to HAS include the work of radical philosopher
Alphonso Lingis, whose oeuvre combines phenomenology, ethics, and
performance studies. Among Lingis’s highly
influential writings are a number of wonderfully suggestive
essays on nonhuman and human animality (Lingis 2002, 2003, 2005,
2007).

It is to the United Kingdom that we must look
for an essay that stands as perhaps the most important forerunner
of a combined CS-HAS approach, John Berger”s “Why Look at Animals?”
(1980). Following Berger’s lead, members of the British Animal
Studies Group have in recent years produced important introductory
works on CS approaches. These include Steve Baker’s Picturing
the Beast (1993) and The Postmodern Animal (2000), Erica
Fudge’s Animal (2002), and Jonathan Burt’s Animals in
Film (2002). In addition, the Animal Studies Group has
coauthored a volume entitled Killing Animals (2006), while
Burt is responsible for initiating and editing the wide-ranging and
vivid Animal book series for Reaktion press: each volume surveys
zoological, historical, and cultural data on one particular animal
species, family, or order.

In Aotearoa New Zealand the authors of this
chapter (along with Deidre Brown from the School of Architecture at
Auckland University) are completing a national collaborative
project on the place of animals in New Zealand art, literature, and
everyday life. This research examines, among other topics, Maori
and Pakeha art employing animal imagery, local depictions of
cetaceans, sheep, and dogs in New Zealand fiction, and the various
ways in which animals are exploited and consumed as part of “kiwi
culture” (Potts, Armstrong, & Brown, forthcoming).

Real World Applications

CS theories and methods—whether applied to
the study of visual culture, literature and/or popular culture,
embodiment and subjectivity, subcultures, political movements, and
practices—necessitate the radical rethinking of taken-for-granted
ideologies and “common-sense” constructions and assumptions. In our
experience, introducing classes to provocative, in-depth critiques
of human beliefs about, and practices involving, nonhuman animals
often results in individual students experiencing (what they
describe as) “mind-opening” or even “life-changing” moments that
lead them to re-evaluate their relationships with nonhuman animals.
In anonymous evaluations of the courses we teach, students have
commented, for example, that they “had never thought about animals
like that before,” “didn’t realize animals were treated those
ways,” or “had no idea about the power humans had over nonhumans.”
Such insights are facilitated not only by lecture material and
lively discussion within the classroom, but also through the kind
of independent learning and critical analysis of various texts
required for assignments.

After studying certain topics (for example,
battery farming, hunting, meat eating, companion animal-keeping)
students are not only more aware of the historical and ethical
issues associated with these traditions, they are also more
conscious of the myriad ways in which such practices are part of
their own everyday lives, and how they too are therefore implicated
in the subjection of nonhuman animals. Shifts in thinking may be
accompanied by changes in attitude and behavior; and, in some
cases, a new (or renewed) dedication to animal advocacy. Indeed, we
have known students influenced by CS perspectives on human–animal
relations to join voluntary animal rights groups, or find
employment in the areas of animal welfare or activism.

Moreover, because CS scholarship emphasizes
the ways in which knowledge and power impact on human and nonhuman
lives, it is likely that students will gain understanding not only
of how nonhuman animals are controlled and exploited within
dominant discourses or institutions, but also how various forms of
marginalization are shared by human and nonhuman animals alike.
What students learn in a CS class focusing on human–animal
relations is extended beyond the problematic of the human/animal
divide, and linked to oppression and exploitation in all forms, and
to other social justice issues arising from the histories of
colonialism, from globalization, and from the environmental
crisis.

Course Development

CS scholars, teachers, and students can train
their attention on just about any aspect of culture: dietary
habits, changes in fashion, philosophical debates, business
practices, TV programs, scientific experiments, the histories of
migration. This is a more-or-less random list of current interests
in CS research, but even so, it’s easy enough to see how each
example relates closely to issues of animality and human–animal
relations. In order to create a coherent structure and focus from
this huge range of possibilities, we suggest that a short list of
terms, problems, issues, or questions be generated, around which
the conceptual work of the course will be organized. This
conceptual “toolbox” can then be brought to bear on a range of
focal material.

Here are a few examples of concepts or
problematics we have found productive and accessible to students at
all levels.1

(i) Ideology: CS is less interested in
studying overt and easily recognizable ideologies, and more
interested in exploring how our everyday perceptions, experiences,
and behaviors are shaped by ideological formations that go
unnoticed because they are so familiar. Relevant ideological issues
at stake in human–animal relations include, for example, the
ideology of humanism, which is still our dominant “default setting”
for thinking about what it is to be human, and relies on supposedly
universal notions of “reason,” “culture,” “language,” “selfhood,”
and so on—attributes whose definition depends upon the assumption
that they are lacking in other species (Fudge 2002). Another
fruitful example would be the ideology of meat, and in particular
the contemporary trend toward universal and frequent consumption of
large quantities of animal protein. The ideological support for
this practice depends upon inferring that such a diet is natural
and indeed essential for humans. CS analysis of this ideology would
involve examining the (historically very recent) emergence of this
dietary emphasis, and exploring its taken-for-granted cultural
meanings (for example the association of red meat, in particular,
with certain kinds of Western and masculine prestige and power)
(Fiddes 1991).

(ii) Identity, subjectivity, and habitus:
these are various terms for considering how, respectively, people
think about their sense of self, how they understand and represent
themselves in language, and how they express and construct their
sense of self in social space through their bodily disposition,
their gait and gestures, their dress, diet, and other forms of
taste (Bourdieu 1984). This kind of focus allows consideration of
how gender, class, nationality, race, and ethnicity shape and are
shaped by particular relationships with animals. For example we
have found it productive to consider how “regimes of taste” operate
in contemporary urban societies, and entail the eating of certain
animals and animal products and not others, and how these relate to
social forms of identity: the habitus of the “foodie,” the
connoisseur, the person of gastronomic taste (Armstrong and Potts
2004; Potts and White, forthcoming).

(iii) Structures of feeling, emotion, and
affect: one of the British founders of CS, Raymond Williams,
introduced the term “structure of feeling” to describe the way
shared emotional dispositions have an impact on the way societies
operate and how history is constructed and experienced (Williams
1977, p. 133). Cultural historians have shown how intimately the
emergence of certain structures of feeling is tied up with
human–animal relations: for example, dispositions like sympathy,
sentimentalism, nostalgia for nature (Armstrong 2008).

In CS teaching, these kinds of conceptual
tools are not simply defined and applied. Rather their various
usages, ambiguities, and investments are explored as they are
brought to bear on a more or less coherent set of materials. Since
CS is deliberately methodologically unstable, it is important to
provide a coherent set of focal materials; however, these can be
drawn from any of the following domains:

(a) Texts: CS understands this term in the
broad sense, to include not only written works like novels and
poetry, but also performance and visual arts, television, cinema,
advertising works, and so on.

(b) Sites: these might include museums,
zoological parks and wildlife sanctuaries, tourism destinations,
national parks, city parks.

(c) Events: for example, festivals, circuses,
agricultural fairs, animal rights protests.

(d) Practices: for example, meat eating,
vegetarianism, animal farming, animal experimentation, companion
animal–keeping, animal activism.






Obviously the potential scope is vast, so we
recommend that course designers consider concentrating on one area.
This might be defined generically (for example, “Animals in Visual
Culture,” “Animals in Science Fiction,” “Animals in Horror”),
geopolitically (“Humans and Animals in Contemporary America”), or
thematically (“Animals and Gender,” “Animals and Globalization,”
“Animals and Cultural Conflict”). However that may be, the CS
dimension to the course is maintained by ensuring that a range of
inter-disciplinary concepts is explored in relation to a range of
cultural phenomena.

The use of film is integral to the
undergraduate course we teach that examines the representation of
nonhuman animals in American popular culture. Even if not teaching
a course on film, visual resources aid immensely as learning tools
in the field of HAS. In part this is because nonhuman animals, and
human–animal relations, can be conveyed in realistic, immediate,
and most vivid ways on screen. Relevant film and documentary
screenings capture students’ attention and generate lively
discussion. For example, when teaching about the genetic
manipulation of nonhuman animals in the popular cultural context,
films such as The Fly, Deep Blue Sea, and Jurassic
Park provide useful narratives and imagery for students to
analyze and debate. If teaching about the assumed similarities and
differences between human and nonhuman primates, nature
documentaries and/or films such as Planet of the Apes,
Gorillas in the Mist, and King Kong are appropriate
resources. Clips from documentaries such as Earthlings
and/or The Natural History of the Chicken are effective in
facilitating a critique of the ways humans exploit and consume
nonhuman animals.

A Challenge

One of the main challenges in teaching and
learning CS is the depth and durability of the split between
scientific and humanistic forms of knowledge. Humanities
disciplines place a high value on interpretive, speculative,
critical, analytic, textual, and historiographical work. In
contrast, the sciences and social sciences seek to reduce the
speculative and interpretive elements of knowledge production in
favor of the accumulation and analysis of empirical data according
to more or less orthodox methodological protocols that are designed
to eliminate interpretive variables. CS seeks to span this major
epistemological divide.

In our teaching we demonstrate and attempt to
bridge this science/arts division (or more modestly and
realistically, the social science/humanities division), but it
remains difficult to empower students to do the same. Our
university, like most, is still predominantly structured around
traditional academic divisions, so by the time our students arrive
in our courses they have usually already been disciplined into one
mode or the other. One or two semesters is insufficient time to
train students to master and combine such different and often
overtly contradictory kinds of methodology. Moreover, since the
traditional disciplines are still much more recognizable to
potential employers than the new trans-disciplinary formations, we
are often obliged for the good of the students to encourage them to
keep a solid footing in a conventional subject area, even as they
engage in trans-disciplinary work. In practice, this means that
when students negotiate their coursework projects, they will tend
to adopt either a social scientific or a humanistic methodology,
depending on what they have trained in so far. We ensure that
either is acceptable, although we do insist that students research
and attempt to make use of the knowledge emerging from the mode
they are less familiar with, even when they are not compelled to
attempt that kind of approach in their own work. Sometimes we get a
student who is equally competent in both social scientific and
humanistic forms of research, which of course we encourage: it
tends to be these students who produce the most vivid and original
work.


Notes


	
There are of course many
other CS terms and problematics that would be added to this list or
used instead of those we mention. See Baldwin et al. (2002) or Brooker (2002).










Course
Syllabus: “From
Bambi to Kong: Animals in American Popular Culture”

 Annie Potts and Philip
Armstrong

The following is based on our own second-year
CS course at the University of Canterbury. Because of the
interdisciplinary nature of both CS and HAS we have been able at
our institution to offer this course across the cultural studies,
American studies, gender studies, and English programs. This
undergraduate paper introduces students to various topics and
concerns in HAS through close readings of popular cultural texts
(mainly film and television programs, but also websites, novels,
documentaries, and news footage).

Description: This course examines the
influence of environmental, indigenous, postcolonial, and gender
politics on American popular cultural representations of nonhuman
animals and nature. Topics include the representation of
human–animal relationships in cinema and television (including
animation, comedy, documentary, horror, and science fiction
genres); images of whales in literature; the environmental movement
and ecotourism; dinosaur iconography; and cultural practices such
as hunting, pet-keeping, factory farming, and zoos.

Course objectives

+ To trace the influence of competing ideas
and narratives about nature and animals, and the human relationship
with nature and animals, in a range of past and contemporary
popular cultural genres, with a special focus on horror, science
fiction, animation, documentary, and comedy

+ To analyze the ways in which popular
representations of the “natural,” the “animal,” and the “human”
shift in relation to specific historical periods, cultural, and
economic events are constructed in particularly gendered and
racialized ways (and in opposition to ideas about “culture”); and
are variously represented in political discourses (for example
environmental, feminist, indigenous politics)

+ To survey the impact upon popular cultural
representations of social movements (for example, the environmental
and animal rights movements) that seek to redefine the relationship
between humans and nature, and humans and animals

Lecture schedule: (the names of films
from which excerpts will be shown in class are given in
parentheses):







Part 1: The Human–Animal Divide in Theory
and Film

1. Animals in Film: Introduction to
Human–Animal Studies (Bambi)

2. “Be afraid: Be very afraid”: Insects in
Horror (Them! (1953], The Fly [1958 and 1986])

3. “Just when you thought it was safe to go
back in the water”: Hollywood’s Ocean Devils and Darlings (Jaws,
Deep Blue Sea, Flipper, Free Willy)

4. Cyborg Culture and Cinematic Vivisections
(The Island of Dr Moreau)

5. Dinosaurs in Popular Culture (Jurassic
Park)

6. The Supernatural Animal: Werewolves and
Other Monsters (The Wolf Man, American Werewolf in London,
Ginger Snaps)


Part 2: Animal Practices and Politics

7. The American Animal: A Cultural History
(Dead Man)

8. From Whaling to Whale-watching: Hunting,
Masculinism, and the Environment (Moby-Dick)

9. Primates in Pop Culture Part 1: “Colonial
Encounters in the Jungle Genre” (King Kong [1933, 1976, and
2005])

10. Primates in Pop Culture Part 2: “Apes in
Eden, Apes in Space” (Gorillas in the Mist, Koko the Talking
Gorilla, Planet of the Apes [1967])

11. Industrialization and the Consumption of
the Animal (Earthlings, A Natural History of the
Chicken)

12. Companion Animals (Best in
Show)

Course texts: We compile a reader for
this course, comprising relevant journal articles, and chapters
from edited volumes or monographs. A list of reading resources is
also provided for students; this includes a highlighted section of
recommended texts outside the course reader. The recommended texts
for this course include Burt (2002), Fudge (2002), Haraway (1989)
and (2008), Ingram (2000), and Mitman (1999).

Sample Essay Questions


Part 1: The Human/Animal Divide in Theory
and Film (Lectures 1–6)

Students are given a choice of essay
topics.

Either: A) The Animal in Horror and/or
Science Fiction:

Animals or animal–human hybrids have
frequently been used as supernatural, transgressive, or frightening
figures in horror and/or science fiction, and their presence has
been read as representing some contemporary social, political,
cultural, and/or psychological anxiety (for example, the dangers of
nuclear power through the creation of giant mutant ants in
Them!, the risks of genetic modification and vivisection in
The Fly and in The Island of Dr Moreau, and the
dangers of deviance in monster movies). Write an essay analyzing
the place of the animal in horror and/or science fiction in
relation to the above idea. You may choose to focus on a particular
kind of animal and its representation in horror or science/fiction.
Or you may want to concentrate your essay on a close reading of a
particular film or television program.

Or: B) The Animal Paradox in Fiction

Erica Fudge (2002) argues that our
understandings of—and relationships with—animals are affected by a
profound paradox: a desire to know and communicate with animals,
and a fear and disgust of “the animal” and how it is different from
us as humans. She claims that we hold contradictory views about,
and practice differential treatment of, nonhuman animals in Western
culture (for example, some animals are treated as kin—members of
the family, pets—while others are hunted or eaten). Discuss Fudge’s
ideas with reference to examples of the paradoxical representation
of nonhuman animals in a movie, TV program, documentary, or novel
of your choice.


Part 2: Animal Practices and Politics
(Lectures 7–12)

Either: A) Animals and Globalization:

Write an essay analyzing how representations
of animals, animality and/or human–animal relations reflect, or are
shaped by, colonialism and/or globalization. You may choose to
focus on representations of animals (and human–animal relations) in
one particular text related to popular culture (for example, a
movie, TV program, internet website, novel), or you may decide to
focus on the representation of a particular species across more
than one text.

+ Examples of films that would be appropriate
for this essay include (but are not limited to): The Ghost and
the Darkness; Bless the Beasts and Children; Dances
with Wolves; 12 Monkeys; Tarzan; Greystoke:
The Legend of Tarzan, Lord of the Apes; Jumanji;
Godzilla; White Hunter, Black Heart;
Congo.

+ Examples of novels include (but are not
limited to): Ozeki (1999), Allende (2001), Martel (2001), Faber
(1995), and Swarthout (1995).

Or: B) Primatology and Popular Culture

Focusing on a movie, television program,
wildlife documentary, or novel about relations between humans and
other primates, analyze how the notion of “animality” relates to
one or more of the following: gender, race, and/or First
World/Third World politics.

+ Examples of possible movies include (but
are not limited to): Gorillas in the Mist; Congo;
Greystoke; Instinct; Mighty Joe Young;
2001: A Space Odyssey; Human Nature; 12 Monkeys.
[Note: students are not permitted to analyze any of the Planet of
the Apes or King Kong movies as these are covered in-depth in
class]. Examples of novels include Høeg (1996), Jagose
(1998), Self (1997), and Malamud (1982).






Course Syllabus: “Animals and
Settlement”

 Annie Potts and
Philip Armstrong

Graduate Course

Description: This course aims to
experiment with the challenges posed to existing trends in the
analysis of culture by attending to the role of nonhuman animals
and human–animal relations in the construction of settler histories
and societies. In such contexts the animal can fulfill many
functions: as a site for contesting ideas about nature and its use,
management, or exploitation; as an agent for the appropriation and
inhabitation of terrain; as a screen onto which ideas can be
projected about indigeneity, migration, and adaptation to the
environment.

In exploring these effects it will be
important to engage with various relevant contemporary critical
formations, including those deriving from postmodernism, cultural
studies, gender critique, and especially theories of
postcoloniality and globalization.

Set texts: Ihimaera (1986), Wells
(1896), Atwood (2003), and Coetzee (2000). Students are also
required to purchase at the start of the semester a course readings
booklet containing extracts of fiction and cultural critique
(including those mentioned in relation to seminar topics
below).

Recommended texts: These are on
short-term loan in the library and students are encouraged to read
them during the course of the semester: Fudge (2002), Baker (2000)
and (2001), and Burt (2002).

Course Structure and Assessment: There
are two ninety-minute seminars a week. For the first four weeks of
semester, the lecturer leads discussion by presenting ideas about
one or more of the texts for the week. The aim in each case is to
generate ideas and methods of analysis by reading a piece of CS
theory or analysis alongside a literary, cinematic, or popular
cultural text. This part of the course also follows a historical
trajectory, tracing the role of nonhuman animals in relation to
modernity.

1. The Invention of the
Beast-machine

Reading: Extracts from works by René
Descartes, Francis Bacon, Jonathan Swift; Berger (1980).

2. Colonizing Animals

Reading: extracts from Defoe (1719) and
Crosby (1986).

3. Science and Animality

Reading/Viewing: H. G. Wells (1896);
Frankenheimer, The Island of Doctor Moreau (film); extracts
from Darwin (1871); extracts from Nordau (1892).

4. Whaling and Settlement in the
Pacific

Reading/Viewing: John Huston,
Moby-Dick (film); Nikki Caro, Whale Rider (film);
Ihimaera (1986); extracts from Bryld and Lykke (2000).

During weeks 4–8, students take turns to
present seminars based on material they are working on for their
first assignments. They choose their own topics and approaches, in
consultation with the lecturer, but are encouraged to draw upon and
make use of a range of CS theories, methods, and analyses. Having
received feedback from the lecturer and their fellow-students
during these seminars, they write a formal essay based on this
work. Topics covered by students for this piece of work in the past
have included:

+ animals and indigenous identity or
traditions

+ animals and settler identity or
traditions

+ animals and romanticism

+ ecofeminism, ecocriticism, or
environmentalism

+ particular animal practices including zoos,
circuses, hunting, farming, whaling, companion animal–keeping

+ cyborgs and post-humanism

+ animals and science

+ cultural associations of particular animals
(dog, cat, sheep, whale, rat, parrot, guinea-pig).

In the last third of the course, while the
students are working on their second research essay (again, topics
and approaches for these are negotiated with the lecturer), the
lecturer presents seminars on a range of topics. Instead of
following the mainly historical structure pursued at the start of
the course, these cover a range of themes relevant to the
intersection between HAS, CS, and questions raised by the
conditions of postcoloniality and globalization:

1. Animals, Sympathy, and
Sentiment

Reading/Viewing: extracts from Shelley
(1818); James Whale, Frankenstein (film); extracts from
Turney (1998).

2. Animals, Race, and
Decolonization

Reading: Coetzee (2000); extracts from
Speigel (1988).

3. Animals and Genetic Engineering

Reading/Viewing: Atwood (2003); Eduardo Kac,
“GFP Bunny” (online art project); extracts from Haraway (1991).

4. Primatology

Reading/Viewing: Kafka (1917); King
Kong (film; various versions); extracts from Haraway
(1989).
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