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Conversely, one could conceive of such a pleasutgawer of self-
determination, suchfaeedomof the will that the spirit would take leave of al
faith and every wish for certainty, being practigedhaintaining itself on
insubstantial ropes and possibilities and dancusgmaear abysses. Such a

spirit would be thdree spiritpar excellence.
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Abstract

The “question of the animal,” as it has become kmois central—both strategically
and in-itself—to contemporary philosophy and positiand in my thesigoogenesis:
Thinking Encounter with Animal$ seek to further explore the ongoing deconsibact
of the human-animal dichotomy. Therein | argue,tifatve are to stall the genocidal
machine by which various bodies are reproducedkdbsle,” the reinscription of
other animals within the domains of philosophy,ethand politics remains essential.
The interruption of this murderous logic is of ttenost importance, not only for other
animals, but also for all those millions of “otheiUmans who find themselves
excluded by the regulatory norms of gender, setyyalce, and/or class.

Divided into five parts, and engaging with writexs diverse as Nietzsche, Derrida,
Butler, Plato, Heidegger, Kafka, Blanchot, RancieWdilliam S. Burroughs and
Bernard Stiegler, | explore the notion of an oragyntechnicity of being within ever
broader levels of analysis. Beginning with the abguatic zoo-genesis of an “animal
encounter” which exceeds every determinable fortheh consider “improper” tropes
which function in the opposite direction to the geidal theatrics of “animalisation,”
calling forth instead forbidden place-holding metmies which hold open the space of
invention itself. From there, | trace the implicets of the “zoogenetic demand”
through the various overlapping domains of ethiossponsibility, nationalism,
community, and biotechnology. This demand, | argegquires a necessarily exorbitant
ethics of the unrecognisable other—of an excedsbapitality from which nonhuman
animals cannot be excluded—and without which theilpging of the white Western
heterosexual male is inevitably reinforced. In dosion, | argue that it is excessive
mutability which constitutes both thromisedposthumarsm of vigilant betrayal and
at once the poisonous threat of a collapse intolates nihilism—apharmakorwhich
must ever again be renegotiated.

| hereby confirm that the work presented in thissi is my own
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Introduction: Thinking with animals

As the recent proliferation of academic texts, arks, manifestos, political treatises
and so on clearly demonstrate, the so-called “quesif the animal” can no longer be
penned within the traditional domains of biologyathology. As a matter of life and
death which always exceeds the lives and deathmefe” animals, the “animal turn”
is rather, as will be argued throughout this thesemtral to contemporary thought and
politics. Nevertheless, the multidisciplinary doméhat has become known as “animal
studies” and/or “posthumanism” is still very muchhewly emergent and emerging
discipline. The French philosopher and psycholo¥isiciane Despret, for example,
states that even as recently as 2006 her work wioaNe been sidelined by way of a
(gender-based) accusation of sentimentality—theesantusation which, far from
coincidentally, had for so long served to bar worfifem access to the sciences.

Even now, in 2011, thinking with animals outside tbé natural sciences
nevertheless remains largely a marginalised purddgfused incorporation or
assimilation, anyone who feels unable not to “bupg animals, anyone for whom the
right of putting to death sticks in their throathevcannot not see industrial murder,
who cannot not respond to the consumption of flashall too soon become familiar
with the dismissive reply: “Why bother?” In a senges nonresponsive question has
already defeated every answer, insofar as it isiestgpn which can only take place
from within the privileged space of humanism. Thengls in question, therefore,
mustalways include human animals.

It is here, in fact, that the discourse of “animights” already falls down,
moving as it does within the same or another husmaniedrawing again and again the
same unthought lines of exclusion, the same metaghpf either-man-or-animal. The
utilitarianism of Peter Singer, for example, rensainevitably inscribed within the
calculus of ends, a human mastery which thus vigsanimal only according to its
enclosure within an ordered technological schemam TRegan’'s neo-Kantian
approach, in its turn, determines the place ofnilehuman animal only according to

an essential human morality, and in so doing ibssrihuman subjectivity as the

! As recounted by Florence Burgat in her prefadedspretPenser comme un r&2009), 4.
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ground of the animal. In both cases then, it is mdoo must determine, and thus
delimit, the animaf.

Instead, there is only one response to the queStithy bother?,” and that is
to always again put “the human” itself into questi®Guch a response is not only
required, but it is of the utmost urgency, eventfase who dismiss animal concerns
as perhaps laudable but nonetheless most defirsigglgndary, maybe even somewhat
self-indulgent or sentimental. This is becauseyashall see, thkilling—rather than
the “murder’—of nonhuman animals actually servedhesexcluded supporof all
other structural excludings, namely those whichliuede, extort, and distort others on
the basis of race, gender, class, sexuality, armhsé support, it is important to note,
which isnomecessary. All values constituted in and as théusim of their binary
opposites must thus be understood as both hisllgricantingent and mutually
articulating, each one supprting the proper standirevery other.

The question of the animal, in other words, carawdit the answer of the
human. It cannot, that is to say, await the inaagon of a utopian human community
before being given its turn, the very impossibily the answer to “the human”
serving in such a case to condemn nonhuman antmas interminable death. One
cannot discharge oneself of the responsibility lohking with animals simply by
claiming for oneself a “more important” concern lwitumanoppression—an all too
familiar repose marked by the delusion of a nostattpsire for a purely human
anything. No one would suggest that one must umfately support racism, at least
until the exclusion and abjection of women is ureloor that one is free to sexually
abuse women, at least until racism has been etadiddor would anyone suggest that
politics can and must be limited to single issudasteg in isolation. When it comes to
speciesism, however, such opinions are not onlyeigdly tolerated, but are often
explicitly celebrated.However, as we shall see, it is only by tracing ititerrelations
and interarticulations of oppression that an aifecgenealogy becomes possible. One
cannot, for example, put into question the prival@gexuality afforded to the ideal of

whiteness, without an understanding of the spestiesachinery which devalorises

% Peter Singer'sAnimal Liberation(1975) and Tom Regan$he Case for Animal Rights
(1983) are generally considered the founding tektontemporary animal rights’ discourse.

% On this privileging of oppressions, see Carol damsThe Sexual Politics of Mea200-201.
On the “intersectionality” of exclusions, see aRosi BraidottiTranspositions: On Nomadic
Ethics(2006).



people of colour by way of a displacement whichftsimonwhite sexuality towards

“animality.”

Beginnings and ends: the human

We can thus begin to understand how the excludidthe animal” is inseperable not
only from a determining of “the (properly) humarjut also from questions of
autonomy and sovereignty, of the subject and ofestion. The exclusion of the
animal, in other words, functions to inscribe pmbpéuman ends, that is, to inscribe
stable human meaning and to ascribe stable meamihgmanity. Hence the link, as
philosopher Jacques Derrida insists, between thgogsibility of “murdering” an
animal and “the violent institution of the ‘who’ asibject” (“Eating Well,” 283). One
result of this interminable quest for the ends—#relend—of “man” is the privative
determination of “animality” which, albeit varioysland fabulously clothed, pads
mutely throughout Western philosophy.

According to Plato, for instance, nonhuman anintedt& reason and thus an
immortal soul. Aristotle then marks out the humare@n logon ekbn, “the living
being possessing language” who, insofar as sheei®ly animal with the ability to
form universal concepts, thus designates the ditéeleological reason. Scripture
thereafter delivers over every nonhuman animal the® hands and mouths of men,
refusing them freedom and reducing them to measc@xes then transforms these
“mere” bodies into clockwork, simple meat machimegeriencing neither pleasure
nor pain. After this Kant, in a renewal of Platomntoteleology countersigned by
Aristotle, insists that only the rational being—kich he means the human animal—
can think the unconditional law of morality. Thgsagain repeatedjutatis mutandis
by Hegel, for whom only the human can possess #niten relationship to self.
Moving rapidly then through the twentieth centunhile Freud avers that nonhuman
animals are without conciousness and Heideggemsldhey are without death and
thus “poor-in-world,” Levinas in his turn refusegeey nonhuman animal a face, and

thus any claim to an ethical respofise.

* For two excellent intellectual histories of “theimal” in Western philosophy, one crafted in
meticulous detail and the other brief yet highlyuntinating, see Elisabeth de Fonterlagy
silence des bétes: La philosophie a I'épreuve deithalité (Paris: Fayard, 1998) and Gilbert
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In fact, the list of what animals are alleged tcklés at once finite yet endless,
depending as it does upon the ever-shifting remerds of what it means to be
“properly” human. One can, nonetheless, offersrmpiace a short and brutal summary:
throughout Western philosophy—albeit with some hl&axceptions—“the animal”
is constituted as an unfeeling object under thbrtieal mastery of man and definable
only by negativity. One cannot murder such an ahimialy kill her over and over
again, and moreover one can do so with impunitis this all too human construction
of “the animal” therefore, which holds open theapér what Derrida describes as a
“noncriminal putting to death,” be it the site ofky of capital punishment, or of the
unprecedented subjection and subjugation of humdnmanhuman beings all around
us today.

Exploring the movement by which such a space isiegen which a human
animal can be “legitimately” murdered is thus, @side and entangled with the
exclusion of nonhuman animals, a major preoccupaifahis thesis. This movement,
| argue, in the “animalisation” of a specificalgrgetted human or human grouping—
an identity the posited homogeneity of which is aj& imposed from outside—,
functions to exclude the subject of its tropologidesplacement and, in so doing,
constitute a non-subject that can be killed withpimity. By way of this reactive
movement of sedimented traces—the solidified drefsressentimentand bad
conscience—one can always again redefine the slhedyarbarian, the foreigner, or
the immigrantas a “mere” animal. One thinks here of the Nazi demaisaof Jews
as Saujuden(“Jewish swine”), but also of the photograph takerthe Abu Ghraib
prison showing Private Lynndie England leading eagil prisoner around on a dog
leash. Indeed, to reduce a singular, nonsubstlaithbing being to an essential
identity which is in turn reconfigured as “anima’nothing less than the economy of
genocide. Excluded from itself through a murderdlbsatrics of displacement, a
nonhuman animal or an animalised human is effdgtivendered speechless, a
subjugated body which may be killed but never made

The interruption of this murderous logic is therefof the utmost importance,
not only for other animals, but also for those imils of “other” humans displaced and

thus excluded by the regulatory norms of gendewaéy, race, and/or class. We are

SimondonDeux lecons sur I'animal et 'lhomngParis: Ellipses, 2004). Interesting perhaps, is
the fact that neither text has yet been translatéa English, despite their quality and
influence.



thus faced with an extremely pressing questiontlaee perhaps tropes that function
in the opposite direction, that makeurthinkable that living beings can be put to death
with impunity? Whilst at the same time rememberihgt the question of what,
exactly, is meant by “living being” is far from Inmgj resolved, it is this question which

| attempt to answer over the course of this thesis.

Neither beginning nor end: the undying animal

“The human,” | have suggested, depends upon thieis@n of “the animal,” a logic
which reserves the space for a noncriminal puttongeath. This genocidal logic is,
however, further complicated by the fact that timevement itself depends upon the
finite bodies of nonhuman animals being paradokidakcribed asindying By this |
mean that “the animal,” as a single undifferentiatedy in opposition to the human, is
defined both as lacking the possibility of deatld &s sharing a transparent pathic
communication. With each of these reciprocally giding the other, the murder of a
nonhuman animal, as we shall see, becopméslogicallyimpossible, even as corpses
are produced in exponentially increasing numbers.

The apparent “fact” that nonhuman animals do nawvkor “have” language,
do not know or “have” death, is simply and pregisah ideology one which, as
feminist writer Carol Adams notes, “ontologisesnaals as usable’Neither Man Nor
Beast 15). Whether as untouched by the Fall into sely&ness, or as absolutely
determined by genetics and thus infintely substiilg automata, this figuration of the
undying animal remains central to human exceptismal Moreover, the ideology of
the undying animal must be understood as an emamgyit of both material and
symbolic economies. The “question of the animal,biher words, is a questiaf and
to Capital: a question of the literal rendering ofraais’ bodies, and at once a demand
which infinitely exceeds the democratic order foedhcdupon, and conserved by, the
semantics of an agent-centered subjectivity andhefsovereign human subject of
rights and duties. That the ideologically undyingnaal, as well as presupposing
human exceptionalism, simultaneously reproduces mthachinery of Western
patriarchy founded upon the illusion of a freelyllwg human subject, can be seen
most clearly in the context of previous justificets of slavery. Indeed, the argument

will no doubt be familiar: the white male oppressmf people of colour depends upon
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the latter being configured as incapable of rasistitheir “natural” bodily
inclinations—that is to say, incapable of overcagniheiranimalinstincts—and thus,
excluded from “pure” reason, are thereby fit oot ruled.

With this example, | am simply suggesting that nonkan animals cannot be
overlooked when it comes to putting into questiba humanist hubris which claims
on its own behalf an inalienable free will or, &etvery least, an ontologically
exceptional status. Rather, as | demonstrate thmugthis thesis, the infinitely
diverse ways of being—both human and nonhuman—eeedhbly explode the
illusion of a boundary dividing responsive Cultdrem reactive Nature. In this way,
one hopes, the delusion of liberalism will finallg dispelled—a delusion constituted,
as Spinoza maintained so long ago, in ignorancehef disposition of bodies, a
delusion in which subjected bodies come to debieg bwn subjection.

Encountering posthumanism

Rather than seeking to prop up those totteringseadif reductive division, it will be
argued instead that to efface originary relatedesthe basis of the destructive yet
empty concept of “the human” serves to severelystram what animals—both human
and nonhuman—might become. By contrast, it is a@nolation to this potential
becoming which for me defines what | understanthieyterm “posthumanism.”

Here, however, it is first of all necessary to elifntiate posthumanist
thinking from the notion of the “posthuman” or ttteanshuman” as construed by a
number of (mainly liberal) writers. For the lattas philosopher Cary Wolfe writes,
the “post-" prefix rather marks an “historical sassion in which ... the human is
transformed and finally eclipsed by various tecbgadal, informatic, and
bioengineering developments” (“Bring the Noise,”).xiAccording to my
understanding, however, pbamanismrefers rather to both the interruption that
always already takes plabeforeand beyonavery conception dthe human,” and to
our historical situatednesas subsequent to the deconstruction of the delhiiman
subject, be it in terms of soul, cogito, ego, odyoln short, “posthumanism” is that
which doubly marks us as “coming after” the intptran of the human, and as such

demands a thinking which takes place beyond anyanishmetaphysics.
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| take here as the starting point for any genuinegthumanist discourse a
movement beyond the traditional (Christianised)m®rtaken by the relationship
between the human and the nonhuman animal. Thesaadot forms, as philosopher
Andrew Benjamin demonstrates, are configured by teoginal and importantly
different determinations” (“Particularity and Ex¢ems,” 76). In the first
configuration, the emergence of the human is peteiton the death or nonexistence
of the animal, whereas in the second the humaninsntaa constant struggle with his
or her own animality, an animality which must beeatedly overcome in being
human. These two types or configurations, as weilekplored in more detail, endlessly
reiterate a logic of dependence-exclusion. Fomtbenent, however, we can note that,
insofar as both determinations fallaciously detine nonhuman animal by what he or
she lacks within a teleological dialectic, everynhoman animal is thus figured as
incomplete, asuthuman. Moreover, this in fact renders “the humaat a site of
ontological exception, but rather affectof this reiterated exclusion of “the animal,” a
reiteration which in itselpresupposea primordial relatedness.

Arguing that posthumanist discourse must interrsypth anthropomorphic
hubris, however, is not to say that the movemertuohanist exclusion should simply
be inverted, positing instead some kind of homogasénclusive equality. While such
a simplistic inversion would merely reinstate theman-animal dichotomy in its
refusal, it is rather the case that a given hunrdy @s” in an originary and complex
relational network witmonhuman ways of being.

In articulating just such a posthumanist thinkihghus explore throughout
this thesis some of the philosophical, ethical, potitical implications of a rigorous
deconstruction of the human-animal division, asl aelsome of its less-than-rigorous
articulations within contemporary “posthumanistaburses. Along the way, | aim to
demonstrate how the figuration of the nonhuman ahas undying is essential to the
two determinations of teleological humanism andektension, to figuring it a human
right to do whatever we like to other animals.

We can thus already begin to perceive why the giwha death potentially
interrupts such brutal, murderous hubris. Onlyiatlif paradoxical, such a gift, | will
argue, returns tthis nonhuman being his or her place, that is, theusaniy of his or
her nonsubstitutability. The “having” of death, thermore, marks the exposure of
every living being across an indissociably doukdbgss: on the one hoof, an abyssal

technicity of language which necessarily exceedsraduction to the verbal and, on
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the other, an abyssal embodiment which exceedslalyitation of the organism. A
rigorous posthumanist thinking, therefore, must ceon itself with an exposition
which already confounds every distinction betwdeninterior and the exterior and the
organic and the technical.

Zoogenesisthe apocalyptic arriving of monstrosity

Returning to the central question of the thesiat tf potential tropes which make it
unthinkable that living beings can be put to deatbhhwmpunity, | would like to
conclude this introduction by linking it with theton of “zoogenesi$ In contrast to
the limited anthropegenesis explicated by Martin Heidegger, | insteadk to trace
the movements of an excessa@genetic transport virtually promised to everyigi
being by an originary technicity. This originarychaicity of being is, | argue, the
condition of both that which for strategic reasdren calling theanimal encounter
and of the monstrous zoogenesis to which such aouerter gives riseA priori
excluding both vitalism and biological continuisits, difference as and at the origin of
sense necessarily derails every judgment of alesdtuth and value, undoing every
hierarchy of proximity and any narcissistic notmfridentity politics.

Instead, originary technics demands the affirmatiddnan encounter with
another whose language “I’ dwt recognise, an “other” with whom or with which
consensus remains impossible. In this way, “languifig a narrow sense) ceases to be
the privileged site from which one can sovereigatiribute to another only a mute
bestiality. Instead, with Friedrich Nietzsche's hale will discover the imperative of
active forgetting which is, in shorzpogenesis-the call of which shatters the psyche
in calling forth unheard-of and forbidden monsttiesi.

It is this event or encounter which | trace throogghthis thesis—Ilocating it in
the moment Franz Kafka's investigator encountergesemusical dogs, in the
bathroom of Jacques Derrida one morning, in phpbso Jacques Ranciere’s notion of
revolutionary performatives, in the moment the mntharacter of J. M. Coetzee’s
novel Elizabeth Costellas brought to the point of collapse by the impb#ity of
continuing to be, and in the event which the writéitiam S. Burroughs claims to
have saved him from a deadly, pervasive ignoraricelly, | suggest that theromise

of zoogenesis resides in the responsibility of gilamt Nietzschean betrayal, a
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response which always again offers itself as atimardo the poison of a certain
neoliberal notion of the transhuman. It is a thimgkencounter with animals, in other

words, which replaces reductive calculation withe#imics of emergence.

Put very schematically, | aim to explore through five parts of this thesis the notion
of an originary technicity of being within ever lader levels of analysis. At the same
time, however, the thesis as a whole can, insafait degins with Plato and the
inauguration of metaphysical humanism and conclwd#sa consideration of Bernard
Stiegler's recent instauration of the human-animi@hotomy by other means, be
considered as a somewhat unorthodox journey thraugteatly contracted history of
the philosophical animal. Thus, in the first chadtelraw a line from the “birth” of
philosophy, through the Judeo-Christian traditianimgnating with Hegel, to the
philosophy of Maurice Blanchot who, it can be adjuesets the stage for
poststructuralist thinking. Here, by way of a remdof the Greek myth of Persephone,
we will see how the double negation of “the animséives to link Blanchot with
Plato, a relation which will make explicit the geslehomogeneity (with those notable
exceptions of course) of the philosophical treatinodrithe animal” over the course of
more than two millennia.

From there, | turn in the second chapter to Heidegind Nietzsche, the
philosophies of which both represent hugely impdrtattempts to move beyond
metaphysical humanism. Firstly, in exploring th&edtences and similarities between
the existential analytic and traditional metaphgsic demonstrate how Heidegger’'s
thinking of the hermeneutic circle functions withis commitment to a “humanism
beyond humanism.” In this, | suggest that Heideggbinking does indeed break with
the traditional configurations of the human-animalhtion but, insofar as nonhuman
animals are unthinkingly reinscribed as essentiallgdying, his philosophy
nonetheless remains enclosed within what philosophatthew Calarco deems a
“metaphysical anthropocentrism.” From this, we daen see how, despite their

enormous importance to contemporary thought, botandhot and Heidegger
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nevertheless align themselves with a tradition whiacitly underwrites the global
mass murder of animals.

It is, however, by way of Heidegger that the raliigaof Nietzsche’s early
text “On Truth and Lie in the Extra-Moral Sense’bi®ught sharply into focus. Here,
Nietzsche’s explication of an originary technicssainse which always results in a
stammering translation [Ubertragund opens the space for a far more radical
posthumanist understanding of the notion of beinty-wExtending Nietzsche’s
position with the help of Derrida’s key notion ibérability, |1 argue that it is only in
fact through a vigilantefusalto efface the deaths of nonhuman animals thasitbet
announcing of the over-humarUljermensch becomes possible, constituted by
encounters across languages producing bodies fsgtitally mad” one to another.

In further exploring the notion of an “animal enoter” at the limit of
language in the second part, | argue that it enith as such “individual” singular events
that new, historically contingent beings are creéatévery such being is, moreover,
necessarilymonstrousa species of nonspecies which, demanding onlymsossible
possibility, exceeds every determinable form. Jus this demand, | argue, which calls
forth those “improper” tropes which function in tbpposite direction to the genocidal
theatrics of “animalisation.” | begin by tracingetbonsequences of one such encounter
in a reading of Kafka’'s short story “Investigation a Dog,” from which | then
consider its relation to the two figures of nimhsHere, in contrasting what Karl Marx
calls “the spirit of revolution” with the “walkingghost” of parody, | argue that the
animal encounter gives rise to a revolutionaryispinly so long as its zoogenetic
monstrosity is such that it botio longer and not yemnakes sense. In order to better
illustrate this, | offer in chapter four a criticahterpretation of that which for
philosopher Jacques Ranciére constitutespibi@ical promise of the revolutionary
performative.

Responding to the imperative of such an encourttewever, requires a
necessarily exorbitant ethics of the unrecognisaliter, that is to say, an excessive
hospitality from which nonhuman animals cannot keweed. Without this, | argue in

the third part, the normative privileging of the itthWestern heterosexual male is

®> This of course inevitably raises the question lé telationship between Heidegger’s
philosophy (and indeed, of Blanchot’s) and Nazitpd, and which makes for some extremely
uneasy readings when one considers how the humaralagichotomy functions within Nazi
ideology to de-humanise the Jews. This is consitierenore detail in chapter 8.
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inevitably reinforced. Engaging with feminist ptstapher Judith Butler8odies That
Matter in chapter five, | thus demonstrate first of alahthe constitution of the human
subject in fact depends upon a normative networkinotilcation which excludes
animals, women, and people of colour. Indeed, It tnanspire that “the human” is
itself yet one more regulatory norm. A norm, mom@othrough which all other norms
must pass. In order to stall this process, | aripa¢ an “unconditional” ethics must
open itself to the chance of those encounters wbathforth improper metonymies,
and in so doing hold open the place of an impossibpocalyptic hospitality. In
responding to such a call, however, one must sanattusly undergo the risk of being
judged socially non-viable and thus nonhuman.,lirisother words, to affirm, as we
shall see by way of the fateful and fatal encountdrElisabeth Costello and Venus
Xtravaganza, the risk of becoming a stranger areigner at home, an internal exile or
even a domestic terrorist.

In chapter six | further explore the need for agdaous ethics rooted in an
excessive hospitality through readings of the “mostounter” texts of the novelist
William S. Burroughs. Here | demonstrate that, whdr Burroughs the timelessness of
the wild makes possible an animal-Love which transls pain and conflict, the
restriction of love to some, but not all, nonhumanimals in fact rearticulates
contemporary structures of oppression. Such aictstrconcept of ethics is, | argue,
the inevitable result of drawing a simple divisibatween the wild and the tame, a
claim further supported by a critical reading ofl€ Deleuze and Félix Guattari's
famous notion of “becoming-animal.”

As a consequence, | argue in the final chaptehisfgart that the beginning of
ethics thus resides within the detested figure e Burroughsian centipede. By
welcoming its monstrosity within the shared spadeth® domestic, | thus shift
Burroughs’ thinking of the posthuman beyond its @émalist logic in a movement
which will help us to better approach the notioradcommunity beyond the human,”
the subject of the fourth part of this thesis.

Prior to thinking through some of the implicatiook such a “community,”
however, it is first of all necessary to considée tconstitution of “the human
community” it purports to move beyond, which | aochapter eight through a reading
of Carl Schmitt’sThe Concept of the PoliticaDne might of course suggest that such a
community is simply the totality of common humanityowever, insofar as “who,”

“what,” or “which” counts as the properly human @Ens always open to negotiation,
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the question must thus turn instead to faectioning of the circumscription of a
supposedly “common” or “universal” humanity. Thieeh leads to a consideration of
nationalism and Nazism, and of how the notion obrfimunity” relates both to
hospitality and sharing, concepts with which it meeinextricably bound. Here, |
demonstrate how the founding and conserving of “theion,” and thus the
nationalistic, employs the very same economy ofddpnce-exclusion by which “the
human,” and thus the humanist, constitutes itdalfthermore, we will see that the
“fully realised” body of humanism is in fact indisguishable from that of the pathic,
undying animal against which it seeks to foundegsential difference. | then propose
my own definition of community, that of the sharedndition of not-being-able to
share. An aporetic formulation which, | suggestiveg to echo the inability and
insufficiency which already marks every hospitagaheounter.

Finally in this part, | explore Nietzsche’s notiohthe posthuman as an animal
with the right to make promises. This “right,” Igaie, is the promise of betrayal
which in fact is the very condition of communitjat is to say, of an unending and
unlawful betrayal of th@otion of “humanity” which renders crimes against the hama
statusimpossible. Such a betrayal, moreover, is at dheecondition of vigilance,
responsibility, and loyalty, and takes as its parachl figure that of the nomad, the
lone wanderer ever seeking community and commgnaBuch, | argue, is the
ceaseless movement of a futural being with thengtheto outlive “the human.”

This notion of a promise to betray is further exaai in the concluding part
of the thesis, in which | explore its relation thet neoliberal promise of the
“transhuman.” Beginning with a consideration of threeven movement from industrial
to postindustrial capitalism, | argue that this ksaa shift from the idea of a determined
linear temporality to that of an undetermined mogatn of reversibility and
“recapacitation.” This rupturing of linear deterngim, literally embodied by Dolly the
sheep, necessarily interrupts traditional notiongatriarchy and genealogical descent,
promising instead a “transhuman” immortality. Déspthis, the biotechnological
promise of the transhuman nonetheless remains depenboth for its moral
justification and in order to efface the threaitefveryindeterminism, upon a rhetoric
of determinism which represents “the animal” amthic and undying. Against this,
| argue that what Dolly demonstrates is rathavriting of and on the bogwnd which

as such is necessarily subject to dissemination.
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This in turn permits a detailed engagement withnBedt Stiegler's ongoing
attempt to reinstall a secure human-animal disbn¢ctwhereby through a reworked
notion of Stiegler's core concept of “epiphylogesgéd will further explore the
promise of biotechnology. Finally, | will then relate this promise within the wider
concerns oexcessive mutabilifythus allowing me to draw the various threadshef t
thesis together. Here, | suggest that excessivability is a redoublegpharmakon
offering on the one hand both the remedyan immortal transhuman assemblaqgel
the poison of life-consuming disease and, on theerptat once the remedy of a
posthumanist vigilancand the poison of a collapse into absolute nihilismorbbver,
the cure of one constitutes the poison of the othgla result, the promise of excessive
mutability must ever again be renegotiated.

Such | will argue is the demand of a thinking emdeu with animals, an
encounter which can interrupt instrumentalisatiod exploitation, putting in its place
a vigilant and responsive ethics of emergence wihiests upon the excessive

hospitality of a giving finitude.

Two final notes

Firstly, 1 will follow throughout the text the exaie of Carol Adams and use “she” to
refer to any nonhuman animal, alive or dead, wtseseis unknown. | will, however,
retain “it” both when citing or paraphrasing anatlieappropriate (marked bgic
where necessary) and when referring to a gewericeptrather than to specific human

or nonhuman animals.

Secondly, the notion of “living,” insofar as it carever be rigorously differentiated
from “nonliving,” is thus used throughout this tieeas a kind of shorthand which, if
not for its awkwardness, should really always bacetl within scare quotes.
Furthermore, it should be remembered that “livirnly” does not—or not only—
refer to living organisms, but rather to bodyingswaterialities which, always already

technical, need not be “organic” in any traditiosahse.
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Part One: Formations

1: Persephone Calls
Power and the Inability to Die in Plato and Blaricho

We must not expose the scientific investigation anfy subject to a
comparison with the blind—or with the deaf, fortthaatter.
PlatoPhaedrus

Introduction: Calling Persephone

Let us begin, as is only fitting in considering tlemination of the human-animal
dichotomy throughout the Western tradition, withaartient myth.

One fine day, while collecting Spring flowers, Rgaisone is spied by Hades
who, inflamed with love and desire, kidnaps her eadies her off to his underworld
kingdom. Demeter, Persephone’s mother and mothahdoearth, is inconsolable,
searching the earth and heavens for her daughtent&ally, she encounters a river
nymph who, for fear of Hades, suggests only thasépdone has been taken inside the
earth itself. Enraged, Demeter inflicts a devastpinfertility upon the land. A second
nymph, however, tells Demeter not to punish théhedor she has seen Persephone
with Hades in the Underworld. Deeply shocked, Demétegs Zeus to arrange the
return of her daughter to the upper world. Zeugegjrwith but a single condition: her
daughter must have eaten nothing whilst in the dmoed. Persephone, however, has
already partaken of a single suck of pomegrandig pad so a compromise is offered:
Persephone must spend half of every year in theekwatld until Spring arrives and
restores her to her mother for the remaining mon8wmewhat pacified, Demeter
thereafter returns fertility to the earth.

So goes the myth of Persephone, an allegory ofrthebof the eternal
movement of the seasons, and of the casting o$dbd inside the earth. It is a myth
too, both of feminised Nature as reproduction, sctbjo the desires of men, and of the
promise of resurrection, Persephone’s fate offeiwogsolation to anyone anxious

about the afterlife. In short, it tells tales adriscendental return. It is in this sense, as
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we shall see, that Socrates, in dialogue with Mevokes the name of Persephone in
support of his claim that the soul of man is imrabrt

The tale of Persephone’s return, however, is alatked by a prior detour
through the earth, moving briefly from the etercahcerns of gods to the finite world
of men. Exhausted from her search, a disguised Benseforced to rest upon a stone
for nine days and nights. On the tenth day, amudth happens by and offers Demeter
compassion and hospitality. Upon reaching his hdmejever, Demeter discovers the
man’s son Triptolemus is desperately ill, and tposceeds to heal him. When she
places the boy in the fire, however, his mothertdres him away, unwittingly
preventing his transformation into an immortal. Asconsolation, a newly-revealed
Demeter promises instead to teach the boy the wmkmot of agriculture, a knowledge
which he in turn will teach across the earth. Hais tact of original pedagogy,
Triptolemus later founds the worship of Demetegcting a temple in the city of
Eleusis on the site of the stone upon which she asad staging there the famous
purification rituals known as the Eleusinian Myief

This is a less well-known part of the myth of Ppteme, telling of the
singular gift of the art or technique of agricubuHere, | will argue, rather than a
Socraticrecollectionas the proof of transcendental reason and thukeofmmortal
soul, we find instead aariginal act of learning. An act, moreover, directly linkex
the Mysteries, the very same rites which Meno iablm to attend. Indeed, Socrates
evokes the Mysteries in tiMenoin order to suggest an analogous relation betwesen t
revelatory initiation into divine secrets such apexienced by Triptolemus and during
the Mysteries, and the equally revelatory initiatioto philosophical truths offered by
Socrates himself. It is this, however, which is asgible, insofar as it is the former

which puts the latter into question.

® There are of course an enormous number of textindewith Greek myths, either in their
entirety or with specific cycles. In the contextaefr argument here, see Carl KereBlgusis:
Archetypal Image of Mother and Daughtieans. Ralph Manheim (New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 1991), which focuses on the imfaf the Persephone myth to the
Mysteries. On the Mysteries themselves, see GeérddylonasEleusis and the Eleusinian
Mysteries(New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1961).gémd contemporary readings of
the Persephone myth, see Elizabeth T. Hayes lfedges of Persephone: Feminist Readings
in Western LiteraturéFlorida: University of Florida Press, 1994), asllves Tamara Agha-
Jaffar Demeter and Persephone: Lessons from a Myéfferson, NC: McFarland & Co.,
2002). On the dwindling importance, and eventualiesion, of the notion of “the goddess”
from Western culture, see Anne Baring and Jule$foets hugeThe Myth of the Goddess:
Evolution of an ImagéLondon & New York: Penguin, 1993), and David Lemmi& Jake
PageGoddess: Myth of the Female Divifidew York: Oxford University Press USA, 1996).
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For Plato, as we shall see, the name of Persepgherises théransportof
transcendental return, and yet, as the price aheiconsolation, she thus becomes a
figure of all too human disavowal. While the revetg initiation into divine secrets
undoes the Socratic return of immortal truths, thisot, however, to suggest that the
rites practised at Eleusis might somehow partakéhefdivine. Rather, | will argue,
these rites are the obverse of this human disavowafar as they seek too, in their
own way, to purify the human of its animal basen&gkether Meno chooses to be
initiated into the teachings of Socrates or inte kysteries of Eleusis, either way his
initiation will come at the expense of other anigal

Here, | will argue, philosopher Maurice Blanchob toalls on the name of
Persephone, not with Socrates on behalf of traolss#al reason, but rather in
articulating his own variant of the initiation rél$ of the Mysteries. For Blanchot as for
the Eleusinian initiates, the animal is rituallycsiced twice over, firstlyas the
human, and then again the name oman. More precisely, the myth of Persephone
figures the anthropogenetic movement of double ldeaé find in Blanchot: a
redoubled deatffirst of the external animal which marks the beamgnman of man,
and then of a second, exclusively human deathighthe act of mastery that condemns
all other animals to the hecatomb.

It is with these twinned offerings, these Persephaalls, that Plato’s
inaugural disavowal of the nonhuman animal is dragut across millennia of
Christianised humanism in a line which, ever rergeviees the Platonic dialogues to
the “posthumanist” discourse of Blanchot. With théso purifications, the natural and
the supernatural, the empirical and the transcdatjenaim to render explicit the
constitutionof those exclusively human properties—soul, reasmhlanguage—which
have, since the “beginning” of philosophy, servedexkclude other animals as beings
without memory, without trace, and without deathorfy the way, | will introduce
Derrida’s *“quasi-concept” of iterability which, irdeconstructing exactly these
apparently exclusive human properties, is of céntrportance to this thesis.
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First movement

Before Plato, the idea of an essential immortall soasting independently of its
corporeal incarnation was not generally a part ife® thought. Facing a variant of
the “trick argument” in thevieno (80e), however, Socrates finds himself obliged, in
order to save philosophy from sophistry, to hawuese to just such an idea if he is to
prove that adequate knowledge can indeed be achi®deno’s “trick argument,” as
summarised by Socrates, runs as follows: man caerngiscover what he knows
because either, (a) he already knows and thusdaged to discover it, or else (b) he
does not already know and hence cannot even knaat iwwHook for or, indeed, if he
has found it.

Before he can stage his reasoned defence of pphasd knowledge,
however, and immediately prior to the famous geoic@t demonstration of
transcendental reason, Socrates is compelled tahsescene by calling upon two
norphilosophical substantiating sources. First oftad recalls the discourse of “priests
and priestesses,” and then, by way of Pindar’sif@ivnspiration,” invokes the goddess
Persephone to his cause (81b-c). Both, suggestatBscsay that the soul of man is
immortal, forever reborn within new corporeal incaiions.

One quickly understands the need for such a thexbguthorisation, insofar
as it immediately transpires that for Socratesait only be on the basis of corporeal
reincarnation that knowledge and truth can be tect&d, that is, recovered eborn
At this point, however, the soul or spirit has get left the body: “the soul, since it is
immortal and has been born many times, and hasak#nngs both here and in the
other world, has learned everything that is” (81/&39.a result, Socrates argues, a man
can indeedrecover, rather thamiscover, full knowledge insofar as, once he “has
recalled a single piece of knowledg&arnedit, in ordinary language—there is no
reason why he should not find out all the rest"dj81t is this which Socrates sets out
to prove by engaging a slave boy in a discussiorgedmetry. Here, knowledge
available for recollection has been learned thropgior experience over a great
extension of time and number of incarnations, amglnot the case that the soul always

already possesses full knowledge.

" The reading of thdlenowhich follows is indebted to Bernard Stiegler witoa lecture at
Goldsmiths in February 2009, spoke briefly abow kheno and thePhaedrus See also
StieglerTechnics and Time, 1: The Fault of Epimethé&fs100.
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The problem then arises that, if future knowledgenecessarily the re-
collection of previous experience, how will one &dirst learned that of which
knowledge is necessarily a recollection? The detnainen of the slave boy’s
recollected knowledge only serves to highlight thporia: the boy can recollect
geometry only because he has already learned hpsowill one havdirst come to
learn that geometry that all men can subsequeediir?

At this point, Socratesppearsto hesitate. It is a hesitancy, an uncertainty,
that finds its fore-echo when earlier he talks @hcarnation only as a clerical and
mythical “they-say” (81a-bj.Indeed, throughout this earlier part of the dialegand
in contrast with the certain movement of the lamonstration, there is kmowledge
but only an uncertain reiteration of hearsay andiop. At times, it even seems to take
on the ironic tone characteristic of the Socratidesin which a thesis is apparently
affrmed only then to be taken apart, stingray imshHowever, its leading of the
witness to confess the collapse of common opinioh,the “they say,” never
materialises. Rather, as we shall see, there ysamhbsent question, a passing over in
silence. Despite this, following the slave-boy’sfpanance thisuncertain hypothesis,
that of a redoubled knowledge learned both laethere over multiple incarnations,
becomes instead a certainty which, in so doingadsgdrom the body to become a
supernatural apparition, evoked from out of thigld.o

Having drawn a number of transcendent geometnia#hg from the mouth of

the slave boy, Socrates then presses Meno:

Either then [the boy] has at some time acquiredkim@vledge which he
now has, or he has always possessed it. If he alwagsessed it, he must
always have known; if on the other hand he acquired some previous
time, it cannot have been in this life ... if he didt acquire them in this
life, isn’t it immediately clear that he possessa®l had learned them
during some other period? (85d-86a).

There is, in this suspension, an obscurity hiddeithinv its clarity—"isn’t it

immediately clearthat he possesseahd had learned them?”—, the moment which
marks in silence the shift from knowledge as ermoplly learned to knowledge as
essential possession. When Meno concedes thatlale-®oy must indeed have

® This position is taken up again and explored nfollg by Plato in thePhaedo beginning
with the Argument from Opposites and its less tbanvincing “leap” to its conclusion (70b—
72e).
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“possessednd learned” the recollected knowledge during anotheriod, Socrates
then insists, “When he was not in human shapeWhich Meno simply replies “Yes”
(86). Whereas earlier, calling upon Persephonetl@driests, Socrates suggests that
knowledge is acquiredbbth here and in the other world,” he thus now insigien
such a possession asly being inhuman and supernatural. There is, however,
explanation as tevhy the slave-boy couldot have learned geometry throughout his
having been born many times and thus having séehirads. Meno, as is so often the
case with Socrates’ interlocutors, merely affirims without question.

This disavowal of the corporeal, of the material, seeking to efface the
problem of the recollection dkearned knowledge, concerns, as we have seen, the
problem of the Origin and dfypomesis It concerns, in other words, tfiest learning
which makes possible traétheia (revelation) that imnamresis (recollection),that is,
which makes a discontinuous past available forrneitn the future. At this point, and
still attempting to extricate philosophy from thephist aporia, Socrates can thardy
side with knowledge as an essential possessioreptopman. That is, he is compelled
to do so if he is to avoid becoming ensnared ieaisd aporia—that of an originary

site and citing of knowledge. Hence, Socrates ooes to press Meno:

If then there are going to exist in him, both whikeis and while he is not a
man, true opinions which can be aroused by questjoand turned into
knowledge, may we say that his soul has been forevea state of
knowledge? (86a).

Knowledge, in a move that Nietzsche terms nihdiss thus shifted beyond and before
the sensible, constituted as an essence that ajwwagedes corporeal being as opposed
to being encoded in the language of its institution

Here though, Persephone eternally returns to h@aatates, in that the myth
not only offers the consolation of supernaturairtBbbut also recounts the pedagogy
of Demeter, who imparts to man knowledge of naturé its cultivation that is at once
original and empirical. Where these two aspects cross, howevevith the notion of
an infinitenatural reproduction, that is to say, in the “immortalityf its cycles.
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Absolute animals

Socrates, as we have seen, in order to avoid bagoemsnared within twin aporias, is
thus compelled to remove knowledge from the seasildrld. Knowledge, the mark of
an immortal human soul, cannot hencefortidagned(and thus taught), but is rather
an essential property of the ensouled always alailéor reactivation. What is of
particular interest here, is that in this calcudassd arbitrary staging it isorhuman
animals—indeed, allother living beings—who find themselves sacrificetb
knowledge in this unquestioned elision of the cogpband empirical. That nonhuman
beings might employ reason does not, accordingotedes, mark the possession of a
soul and thus knowledge but rather, as a resuhisfdecision on behalf of philosophy,
only a learnechorknowledge. Animal “reasoning,” in other words, came mark
instead anunknowing, that of an automatic response. Indeed,tH®y time of the
Phaedrusit becomes its fabulous figure.

Thus, in his speech to Phaedrus on Love, Socragsts that a man who
surrenders to the sensible and the corporeal k& “d four-footed beast” and thus
“unnatural” (250e-251a). At the same time, the egkstate of the soul in knowledge
is no longer a hesitant hypothesis, but has beersfitrmed into simple dogma: “It is
impossible for a soul that has never seen the tathnter into our human shape; it
takes a man to understand by the use of univeladisto collect out of the multiplicity
of sense-impressions a unity arrived at by a poadsreason” (249b-c). Truth,
therefore, is tha priori condition for the soul whichn order to becomemust first see
Truth and thenenter ahumanbody. No soul, Socrates says earlier, can be imbona
wild animal in its first incarnation (248d). As sdguent to Ideas but prior to corporeal
existence, the soul thus functions as the interamgdietween essence and existence,
between Ideas and their recollection in being.his,tthe soul functions much as the
khora in Timaeusthat is, as thaorplace which is the condition of place or, rathbg t
taking placeof place which must withdraw in its havitgkenplace, and therefore in
the appearance of being through which the trutbnipirically regained, and thus of
temporality and historicityThe distinction between the sensiblés{heton) and the
intelligible (noeton) which subsequently grounds the sacrifice of thienal to reason
has thus replaced the tragic compositioamdmresis ashypommsis

In short then, in that the soul’'s archiving of krus the taking place of man

proved via transcendental reason, it necessaltlilpwe that truth, soul, space and time
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are denied to all other animals. The soul, for &?laan only beborn into a man,
although man can subsequently be reincarnated anemal form (which, in a variant
of the incest prohibition, would seem to prohibié teating of other animd)s because

it is only man andall men—from slave-boy to philosopher-patriarch—whao ca
recollect knowledge. By contrast, nonhuman aninaats as Elisabeth de Fontenay
writes, both “absolute animals” and “dead soulsg ilence71). Moreover, in this
patriarchal gendering of knowledge, women are thu)je same movement, implicitly
aligned with the soulless irrationality of animdls.

Every other living being, every single nonhumamaaii of whatever stripe—
and, perhaps, every woman, a “perhaps” which mtr&sopening movement of the
machinery of animalisation—, thus finds herselfriori excluded from transcendental
knowledge. More than this, she is thus also dea@xskss to its two correlatesrtue
and memory (Meno 87b). “The animal,” this putatively homogeneousegaty of
everything that is not man, thus lacks not onlyoalsbut also the taking place of
place—of language and of being-there. She can ibteenevirtuous nor noble, nor can
she recall anything, and thus her being-in-the-avtatks even the trace of existence.

One can understand better this nonrelation of @idad nonhuman animals
when, in theMeng Socrates employs the bee as an example of esseeitig Ousid
in order to clarify the distinction between theesgsal being of virtue and its various
worldly modalities (72a). This analogical onticotolegical structure thus suggests
that theousiaof “the bee” azidosshares a common structural discontinuity from its
manifold ways of being-bee as that of Virtue froirtues. However, onlynanhas the
capacity to recollect theidosof the bee (or the dog, or the monkey, etc.) wieeehee
(or a dog or a monkey or, indeed, even an anthroppimnsed virtue) cannot recall its
own essential form by whicfinite existence is measured. Hence when, in introducing
the myth of the charioteer with two horses in Bteaedrus Socrates speaks of how
“we must try to tell how it is that we speak of bahortal and immortal living beings”
(246b), he is referring not to soulless animals emsbuled humans, but rather to finite

® This question of consuming “animals-with-soulsinains a problem until, with the specific
aim of allaying fears of postmortem vengeance, tSAimgustine disavows its possibility
absolutely.

10 While for the moment at least the slave stand&iwithe enclosure of man, he or she is
nevertheless—in that a soul can be reincarnated,nbuer originate, in the form of an
animal—held out to a future in reserve and reveseep speak. One in which the slave, as a
soulless animal reincarnated in human form, fineis&lf or himself penned outside with the
animals.
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human bodies in possession of an infinite soulthestrace of existence, the soul is
necessarily the condition of finitude. Ultimatelyeh, nonhuman beings are neither
mortal nor immortal, being unable, in truth,die.

Hence, from theMenoto thePPhaedrus Plato sets upon the stage of tragedy,
first through the myth of Persephone and then tjinailhe charioteer allegory, a new
foundation which, in placing both reason and saiypesior and anterior to being,
sacrifices the nonhuman animal to the certainty ofetaphysics saved from sophistry.
The soul, before and beyond its manifest withdrawadnd as a body, “is” infinite
wisdom, that is, full knowledge without boundarieBhis limitless knowledge,
however, remains forever beyond the grasp of efiaite incarnation. In his mortal
incarnation therefore, man in his turn constitidasmperfect copy of an incorporeal,
immortal, and infinite wisdom. In this, with a catl Persephone and with the help of
the polis priests, Plato thus pre-figures two millennia ofri€tanised thought that will
only essentially come into question with Nietzschneleed, it is not by chance that
Nietzsche’s critique takes aim at both the Plat@amd the Christian at once. Nor is it a
surprise that, with explicit disregard for the Samr advice which serves as an
epigraph to this chapter, it is Nietzsche, as wall dee, who exposes the scientific

investigation ofany subject to a comparison with the blind and with deaf.

Iterability and the phantasm of Return

Despite, and indeed because of, having condeminedattiimal” to an irrational, mute
and deathless nonexistence, Socrates’ difficuligs the Sophists are far from over.
The ground now shifts again, this time with regeréinamresis. Whereas knowledge
was initially re-collected by accessing tteenporalstorehouse of reincarnated reason
(the hypom@matg, now anamrésis refers instead to the revelatioadtheia) of prior
atemporalknowledge. As a result, the transcendental Idea—e#isence or truth of the
thing—must necessarily be always superior and entey its manifold appearance in
existence, which in turn can only ever be “like”“as,” but never identical with, its
origin. Socratic recollection theranamrgsia as alétheia (and seeking to evade
hypomasia), is thus structured as a trope, that is, as &hebeeking to faithfully re-
present the anterior tenor. Indeed, this is nopkima trope, but in facthe trope of

metaphysics: the metaphor of transcendental Retasnfigured by the goddess
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PersephoneAs a metaphor, however, this notion of Return is deppoblematic, as
Jacques Derrida demonstrates in “White Mytholody@'11).

Insofar as metaphor “organises its divisions witkymtax,” writes Derrida, it
necessarily “gets carried away with itself, [itjno@t be what it is except in erasing
itself, indefinitely constructing its destructiof268). This self-destruction, moreover,
follows one of two courses which, while differemgvertheless mime one another
relentlessly.

In the first, the spreading of the metaphoricadyntax “carries within itself an
irreducible loss of meaning: this is the metaphglsieleveof metaphor in the proper
meaning of Being” (268). This first metaphorical vement is, in other words, that of
the Socratic vehicle, one which claims to fully pate the tenor in order to “finish by
rediscovering the origin of its truth ... without $o8f meaning, without irreversible
expenditure” (268). The specular circularity of Ipeophical discourse, this loss
without loss, thus describes, as Derrida writesh wéference to Hegel, “a metaphor
which is displaced and reabsorbed between two 4@268).To rely on the imitation to
“reveal” the plenitude of the origin is, howevegcessarily paradoxical. Given the
temporal discontinuity—its abyss of puckish ironyetlween the two realms, the
revealed “original meaning” can only ever be effect solely of the copy. To be
otherwise requires that tlreimemeexist in two temporal realms simultaneously: both
completely inside (plenitude of origin, sunrise)dacompletely outside (imitation,
sunset).

Against and within this firstaufhebungof the transcendental Return, the
second self-obliterative recourse is to that ofseéss metaphorical suicide. While
similar in appearance to the metaphysical metaghersuicidal trope instead disrupts
the philosophical hierarchy, wresting away its ‘tens of propriety” which
subordinates the syntactic to the semantic, andldinf) in its place a notion “without
limit” (268). In its passage through the “supplemef syntactic resistance,” the
“reassuring relationship” of the metaphoric and treturn of the) proper necessarily
explodes, resulting in the suicide of unisemic sens

The metaphor therefore always carries its own deatre “difference”
between its two deaths, however, the apparent ehbetween “good” and “bad,”
between transparency and undecidability, is rati@rchoice at all. By definition,
metaphor already supplements an anoriginal absanckis thus always syntactic and

already carried away. Rewriting this in the termhewr discussion, in its withdrawal in

28



and as the appearing of the mortal being, the inah&ocratic soul thus marks a lack
to be supplementdad additionto its absolute plenitude. Put another way, bothe an
essencandto be represented, an essence must be able talgroggeeat itself, and yet
in repetition an essence necessarily ceases tadpermp As Derrida says elsewhere,
“the presence of what is gets lost, dispersesf,itsalltiplies itself through mimemes,
icons, phantasms, simulacra, etc.” (“Plato’s Phayhd66). No return without loss,
the sun, infinitely exposed, shatters upon the sea.

The translative movement in and as language ibriaadest sense—i.e., that
of making senseas will become clear in the next chapter—is necégsgoverned by
the temporal structure of the act of interpretgtienmd thus discontinuous with truth. In
summary, the tropological structure which organitdes Platonic Idea must already
bring into play, through the similarity of recoltean, the play ofminesis That is, the
doubling of the recollection must be faithful amdet (i.e. identical), and yet, in that its
duplication within existence manifests a necesgarferior copy, it must already come
to differently divide its indivisible essence. Thecollection of the Idea is therefore
already interrupted by what Derrida catksrability: the curefor hypomesisis at once
the poisorof hypommsis

Inscribed as the structural characteristic of evegyk, every grapheme, it is
iterability which determines that language can ndwe meaninfyl, but rather can
always be detached from its anterior temporal msiand reiteratedn another
context, or even simply repeated a moment lat@nimtterance that is always already
altered (repetition-altering). Simultaneously, st this same possibility of repetition,
necessarily inscribed within the mark for it to ¢tion ritualistically as language,
which constrains language to always return andajwtys begin anew (alteration-
identifying). In this way, iterability marks thensilarity of recollection as necessarily
fantastic For Plato, the fantastic refers to a trope wipicdtends to simulate faithfully,
and thus deceives with a simulacrum—a (false) adgie (true) copy—that is, with a
phantasn*

! platoThe Sophis234b-235a. See also Derrida “Plato’s Pharmacy,” 2% note 14.
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The deadly labour of truth

This dangerous fantasticity, from which an impolysfaithful copy can (n)ever save
us, is nothing less than the existence of evergatled “living being.” It is, in other
words, the translative movement of be-ing. Whils, reoted earlier, this will be
explored in detail in the next chapter, for the neothe point is simply to signal the
originary interrelation of two apparently unrelatedncerns. At its advent, the
valorising of essence andocton over and against existence aadstheton thus
articulates a founding disavowal of other animatgether with an attempt to efface the
monstrous phantasm of the fantastibis phantasmic tropevhich is, in other words, a
deceptive transport by which one is persuaded sbake interpretation for truth—what
Maurice Blanchot describes as mistakingldiur of truth for truth itself.

| began this chapter by arguing that “man” can prbp exist only by
externalising and excluding the improper animalrupdnich it depends, and here, in
this same moment and movement, we thus discoventimasis too, canproperly be
only by externalising and excluding the impropriefyon which it depends. These
twinned movements, the closure of the circle oumet(the organising trope of
metaphysics) and the exclusion of the animal in asthe constitution of this closure
(the proper delimitation of the human), are indisable’? Here, moreover, we are
returned to Persephone, insofar as her consoliigrnrefigures not only the
transcendence of the human, but also of the eteetatn of the sun, and thus of a
fruitful earth forever offering itself for man’s haest. More than this, however, this
myth which elsewhere stands as an allegory ofridedcribable taking place of place,
here names the phantagsh an all too human disavowal: the name called ufmon
authorise an access to the essential that isatestrio man alone.

Meno, we are informed, is required to leave Athemgr to the celebration of
the rites of the Eleusinian Mysteries dedicate®e¢osephone’s mother Demeter—rites
engaged in the search for divine revelation whiokr&es compares to the revelation
of philosophical truthsMeno76e). Here then, Meno’s future absence marks tkte te
an absence at once the removal from knowledgenbieit Greece, those initiated into
the Eleusinian Mysteries must perform the followrmgal: first, initiates undergo a
ceremonial purification in the sea, while holdimgtheir arms a sacrificial piglet. They

2. 0On this, see Andrew Benjamin “Indefinite Play dfitle Name of Man™ Derrida Today
1:1 (2008), 1-18). Benjamin too refers to the Stctzee in the context of virtue (4).
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then walk to Eleusis whereupon they fast and, wiglmaining silent, sacrifice their
domestic animals in their own stead. Finally, afteritual handling of objects, a
dramatic performance is staged, very possibly tighrof Persephone itself.

In this ritual based on the return of Persephoni¢osun, the animal is thus
doubly sacrificed. First, a piglet—in a senz®perty but nevertheless not yet fully
domesticated, not ygiroper—is sacrificed in order to purify man, to rid mahtos
own bestiality. Second, as dispensable represeesaaind imperfect copies of man,
any number of domesticated—that is, completely dateid—animals are sacrificed in
order for man to live on, to survive beyond thestomints of finitude and appearance.
In short, the animal within is first of all exteliz®d, whereupon it must then take on
the death of man in order that man can live foretare then, we can understand
better why Socrates affirms an analogical relatb@tween divine revelation of the
Mysteries and the revelation of knowledge: any nendd imperfect, improper animal
copies are sacrificed in order to install in maonal an access to the essential.

What remainsas doubly foreclosed, therefore, is the impropriety of the
animal, that is, of the potential interruption af emproper animatelation which is
always prior to the exclusion upon which the deaton of the human depends. Here
then, a preliminary hypothesis suggests itgglifen that the proper appearance of “the
human” depends upon the exclusion of both “the afiinand “the improper,” a
potential disruption of humanist metaphysics wdblkerefore seem to reside within an

animal encounter marked by an improper relation

Double movement

The metaphysical metaphor of closure and return dmsyed a long and various
career, as we shall see in turning now to conditeifunction of “the animal” within
the “posthumanist” philosophy of Maurice Blanchdere, | will argue, the myth of
Persephone, with its relation to both finitude aoethuman being as well as the ritual
double death enacted in Eleusis, calls to the nstiof essential solitude and
inessential existence as articulated by Blanchdiisnstruggle to move beyond Hegel.
Indeed, that Hegel should appear at this poirdrigrom incidental, insofar as it is with
Hegel, at the beginning of the nineteenth centilrgt the movement of transcendental

Return receives its most compelling example. InEhst, he writes, “rises the outward
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physical [i.e. sensory] Sun, and in the West iksidown: here consentaneously rises
the Sun of self-consciousness, which diffuses denddilliance.™® It is the repressive,
irrepressible romantic yearning to mastifférancewhich is here taken up again by
theteélos of Hegel’s Spirit, understood #sat which reveals as it regains and retains the
plenum (the essence of maat)lastilluminated by the “true light” of the Western sun

While Socrates places man above the nonhuman arbgnalirtue of the
capacity to transcend the sensible in the unityuséful universals, Hegel in turn
speaks of how man makes himself master of the dsimahe act of giving them a
name. “In thename” he writes,"its [sic] empirical being is removed from iif], that
is, it [sic] is no longer concrete, no longer a multiplicity itself, no longer a living
entity. Instead it §ic] is transformed into a pure and simple idéélFor Blanchot,
following Hegel, it is the articulation of deatlhat is, the act afnaking mortalwhich
founds “the human” and at once marks out “the ahinh@deed, Blanchot more than
once cites Hegel in this context: “the life of thénd begins with death.”

The importance of the reiterated reference to Hbgebmes evident once we
understand of what this founding act consists.The Space of Literaturél955),

Blanchot writes:

Can | die? Have | the power to die? This questias o force except when
all the escape routes have been rejected. It isnwie concentrates
exclusively upon himself in the certainty of his mab condition that man’s
concern is to make death possible. It does noicgufbr him that he is
mortal; he understands that he has to become mthvélhe must be mortal
twice over: sovereignly, extremely mortal. Thathis human vocation.
Death, in the human perspective, is not a givemust be achieved. It is a
task, one which we take up actively, one which bee®the source of our
activity and mastery. Man dies, that is nothingt Buanis, starting from
his death. He ties himself tight to his death vatlie of which he is the
judge. He makes his death; he makes himself manwlin this way gives
himself the power of a maker and gives to what la&es its meaning and
its truth. The decision to be without being is podisy itself: the
possibility of death (96).

Man thus achieves death, and at once himself h#te human perspective), through
the founding (of) mortality as a doubled articudati being-mortal and becoming-

mortal. Being-mortal is, firstly, themeaningful articulation of mortality as the

'3 HegelLectures on the Philosophy ldfstory, cit. Derrida “White Mythology,” 269n84.
4 Jenenser Realphilosophle Die Vorlesungen von 1803-1804 ed. J. Hoffmejsteipzig,
1932; cit. Agambehanguage and Deatl3.
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possibility of not-being-in-the-world, that is, tpessibility of dying. This, it should be
noted, is at the same time the “simple” possibitify‘perishing,” insofar as the latter
could not exist without theaS’ of articulation by which man constitutes himsatid
the world of and as meaning. Moreover, to know tired has the capacitot to be is,
in one and the same moment, its redoubled artiounlaits re-cognition which marks
its taking placeof andin language. The act that founds the human is thasie the
first human act: the taking place of language a&sdhginary experience of being-
mortal as mortal. Hence, that | can still die is, as Blanclatites in The Infinite
Conversation“our sign as mah(42).

To be human, therefore, is, through the havingrtgiaceof language, to be
thrownin to the inessential world of language, which is¢badition of the possibility
of language and already marked by language itealiguage, meanwhile, is itself a
recognition and aepresentatiorof mortality, in that “death alone ... exists in weras
the only way that they can have meaning” (Blanchderature,” 324). Ignoring for
the moment the reduction of language to the verbathis foundingof and as the
human we thus discover in the difference of itéem itself the mark of an iteration
which corrupts any unity of origin. To be able tmbe is at once to be able to be born:
we die, and at the same time are born, in andragiéage. Moreover, given that this
movement which structures possibility is at oneertiovement of anthropogenesis, the
nonhuman animal is necessarily excluded both fraoh lay its taking place. As with
Plato, for Blanchot too “the animal,” in being dedithe taking place of place, thus
lacks both language and the “there” of being.

Furthermore, insofar as they are excluded fromathikty not to be, nonhuman
animals can thus not only neveecomemortal, but they can nevee mortal and nor,
in truth, can they be born. Every nonhuman beimgpther words, is denied the
possibility of having her own singular death, iBised the possibility of ever dyirigis
death. And yet, as we shall see, for Blanchot tbeitipg power of the human
nevertheless depends upon the singular violenthde&tan essentially undying

nonhuman animal.
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The memory of death

Having made a preliminary comparison with the Riat@xclusion of the animal, we
can now, with the help of Hegel, begin to approBEnchot’s own peculiar version of
the Eleusinian Mysteries. Having constituted in ahdself the capacityotto be, it is
through this originary power toegatethat the human thereafter avails itself of the
power of the negative. Hence, “death seized agaia power, as the beginning of the
mind, is at the centre of the universe where tistlthe labour of truth” (Blanchot
“Literature,” 324). It is this appropriation of r&tgpn which gives to man the power of
a maker, the source of his activity and mastergeéd, death is the condition of
possibility itself. The question thus arises ashtav, exactly, this appropriation of
death’s power might take place.

As we have seen, the moment must concerrséi@ngof death that is the
emergence of negation as possibility, and whicht isnce the taking place of language
as that which, at the founding of the human, greutie emergence of meaning and
truth. In order to understand this movement frormdpeble not to be that is being-
mortal to the becoming-mortal that is being-in-the-dd of and as signification, it is
necessary to heed Blanchot's repeated enjoindethisncontext to “remember the
earliest Hegel” and, more specifically, the Hedgetlhe Jena System of 1803-4. Indeed,
it is here we find that, for the young Hegel, itpiecisely the seizing of the animal’s
death in a movement of negation that, in its Igtiop as the word, reserves and
preserves the animal’s absence and, furthermaegydhsibility of truth itself.

According to Hegel, it is the extended vowel ofrpthat is both the dying of
an animal and the founding act of the human. Vtweel of sensuous animalithe
suggests, transcends its singular violent deatlitsinuniversal expression: “Every
animal finds its voice in violent death; it expresstself as a removeaufgehobnds
self. ... In the voice, meaning turns back into ftsélis negative self, desire. It is lack,
absence of substance in itséff.in this sounding of death, Hegel argues, is gitren
pure sound of the voice, a pure sound interruptechbte consonants that constitute
“the true and proper arrestation of mere resonatimough which “every sound has a
meaning for itself” (cit. Agambehanguage and Deaf5). It is as a result of this
“fact” that language becomes the voice of conseiess. Here then, the “mere” vowel

'3 Jenenser Realphilosophigcit. AgamberiLanguage and Deatid5.
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of animal noise ipure syntaxhat is negated not by the breath, but by the defthe
animal. This death thus becomes, in a negatiorhefnegation that preserves and
recalls the death as it is raised apffiebung the founding of man in and as meaning.
The nonhuman animal therefore, as prior to the mtdetthe word, is excluded from
the possibility of both consciousness and meaninghis fine reading, Giorgio

Agamben summarises the movement:

“Voice (and memorypf deathi means: the voice is death, which preserves
and recalls the living as dead, and it is, at Hmaestime, an immediate trace
and memory of death, pure negativity. Only becdhsenimal voice is not
truly “empty” ..., but contains the death of the aamlmcan human
language, articulating and arresting the pure soahdhis voice (the
vowel)—that is to say, articulating and retainirtge voice of death-
become the&oice of consciousnesweaningful language (45).

It is, in other words, because in death the nonlmuaramal expresses its absence that
language takes on thmower of death, of the negative. It is this moment, wian
animal voices her death and thus her absence—ihiwa longer animal “noise” but
not yet human language—which corresponds in Blantdhthe articulation of being-
mortal.

There can thus be such a “thing” as the world fier human only insofar as
the existence of the animal is suspended throughtivity. There is world, Blanchot
writes, only “because we can destroy things angenus their existence” (“Literature,”
336). In this way, being-thrown, in the taking maaf language, to a world of meaning
and truthat once constitutes the becoming-mortal of man in and has tloubled
articulation of death that is the word. With thsetond” death, the animal is negated
twice over, first in its singular death and themiagwith the word or name which “is
the absence of that being, its nothingness, whatftisf it when it has lost being—the
very fact that it does not exist” (322).

We can now understand why it is specifically nonaananimals who are
sacrificed to the reclaimed power of death thdamguage, as written by Hegel and
reiterated by Blanchot: “Adam’s first act, which deahim master of the animals, was
to give them names, that is, he annihilated thenthmr existence (as existing

creatures) dans leur existence (en tant qu'existajits)(Hegel Jenenser
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Realphilosophig cit. Blanchot “Literature,” 323)° The mark of the human—the
taking place of anth language, in the negation that is this animalatidend then in
the annihilation of her independent existence—isstthat which always and twice
over denies being to the nonhuman animal.

According to Blanchot therefore, thhecognition of being-mortal is both
human production and the production of the humaWithout this recognition,
existenceremains dissolved in its “original depths.” Howevezcognition is at once
negation: “The ‘existent’ was called out of its €ence by the word, and it became
being. ThisLazare, veni forassummoned the dark, cadaverous reality from its
primordial depths and in exchange gave it only lifee of the mind” (“Literature,”
326). Beyond and before the word, existence irdthe intimacy of the unrevealed”
which is always already lost in its being recogdis&he torment of language is what
it lacks because of the necessity that it be tok tf precisely this. It cannot even
name it” (326-7). This “lack” is what Derrida deth&s as “the wound without a name:
that of havingoeen given a naméThe Animal 19). Nevertheless, it is this withdrawal
in the wounding of its being forced to make seasesuchwhich, as we will see,

always remains to interrupt the metaphysics ofstandental Return.

The work of death

Before we can consider the “place” of nonhuman aitsrwithin this schema, and how
their double disavowal reiterates the practice tdukinian sacrifice offered up to
Demeter, we must lastly consider the labotithe negative as it informs Blanchot's
notion of essential solitude. To begin with, as fbanding human event which
constitutes the humaas possibility, the plunging death in and as the wbas thus
already taken place. In this, it is necessarily tasituated, unsituatable event which,
lest we become mute in very speech, we entrusthéo work of the concept
(negativity)” (BlanchotThe Writing of the Disaste67). Here then, we see that the

word or the name, through which death labourst isnge the work of the negating

'® The German original readsDér erste Akt, wodurch Adam Seine herrschaft tleefiere
kinstituiert hat, ist, das ser ihnen Namen gab, dih als Seiende vernichtete und sie zu far
sich Ideellen machté Karen Pinkus translates this last phrase ass‘the denied them as
independent beings and he transformed them inmls@AgamberLanguage and Deati43).
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concept Indeed, it is by way of this conceptual powet tamans are always already
withdrawn from unmediated existence, the latteremsibod as being such that it is
only as it is. Hence, the articulation of the cqicgegativity) is the decisive event
which plunges all of creation into a total sea, #went which Blanchot calls the
“immense hecatomb"?

Having posited in the name, however, ideal, this nonexistence thence
comes to be mistaken for an essence, as full presdrlimited by the absolute
negativity of death. This metaleptic reversal marks Blanchot’'s terms, the
“forgetting of forgetting” in and as the creatiohwalue Thus, in this crossing from
the immobility of a resemblance (the thing absorbgdts image) which has nothing
to resemble—through death—to the noble ideal ofvhlee, the culmination of the
life-giving negation of language is reached wher#igy image becomes the object’s
“aftermath.” In this aftermath, the object itsedfthus withdrawn from understanding
in such a way as to allow “us to have the objecustcommand when there is nothing
left of it” (Space of Literature260). Such a reversal is, moreover, the conditan f
“the accomplishment of true tasks” (260). In thimlshment through reappropriation
to the Same (those easy illusions of petrifiedtttst), we thus discover a mis-taking
of consequence for cause which Nietzsche callsdh@iption of reason.

Language can now be understood as the work of deathe world, that

which drives—

the inhuman, indeterminate side of things back mathingness .... But at
the same time, after having denied things in tleeistence, it preserves
them in their being; it causes things to have nmegnand the negation
which is death at work is also the advent of megnihe activity of
comprehension (“Literature,” 338).

In summary then, it is through the animal’'s dedtht tthe human is constituted as
beingmortal, that is, as having the possibilitgt to be. At the same time, this singular
nonhuman death realises the power of negativityeing seized over again as activity
and mastery which marks thecomingmortal of the human. This latter inheres in the
act of naming which, constituting the power of akera gives to what she makes its

meaning and its truth.

" The use of the word “hecatomb” is interestinghiis tontext, referring as it does to the ritual
sacrifice of one hundred “cattle.”
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For Blanchot, it is therefore the voice of deathickh articulating and
preserving as both memory and absence, as thedrapace of withdrawal, marks the
taking place of language. A taking place, moreover, wiscit once the opening of the
space of recognition and thus of the name, thab isay, of language havirtgken
place. In this way death is doubled and dividedt thhich constitutes the world and
its representation. In other words, these two mdstethe possibility ohotbeing-in-
the-world and the decisidie be without being-constitute the indissociable moments
and movements of language itself, correspondingh& redoubled articulation of
being- and becoming-mortal. Hence, it is the talptageof andin language by which
the human finds himself cast into a wordd and as image at once deprived of
existence. In this double expropriation of deatle essential is forgotten, and the
originary forgetting that is itself the world (b mortal) is itself forgotten (tbecome
mortal).

In this forgetting of forgetting, existence is thalgiays already lost. At best, a
human animal might sense its approach in the wbettpbut its hovering appearance
has nevertheless already escaped. Existence, Inaspriis” “the side of the day that
day has rejected in order to become light” (“Litera,” 328). It is this which Blanchot
describes as “essential solitude,” an inhuman nmachiwith neither beginning nor
end: “death as the impossibility of dying” (328)nl§ in the obliterating clarity of a
meaningful humanity, in other words, can the wdrkeath be found.

An initiation into the new Eleusinian Mysteries

It is only the human then, which comes to be upendeath of a deathless animal, who
can give meaning to nonhuman existence. Only “mstahds in the light of the
negative, only the human animal is enlighteneds,Thwill argue, turns us back across
millennia to the myth of Persephone’s return to tlght and, in particular, to
Demeter’s place of rest and worship in Eleusisw&shave seen, to be initiated into the
Eleusinian Mysteries an appellant must, in silerficst sacrifice a piglet, followed by
any number of domestic animals. We have seen tow, this relates to the Platonic
exclusion of “the animal” from “the human,” in wiicthe animal within is first
externalised, after which “it” must then bear treath of man in order that man might

live forever. Here, with Blanchot, we discover arnmi-image of this all too human
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movement: in place of the “birth” of an immortalrhan soul, however, we find instead
the annihilating genesis of the human at the orgdithe world. Instead of the double
sacrifice which installs in man alone an accessh& essential, there is the double
sacrifice which installs in man alone an accesdhamessential.

In Ancient Greece, we recall, the initial sacrificevolving the death of a
single nonhuman animal served to purify the hunfatsdestiality. That is, by way of
this first death the human ceases to be an anitmslin this moment therefore, that the
human finds itself the master of nature, able tonidate and domesticate other
animals. However, it is this mastery which requaiesecond sacrifice. Only the fact of
being domesticated condemns the other animals rinigation, to a hecatomb which
serves only to vouchsafe the mastery of the humihis, as should be clear, equally
describes the double sacrifice which underpins @&iatis own metaphysical
anthropocentrism: “the animal” is ritually sacréat twice over, firstlyas the human,

and then agaim the name ofhe human.

Doubly deceased: the mute deposition of nonhuman emals

The question now arises, as to how might the taglage, or otherwise, of nonhuman
animals arrive to potentially interrupt these damdl schemas imposed upon them
from without for millennia. As suggested earlidristpotential disruption would seem
to reside in an animal encounter marked by an ipgroelation. To this we can now
add that such an encounter appears equally toreethe reinscription of death within
nonhuman ways of being. Indeed, by further considethe placeless place of the
animal in Blanchot’s philosophy in these final $&g$, as well as its proximity or
otherwise to the Heideggerian animal, we shall mégiopen the space for just such an
animal encounter to come.

Blanchot's animal is, as we have seen, doubly dmzkathat is, doubly
depositioned and decomposed. Nevertheless, nonhwamnamnals continue to keep
getting in the way, an uncanny obtrusion which gsinnto the open the implicit
humanism of Blanchot's discour§&As being-in-the-world and yet deprived of the
deluge of language that “is” death and vice veesa,animal “is” therefore mortal

'8 While Blanchot indirectly addresses “actual” nomtam animals in relation to RilkGpace
of Literaturg 135), their position nonetheless remains obscure.
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without recognising it (and thus not, in truth, nady. Moreover, as that which does not
have her (own) death, she “is” necessarily sensedad meaningless being. In other
words, insofar as she is excluded from the “uns#iaunsituatable event” that is
language’s having already taken place, and thus fioitude that is its condition, the
nonhuman animal necessarily exiseforethe annihilation of Adam’s positing power.
At the same time, however, she nonetheless remanhsed co-existsfter the world
thus posited. At the very least then, she existsome strange sense that “is” at once
both before and after the Fall.

Without language, and thymior to being as suglmonhuman animals are thus
allocated only some uncanny kind rét yet-world world A “world,” in other words,
which always already lacks both possibility andemeblance. At the same time,
however, there cabe no beyond or beforéeing as sucteither,that is, beyond or
before what Blanchot termessential solitude—this latter understood as remarthe
hiddenness of existence by the disappearance afythirgy that is, i.e., by the
withdrawal of being that “is” the maiks such For nonhuman animals, therefore, there
is, on the one pincer, no hiddenness of existendetlaus only the nonbeing that “is”
being-in-the-world. On the other, however, insote there can be no “as,” no
articulation or image, there can thus be no indgdenworld” that would be the mark
of this nonbeing. In short, nonhuman animals neiélne nor are not neither being nor
nonbeing, but something absolutely other. They,"areother words, both within and
yet outside the world at the same time as theyaither within nor outside the world:

animal spirits or ghosts of nonhumanity.

Spectres of Heidegger

This spectrality of animals points to an initialiftoof both proximity and distance
between Blanchot and Heidegger. In HeideggBesg and Tim&1927), the animal
barely raises her head before finding herself sirtyil(non)placed in negativitynot
present-at-hand Morhandensei not ready-at-hand Zuhandensein and, most
definitely, not the Dasein who, as something other and more than aglibeing, is
abysmally distanced from the nonhuman animal wheréaty” has life and thus can
only “perish erendeh” Located entirely negatively, this spectral frguof the animal

nevertheless remains to haunt Heidegger.
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Returning to the question two years later in a samientitled The
Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics: World, Firgtudolitude (1929/1930),
Heidegger is thus called to devote almost one-tedrdnd-forty pages to a questioning
of the “essence of animality”—a questioning whittlshould be noted, presupposes an
ignominious reduction of the vast multiplicity ofliving beings” to a single
homogeneous “essence.” Along the way, he reitergties unbridgeable distance
between the Dasein and the animal in much the sames as before, asserting that,
despite their physical proximity, “being-witMjtsein [animals] is not arexisting-with
[Mitexistierer), because a dog does not exist but merely livésSuch a way as
Heidegger embarks upon is most certainly not, amdlees explicit, “an animal kind of
way,” but is rather “a going along with ... and yett'n(210). Another way to say this
would be that for Heidegger, as will be explorednare detail in the next chapter, the
proximity of the nonhuman animal paradoxically ftiogs to instaurate a human (or at
least Dasein) exceptionalism.

Given the importance of the “wayMed” for Heidegger’'s thinking, such a
way of going which explicitly involvesot goingwith calls for a detailed analysis of its
own, but in the present context it is enough to desrabout this uncanny crossing of
proximity and distance that makes of every nonhuar@mal irreducibly other. Is this
not another crossing which is perhaps a hauntiedygps even a possession, in that the
Dasein would seem to share without sharing itsr&hevith a living being who does
not exist?

It is thus unsurprising that we find a similar proal distancing of the animal
operating within Blanchot's discourse. Indeed, Blawst employs a very similar
vocabulary in order to get his metaphysics up errear legs and running. Men and
only men, he writes, “are infinitely mortal, a l&tmore than mortal. Everything is
perishable, but we [humans] are the most perishglfpace of Literaturel40). As
with Heidegger, a nonhuman animal might “perishyt bhe can nevatie—that is to
say, she can never “be” mortal—insofar as it igedy this which is the something
more the somethingxceptionalwhich marks out the human. Death appears, Blanchot

asserts—

9 Martin HeideggeiThe Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics: Worldjtiie, Solitude
210; my emphasis. Henceforth cited=€3M.
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between meas | speakand the being | address: it is there betweensus a
the distance that separates us, but this dista@tso what prevents us
from being separated, because it contains the tondifor all
understanding. ... Without death, everything woultksnto absurdity and
nothingness (“Literature,” 324).

Death, for Blanchot, isd power thathumanises natureaises existence to beingnd

... Is within each one of us as our most human guig®#37, my emphasis). Nonhuman
animals, however, in being essentialgprivedof death’s power which makes of man
a mortal being, therefore exist alssurdity and nothingnesExistence, in other words,
thatis not being (and thus nothingness) aschotnonbeing (and thus an absurdity). At
the same time, in being excluded from meaning, hatrom becoming mortal, the
hugely divergent ways of being animal are reduece@rt undifferentiatedexistence
which at once lacks that whigiteventsabsolute separation from one another. We thus
discover a vertiginous proximal distancing whiclsip® nonhuman animals as those
which are cast off which cannot be separated, @setlvho are excluded who cannot be
excluded. Moreover, insofar as this proximal diseamstituted by the double death is,
insists Blanchot, the condition for both communétyd communication, nonhuman
animals with equal necessity thus lack b3th.

In concluding this prefatory sketch of the mirrgriof ancient and modern
philosophical constructions of the undying anintedyever, it should be noted that a
further, profound difference separates Blanchotsmulation from that of Plato,
insofar as Blanchot employs one of the traditio@htistianisedforms of the human-
animal relationship. These dominant later formspasined in the introduction, are
founded upon a teleological dialectic which posits emergence of “the human” as
predicated either upon the death or nonexisten¢thefanimal,” or else upon its ever
reiterated overcoming.

In the next chapter, | will consider the movemehtnthropogenesis within
Heidegger's discourse, a consideration which wiliifs turn, lead us, with Nietzsche’s
help, to a more radical notion abayenesis from which nonhuman beings can no
longer be excluded. Here, however, the correspgndiovement within Blanchot's
“posthumanism” should by now be clear. Constitutedbsolute lack—of death, of
existence, of meaning, of separation, of commuaity of communication—the animal

necessarily precedes the human, which founds itglmn the negation of the animal.

2 On this, see Andrew Benjamin “Another Naming, avihg Animal: Blanchot's
Community” SubStancél117, 37:3 (2008), 207-227.
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In elaborating what is a very traditional humaulisiiectical teleology, Blanchot is thus
ultimately unable to break free from Hegeél.

More than this, however, it is an example of a gdophy of decentred
subjectivity which nonetheless reproduces the dantihumanist forms of the human-
animal relation—hence its exemplary position hémeeed, Blanchot’'s philosophy is
doubly apposite in this regard, insofar as the petidn of the human is here predicated
on both the deatland the nonexistence of the animal in its double dis#pm. Its
modern initiation, however, simply offers anotherydtery, that of the uncanny
placeless place of “the animal” which calls agapomu Persephone and the myth of
undying Nature—that is, upon a theology and a tetge—in order to preserve for “the
human” alone both privilege and mastery within déimeovise soulless world. It is in
moving beyond this untenable conservation thath@next chapter, we shall discover

that the invention that snthropaenesis is in fact always alreaziygenesis.

2L Along with the animal, “primitive” man, for whomtle name has not emerged from the
thing” (“Literature,” 322), also finds himself urgly (non)placed according to this dialectical
movement. In this context, see Gayatri Spivak'slirgaof Hegel and the native informantAn
Critique of Postcolonial ReaspB7-67.
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2. Animals in Looking-Glass World
Fables of Uberhumanism and Posthumanism in HeideggeNietzsche

“—then you don't likeall insects?” the Gnat went on, as quietly as if
nothing had happened.
“I like them when they can talk,” Alice said. “Nomé them ever talk,
wherel come from.”
“What sort of insects do you rejoice in, whe@u come from?” the
Gnat inquired.
Lewis CarrollThrough the Looking-Glass

Introduction

In The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysikdsidegger sets out on the way of a
comparative analysis of three guiding theses: tioaesis worldlessWeltlog, the
animal is poor-in-worldeltarnj, the man is world-formingweltbildend.?* Here, in
exploring how this analysis reveals various diffees and similarities between the
existential analytic and traditional metaphysics,aim to demonstrate how the
hermeneutic circle functions within Heidegger’s eoitment to a “humanism beyond
humanism” as outlined in his 1947 paper, “LetterHumanism.” In this, | argue that
Heidegger's thinking does indeed break with theditenal metaphysical
configurations of the human-animal relation. Howewlesofar as nonhuman animals
are unthinkingly reinscribed as essentially undyimg philosophy nonetheless remains
ultimately enclosed within a “metaphysical anthrogatrism” which, alongside
traditional metaphysics, underwrites the indussed holocaust of animals under the
sign ofGestell

Despite this, | argue in the second half of thigpthr that Heidegger's
attempt to “go along” with animals nonetheless dre¢énables us, in turning back, to
scent the multiple paths of animals in Nietzsclesidy text “On Truth and Lie in the
Extra-Moral Sense” (1873). Here, | suggest, thaatwihis text offers is a way of
thinking our being with others who do not share lammguage and who are not mere

2 |n Of Spirit: On Heidegger and the Questi¢h987), Derrida acutely contends that the
mediancharacter of Heidegger's animal threatens the oiidgslementation, and conceptual
apparatus of the entire existential analytic. Haoeyever, | am pursuing a different reading of
its ordering dialectic. An earlier version of tlulsapter appeared Humanimalial:2 (Spring)
2010, 46-85.
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reflections of ourselves, but without ever imaggthe possibility of either consensus
or disclosure. In this, | set off—albeit blindlys ave shall see—along a way to a
thinking of inhuman genealogies which speak ratiea primordial, machinic being-

with in which invention can only ever be a nonhumamstrosity.

|. Fables of origin: Animals in the Mirror

Via the work of biologist Hans Driesch and ethostglakob von Uexkiill, Heidegger
argues in the second part Bihe Fundamental Conceptisat nonhuman animals are
excluded from theworlding of world as a necessary result of their “captivatio
[Benommenhdit which confines them instead within @mvironmen{FCM, 239). In
other words, as far as Heidegger’'s animal is corezkrthere can be neither anything
beyond nor any differentiationwithin, the “disinhibiting ring” which marks the
absolute limit of her environmental capture. As easutt of this essential
undifferentiated absorptiorE[ngenommenhdjtan animal can therefore never “have”
her own captivation, that is, she can never appetheer own capture within a set.
Because of this, concludes Heidegger, she is therépoor-in-world fveltarnj.”

More importantly for Heidegger, however, is thastbonclusion concerning
the way of animals provides the scenery againsthvhie might thenceforth disclose
the essence of the human: “In the end our ... arsbfscaptivation as the essence of
animality provides as it were a suitable backgroagainst which the essence of
humanity can now be set off” (282). It would sedmen, that the analysis of “the
animal’'s” way of being is undertaken solely in ardeat the proper essence of “the
human” can be subsequently disclosed through tigatioam of its negation, that is,
through the dialectical disclosing of the essencevarld. Such a methodology thus
presupposes a categorical and teleological humemnahdistinction.

The condition of possibility of world for Heideggexrs that which is withheld
from nonhuman animals, is the “having” of captigatias such that is, the
apprehension of the undisconcealedness of Basgndisconcealedness (i.e., of the
withdrawal of Being). In other words, the humar’ ‘@sly in this having of “the ‘as’-
structure {lie ‘als’-Struktut,” which is the condition of théogos This is because it is

only in having the “as” that the human is givenaggprehend beings beings—the
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wonder that beingsare which is the worlding of world—and thus, beyonce th
captivation of the disinhibiting ring, to perceiitself asan individuated being. This
apprehension of ontological difference is, morepveothing less than the
apprehension ofinitude of the possibility of impossibility, and thus ahce the

condition of the Dasein’s existential projection itd ownmost being-toward-death
[eigensiSein zum Tode

We can thus see how, in negating the ringed anamabithout the revelation
of relation and thus poor-in-world, Heidegger iagHree to posit the properly Dasein
as that which “is” nearest to Being, and thus nesdor it alone the possibility of
authentic existence. It is here then, with the cdpao apprehend somethings
something, that Heidegger draws the abyssal lited®n the human-Dasein and the
animal, one which permits neither the possibilityaohuman animal nor that of a
nonhuman Dasein. For as long as such a line remaigsiestioned, Heidegger’'s
discourse (re)turns safely within the metaphydmahanist enclosure.

The nonhuman animal remains, however, and remapmeldem. Given the
essential withholding of apprehension from the ajnt is clear that the “poverty
[Armuf” attributed to it by Heidegger can be a “deprigat[Entbehrungi’ only when
viewed from the perspective of the human, and thusiuth, is neither poverty nor
privation. This, as Heidegger himself points outu¥d appear to disallow the positing
of the tripartite thesis from the first, insofar f.sch an essential characterisation is in
fact conceived only in comparison with man and “dawn from animality itself and
maintained within the limits of animality” (270).u@iously, Heidegger does not object
to this charge: to imagine otherwise, he says,eihaps the privilege only of poets
(271). Is Heidegger thus staking a claim to phipysoal poetry in opposition to the
dialectic? Not objecting to the objection, Heideggather sets out toweaken
[abschwachél it, to set about “[rlemoving its forcesgine Entkréftingy (270). This
he does, in fact, baffirming it. While the perhaps unassailable charge reméies,
argues, it neverthelessurely sufficeghat ... [it] has led us to our destination in a
practical fashion” (272, emphasis added). Let us defer oyeablon, he suggests,
because [f]n spite of everythingt has brought us closer ... (272, emphasis added).
We have found our way, in other words, becausesisence of animality as captivated
and thus poor-in-world—a thesis “which follows onfythe animal is regarded in
comparison with humanity” (271)—serves us as thegéative” by which our own

“positive ... proper essence has constantly ememgedntrast” (272).
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There is, however, no talk of sublation, no labofithe negative in what is
only—as Heidegger repeatedly makes explicit-eeanparative examination. It is
rather the case, | will argue, that the animal eiddgger’s discourse is less a negative
to be negated than a mirror which reflects only ¢issence of being-human which
being-human itself renders invisible. Within suchmarror “we humans” always
already find ourselves, but without ever disclosiifjindeed such a disclosure were

possible—the essence of animafily.

Building frames and booking passage

As is well known, Heidegger repeatedly and explickeeks to position his own
discourse on the far side of the closure of metajgby and thus, as he makes clear in

the“Letter on Humanism'(1947), outside of any traditional humanist expiajoon:

Are we really on the right track toward the essesfaman as long as wset

him offas one living creature among others in contraptants, beasts, and
God? ... [W]e must be clear on this point, that whxendo this we abandon
man to the essential realm ariimalitaseven if we do not equate him with
beasts but attribute a specific difference to him.Such positing is the
manner of metaphysics. But then the essence ofisrtao little heeded and
not thought in its origin the essential provenance that is always the
essential future for historical mankind. Metaphgsikbinks of man on the
basis ofanimalitasand does not think in the direction of hamanitas
(“Letter,” 227; my emphasis).

In The Open: Man and Anim&2002), philosopher Giorgio Agamben, citing theafi
sentence above (73), claims that Heidegger hasradgnbis own prescription—this
prescription which for Heidegger is “above and bedall else” (“Letter,” 227). At
first glance, and given what | have argued abdvs, dppears undeniable—Heidegger
has indeed set off man in contrast to “beasts.” tBig is not to say, however, that
Heidegger has therefore “abandoned” man to thenBakesalm ofanimalitas that is,

to the realm of “merely” living creatures. The opfte is in fact the case: Heidegger

3 Such captivity is both echoed and complicated tBn&h psychoanalyst Jacques Lacan’s
capture of animals in the mirror (stage). See kameple “The mirror stage as formative of the
function of the I” in LacanEcrits: A Selectiortrans. Alan Sheridan (London: Routledge,
1995), 1-7. On this, see also Derrilae Animal119-140, andeast 97-135.
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rather essentially abandomsimalitas in order to think the essence of man. We
ourselves, as Heidegger says, “have also beermm afl the time” FCM, 272).

At this point it is helpful to return to Heideggercomment which serves as a
coda to his analysis of the animal: “In the eddn][ Endg” he states, “our earlier
analysis of captivation as the essence of animalityides as it weregJeichsan a
suitable peeignetgbackground against which the essence of humaaitynow be set
off [abhebeli (282). Any reading of the Heideggerian animal shueturn to, and
negotiate around, these words, occurring as theyudb prior to the first formal
interpretation of the “as”-structure. Again, thdse “in the end,” no sublation, no
labouring negative, but only the hesitant aesttssticof the suitability or fittingness
[geeignetiof the background which is—albeit prefaced by $bedo speakdleichsanp
“innocent” qualification “as it weregleichsani'— providedby the animal.

Against the background of the animal, the settiffgod the human is thus
doubled. In the first place, the human “stands "oagt off [abhebeh from a
background animality that serves to focus attentibrist harmonising with its object,
like the setting which displays a jewel to beseetff In the second, the animal provides
the point of departure from which the Dasein miggttoff along the way that is proper
to the human. It is, in other words, to take @bliebehfrom the animal and, in so
doing, to withdraw her valueaphebeihin constituting the proper economy of man.
This is therefore to draw a very different kindlioke, that of an organisational frame
which, like that enclosing a painting, negotiatdathviboth sides in order to establish
and delimit its focus. Moreover, as we shall skis, frame is at once a boundary wall,
the determined limit of which is rendered invisilble its mirrored surface and which,
while appearing to open the space of “the animal, fact serves to enclose “the
human” within an infinitely regressive image ofeitfs

Hence, we can begin to understand Heidegger'stémgie that the correctness
or otherwise of his claim for an essential povetythe part of nonhuman animals
must nevertheless await the disclosure of the essein(human) world. It is only then,
writes Heidegger, that one might “understand thienabs not-having of world as a
deprivation after all (272).

Heidegger is thus booking a return passage, a irgpddack to the animal
such as is availablenly from within the human world, and he does so in order to
legitimate the posited essence of animality whitdutided” that world. It is a turn,

that is to say, of and within the hermeneutic eiréVe humans have thus been in view
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all the time “whether we wanted to be or not, alifo not in the form of some
arbitrary and contingent self-observation or in ttven of some traditional definition
of man” (272). Here then, in a gesture familiamirBeing and TimeHeidegger sites
his discourse outside dbth the human sciences (specifically the ethology nészh
and von Uexkull)and traditional metaphysics. Outside, that is, suckcalirses in
which thinking the human is “abandoned” to animlaysiology on the one hand and,
on the other, outside of a humanist metaphysicwhich the reproduction of man
endlessly and fallaciously depends upon the exatusf the nonhuman animal.
Heidegger is thus claiming, despite the familia, tao human attribution of
ontological privation common to both the existelndiad the metaphysical, to have set
off along a different way. Whether this in factrgs us any closer to a thinking

encounter with animals, however, still remainséatought.

Turning circles with Saint Paul

This other way of thinking is, of course, the tmgiof the hermeneutic circle that is
the existential analytic itself. IBeing and TimgHeidegger claims furthermore that
this circle of understanding expresses “the exigtefore-structureof Dasein itself”
(195). As a result of its privileged position withihe circle, it is thus only the Dasein,
of all the beings-in-the-world, which has theo%sibility of existence, [and thus] has
ontological priority over every other entity” (62).

It is this privilege, in other words, which givesthe Dasein alone “a positive
possibility of the most primordial kind of knowing195). Hence, while a scientific
discourse such as biology may indeed comport tibiesnot itself, when it comes to
the Dasein, as the sole being for whom being-inathdd belongs essentially, an
understanding of Being “pertains with equal primality both to an understanding of
something like a ‘world,” and to the understandaighe Being of those entities which
become accessible within the world” (33). We canmstsee why, in his subsequent
lecture course, Heidegger passes through “the essef animality” in order to
disclose “something like a ‘world’,” and why contporary biology might provide just
that point of departure. “Whenever an ontology sakar its theme entities whose
character of Being is other than that of Daseim®irtsists, “it has its own foundation

and motivation in Dasein’s own ontical structur@ which a pre-ontological
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understanding of Being is comprised as a defintaracteristic” (33). The real
question of other beings, in other words, is alwigsDasein.

In summary therefore, it is the privileged positmfithe Dasein, as that which
“Is” nearest to Being, which justifies the undensteg of animality on the basis of an
understanding of the Dasein. The animal as conetitun biological discourse is in this
sense an “empty form” from which its primordial soes have become detached,
leaving only “a free-floating thesis” for which theermeneutic method secures the
access to the phenomenon that is its object. Sackssa, however, serves solely to
provide “our [humanpassaggDurchgang through whatever is prevalently covering
it up” (61). Such a hermeneutic turn is thus, agdelgger reiterates, a turning solely
within the human-Dasein: philosophy, he writes, kés its departure from the
hermeneutic of Dasein, which, as an analytiexastencehas made fast the guiding-
line for all philosophical inquiry at the point wigeit arisesand to which itreturns
(62). The biological discourse of animality is thies Heidegger simply the point of
departure—where it arises in comparison to the iDasw®d to which it always returns.

The “essence of animality” ilthe Fundamental Concepts in other words,
the radicalisation of what the Dasein already pgss®in, and which is concealed by,
the “everyday” existentiell discourse of Driesch and Uexkuill's ethology, the
necessarily ontical point of departure which pregidhe passage to axistential
understanding of the human-Dasein. A passage cayawhich, in going along with
nonhuman animals, never encounters aniadd|.

That nonhuman animals are without the “as™-striectand thus without
possibility issimply assumedy Heidegger at the very beginningBéing and Time
and necessarily so given his thinking on the iraiggbility of language and Being
with the privilege of the Dasein, and thus of tlagdr's identity with the human,
during this period* Hence, and despite the distance claimed from hbth
contingency of empiricism and the tradition of npdtgsics, Heidegger inrhe
Fundamental Conceptsnust similarly refuse animals entry into the reserof
language that is the preserve of the human. Assaltrewhile passing through the
everyday discourses of biology and ethology, hes tguounds his reiteration of

exceptionalism on perhaps the most traditional ‘@wmmmon sense” metaphysical

%4 On this, see Heidegger’s recapitulatiordin the Way to Languag80.
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definition of all: that nonhuman animals are esséigtcondemned to the capture of
“instinctual drivenness”’KCM, 237) due to their lack of (human) language.

Moreover, in that language thus understood is trelition of possibility of
the open, Heidegger in fact extends the traditiodedinition in order to deny
nonhuman animals theorld. Indeed, that Heidegger chooses to illustratertbtswith
a poet, but with Saint Paul, should certainly gpaeise to all poor creatures deprived
of voice along the way. It is difficult too, not teear in this silencing Heidegger’'s
infamous attribution just five years later—Am Introduction to Metaphysi¢4935)—
of an exclusive linguistic privilege, and thus avipeged relation to Being, to those
who inhabit theGermanlanguage alone. Here too, “others” are renderedbduma

further restriction of access to both world anctitgs

Anthroposas jewel and fable

In order to better understand the consequencebki®fahthropocentric (re)turn and,
moreover, to think how a revolution of that cirahay itself provide a way beyond the
humanist enclosure, | will now consider Agamberéemding of the Heideggerian
animal inThe Operreferred to briefly above. A reading which, | sagty will provide
both counterpoint and our own point of departure.

Seeking to problematise Heidegger’'s assertion en“tietter on Humanism”
to have moved beyond “the manner of metaphysicgdmben’s reading rests upon
the claim that Heidegger posisofound boredonas “the metaphysical operator in
which the passage from poverty in world to worldni animal environment to human
world, is realised” The Open68). This has important consequences for Agamben’s
reading. Given that profound boredom marks thewiaal and teleologicglassage
from the animal to the Dasein, it can only be tthat “jewel set at the center of the
human world and itsichtung[clearing] is nothing but animal captivation; twender
‘that beingsare’ is nothing but the grasping of the ‘essentiakagion’ that occurs in
the living being from its being exposed in a nortation” (68). As a result, he insists,
the “irresolvable struggle between unconcealedreas$ concealedness, between
disconcealment and concealment, which defines thmah world, is the internal
struggle between man and animal” (69). Thus, Agamisecompelled to ask, if

humanity comes to be only through “a suspensiomrofmality” which must “keep
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itself open to the closedness of animality,” themvrexactly does Heidegger’'s attempt
“to grasp the ‘existing essence of man’ escape ritaphysical primacy of
animalita®” (73).

In reaching this conclusion, however, there ocearé\gamben’s reading a
necessary shifting of terms, a passage-over tha gassing-onto which occurs
precisely at the moment when Agamben himself intced the notion opassage
Immediately following the description of profoundredom as “the metaphysical
operator” in which is realised the passage fronmahienvironment to human world,
Agamben asserts that “at issue here is nothingthessanthropogenesis, the becoming
Da-sein of living man” (68). In that it is only and through profound boredom that the
human Dasein can apprehend the wonder “that beirgs it is indeed the case that
the “having” of captivatioras suchs “nothing less than anthropogenesis, the becgmin
Da-sein.” However, as we shall see, thieag and nor can it ever be, thecoming‘of
living mar in the sense of th@assagefrom the “merely” living to the properly
human-Dasein—a passage which thus passes oveotilgcalisable moment between
the still-animal and the already-Dasein, and betaée no longer animal and the not
yet human.

In order to better understand the stakes of Agarslreading, it is first of all
necessary to once again recall those two domir@rftgurations of the human-animal
relation. In the first, as we have seen, the probdnof the human depends upon the
death or nonexistence of the animal (as exemplifieBlanchot’s position), whereas in
the second, the human depends upon a repeatedoowegc of his or her own
animality. Here, | will argue, Heidegger’'s expliattempt to thinkhumanitasoutside
of any such traditional metaphysical definitionta&en by Agamben and unwittingly
re-placed within the second configuration. Thiamseconomy, moreover, which is not
only common to what Agamben terms the modern apthogical machine, but is also
one which Agamben’s own notion of a sacred commuprior to the positing of
identity is ultimately unable to escape.

%> The modern “anthropological machine” which produékare life” by “excluding as not
(yet) human an already human being from itselft ifyeby animalising the human, by isolating
the nonhuman within the human ... the animal separaithin the human body itself'The
Open 37), clearly depends upon this second configomatAgamben’s utopian community
prior to identity, meanwhile, in simply invertinhd dystopian machinic production of bare
life, necessarily remains caught within the samenemy. On this, see Andrew Benjamin
“Particularity and Exceptions: On Jews and Aninials.

52



Becoming-Dasein, that is, the Dasein “thought m dtigin,” remains for
Heidegger, | have argued, a thinking solely indirection ofhumanitasinsofar as the
background from which he “sets off” is not that aHiis preserved and annihilated in
the animal’s being raised up to the human, not tisat which grounds the Dasein like
its shadow. Rather, it is the case that such angetff marks out Heidegger's
discourse of anthropogenesis as a speculativesthese which offers a fantastic
hypothesis or, ds[if] it were,” afable A fable, moreover, which, true to the form, has
already sacrificed the animal to its very takinggal.

Insofar as nonhuman animals are captivateh¢mmejy Heidegger writes,
the possibility of apprehending somethirgs something is thereforewithheld
[genomme This possibility, moreover, is not merely withthen the historically
contingent here and now, but is rather “withheldha sense that such a possibility is
‘not given at all”” FCM, 247). Given thisa priori withholding of the “as”-structure,
that which is most proper to the nonhuman animahes inability to disclose the
undisconcealedas undisconcealed, and at once therefore, neither sta ever
apprehendconcealednessvhich, insofar as it presupposes its opposite, arem
essentiallyunavailable. As a result, an animal can nelbecomethe Dasein—the
passagbetweeranimal and human is always already impossible.

Hence, whereas for Agamben animality abruptly comntes signify
concealedness, and which makes of the struggle eleetwunconcealedness and
concealedness the struggle between human and nanhammal, in fact the latter can
be positioned at neither pole. Without relatioreréhcan be no dialectical teleology, no
possible negation of the negation of the animaltdad, there is only an abyssal rupture
that marksout “the animal” at the limit of thinking, of thinkinghe Dasein, and of
thinking finitude. Thus, while Agamben’s reading lmfcoming-Dasein as the bridge
from animal to human makes of Heidegger’s discoarseiteration of the aporetic site
of the fault-linebetweenthe animal and the human—a boundary which, as Agam
himself makes clear, “cannot be mended from eigiide” (The Open36)—, in fact
there can be no crossing, no passage, and theredareesolvable conflict. There is, in
short, nabetweerof the animal and the human.

Without relation, nonhuman animals remain for Hggler absolutely other,
beyond that which gives itself as food for thoughtd, as such, just as essentially
excluded from concealment as they are from propeid authenticity. Hence, it is

rather the case that, in thinking the “having” @ptivation, thinkinghumanitasis
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obtained inthought by the human in order tthink the human-Dasein or, more
precisely, to think the becoming of the human-Daski other words, the reiterated yet
irresolvable struggle between concealment and deEiment, ever denied to “the
animal,” is only the ontological struggle betweemproper beingDasein” and proper
“becomingDasein.” A struggle, that is, between being-Daseiderstood in the sense
of the specifically humamundisconcealed absorption that is being-there eticifiy
[Faktizitd] and falling Merfaller], and becoming-Dasein in the taking place of the
possibility of the human-Dasein’s resolute openness in Bangdtd-death. This is
because it is the taking place of the “having”had tas” in profound boredom which is
the condition for, and which always already escapeghe uncanny experience of
anxiety in which the Dasein is brought “back frasabsorption in the ‘world™”Being
and Time233). It is only in and as this shattering expeseewrites Heidegger, that the
Dasein finds itself face to facewith the ‘nothing’ of the possible impossibility ds
existence,” carried into the authenticity of itsromost gigenst Dasein in and as this
disclosure of “uttermost possibility” (310-11).

On the one hand then, there is the turbulent shiatandruth” (Unwahrhei)
which  brings “tranquillised self-assurance—'Beirtghame,” with all its
obviousness—into the average everydayness of Da@i8, 264, 233). On the other,
there is the “truth” of existential projection imé as which, “[ijn the happening of
uncanniness, beings as a whole open themselveglnipdduction to Metaphysi¢s
178).

Becoming and bodying

Nonhuman animals, it is cleassentialljhave no place in this struggle. Rather than a
conflict betweerhumanitasandanimalitas Heidegger puts forward a thesis which for
him can only ever concern an entirely human streig@Vhile Agamben accurately
describes the becoming-Dasein in the having ofiwan, what he thenceforth shifts
or passen or over to the animal is the blindness of the everydag,uhdisclosed in
facticity and falling. The “absorption in itselEingenommenheit in sithof animal
captivation can never be the “being absorbed innbed [Sinne des Aufgehens in der
Welf” of the Dasein, in that such captive everydaynesbefatter “Being alongside”

presupposes the very structure of significanBedputsamkdita priori denied to
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nonhuman animals. What then, is left for “the adith# can only be an all too human
dissolution within the undifferentiation of thoutgds, instinctive reaction.

Whereas Agamben wishes to “restore to the clogsethd earth, and tlzthe
their proper name of ‘animal’ and ‘simply living ibg” (The Open73), in fact the
apprehension of the closed or the earth is ratieesense of that which exceeds sense
What gives the Dasein to apprehend that beamgsthat is, is their appearirag closed
in the blunt materiality of their withdraw&l.In other words, what have being named
closed, earth, anldthe constitute in their blunt materiality the takingapé of beingss
such, and which can be apprehended aslyneaning without sense (content) aaxl
sense (sensibility) without meaning. In this affeztmanifestness(ffenbarkeif as
without sense, therefore, the Dasein comes to kbeayal alreadyin language.
Becoming-Dasein thus remarks the taking place ef‘'dts” which has always already
escapedWhen beings are apprehendesibeings, the sense of that which withdraws
has necessarily alreadgken place, that is, the withdrawal of meaning hasaalye
become meaningful in its being apprehended, aridarsubsequent wonder of the fact
that beingsare we are thus already anxiously constituted withifinitely entangled
structures of meanind.

Such a withdrawal of meaning, therefore, is neittmeeaningless nor
transcendental, but is rather that which exceedsyestructure of meaning upon which
nevertheless depends its affective manifestness. ufitanny disposition that is its
apprehension is, in other words, necessarily autanghistorically situated event. We
get some sense of this in Heidegger’'s notion of dchddie Stimmunlj or, more
precisely, “attunementdje Gestimmthéjit which, in the decade followin@eing and
Time acquires a robust materiality beyond any reduoctm the organismic. Every
feeling, Heidegger thus affirms in the first Niathe lecture, “is an embodiment
attuned in this or that way, a mood that embodneshis or that way” Nietzsche

[:100). Every attunement, moreover,

% | have chosen the phrase “blunt materiality” rathan “brute materiality” both because it is
generally free from an overdetermined notion ofvality, and in order to better foreground
the impersonal force of matter.

" In his conclusion, Agamben claims that two posstéideggerian “scenarios” remain. The
first involves the governance of man’s concealeslifes Agamben, his animality) by means
of technology. In the second, man “appropriatesows concealedness, his own animality,
which neither remains hidden nor is made an olgkatastery, but is thought as such, as pure
abandonment’The Open80). In the last section of this chapter and thhmug the next, |
argue that to think the escape of the taking plafcbeing as such, that is, of the affective
manifestness of the “as without sense,” is indedtiink just such unmasterable abandonment.
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always just as essentially has a feeling for beagya whole, every bodily
state involves some way in which the things arousi@nd the people with
us lay a claim on us or do not do so. ... Mood i<igedy the basic way in
which we areoutsideourselves. But that is the way we are essentialty a
constantly (99).

In the third of the Nietzsche lectures two yeatsrlaHeidegger further clarifies this
notion with the move fronembodimenfdas Leibehto that ofbodying[das Leibende
This shift serves to highlight that “the bodgef Leid” never refers to its apparent
“encapsulation” in the “physical madsdrper],” but rather to “a stream of life” which
“is transmission and passage at the same tilN&tZschelll:79). Bodying in other
words,is never that of a substantial body thathisncecontingently situated, but rather
“is” the laying claim of sense in infinite singuigr In this way, bodying is an enacting
as bodily being. Hence it becomes possible to rerbadiridented citation thus: every
laying claim ofsense every wash and tunnel, every drift and detairt thaat once
passage and transmission in both directions,bdedyingin this or that way, a being-
outside that singularlgodies

| will return to this notion of bodying later, tmeaterialisation of which puts to
work a machinery of materiality in order to reproduan impossible contour. For the
moment, however, it is sufficient to recall thae tattunement of an essential and
constant bodyings relation: being-exposed rather than a being tkgbses itself.
What the Dasein, in resolute being-towards-deatlstraver again keep itself open to
is not, as Agamben claims, the closedness of aityphut rather to a letting lie before
in which beingas suchcomes to withdraw from sense. It is this aloneclhiemains to
interrupt the capture of the closedness of theyelsst, which remains to disrupt the
disinhibiting ring of “thethey[dasMan].”

Heidegger’'s anthropomagical mirror

In The Fundamental Concepas inBeing and TimeHeidegger, | have argued, does
not in fact thinkanimalsat all.Rather, “in the end,” Heidegger offers only an exied
animalfable a fabulous sacrificial myth thats (if) it wereandin the background, sets

off what is (arguably) most proper tman that of his own veryorigin. In our
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questioning, Heidegger writes, we always and iméWt “end up talking as if that

which the animal relates to and the manner in whictloes so were some being”
(FCM, 255). In fact, it is nosomebeing, but rather, and onlgumanbeing: none other

than the Dasein “we” always already are. “We” epdia other words, talking about a
nonhuman animalas if she were ahuman animal, that is to say, “we”

anthropomorphise her, and in this she is thus fioam&d or translated into the form of
afable (in this seminar, one does well to remember theitlegger is explicitly putting

forward a thesis that is, putting something forwartbr the sake of argument

something Heidegger very rarely does, as Derridgpoanted out).

Traditionally dealing with origins, the generic Rabis, after all and by
definition, an anthropomorphic mirror in which, legfted in an exemplary animal
caricature, “we” humans are expected to recogruse@wnmost proper mode of being.
Here then, and for the sake of argument, Heideigganoffering a fabulous drama, one
in which is staged, as if in a mirror, the rigorlyuanthropocentric struggle between
beingthat Dasein which has itemisg ablebef andbecomingthat Dasein which has
dyingfor its way of Being Being and Timg291). In another sense, however, it is at the
same time amnti-fable, in that, given the imperative of an alwajready becoming
again that is the gift of finitude, there can be site nor sight of the Dasein’s
phylogenetic Origin. Indeed, as Heidegger is nobd@ware, a telling anthropogenesis
can never be a tale of the Origin of the Specidschvwould inevitably reiterate its
autoDestruktionalong that doubly “unmendable” fault-line.

An obvious question thus remains: “who,” or “whatdmes to be human? It
cannot be a nonhuman animal, nor indeed any othetwonding being, essentially
denied as they are access to the “as.” There tigtefore,no Origin. Rather, the
human animal alone always already comes to bewollp what Blanchot calls the
deluge of language, that is to say, of beasgsuch. “The human,” in other words,
comes to be, and is called to Being, by being abnadseady in language.

In short then, human animadse thus always already following the unsitable
site of the originary fall into the “as”-structurd/e thus find ourselves left once more
with “the “gquestion of the animal.” Following Heigger, insofar as they lack even the
possibility of impossibility, nonhuman animals thfisd themselves once again
nonplaced uncannily both before and after the warldat least before and after its

worlding.
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Here, however, things become slightly more compidaGiven all this, and
given the undifferentiated absorption that is imdive reaction, how can we make
sense of the fact that, according to Heideggelhé[animal’sway of beingwhich we
call ‘life,” is not without acces® what is around it and about itFCM, 198)? In that
for Heidegger such a “not without accesscht zugangslds can never be access to
being as such, it soon becomes clear that “notonttliccess” can only be a “seeming
to have access” understood as a “not-having-imtbde-of-having.” It remains
essentially the case, Heidegger insists, that ti@a only “appears as a living being
[als seiendes Lebewesen vorkoifin(t98), and it is this mere “seeminkike” or
“appearingas’ which gives rise to the mistaken claim that nomiam animals too
“have” the “as.” And indeed, this reference to #remal appearings [als] a living
being is at once to explicate that very appearimgHeidegger, both the appearing and
the subsequent claim are pure anthropomorphismscassarily human “talking as if”
in which each and every other animal is transformetb yet one more
anthropomagical mirror.

Unable to differentiate beingss beings, nonhuman animals thus only appear
as living beings as aconsequencef one exceptional animal’s “having” the “as’-
structure; an exclusive property which subsequemstiiyices every other being-(not)-in-
the-world to a dependence upon the existence diuhgn. Hence, one can now better
understand Heidegger's deferral of the disclosurethe essense of animality as
something availablenly from within thehumanworld. Other than as a ghosted outline
therefore, a phantom individuation through the logkglass that is the human-Dasein,
all other beings remain essentially absorbed inatl@ymous impersonal night of the
es gibt

Humanism beyond humanism

Here, at last, we find ourselves in a position fratrich we can better understand the
relation between Heidegger's “decentred exceptismél and the tradition of
metaphysical humanism it claims to move beyondh&®s unsurprisingly, Heidegger’s
“Letter on Humanism” will provide the final key.

On one side, the radical antihumanism of the deedrdgubject is indeed, and

contrary to Agamben’s argument, other to the trawi@l metaphysical definitions of
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the human. At the same time, however, its decentrfrthe exclusivelyjiumansubject
serves only to introduce the highéhehumanism which Heidegger claims in the

“Letter” is to be found within the existential ap@ét, the “sole implication” of which—

is that the highest determinations of the essefceam in humanism still
do not realise the proper dignity of man. To thetest the thinking in

Being and Timeis against humanism. ... [But] Humanism is opposed
because it does neet[my emphasis] thédumanitasof man high enough
(233-4).

According to this Uberhumanism there can be noibpitisg of an originary human-
animal Mitsein, in that it is only ever “the human” whigdonstituteg“subsequent” to
its appearing) nonhuman beirgsbeings, and in this sense the nonhuman animal must
thus alwayscome afterthe human. Before the human, in other words, tiemere
“living,” but not “living be-ing” as such.

Here then, Heidegger does indeed displace nonhamiamals outside of the
humanist teleology of traditional metaphysics whictsofar as “the human” depends
upon the exclusion of its “animalistic ground,” rkaidown every nonhuman animal as
incomplete and subhuman. At the same time, howdaeinscribes afibethumanist
exceptionalism in its place. This is because, imsatbeingcomes to bas suchonly
in and as the human, thereby always already exajuthe possibility of a founding
sublation of animal negativitythe constitution of nonhuman animals thereafter
dependsupon the human. Hence, while it is a radical realetd the dependence-
exclusion of the metaphysical humanist traditians ione which nevertheless remains
within its economy—as if in a mirror. Thus, in thislling of such a fabulous tale,
nonhuman animals come to be always and only agrapeeings-for-mar® Invoked
from the deepest of depths, in other words, Heidégganimals are raised up to a
ghostly appearance and allotted, “so to speg&idhsanph” a brief graceless period
before “disappearing” once again into the undifféisgion of both the general noun
and, for the most part, the mass term “meat.”

Such an Uberhumaniatpriori refusal of thinking animals, in every sense, has,

in going along with traditional metaphysics in demgydeath to nonhuman beings, far-

8 |t is not insignificant that Aristotle in tholitics infers the new Western concept of “just
war” from the condition that nonhuman animals aotely “beings-for-man.” In the same
context, for Stoics such as Chrysippus all nonhuemaimals are also only beings-for-man,
from the mice who ensure humans put their thingayawo the pigs whose souls serve only to
keep them fresh to eat.
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reaching and murderous consequences. Most impdntet is that, for Heidegger’'s
resolution, as for both Blanchot and Hegel and ammon with Christian and
Enlightenment traditionnonhuman animals have no death, no possibility, and
meaning They are, in other words, exscribed therein,temitout in an all too human,
all too familiar fashion as soulless mechanismskimgr only until they run, or are ran,
down (although, it should be noted, the same i@ditwhich includes Marx, claims
that nonhuman animals are also ontologically inb&paf “work”). In reiterating the
undyingfigure central to the two dominant configurations of métgcs, Heidegger
thus reiterates too the hubris of a human excegliem which, based upon the surety
of absolute superiority, sanctions our doing whatéwe” like to other animals.

Such putatively posthumanist thinking thereforeitsnrestaging of the eternal
animal predicated upon the lack of language, in faproduces aymboliceconomy
serving the ends of capitalist instrumentalisatibrensures, in other words, that the
singular deaths of nonhuman animals, thaths death ofthis (farm, laboratory, or
feral) animal, are considered at best epiphenomersidered both symbolically and
literally as a fortuitous by-product—and, at woessimple impossibility, that is to say,
such deaths are without meaning and thus unthiekdbl this sense, the divergent
philosophies of Blanchot and Heidgger come togettwerfurther underwrite the
material global practice of systematic violence and massderuwon a truly unthinkable
scale. In figuring “the animal” as undying, that igheir discourse mimetically
reproduces as “natural” the instrumental reductbmonhuman animals to a state of
“interminable survival” that is at once a daily zechnical genocid& They serve, in
other words, to further naturalise capital’'s wagioiga massively unequal war on

animals.

On the far side of the looking-glass

This, however, is not necessarily the end of Hejéeg “just so” story. In a coda to

this conclusion which will serve too as an intrailut to the engagement with

Nietzsche’'s animals in the second half of this thiapwe find that, insofar as

9 As Derrida writes, the contemporary maltreatmémamhuman animals occurs “through the
organisation and exploitation of an artificial, emfial, virtually interminable survival, in
conditions that previous generations would haveggadmonstrous™he Animal 26).
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nonhuman animals remain corralled within the Ddseiaflection, they necessarily
remain unthought. In other words, nonhuman aninvadwitably remain and they
remain too for Heidegger whose rigour will not allchis reservation to remain

unspoken.

The difficulty of the problem lies in the fact that our questioning we
always and inevitably interpret the poverty in wiodnd the peculiar
encirclement proper to the animal in such a wayweaend up talking as if
that which the animal relates to and the mannerhich it does so were
some being, and as if the relation involved weremtological relation that
is manifest to the animal. The fact that this isthe case compels us to the
thesis potigt zu der Thegethat the essence of life is accessible only
through a destructive observatigiiVesen des Lebens nur im Sinne einer
abbauenden Betrachtung zugénglich,isthich does not mean that life is
something inferior or that it is at a lower levelaomparison with human
Dasein. On the contrary, life is a domain which sgsses a wealth of
being-open Qffenseing of which the human world may know nothing at
all (FCM, 255; trans. modified).

It remains the case then, beyond what is yet one lmrathropocentric mirror—beyond,
that is, this “fact” which compels Heidegger to sylate—, that this necessarily
destructive observing with and to which the animsasacrificed nonetheless reserves
for nonhuman animals, on the far side of the abysgaure, the possibility of an
unknown and unknowing being-open which remainsedlifferently thought. Indeed,
it is with this in mind that | now turn to Nietzsghand in particular to the inseparable,

nonanthropocentric notions sénseandmemory
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ll. Fables without Origin: Animals in the World

As we have seen then, it is indeed the case thidebger, as Derrida suggests, never
seriously envisages the possibility of Mitsein with” the nonhuman animal—a
remark which, | have argued, applies equally well Blanchot. By turning to
Nietzsche, however, a turning which retains thesegrof both circle and dialogue, we
are able to gain a glimpse of what it might meathtok the multiple ways of being-
animal andthe destructive observaticqigether rather than as mutually exclusive
conditions® Such a thinking together, however, requires thatdeaths of nonhuman
animals no longer be effaced. Instead, it beconez®gssary to engage in thinking
encounters shared between animals necessarily rthiowthe world in and of
language

This is not to suggest, however, a (slightly oratjsg more inclusive, yet
nevertheless homogeneous, category of beings. Awmgh sdelimitation would
necessarily remain dependent upon that which ituebes, and would, as a result,
already be undone by the nonlocalisable momentsdiracture or fault-line. In fact,
the opposite is the case. Just as it is not pastbéfface the threshold of nonhuman-
human difference by “simply” placing (and thus exthg) animals as “before” the
taking place of language according to some kindjerfetic, evolutionary timescale,
neither is it possible, any more than it is advisabo evade or to efface differences
betweenanimals, be they human and/or nonhuman, in tharghaf that very taking
place in and of language.

A “body,” as Heidegger argues, is never that whaabsequently encounters
the world but rather, in its attunedness that ésaétsential and constant laying claim of
sense, “is” a being-outside that singuldslydies In this, | will argueeveryso-called
body, whether it is “one” we commonly call “animadt “human” (or rather neither
and both), is abysmally situated in relation. Maep in being exposed together
across sense, meaning and world, it is only by ofathe essential indiscernability—
the “systematic madness”—of one to an other thdt"anight ever again come to be.

% The huge nonhuman animal population of Nietzscheyss, all those gnats, spiders and
worms, the entire bestiary that attends Zarathsstirader-going, the birds that soar above and
the blond beast that stalks throughout, has ind@reequally huge variety of interpretations.
Notable examples include Heidegger’'s reading ofrdfaustra’s Animals” inNietzschell,
Margot Norris Beasts of the Modern Imagination: Darwin, NietzscKafka, Ernst, and
Lawrence (1985); Vanessa Lemmnlietzsche’s AnimaPhilosophy (2009); and Christa D.
Acampora & Ralph Acampora, eds.Nietzschean Bestiary: Becoming Animal BeyondIBoci
and Brutal(2004).
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Curative blinding

Moving through the differences and similaritiestbé relation between animal and
human being in Nietzsche’s well-known but vertigisty productive 1873 essay, “On
Truth and Lie in the Extra-Moral SenseUder Wahrheit und Lige im
aussermoralischen Sinfie(henceforth cited aslTL), we soon discover that, like
Blanchot, Nietzsche calls “image” that originarydetting which marks the having
taken-place of language. Nietzsche’'s “image,” haavev is explicitly
nonanthropocentric, in that “language” must be unadedthere as incorporating all
production ofsenseThe notion of language, that is to say, musttiergled to include
the tropological functioning of perception and affectiohhe movement of sensation
is, in other words, a transferenoe, better, atranslation [Ubertragung within a
nomecessary—i.e., creative or aesthetic—relationship.

“To begin with,” writes Nietzsche, “a nerve stimsluis transferred
[Ubertragef into an image Bild]” (82). In this, and right at the beginning, Nisthe
thus makes clear that “image” refers neither salelgumanperception nor solely to
visual perception. Rather, any and all perception anécttin, any filtering of
information whatsoever, is already a produced imdgat is, always #ranslation®
Such is the image that “is” the touch of the sumésmth, that “is” the smell of honey,
or that “is” the sound of thunder, and so on. Gitleat any such moment or movement
of translation necessitates awverleaping [Uberspringeh from one sphere into a
second, absolutely heterogeneous sphere, everyeinsmgherefore a “perceptual
metaphor[die anschaulicheMetaphern],” image being theehicle of the stimuli’'s
tenor.

More than this, however, the inescapability of tthiscontinuity of domains
makes every perceptual metaphor necessarily inatieqta stammeringtranslation
into a completely foreign tongue” (86). The imaggin other words, a deciphering and
at once a ciphering which cannot help but truncatetilate, and make monstrous.
Nothing less than a material laying claimandas which a body comes to be, the
sense-image is thus a vehicle ever lost to an tena@msmission, taissemination

%1 In this context, see also Jakob von UexkiifForay into the Worlds of Animals and Humans
with A Theory of Meanindgrans. Joseph D. O’Neil (Minneapolis & London: Usisity of
Minnesota Press, 2010), 17
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At once then, living beings possess only discomtirsumetaphorsf physical
responses, responses which themselves mark thegtplkace of material encounters.
Hence, in coming tbe only in andasa metaphorical vehicle always radically divided
from the originary being-with of an encounter, arxc@unter which can neither be
perceived nor known nor re-presented, it thus vadldhat the Kantian “thing in itself,”
described by Nietzsche as “what the pure truthrtapam any of its consequences,
would be” (82), is necessarily an illusidhEvery image then, every sense by which
being is outside itself, is thus not only a metapbat also always already abuseof
metaphor in that its analogy remains necessardgmplete. For Nietzsche therefore,
language in its broadest sense is the operatioatathresis®

Never in a relation to or of truth, the sense-imegtherefore, and “at most,”
“an aestheticrelation or dispositiondin asthetisches Verhaln(86). As well as
deconstructing the Platonic distinction between #emsible gistheton] and the
intelligible [noéton], such aesthetic relating that is the productibrsense is never,
given the impossibility of independently existingtiges, that of a subject-object
relation. Furthermore, given that this being-digabsutside that is to be attuned to a
condition is the aesthetfmroductionof sense, it follows that that which appears to us
simply as “our” body, that is, the senska body, as well as the sensethe self, of
self-awareness, is necessarily founded upoa jamori infolding of the outside which
already interrupts any such delimitation.

In other words, every passion, being a moment aogdement of translation,
is thus at once an act of interpretation, justv@syeaction is at once dependent upon a
passive infolding of externality. The ek-static guation of sense is thus irreducible to
the modern Cartesian notion of egological “consemmass” and at once divested of
both anthropocentric and organismic restrictiorefg\nonhuman animal too is first of

% See als®n the Genealogy of Morals13.

% 0On metaphor in Nietzsche, important texts incl8deah Kofman’s now canonicietzsche
and Metaphor(1972); Philippe Lacoue-Labarth€he Subject of Philosophfd979); and
Andrzej Warminski's “Prefatory Postscript: Interfaion and Reading” irReadings in
Interpretation: Hoélderlin, Hegel, Heideggdi987). For texts which take “On Truth and Lie”
as their focus, see also Paul de Man “Rhetoric afpé@s (Nietzsche)” irAllegories of
Reading: Figural Language in Rousseau, NietzschidkeR and Proust (1979) and
“Anthropomorphism and Trope in the Lyric” iThe Rhetoric of Romanticisr(i984);
Warminski “Towards a Fabulous Reading: Nietzsch@is Truth and Lie in the Extra-Moral
Sense™ (1991); and Jean-Luc Nancy “Our Probityh Oruth in the Moral Sense in
Nietzsche” (1983). Finally, it is necessary to im# here Jacques Derrida’'s “White
Mythology” in Margins of Philosophy1972) which, while reading “On Truth and Lie” only
indirectly, as Warminski points out, it neverthale®mains one of its most far-reaching
readings.
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all being outside itself, and thus it necessaonlofvs, and as Nietzsche insists, thht
animals come to their senses only in and as metapberceptions.

Furthermore, in focussing on tt®pology of sense, and hence of a technics
at and as the origin of life in contrast to both biologisrmda vitalism, the self-
proclaimed last of the Stoics (meaning that hemrrtefdhere can be no more)
irredemiably fractures any secure distinction betwvthe “natural” and the “artificial.”
Rather, Nietzsche discloses the dark machinatibqwer that blind us to even the
most transparent perception. In describing the mmavet of translation ifhe Birth of
Tragedy(1872), Nietzsche writes of a kind of inverse bingdin which “the bright
image projections [are] ... as it were, luminous sput cure eyes damaged by the
gruesome night” (67). In this way, he gives ushiok ourselvesavant la lettre in the
sightlessness of Heidegger's captivated animalengisdly blind when faced with
beings we can never apprehend as sWdhreover, in following the traces of
Nietzsche’s text it soon becomes clear that argngit at continuing to draw such a
bold (Aristotelian, Cartesian and Heideggerian)idihg line between an “animal”
reaction and a “human” response is ultimately uabéet”

This blinding, deafening, benumbing production @&rgeptual metaphors
necessarily places “us"™—i.e., “us” beings that s$tate stimuli into images—always
already “in” language. We are, in and as the temsénd thus in and as existence
itsel—already in and adrope inhabiting and being-inhabited by machines for
generating meaning. In this, every living beinghimoman or human, neither or both,
is asubject “a nonexistence” into whose emptiness, to parg@mMichel Foucault,
comes the unending outpouring of langu&ye.

Obviously, such practices of sense-productionrarte or not only, language
in the narrow sense of the written and spoken widdt. is it the case, as we will see,
that the image is a necessarily intermediate staggmveen nerve stimulus and
intelligible word-concept. It is not the case, timtto say, that the image mot yet

% Also seeThe Gay Scienceég333.Derrida seeks throughout his writings to deconstthis
traditional distinction which, from Aristotle onwas, has been employed to reduce “animality”
to a mechanical instinct in opposition to which theuld-be autonomous human response can
thence be constituted. Thus animals are positéoc&ed within an environment within which
they are instinctively conditioned to read, yethwitit ever responding to beings beings.
Condemned in this way to perception without cognitinonhuman animals are therefore
excluded as beings without language. In this cdritex see Bruno Latour’s deconstruction of
the division between facts and values correspontlinghe modernist Constitution which
renders incommensurable the houses of (honhumayéNand (human) Culture in “A New
Separation of Powers” iRolitics of Nature91-127.

% Michel FoucaulEssential Workg&: Aesthetics148.
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“language proper,” lacking only its teleologicalfiiment.*® As a result, and without
denying differences, Nietzsche neither places ‘#mémal” in a median position
between non-life (entities which do not translatensli into imagery) and being-
human (or being-Dasein), nor does he mark out drifioa an exclusion predicated
upon their death or overcoming which would therefprohibit the possibility of an
animal-humarMitsein

Eccum sig absolutely

Despite Heidegger's refusal of language as suchndohuman animals, it is
nevertheless here, in terms of the metaphoricahge;’ that his writings and, after
him, those of Jacques Derrida, enable us to baetiderstand what is at stake in its
disposition. For Nietzsche, as we have seen, tlagenis a truncated translation of a
response marking a material encounter. The imagertémarks every perception is
thus always an inadequate interpretatdm relation. Given this, and as will become
increasingly clear, it can only be that the expe&which Nietzsche calls the “first”
image—a “unique and entirely individual originalpexience” which, being “without
equals,” is thus “able to elude all classificatidiiL, 83, 84-5)—is the perception of a
singularity. Never a sensef the impossible thing-in-itself, the experiencettisathe
“first” image is the perception of beings such the “entirely individual original
experience” that is thenmediate perception dhis uniquely situated relation of being.
The “as” of “as such” here marks the excessive drstontinuous transport of
metaphor, the discontinuous aesthetic (non)relatt@ remarks our exposursuch
that it is onlyasit is.

In other words, theas such“is” the moment and movement of language
“itself”: the posit(ion)ing being and being positt)ed of and in language. [fhe
Coming Community1990), Giorgio Agamben describes the event of dargy as
follows:

I am neverthis or that [substance], but alwaysuch thus Eccum sic
absolutely. Not possession but limit, not presufijmos but exposure. ...
Whereas real predicates express relationshipsmifimguage, exposure is

% Hence it is in no way an attempt to attribute éegrofhumanlanguage tanonhuman
animals, which would be to reiterate precisely kivel of calculated hierarchical thinking in
which, given that the criteria is “which animal® dhe most human?,” the human will always
come out on top, followed by a descending scalgafnan) value. It is just such a thinking to
which Donna Haraway ultimately falls preyWhen Species Meeaff. 238.
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pure relationship with language itself, with itkitey-place. It is what

happens to something (or more precisely, to thimgaglace of something)

by the very fact of being in relation to languatee fact of being-called

[into language]. ... Existence as exposure is thedgsas of asuch ... The

suchdoes not presuppose thg it exposes it, it is its taking-place. ... The

as does not suppose tiseich it is its exposure, its being pure exteriority

(97-8).
In order to better understand this notion of thestf image as the possibility of
immediate perception as such, it is necessaryad ne Nietzsche’s text a grammar
marked not by the will, but by a primordial passivivhich contaminates all activity.
In this, the unique, individual and original retatithat is the singularity of the as such
“is” the taking placeof language. A taking place which is, as we sawhwhe
apprehension of the closed or the earth in Heidegige singular laying claim of blunt

materiality which withdraws in the relation thas™ibeing as such.

This “original” relation, however, can never perceivedas such, that is, it
can never be the translative production of an imagsofar as it is precisely this
immediate relation which must escape in the traioslanto the discontinuous domain
that is its interpretation, itsense The X of the original individual “acquaintance”
always remains, as Nietzsche writes, “inaccessiblé undefinable for us” (83). In
short, the image that is to perceive can only ewark the escape of the originary
individual relation as such in its being-sensea, titanslation havinglways already
taken placef andin language”’

The word or concept “language” presents somethih@ @roblem here,
however. Inevitably carrying its burdensome antbogmtric history before it, it tends
unwittingly to limit its recall to the verbal, anthus to an exceptionalism which
language here serves to put out of the questioer. gétrified anthropo-logic that
inheres in the term “language,” in other wordsgedi thesenseof nonhuman animals.
For this reason, | suggest that the originary i@tabf being as such is perhaps better
understood simply as that in which the transfes@&fisecan take place. In this, the
open that “is” being as such is precisely thking place of the encounter skense
which escapes in its necessary translation, a mbameha movement which, in and as

perception, has always alreatigken place. Here, “sense” is chosen insofar as it

3" On the unsublatable excess of the always already rhore “example of example” that
disarticulates Hegel's reading of sense-certaisge Andrzej Warminski's “Reading for
Example: ‘Sense-Certainty’ in HegePhenomenology of Spititn Diacritics 11 (1981), 83-
96.
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retains, across the discrete domains of translat@nked bysensand Sinn its
irreducibility to either the sensible or the inigible. Rather, each always invests the
other: entangled (common and uncommon) sense argibgity, meanings without
sense and sense without meanBgnsdLe senkis thus, as Jean-Luc Nancy writes,

the element in which there can bsignifications, interpretations,
representations ... it is the regime of their prestorn, and it is the limit of
their senseden$ ... Our world is a world presented as a world ofisse

[monde de sehsbefore and beyond any constituted meanisgng

constitué (L’oubli de la philosophig90-1).

Sensehus carries an imbrication of the material arel semiotic that always exceeds
any reduction to the words spoken by human aniadalse. The taking place of sense
is at once the openingf andas language, and an openitg a necessary movement
which, in the proximal distancing of the “as,” ialt$ technicityas and at the origin of
sense. It is this, as we shall see, which rendetsnable any further recourse to the
myth of a *“natural” pathic (and telepathic) animadbmmunication, and which
ultimately renders unacceptable the murderous adgodf the undying animal.

Zoogenesis (1): the whir of technological being

Translation having always already taken place, ti@sessary falling away into the
metaphoricity of sense—a fall which is also a stirfg, a coming to one’s senses and
thence to one’s “self"—thus gives us to understanthaving” of the “as”-structure
common to all perception, rather than being theluskee property of the Dasein.
Metaphor being, by definition, the taking of some¢gassomething else.

The “first” image to which Nietzsche draws our atien, the sensef this
singular being as such, must thus be read as thengdo be that is theemarking of
the taking place of the “as” which has always alyeascaped. Here, it is necessary to
understand that such numerical markings as emplbyddietzsche argrammatical
and not genetit® The “original, unique and individual experiencs” in other words,
that alien, uncanny transport that gives a beingpprehend the wonder that beings

% By contrast, Vanessa LemmNietzsche’s Animal Philosoplgads Nietzsche’s ordinals as
genetic, rather than grammatical. Such a readirayeker, necessitates the erroneous
reduction of Nietzsche’s notion of memory, whichexglicitly extends to all living beings (as
further evidenced by the following footnote, whishalso cited by Lemm), to that bfiman
memory alone (and which is thus “inseparable,” agiog to Lemm, from the “transposition
(Ubertragung of an intuited metaphor intoveord’ (135, emphasis added).
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are in the blunt materiality of their withdrawal. Such azoogenesisin which the
attunement of Heidegger’s “profound boredom”—a semsly of the reserve of being
as such in the withdrawal of sense, that is, ofdpeionsidered in its being that is the
defining movement of philosophy—is one shared pidéy by every being.

Moreover, as the condition of possibility for theyasal generalisation of the
image, this sense of that which escapes is nedgsagpure performative: referring
only to itself and thus to its fantastic maskingtloé abyss. This follows necessarily
from the fact that, for any translation-perceptiorfmake sense,” that is to say, for an
image to be apprehended or, bettecognisedas an image, it must, upon its “first”
appearance, always already be repeated. A repetitioreover, which thus differently
divides its indivisible essence in a double moveinwnprotention and retention. In
this, the necessary iterability of a recognisedssen‘an idealisation that permits one
identify it as the same throughout possible repeist’ (Derrida Spectres 200)—at
once marks a sense of ttmmporal with “sense of time” being understood as the
multiplicity of local economies which constituteetttime of sense.”

Thus, what for Nietzsche is the metaphoricity ohsge is perhaps better
understood as thee-cognition of sensé‘cognition,” the process of knowing in the
broadest sense, here serving to recall the tropm@bghovement by which sense is
produced a production which the recursive prefix remarksalieady aeproduction.

In summary then, the singular encourgsrsuchs such that always already escapes in
the necessary re-cognition of the perceptual metagdimage, that is, in the sense of
sensationas sensation—the sense that is tropologically produeeg@erception and
affection.

Following from this, recognition in and as imagerdfore presupposes its
siting within a co-originary structure of differeait relations, insofar as an image
necessarily “means” only in and as its differenicerécognise the image of redness,
for example, is always already to recognise nohesd). In presupposing a
multiplicity of countersignatures, in other wordsgcognition is thus always already a
repetition that is a falling into temporality, arad once what Heidegger calls a
“destructive observation.” This is because, inbigsng reiterated, an image is always
already becoming “sedimented,” in that perceptiarstmecessarily ignore differences
between singularities in order tecognise an imagasan image, tsecognise sensas
sense. A recognition which, as Nietzsche tells insequating by forgetting or
“omitting the aspects in which they are unequdil,(83), marks its movement as
already an habitual and conventional perceptugborese. Thus, thestammerof
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recognition dissimulateshat it shows andhat it shows—is, in a wordwriting, and
thus a senggraphy.

All of this leads us to the conclusion that thea@ be no recognitioas such
Insofar as thaiving (of the)as suchto recognition is already a calculation, there can
thus beno recognition of recognition as syamo sense of theeproductionof sense,
and thus no absolute distinction between the skenai the intelligible. That it gives
IS given up in the recognition of its been givemjah is at once the giving of finitude,
of death. In evergensehen, that which is encountered is defaced asohee defaces
that which encounters, its destructive observateproduced behind our backs, so to
speak. A machinic rumbling both before and beyandow becomes clear why Avital
Ronell describes “boredom”—that profound zoogenepierator—as an “affect closest
to the isolated whir of technological being’est Drive 232). Differentially sited and
cited, perception is thus always already apperceptionciig nonetheless irreducible
to cogitating activity

Here then, we have two distinct but indissocialilessof non-sense. On the
one hand, there is the necessary withdrawal ofgbagsuch that is the condition of
possibility for the production of sense (tteking place of language). On the other,
there are the singular differences of a given pg#ioe which are necessarily and
violently effaced in its recognition (language ajwalready havingaken placg We
can see, in other words, only because we are ltand hear and feel only because we
are deaf and unfeeling. This distinction is extrym@portant, in that it is the former
which retains the potential to interrupt the Iatt@end is central to my thinking in the
next chapter.

For the moment, however, it is necessary only te tioat it is theterability
of the image which, in its having taken place (apaalways already situates beings in
and as language. It is iterability, in other worddyich “lets the traces continue to
function in the absence of the general context ames elements of the context”
(Derrida “Strange Institution,” 64). Futhermore, it iterability which ensures the
reproduction ofnaterialisation Heidegger, as we saw earlier, introduces theonaif
bodying[dasLeibendé which refers not to physical bodies, but to thproducing or
performing of material form in an as which “what wa&l the body” comes to appear
(Nietzsche 111:79). As | suggested, this materialisation i thutting to work of a
machinery of materiality through which a contoureproduced—a contour and thus a
distinction which is, | should now add, already thmscribing of dimit.

Finally, it is only in and as the habitual effacemef difference, that is,
through the idealisation of iterability by whichstoricity is constituted, thdteingsare
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able tobe As Nietzsche insists, it is only “the petrifiaati and coagulation of a mass
of images” which produce the relatively stable eaiial elements which allow a body
(or, better, éodied, whether “human” or “animal,” to “live with anypose, security,
and consistency”T(L, 86). This is because, insofar as the recognitiban image
presupposes its positing within a differential tiela of images, that is, within
contingent machines for generating meaning, theorneéty-sedimented that is the
image isat oncethe becoming-sedimented of reiterated combinat@fnsomponent
images (or component combinations thereof) in apterrhizomatic networR®

In summary then, an image, the tropological malsegse of sense, is a
singularly situated contraction of reiterated hadilit sense-components within a
relational structure. Such metonymies consist oftditarian and conventional
selection or cutting out, that is, an habiturdérpretationof meaning, according to its
use within dominant social relations. Sense, &salt, presupposes relations of power.

Politics of sense

Making sense, in other words, is already politicailles Deleuze and Félix Guattari
make this clear in their gloss on the notion ofnggn—a notion which, understood in
the context of this text, can never belong excklgivo the human, and which will be
further developed when | turn to Nietzsche’s déifomi of truth:

We pick out a quality supposedly common to sevelgects that we
perceive, and an affection supposedly common t@raésubjects who
experience it and who, along with us, grasp thalityu Opinion is the rule
of the correspondance of one to the other. ... itaex$ an abstract quality
from perception and a general power from affection:this sense all
opinion is already political (Deleuze and GuatW&hat is Philosophy244-
5).

How being, anda being, makessense can thus be considered sociopolitical. i) th
moreover, themonsensing of singular differences of an encountest, i much as its

¥ Thus Nietzsche writes that “The whole organic waslthe weaving together of beings, each
with their little imaginary world around themselvdkeir force, their lust, their habits are
found in their experiences, projected as theiside world The ability Fahigkeii for creation
(formation, invention, imagination) is their fundamal capacity: of themselves, these beings
have, of course, likewise only an erroneous, imaginsimplified representation. ‘A being
with the habit of ordering in dreaming’—that is igilg being. Immense amounts of such
habits have finally become so solid, tispiecieslive in accordance with these orders” (cit.
Lemm, 25).
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habitually recognised sense, constitutes an ap@asive reproduction of power and of
power’s limits, that is, of the production and meguction of norms.

The recognised image is therefore already what wghtncall an “image-
concept.” This is because, as Nietzsche says, iafteas been generated millions of
times and has been handed down for many generatiotsacquires at last the same
meaning ... it would have if it were the sole necesgsaage and if the relationship ...
were a strictly causal oneTL, 87). It is just such an habitual regulation ofgking
sense” which, as Nietzsche is at pains to poinf otders human and nonhuman
animals alike.

For all such beings then, tropes are necessarighimes of calculation and
repetition that, beyond and before any “I,” habliarder the sense of the world. It is,
in Heideggerian terms, that of being-thrown andirfglinto the everyday, intdoxa
Hence, in being always outside ourselves—and totherwise would constitute an
eternal present—every active-passive recognitioat tls “to sense” presupposes
bounded and bonded structures of meaning, preseppaschives and relays,
backloads and rhizomatic connections. It presuppaseshort, the machinic operation
of power. Always both inter- and intra-action, “nvadk sense” is, in other words, an
interpretative act of passion at once both singatat habitual, and inhabited by power
that informs and conforms all knowing.

The “having,” in the sense of its having alwagkenplace of the perceptual
metaphor is thus to be already excluded from theique and entirely individual
original experience” of theuchthat it is onlyasit is. Hence, the tropology of sense is
not substitution but ratherconstitution of being: an aesthetic relation without relation
as the result of an exclusion from which nonhumammals canot therefore be
excluded.

On the one side (of a line that can in fact no &rge drawn), it is undeniable
that nonhuman animals are able to live sociallyhwitepose, security, and
consistency,” and yet such repose cany be granted by iterability. Hence, if one
accepts that nonhuman animals are, as a resuédgifith response and thus respond-
able and responsive, then being-exposed in an ateropresupposes asymmetrical
relations that cannot be determined in advanceth®rother, if human hubris insists
upon downgrading nonhuman response-ability to “igérmstinctive reactions to
sedimented perceptions, must one not also redseimuch-vaunted human response
rather the captivation within the disinhibiting girof the destructive conventional
reaction? As Derrida writes, “what would ever digtiish the response, in its total
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purity, the so-called free and responsible respofreen a reaction to a complex
system of stimuli? And what, after all, is a civat?” (The Animal53-4).

This response-reaction dichotomy has a long angtilbus philosophical
history, but for the moment it is sufficient to g&® towards just one consequence of
its ongoing deconstruction, one requiring a vast painstaking analysis to unpack. To
no longer be able to posit nonhuman animals agiveamechanisms is necessarily to
refuse the “premeditation” that determines a resfb@®, that is, a guiltpubjectand
which grounds humanist-juridical discourse. If aaisnrespond, or humans react, then
the “responsible” intentional subject before the ldecomes indeterminable. One can
thus understand the considerable significance tades its maintenance, as well as
the centrality of the nonhuman animal to its ongaleconstruction.

The truths of men

It remains to ask Nietzsche, however, as todifference if any, between human and
nonhuman metaphoricity of sense, and the predoriyndmuman sense overbal
languagé’® For Nietzsche there is indeed a difference betvgem” and “animals™:
that of the mark ofmarking out of excluding and externalising “the animal” upon
which man depends in the production of the prophreit empty, concept of “Man”
itself.

As we have seen, nonhuman animals cannot be extludm the iterated
image that is its metaphorical displacement fromath suchand, as a result, from the
coagulated mass of images and combinations. Suagesnand combinations permit
not only repose and security, however, but alsgtigting of sociopolitical castes and
degrees, that is, of subordinations and clearlykethiboundaries. Nevertheless, this
would seem to be exactly how Nietzsche describaswhich marks out the nonhuman
from the human animal: “Everything which distingues man from the animals
depends upon this ability to volatilise perceptotaphors in a schema, and thus to
dissolve an image into a concepTL( 84). It is such schemata, he continues, which
then allow “the construction of a pyramidal ordec@ding to castes and degrees, the
creation of a new world of laws, privileges, subpations, and clearly marked
boundaries ... the regulative and imperative worl)( Reading this section more

01t should be noted that even the distinction oérbal” language alleged to be uniquely
human is increasingly being erased, resulting mumber of dramatic u-turns among eminent
linguists such as Noam Chomsky.
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closely, however, in the hope of chasing down tiffier@nce which situates a man’s

mode of translation as different to that of an aljrone discovers this difference does
notin fact consist of man’s having tisrd, and thus the concept, but, quite simply, in
man’s having ofruth.

At first sight, such a division appears to unambiggly reiterate the long
familiar metaphysical gesture which allocates, ando doing defines, man and man
alone as the site of teleological reason. Thish@yever, impossible according to
Nietzsche’s logic for several reasons. To begimwit that the word “is not supposed
to serve as a reminder of the unique and entimadividual original experience to
which it owes its origin” (83), the word is theredoalready a wordonceptand thus
excluded from the singular “truth” of being as sugls with the image, the word is
rather the site of an habitual recognitittrat ignores difference in order to let “the
traces continue to function in the absence of #reetal context.”

Moreover, within the bonded structures of meanimighin the machinery of
habitual recognition inhabited by power, word-cqrtseare inseparably entangled with
image-concepts, the latter composing the overwhgmiajority of a human animal’s
tropological functioning of perception and affectiorhink, for example, of kinesic
and paralinguistic communications such as expressame of voice, movement and
stillness, respiration, muscle tensity, even palsgg—all of which, in that they are
iterable and/or are read as such, function at theverbal “animal” level of the
Nietzschean image and which are, in the main, ucdyde to the conscious Cartesian
“l.” This strongly argues against the claim thairtain language in the narrow sense
evolved to replace crude so-called “animal” languag that, if indeed this were the
case, then the evolving of this new, more efficier@thod would have resulted in the
decay and disuse of “animal” language among hurffans.

Given this, the “second stage” which for Nietzscharks out the human—
and again, it should be clear that the ordinaloielg a grammaticalmarker, and at
once a mark of grammar’s “unconscious dominatlbritloes not therefore bear the
mark of a teleological progression. Rather, it mustthought of asnother wayor
anothermodeof inhabiting and being-inhabited by generativeidures of meaning.

“! Indeed, it can be argued that verbal language ssees to distract from, or mask, kinesic
and paralinguistic dissemination, and can do sg batause it is consideralissefficient.
Emil Menzel has shown, for example, that not onlg ehimpanzees “masters of gestural
subtlety,” but also that the most dramaticdllynanoidof their gestures are made only “by the
most infantile and inexperienced animals"—the uksw/itich decreases as the young chimps
gain experience, and thus subtlety (No8eyond Boundariesl48). This is not to suggest,
however, that verbal distraction is a uniquely haortrait.

“2 NietzscheBeyond Good and Eyi§20.
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That is to say, being-human is simply beagvay of inhabiting the abyssal technicity
of languagewhich remains always discontinuous with the multip} of otherways of
being-animal, but which is nonetheless shared acroserlapping zones of
indecipherability or undecidability. One might tkihere of the recognised “meaning”
that is this encounter of an aspirated breathgk@mmple, or of a stillness. Hence, to
use an exemplary nonhuman from amongst Nietzscbefensive bestiary, while
being-gnat-in-the-world remains discontinuous te phurality of ways of being-tiger,
being-bird, or being-plant (or rather, beitigs “tiger,” this “bird,” or this “plant”),
there is nevertheless mmtological difference dividing living-beings-in-the-world, no
difference inessencdetween “the human” and “the animal”’ as thereirsHeidegger.
“[1]f we could communicate with the gnat,” writesétizsche, “we would learn that he
likewise ... feels the flying center of the universighin himself” (TL, 79).

Being dis-placed in metaphor, there can “be” ordyrespondence without
correspondence, relating without relatiortoarespondingvhich necessarily interrupts
every essence, which disrupts every sovereign Bedite can “be” no taking place, but
only and ever—and which is neither “only” nor foeev-an already taken place and an
always not yet taken place: no presence but ordyeaer difference and deferral. As a
result, living beings “ek-sist” in a relation withbrelation that can never be “natural.”
Hence, following Nietzsche’s logic and at once mgvbeyond it, “natural,” whether
considered as a concept or a word, as a signifiarsignified or a referent, necessarily
finds itself transformed into its opposite, intonrsgthing fantastical, some fantastic
thing which is not a thing, whidis, andis nothing*

For this reason, and contrary to the thought ot btgidegger and Blanchot, it
necessarily follows that nonhuman animals, bothilaitg and differently to man,
apprehenda world. Rather than a “natural,” or rathsupenatural, unmediated
“animal” communication, there is the rapid dissestion of sense across large groups
of living beings, be they human, nonhuman, or bemd neither. By contrast, in its
fabulous effacement of dissemination upon which ld«ne “animal” telepathy is
constituted, the myth of “nature” serves only tprogluce an all too humanist ideology
of the undying animal.

43 At times, however, Nietzsche suggests that antgepesis “takes place” only when man
(who is not yet “Man”) banishes “the most flagrdb@lum omni contra omngsvar of each
against all]” in order to live sociallyT(, 81). In this, Nietzsche in fact falls foul of thature-
culture dichotomy which his own text is in the pges of rendering inoperative. As Donna
Haraway acutely remarks, ‘[tlhe naturalistic fallags the mirror-image misstep to
transcendental humanisnWhen Species Meé).
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More than even this, however, not only can theradouman exceptionalism
on the basis of language and world, nor is it giesias Nietzsche’s philosopher-gnat
would tell us, even to justify an anthropologipalilege

the insect or the bird perceives an entirely dé#ferworld from the one that
man does, and that the question of which of thesegptions of the world
Is the more correct one is quite meaningless, H would have to have
been decided previously in accordance with thesmoih of thecorrect
perception which means, in accordance with a criterion whishnhot
available But it any case it seems to me that “the corpesteption”—
which would mean “the adequate expression of aaabl the subject”—
is a contradictory impossibility (86.

The word-concept then, is another way of beingainglage, and thus of being in
difference, but it is neither prior nor subsequemt neither before nor above, nor
(spatially or temporally)further than, as we shall see, any other translative dis-
placement. And even here too the question, anchdmhuman animal, remains. In
reiterated giving voice, in the call calling foresponse, in declaration and in warning,
but also in the gesture of a paw or claw, do notage animals “name” or “sign” an
image recognised, and thus shared, by an other?

It is clear that we have not yet located the “ttwtthich marks the human out
from other animals. Both the word and the image rageessarily dissimulations,
habitual formations which, in permitting repose aedurity to human and nonhuman
animals alike, allow us to live and work togethdrat is, to “lie with the herd.”
Nevertheless, it is exactly here that the diffeeene found, albeit without being
founded, in that it i®nly man who invents—

a uniformly valid and binding designation ... forrigs,and this legislation
of language likewise establishes the first lawdroth. For the contrast
between truth and lie arises here for the firstdiffihe liar is a person who
uses the valid designations, the words, in ordenake something which is
unreal appear to be real. ... He misuses fixed cdioren by means of
arbitrary substitutions or even reversals of nariidge does this in a selfish
and moreover harmful manner, society will ceasdrist him and will
thereby exclude him (81, emphasis added).

“Truths” are thus habitual duties “which societypioses in order to exist,” to wit “to
be truthful means to employ the usual metaphord).(& is thus only from these

“**|In the same way, the “language” of animals putsofuhe question exactly which form of
language—alphabetic, pictorial, ideographic—is there abstract, the more mimetic and so
on.
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necessary habits that there “arises a moral impulssgard to truth” (84), and it this
which marks the difference. Only with the appeaeanicamoral impulse to truth, and
thus of the moral exclusion of the lie, does “mappear, and as different from the
nonhuman animal. Whereas a nonhuman animal maye'matkething which is unreal
appear to be real,” may misuse fixed conventiormsparhaps be socially ostracised as
a result, he or she cannot, however, lie inmmoral (or indeed, moral) sense, but
only in anextramoral [aussermoralischdrsense.

The truths of men are, in short, “illusions whicke vwave forgotten are
illusions” (84), in that dissimulation is the cohdn of possibility for reason itself.
Upon the abyss, “rational man” thus legislates,unéversalises and, in so doing,
constructs “values”—values which exclude and desmnwhich serve only to mark
out. For Nietzsche then, the difference betweendmand nonhuman animals is the
difference betweenthe Law and making sensebetweenthe reactive legislation of
(ilusory) moral truthandthe aesthetic constitution of meaning.

Being-animal is thus to be exposed within boundedctires generative of
meaning, and yet without (or before) the Law incaillle sense: that of the sovereign
who is not subjecto the Law but who, precisely because she is notcagrased
subjectof Law, finds herself nevertheless utterly subjeéfe8l.nonhuman animal, in
other words, stands before the Law not like Fraatkk&s man from the country, but
rather as a prisoner-supplicant of Kafka’'s pen#brmp who must learn man’s law by
her wounds, by its being written over and into bedy?® Thus, given that “man” is
nothing but the appearance of the lie within thecept of truth, it is not simply truths
that are illusions, but also the phallogocentripesiority of “Man” himself. Lacking
any foundation, man necessarily builds his edibEeoncepts only “from himself,”
thus constructing a world “more solid, more uniegretter known, and more human
than the immediately perceived worldTL, 84). Man’s truths, in other words, are
“thoroughly anthropomorphic,” and thus can never“teally and universally valid
apart from man” (85).

“5 0On this double sense of “outlaw,” see Derfldtee Beast and the Soverei@®08).

8 For Kafka, the Law, inscribing innumerable yetigtihguishable deaths between which the
“ignorant onlooker would see no difference,” rensaindecipherable to the end, and whose
monument is a death-machine that can no longerabetained (“In the Penal Colony,” 170).
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Zoogenesis (2): encountering thBlbermensch

It remains to be seen, however, as to what thisiormgean for Nietzsche’s philosophy.
Given that nonhuman animals similarly require arvéintive intermediate sphere and
mediating force” (86), they are necessarnly closerto theimmediate perception of
this uniquely situated relation of being, no more “orayy” than the rational man with
his moral schema. As a consequence, Nietzsche m® lmgeans advocating a “return”
to some kind of preverbal, quasi-natural states Tould be to advocate a movement
which is both impossible, insofar “the human” takglece only in and as the
legislation of “truth,” and nonsensical, insofar iasvould be to move only from a
cooler lie to a fiery lie, both of which relate grtb one another and which are always
“equally” displaced from the unique, individual awdiginal relation(although no
calculation, of course, could ever meastinés incommensurable proximity and
distance of equality). In that one absolutely digswous vehicle can be no more
truthful than a second, and thus there can bgisgmentsof absolute truth and value,
there remains, in short, difference ¢hiférancg without privilege.

It is thus clear that what Nietzsche seeks is natimaple inversion of
exceptionalism which rather valorises the animarahe human, and which would
thus only serve to reinscribe the human-animalsthwvi. Rather, and this is absolutely
central, what Nietzsche’s text gives us to think iway of being (human) with others
who do not share our language, who are neitheraBoaror Heideggerian reflections
of ourselves, but are rather those others with wleorwith which neither consensus
nor essential disclosure is possible.

Every interpretation, that is, evelsenseis, as we have seen, always a
migrecognition, insofar as it entails the necessarp-megognition, and thus the
effacement, of the singular as such. Neverthelelse the tropological movement can
never be identical without ceasing to be intergi@ta neither can it ever leave that
which it interprets without ceasing to be its véhicThe reproduced sense must
remain, so to speak, alwaysuching (on) the sensing-sensed encounter. In other
words, it must, albeit at some immeasurably prokidistance, always beith, and in
this the effaced materiality as such always rem@insterrupt its habitual recognition.

However, when necessary habit petrifies into dogimi@, legislation, then,
rather than an encounter of bodies constitutednioh @& relation, a mis-recognition
comes tqoredeterminghe sense of an encounter. That is to say, theattant that is
being-exposed igmisrecognisedin the strong sense, insofar as one holds to a
recognised (sedimented) sense of the encopntarto that encounter, anaks suchthe
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encounter is essentially prevented from takingelhsee without having being seén,
touch without having been touched. Detached froat thhich gives itself to be
interpreted, interpretation ceases to be interpoetaand thus becomes Law. It is this
latter misrecognition which, according to Nietzsciethe mark of the human: the
falling always already into thieanscendental

The comparison with Hegel is instructive here. LiKeetzsche, Hegel too
argues that the concept “exists in the animal,” that only the human concept can
exist “in its fixed, independent freedom,” that &s a transcendental idéalThe
difference, however, lies in the fact that, for kgt is precisely the@nimal who is
necessarily “sick” and “anxious” as a result. Asoaa to this, however, and following
the argument explored here, it should be noted “hétrecognition,” understood as
the predetermining and thus prevention of the eniawyis necessarily confined
neither to human or nonhuman egological consciassneor to human verbal
language. Indeed, to do so in the latter case weeitde only to reinstall a traditional
human-animal distinction based upon a properly hubsief in God.

The specific difference outlined by Nietzsche thén,that of the moral
legislation of truth common to human ways of beirggher than misrecognitioper
se although even here it is by no means possibleiloouta priori another way of
being thus “morally impulsive” amongst nonhuman say being. As Derrida points
out, “where there is transgenerational transmisdioere is law, and therefore crime
and peccability” Beast 106)2

It is in the face of this falling-surfacing of lamage that Nietzsche, whose
well-known assertion that to believe in grammastil to believe in God is one to
which we must never cease to respond, posits hismof recursiveartistic conduct
Such conduct is defined by the vigilance of anraifitive responseo the inartistic,
reactive violence of misrecognition. Such is that respoasand responsible way of
being-with which always again preserves the pod#sitof an uncanny zoogenetic
transport which gives (a) being to apprehend teatgsare in the blunt materiality of
their withdrawal, its chance and necessity preskerive the singularity of every
encounter.

Responsible conduct, in other words, affirms in fdkee of blind universals
that responsivéouching—being-touched which, exceeding the tram$estal, remains

“"In fact, it is possible to read Nietzsche’s engissay as a revaluing of this sentence from the
Encyclopedia of the Philosophical Sciences in @atland Critical Writings(cit. Benjamin
“What if the Other were an Animal?” 67).

8 A consideration of transgenerational nonhumarstrassion runs throughout this thesis, and
will take on a specific focus in the discussiorBefnard Stiegler in the final chapter.
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always to come. Such is a sense only of thidng placeof sense prior to its
recognition, which thus marks the opening of whattdséche describes as both a
“forbidden metaphor” and an “unheard-of relatiohe singularity that is the
Nietzschean individual does note, does noexist but rather “is” that which exceeds
every determinable form. It “is,” in short, that ish out-lives [Uberlebe*® Here,
Werner Hamacher's reading of the “over-" or “outramfin his “Disgregation of the
Will': Nietzsche on the Individual and Individualitis particularly illuminating, and
will be considered more fully when this notion betforbidden, unheard-of metaphor
is further explored in the next chapter. Rathentttzeing a social or psychic form of
human existence,” Hamacher notes acutely, “theviddal—exceeding type and
genus—is the announcement of fiber-mensch (159). Nietzsche'dibethuman, in
other words, is a call and a demand which, remgiminvays alreadyo come, thus
withdraws from all recognition and, as such, exseatispecular delimitation. In this,
it interrupts the staging of Heidegger’s fabuloasheopo-magical mirror in and as a
silent announcing which necessarily out-lives angl@sure of the properly “human®
Artistic conduct is thus a way of beingth-in-the-world. A conducting towards that
response which, in its having always already takéace, constitutes areative
forgetting of being in encountering the way which something comes to be that
which it is as such. “Invention,” as Nietzsche esit“beyond the limits of experience”
(“The Philosopher,” 53).

Being “clever beasts,” humansvented knowing and thusinvented the
division between humans and animals. Here then, we areneetuo the inescapable
destructiveness of any observation concerning noiamu animal existence, of a
“talking as if” in which the otheof nonhuman being is, in a stammering catachresis,
written over by way of all too human (pre)concepsit® Nothing, as Derrida says of
this or that animal, “can ever rob me of the cettaithat what we have here is an
existence which refuses to be conceptualiselddlle a tout conceit( The Animal9).
Here, | take Derrida’s ironic statement to meart thays of being are in themselves
the rebellious refuting of conceptualisation, inpgberable and undecidab$paces in
the putatively secure edifice of the certain world.

4 On Nietzsche’s notion dfberleben seeBeyond Good and Eysgections 210-212.

* |n addition to Hamacher on outliving Bsing-on (sur-vivre, see Jacques Derrida “Living
On” in Harold Bloom et alDeconstruction and CriticisiNew York: Continuum, 1979), 75-
176.

*! The emphasisedf is here being made to do double genitive dutyh mitbjective and
objective: the otheof nonhuman being that which both “belongs” to a nonan animal (in
relation to a human animal), and that which beiwydther nonhuman or human) always
already reproduces.
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Ways of being in language are such that they caarrge securely delimited,
but are rather ways of being disposed outside fiheguppose as their condition the
overlapping zones and jagged edges that reserveptiee of ethical response. Such
are the violent infolded encounters which, @¢onstituting newly-opened spaces
asymmetrically inhabited by power, are by defimtico deformed as to be
unrecognisable. While simple, remainderless “compation” remains impossible,
there nevertheless remains differentaays of being-with, that is, of being-together
primarily related in difference. To conduct one&fsn an artistic encounter is to be
open to the incalculable, to be exposed to thatkvbkceeds sensible recognition. It is,
in short, to say “Yes!” to the chance and necegHitijfe’s ever again. Not only is it to
be exposed to the creative withdrawal of beingua$ sit is, moreover, toejoicein the
encounter, as indeed Lewis Carroll’'s Gnat, thermelly cousin of Nietzsche’s gnat-
metaphysician, expects of Alice, from whom he asvaresponse

Conclusion

In a different direction then, upon a different Ipait thus becomes imperative to
disclose another way to give death, and to thengiwf dying, to animalsTo give
death to other animalsSuch is to give death as gift, the gift of anel ¢fiving that is the
shared finitude of living beings, a gift which remsgl impossible the monstrous hubris
of an unthinking utilisation and consumption of ishtsed—and thus doubly
disembodied—flesh and corpses. It is this gift4giviwhich Heidegger rejects out of
handin his excising of the “merely living” from livingeingas such?

Whereas finitude is the condition of possibility # thinking encounter, it is
finitude which is elided, that is, rendered imp@tdele, made nonsense, by armpriori
unthought “truth” which overwrites other bodies.cBus the paradoxical ellision which
calculates nonhuman animals as undying and, assult,rekillable. Against this,
Heidegger’'s exclusive corral must be interrupteal give this death is to bear witness,

to attest. It is to be always inadequately resp@ieto this death othis other animal.

°2.On the centrality of the hand for Heidegger's gbilphy, seaVhat is Called Thinking?
trans. J. Glenn Gray (New York: Perennial, 200450Asee Derrida’s 1985 critique of this
position in ‘Geschlechtll: Heidegger's Hand” in John Sallis (edDeconstruction and
Philosophy: The Texts of Jacques Derri@2hicago & London: The University of Chicago
Press, 1987), 161-196.
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Despite the secular salvation dreams of the Emighent's instrumental
experimental thinking, no animal (in the broadexsgible sense) can die in the place of
the other, and in this sense it is indeed the dagedying can be neither giveror
taken away. Nevertheless, as Derrida rightly issitis a “fact that it is only on the
basis of death, and in its name, thaing andtakingbecome possible’Gift of Death
44). This is a death which must necessarily passitin, in being exposed across, an
indissociably doubled abyss which confounds evetgrior-exterior and organic-
technological dichotomy: on the one paw an abyssalcture of language which
necessarily exceeds any reduction to the verbal amdhe other, an abyssal bodying
which exceeds any organismic delimitattdithe doubled abyss, in other words, that
is the repeatability of language and the singuylaritbeing-there.

In refusing to elide the deaths of animals, beintl wonhuman animals thus
becomes possible. It is to recognise that langisget the reserve and the preserve of
the human and, infinitely more than thispeversolely a “human” experience. Rather,
being as such is already shared, constituted bguerters across languages which, in
Jean-Francois Lyotard’s phrase, produce bodiegésyatically mad” one to another.
Unlike Heidegger's specular fable, the fable withieth Nietzsche begins is both
nonfableand counterfable: thrown outside of ourselves and éesxcluded from the
myth of original plentitude, the shared finitude ldings in and as metaphors which
mark our originary being-with necessarily demandgsponse. Such thinking moves
beyond both traditional humanisind Heideggerian Gberhumanist metaphysics, and
towards the necessity of always again rethinkirgg trestructive observation which is,
of course, the very interpreting of somethasgsuch that Heideggex priori denies to
his fabulous animal.

In concluding this first part, | suggest thereftnat, if we are to become both
responsive and responsible, no matter how inadelyatithin the midst of a largely
unremarked global slaughter, it is absolutely imapige that posthumanist philosophy
think both the finitude and the nonsubstitutablatds of other animals. Such is to
think the sharing of each other and of the worlevags already separated by the

greatest possible proximity.

>3 On this doubled abyss of language and body, seg Gmlfe’s “Flesh and Finitude:
Thinking Animals in (Post)Humanist Philosophy”$ubStanc#117, 37:3 (2008), 8-36.
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Part Two: Encounters

Introduction

We discovered in the previous chapter that, inyamnad “the essence of animality,”
Heidegger in fact stages a fabulous anthropo-mhgi@or in an attempt to render
visible the essence of human being which being-muitsIf renders invisible. In so
doing, he constructs a specular introspective ioglabutside of which nonhuman
animals are reduced to phantom individuations whgonstitutecas beings only in the
anthropomorphic looking-glass of the Dasein, amught-to-appearing for no other
reason than as puppets that man gives itself tolsethis specular captivity of the
Same, the way of being-human thus remains corrailigin a circle that excludes
every other “who” or “which” who does not share fblanguage. As such, Heidegger
forecloses any potential opening to a radical @tebecoming-other, by definition,
being a moment and a movement in which “I” can pagkr recognise “my”
reflection.

Enclosed within this humanist economy of the Samgch destructive
misrecognition necessarily delimits “the human’aimouble sense. In other words, it
both circumscribes the proper and precludes thantal opening to awther other
necessary for the uncanny disposition within whiof Dasein comes to be. It is thus
imperative that we move beyond the mirror, and bdyihe human-animal dichotomy
upon which it depends—an extramoral imperative tocty, as we shall explore in
more detail in this part and throughout, Nietzsshiginking of “active forgetting”
responds.

Demonstrating the impossibility of a humanist esale constituted by the
exclusivity of access to the “as”-structure, Nietess originary technicity of sense
affirms precisely that excess which Heidegger s¢éek®nstrain within an exclusively
humanist frame. Constitutive technicity, in othesrds, affirms that that alien creative
transport which gives a sense only of the reselfvbeing as such is a transport
potentially shared by every living being: neasthropgenesis but alwaygoayenesis.
Moreover, it is this same originary technicity wii@as we have seen, not only derails
every judgment of absolute truth and value andrapgs any hierarchy of proximity,
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but also excludes priori both vitalism and biological continuism, as wedl the
possibility of an essential distinction which digglany one species from all others.

The implications of this are enormous. In conttastiegel and Blanchot, for
example, naming for Nietzsche can never be anmathe name of the master, can
never name in the name of essence and exclusioran®ther way, difference as and
at the origin of sense necessarily puts out of theestion any notion of
representationalism, and thus any narcissistic foirmlentity politics which posits an
a priori essence in seeking to inscribe a determining homagewithin impermeable
borders.

Rather, originary technics demands, and in so daffgms, only an
encounter with another whose language “I” wot recognise. This unrecognisable
other is, moreovegveryother, an other with whom or with which not onlyessential
disclosure but alsoconsensusalways impossible. Hence, originary difference
simultaneously interrupts both the liberal conwattargument and the related
arguments of “tolerant” multiculturalism, both ofhieh depend upon an exclusion
which functions to animalise all those others whizseguage “I” (or “we”) do not
recognise.

At the same time, language ceases to be the mdleite from which one
can, in sovereign fashion, exclude the Other orbdses of lack, that is, by way of an
attribution of mute bestiality. In contrast, as aleall see, the imperative of active
forgetting is nothing less thanvention a creative event the call of which shatters the
mirror and at once the psyche. It is to this zoegjenevent alone which the term
animal encounterwill be hereafter reserved, and which constitubes focus of this
part. This shouldnot, however, be understood as a call to dutifully cammter
animals” in the sense of “bettering oneself” byingkresponsibilityfor an animal, nor
should it be understood as a prescriptive instoactio somehow “commune with
nature,” both of which presuppose a prior substantiuman subject, and thus an
unthinking human-animal distinction.

Rather, remaining with the notion of responsivedtan in relation to what |
have described as the sense only of tHieng placeof sense, we can now better
understand why Nietzsche insists that man “growsldfuoefore such “intuitions.” As
necessarily prior to recognition, there can theeeftexist no word” with which to
name such an encountérL( 90). Nevertheless, continues Nietzsche, all islosit

chance may yet call forth a “creative correspondagschépferisch zu entsprechién
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which shatters the conceptual barriers of habi).(#aving being rendered dumb,
stripped bare of habitual concepts by an animabenter, this shatteringly creative co-
respondance can thus only come into being, as $dle¢z insists, “in forbidden
metaphors \Jerbotenen Metaphefnand in unheard-of combinations of concepts
[unerhorten Begriffsfigungn(90).

The question which will occupy this part is therefguite simple: how might
this unheard-of relation be approached, a relatibith, while not yet even sensed, is
paradoxically already forbidden™How, in short, might one recognise the
unrecognisable? It is in the context of this questlone that | will engage here with
the otherwise disparate discourses of NietzschemzKafka, Jacques Derrida, Karl
Marx and Jacques Ranciére.

Nietzsche’s notion of forbidden, unheard-of figuvesich are called forth in
and as the uncanny zoogeneses of animal encousteugely important here. These
are inventions “beyond the limits of experience”ietl) as we shall see, necessarily
take place in the spacing, in tp&ay, between the twin pillars of nihilism. Between,
that is to say, the positing of suprasensory idaats the parodic play of self-interest.
Such, | argue, are those monstrously “improper” amgmies which announce
themselves as the deafening yet inaudible fanfdriehwthrows Kafka’s young dog
from his senses, as the “world-historical necromyanehich exalts the struggles of
what Marx calls “the spirit of revolution,” and &lse “cross” or “wrong” name of
Ranciere’s revolutionary performative.

As prior to every name, every word, and every recaple sense, however,
such an “improper” metonymy can thus only ever b@asthesis a bandage and a
mask of disconcealment which holds the place df wiach cannot be recognised. In
this, it does not makeense as we shall see, but rather only makesibEnsSuch an
improper dressing is, moreover, the chance of addtbe staging of a correspondence
which inscribes an aberration within the ordertohgs, although only for as long as it
remainsbetweersense(s).

A fabulous tale of a dog, while not a fable, wilbgefully illuminate this

further.
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3. Making Sense beyond Species:
Investigating Dogs with Kafka and Nietzsche

A more advanced physiology will surely confirm ththe artistic force
inheres our becoming, not only in that of the hurbaimg, but also in that
of the animal.

— Friedrich Nietzsch&ritische Studienausgabe

The Word of Dog

In an attempt to account for a life largely spee¢lsng to understand the caesura
passed over in silence between, on the one paw,dm@ndesires to live and, on the
other, how one is actually compelled to live by lms and institutions that bind the
socius the elderly canine of Franz Kafka's “Investigatioosa Dog Forschungen
eines Hundgs (1922) is first of all compelled to recall theompulsion which
underlies his own researcfofschung and his ceaseless desire for understanding. He
must, in short, call forth the event of his own @agnto be: the moment in which a
young dog comes to be thrown outside of himseld itite “peculiar openness” of
critique. Insofar as this young dog is, and yenhdd, the investigator himself, the
autobiographical narrative which follows is thusially anheterdiography, that is, an
accounting and a recounting of an other that | am.

The transformation of young dog to investigatorec$f here an exemplary
example of the maddening, zoopoetic, zoogenetmatement which seek to trace in
this chapter, and which in turn will call forth paic ghosts and revolutionary spirits,
will call last men to account and corpses to oatliwhile this chapter will focus on
this creative encounter “itself,” one should rememithroughout that such an
encounter can never be restricted totlibenananimal alone, a recollection which the
term “animal encounter” will hopefully repeatedly invoke. This is of cerltra
importance, as will become increasingly clear wheansider the place of the animal
in the texts of William S. Burroughs and of Delewmed Guattari in a later chapter,
insofar as it exactly such encounters which thelatgy of the “undying animal” seeks

to efface. Related to this, moreover, is the faet the uncanny displacement of the
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dog-investigator is, at the same time, necessanilyexample of that which can
essentially have no example. It is an exemplanigyertheless, which allows one to
tell, to narrate, a story. It therefore constitui@sthis chapter yet another exemplary
fiction: a fable, so to speak.

Only a careless reading, however, would classifyk&a text within the
traditional genre of the fable. In fact, such anhespocentric reading is explicitly
undone from the start. Dismissive of the other ‘tained, limited, dumb creatures who
have no language but mechanical cries” (279), theestigator reducesall other
animals to an homogeneous mass bound only by ‘dsedb emeinstpof interests”
giving rise to “conflict and hatred” (279). Henceirhans too, essentially lacking
canine language and thus those canine socialutistis geared towards being together
beyond all division, are necessarily “wretched.”isTkexplicit canicentrism, and the
anthropocentric outrage it provokes, thus parobjicedlls into question that very
anthropocentric hubris which presumes the posséaeaction of animal figures to the
simple, remainderless anthropomorphisms of monatabn.

This interruption of the specular humanist economlyich underwrites the
traditional genre of the fable, in this way alreadyls to the encounter to come, to an
animal encounter which is, as we shall see, at onceaodlldemand, proclamation and
manifesto. In such an encounter, a being is calf@zh to become other by a radical
alterity which remains always to come, and as stelcall necessarily refuses all
recognition and thus exceeds all specular delimonatlt marks, in other words, a
refusal and an excess of the proper, be that thygepy human or the properly canine.
Tracing only an unspeakable woundjiscontinuity, the animal encounter is, in short,
an as yet unnameahdesposition which proclaims only its own monstrosity.

Recounting his becoming, the investigator recalfsath like any other. Prior
to the interruption of another, or perhaps the saraesura passed over in silence, his
younger self leads an unremarkable and pleasufid®lén the senselessness of the
everyday, “blind and deaf to everything” (“Investigpns,” 280). Happily lacking any
sense, in the dark, one day however, the youthrbesothe sudden focus of an
unimaginable brightness. Within this brightnesg, ybung dog finds himself abruptly
recalled to his self, that is, to the singular a&iédiness of his being-there, whereupon
seven strange dogs appear before him, conjured asiti of the darkness and
accompanied by terrible, unrecognisable soundssdlgegs, insists the investigator

on behalf of his youth, are doubtless “dogs like yod me,” and yet they are not dogs
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at all. Rather, and this will become clearer lateey can be better described as a

species only under the species of the nonspecies:

| regarded them bforce of habitsimply as dogs ... but while | was still
involved in theseeflectionsthe music ... literally knocked the breath out
of me and swept me far away from those actité dogs, and quite
against my will, while 1 howled as if some pain wédyeing inflicted upon
me, my mind could attend to nothing but this blafsinusic which seemed
to come from all sides, from the heights, from deeps, from everywhere,
surrounding the listener, overwhelming him, crughimm, and over his
swooning body still blowing fanfares so near tietytseemed far away and
almost inaudible. And then a respite came, for oves already too
exhausted, too annulled, too feeble to listen angér; a respite came and |
beheld again the seven little dogs carrying outr teeolutions, making
their leaps (281-2, my emphasi$).

Here, between the young dog he was and the inegstidie will become, is the
intervalas suchtheextreme passivity of its apocalyptic instant markgd rupture in
and of the first person narrative. Thrown from k&lf by the music of everywhere,
nothing remains of the youth but the violent sezaf attunementny mind, the seat
and site of the “I,” displaced otherwise to the™be “it” of an overwhelmed listener,
an auditor, that of the third-perspar excellence

Driven “out of my senses” (284) and thus an intaied interval between
first-persons, in this moment Kafka’'s narrator ée@ssarily other to any and every “l.”
As a result, for the “I” that comes to be only &liing the event, its founding
intervallic being cannot beecalled, but can only be called and called fastanother,
that is, ashe or, better, ast. This momentary displacement into the third-perdars
marks an absolute discontinuity. The investigatan oever say “lam other,” but
rather “I” is other, is another, the “is” retaining the marlkaafundetermined neutrality.

No longer a youth, the investigator is born anéwas a child,ich war ein Kind

> The German text reads as folloilglan beobachtete sie gewohnheitsméaRig, wie Hunde
viele von solcher oder &ahnlicher Art kannte ich,embwahrend man noch in solchen
Uberlegungen befangen war, nahm allméahlich die Miigierhand, falte einen formlich, zog
einen hinweg von diesen wirklichen kleinen Hunded, @anz wider Willen, sich straubend
mit allen Kraften, heulend, als wiirde einem SchniEneitet, durfte man sich mit nichts
anderem beschaftigen, als mit der von allen Seiten,der Hohe, von der Tiefe, von Uberall
her kommenderden Zuhorer in die Mitte nehmenden, Uberschittendedriickenden, tber
seiner Vernichtung noch in solcher Nahe, dal esorsdherne war, kaum hdrbar noch
Fanfaren blasenden Musikind wieder wurde man entlassen, weil man schonmsahépft, zu
vernichtet, zu schwach war, um noch zu héren, mardeventlassen und sah die sieben
kleinen Hunde ihre Prozessionen fuhren, ihre Speiing(“ Forschungen eines Hundgs
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recalls the investigator of his new, posthumoug &elr the “I” that is other, therefore,
the inside of the inside is the outside, its passagrked only by a caesura.

As Maurice Blanchot explains, what Kafka teaches‘issthat storytelling
brings the neutral into play ... kept in the custadythe third-person ‘it’ il], an ‘it’
that is neither a third person nor the simple clazkimpersonality” [nfinite
Conversation384; trans. modified)t is the neutral, he continues, which permitsaus t
feel that the accounting is not being recountedabyone and which, moreover,
interrupts the subjects of the action, causing thenfifall into a relation of self-

nonidentification” (384):

Something happens to them that they can only recafty relinquishing
their power to say “l.” And what happens has alwalready happened:
they can only indirectly account for it as a softself-forgetting, the
forgetting that introduces them into the preserthatt memory that is the
present of narrating speech (384-5).

The “it,” adds Blanchot in a footnote, “designatis’ place as both the place from
which it will always be missing and that will thusmain empty, but also as a surplus
of space, a place that is always too many” (462mBjs it is, in short, a mark or a
placeholder of “the intrusion of the other ... in itseducible strangeness” which
Blanchot calls bottspectraland ghostlike(385). It is this intrusion, as we shall see,
this imposition of an empty surplus, which marke #afkan encounter beyond any
sense of species. Such is the intervallic demarmhihas which a young dog ceases to
be in having always already become an investigator.

Coming to his senses and yet sensing only a sexsseddl, the investigator is
compelled to offer assistance to the seaetual dogs. He is constrained, that is, both
to answer the call of the encounter and to ans$arat. With “good manners” that are
at once “good moralggiten Sitteh” he greets the dogs, and in doing so recognises
them as dogs. Recognition that is, however, refused. Tths, greatest offence to
custom and habit, places the dogs not only beydhdemsebut, and as a result,
beyond even the certainty specie “Perhaps they were not dogs at all? But how
should they not be dogs?” (“Investigations,” 283).

In this monstrous affront to proper sense, anotioestraint at once imposes
itself upon the investigator: “a labyrinth of woadbars ... arose around that place,

though | had not noticed it before” (282). Upon @ognto be other, in other words, a
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previously insensible limit has become manifesthe investigatoras a limit, as a
sensible constraint. He senses, that is to saylirttieof good sense, of its “proper”
reproduction. In this way, the contingent limits#nse comes to be sensible precisely
as contingent, and all sense certainty is necesskustyas a result: “it is too much to
say that | even saw them, that | actually events@m” (281).

In @ momentary respite from the violence of theoaimter, overcome by the
anxiety of absolute uncertainty and at once folbeftonstrained by this terrible and,
it transpirescriminal affront to proper sense, the investigator callspeeately upon
God to restore divine order: the dogs, he exclaarss,violating the lawdas Geselz
(283). Falling back in a moment of anxious recupenaupon the certain gaze of
judgment, the investigator thus attempts to refilse refusal of recognition,
disavowing their monstrous affront to good sensesysptomatic of theirshame
[Schuldgefiijl Falling back upon precisely that sense tradéliynrefused to all
animals but one, the investigator thus attemptdidpel his intense anxiety by way of
ressentimentHe seeks, in other words, to externalise the mmbaintimate alterity of
the encounter, reducing the refusal of recognitiora manifestation of the dogs’
shame in having their sinfulakednessvitnessed, a gaze which serves to mark them as
fallen beings expelled from plenitude.

We shall return to this peculiarly human notionnakedness shortly, but for
the moment we find that it is just as the invesbgé#s in this way attempting to efface
the madness of the encounter that the terrible anagsistibly imposes itself once
more. Arising “without variation from the remotedistance” (284) which, as we
know, is at once the most near (“fanfares so nieatr they seemed far away”), this
dreadful music spins the world on its axis. In sind, it sweeps away all possibility,
if not the hope, of the investigator being returt@the deafened and deafening respite
of the everyday. “Was the world standing on itsd®ahe cries. “Where could | be?
What could have happened?” (284).

It is right here, as we shall see, in being anXipoimpelled across the furthest
proximity to make sense of that which is withouhss and thus to construct an
autobiographical narrative which must preciselyrai@rits own impossibility, that the
cries of the investigator call forth an intensiverrespondence with certain
“biographical” texts of Friedrich Nietzsche and gaes Derrida. He calls, that is, to
Nietzsche’s preacher of the overhuman, who cridsisrturn, “What is happening to
me? ... What? Has the world not just become perfg@@rathustra 288), and to the
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little female cat whose bottomless gaze is fixedruperrida’s nakedness. In exploring
these animal encounters, and as the investigatmteunt exemplifies, | will thus

argue in the next section that they necessarilyordy take place, as Derrida writes,
“under the species of the nonspecies, in the fasplmute, infant, and terrifying form

of monstrosity” (“Structure, Sign and Play,” 370).

Thinking through great nausea

Here, we begin to approach our central questiors Kafkan, this Nietzschean
guestion: how might the unrecognisable, unhearcelattion be recorded? how might
the senseless interval come to make sense, peelvapstocreatesense? How might
the as yet formless form of monstrosity come tod®nacted, insofar as its sense can
only be that of the taking place of sense prioitdaecognition? How, in short, might
one recognise the unrecognisable, think the un#lg?

For Nietzsche, as we know, it is a question of ffimnaative response to the
inartistic, reactive violence of habit and of mocalculation. Such is the unheard-of
correspondence which marks the “unique and entirglividual original experience”
(TL, 83) that “is” being as such in @mnouncingwhich exceeds every determinable
form. Such “originality” is never creatioex nihilg however, but rather that of a
forbidden metonymy remarking an unheagthtion. Such is the becoming perceptible
of that which “has no name as yet and hence cdmnatentioned although it stares us
all in the face” The Gay Scien¢&261). It is the demand, in short, of that whictipit
serves to render insensible: the irruptive retdrie effaced and the defaced.

Such an announcing which calls forth a creativeesponding is located,
Nietzsche tells us, in the spacing, the plagtweenthe two forms of nihilism.
Between, that is, the rational man who negateswbed in positing suprasensory
utopian ideals, and the last man who, recognishad truth and value are all too
human constructions, negates the world in advogdtia parodic play of cynical self-
interest® Moreover, its interval, its interruption, at ontevesbeforeandbeyondthe
“great nausea” of nihilismG@Genealogy I:24) in and as the moment which a being

%5 See, for exampl&he Gay Scienc&346.
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opens itself beyond itself, thus giving itself teat which has been excluded in the
production of sense and thus value. Such is thereg-together of a forbidden
phrasing, of an unheard-of metonymy which shatteeshabitual conceptual shackles
which order the sensible world.

The event that an unheard-of combination remarkbus, in being prior to
anything recognisable, an opening to that upon lhie two forms of nihilism
depend As an announcing which opens a space and a tinteé coming into being of
previously foreclosed relations, the Nietzscheducat aesthetic thus refuses to allow
life to harden into onsclerotic possibility and in oneonfiguration, it grants life, as
Heidegger says, “its inalienable right to becom\iezschell:126).

The question then—the question which, for Kafkaasine investigator too,
as we will see, is the mark of responsible condustthe question of an autocritical
imperative that returns eternally, that is,agbermanent revolution that ever questions
and which, in so doinggreatively transforms.It is this intensive creative tension
betweenbeing and becoming between the habitual and the forbidden or fosesalio
which calls forth a response by which a being vafliand thus affirms.

Given that the positing of a previously unheardzombination reinscribes
that which has been elided by habitual recognitiany such positing must thus
perform a rupture within the familiar. It must, tha to say, disclose a lacuna within
the known, and in this way it necessarily intersutite proper ordering of a certain
state of affairs. One thus understands why it isnae both insensiblend forbidden,
and why it is necessarily monstrous in the sensanocéberration within the order of
things.

This is not to suggest, however, that the encoumbach for strategic reasons
| am calling animal—the singularity of that encounters such—is thus in some
“sense” disclosed. Rather, as we shall see, baisgieh must always already withdraw
in and as a call which announces only an unnamenabtestrosity, and which, insofar
as it remains unnameable, can call forth only ammggess metonymy in its place.
This placeholding figure explicitly refuses any aibidentity in bringing to its senses
the delirious mute call of that which the habituaproduction of sense renders
insensible. In being called forth to hold open #pace of the “new,” however, such an
improper placeholder is nonetheless constrainedntaterialise” in the borrowed

costume of the old—constrained, that is,di@ss improperly It is this constraint
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which, as we will see, is both the condition of mveevolutionary invention and that
which ensures its parodic, nihilistic recuperation.

Furthermore, | will argue, it is exactly this creat becoming of an animal
encounter which renders unthinkable that living beings can be put to deatthwi
impunity. That is, in contrast to the dissimulatiimgkedness” of the “pure” concept, it
is only in the thickness and impropriety of its shé¢hat the chancaddress from an
other might arrive to interrupt the murderous theatof animalisatiori® Such is the
improper dress and address of an animal.

“Nakedness,” as we have seen, implies the reaatitfeority of judgment for
Kafka’s investigator, and indeed, it is the “nakessi’ of truths which function to place
the apodicity of authority beyond question. Finalllye possibility of being naked
constitutes yet one more of those “propers” whighposedly separate the human from
the nonhuman animal. Playing on these figures sdragwl suggest that only
inasmuch as the revolutionary placeholder remaetsveensenses, that is, only as
long as it remains improperly dressed, it is thmmef“animal” only becoming
“humarni insofar as its obscure thickness congeals to fthrat apparent transparency
common to both habit and parody. Such transpargiugh is, in other words, the

naturalising and thus normative function of “nakess”

Thinking nonsense

As we have seerthe tropology of sense is nstibstitutionbut ratherconstitutionof
being. Every passion, being a moment and movenfemamslation, is at once an act
of interpretation, just as every action is at odependent upon a passive infolding of
externality. This blinding, deafening, benumbingrozluction of sense necessarily
placesevery living being, who is never anrganismnor even necessarilgrganic
always already “in” language. Moreover, making sempsesupposes machines of
habitual recognition inhabited by power that aréhboonstitutive of bodyings and
coextensive with the reproduction of matesation Feminist philosopher Judith
Butler very clearly demonstrates the operationhef tatter in her exploration of the
indissociability of the materiality of sex and tHscursive construction of gender. In

%6 See, for examplelhe Gay Scien¢e8352. Also, see “Nakedness, Dress” in Sarah Knfma
Nietzsche and Metaphd81-100.
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contrast to a simple conflation of “matter” withe&lity,” Butler rightly insists that we
should not think of matter “as site or surface, ésitas process of materialisation that
stabilises over time to produce the effect of baupdfixity, and surfaceve call
matter” Bodies that Matter9; my emphasis). In this we can better understaed t
indissoluble imbrication of language, power, anddyiongs, with iterability as its
shared condition. While the fixity of a body is el fully material, as Butler
continuesmateriality must rather be thought “as power’s most produatiifect” (2).
Indeed, the very materiality which reiterates tltanmon sense boundary of “the
organism” is itself one such effect as well as glaege of its investiture with power
relations (37).

In this idealisation of iterability, the singularitof a given being is thus
necessarily and violently covered over, elidedsnvery making sense. It is this which
constitutes the possibility of “disciplining” a bpdIn that dominant structures of
meaning determine both that which deesl which does not “make sense” in a given
context, everyday being-in-the-world must thus elarstood as an exclusion or
excision from themeansof making sense, an alienation from amyl to recognition,
as it is precisely by way of thigior exclusion from the means of making sense that
the “agential” subject is constitutéd.At the same time, however, thmmediate
perception ofthis uniquely situatedelation of being, that which Nietzsche calls the
“entirely individual original experienceT(, 83), equally necessarily reserves itsef
withdrawn, and in so doing remaitts haunt every ideality as the spectral trace withi
every repetition. Such is the “pure reserve” ofivablle excess which outlives every
determinable form?®

Here we find the two distinct but indissociableesitof non-sense briefly
alluded to previously. On the one hand, the necgssdhdrawal of being as such
which is the condition of the production of sene {aking place of language) and, on
the other, the singular differences of a situatecbanter which are violently elided in

the recognition of its sense (language having adwaseadytakenplace). In one sense

"It is in this context that one should read Nieteson “originality” in The Gay Scienge
§261.

*8 This “event” of singular reserve is, as Deleuzd &uattari write, “the part that eludes its
own actualisation in everything that happens. TNeneis not a state of affairs. It is actualised
in a state of affairs, in a body, in a lived, luhas a shadowy and secret part that is continually
subtracted from or added to its actualisation .is & virtual that is real without being actual,
ideal without being abstract ... The event is immatemcorporeal, unlivable: puneservé
(What is Philosophy256).
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then, while the impossible eventiofinite being as such necessarily withdraws in the
everydayfinite state of affairs, it is nonetheless the formerahnheffaces itself in
giving itself in and as the latter. At the same djninowever, these two sites are
absolutely heterogeneous in that the malsegseof every being, and thus of the
violent exclusion of singularity, precisely remarkssense of the temporal, that is to
say, an historically contingent time of sense. He former then, being as such is
alreadyno longer perceptible in its being recognised, whereas @ |#tter being as
such is alwaysotyetperceptible, the reserve of pure potentiality.

Given power’s investiture in the habitual effacemerd difference that
constitutes the possibility of making sense, thkvahle excess of pure reserve can
necessarily be “actualised’—as we saw with bothdegger and Nietzsche in the
previous chapter—onlgs withdrawn. It manifests itself, that is to sag meaning
without sense (content) amd sense (sensibility) without meanings the sense only
of being without sense, of the singular laying maif being as such, it is thus a purely
formal telling only of itself, one which exceedseey structure of meaning upon which
its affective manifestness nevertheless dependshi# the call of an impossible,
singularly situated encounter potentially comeséoheard. A call which compels a
becoming-other which cannot be predicted from wittie everyday state of affairs it
interrupts, and which in so doing violently disdbes the certainty of being the “I”
that “is,” the latter referring both to the secasnse of selis self,andto the surety of
repose within the world.

We are now better placed to understand why it @&t tinat intervallic
encounter in and as which Kafka'’s investigator cemoebe simultaneously throws this
newly investigative “I” outside of “the ordinary,alen, happy life of every day”
(“Investigations,” 286). Moreover, thEnicentric interruption of an exceptional hubris
enacted by Kafka’'s autoheterobiography recallsouthe fact that, given that this “I”
potentially marks any being constituted in andexognition, the violent interruption
of sense doemot presuppose human consciousness as its conditiwrindeed any
form of egological consciousness.

Rather, withholding itself in giving itself, the @wunter is that which
necessarily exceedsll recognition and which is at once always alreadyrpto
recognition. Never the impossible truth of the cbjierefore, the madnessinsensé
of originary composition is rather the spectre aoirep potentiality haunting every

actualisation. The spectre, in other words, ofth#t has been foreclosed by the
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contingent reproduction of a caricatured matedlis (the blinding clarity of
iterability) coextensive with its investiture witlower, and at once of the truth of
originary composition prior to any recognition asth>° Always prior to the end effect
of “Man” as the appearance of the lie within the@ept of truth, being as such thus
remains essentially other to truths and values,tiansl to exclusion and demonisation.
The spectre haunting every actualisation “is,”hors, the unlivable which outlives.

In the violent dislocation of sense without sertbe self-certain | is thus
disposedo anxiety in being exposed in and as what Giorgi@amgen in his reading
of Heidegger calls “the suspension and withholdofgall concrete and specific
possibilities” The Open67). This is not, however, tlexperienceof the disconcealing
of pure potentiality as Agamben claims, but ragare potentialityas such and thus
precisely that which “I” can never experience. @ragy being-with prior to any
recognition, and thus always prior to the consdutiof the “human” or the
“nonhuman,” “is” (andis not) absolutenter, no longer and not yet. Put more simply,
in the infinite materiality of pur@otentiality nothing can possiblipe The reserve of
infinite not yet in its taking place which, in hagi already taken-place, is always no

longer in every actualisation. In this, being ashsis the im-possibility of being.

Following the apocalypse

As the impossibility of possibility, infinite matatity is thus necessarily atemporal,
ahistorical: untimely. The other of time, and thus heterogeneauguery state of
affairs in which an “I” comes to be thrown, the mhbsing of being as such “is”

therefore a maddening interludem which an can only returrto anxiety, but
never experiencas such

It is this “moment” of being thrown from infiniteeaseless madness to the
“there” of a previously unrecognisable “I” which Diela attempts to recall in a well-
known passage frorffthe Animal That Therefore | A2006). Here, he relates the
story of how, naked in his bathroom one morningeheounters the “bottomless gaze
[regarde sans forjtl of his female companion cat in “an instant oftrexne passion”

(12) which—

¥ Hence “Culture” necessarily precedes humanityvergsensein the idealisation that is
iterability, an ideality which at once installs rhatic reaction at the heart of every response.
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offers to my sight the abyssal limit of the humae inhuman or the
ahuman, the ends of man, that is to say, the bomksing from which

vantage man dares to announce himself to himseld. iA these moments
of nakedness, as regards the animal, everythinh@apen to metdut peut

m’arriver], | am like a child ready for the apocalypsam (following) the

apocalypse itselfje suis I'apocalypse mémehat is to say, the ultimate
and first event of the end, the unveiling and taedict (12).

While there have been a number of recent interfioat of this passad8,they have
generally tended to focus on thgaze whilst overlooking the interrelation of the “I”
and the apocalypse in the play aii[suig” and “follow [suig.”®* Such an omission,
however, elides the very trace of that encounteichvis otherwise being sought. In
this animal encounter (in the double sense of amanencountewith a nhonhuman
animal), the nonsubstitutable singularitytiois female cat opens itself beyond itself in
giving itself outside of the constitutive outsidé tbe properly human. It is in this
instant of extremepassion of absolute receptivity, that everythimgn happen but
within which noonepossibility, nooneconfigurationcan beactualised

The encounter, that is to say, “takes place” inghee potentiality of th@ot
yettakenplace within the apocalyptic suspension of every adtedl possibility, but
as such can only be called forth by an “I” insadarits encounter “isho longer In

other words, insofar asdm the apocalypséje suis I'apocalypsé, this necessarily

precludes every “I”jg], and inasmuch asam[suig this possibility, “I” can thus only
everfollow [suid. An “I,” in short, comes back to find itself onlg the anxious trace
or mark of the encounter’s having already takertggldnence “I” necessarilipllows

the apocalypsgd suisI'apocalypsé.®

® See, for example, Matthew Calar@ographies: The Question of the Animal from
Heidegger to DerridaNew York: Columbia University Press, 2008), 12B1Zary Wolfe
“In the Shadow of Wittgenstein's Lion” irfZoontologies: The Question of the Animal
(Minneapolis & London: University of Minnesota Pse2003), 1-58and Donna J. Haraway
When Species Meel9-23. See also Leonard Lawlor's particularlyeiesting reading of the
bathroom scene (74-7), which is the highpoint of btherwise flawed booKhis Is Not
Sufficient: An Essay on Animality and Human NatiweDerrida (New York: Columbia
University Press, 2007).

®1 As David Wills’ translation makes clear, Derridays throughout this passage on the shared
first-person singular present form of the veéb® (to be) anduivre(to follow), both of which
producesuis Thus fje suig can mean eithdramor | follow, or, as here, both at once.

%2 On the normative yet paradoxical relation betweedity, shame, and guilt, see Derritlae
Animal 4ff. Particularly interesting in the context of thiatlroom encounter is the absolute
uncertainty of both sexual and species differei@errida being unable to say, with the
bottomless gaze of the female cat focused upogdrigalia, if he is naked and ashanti&e
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Moreover, thismarking this trace of absolute disposition, thesarks, that
is, makes manifest, that which was previously foredosgnanifestan its most literal
senseSuch is its unnameable proclamation and appegktwithout meaning, a sense
as yetwithout sense, one which nonetheless violentlisdafth its own monstrous and
terrifyingly unknowable coming to be. A sense otheut sense is, in other words, the
trace of that which cannot be made sep$ewithin the dominant structures of
intelligibility-materialisation. Responding to thesll, the “I” that comes back to itself
is therefore an other, obligated in being exposednd as a call which demands a
response that exceeds all knowledge, which refenesy certainty and surpasses self-
understanding. Following the apocalypse, in otherds, the force and the forces of
the world undermine every attempt at capture.

Moreover, having withdrawn in proclaiming its madd the habitually
unheard and forbidden, the violent encounter egmimareserves itself as infinite
potentiality. It forever remains to come, to etdélsneeturn, insofar as it gives itself in
tracing itself only as a future present: that whiifi have been attested to by the
anxiety of its “sense without sense.”

Hence, in Nietzsche’'s parable of the eternal retdAt Noontide”
(Zarathustra 287-9), Zarathustra is, like Kafka’s investigatsimilarly thrown both
from and to his senses in a violent seizure ofmattent. “I know not how,” admits
Zarathustra, “it inwardly touches me ... it compels.irSuch is the strange, utterly
disorientating intoxication that is to fall intoetlwell of eternity, into the “serene and
terrible noontide abyss” that “is” the apocalypaternity of the world’s singular
perfection, “is” the “golden round ring” of beings asuch. Returned to his senses,
Zarathustra finds himself transformed, all priortamty destroyed: “I spoke once and
thought myself wise. But it was a blasphemy: | hisaenedhat now.”

It should be noted, moreover, that there is notliaganto be found here,
but only that which always remains to exceed timt lof “the Human.” That which is,
Nietzsche writes, “[p]recisely the least, the gesitl lightest, the rustling of a lizard, a
breath, a moment, a twinkling of the eye” (288).nEle those abyssal encounters

between Zarathustra and his animals always takeepia the infinite instant of

an animal, that idjke a beast or, insteatlke a man. It is a passage which | hope to engage
with in more detail at a later date.
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midday, “in” that very interval between moments @hiHeidegger describes as
“unleash[ing] an essential image-generating fo(d&etzschell:46).%

In summary then, the announcing of an animal eneosunarks the chance
relating of this bodying to this other bodying, elation which has been foreclosed
within a given state of affairs. As such, its dechaecessarily exceeds the ability of a
given way of being to “make sense,” that is, iteedas its capacity of recognition. That
which cannot be heard, which is “unheard-of,” “fioldien” and “unmentionable,” must
therefore announce itself in and as the returhef‘t” only as a sense of the without
sense. It proclaims, in short, that the fact tha other being has no sense is in itself
an issue. In this way, the foreclosure or forbiduess of its sense performed It is a
performative, moreover, which at the same timeldsss the limit not onlas limit,
but ascontingentlimit. Enacting thus the prison of enclosure arairditation, its
questioning of enforced limits is therefore indigable from its remarking of the

evental withdrawal of being as such.

Invention of monstrosity, monstrosity of invention

Having thus explored how an unrecognisable othemnesoto impose itself within a
given state of affairs, we focus in this section tbe necessarynonstrosityof its
coming. Irreducible to any species other than thiich Derrida describes as “the
species of the nonspecies,” such monstrousness e shall see, nothing less than
the mark ofinvention In the final section of this chapter, | will th@onsider the
implications of such creative monstrosities forell ideology and for the staging of
animalisation, before concluding with a deafenireg ynaudible dance, one which
throws a young dog into the “peculiarity” of critie.

As we have seen, the trace of an encounter inawgng taken place is the
sense only of exclusion. Such is the mark of agmmeabsence or absent-presence, a
ghostly apparition which announces the coming bemg of spacing and articulation.
Put another way, its sensible void marks the ogeofraspaceof invention by which

what is foreclosed can potentially be recognisedingention which at the same time

® “Image,” it should be remembered, is for Nietzsthe discontinuous tropological vehicle
that makessense and hence | read Heidegger here as referrindpdairiventivegenesisof
sense.
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is always haunted by the spectre of pure potetytialhich withdraws in its coming to
be. As the coming of something unrecognisable, avhething unthinkable which
cannot be, invention can only be monstrous, abslglatiien to all that i§? It is this
which for Nietzsche constitutes the supreme creag@ivent:in and as theactive
forgetting of extreme passivity, a monstrous pneaton demands its unheard-of
coming to be.

In this uncanny animal encounter, this manifestaneking manifest, a new
transductivebeing is created. That is, the “elements” of ndeard-of combination do
not precede their relating, but rather can onlydiszerned retrospectivefy. It is
compounded, in other words, bt the | that | was, and afot the other that he/she/it
was. This is exemplified for us by the encounteiciwhas we have seen, creates
Kafka’s investigator, an encounter compounded d@heethe young dog that “I” was,
nor the “actual” dogs that they were. Not only thenthe exposing of its demand
irreducible to its elements, as indeed is the oaswery attunement by which beings
are always already outside themselves, but aldoitha&lementsas elements do not
exist prior to its singular ex-appropriatidhat is, prior to theibeing-with Rather than

preceding its call, the “I” is always constitutetesv in and as the address, just as that
which is made manifest in being so marked doepresxist this relatioas such

Beings, in other words, do not precede the originaging-with that “is”
being as such and which, as the condition of poggilfor all individuation,
necessarily precedes identity and subst&hcEhis “other I” thusbodies (in the
Heideggerian sense of passage and transmissiomanafdrmed relationality, an
intensive, maddening relation of forces which (ajng seizes and is seized Byin
and as the encounter, be it with tegarde sans fondf a “little cat” or with the shine

upon an eye that is elided by that gaze, the “othénus becomesanimal” in the

® On the necessary impossibility, and thus monsirosf invention, see Derrida “Psyche:
Invention of the Other” trans. Catherine PorRsyche: Inventions of the Other Volume 1
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2007), 1-48text which is fundamental to an
understanding of Derrida’s philosophical project.

® The “unheardness” of such a becoming-together ttwmefore never be the simple
“invention” of a portmanteau nor the estrangingdurction of a surrealist montage. It is not a
case, in other words, of placing together two oren@cognisable elements in an unfamiliar
relation, a calculated relation whose very unfaamity depends upon th@ior sense of those
elements being recognised as disparate.

® What | am calling the animal encounter, it shduédclear, has therefore nothing to do with a
humanimitation of a nonhuman other, an imitation which thus ppesiges prior identity.

®" On this, see what Deleuze terms “nonorganic wtain “To Have Done with Judgment” in
Essays Critical and Clinicall26-135 (131).
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sense that there can be nothing recognisable, ngotioperlyhuman (or, indeed,

properly canine) in the attunement of an intensimeposition which has no meaning.
Such a composition, moreover, may irretrievablyeext a future reinscription of
meaning, as we will discover in chapter five.

One only evecalculatesthe human, that is, “the human” is made calculable
by way of a discursive abstraction constructed ughothe forgetting of differences
that transfers radical particularity into that sthean land of “ghostly schemata.” By
contrast, an animal encounter is precisely thatcwhnterrupts its most proper of
properties: anorhuman moment that exceeds every stable delimitatighe self and
any fixed contour of the body, and at once inshuman movement through the
technicity of language. In and as the encounteeva yet historically contingent being
Is created: a monstrosity “under the species ofmthrespecies” that demands only its
own impossible possibility. Hence, we can bettedarstand Nietzsche’s claim to
“write for a species that does not yet existVilf to Power 8958). Here too, the
distinction between “nonhuman” and “inhuman” isaste“nonhuman” refers to all
those billions of singular living beingspnstituted bythe making of sense, who are
other than human, whereas “inhuman” refers to #ucally a-human machinery of
sense, the structure of language, whichstitutesevery living being.

The animal encounter which calls forth a radicalgw being must thus
interrupt our regulative economies which otherwdséerminea response (or, rather, a
reaction). An inscription of pure language in arsl i withdrawal, it necessarily
cannot be said nor shown as it “is,” but rather oaly be indicated precisely where
and when it is not. In this, the call without semséoth apostrophe and ellipsis: a
catastrophic interruption and at once a mark ohaviwal and of a disclosure by
concealment, a wound in the economy of the Same.

The trace of the encounter is thus the giving @fcspy and articulation, an
opening of a space of recognition to-come and amioyg in and of everyday time. An
opening, that is to say, which disrupts the lineamporality reproduced by that
idealisation of iterability which permits the idémation of the same throughout
possible repetitions, and which is indissociabterfithe sedimentation that constitutes
historicity. In this, the trace of the withdrawdllmeing as such constitutedeanporal
irruption within the everydagpatialisationof time (i.e., temporality constructed as a

linear series of discrete and bounded “now’s”).
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As a result, its irruption is forced, as we wileséo don a prothestic from the
past in order to preserve this untimely becomingetof space and becoming-space of
time. In so doing, moreover, it necessarily stages intensive metonymic
correspondence as the result of its catachressitipg within improper contexts. This
inventive interruption of the linearity of time i other words, the becoming-sensible
of that which is not possible, in being excludeohir“making sense,” within a given
state of affairs. As such, it puts into questiothtibe calculability of linear time, and
the previously apodictic propriety of the prevagliorder.

Once again, however, it must be recalled that whasist on calling the
animal encounter can never be restricted to fisenananimal: both as that which
always already exceeds “the human,” and as that fihich a nonhumam her, his,
or its ways of beingan never be excluded, just as she, he, or ibeaxcluded neither
from time nor from historicity® Such is the habitual making of sense, as expliored
our earlier discussion of Nietzsche, and which Ise aallsmemory “the quantity of
all experiences of all ... life, alive, self-orderinghutually forming each other,
competing with each other, simplifying, condensiagd transforming into many
different unities. There must exist an inpeocess which proceeds like the formation
of concepts Begriffsbildund out of many singular casegipzelfalled.”®® Put simply,
something new comes into being without as yet ntakiense. While this something
new could be an encounter which transforms thisrfiDa’s” way of being, or this
“Investigator's” way of being, it could equally webe something new which
transforms this cat’s or this troupe of elephamtays of being within a given state of
affairs. Either or both, such inter- and intra-spe@ncounters may call the new into
the ways of beinghis nonhuman animal without ever encountering a humay of

being, and vice versa, or neither, or both.

® This specificity, however, is not to suggest thahhuman animals are therefore excluded
from historiology, of which one example will for the moment suffide. 1919, farmers
attempted to murder 140 elephants from the Soutltaf park of Addo, of which between
sixteen and thirty survived. Even today, recourasbBra Noske, the Addo elephant group is
“mainly nocturnal and responds extremely aggre$§sive any human presence ... they
obviously have transmitted information about owd@es even to calves of the third and fourth
generation, none of whom can ever have been attank@umans”Beyond Boundaried11-

2). These elephants are thus “the cultural heith®fear and hatred among their ancestors for
our species’(155). This also, in reference to Derrida’s poiagarding the necessary link
between transgenerational transmission, law, aarktbre crime and peccability, appears to
mark an elephant soci@boa

% Kritische Studienausgab&1:26; cit. Lemm, 134.
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Exclusions and inaugural citations

Where then, does this notion of monstrous invenke@ve us as regards the place of
nonhuman animals in relation both to the economyawimalisation, and to the
ideology of liberal individualism? Most obviouslyts mute announcing addresses
itself to those founding exclusions upon which theclusive” ideology of liberal
“consensus” depends and, more generally, to thathwib habitually excluded in the
order and the ordering of a given state

More than this, however, its anarchic call tiisorder in fact makes
perceptible the whole murderous theatrics of animalisatiorat tts, the machinic
reproduction marshalling that which, in the Introtlon, | calledthe economy of
genocide Animalisation, as we have seen, consists of ¢deative reconfiguration of
a constructed “identity” as “animal” which, figuremlong a humanist teleological
dialectic, is thus considered synonymous with “subén.” It is, in other words, the
institutional reproduction of materialisation, detened within dominant relations of
power, by which singular situated “bodyings” areti@n over and thus excluded from
making sense. An economy, moreover, which in thealeno era is in large part
reducible to the demands of Capital. In this, assivall see in the final chapter, the
animal encounter is necessa@igti-capital, be it national or international, intelieal,
biomedical, or the “simple” economics of subsisgenc

Within the terms laid out in this thesis, this mment of sedimented traces by
which other bodies are constituted as killable tars be understood asreactive
ordering of the sensible. In this, an habitaaikrecognition is produced which, in
dogmatically predetermining the sense of an enewuptior to its taking place,
essentially prevents that encounter from takingcglawhilst at the same time
reproducing the “proper” limit of the human colleet In contrast to the tropological
displacement of animalisation, however, the cathwit sense is the call of and to
tropes which function in precisely the opposite directidRather than reductive
metaphors and anthropomorphisms of “proper” idgntitey mark instead the coming
to be of improper animal relations which makeuitthinkable that other living
beings—whether human or nonhuman—can be put tt dgtt impunity.

These tropes will be explored in detail in the nehapter, but we can already

begin to understand how it is the creative-destracpositing of Nietzscheamony
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which permits the untimely call without sense todmaesensiblethat is, which makes

it possible to constitute agffect As that which does not mean what it says, only an
ironic figure can perform, and thus form, mates@lior manifest, that terrifying
demand and meaningless compound which marks ordy sénse of exclusion.
Furthermore, as inaugurahd citational, the impossibility of such tropes i thm-
possibility of invention itself, that is, of beingecessarily a repetition in orderrtake
sense and at the same time absolutely other toathigh is possible within a given
state of affairs.

For an example of this impossibly improper figueefigure whose very
impropriety in another sense renders every exampessible, we need only to return
to the neutral “it” of Kafka’'s overwhelmed listen@xposed in the zoogenetic interval
between dog and investigator. As we have seen, nhgator of Kafka's
heterobiography comes to be orfillowing an intoxicated interval between first-

persons. Hence, the investigating “I” can only ¢aith the encounter with what may
or may not be seven dogs by way of the placeholdwagker of the neutral third-
person.Prior to sense, this caesura “is” thus a nonmométh essentially does not
take place and thus there can be msenseof the encounter in and as which the
investigator has always already come to be.

Nevertheless, this iswot to say that the encounter henceforth remains
indescribable. Rather, | have argued, its call @uttsense is precisely the opening of a
space in which the unnameable—that unmentionablelwgtares us in the face—may
come to being. How then, does the investigatoratarreenact the event? This is
indeed our question for the remainder of this aliaphd all of the next. How, in other
words, does a bodseconstitute its purely formal trace of nothing thetbeing, and
which is not nothing? How to re-articulate that @iin its calling forth or conjuring
up of a nonmoment in and as which “I” is otherbah the condition of possibility of
autobiography and at once its impossibility?

The investigator, we discover, can recall the entsuonly in calling up an
impossible simultaneity: that of a violently inabléi blast of sound, of determined

silence and strident, ear-rending music.

[The seven dogs] did not speak, they did not dimgy remained generally
silent, almost determinedly silent; but from thep&ynair they conjured
music. Everything was music, the lifting and seftdown of their feet,
certain turns of the head, their running and te&nding still ... this blast
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of music ... seemed to come from all sides ... blowargares so near that
they seemed far away and almost inaudible (“Ingesitins,” 281-2).

Just as the neutral “it” holds the impossible gratical place of the (non)subject, we
thus find that the animal encounter takes on amropgr metonymy whicltmolds and
marksthe place of the impossible (non)event. It isptiner words, to “clothe” an event
which has neither spatiality nor temporality andickhdisruptswithout limit the
autobiographical narrative. Here then, is the heed costume, the senseless
“dressing” of an improper metonymy: such is thersibnd at onceclamorous music
without which “the creative gift” of the canine emcannot come to make sense, cannot
be heard (281). The improper, placeholding metonymy, ineothwords, marks a

deafening interval within the deafness of the eglayy
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4. “\We are all German Jews”:
Dressing Improperly, 1968

Introduction

The question of this chapter, as we know, concérasvay in which the untimely call
without sense takes on a borrowed metonymical owstin order that its demand
might constitute an effect. This question will b&plered directly through an
explication of the political force of the impos®hperformative “We are all German
Jews Nous sommes tous des juifs allemgh@sactedin France in 1968, paying
particular attention to its relation to what JacgjiRanciere callgssujetissementr
“subjectivisation.”

Put simply, | will argue that it is only by takiran the “technical prosthesis”
of just such a borrowed costume that an encoundernsand comes to be preserved, a
preserving which makes possible the chance ofifigrd dominant power for the past.
Historically contingent, the ghostly announcingloé encounter in this way takes on a
material form. A coming to being which, through its stagimg an intensive
metonymic corresponding with the past which refaiistoricist reduction, enables
it to have an effect in and upon the world by mgtio workotherwisethe machinery
of sense. It is in this way, as we shall see, sl@h tropes function in precisely the
opposite direction to animalisation, interruptitggenocidal economy.

Following the apocalyptic encounter which intersuphe linear time of the
everyday, while it is the mute call which marksafgening as th&aking place of time,
it is by contrast the “preserving” metonymy whigh, having always alreadiaken
place,constitutests own time and space. In this way, that which the pilegiorder
must exclude comes to be reinscrilzesdhe outside of that order and thus, outside of
consensual reflection, as a divisiafithin that ordered state of affairs. This is not to
suggest, however, some kind of transcendence of eferyday. Rather, the
revolutionary positing of an improper, placeholdingetonymy, as a catachrestic
reinscription which refuses complete subsumption the Same, is necessarily

immanent to sedimented power relations. This igbirbecause the necessity of our
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passive being-thrown must already preserve just suchance encounter of material

imposition, a necessary chance which interrupth#ietualreproduction of sense.

Ranciere: proximity and unbridgeable distance

One of the few political theorists to take seri@esount of deconstruction, Jacques
Ranciére too is concerned with the staging of algwnary performative which
allows those who do not “count” within a given staff affairs to make sense. In this,
Ranciere’s position is, as we shall see, closelgdlto my own. In other ways,
however, our positions are diametrically opposenistFof all, the place of the
encounter is, for Ranciére, aassentiallyhuman domain dependent upon “the desire to
engage in reasoned discourse” which thus disgesliinonhumans as potential
participants’’ Secondly, and perhaps as a result of these diffesiarting points, we
reach different conclusions regarding the relatdrthe event to the revolutionary
performative, as this chapter will show. Neverteslethe proximity of Ranciére’s
position will hopefully serve here to further cfgrmy own.

For Ranciere, and in contrast to the police ordeickv“arranges that tangible
reality in which bodies are distributed in commupiifpolitical activity is “whatever
shifts a body from the place assigned to it or geana place’s destination. It makes
visible what had no business being seen ... it makégrstood as discourse what was
once only heard as noiseDiéagreement28, 30). One can thus clearly understand
why for Ranciére the task of philosophy is necelsaplitical when he asserts that
thinking is always aréthinking,” that is, “an activity that displaces abject away
from the site of its original appearance or attegdiiscourse” (“Dissenting Words,”
120).

Political philosophy, in other words, is concerngith active restaging or
assujetissemer(subjectivisation), a process by which, in and les ¢énactment of a
revolutionary performative, those “outcasts” whe adenied an identityn a given
order of policing” thus come to be perceived ashkadiscursive beings (Ranciére

“Politics,” 61). In short, politics, as opposedpolicy, consists of making sensible that

© This was Ranciére’s response to the question ssdpby Jane Bennett at a conference at
Goldsmiths College in 2003. See Benn¥ibrant Matter: A Political Ecology of Things
(Durham & London: Duke University Press, 2010),.106
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which is insensible within a given state of affaitéence, politicalactivity is the
coming to be sensible of any and all bodies rertlaresible and voiceless within a
given police order. The question then, hew, and under what conditions, those
“bodies” which, reproduced as invisible, senselegise according to a historically
contingent “distribution of sensible,” thus comenakesense.

According to Ranciére, such a process of politers wever consist of “an act
of an identity,” but is rather “the formation ofoae that is not a self but is the relation
of a self to an other” (60). The “process of disitfcation” (61) is, in other words,
dependent upon a trope “that links the name ofaaumror class to the name of no
group or no class, a being to a non-being or ayabbeing” (61). Things are not so
simple, however, in that this “does not mean theuaption of a different identity or
the plain confrontation of two identities” (62). ther words, it can neither be a
metaphorical claim to another’s identity (whetha@edtly or as their representative),
nor the unfamiliar juxtaposition of two previousicognisable (“proper”) identities, a
calculated relation whose very unfamiliarity, as weow, depends upon the prior
sense of the elements being recognised.

Rather, writes Ranciére, such an “impossible idieation” takes place only
as “an interval or gap: beinpgetherto the extent that we ateetweer—between
names, identities, cultures, and so on” (62). Ithisn, a being-together in and as a
relation to an other thas not or notyet that is, the “heterological enactment” of an
improper metonymywhose elements do not precede their relation am ithis at once
“the denial of an identity given ... by the rulingder of policy” (64). The condition of
possibility for this heterological enactment is@selyiterability. This is because it is
iterability which ensures that the disseminationaof'series of words” cannot be
controlled, insofar as any such series is “equaligilable both to those entitled to use
it and those who are not” (“Dissenting Words,” 116)

The enactment of an improper metonymy is, as Remeaigserts, nothing less
than the “creative activity of invention that allewfor a redescription and
reconfiguration of a common world of experiencel@) For him, this is exemplified

par excellenceby the affirmation in 1968 of an impossible idénétion with a

"' Ranciére, however, would argue that it is whatchls literarity, rather than iterability,
which ensures such dissemination and at the sameergserves it for the human alone. See
“Dissenting Words,” 115.
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number of Algerians beaten to death and dumpedhanSeine by the police seven

years earlier. “We could not,” writes Ranciere,

identify with those Algerians, but weould question our identification with
the “French people” in whose name they had beerdened ... we could
act as political subjects in the interval or the deetween two identities,
neither of which we could assume. The process bjestivisation had no
proper name, but it found its name, its cross namthe 1968 assumption
“We are all German Jews"—a “wrong” identificatidirflitics,” 61).

Here, there are obvious similarities between thaickv Ranciere understands as the
process ofssujetissemenand that unrecognisable being-with which | havecdbed
as an animal encounter, as shown most clearlyaredample of Kafka's young dog.
The latter, as we recall, is thrown from his setbian interval between the youth he
was and the investigator he will become. Neverdgla number of difficulties remain
concerning Ranciere’s accounts of the politicaipus of an impossible identification.

In the first place, Ranciére does not give us tdeustand exactlyrow that
restaging comes to be, nor of the efficacy of ésdming. He does, however, suggest
that assujetissementonsists not simply of “unentitled” speech actst blso of a
mimicking of the existing discourse of power, fohieh the secession of the Roman
plebeians serves as his primary example. Thusgssaanciére, it is “necessary to
invent the scene upon which spoken words may bélaudn which objects may be
visible, and individuals themselves may be recagtiig“Dissenting Words,” 116).
Such an invention, he argues, establishes anotisténibdtion of the sensible by
executing “a series of speech acts that mimic tlodgbe patricians” Disagreement
24).

It is difficult to know if this is exactly theameprocess of subjectivisation as
“We are all German Jews,” but it is nonethelessrctbat it similarly involves the
invention of an improper metonymy, the positingtlé same “we are and are not.”
Such a performative, however, points t@r@or coming to one’s senses otherwise
which, only in its having alreadykenplace, at once calls forth the mime. That is to
say, the plebeians’ coming to a sense of themselsdmeings whose “right” to make
sense has been previously elided, and thus of isiaivwithin the State, must have
alreadytaken place. It is rather the case that the pasbins, post-apocalyptic sense of
being without sense is precisely the call and nesto—theassujetissemertwhich
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precedes any such placeholding “prosthesis.” linigther words, the priozondition
of the borrowed costume that is the “cross” name.

Hence, whereas a restaging for Ranciére is thahwspeech act which shifts
a body outside ordered distribution by its makiegssble the previously insensible, |
would argue that such political restaging is ratimerpreservationof the encounter’s
call. The meaningless metonymic placeholder, irottords, constitutes the time and
space of an encounter which reeeadytaken place, and which is staged by a being
who hasalreadycome to be outside of an ordered state of affashall endeavour to
clarify this further in the next section throughetlframe of Ranciére’s privileged

example.

“We are all German Jews”

In order to understand the efficacy of the impropatonymy “We are all German
Jews,” it is thus necessary to focus not solelytermpositing, but also on that which
constitutes its condition of possibility. First alf, its chance paradoxically resides in
the very relations of power it puts into questidimis is because the excess of an
encounter is always and only that which exceedtbper identification demanded
by institutionalised, yet historically contingemgcognition. Here then, a singular
encounter with the abject materiality of the deddefians comes to dislocate the
recognisable “I.” In other words, the anxious adllboth its insensibility and at once
the sense of its sense having being effaced, tl®chtes the sense of a delimited
self exposed within a shared community affect,hiis instance “the French people.”
This “sense without sense” can necessarily mark dsl absence of content in its
being prior to any possible referent and thus, in its inteaup of the habitual
interpretations inhabited by dominant relationpaiver, “I” comes to be other, falling
in the interval between two identities: no longeregognisable “I” and not yet a
recognisable other. Hence, that which Rancierdydascribes as “the paratactic logic

of a ‘we areand are not™” (“Politics,” 62) can be understood as @yymous with the
phrase “l is other.”

In short then, beinthis being encountering an excessive withdrawal ofsens
in the singularity of its being-there-in-relatiamthe murdered Algerians, forces its “I”

from the self-certainty of familiar repose, amnadl that anxiety which marks, and is
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indissociable from, the impossible irruption of geesuch, of theakingplace of sense,
within the everyday.

All this then, is prior to the actual positing ai anproper metonymy which
ratherpreserveghat monstrous call of a time and space to com@re&erving, in other
words, of “the advent of thinking for those who werot initially destined to think”
(Ranciere “Dissenting Words,” 121). Insofar aséheounter can be apprehended only
as meaning without sense (content) amslsense (sensibility) without meaning, its
making sense permits only and always an inaugwigdtion, an ironic positing
whereby the unheard-of combination becomes sendiyglicitly putin the placeof
that unnameable which withdraws, such a meaningiegseholder explicitly refuses
identity, mimesis and surrogacy. Instead, it preseithe having come to being of a
space and a timef becoming which, while (the) outside of a givaats of affairs,
nevertheless resonateghin that state of affairs.

Monstrous and unnameable, the call without senset thus take on a
borrowed costume in order to be. It must, in otlkerds, take on the languages, senses
and conventions of the old in order to composemproper past-futurenetonymy
which marks the irruption of the new in its pogitiwithin contexts where it has not
previously belonged. In so doing, its inauguraktin necessarily interrupts the
economy of substitution, that is, ofetaphoras understood within the discipline of
rhetoric as an identification of one thing with #mer (this is that). Only in this way is
an opening of the time-space of the new preserved.

In this, “We are all German Jews” is an intensive, dialectical
corresponding with the past, that is, it possesséher a proper nor a figuratigense
but only the intensity of beings improperly resamgttogether, past and future. The
dislocating trace, in order to preserve its ownetiamd space to come, thus calls to an
untimelydeterritorialisation of sense which, dependent uperfact that the context of
a phrasing is never fully determined, thus functi@s a catachrestic reinscriptign.
The “impossible” sense of the enactment “We ar&aliman Jews” thus constitutes at
once an intensive relation and a restaging, aml tiirough the prosthesis of such a
borrowed costume that the necessary countersigrsatiirecognition are gained.

Dressed thus in an improper metonymy, the mute f@stoi of a content-less
relation, which Ranciére describes as “bdingetherto extent that we ar@ betweeh

2 Hence the plebeians can only catachrestically miamd in so doing transform, an improper
positing in order for it to be recognised.
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(“Politics” 62), comes to being, becomes manifé#tnce, the “borrowed costume”
can be neither an imitation nor a calculation ‘loe benefit of” or “on behalf of” that
with whichit comes to be, which would presuppose a precediegtity. In Ranciére’s
words, it is neither the “assumption of a differetentity [n]or the plain confrontation
of two identities” (62).

In order to understand ttedficacyof this preserving, however, it is necessary
to leave Ranciére for a moment and turn insteadhat Karl Marx calls, in contrast to
the walking ghosts of nihilistic parody, the recovef the spirit of revolution. Here
too, we discover a point of contact, a co-respooderwith Nietzsche and the

announcement of the overhuman which outlives egetgrminable form.

The spirit of revolution

In the famous opening passagesTdfe Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte
(1852), Marx writes of those bodies which, neveg tiberal subjects of free will,
instead find themselves only in being displacedyenemaking history “under
circumstances they themselves have chosen, butr ucideumstances directly
encountered, given and transmitted from the past6)’® The relation of a body to
the world is, in other words, delimited by the ililgation of iterability, that is to say
historicity, and thus the making of sense alwpyascedeghe exposing in and as which
a being comes to be. As a result, “making histasyat once the necessity and the

impossibility of the new:

The tradition of all the dead generations weigkse k& nightmare on the
minds of the living. And, just when they appeark® engaged in the
revolutionary transformation of themselves andrthwterial surroundings,
in the creation of something which does not grist, precisely in such
epochs of revolutionary crisis they anxiously ceajup [beschwéren sie
angstlic the spirits of the padb their service; they borrow from them
names, slogans and costumes so as to stage thear&whistorical scene
in this venerable disguise and borrowed langu{agé-7).

Employing the example of The French Revolution'sachrestic donning of Roman

costume, Marx here describes the necessity of Wworgothe costumes of the past in

’® Translation modified here and throughout. On thesesages iighteenth Brumairesee
also Derrida’s reading iSpectres of MarxX133-145.
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order for that transformation to bstaged A borrowing, moreover, which is
subsequento the revolutionary transformation which has alyeéappeared.” In other
words, in order for the new to stage its until tloaty potentialefficacy in the world, it
must improperly take on, i.ergestage, costumes borrowed from the pBsior to this
necessitywhich is another way of noting the impossibilitytbe appearing coming to
be as such any “engaged” living beings onlgppear to have been transformed,
without producing any material effect.

The material transformation thus occurs only witheeonfiguration of both
an earlier time and another language, that is o w#&h a reactivation of spectral
sediments in an anxious process of “world-histdricanecromancy

[Totenbeschworung(147). In these revolutionary restagings,

the resurrection of the dead served to exalt thestaiggles, rather than to
parody the old, to exaggerate the given task inrttagination, rather than
to flee from solving it in reality, and to recoviie spirit of the revolution,

rather than to set its ghost walking again (148).

Here then, Marx points to two different ways oftaggng the past. On the one hand,
we find a recourse to the ghost of parody whickdléne task of the new and, on the
other, an anxious conjuration from unnameable mmosy to a resurrected corpse
which recovers the revolutionary spirit insofaritasxalts the new. | will return to this
notion of parody in the next section, but for now see that, for Marx, it is only with
the latter that that which is not yet might comééo

With this lively restaging of a corpse, and of theed to dress the
revolutionary spirit in the clothes of the old adéad, we are thus recalled to
Nietzsche’s affirmativeesponseAs we have seen, such a response improperlysstage
the singular, unheard-of relation which does net libut rather onlyout-lives
[Uberlebeh every determinable form. It is this response \whitaterialisesthe silent
announcing of that which survives the properly hapend which Werner Hamacher
acutely contends comes to be “only in the formméd @aho, having outlasted the death
of its type, has returned to haunt the liviregliving corpsé (“Disgregation,” 159;
emphasis added). The posthumous, posthuman cénpseut-lives its type and genus
insofar as it exceeds its proper sense and limauimd) finitude as its condition, and
hence a technics as and at the origin of life, @galt its “dangerous” reiteration is that

which interrupts all life, and by which life outbs itself.
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In this, we can better understand how the affirmeaturn of the phrase “We
are all German Jews,” in that it returns diag corpse, comes to interrupt the given
state of affairs. It announces, in other words, fiirn of the repressed Algerian
corpses in their being raised (again) and catatbadlg posited within contexts where
they had not previously belonged. In this way, thayt-live” their proper sense, that
is, they outlive their habitual actualisation irgi&en state of affairs. Hence, it is the
death machine of living being which, as both theditoon of possibility of proprietary
normsand of their “out-living,” thus enables the shatterinrgfurn of the oppressed.
Such is a conjuration from unnameable monstrositsesurrected corpse as a calling

upon death to summon the future and invent the ssiple

Ghosting the revolution

It remains, however, to understand the distance andnce the proximity of this
revolutionary necromancy to the walking ghost aofoply. Here, it becomes necessary
to recall with Marx Nietzsche’s specular figuresdiilism.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, given both the tropologioaichinery of sense and
the elliptical apostrophe of the call marking iy the zoogenetic translation, the
key to the difference between Marx’s revolutiongpyrit and that of the walking ghost
lies in theirtropes On the one side, we have the living corpse @ataestic repetition
and, on the other, parody. Parodic citation isyaave seen, one of the two forms of
nihilism Nietzsche seeks to move beyond. Figurethky‘last man” as the advocate of
the cynical play of relativism, parody consistsagblay with habitual values in such a
way as they become ghostly remains, albeit remalnways haunted by the spirit of
revolutionary invention they elide. In this, paroghays withrecognisedsense in a
calculated game of exquisite corpse. It is thissglod parody which Marx locates in
the bourgeois society of post-revolutionary France:

Bourgeois society was no longer aware that the tghosf Rome had
watched over its cradle, since it was wholly abedrin the production of
wealth and the peaceful struggle of economic coitipet... And its
gladiators found in the stern classical traditiohshe Roman republic the
ideals, art forms and self-deceptions they neededrder to hide from
themselves the limited bourgeois content of theuggles and to maintain
their enthusiasmEjghteenth Brumairgl48).
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Parody, a game which plays with ghosts so as tayaveproduce an ashen corpse, is
that which remains when the revolutionary restagiognes to ba part of, rather than
apart from a given state of affairs, its sense having besmgscribed. Moreover, it is a
reinscription which must, given the necessary idatibn of iterability, always already
accompany the recovery of the revolutionary sjpiritoming to be as a living corpse.
Hence, given that this “still undrained, still wausted decay’ lives on” (Hamacher
“Disgregation,” 160), we are returned to the Nietesan imperative of an eternally
returning autocritique. Here then, economic interésat sedimented investiture of
power effaced in actualisation, not so much takesa® necessarilgongealsinto a
parody of revolutionary spirit. In this way, thestanan and the walking ghost, through
the ideality of iterability, together figure theiliarian sedimentation by which a
dominant power conserves its position.

For Marx, having witnessed “the ghost of the oldotation” which, from
1848 to 1851, “knew no better than to parodiighteenth Brumairel48, 147), the
circumvention of the indissociability of the revotn and its ghost could thus only be
that most urgent of all concerns if the workingsslaevolution was tpermanently
succeed. In this early stage of Marx’s project thbere is a fundamental difference
between his conception of “ideology” and Nietzsshe&iotion of “metaphysical
fictions.”* It is this which places Nietzsche in oppositiorthe young Marx: whereas
Marx’s world is hopeful for the future but joyless the present, Nietzsche’s world,
given that the overhuman remains always to comieeiisft of hope for the future but
potentially filled with joy in the present. Oppasstyes, yet both worlds are filled with
fetishes and illusions it is necessary to over-cQitarx) or under-go (Nietzsche).

Concerned thus with how the revolutionary spirightisomehow maintain its
exalting automanifestation in the world without sumbing to a parodic hollowing-
out disguising cynical self-interest, the young kdhus turns to the example of
language itself. It follows from our argument thizs that, in order to avoid the

reiteration by which the revolutionary citation bawes its own ghost, the improper

™ This is not to say, however, that the impossipitif circumvention is not disclosed by the
later Marx. The dislocation of the intending subjefor example, as in the famous
“personification” of capital Capital, 1:253-4 and 111:403), necessarily demands aquiii that
remains vigilant to an originary technics. On ttdgpectrality of the rational” see, along with
Derrida’sSpectresGayatri Chakravorty Spivak “Ghostwriting” Diacritics 25:2, 65-84; and
A Critique of Postcolonial Reaspr6-84.
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metonymy of the successful revolution to come nesutterly discontinuous with the
past, that is, it must thus refuse the possibiftyeiteration. Hence Marx speakstbé
language of revolutionarguing that while “the beginner who has learm@edew
language always retranslates it into his mothegueri’ such a language “can only be
said to have appropriated the spirit of the nevglage and to be able to produce in it
freely when he can manipulate it without referetecé¢he old” (146-7). The improper
metonymy by which the future revolution preserviself must, in other words)o
longerrelay the old, must no longer be haunted by the past fuich it is excised in
being transformed.

In this way, the power of a revolutionary positingust be utterly, i.e.,
permanentlydiscontinuous with any possibility of making sengthin the given state
of affairs it interrupts. It can, in Marx’s word&nly create its poetry from the future,
not from the past. ... There the phrase transcenueddntent die Phrase Uber den
Inhalt]; here the content transcends the phrase” (1493. groblem, however, is that
for the “phrase” to be effective in the world, foto make sensét mustrelay the past,
inasmuch as the making of sense in fact depends tgoindissociability of spirit and
ghost, which is precisely the condition of its lgeoonstituted. The “phrase,” in other
words, is the having taken on of a materiality eapropriation of form which, as with
all forms, constitutes a mask. Such is the mandestimulation necessary to effect an
efficacious restaging, and in this the improperangimy must always transcend the
content’®

Hence, whereas for Marx the revolutionary transtttion is appropriated
when “the new” is no longer marked in its differerend deferral, it is rather that this
appropriation marks theooptation or reinscription, of its interruption within a stadf
affairs. It is the moment, in other words, when idhealisation of the phrasing allows
for its parodic manipulation. Once again then, ecdming “naked’—becoming
“humarn in the figural sense | am employing it here—iigleded sense is disguised
by an apparent transparency. Such is the walkirgstgla congealed clarity which
dissimulates the impropriety of the address ofamrhal” encounter.

In summary therefore, the revolutionary phrasingthie preserving of an

encounter which, in borrowing the old clothes & ffast, enacts a restaging in which

® The term “phrase,” it must be recalled, does moessarily refer to a human speech act, and
thus it is important to hear within it many othends of phrasings, that is, other and others’
ways ofspacing
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the new-old languageefusesto make sense. Insofar as it remdiesweensenses in
this way, itboth no longer and not yet makes seisg rather constitutes a time-space
of intensive correspondence. The sense of the malitier which exceeds its
placeholder is thus, in Marx’s terms, the contewtliving as its phrase. Its power, in
other words, resides in thieetweenof sense, an indecipherable intervallic zone
between negation and sublation which ruptures asgipility of synthesis.

However, whereas this inaugural improper metonysiythie interval, the
between of dis-identification of which Ranciére &g this disposition which marks
the intensity of its coming to be must nonetheleevitably become its own ghost.
Becoming naked transparent, the intensity of its improper clsthiades into
nothingness, losing itself to the nihilistic parodf the last man. Derrida puts this
succinctly when, inSpectres of Marxhe notes that as “soon as one identifies a

revolution, it begins to imitate, it enters intadeath agony” (144).

Viral micropolitics and genealogical conflagrations

Returning to Ranciére, we can now understand whyptirase “We are all German
Jews,” “the validity of which ... rest[s] entirely dhe capacity to overturn the political
relationship between the order of designations #mat of events” (Ranciéere
“Dissenting Words,” 114), exists only as an inteestorresponding. It isot, in other
words, a synthesis, but ratheplaceholderwhose invention marks, and is marked by,
its intensity in holding open the “place” of theanval from and to which a being is
recalled otherwise. Hence, as Ranciére arguesndhee alwaydinds itself that is,
finds its “cross” or “wrong” name (“Politics,” 61).

The improper metonymy is, in short,peosthesisa bandage and a mask of
disconcealment which, making no sense, rather gr@acintensive resonance that is a
making senkle. The assujetissemenivhich Ranciére locates with its constitutive
declaration is precisely that whichgalled forthby the disorientating withdrawal of
the animal encounter, its improper dressing thathviffectively stages an intensive
metonymic corresponding with the past. Constitutimghis way its own time and
space, it thus reinscribes its divisive outside that which the prevailing araeust
exclude. It is, in other words, the staging of ammentionable relation which, as

Ranciere attests, “is not a place for dialogue search for a consensus” (62).
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In contrast to a reasonable application on thesbasiprior identity, the
performative affirmation of an improper metonymynnds only those affirmative
countersignatures by which that exclusion is remgh Its phrase resonates,
intensifying and coalescing in an opposition, impgsts own sense differently and at
once interpellating other beings which come torbsharing the disorientating call of
its encounter. This transformative force is nogdn it does not “catch fire.” Rather, its
efficacy is the chance affect of a feverish dispasi which may flare up in local
conflagrations in and as an inhuman multitude méd by the prevailing order’s
refusal to recognise its sense. Aesthetic in thetzdchean sense of before and beyond
any notion of taste and judgment, it is thus alwalysady political in that it is other to
the dominant culture ofecognisedvalue. It is, in short, the coming to be of a
nonreactive, affirmative micropolitioshich allows for a political ethics insofar as it
operates without any kind of transcendence, thawithout any overarching control
from above.

Moreover, the resonance of the phrasing is at dme@pening of the space of
a Nietzscheagenealogyof its mapping of a site of exclusion, in that toming to be
sensible at once marks ifgior nonsensibility. That is, it makes legible its prio
exscription from sense as amtherto imperceptible-operation of power. Thus, the
inscription of and as the new is at once the pdggibf a genealogical rearticulation
which, in that making sense of a prior exclusionkesaperceptible the economic
interest concealed within the parodic citation abitual values, calls others to an
encounter with the force of the reinscribed exduasi

In this way, the phrasing “We are all German Jews’not only the
placeholder of a new encounter, but also a genealogpening in which can be made
legible the investment of power in the prior exadasof the newly sensible Algerian
bodies. It potentially makes perceptible, in other wordée tlocal theatre of
animalisation, and thus the machinery of constiitiexclusion In short, the
placeholding improper metonymy enacts a restagirigchw constitutes both the
resonance for further encounters to come, and eal@gical opening for a rethinking
or restaging within historiological discourse. Hareggenealogies can thus be said to
become perceptible in and as moments of time apéitit®n, reinscribing thus the
temporal irruption within the everyday spatialisatiof time through an account of its

prior effacement. In this way such genealogies aamess to that which remains
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unrecognised in the founding and conserving of poWes, therefore, both ethical and

political.

Conclusion: from a happy life to a joyful one

That which | have called an animal encounter cas the summarised as a movement
in two directions. On the one paw, it is the opgnof a space and a time of
recognition to come and, on the other, the opeafrthe paststhe future by thinking
whattakes placaoday. To understand the efficacy of “We are ari@an Jews,” for
example, or of the most proximal silence of thetHest deafening fanfare, it is
therefore necessary to respond to the demands odming to being: What investment
of reproduction, its silent, deafening compulsimndered its prior insensibility? What
usedoes such an elision serve? Which figures orgahisesffect of foreclosure? and
S0 on.

The space of genealogy is thus the chance to netegnd evaluate, in
Deleuze’s words, the “truth of a thought ... accogdio the forces of power that
determine it to think and to think this rather thihat” (Nietzsche and Philosoph97).
As such, in disclosing “what forces are hiding tisetaes in the thought ahis truth,
and therefore what its sense and value is” (9€) gégnealogical space thereby offers a
radical political historiology in that the makingrse of the previously insensible
demands an oppositional stance to the state afsatfaat reproduced its exclusion. It
is, in short, the redoubled spacere$pond-ability the excessive recursivity between
concept and singular experience, between deafmelstha inaudible clamour of being-
with. Only here, in and as this redoubled space, residepotential of an emergent
trajectory of escape.

At last then, in concluding this part let us coesidnce more the example of
Kafka’s investigator which which it began. The istigator, we recall, having come to
his senses following the intoxicating expropriatiohthe “I,” comes to a self that
senses itself constrained by previously insendiivligs. As a result of this, however, at
the same time as the youth becomes an investigatatso finds himself irredemiably
displaced from the “happy life” of the everyday.eTdmimal encounter, in other words,

callsforth the investigator as it at once demafrds the investigator an indefatigable,
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unending pursuit that is nothing less than an umgncritique of theology, economics,
politics and philosophy.

No longer insensible to the impositions and exdnsi of knowing, the
investigator is thus marked out by his disorienttencounter: “my peculiarities
[Sonderbarkeitdq’ he writes, “lie open to the day” (“Investigatis,” 279). Thereafter,
the investigator can maintain with his silence maitthe nostalgic reactive longing for
ecstatic communion nor the quietism of harmoniomissensus which serves only to
maintain the status quo. Rather, in becoming hmaradoxically compelled to always
seek instead those irresistiblenjviderstehlich encounters which “drive us again and
again, as though by sheer force, out of our samrale” (280). He is compelled, in
other words, to open his self to those encountéishwdrive us out beyond our all too
canine, all too human limitations, and which malemdnds upon us beyond and
before every proper delimitation of species. Whsatriore, as Nietzsche would no

doubt add, he is compelled to dojsgfully.
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Part Three: Ethics and Power

The “unrecognisable,” | shall say in a somewhaipttlal way, is the
beginning of ethics, of the Law, and not of the lammSo long as there is
recognisability and fellow, ethics is dormant.

Jacques Derrid@ihe Beast and the Sovereign

Whoever heard of an ironic ethics? Not an unsenjuéestion, for it may be
the case that ethics can only be ironic, untimgilyguised and failing.
Avital Ronell The Test Drive

Introduction: the fatal risk of the untimely

In the preceding chapters, we have seen that,elegy concept, “the human” is a
discursive abstraction constructed through theditirgg of difference and, as such, is
reproduced to a degree as necessary and unifora.cAasequence, as Nietzsche tells
us, “humanity” is “actuallymade calculable,” a calculability which has as its most
fruitful effect “the sovereign individuallike only to himself” Genealogyll:2). This
indissociability of the violence of making-calculatand the effect, and the efficacy, of
sovereignty, should certainly give us pause. Anottey of saying this would be that
to be human is to come to being within, and asrseguence of, the vast machinery of
making-sense-ability which conditions the visilyiliand viability of each and every
social being. All social beings are, in short, tlesult of habitual practices of long-
standing cultural formations congealed in and asdahguages they inhabit and which
inhabit them. This “already-there” which, prior tts effect, already divides the
indivisibility of the sovereign “I” thus ensures ethactive-passive production and
reproduction of norms determined by dominant retetiof power. At the same time,
however, such a notion of the already-there mustidmoupled from a normalising
anthropocentrism which unthinkingly identifies ngachinery with human language,
human culture, and human history alone.

This technics at and as the origin of sense, threddy” of the “there,” is, as
we have seen, the reserving of the space of ethesplonse, of the calling forth of
improper, transforming metonymies whi@symptotiowith the fight for rights, breach
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the enclosures of property and propriety. Ethickas further been argued, begins only
in a movement beyond what can be determined. Fohtiman animal, for example,
ethics can begin only in a disidentification witletradical alterity of aorhuman or
inhuman being which marks, and thus interrupts, the measureé the limit of
humanity.

More specifically, however, “the ethical” is thahieh, enacting bodyings as
and at the limit of sense and of existence, necéssdthdraws in the opening of a
politics as its actualised supplement. In this, pioditicity of an animal encounter
resides in the impossibility of preserving its caithout redressing its insensibility
within the clothes of the sensible, this latternigeia reactive concealment which
paradoxically marks its becoming naked. In conttasRanciére then, a phrasing
remains political only insofar as it no longer amat yet makes sense, thus making
explicit the impropriety of its costume and hernlce tinnameable absence it names. In
that the already-there nevertheless remains asorigition of possibility, however,
there is as a result no guarantee that such alghl=r will gain, at the intersection of
convention and consent, the necessary counteraigsadf recognition.

The excess of the ethical, in other words, at oopens tothe risk of
becoming-unrecognisable within the structures ofammey which reproduce viable
ways of beingand it is this risk, of a potentially fatal re@lisor withdrawal of
recognition, which will be explored throughout thest chapter of this part. This
withholding, it will be argued, neutralises theie#th encounter through a redoubling of
“outsides.”

As we have seen, the materiality of the atempautdide imposes itself in the
chance of an animal encounter, and in this opetise unnameable outside of a given
state of affairs which nevertheless resonates ipgstpwithin that state. In contrast to,
and yet indissociable from, such an encounter, witdrawal and withholding of
making-sense-ability displaces and confines the demaithg event to an “outside”
constitutedwithin a given state of affairs. In this way the intert@ltside” serves as
both the limitof normativity and the limitto normativity. It is, in other words, a
conserving reaction which doubles and at once disavthe animal encounter by
reinscribing it “inside” an “outside” constitutday a given state of affairs, and which
constitutes the limit and the legitimai&that state.

Such reactive socioeconomic, political and matediaplacings range from

social exclusion, ridicule, prejudice and hatred tbe one hand, to the full-scale
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mobilisation of the juridico-medical machinery witts physical confinements and
judgments of criminality, deviancy, pathology anddness on the other. Being judged,
whether officially or not, to be “mad,” as lackinige ability to make sense and thus
“outside” of the social constraints determined Ime talready-there, is thus to be
displacedwithin an “outside” constituted only in opposition to theside” of a given
state of affairs. In this, the neutralising disgla@nt of the encounter to the confines of
the “outside” of reason can be seen to mirror tlaelaening displacement and extreme
passivity of the encounter’s apocalyptic interval.

More than this, it is here, within this contestguhee of recognisability, the
unrecognisable, and the withdrawal of recognittbaf | aim to demonstrate in this part
an essential link between the neutralisation ofaamrmal encounter, the necessary
dormancy of any so-called ethics based upon siityiland familiarity, and the
genocidal economy of animalisation which servegxolude other beings from the
ability to make sense.

The discourse of madness is here linked, moredeedomesticity to the
home and to the everyday, in that madness is in serse the foreign, the
unrecognisableyithin the familiar. In Plato’sSThe Sophistfor example, the Foreigner
fears that, in being outside of common (i@mmmuna)l sense, he will be judged mad.
Doubling the immigrant’s fear that he or she wi# bnable to make sense in the
language of another, the Foreigner in particulardehat he will be judged mad insofar
as he represents a challenge to the patéogals by suggesting that nonbeing, that
whose being is not there, neverthelss®r hag being. He fears, in other words, being
judged as contrary to its truth of being-there.

This notion of “the effects of ‘foreignness’ in desticity, the foreign in the
same,” whether in the domestic space of the horhéhe nation, or of language,
necessarily relates, as Derrida suggests, to latigpitand to the question of its
unconditionality Of Hospitality 158). Responding to the demand of an animal
encounter, a response that is the challenge afeditfi to its call, is indeed, | suggest
here, to risk being judged mad. It is, in other @grto risk becoming a stranger or a
foreigner at home, an internal exile or even a diimeerrorist. It is to risk becoming
an asylum seeker and at once to risk the asylum.

However, as | aim to demonstrate in this paxery living being is always
already seeking asylum within the domestic, anegeh is constitutively foreign to the

“there” of its singular being Consequently, every living being demands hospjtal
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and yet, insofar as hospitality demands an autongmsovereign decision, every living
being is incapable of offering it or, rather, ideald do so only inadequately. It is an
inability and an insufficiency, moreover, which aadition renders both unjust and
unjustifiable the liberal-Aristotelian contractuafgument which seeks to exclude
nonhuman animals from the ethical domain on thasbak an alleged inability to

reciprocate.

Butler meets Burroughs

In the first chapter of this part, | will explora more detail the notion of redoubled
“outsides,” further enabling us to understand whg tnside-outsideopos with its
suggestion of a simple line or lines of divisios,both problematic and unavoidable.
Beginning with Judith Butler’s work on what shelsahe “killing ideals of gender and
race” Bodies that Matterl24-5), | argue that a subject does indeed conte tas the
result of reiterated practice propagating sameraesk identification as and at the
junctures of multiple “outsides.” The “subject” ig, other words, the singular nexus of
a network of inculcation, constituted along “vestaf power” which “require and
deploy each other for the purpose of their owncaldtion” (18). In this way, the
property and propriety of the white European hetexaal human male depends for its
hegemonic privilege upon the entanglement of iraigyrconstituted “outsides” within
which animals, women, people of colour, and therpomme to be inscribeds
excluded.

In contrast to Butler, however, | argue that “theman” is never the simple
cumulatory effect of regulatory reproductive power, but rather i®litsa regulatory
norm. Indeed, | argue that all other norms—of raggnder, class, sexuality, and so
on—must in fact pass through species differencerder to reproduce themselves as
“natural.” The privileged sexuality accorded to tlieal of whiteness cannot, for
example, be approached without an understandinigeomachinery which devalorises
people of colour by way of a negative displacemehich shifts nonwhite sexuality
towards “animality.” From this, we can then betterderstand the ethicaisk which
inheres within every animal encounter. The riskshort, of an unbearable existence
being neutralised, a risk which, by way of a coeda, | will illustrate with two

examples.
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In chapter six | trace some of the implicationgho$ through various related
readings of the wild-tame and timeless-timebourmthatiomies. My primary reference
here will be the late texts of the North Americavealist William S. Burroughs. They
have been chosen not only because of their ex@mgtgement with human-animal
relations but, more importantly, because they lfoom an animal encounter which,
claims Burroughs in a phrase reminiscent of Kafkaigestigator, saved him from “a
deadly, pervasive ignoranceCét Inside 46). In this way, | aim to demonstrate that,
without an excessive hospitality, the entangleceh@anies of oppression are inevitably
repeated and thus reinforced. | thus argue thatlewbr Burroughs the valorised
timelessness of the wild makes possible an anirogelwhich transcends pain and
conflict, in fact the restriction of love to sombut not all, nonhuman animals
inevitably serves only to reiterate a logic of doation, as evidenced too in the
complementary reading of Deleuze and Guattari’onaif “becoming-animal.”

Such a logic ofogosis, in short, dependent upon the exclusion ofatlogon
It depends, that is, upon the entangled exclustdmeadness, of animals, and of the
foreign within the domestic. Consequently, | argu¢he final chapter of this part that
the beginning of ethics resides within the detestigdire of the Burroughsian
centipede. Moreover, only in being-with the beihgre of this monstrosity within the
domestic does it become possible to move Burrougiisking of the posthuman
beyond its masculinist, imperialist logic, a movemevhich will then lead us to a

thinking (of) community in the following part.
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5. Domestic Scenes and Species Trouble:
The Nexus of Exclusion, Or, the “I” of the Storm

For women in patriarchal culture, additional comsearise as well. For we
have been swallowednd we are the swallowers. We are the consumers
andthe consumed. We are the ones whose stomachs distant—having
no ears—and we are the ones who seek to be heam \inthin the
stomach that has no ears.

Carol J. Adam3 he Sexual Politics of Meat

Phantasms and ghosts: in the “I” of oppression

The strategivalue of encounteraith animals for interrupting habitual interpretations
that serve to conserve capitalism’s material andb®fic economies becomes even
clearer when we consider that such encounters satkgsplace one’s self socially at
risk beyond the improper marking of its place. Tmderstand this, however, it is
necessary to understand the process by which thentpsmatic ideals” of regulatory
norms are naturalised. The “activity” of genderifigr, example, both precedes the
apparently willing subject and is, as Judith Bu#gplains, simultaneously “the matrix
through which all willing first becomes possibléBddies that Matter7). Consider,

Butler writes,

the medical interpellation which ... shifts an infdrdm an “it” to a “she”
or a “he,” and in that naming, the girl is “girlédyrought into the domain
of language and kinship through the interpellatafngender. But that
“girling” of the girl does not end there; on thentary, that founding
interpellation is reiterated by various authoritesd throughout various
intervals of time to reenforce or contest this ratsed effect. The naming
is at once the setting of a boundary, and alsadpeated inculcation of a
norm (7-8).

Here, in contrast to Louis Althusser's notion ofntérpellation,” whereby the
ideological subject is constituted by the law’'s@apgar address, the subject for Butler is
rather the singular yet ventriloquised nexus oeawvork of inculcations, constituted in

the intersection of phantasmatic ideals reprodumgd/arious, mutually articulating
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regulatory norms. As a result, “the materialitytbé body will not be thinkable apart
from the materialisation of that regulatory norrd}.(

Equally important to us in this discussion of geig “activity,” however, is
the need to also consider, and not as somethimgrattor separate, that “other” matrix
through which the majority ohorhuman animals areefusedthat shift to gendered
being. Only once consideration is extended in tiig does it become possible to
understand the meshed machinery which opens thsibddg of a refusal or
withdrawal of gender, and which simultaneously datees that such a refusal or
withdrawal from a human body necessarily “relegatbat excluded human being to
the status of an animal. While Butler does indeedclh on this animalising
displacement, insofar as nonhuman animals are, \ewéargely absent from her
consideration, the economy underlying the negatisplacement remains obscufe.

Nonetheless, central to Butler's thinking is that hiorms to be successfully
reproduced they musall reinforce and re-enforce one another. The praatite
gendering, to stay with Butler's example, thus reggithat it simultaneously redeploy
racialising and heterosexualising practices. Milyuaupporting, there exist no
independently articulated norms but only imbricatédgemonies of oppression”
(132). As aresult,

[a] convergent set of historical formations of edised gender, of gendered
race, of the sexualisation of racial ideals, or theialisation of gender
norms, makes up both the social regulation of déyuand its psychic
articulations. ... Hence, it is no longer possiblartake sexual difference
prior to racial difference or, for that matter, toake them into fully
separable axes of social regulation and power @)81-

In short, reiterated practice is reproductive powtre power to produce—demarcate,
circulate, differentiate—the bodies it controls’).(1 is this regulatory activity which
both precedes and enables the materialisationeoivtliing subject, permitting Butler
to claim that “the matrix of gender relationspisor to the emergence of the ‘human’
(7). This, however, isot the case, in that such a claim in fact effaces thiétrated

practice Butler seeks to disclose.

’® Butler returns to consider nonhuman animals, albgain only in passing, iRrames of
War: When Is Life Grievable(2009).
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Effecting the human

Being-there, it must be repeated, is to inhabiglege(s) in the broadest sense of the
already-there, that is, to inhabit a vast netwdrb@unded and bonded structures of
habitual sense, and is never the preserve of thehwsubject. Hence, instead of “the
human” being the simple cumulatogffect of regulatory reproductive power, it is
rather the case, as Butler indeed gestures towarber discussion of Platolshora,
that “humanity” is itself a regulatory norm. “Therman,” in other words, is a reiterated
practice of human-ing which both requires and dgplevery other norm for the
purpose of its own articulation. Only in this waythe possible refusal or withdrawal
of gender preserved, and only by way of mutuatalaition might such a withdrawal
simultaneously withdraw human status.

Indeed, a naturalised “species difference” is inl@is text the unmarked-but-
marking receptacle through which all other normssipass, and whicln so doing
constitutes thigpparenteffect of “the human.” This is not, however, tokaapecies
difference prior to, or more fundamental than, s¢xtacial, or any other regulatory
difference. To do so would be to fall prey to trerywsame error of exclusive priority
which Butler discloses in Luce Irigaray’s “mimingf Plato (in this case, the exclusive
prioritising of the feminine). It is rather the eass we shall see, that while thgon-
alogon distinction of species difference serves to “grdualll the others, it is at the
same time “grounded” by each of those others. Wsthiherefore, explicitly extend
Butler's convergent sets of historical formationsydnd the imbrication of gender,
sexuality, and race so as to include such convergets as the animalisation of
racialised gender, the gendering of animalised, rdee humanisation of racial ideals,
the racialisation of human norms, the normativeuaégation of animality, and so on.

It is indeed the case that various “attributionsraerpellations contribute to
that field of discourse and power that orchestratedimits, and sustains that which
gualifies as ‘the human’ (8). It is also the calewever, that, unless we attend to the
imbrication of a speciesist reproduction of spedédference along and within the
codetermining reproduction of sexism, racism, éassand homophobia orchestrated
by patriarchal Western practices of gendering,atesing and heterosexualising, we
necessarily risk reproducing just those “hegemoroésoppression” which such

discourse seeks to challenge. Indeed, just sucmwaitting reiteration of oppression is
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to be found, as we will see, not only in Butlert aiso in the texts of William
Burroughs and of Deleuze and Guattari.

Returning to the possible refusal or withdrawal geinder, Butler acutely
contends that “the examples of those abjected beimgo do not appear properly
gendered” demonstrates “most clearly” that “itheit very humanness that comes into
question” (8). For Butler, this serves only to derstoate that “the human” is therefore
the effectof reproductive power. It is, however, rather thse that, together with other
regulatory norms with their own constitutive ouesdthe inculcation of “humanising”
norms, that is, of viable ways of being-human ettdr, of ways of being acceptable to
power, reproduces “the human” by way of the coasté outside of “the animal.”
Only this explains why the impropriety of gendetphumanness into question, as the
guestion of humanness is always a question of diduman, of the animal. Similarly,
only by way of the constituted opposition betwelea human and the animal can we
better understand, and thus question, the sextialisanutually articulated by the
“killing ideals” of race, for example, as with th@ivileged sexuality accorded to
“whiteness.”

Returning taBodies That MatterButler thus writes,

the construction of gender operates throagblusionarymeans, such that
the human is not only produced over against thanmdn, but through a set
of foreclosures, radical erasures, that are, btrispeaking, refused the
possibility of cultural articulation. Hence, it isot enough to claim that
human subjects are constructed, for the constiuatiothe human is a

differential operation that produces the more dmel less “human,” the

inhuman, the humanly unthinkable. These excludied siome to bound the
“‘human” as its constitutive outside, and to haurdse boundaries as the
persistent possibility of their disruption and teardation (7-8).

This notion of boundary haunting, of those whongeexcluded, nevertheless illegally
remain, crossing borders like ghosts so as to entespace against our will, is central
to this whole part. Nevertheless, insofar as Bug#er think “the human” only in terms
of a cumulative effect, what she thus leaves unetariithin the foreclosed domain of
the inhuman, and in the differential reproductidritbe more and the less” human, is
precisely thenorhumananimal, at once synonymous with irrationality, wilamb
nature—with thealogon

In her introduction tdBodies That Matterhowever, Butler attempts to pre-

empt just such criticism when she states that “anglysis which foregrounds one
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vector of power over another will doubtless becami@erable to criticisms that it not
only ignores or devalues the others, but that w& @onstructions depend on the
exclusion of the others in order to proceed” (¥8¥uture criticism she then counters
with the point that “any analysis which pretend$&able to encompass every vector
of power runs the risk of a certain epistemologiogberialism which consists in the
presupposition that any given writer might fullast for and explain the complexities
of contemporary power. ... [T]hose who claim to oféeich pictures become suspect
by virtue of that very claim” (18-19).

Here, however, | do not make any such claims totaggy and/or
completeness, but only aim to demonstrate thateifwish to even begin to approach
the complexities of contemporary power, one canmutinclude the question of
species difference. This is because it is “the afii@ms constitutive outside which both
enables and haunts the production of the propeuiyam, a differential operation
indissociable from the gendering, racialising, s#sing—and all too often
marginalising—activity of the “more and the less.”

The animalalogonis, in other words, essential to the hierarchigalktioning
of this “more and less.” This is because “the allinsaalways the least of the less, the
negative pole to be overcome, more and less, abbrigimanist teleology which
reaches its apotheosis in the phantasmatic idetleofvhite human male. Hence, the
complex differential articulation of regulatory mle necessarily constitutes women,
people of colour, lesbians, gays, bisexuals, traras, the poor, and so forth, as
“more” and “less” human, that is to say, as “leastl “more”animal

Hence, just as the reproduction of heterosexualitly take various forms
“depending on how race and the reproduction of emeeunderstood” (167-8), so too
will this reproduction depend upon how “humanneasd the reproduction of “the
human” are understood, inseparable from the ansea@lor abjected categories of race
and of sexuality. In another direction, the natgedlon of heterosexuality depends
upon the normative sexualisation of animality, avieich paradoxically utilises an
unremarked biological continuism. Or again, thegdld misandry of the lesbian—in
which “a lesbian is one who must have had a baérmpce with men, or who has not
yet found the right one” (127)—crosses with theegdid misanthropy attributed to
anyone concerned with the exploitation, torture andermination of nonhuman
animals (animal activists, it is invariably allegadust hate humans as a result of

social deficiency). Following Butler, such diagneggesume, on the one hand, that
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lesbianism “is acquired by virtue of some failure the heterosexual machinery,
thereby continuing to install heterosexuality as thause” of lesbian desire” (127)
and, on the other, that animal concern is acqugdirtue of some failure in the
machinery of anthropocentrism, thereby continumgnstall human exceptionalism as
the “cause” of animal concern. One thinks here efaample, of love for a companion
animal being reconstrued as deflected biologicadli #minised, desire for a human
child.

In this way, both humanist and heterosexual deskeealways constructed as
“true,” whereas animal concern and lesbianism aevdys and only a mask and
forever false” (127). Within this economy too isufa the reactive subordination in
which concern for nonhuman suffering is deemednsifee to man, as degrading to
both his exceptionality and to his interiority, amdich is thus dismissed as an
immoral deflection of “more pressing” human coneern

That species difference is left unmarked in Busleiéxt thus has serious
consequences, as acknowledged by Butler hersbké#itainly in the context adexual
difference. It is, she writes, the claim of a fumshatal priority for sexual difference

over racial difference which,

has marked so much psychoanalytic feminism as wiitehe assumption
here is not only that sexual difference is moredamental, but that there is
a relationship called “sexual difference” that tself unmarked by race.
That whiteness is not understood by such a pelgpexs a racial category
is clear; it is yet another power that need notakpés name. Hence, to
claim that sexual difference is more fundamentahthacial difference is
effectively to assume that sexual difference ist&vsexual difference, and
that whiteness is not a form of racial different81-2).

In the same way therefore, to claim an equal amddmental primacy of racial and
sexual differences presupposes that the relatipastamed in this way are themselves
unmarked by species. This effectively assumes gbatial and racial differences are
human sexual and racial differences, and that hoesmis not a form of species
difference. It is to assume, in other words, tihat ¢onstitution of the “more or less”
human (and simultaneously of the “more or lessira) is itself unmarked by racial
and sexual differences. In short then, the humaaesils of the West are assumed to be
prior to, and thus untouched by, racial, sexual, sppecies differences, an assumption
which, as we will see in the next part, thus reites the xenophobic Platonic economy

of masculinist reason.
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The foreign in place and the madness of power

Butler most clearly discloses the stakes of thislestve operation in her critique of
Luce Irigaray's reading of the place or nonplacekbfra (or chora in Plato’s
Timaeus Nor is it by chance that this is the only plac®odies That Mattewhere, to
my knowledge, Butler attends, if only briefly, tomhuman others. Whereas Irigaray
identifies the “elsewhere” of “the” chora with tfi@unding exclusion of the feminine,
Butler points out that Irigaray therefore excluddsthose “other” others similarly

excluded from the economy of masculinist reason:

Plato’s scenography of intelligibility depends dre texclusion of women,

slaves, children, and animals, where slaves areactaised as those who
do not speak his language, and who, in not speakiaganguage, are
considered diminished in their capacity for reasonThis domain of the

less than rational human bounds the figure of hureason, producing that
“man” as one who is without a childhood; is not @nmate and so is

relieved of the necessity of eating, defecatingng and dying; one who is
not a slave, but always a property holder; one whasguage remains
originary and untranslatable (48).

For Plato, as Butler makes clear, it is the spesshflogon, and thus the irrational
(alogor), who must be excluded in crafting the “imaginanyorphology” of
masculinist reason. In this, the dumb aninabdgon is thus the utterly other, the
absolute outsider. Indeterminate and undecidabg otitside of the outside and thus
both continuous and radically separate, the “eatdgfecating, living and dying”
animal thus becomes the perpetual site of a catiest the test of a dangerous and
dreaded proximity the overcoming of which the limitthe human is judged. We will
discover this testing animal again in the next thig@ test, moreover, which shatters
the purity of love.

For the moment, however, we can better understancdtie reproduction of a
domain of intelligible “human” bodies depends ugxtlusion. A reproduction which
must simultaneously reproduce “a domain of unthit&kaabject, unlivable bodies”
(xi), of which the living and dying animal is thesolutely unthinkable, the absolutely
abject, the absolutely unlivable. The spectre,tireowords, of an indecipherable and

unmasterable materiality, of a dreaded unintelligyb Terrifying, monstrous, “the
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animal” never stands before us in the relation singple reversal of intelligibility, but
rather marks an “illegible domain that haunts themier domain as the spectre of its
own impossibility, the very limit to intelligibily” (xi).

In this way, the undecidable limit that is “the rmiai” falls back upon those
“other” human animals, an economy indissociablemfrthe constitution of the
(non)subject. Thus, while Butler points out thaé thmaterialisation of reason ...
operates through the dematerialisation of otheridsodfor the feminine, strictly
speaking, has no morphe, no morphology, no confouit is that which contributes to
the contouring of things, but is itself undiffereéd, without boundary” (49), the
figure of the abject nonsubject without which thiematerialisation could not be
reproduced remains always that of “the animal” mdifferentiated, undying Nature. It
Is this, moreover, which always again reservestitential to render “other” humans
as “animal,” and thus Killable, in displacing théfwmackwards” along the familiar
humanist teleological dialectic.

Bringing us back into the vicinity, the proximitgf madness, it is thus the
animal which, even more than the idiot, “pointsataleprived relation to language, a
constitutive disorder in memory” (Ronefitupidity 253). Without the “as,” without
memory, there is no idiot without “the animal,” tmiut this apparently idiotic animal
who “unleash[es] only muffled signals of originalasure. Idiocy commences in
disfigurement, as the mutilation over which thelgdophers tried to write in an
attempt to restore the proper, the literal, whar@per to man” (253).

Outside, yet undecidably so, of the exclusive prigpef the human, this
constitutive “idiocy” of the animal, the “irratiohty of the beast,” relates directly to
the domain of the domestic. The “xenophobic” Platoexclusion, writes Butler,
operates through the reproduction of “those comsitiéess rational by virtue of their
appointed task in the process of laboring to repcedthe conditions of private life”
(Bodies that Matter49). Here, Butler thus draws attention to theretisation of both
reproductive and domestic labour. In the formeegaty, we find the exclusion from
masculinist reason of women within the domain o& tbHomestic, within the
reproduction of the Same, figured by the animadityeproduction. Here it should be
recalled that, for Plato, the feminikbora is the receptacle through which the Father
reproduces only versions of itself, unmarked byirtipassage in a “transfer of the
reproductive function from the feminine to the mads®” (42). In the latter,

masculinist reason excludes all those other bewlys, outside and yet within the
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domestic arena, are thus construed as foreignasorg i.e., slaves and immigrant
workers, children and certain other (so-called tfbcand “working”) animals.
Labouring only to reproduce, yet without leavingittmark, the twinned categories of
the domestic and the domesticated are thus coestity way of nonhuman animals
as that which, being excluded, improperly and walligibly resides within the domain
of the properly human precisely as the conditioitsofeproduction.

As we have seen, the domain of the animal is domsti as the absolutely
unlivable domain, that of the “merely” living (andlying) nonsubject, and which
“constitute[s] that site of dreaded identificati@gainst which—and by virtue of
which—the domain of the subject will circumscrilte dwn claim to autonomy and to
life” (3).”” Nevertheless, “the animal” must thus always remwithin the properly
human as the trace of “its” denial, as the foremgthin human property, excluded
within the uniform and calculable reproduction bk tSame. Already within the
domestic scene through which the human is repratjucean” has no choice but to
share his home, his place, with “the animal,” andeed, as we shall see in the next
chapters, with nonhuman animals. “The animal” msshort, the absolutely foreign in
the domestic, the most distant in the closest pnayj recalling us otherwise to that
“proximal distance” found in both Blanchot and Hegger. Exceeding all recognition
and yet sharing our space and taking our time, alsiare thus the always with us that
are (constitutively) not “us.”

For this reason, it is with animals that the questof ethics must begin.
Indeed, it is here in this unlivable domain, thmraiin of the absolutely abject, of
absolute rejection, where in the next chapter wadl $éter unearth the centipede, this
most ancient of ancient animals to whom, and perh@gst of all, we owe
unconditional hospitality. Such affirmative hospttais not, however, to suggest we
are talking about inviting centipedes into one’snieo(which is not to say that it might
not be about that). Rather, it is question of shaong space and our time as far as
possible without contempt, or hate, or fear. ihdeed tarejoicein insects, as we have
heard the Gnat suggest to Alice. An affirmatiorettdrom an exclusive hierarchy by

which the value of other beings is unthinkinglyeagd and abjected, rendered

" One can thus understand why the dread of “anidetification,” which has compelled
feminists at least since Simone de Beauvoir, in se1ese reiterates the very patriarchal logic
such thinkers seek to interrupt. On this, see Carohdams & Josephine Donovan (eds)
Animals and Women: Feminist Theoretical Explorai@idurham & London: Duke University
Press, 1995).
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instrumental and instrumentally rendered in thedpobion and reproduction of profit
and power. It is a question, in short, of an opgrnothe ethical and thus the political
which disrupts the domination of the economic.

In summary then, | have argued that the norms barfipasmatic ideals” of
sexual and racial recognition must at once passutfir the regulatory norms of
“humanness,” norms which differ according to thegsiar being-there as the nexus, as
the eye and the “I,” of what Butler calls the “hegmies of oppression.” As a result,
putting “humanness” into question—a question whgchothing less than the question
of recognition—at once constitutes a challenge to these hegemonhieppression.
Hence, and returning to the epigraph with whicls thart began, an ethics which
presupposes “the human” as at once its conditidecte and unmarked category is an
error which thus ensures that ethics can nevenbegi

Becoming-unrecognisable

Before we can turn to the beginning of ethics, Whiee shall do in the next chapter,
we must first of all consider more fully this questof recognition. More specifically,
it is necessary to demonstrate why it is that amahencounter, in opening itself to
the unnameable outside which interrupts the coasi®esmachinery of recognition, is
at once to risk becomingnrecognisable. Why, in other words, it risks thehdiawal
of viable subject status and, indeed, of one’s vdrymanity.” A withdrawal,
moreover, which marks the encounter’s effectivetradisation.

Given that regulatory practices are aimed batleveryone ando no one
(there being no preexisting subject), they are therseral, structural, and therefore
recurrent, requiring endless reiteration in oradebe, in order tmaturalisetheir power
and efficacy. A norm, as Butler writes, is “a camtand repeated effort to imitate its
own idealisations” Bodies that Matter125). Yet that which guarantees the ongoing
efficacy, that is, the recontextualisation thatimkefpractice is also that which already
undermines it, insofar as the excess of iterabidihsures that the context of an
utterance is never fully determined. It is this, vae know, which preserves the
possibility of it functioning as a catachresticnggription within contexts where it has
not previously belonged. It is, in other words, eproduction already beset by the

anxiety of a violent, unforeseeable transformatadrthe crossing between | and Other.
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As we also know, however, norms do not exist iraison, but are rather
mutually articulating. Multiply and thus singularlpositioned, the subject is
constituted, as Thomas Keenan writes, to the exteat such addressees and
respondants “interfere with one another, interfadmmensurably and radically, and
do not add up to one thing. There are effects @blimgy and of responsibility, of legal
and ethico-political agency, only thanks to thessynmametrical addresses and
untotalizable responsesF#bles of Responsibility25). On the one hand then, being
always alreadyubjectto recognition, the singularity of an encounter—fhutting to
work of a machinery of materiality—always remairms violate the proper limit of
identification. On the other, however, it consgwita violation which, in threatening to
disclose, tadenaturalise, the founding-conserving network of ngrplaces one’s self
at risk in that the already existing state of affas compelled to seek its neutralisation.

In short then, the “I is other” comes to be outsifl@ given state of affairs in
placing one’s self atisk. As Judith Butler says in her recent reading othéi

Foucault,

To call into question a regime of truth, where tregime of truth governs
subjectivation, is to call into question the tr@hmyself and, indeed, to
guestion my ability to tell to truth about myseif give an account of
myself. ... It also turns out that self-questionirigtos sort involves putting
oneself at risk, imperiling the very possibility deing recognised by
others, since to question the norms of recognifi@ govern what | might
be, to ask what they leave out, what they might doenpelled to
accommodate, is, in relation to the present regimask unrecognisability
as a subject or at least to become an occasiopofing the questions of
who one is (or can be) and whether or not onedsgmrisable Giving an
Account 22-3)

It is this risk, not only of social censure andpbrysical confinement but also the risk
of coming to being unable to be, of finding onesdf sncapable of continuing to exist,
which remarks the opening of the ethical spacealieg our previous chapters, this
post-evental “I” is “other,” utterly alien to thd”“prior to the untimely encounter, the
apocalyptic nonplace across which the world of tladready there” changes
irretrievably.

Consequently, the trace of the ethical encounteessarily calls forth the risk
of the politicalsupplement, in that its “I” is other to the domihaalture of recognised
value. A bodying, in coming to be other outsideaadiven order and yet nonetheless
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having to exist, thus constitutes a being thantapable of not being (other) and at

once incapable of continuing to be: ‘ffiustaffirm this, in that “I” cannot not bear this
and thus'l” bear it freely, taking responsibility for it @hbeing responsible tio, this
decision “I” have not taken. The “subjectivationf an animal encounter is thus a
fidelity to the to-come, but also, in marking tbeginning of ethics, to a vigilant
passivity which opens ever again to an animal emiewuto its force of undecidability
in contrast to the dogma of faith. An ever-agaimdeded by the fact that fidelity is
always an inadequate language, already congeaotiglifying, setting and ordering,
and thus nevesufficientlyresponsible to the demand.

The potentially fatal risk of being unable to comoi to exist remains,
however, insofar as that which canmuit be borne risks becoming unbearable, the
risk—suicidal or murderous—of an enforced cessatibis in the hope of clarifying
this complex movement of opening and closure timtthe final sections of this

chapter, | offer two examples of this risk, onetifbnal” and one “documented.”

Having to exist, unbearably

The experience of Elizabeth Costello, respectedrAlisn writer and the eponymous
central character of J. M. Coetzee’s 1999 “noveleight lessons,” is our first
example—an example which, like every example, fdieitly didactic.”® Transformed
by an unspoken encounter after which, incapablesobgnising “meat” rather than
corpses (or, better, incapable pbt recognising “meat”) and thus incapable of
recognising the humaneness, the humanness, ofummarhy Costello finds herself
brought to the point of collapse by the imposdyilof continuing to be. An

impossibility which is at once the affirmation dtencounter:

“Is it possible, | ask myself, that all of them grarticipants in a crime of
stupefying proportions? Am | fantasising it allthust be mad! Yet every
day | see the evidences. The very people | sugpeduce the evidence,

8 On Elizabeth Costellpsee Cora Diamond “The Difficulty of Reality arfuetDifficulty of
Philosophy” in Cavell, Stanlegt al Philosophy and Animal LiféNew York: Columbia
University Press, 2008), 43-90, as well as Caryf@é®I“Flesh and Finitude.” See also the
contributions of Amy Gutman, Marjorie Garber, PeB#nger, Wendy Doniger, and Barbara
Smuts in J. M. Coetzddves of AnimalgPrinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2001),
which two chapters dElizabeth Costell@riginally appeared.

137



exhibit it, offer it to me. Corpses. Fragments ofpses that they have
bought for money.

“It is as if | were to visit friends, and to makeme polite remark about
the lamp in their living room, and they were to ,sa&ges, it's nice, isn't it?
Polish-Jewish skin it's made of, we find that’'s theke skins of young
Polish-Jewish virgins.” And then | go to the bathmoand the soap wrapper
says, “Treblinka—100% human stearate.” Am | dregnlrsay to myself?
What kind of house is this?

“Yet I'm not dreaming. | look into your eyes, infdorma’s, into the
children’s, and | see only kindness, human kindn€sm down, | tell
myself, you are making a mountain out of a molefilis is life. Everyone
else comes to terms with it, why can’t yowhy can’t you?(114-5)

Displaced outside of the everyday, Costello thagdiher self thrown into a “there”
she is potentially unable to endure, no longer &bleome to terms with the “life” of a
given state of affairs. As such, she becomes aofahaving to exisas an “other,” or
else cease to exist. Indeed, either way “I” hagaaly ceased to be. This is not,
however, achoice not adecision It is an injunction, as Derrida writes, “thatd dot
see coming, that never leaves me in peace and lesane put it off until later. ... It
is what is most undeniabhgal. And sensible. Like the otherRogues84)”° It is, in
other words, both the most undeniable and the madérial:an interruption by the
Real which is the giving of that singularity whicén no longer be missed and not yet
mis-taken

Here too, we find the place of the encounter béielgl only by an improper
phrasing: “animal Holocaust.” As we will see in pker eight, this phrasing, which
tends to provoke such outrage, resonates in ungeéaections, coalescing in and as
the sharing of its disorientating call. It manigegself, that is to say, in opposition to
the dominant reaction of recognisealue which seeks to neutralise it, which refuses t
recognise its sense and thus betrays the map sifatef exclusion.

It is thus not by chance that Costello finds hdérabiruptly marginalised,
externalised, (further) excluded from masculineason and thus from the domain of
the properly human. A movement which produces wither a fear that she must be
delusional, that she must, in fact, be “mad.” Toa be seen most clearly in the
reaction to a lecture given by Costello at a resggedNorth American university, a

reaction in which “vectors of power” require anglby each other in order to exclude

" One could perhaps argue that Nietzsche’s finahahencounter, throwing his arms around
a horse being abused in the street followed by ¢tetmpmental collapse, constitutes an
empirical, biographical example of this undeniahjanction: exist otherwise or cease to exist.
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“Elizabeth Costello” from the domain of intelligllty. Even before the lecture,
however, Costello’s “opinions” concerning animale alenounced, in what is an
interesting slur given the context, as a “hobbybbls/ her son (an assistant professor
in the natural sciences) (60), and dismissed by deaughter-in-law Norma (a
philosopher-of-mind and reviewer of primate langHd&prning experiments) as
“lejune and sentimental” (61). After snorting andjhsng throughout Costello’s
“rambling” lecture, Norma insists that Costello altbnot “be allowed to get away
with it! She’s confused!” to which her husband replwearily, “She’s old, she’s my
mother” (81). Ultimately, Costello is accused ofKimg the clarity of reason, a lack
which makes her at worst senile and, at best, t&'’k(81).

Costello in fact oversteps the proscribed limitegmely by performing in
public what are construed as tlpgivate concerns of a sentimental, confused old
woman astride her hobbyhorse. A public performant@eover, which takes place in
a university, sanctuary for the clarity of (masnoidf) reason. In placing herself outside
of the domain of the domestic in this way, Costélos commits the feminine sin of
leaving her mark upon the reproductive functior:ste wants to open her heart to
animals,” her son wants to know, “why can’t sheydtame and open it to her cats?”
(83)%° Indeed, the accusation of sentimentality, thabidrrational feminine emotion
in contrast to clear masculine reasoning, has loegn a tried-and-tested tactic in
opposition to nonhuman animal concétrizurthermore, as we will see in the next
chapter, Coetzee here strikes an eerie echo ofubeland Guattari’'s contemptuous
equation of the domestic with that of a foolishlgnemental old woman who
“cherishes” her “petty” little cats.

By asserting publicly, within reason, that “womamskntimentality” which it
is deemed should be confined to the privacy of hbene, that is, to the domestic
setting in which nonhuman animals figure only a iféme reproductive lack, as
supplementing the absence of labour, Costello iss tdeemed suspect by the
regulatory machinery, her “reason” and by consegedmer “humanness” put into
question. Costello has, in short, become foreiginéodomestic relation insofar as she

calls forth animals within the properly human domaf reason (in her lecture, she

% See also Héléne Cixous “The Cat’s Arrival,” in athia (feminine) love for a cat is judged
“mad” by “the voices of the house.” The main “howséce”—the “Voice of Reason”—is that
of economy, against which “the gentle madwomamaidor could not] argue.” (21-42 (34)).
8 Following the entangled hegemonies of oppressieimgotraced here, it is no surprise
therefore that the majority of animal activists a@men.
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compares herself to Red Peter, the ape who makeRéeport to an Academy” in
Kafka’'s tale). “Not hermétier, argumentation,” according to her scientist son,
unchanged by this passage through his mother: $8beld not be here” (80).

Irrespective of her recognised professional pasitieen, insofar as Costello
puts into question the limits and the proper plaicthe human subject she at once puts
at risk her own “properly” human place. The risk,ather words, of finding oneself
marginalised in being displaced “backwards” aldmg humanist teleological dialectic.
Reconfigured as sentimental and irrational, asldrand possibly senile woman who
should have remained in her proper place at hosrejdht to the status of responsible
subject is thus placed in doubt. She is displagedther wordswithin an internally-
constituted “outside” which serves to neutralise Wery fidelity she affirms. We shall
see, moreover, when we come to the murder of Vtwaaganza in a moment, just
how extreme this risk of neutralisation can be.

To summarise, in contrast to the affirmative spafcevention no longer and
not yet making sense and held open by the measmgkaceholder, we instead
discover here a different withdrawal or withholdioigrecognition—the negative order
which de-faces that which exceeds it. In this, dioeninant order in fact repeats the
schematic tyranny of misrecognition, not in thiseao constitutethe subject, but
rather towithdraw that status in @onservingof its stasis and its State, of its law
founded in violence.

At the limit, improper bodyings thus risk being demned in being
reinscribed, reproduced as the outside of makingesabgity through an exclusion of
an inside:as nonsenseas madness. As such, they are reduced to the sileihtteeo
alogonby the reciprocal rearticulation of the hegemoiiesppression, that iby way
of the very machinery of animalisation it disrupts

Here then, is disclosed an essential link betwéden rieutralisation of an
animal encounter and the genocidal economy of disaten, that of the refusal of the
ethical opening by way of constitutive outsides afthseek to reinstitute the property
of the Same. It is not incidental that with Costedine can see in miniature what is
happening to animal activists at the macrolevellolong the opportunistic post-9/11
power grab of the USA PATRIOT ACT of 2001 and thiae Animal Enterprises
Terrorism Act (AETA) of 2006, for example, animaiti@ism in the United States has
been ranked (and thymoduced as the number one domestic terrorist threathis t

animal activists too, branded as irrational, fredzianti-progress and anti-
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Enlightenment crazies and positioned on a par thibise other all too familiar “figures
of evil,” fall prey to the exclusionary economy ahimalisation. All such “evils,”
however, are specificallgomesticthreats, that is, are threateningly foreign to the
domestic, dangerously out-of-place in place—whighds us to our second example:

Venus Xtravaganza.

Crossing out the animals

Directed and produced by Jennie LivingstBayis is Burning(1991) documents the
Harlem drag balls between 1987 and 1989. In thedks, bAfrican-American and
Latino men compete in a variety of categories, sagtexecutive,” “schoolboy/qirl,”
and “town and country,” in which they are judgedcading to a standard of
“realness.” Described by one of the balls’ partieifs as the attempt to become “a real
woman, or a real man—a straight man” by “erasingtla flaws, the mistakes,”
“realness” is thus an effect, as Butler writes,ed®ined by “the ability to compel
belief, to produce the naturalised effect” throulyé reiteration of norm$Bpdies that
Matter, 129). In successfully but “improperly&producingthis “naturalised” effect,
however, this ability to “pass” as “real” must thatsthe same timdenaturalise those
very same norms. And it is here, at and as thersettion, that the figure of Venus
Xtravaganza emerges as a compelling focal pointwbét is a problematic but
nevertheless fascinating filfA.

A light-skinned Latina who “passes” as both whitel demale, Venus seeks
above all a comfortable white domesticity with vehggoods and a white wedding
dress. Rich white girls, she says, get everythrey want, and for Venus the only way
of accessing this idealised domestic scene isdnsforming herself into a “complete”
woman: “l want a car, | want to be with the maowd, | want a nice home, away from
New York where no one knows me [i.e., in middlesslavhite suburbia]. | want my
sex-change. | want to get married in church in ghitt is not enough, that is to say,
for Venus to “pass” as white and female only at eelem balls, but rather, if this

domestic ideal is to be fulfilled, she must be dblépass” all the time and in the most

8 0On the problems of Livingstone’s “phallic” positiof promise, see bell hooks “Is Paris
Burning?” Z, Sisters of the Yam (June 1991). This is furthiscussed by Butler iBodies
That Matter 133-7.
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intimate of situations. This passionate yet mundiesere, which is the desire not to be
excluded as foreign or unnatural, not to be plamatdof-place—the desire to be, and
to desire the desires of, a wealthy white heteneglewvoman rather than a Latino
homosexual transvestite—contrasts shockingly wighrevelation of her murder at the
end of the film.

Presumably killed by a male client upon discoverip@r male sexual organs,
Venus is murdered, in other words, for her supplaaie‘incompleteness,” for the
foreignness having always already invaded (the mdrez) the domestic. The
manifestation of which puts at risk her viabilitg a human being at the hands, both
literal and symbolic, of a patriarchal order: Vensigliscovered strangled and stuffed
undera bed, the place of an animal, in a cheap hotghro

Her murder thus all too clearly bears on the gavéen the phantasmatic
constitution of “realness”—*“crossing” the limits bbth race and gender—performed
during the balls, and the “morphological ideal” neguced by the inculcation of
oppressive hegemonic norms, a gap which is intfeetconstitutive exclusion of the
former by the latter. Hence, as Butler writes, tkis “killing that is performed by a
symbolic that would eradicate those phenomena rif@ire an opening up of the
possibilities for the resignification of sex” (13Nevertheless, it is nanly a question

of sexuality:

If Venus wants to become a woman, and cannot owedaeing a Latina,
then Venus is treated by the symbolic in precidbly ways in which
women of colour are treated. Her death thus testtb a tragic misreading
of the social map of power, a misreading orchestrdty that very map
according to which the sites for a phantasmatid-asetrcoming are
constantly resolved into disappointment. If thendigrs of whiteness and
femaleness—as well as some forms of hegemonic esdenonstructed
through class privilege—are sites of phantasmatengse, then it is clear
that women of colour and lesbians are not only ywvkere excluded from
this scene, but constitute a site of identificatibat is consistently refused
and abjected in the collective phantasmatic pursua transubstantiation
into various forms of drag, transsexualism, andritinal miming of the
hegemonic (131).

It is not enough, Butler thus makes clear, merelynime the hegemonic, albeit
illegitimately—an assertion which recalls our earliiscussion of political eventuation
in the context of the mimicking by the Roman plalbei of the existing discourse of

power. It remains unclear, however, in what way positing of what Butler calls
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“resignification” can be differentiated from jusich an uncritical miming other than
by taking account, retrospectively, of its effedad yet, as we have seen, the moment
in which the “significance” of a phrasing’s inauglcitation—its improper metonymic
reiteration—becomes accountable, becoming naked bé@ing clothed in the
transparently sensible, is rather the mark of @éogdic recuperation. Accountability, in
other words, marks the neutralisation of the pmgabily the dominant order, the marker
that it has ceased to manifest itself, has ceasethtter By contrast, the revolutionary
mark of an encounter 3ot its resignification, but rather the anxious obayraf its
beingbetweersense.

Moreover, what Butler leaves unmarked here is thestion of what
constitutes viable ways of beirfguman Yet again, given the mutual articulation of
regulatory norms, the denaturalisation of both rand gender enacted by Venus at
once denaturalises, as it must, the constructedamtorof the properly human.
Paradoxically, Venus falls prey to the murderowctige judgment, both homophobic
and misogynistic, of Unnaturalness” (of being a “freak” of nature), whitttus falls
back upon an unremarked biological continuism. &shave seen, the naturalisation of
human heterosexuality depends upon the normatiterdsexualisation of animality
(long used by men to excuse anything from rapeuttting). Hence the exclusion of
homosexuality from “humanness” by way of an alledednaturalness” depends
therefore upon an allegedly “natural” human anitgatir, rather, depends upon the
reproduction of sexual activity as essentialfiymal and thus, in a sense, not “human”
at all.

The reproduction of Venus as “unnatural,” in otheords, paradoxically
depends upon her exceptional humanness so ashraw from her that very status of
“humanness.” At the same time, however, the comsee judgment which ends with
her murder or, more accurately perhaps in thisecanherslaughter depends equally
upon a human-animal distinction whicdeniesto humans a “natural” animal sexual
and reproductive activity, that is to say, the pt# retained by certain nonhuman
animals to change their “biological” sexuality s®ta gain social advantage. In this,
Venus Xtravanganza thus finds herself, between thaturalness” and the
exceptionalism of the “human,” doubly displaced.

Venus is thus murdered both for her unnaturalreess her animality, an
“unnatural animality” which fatally crosses with itdy masculinist notions of her

being a prostitute and both (and neither) a Laéind a woman. In potentially putting
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into question what it means to be properly humash annsequently, propergnimal

Venus—described by her House mother as beingvitih as always taking too many
risks—thus at once risks performing an abject amthatural animality.” One which,
displacing her inside the “outside” of the humamdm, withdraws from her all

“human rights.” As Butler writes,

The painfulness of her death at the end of the &illggests as well that
there are cruel and fatal social constraints oratigalisation. As much as
she crosses gender, sexuality, and race perforehgtithe hegemony that
reinscribes the privileges of normative feminirgityd whiteness wields the
final power torenaturalise Venus’s body and cross out that priossing,
an erasure that is her death (133).

Such a displacing renaturalisation, however, on&hvimoves Venus from unequal
sexual partner to dead animal stuffed under a lsadnot be performed by the
constituted abjection of race and sexuality aloRather, its “crossing-out of the
crossing” must simultaneously cross, must passugfirand cross out, the nonhuman
animal.

One can now better understand the degree of rigkiimg in and as the animal
encounter’s denaturalisation of the phantasmatiostiotion of “humanness.”
Nevertheless, it is only here, in this nonplace neH¢’ is no longer and not yet, that
ethics, and thus politics, begins. It is alwaystiner words, a question of the foreign in
the same, of that which is with us but is not “umyt of our reaction or response. This
question, as we shall see in the next chapter,yalvpasses by way of nonhuman
animals, and of the “domesticity” of “the animalUnhless we remain vigilant to our
originary relatedness, however, these crossedand,thus paradoxically unmarked

animals simply pass by without appearing to leatrace.
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6. The Wild and the Tame:
The Death of a Queer Centipede

They say only love can create, so who the fuckattate up a centipede?
William S. Burroughd.ast Words

Introduction: stepping back

In the previous chapter | argued that ethics centre the question of hospitality. It
concerns, that is to say, the space and the tintieedforeigner who arrives, who takes
place “within” our most intimate property and, irde who takes our place, and to
whom we must respond no matter the risk to our. dddre, | aim to further
demonstrate that such hospitality must always renedcessively and vigilantly
nonhuman, if we are not to take an unthinking dtapkwards, as | would suggest
Judith Butler does in the conclusion to the re€&intng an Account of Oneself

Here, Butler in fact offers a succinct descriptiointhis ethical imperative.

Ethics, she writes,

requires us to risk ourselves precisely at momehtsiknowingness ... To
be undone by another is a primary necessity, anisimgto be sure, but also
a chance—to be addressed, claimed, bound to what ime, but also to be
moved, to be prompted to act, to address mysedimtlere, and so to vacate
the self-sufficient “I” as a kind of possession§).3

As it stands here, | agree fully with Butler's defiion. The difficulty arises however,
hidden for the moment behind that ellipsis, wherButler reinscribes the ethical
moment, this risk of beindispossessed “when what forms us diverges from what li
before us,” as the properhumanproperty or possession in claiming that it constis
nothing less thandur chance of becoming human” (136).

In this, Butler opens herself to the very samaaqeré which she levels at Luce
Irigaray more than a decade previouslyBadies That Matteririgaray, she writes

there, “fails to follow through the metonymic liketween women and these other
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Others [slaves, children and animals], idealising appropriating the ‘elsewhere’ as
the feminine. But what is the ‘elsewhere’ of Iriggis ‘elsewhere’? ... what and who is
excluded in the course of Irigaray’s analysis?”)(48 idealising and appropriating the
“elsewhere” that are “moments of unknowingness'ttas solely human, Butler has
already given us the answer to the question of whdtwho is excluded in the course
of her own later analysis. In what sense, it cdaddasked, is this properly human ethics
an ethics of the unrecognisable other, an addeeisat which “I” encounter which is
not me and which forms an “I” that is other thaatttwvhich can be recognised by the
dominant structures of meaning?

If ethics is the becoming of the human, then thedwu is an (indeed, any)
animal with the addition of ethics, whereas therfal other” “is” pure or simple being
without supplement—ontologically deprived of ethansd thus essentially outside of
the ethical domain. Here then, Butler is reiteatii@vinas’ claim that only the human
can be ethical because only the human breaks WiHgure being” of simple self-
preservation. We discover, in other words, thathiawving” access to the ethical, “the
human” once again comes to be only in dialecticallgrcoming and thus ceasing to be
an animal, a variant of the all too human ascen&iom “base nature” to “higher
culture.”

In this, Butler thus impels us to recognise etlaisgisking “our” selves in and
as moments of unknowingness which put into queshiemorms of recognition, whilst
at once reproducing the most proper of recognisablens: that of ethics, and thus
responsibility, as the limit and the proper of tinaman. Here, Butler recognises the
imperative of an ethical unknowing, of the call ahéd demand of unrecognisability,
and yet nevertheless reinscribes the structuratiseaognisable as another that is
properly—similarly, familiarly—narcissistic.

In order to putout of the question this and other similarly reactieves,
these unthinking backward steps, | introduce irs tthhapter the centipede against
whom, according to the novelist William S. Burrosghove—and thus the mirror—
must shatter. By opening the chapter in this waim to further clarify why, without
the opening of an excessive, hyperba@mmal ethics, the entangled hegemonies of
oppression are unavoidably reinforced.

To do this, however, we must engage further wighribtion of the domestic
and, more specifically, with its function withinn@aus contemporary reiterations of the

wild-tame and timeless-timebound dichotomies. Here,will discover the “walking
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ghost,” the dead zombie flesh, of the instrumesg¢alianimal, which | argue constitutes
the inverse of the “revolutionary spirit” of theviihg corpse that returns. Whereas the
latter stalls the machinery of animalisation, the former, | wallgue, reproduces a
symbolic logic of oppression which serves to cdosti subjugated beings “deserving”
of their oppression. This will in turn allow us wistinguish a third machine of
tropological displacement, one which works in cahoath the two we already know:
that which reconfigures “other” humars “animal,” and that which withdraws a
recognisable human status. Moreover, | will argbis, third machine, in orchestrating
a displacement from living embodiment to inferioopg, serves to retroactively

naturalise the other two.

The poor rejected Pede

Having published the semi-autobiographigahkiein pulp imprint Ace Books in 1953,
William S. Burroughs’ first major noveNaked Lunchappeared in full for the first
time in 1959 following the successful resolution of an @usty trial. He followed this

in the 1960s with several texts based on the “glitraethod, in which a variety of
heterogeneous texts are randomly sliced up ana@posed, which he developed with
his friend and mentor Brion Gysin, before goingtorpublish a number of important
novels includingThe Wild Boysand the Red Night Trilogy throughout the 1970s and
80s, continuing to write and publish until his deat 1997. In this chapter, | have
chosen to focus on three of Burroughs’ later tetkte:novelGhost of Chanc€1991),
the collectionThe Cat Inside(1986, 1992), and his final journals, which were
published ad.ast Wordsin 2000. These texts not only explicitly explore tthics of
human-animal relations, but also, and more impdstaior us here, they follow on
chronologically from an encounter with cats whiab¢ording to Burroughs, saved him
from a fatal ignorance, offering pure love in itage.

It is clear from this chapter’s epigraph, howewbat, despite this encounter,
the centipede remains for Burroughs a creature rmkyall possibility of love or
creativity. The reason for this, he writes, is ttthe centipede was a step to a snake, a
lizard, a furred lizard, an animal ... this is [tHedsis for a centipede being rejected
more than any rejection: looking down on the fadl might have taken, except for that

repugnant, momentary ledgelLast Words 129-130). Here, Burroughs is clearly
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invoking Darwin’s authority in order to posit a dar, teleological ladder (or, rather,
staircase) of being, as opposed to a thinking dadluton as entanglement and
reciprocity®® In this Christianised schema, evolutionary asceathes it apotheosis, its
latest and greatest step, with “Homo Sap,” and wlat the same time inevitably
relegates centipedes—those unimaginably and almiosearably ancient living
beings—to the beginning and thus to the bottonthedowest of the low.

Such a reductive history of life, however, is comgied somewhat by
Burroughs’ refusal of both nonhuman history andmonan time. Consequently for
Burroughs, centipedes have not evolved since tharmadoxical appearing at the
“beginning” of nontime, and thus this “once” is ewt an “all at once.” Indeed, it
follows that this must be the case for all thosthéo’ beings whopncehaving attained
their respective and comparatively lowly steps glthretelos of life, must remain there
eternally hereafter. While we will come back tostBhortly, and ignoring the fact that
centipedes, this one and that one, have of couepeatedly both transformed
themselves and being transformed, for the momem$ #nough to note that, for
Burroughs, the centipede is thus the rejected ef rected, the abject being par
excellence in a hierarchy of being: “For the poejected Pede, the ledge was
permanent” (130).

We can only understand the absolute abjection isfdreature, however, by
understanding his or her exclusion as an inhodpitaéfusal of a place that has
nonetheless already been taken. An exclusion hieratvords, of the absolutely foreign
within the domestic. To do this, it is necessarstfof all to track the dichotomy of the
wild and the tame as it organises and, indeed; failorganise Burroughs’ thinking of
nonhuman animals. This distinction, while appaseaffirming the ways of being of
nonhuman animals, in fact serves only to reinsdtigeexceptional humanist privilege
it appears to disavow, thus remaining enchanteklinvé narcissistic privileging of the
reflected human self. To further underscore thecigsistic functioning of this
dichotomy, it will be shown too how this same scheserves to “ground” both the
deep ecological perspective, and that which foreDet and Guattari provides the

privileged access to becoming, namely “becomingsiah[devenirs-animauyx’

8 Interestingly, Plato also places the centiped@afoot of his hierarchy of living beings. In
the Phaedrus he orders animals into three groups—birds attéipe then quadrupeds, and
finally those who crawl on or under the earth. e Timaeus moreover, it is the centipede
who is specifically marked out (92a-b).
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The division into the wild and the tame, as we Isbe, serves to constrain the
entire Burroughsian bestiary within the absolutendittoning of an enchanted
wilderness uncontaminated by the imposition of @prly human time, a temporality
which in turn presupposes language as the prop#reohuman. It is here, moreover,
that the differences and the similarities betweemr@ighs’ posthuman becomings-
animal and those of Deleuze-Guattari become visiblsimilarly positing a potential
human entrynto the essentially timeless wild-animal naturenirout of the tame and
timebound culture of a given state of affairs, bBthroughs and Deleuze-Guattari end
up condemning nonhuman being to the nonexistenc&eality” without sense. A
gesture, moreover, which marks becomamgmal as a uniqueljiumanproperty.

Moving through these exclusive neighbourhoods efwhld and the tame as
they are shared, in beimwt shared, by Deleuze-Guattari and Burroughs, | atbae
such exclusivity both inhibits the beginning of iethand naturalises the interests of
capitalism. Nevertheless, it is from here, fromigmorance and a saving that is the
necessity of thenéconnaissablehat the larger question of the ethical openarg] of
the risk that is the refusal to its placeholdinggsing of a countersigning recognition,
can be more clearly addressed. In this, the cedeipthis being of the step and the
beginning and of steps and repetition which forrBughs stands before and beyond
any possibility of love, will ascend to the stadgeethics and, once there, will stage an
ethics of the unrecognisable other in which “thenbun” potentially comes to be

subversively rearticulated.

Shattered Love

On the borders between fiction and documentaryydxn autobiography and political
theory, and between philosophy and literature, gh#ing to work of language in
Burroughs’ texts serves to render explicit the isgioility of any such securely
delimited domains. As with Lee’s passage into thterzone ofNaked Lunchthey
leave in their wake only a convulsively negatinga@ufaced with the impossible task
of reconstructing what was once imagined to be uhapproachable border of an
unnameable frontier.

Despite this, however, and despite the later vedtion of certain nonhuman

animals (cats and lemurs in particular), it isastflanguage itself, the very structure of
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which determines the impossibility of closure, whifor Burroughs, in his own
convulsive negation, constitutes the very last medrontier at once indivisible and
non-negotiable. At once frontier and evolutionaggde, language is that final step
before which every nonhuman living being eternadfynains, essentially innocent of
“contact” and thus of “the pain and fear and tmalfideath” by which such contact is
defined Cat Inside 70). In spite of this, insists Burroughs, contagth animals
nonetheless preserves the singular possibilityhwihan knowledge and salvation:
“August 9, 1984, Thursday. My relationship with wgts has saved me from a deadly,
pervasive ignorance” (46).

Such a contact, affirms Burroughs with the very Vasrds of hisLast Words
is the chance of a “pure love” for nonhuman animate which moves humans beyond
the contested spaces of conflict and pain: “Oniygltan resolve conflict is love, like |
felt for Fletch and Ruski, Spooner and Calico. Planee. What | feel for my cats
present and past. Love? What is It? Most naturadkgker what there is” (253). This
undetermined, indivisible purity of love has, howegv already been corrupted,
shattered by a testing animal which necessarilyksndhe limit of love. A limit,
moreover, that it would seem is only reached@jyistian love, by a love of one’s
neighbour and inscribing at its heart an ineffaceable cstateon: “A centipede can be
seen as a test upon which Love, like St. Fran@sd trs make, would shatter” (252).

Indeed, anyone familiar with Burrough’s writingsnoat fail to be aware of
the fearful hatred repeatedly heaped upon the abgtipede. And yet, it is not only
centipedes, and not only insects such as scorpiotispiders, in whom or with whom
Burroughs refuses to rejoice: “I don’t care much fabbits. They aren’t cute at all,
even the little ones. All they do is make stupidlvgnic attempts to get out of your
hands, and big rabbits can give you a very nasg/ fCat Inside 27). Perhaps then,
the problem with centipedes is a combined lackcoténess” and refusal to reciprocate
human affection—except that this clearly cannothi@ecase in that the other nonhuman
species most often subject to Burroughs’ ire isenother than thelog In this, and
despite the repeated avowals of pure cat-Love,dBigirs squarely aligns himself, as
we shall see, with Deleuze-Guattari and their irdamdeclaration thatahyone who
likes cats or dogs is a fdo[Thousand Plateays265). Dogs, it becomes clear, are
contemptible for Burroughs because of thehemestication whereas cats retain their

wildness
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The red fox, the silver fox, the bat-eared fox dfi¢a ... all beautiful
beasts. Wolves and coyotes the wild condition are acceptabl&Vhat
went so hideously wrong with the domestic dog? Metded the domestic
dog in his own worst image ... self-righteous asrachymob, servile and
vicious, replete with the vilest coprophagic peswens ... and what other
animal tries to fuck your leg? Canine claims to @dffection reek of
contrived and fraudulent sentimentality. [...] | aot & dog hater. | do hate
what man has made of his best friend. The snad pénther is certainly
more dangerous than the snarl of a dog, but it 8gly. A cat’'s rage is
beautiful, burning with a pure cat flame [...]. Whgou see [a dog] snarl
you are looking at something that has no facesobwn. A dog’s rage is
not his. It is dictated by his trainer. And lynclteinrage is dictated by
conditioning Cat Inside 62-3; emphasis added).

With the dog, we can now better understand theetopt reserved for the rabbit, as
well as the hierarchy which underlies it: the dsdhated for his or her closeness—her
proximity, familiarity and similarity—to the humarShe is hated, in other words,
precisely for having being dominated, for havingenolded in the worst image of
“Homo Sap, the Ugly Animal’Ghost of Changel8). The rabbit too, is disliked for the
stupidity of her machine-like inability to escape her enéar¢petting”—uncared-for
precisely because of her inability to resist opgi@s Both big and small cats,
meanwhile, are beautiful only insofar as they retaeir danger and their rage—their
“wildness,” in shorf*

Here then, the tamed are hated (by humans) fornpabeing tamed (by
humans), for not being free. They are thus hateghtit not already be suggested, for
suffering under a form of colonialisation subsedlyereproduced as “natural”? One
thinks here of the colonised subject who must réserthe coloniser to a degree, but
nevertheless nabo well, as we have seen with Venus Xtravaganza.

Such contempt then, is the contempt of the boundhieyfree. And yet,
according to Burroughs, it is only theimananimal who comes into being already
inextricably bound. As such, it thus becomes cleat this contempt is precisely a
properly human derision reserved for all those mthebounded beings who have

nevertheless beetontaminatedoy these bonds. It is contempt, in other words, for

8 Here, Burroughs thus places the various speciésxahuch closer to the cat rather than the
dog. Positioning foxes, especially the red feulfes vulpes into a close proximity with dogs

is in fact by far the more common strategy—for oeaswhich will become clear—both on the
level of species (which has subsequently beenatgdid) and along the traditional wild-tame
dichotomy. Thus, with Burroughs, the red fox woséem to share in a privilege more usually
reserved only, and if at all, for the “exotic” spexz However, as we shall see, | do not believe
that the redirbanfox would be included by Burroughs in this list‘bkautiful beasts.”
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those nonhuman animals who have been contamingteéteio proximity and similarity

to the human. A corruption, as we will see, whiomes in the sharing of the space, so
to speak, of humatime—of a temporalising and spatialising movement whinas
language as its condition of possibility. Put Hdyieit is a contemptuous condescension
for those other beings whom a properly human extartsas overwritten.

Hence, Burroughs’ scorn for “pets” is a consequeateéhumans having,
through the technicity of language, imposed timerugheir “naturally timeless” ways
of being, a contamination rendering them unworthyhe purity of Love. It is here
then, that we discover the notion of a deadly hurmarch which is never that of
“contact.” This touch, a touch without touching, arcluding enclosing within the
extension of human spacetime, is, in other workat which renders impossible a
saving encounter with the finitude of the other.ntém touching, in short, kills the
chance of contact by dispossessing that whichushted of its naturally wild state: “I
have eulogised the fennec fox, a creature so delarad timorous in the wild state that
he dies of fright if touched by human hand€at Inside 63). Despite, or because of,
the deadly effacement of finitude, this properlyrtan touch is the contaminating touch

of time

Viruses, afflictions, contaminations

In the short noveGhost of Chanc€l991), Burroughs gives us the story of Libertadia,
revolutionary pirate settlement founded by Capfdission in Madagascar. Learning
of a threat to the settlement, Mission takes arrdnse of ayagétype hallucinogen
namedndri and enters into a vision through which is revedtedorigin and prehistory
of the land. One-hundred-and-sixty-million year$obe, Mission discovers, the “long
rift” of Madagascar had split from the African miaind, leaving “a gaping wound in
the earth’s side” as it “moved majestically ousta” like “a vast festive ship launched
with fireworks” (16). Thereafter, Madagascar haairfimoored in enchanted calm,” the
home to a harmonious coexistence of species withataral predators and providing
“a vast sanctuary for the lemurs and for the d&dicpirits that breathe through them”
(15-16). As a result, the autochthonous Lemur Redpink and feel differently to
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human animals, being both confused and repulsethdgoncepts of time, sequence,
and causality®

This enchanted calm is shattered, however, witke ‘dppearance of man on
earth,” an appearance synonymous with “the beggairtime” (15). This “appearing”
that is an “arriving” must be understood, howewertwo different ways. Firstly, this
arrival is the originary appearing of the humanceg® and thus the “arrival” for the
first time of time necessarily takes plaoe time, that is to say, along a temporal,
evolutionary narrative. Secondly, the arriving oamnmis at once a colonisation of
extension: “Man was born in time. He lives and diedime. Wherever he goes, he
takes time with him and imposes time” (17). Temptyas thus thatin which Man
appears and at once that which Man must taitk his sel—a human property but
nonetheless not properly human. Humanity thus impadsme upon an originary
nonhuman space at the same timérase marks the displacement of the hunmanside
of this space. Outside, that is, of an impossibieless and deathless spacthat
somehow remains undifferentiated, that is, remaiisout space As a result, time for
Burroughs is the mar&f an inhuman violence which has always already ateshthe
human animal from nature. Hence, in coming to Ibe, way of being human is
precisely tomark time remarking an originary division which, in constihg the
human, at once displaces and encloses it: “Time man affliction; not a human
invention but a prison” (16).

“Time,” in other words, which begins with the humand in which and with
which the human arrives, is thus necessarily imgpbsyeghe human animal alone upon
a “previously” timeless environment. In this ways ifairytale enchantment is
contaminated by the arriving of human/time, a cario being which paradoxically
imposes itself upon other beings as a dispossedatigof time—imposing the
violence, conflict and pain which will ultimatelyemder countless numbers of other
animals extinct. Recalling here the “all at oncd”tbe Burroughsian hierarchy of
being, we can now better understand why the wbdtbre the human (in both its
spatial and temporal sense)—that timeless timerbeiime—must exist therefore in an
harmonious balance of permanent changlessnessiah \8pecies neither evolve nor

become extinct (and ignoring thus the great disafgmee announcing the end of the

% The Lemur People, one must assume, are thus ibleapé understanding this mythic
narrative as it is telepathically transmitteedMission and thus at once translated Mission.
See, for example, Mission’s interpretative readifithe landscape, 15-16.
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Palaeozoic era, as well as the mass extinctioritbeotfate Triassic, the Jurassic and,
again, the late Eocence). Indeed, within “The Museof Lost Species” Mission
recalls—always for the “first time” in human timehet (hon)memory of this perfect
stasis, rediscovered “first of all” in the museurtireeless memorials displaying “all of
the species ... alive in dioramas of their naturdlitasés” (51).

It will be necessary to make a return visit to lrthéa’s museum—a museum
that is “not exactly a museum” (51) insofar as emtered therein are living corpses
rather than zombie flesh—in the next chapter. Bauatside in the heat of the pirate
settlement, however, we discover that it is prdgi#s u-toposwithin the relation of
the time-bound and the timeless which gives to ftdi@ its revolutionary aspect.
Appearing “already timeless as houses in a faidia8), Libertatia constitutes an
inadequate point of contact between lemurs and hartiaat calls to this Edenic time
before time. Thus refusing the quasi-Hegelian tiagaf a prerecordedumanfuture
predicated upon conflict, sequence and causalityertatia’'s having taken place—a
demonstration “for all to see that three hundredlsscan coexist in relative harmony
with each other, with their neighbours, and witle #cosphere of flora and fauna”
(8)—marks instead a rupture within the predictidrhistorical time which is nothing
less than the definition of revolution.

As such, it is perhaps not by chance that the leswalued above all other
animals, in that prosimians are thought to be #diest primates, dating back some
sixty million years and thus predatinglomo erectus-and thus paradoxically
“predating” the appearing d¢ime as such-by at least fifty-eight of those milliorf&.In
the peculiarly Burroughsian sense of (pre)existingan eternal stasis that has
nevertheless somehow ended in becoming an evoautiostep on the way to the
human, lemurs are thus “proto-" and “arche-typi¢afirehuman, insofar as they are at
once the most similar and the most distant from.maciose family “contact,” in other
words,across the furthest reaches of time and thus betyoeditself—humans through
the looking-glass, so to speak.

This inter-familial division, however, is for Bumghs in factprior to the

annihilating arriving of the human, an emergende mondage which can never cease

® The visionary Captain Mission would presumablyteshthis dating, insofar as lemurs must
have appeared “at once” and at one with Madagasealit from the mainland if The Lemur
People are to remain suspended throughout its fégse 158 million year period—an
oxymoronic syntagm which to a degree encapsulateproblematic.
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to inhabit and impose the inhuman violence of timmethat this bondage has as its
condition the division of the (not yet) human bgdaage. More precisely, “the human”
is the abyssal coming into being of language ndtime. Time, in other words, is not
the taking place of the human, rather, being-hunsareing-temporalinsofar as
language is thdaking place of the temporal-human’s havitgken place. What

distinguishes humans from “other animalsyites Burroughs, is that only humasns

can make information available through writing e@alotradition to other
Sap humans outside his area of contact and toefujenerations. This
distinction led Count Korzybski to call man “a tirbending animal,” and it
can be reduced to one wotdnguage(48).

Clearly, “language” for Burroughs is reducible tanfian verbal language, that is to say,
to “the word.” It thus becomes impossible for Burghs, despite the Mugwumps who
project pictograms and the Reptiles who communittataugh the movements of green
cartilage fans ifNaked Lunchto considemorhuman languages even within his own,
relatively broad definition of language as “thenesgentation of an object or process ...
by something it is nb{48).

This is not, however, simply an unquestioned sgesne and nor does this
lack of theas suchcondemn “the animal” to a comparative poverty, tadoes for
Heidegger. It is rather the case, as we shallthaénonhuman animals cannot “have”
language because, for Burroughs, the revolutionaversal and displacement that is
the “rubbing out of the word” is the possibility ah humanrentry (and indeed, an
impossiblereentry) into the mythical “wordless world” of thegiruman order of being
(50). It is a distinction, in other words, whicteperves for Burroughs and for humanity
alone the possibility ofentering a world with neither language nor time. The
revolutionary possibility, that is to say, figuretlvays inadequately (in that it takes
placein and of language) by Libertatia, of accessing the wordiesddless world of
and as th@ostiuman animal.

As we have seen in our previous discussions of dBlainand Heidegger,
however, just as there can be no time—and no @eitsense, language, becoming, or
historicity—withouta priori iterability, equally importantly there can be ner#bility
without finitude, sense, time, becoming, and histty. And thus, in positing a
timeless—hence undying and undifferentiated—precaiy domain of animality,
Burroughs denies all of this to nonhuman animalghhV this economy, as we have
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seen time and again, the zootechnical genocide dbedrevery day in the pursuit of
profit is thus naturalised, insofar as the nonstuiable deaths of nonhuman animals
continue to be rendered meaningless and thus watbiee Even more than this,
however, is that, in going by way of an apparefitraftion of a “wild” Nature from
which “Man” is excluded, Burroughs in fact furtheerves the death machines of
capitalism in specifically devalorising those pautar nonhuman groups systematically
oppressed by contemporary economic structures. @&kpession of “pure animal
Love,” in other words, this singular reiteration die biblical and Promethean
traditions, carries with it a further, absolutelgvdstating consequence: the expulsion
from the sanctuary of “Nature” of all those contaated “others” with whom we
willingly or unwillingly share our space.

It is in fact this contested space of temporal aombation which for
Burroughs organises the distinction between thel waihd the tame. In that time
presupposes language, so the imposition of tempocanstitutes the corruption of a
certain “domestic” group of essentially speechi@ssl thus undifferentiated) animals
by languageThe “language virus,” which divides the human agaitself and marks it
as a temporal being, in this way contaminates thomehuman animals that are
“touched” by the human hands of inhuman time. HefmeBurroughs, dogs represent
a particularly “hideous” translation, having beeerolded,” written over by man in
and as man’s “own worst image,” they cease to lmala (Cat Inside 63). Consumed,
interiorised by the virus, the face and the ragéted domestic dog” are thus violently
effaced, overwritten with a human metaphor.

Here, there are obvious parallels with Deleuze-taua molarised “pets,”
those “sentimental bow-wows” kept captive in thenrkgls of analystsThousand
Plateaus 32), “each with its own petty history ... draw[ingf unto narcissistic
contemplation ... the better to discover a daddy,ammy, a little brother behind
them” (265). The Burroughsian dog too has beenidegiof his or her natural state of
wildness, made over into a material anthorpomorphiBespite this, and again in
common with Deleuze-Guattari, the Burroughsian “detit” dog perhaps retains a
virtual wildness. Burroughs does not, he writes, lolatgs that is, he does not hate the
original, virile wild dogs that supposedly existpdor to their mutual entanglement
with human animals. Rather he claims to hate orlgtvhas been mad# them and
what has been doneith them, a hatred which implies there can be no pibsgibf

mutual (ex)change. Cats, it thus becomes clearpiavéeged by virtue of being the
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sole companion animals who, insofar as they retséir own face and rage and thus
their originary being, have nonetheless resisteddmsubjugation.

In summary, the “pet” can thus be defined as a noran animal who submits
to, or is subjugated to, the time of human extamségosubmission and subjugation for
which they are treated with scorn and contempt. Bamtimentality” attributed by
Burroughs to human animals by way of the mirroradntrived” caninemimesis is,
nevertheless, a charge at least as likely to belleat those humans who value their
feline companions. Deleuze-Guattari, for example, in gggdhe “domesticated” with
the “foolish,” the “petty” and the “sentimental,ate nothing but scorn for the “elderly

woman who honors and cherishes” her “little cal@g” (Thousand Plateay270).

Uninvited: the other racism

The scorn reserved by Burroughs for the domattdtransforms into hate, however,
into absolute rejection, when the foreigner, urtewj takes their place the place of
the domestic. The imposition, that is to say, ah&” beingsuponhuman extension:
those beings with whom one ¢®@mpelledto share one’s time and space but who are
not “us.” It is here, as we shall see, that theoklte unworthiness of the centipede, that
test which shatters Love, thus finds—or ratleses—his or her place according to this
schema of the wild and the tame.

Occupying the limit of the liminal space dividingnte from wild, the limit-
other that is the centipede is at once the mogartisand most close: the illegal,
nondomesticated aliemithin the domestic, within the familiar and the familiad this
sense, the centipede is for Burroughs the polaosigof the cat. Whereas cats retains
their timeless wildness despite the “touch” of de#tat is human extension, those
unbearably ancient centipedes, arthropod kin topsmoes and cockroaches, remain
always beyond such oppressive “touch” whilst nénadess placing themselves within
the domestic domain—and thtsking our time—against all human attempts to the
contrary. Hence centipedes (again, like cockrogcbas never be considered “wild”
according to the dominant, spectacular sense dethe

In contrast therefore to thexoticismof the (impossibly) distant Other, the
centipede marks the furthest limit of the foreignthim the domestic, illegally

occupying the “home” of Man (a property albeit omgcently acquired). Constituted
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thus as the worst of the worst—worse even thartdisnised canine compatriot—this
hatred of the centipede thus discloses as its tonda hatred of the illegal immigrant
conjoined with a romantic, spectacular exoticisratier than the beginning of ethics
therefore, the affirmation of the “wild,” dependingon the exclusion of those “others”
who share our place but who are not, however, “testérates instead a conservative
valorisation of the self-same. It is founded, ihestwords, not upon the affirmation of
the other, but upon hatred and narcissistic speletasation. Nonplaced within the
capitalist machinery of the wild-tame dichotomygclsunsect ways of being on the
threshold, insistent, illegal, and unassimilables thus includedas excluded, as that
which is beyond hospitality. And yet, returningdor central point, it is just such an
absolute exclusion from closeness, an exclusiomgdated by hate and murder, which
serves exactly to efface our originary relatedness.

Figured as that which “contaminates” the puritydofnestic property, be it the
body, the home, or the nation, this group of beimdaced-out-of-place—lice,
cockroaches, rats, foxes, flies, fleas, slugs, emakven gnats, and so on—thus find
themselves collected within categories marked fderenination, excluded thus as

“feral,” “vermin” or “pests.” Never fully determirte however, such categories are
rather always open to negotiation, a porosity whallways betrays their limit
“otherness” with the marking of historical contimgg, and thus with the demands of
Capital. One thus understands the particular inapog placed upon the
maintainenance of such slippery categories as ‘werifgenerally a hindrance to
commodification and a non-respecter of propertyngawies), and “feral” (generally
useless to commaodification but protected to somgrese by proximity to either or,
more usually, both, the categories of “pet” andl&ii

Furthermore, as we saw in the previous chapter,répeoduction of such
internal “outsides” cannot be dissociated from ptlegulatory ideals. One thinks here
most obviously of blood-and-soil nationalisms, bé taggravated narcissism of the
racist desire to “purify” the “body” of the nati@mf contaminants, of Jews reconfigured
as both “lice” and “rats” in Nazi Germany, of thautds in Rwanda referring to the
Tutsis as “cockroaches,” of the Palestinians sihyileonsidered “cockroaches” by the

Israeli army, and so ofl.This too recalls us to the earlier discussion ofl@’s Bodies

8" While the link between humanism and nationalisrti bé explored in more detail in the
next chapter, a particularly interesting example lba found in Jean Rhys’s 1966 noWide
Sargasso Seglondon: Penguin, 1997). There, the white Creodee named “white
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That Matter in which it was argued that women as well as yitote) non-nationals
are ultimately reproduced as foreign to the donwdithe properly human. They are,
moreover, foreign only to the degree that they @restitutedas foreign within the
Same by reference to the absolute outside ddlthggonanimal. In this way, women too
are “domesticated,” written over by a dominant ipathal order which treats with
contempt its “feminine (out)side.” The nonwhite Het,” meanwhile, finds itself
constituted as the fearsomely “feral”—i.e. unaskblie—immigrant in contrast to the
safe “exoticism” of the impossibly distant cultusgectacle. This is not, however, to
suggest amnalogicalrelation between these constructions. Rather, aliegarticulate
each other, reproducing the subject at and asethasnof multiple vectors of power.

Moreover, it is not simply fortuitous that, amidighwild-tame dichotomy
maintained by the liminal otherness of the foreiigithe domestic, a further grouping
of nonhuman animalf®r all practical purposeslisappears. Neither sentimental “pets”
nor burning with the rage of the “wild,” so-callétbod,” “work,” and “laboratory”
animals find themselves almost completely effagddlst nonetheless partaking of the
construction of “the woman” and “the immigrant.” A& shall see, the reproduction of
these other “other” animals as senseless simuthosareserves the possibility of their
value-free instrumentalisation, even as the “puriof the wild-tame binary is
reiterated. Silently situated somewhere betweemdmeesticated and the unassimilable
foreigner, the so-called “common-sense” attitudeai@s instrumentalised animals
thus moves from contempt to despisal, whilst stogshort of hatred.

Hence, returning to Burrough&host of Chancewe discover that industrially
commodified animal species, while occasionally dedsively dealt with in passing,
for the most part remain silent and invisible, d@hi$ in spite of the novel's explicit
concern with the negative impact of human instrutalest thinking upon other species,
and on lemurs in particular. The exploitation ohhoman species, for example, is both
marked and unremarked in a short passage descabgngup of (presumably “native”
Madagascan) herdsmen who are busily engaged inidongvfor “their worthless
zebus, a small black hump-backed breed of ox” (B2ye then, the native zebused

by the herdsmen are absolutely without value adagrtb Burroughs’ schema. Small,

cockroaches” by some of the native Dominicans amdjediately after the burning of Mr.
Mason’s colonial mansion, one Dominican insists thay kill Mason and his extended family
of “white niggers” because “You mash centipede, hmiasleave one little piece and it grow
again” (23).
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black and deformed, and thus ugly, inferior comiethe “original” ox, the only worth

of these zebus is their use-value and, presumd#i®y, exchange value solely among
the men of the herd. Their instrumentalisatiorshort, has rendered them worthless as
living beings, made over into mere metaphors ofiteehey have lost.

These same herdsmen, whilst foraging for fuel tontaa their worthless
possessions, accidentally release the exhibits hef Museum of Lost Species.
Containing examples of every species whose chaasébben lost—presumably as a
result of human extension—and therefore includirgses as well as animals, these
various viral strains completely exhaust the abgitof the scientists hired to deal with
them. “As one viral strain burned itself out,” vest Burroughs, “or in rare instances
when the scientists finally perfected a vaccinér@atment, then another plague would
take its place. Back to square one, Professor”. (Brgcisely how scientists perfect
such vaccines, however, is a question which fordighs, despite his “pure Love” for
the wildness of primates and felines, apparentbsduwt arise.

We can now better understand why the division afhumnan animals into
either the “wild” or the “tame” is, above all, aegtion of familiarity, that is to say, of
dogmatism: ofthe disavowal of the opening of ethiaegich slumbers within an
apparent affirmation of “other” others. Indeed, liB@a Noske is quite correct when she
describes the prioritising of wild animals over ithtdomestic” kin as “the other
racism” Beyond Boundarieii). It is, in short, the support of contempt, dsal, and
hatred—a “pervasive ignorance” with absolutely dgating consequences. To further
illustrate this, | thus turn in the next sectiontb® somewhat more subtle wild-tame
dichotomy which underwrites Deleuze and Guattaki&y notion of “becoming-
animal,” only to find there the same “grounding’ckision of the foreign within the
domestic. We will find too, the same categoricahtempt reserved precisely for the

victims of their own schema.

The human privilege of becoming-animal

Famously (or infamously), in the chapter AfThousand Plateausentitled “1730—
Becoming-Intense, Becoming-Animal, Becoming-Impetidde ...,” Deleuze and
Guattari divide nonhuman animals into three categorOedipal animals, State

animals, and demonic animals. Oedipal animals iadividuated animals, family pets,
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sentimental”™—those animals which Burroughs arguagehbeen moulded in Man’s
own worst image—, whereas State animals are thoiseats treated so as “to extract
from them series or structures, archetypes or nsddeinally, the valorised category of
demonic animals are those “pack or affect aninfeds form a multiplicity, a becoming,
a population, a talea] meutes et affects, et qui font multiplicité, aévepopulation,
contgd” (265).

Having nothing to do with filiation, such a “packdr “band” rather
presupposesontagion “affects and powers, involutions that grip evenyimal in a
becoming just asnppn moin$ powerful as that of the human being with the aalim
(266). At first reading, it would appear that DeetGuattari are here giving to
nonhuman animals an access to a “becoming” trequsl, in power, in affect, to those
becomings open to the human animal. Indeed, thimésof the main reasons for the
recent interest in Deleuze-Guattari's philosophinesd from within animal studies.
Upon closer reading, however, it soon transpires tiiie equality marked by that “just
as” is just as quickly refused. Indeed, in beingstjas” or “no less”rfjon moing
powerful, an implicit division between a nonhumamnaal-becoming and a human
becoming-animal is already remarked.

Before moving on to that discontinuity, a discontig which in fact serves to
prohibit nonhuman becoming despite its commensyrateerfulness, it should first of
all be noted that these three categories, Oedtale and pack, are far less secure and
far more complex than is generally taken to bectise. To begin with, these divisions

are divisions only of degree and of contingency:

There is always the possibility that a given animalwill be treated as a
pet [soit traité comme un animal familier.. it is also possible for any
animal to be treatecfre trait§ in the mode of the pack ... Even the cat,
even the dog. ... Yes, any animal is or can be a,fgmdko varying degrees
of vocation that make it easier or harder to discawe multiplicity, or
multiplicity-grade e teneur en multiplicif¢é an animal contains (actually
or virtually according to the case) (265-6).

Moreover, we can see that what have been thuseatdivedenot “actual” nonhuman
animals. They denote, that is, neither a zoologatassification nor even what for
Deleuze-Guattari constitutes theality of nonhuman animals. Rather, the categories
represent the three possible ways in which nonhuemamals might béreated[traité],

that is, in which they might be constitutedrelation to humansa dog can be treated
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asa pack, a panther can be treatsa “pet” orasa model. In short, Oedipal, State and
demonic are not three ways of being-animal, btierathree ways in which humans
may produce other animals. We are thus containddman (actual or virtualhjuman
domain, constrained within the anthro-tropo-logiceichine of human recognition and
of the proper and improper ways of re-presentingrfhuman being. Whether thatais

a “pet” orasa “pack,” this exceptional tropological functiohjg solely human “as,” is
itself symptomatic of what by now is an all too faar human-animal discontinuity.

What then, do Deleuze-Guattari consider the “rgabtif nonhuman animals,
outside of their categorisation? Only in answetimg question does it become possible
to understand the privilege accorded to the cajegbthe demonic, a category which,
first of all, is not in fact that of a band or paakanimals(plural). Rather, for Deleuze-
Guattari the animal—that ighis singular animal, this nonsubstitutable living being
more commonly defined as a single, autonomous @®gea#ris always already pack:
“We do not wish to say that certain animals livepacks Vivent en meutgs.. What
we are saying is that every animal is fundamentaligbord] a band, a pack” (264).
“The pack,” they continues “animal reality” (267). In other words, every indluated
norhuman animais, first of all, isat first [d’abord], a pack. Thigs “its” mode, “its”
way of being rather than simply a quality or aidghishingmark “it [ sic] has pack
modes, rather than characteristics, even if furthstinctions interior to these modes
are called for” (264, translation modified).

Every nonhuman animal thus “is” amode of being-pack, rather than “pack”
being simply or only amark constituted by an human-animal relatiari, and as
“animal reality.” Every animails a pack then, but not every animal is treaied pack.

In being treated or constitutexs an Oedipal or State animal, this being-pack that an
animal contains is rendered merely “virtual” in tthiaer “multiplicity-grade” is
necessarily hard to discover. By contrast, thosmals constitutechs demonic pack-
animals, insofar as the metaphorical vehicle thauich a relation properly signifies, or
at least corresponds, to the essential “realityf@fihuman animals, therefore retain
and as that relatiorthe “actuality,” the sense, of their “proper” walybeing. It is just
such a “vocation” which keeps them at the grealestance from both “petty” human
“sentimentality” and the reduction to state chagastics. A proper vocation which, in
short, ensures they remain both “wild” and “real.”

Demonic pack animals, as we have seen, form a phaity presupposing

contagion rather than filiation, presupposing inN@ns rather than hereditary
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production and sexual reproduction. “Bands,” Dete@uattari write, both “human
and animal, proliferate by contagion, epidemics, bétlds, and catastrophes” (266).
However, it is in following this catastrophic cogtan or contamination that we
discover, in what is perhaps the central passadbeof1730” plateau, the positing of

an absolute separation:

These multiplicities with heterogeneous terms, nofiwning by contagion,
enter certainassemblage$agencements it is there that human beings
effect their becomings-animabpere ses devenirs-animgux.. The pack

Is simultaneously animal reality and the realitytloé becoming-animal of
the human being; contagion is simultaneously aninpalpulating
[peuplement animpl and propagation of the animal populating [or
“stocking”] of the human beingef propagation du peuplement animal de
I’'hommg (267, translation modified).

Being-pack therefores the reality of animal, the way of being of animasthe
entering of assemblages by the contagion thatimalrpopulating. At the same time,
the packis the reality of humamecominganimal, in contrast tbeinghuman, insofar
as the human being caffect[operd a becoming-animal bgnteringthe being-pack of
a certain assemblage that is a contagion whichggates or passes over the animal
populating of the human. The way of being-pack ihanimal populating can, in other
words, be passed on or over to human beings, @gathlem toenterthe assemblages
which effecttheir becoming. Only in this way can the humambgebecome animal.
This is not to say, however, that the human ernterseality of the animal. Rather, as
we shall see, this “reality” of every other animainains absolutely discontinuous with
human being.

Despite their scorn for “ridiculous evolutionaryassifications a la [Konrad]
Lorenz, according to which there are inferior packsl superior societies” (264),
Deleuze-Guattari not only redu@dl other animals to the general category of “the
animal” in opposition to “the human” (albeit whilealling for further “internal”
differentiation), they in fact place human cultaseer against “the true Naturka[vraie
Naturgd” of every other living being. This “true Naturetke totality of “[u]nnatural
participations” of nonhuman becoming—, “spans theg@#toms of nature” (266-7,
translation modified). Becoming, in other wordse tentering of assemblages by
contagion, is precisely the reality of albrhuman being. “Each multiplicity,” they
write, “is symbiotic; its becoming ties togetherraals, plants, microorganisms, mad

particles, a whole galaxy” (275). Thus, whereas D@leuze-Guattari “the human”
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retains the potential tenterbecomings-animal (which is not an animal becomitig,
nonhuman animal “exists” in @ermanenbecoming, “in” this “truly natural” mode of
being-pack that “is” the One-All of Life.

It thus follows that the human is always alreadismie of the “true Nature” of
permanent becoming. Consequently, as we shall beejans are necessarily
condemned to the “stupidityp§tisd” of language, and henceforth to relating to arlgma
as animals, be thaas Oedipal,as State, oras demonic. We are now better placed to
understand the valorisation—the higher degree—eftigmonias category, insofar as
the determination of the categorical animal pradicalates precisely touman entry
or its refusal. Always already outside of “Naturth& human being nevertheless comes
to approach true Nature from which it is disposed through artheopomorphic
positingof the demonic. In other words, the metaphoricktien—theas such which
at once remarks the displacement of the human Natare—between the “demonic”
and the multiplicity-grade that “is” the reality a@himals performs and, in so doing
disclosesits discontinuity from human being. A disclosumgreover, which is at once
the possibility ofenteringa properlyhumanbecoming.

This opposition between becoming and being, in digreous oscillation
between figure and figured, is represented on aetsy the “demonic” wolf, and by
the molarised Oedipal dog on the other. Whereas eanthin the anthropomorphising
relation the wolf retains, in her distance from thelarised human, her essence as an
“actual” animal, the essential reality of the daghby contrast, become merely virtual,
and has become so, yet again, as a result of ‘‘coméion” by a properly human
iterability and thus temporality.

Moreover, it is this oscillation, this undecidatyiliwhich permits the making-
virtual of the reality of an animah relation to the humandogscan be pack in that
theyare pack, butas (anthropomorphic mol&ed dogs this being-pack is effaced. An
effacement which ensures the impossibility of distig a potentiahumanbecoming
by way of an encounter with an Oedipal or Statemahi A dog, however,this
nonsubstitutable dodyas pack as his or her way of being, a reality whishsach
cannot be expropriated without her ceasing to beg Without, in other words, this
dog ceasing to be nonhuman and thus becoming hunmstead—an impossible
expropriation within Deleuze-Guattari’'s human-animiaision. For Deleuze-Guattari,
therefore, the question of the animal is always anlg¢ a question of how “animals”

aretreated(traité) within a discourse which remains essentially hama
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Given the contempt displayed by Deleuze-Guattari “Bctual” so-called
“pets,” however, it would nevertheless seem that phoximity to the humanloes
somehow, albeit impossibly, impinge upon the way Dbéing-animal. An
anthropomorphism made literal, madflesh so to speak, dogs and cats are thus
somehow humanisenh spite oftheir essentiabecoming. Within the reading being
attempted here, howevehoth the “tame” and the *“wild” are necessarily pure
anthropomorphisms, a hierarchical rankongy in relation to the potential disclosure
of humanbecoming. Nonetheless, this division of a putayiv@mogeneous “animal
reality” solely for humarpurposes—as themeansof a theoretical disclosure of human
ends—has devastating results for those nonsubstitutabiey beings who fall outside
of the valorised category. As we saw with Burroyghsh contempt for the “pet” and,
to an even greater extent, for those unmarked cagsgof “instrumentalised” animals
and of the undomesticable within the domeshas amounts to a simple prejudice for
the victim of its own posited schema

Insofar as it discloses—as a purely anthropocemoiaccern—becomin@s
such with “the Animalis pack” the entire economy of Deleuze-Guattari’s Ineiogs
thus finds its centre. Becomings-animal, they wriége segments occupying a median
region. On the near side, we encounter becomingsemp becomings-child ... On the
far side, we find becoming-elementary, -cellulanolecular, and even becomings-
imperceptible” (274)Betweerthe betweensn that it occupies the privileged place of
entry, such a placing necessarily cannot be a dwid@ measure of closeness or
distance to the molarised human being. At the sime, however, insofar as the
undifferentiated “existence” of nonhuman animals’ ‘permanent becoming, neither
can it be positioned along a vertical hierar€hiyhere can, in short, be neither measure
nor order precisely because nonhuman beémnbecoming. A permaneriecoming
which is at once the paradox timeless stasjsin that there can be no rupture, no
revolutionary coming to be in its absolute dissolt In other words, a nonhuman
animal cannot come to baether because “the animalis becoming. Being human,
therefore, is precisely to reserve for itself alahe potential for becoming other, for

which “animal reality” provides the entry and thehicle

8 SeeThousand Plateau$The error we must guard against is to belieat there is a kind of
logical order to this string, these crossings ansformations. It is already going too far to
postulate an order descending from the animaldw#getable, then to molecules, to particles”
(275).
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Becoming-animal is thus for Deleuze-Guattari essentiallyhuman affair.
Having nothing to do with animals, becoming is esth human property: thecoming
human of humaibeing Furthermore, for Deleuze-Guattari “the Animal’—daimdeed,
“the true Nature” that is the totality of nonhumbeing, of the One-All of Life—is
always already excluded from this circular movenfesrn anthroprojection to point of
entry that is access to the being of becoming fwathin the molarised everyday. Here
then, we discover a similar structural disavowdbed substituting “becoming” for
“knowing,” as that which for Heidegger, as we haeen, gives to the human Dasein
alone both the possibility of existence” and “a positive possibility of theosh
primordial kind of knowing” Being and Timg62, 195). The “demonic” animal in this
sense provides for Deleuze-Guattari their own poihtdeparture. And yet, it still
remains to ask, how is@ermanentbecoming possible? How do such becomitade
place, yet withoummakingsense?

It is here that we find a certain hesitancy whenthieir discussion of Lévi-
Strauss, Deleuze-Guattari raise the question of,vanavho, an animal comes b&in
becoming: “Lévi-Strauss is always encountering ehegpid acts by which a human
becomes animal at the same time as the animal leescom(Becomes what? Human,
or something else?)” (262). Given the “reality”’gd@rmanent nonhuman becoming, the
guestion remains necessarily unanswerable. “Beapimiwrite Deleuze-Guattari,
“produces nothing other than itself” (262). Howevin” the pure potentialityas such
that is permanent becoming, and as we have sethe jprevious chapters, nothing can
beproduced (or, rathergproduced) in that it necessarily consists of threpsuasion and
withholding of all actualised possibilities, andlsis precisely that which “I” can never
experience. And indeed, as will become clear, grexcisely this “I” which is refused
by Deleuze-Guattari to all but human being, thesalving nonhuman being within the
impossibility of possibility that is Nietzsche’s Wef eternity.

Hence, as both entry and model for becoming, aminmatially appear as
valorised above the human animal, and yet, thesvi®uld-be valorisation which takes
the very thing being valorised away from nonhumaimals and reserves it for the
human alone. Animals remain suspended in the ssselndifferentiation of
ahistorical stasis, a permanent fluid (non)assegebtd eternal (non)becoming.

Animals, in other words, lack the becoming-spacéroé and the becoming-
time of space. In contrast, it is only the time-bduhuman—time-bound in being

disposed outside the “true Nature” that is perdditeaoming—who can thusnter into
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an assemblage. “The human&comesin other words, only at the borderline between
“being-human” and “true Nature.” The human, thatoisay, comes to be at and as the
limit of finite “human being” and infinite beings such on the border between the
possible and the impossibility of possibility. ledoming, write Deleuze-Guattari, “the
demonlic] functions as the borderline of an anipatk into which the human being
passes oon whichhis or her becoming takes place, by contagion2(2mphasis
added). Here, Deleuze-Guattari are once againréiftating between the contagion
that is “animal populating” and thepfopagatiori of the “animal populatingof the
human being” (267). Between, that is to say, thg wlabeing of nonhuman animals
and at oncéhaton whichhuman becoming takes place. Here then, there @&solute
discontinuity between Man and Nature, with theelathe eternal backgroungoon
which, at the border, human animals alone can affeat blegomings-other by way of

the demonic.

Deeply ecological Deleuze-Guattari

This distinction between humanity and true Natuwmast places Deleuze-Guattari's
project in proximity with the essentialist defioitis of “wild nature” as posited by deep
ecologists such as Arne Naess, George Sessions,Béindevall.®® Such deep

ecological representations of nature, as Barbask®&writes,

tend to be part of a wilderness ethic which totallyerlooks sentient
individuals in favour of species, collections ofesjgs and habitats of
species [one thinks here too of Burroughs, andha$é deathless, timeless
museum exhibits]. Deep ecologists give narrow aswkmtialist definitions
of nature. The only nature worth talking about iddwAs a result,
domesticated nature, feral nature, or anything widoes not constitute
“the wild"—including humans themselves—tends to disqualified as
nature.lt is not the real thing... For deep ecology the dichotomy between
humanity and nature is finaBéyond Boundariexi; emphasis added).

One can thus begin to understand why a readingetdu2e, with or without Guattari,
which aligns his project with that of deep ecolagynot necessarily a misreading.

Robert Hurley, for example, detects the conneciwen in Deleuze’s early text

8 For a related critique, see Bruno Lat®wlitics of Nature 26-29.
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Spinoza: Practical PhilosophL970), claiming that Deleuze in fact offers a niddas
far lacking in deep ecologist “modalities of intetian” (“Introduction,” ii).

With a clear reference to Deleuze’s later work vihattari, Hurley describes
this model as “the composition of affective relasdetween individuals, together with
the ‘plane of consistencydon whichthey interact, that is, their ‘environment™ (ii,
emphasis added). While this notion of “individual#iter)acting bn” or upon their
“environment” already suggests a very tradition@hdtomy, Hurley touches on the
specific problematic being traced here when hemaffithat this “environment” is “not
just a reservoir of information ... but also a fieddi forces whose actions await
experiencing. In dumansense, it can be called the unconscious, or st tka ground
on whichthe unconscious is constructed” (ii). Here therg thnconscious” is the
properly human, and is construcigabnthe (natural) environment.

| will return to this notion of the Deleuzian unsmious shortly, but first of all
a few prefatory remarks are required. As we hawen stor Deleuze-Guattari and for
Hurley, “true Nature” is relegated to a timelesskgaound of permanent becoming
from which only humans are excluded and which,amgenteredn those exceptional
encounters Deleuze-Guattari call becomings, cap ewér be writterupon Compare
this then with Devall's definition of deep ecologgnd in particular with its
presupposed human exceptionalism: deep ecology, whtes, seeks “a new
metaphysics, epistemology, cosmology, and enviraahethics of thgerson/planét
(cit. Wolfe “Old Orders,” 23; emphasis added).

In the opposite direction, one can similarly desanhething of deep ecology’s
“macho ethic” in the structure of Deleuze and Gard becomings, insofar as
nonhuman animals provide the site for an active demtry into becoming, effecting
itself uponthe receptacle that is true Nature in what is @ean masculine, phallicised
penetration and (be)coming over of the exoticisettless wild. Man never exists-in-
relation with other animals, but rather and nea@lgsanters(a presumablyemining
Nature from outside. Here we find the same essentialist rormdaapos which both
underlies Aldo Leopold’s liberalist “land-ethic” dnwhich organises the deep
ecological defence of hunting.

Given the entangled vectors of power we are comtgto track here, it is not
by chance that such a defence, in at least onts ohajor variants (what Marti Kheel
calls the “holy hunter” defence), depends upon dlagm that the nonhuman animal

chooses to end her life for the benefit of the égally male) human hunter. A claim
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which “has no more validity than the idea that an@o who is raped ‘asked for it’ or
‘willingly’ gave herself to the rapist” (Kheel “Liense to Kill,” 104)

Returning to Robert Hurley’s deep ecological regdhDeleuze, we find that
Hurley reaffirms without question the decentringcohsciousness by the unconscious
as a solely human property. Indeed, it is preciti@by/traditional exceptionalism which
“grounds” Deleuze’s relegation of the nonhuman dotb that of a timeless
background. It is thus far from incidental that,his reading of the place dfétise
(“stupidity”) in Deleuze’s Difference and Repetition Derrida refers to an
“unconscious” which is “inconsistent” For Deleuze, as Derrida showzétiseis “a
problem of thinking” that is proper to man alonedissociable from its relation to
individuation as such which operates, as groundigesnd {Ungrund, beneath all
forms (“Transcendental ‘Stupidity’,” 49). Animaldyy contrast, “are in a sense
forewarned ¢n quelque sorte prémuhisgainst this ground, protected by their explicit
forms” (Deleuze Difference and Repetitiopn190; cit. Derrida “Transcendental
‘Stupidity’,” 51). It is only the human, thereforeyho “remains nevertheless as an
undetermined freedom in relation with this grousdlground, and that's where [a]
properly human stability comes from” (“Transcendgiftupidity’,” 56).

Proceeding to put this distinction into questioonir both sides, Derrida
argues, first, for the necessity oharhuman relation to this ground that is “as abyssal
as with man” and, second, as to the impossibilitam absolute distinction between
explicit (animal) and implicitthuman) forms. In so doing, he ultimately disclotes
very traditional gesture underlying the Deleuziamian-animal distinction: that of the
properly human capacity to constitute itself asldnand thus of the identity obétise
and “the thing of the I, of the ego” (58). Thusjtes Deleuze,

Stupidity is neither the ground nor the individualt rather this relation in
which individuation brings the ground to the sudagithout being able to
give it form (this ground rises by means of thpdnetrating deeply into the
possibility of thought and constituting the unrecsgd in every

% On the philosophical/mysticism of what Kheel célisly hunters,” see the works of deep
ecologists Holmes Rolston, Paul Shepard and, iticpéar, Gary Snyder.

% See the fifth and sixth seminars collectedire Beast and the Sovereiand, in a slightly
different English language version, in “The Tramstental ‘Stupidity’ (Bétisé) of Man and
the Becoming-Animal According to Deleuze” (2002)s Merrida himself demonstrates
throughout, the translation b&tiseby stupidityis far from satisfactory (as indeed is the point
made, in different ways, by both Derrida and Dedduand hence in the following it will for
the large part be left untranslated.
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recognition) Difference and Repetitiori90; cit. Derrida “Transcendental
‘Stupidity’,” 57)

As we have seen, however, nonhuman animals caneoexXtluded from this
“transcendental stupidity” which constitutes “therecognised in every recognition,”
in that such détiseis precisely that of theace, the technicity at and as the origin of

all living being by which life outlives itself.

Burroughs with Deleuze, the fault

Central here is that the structure of iterabilityretaf the indissociability of theaking
place and the havingkenplace that is this “relation in which individuatidrings the
ground to the surface without being able to givdotm”™—refused to nonhuman
animals by Deleuze in 1968 remains to organise W2el€uattari’'s human-animal
distinction inA Thousand Plateau#\s with Burroughs, and by way of the wild-tame
dichotomy, Deleuze-Guattari also reserve for hutyamilone the possibility of
encountering the timelessimediacy of “true Nature” at and as the limit of dalage.
And again, as with Burroughs, Deleuze-Guattari tpasiundying and undifferentiated
preoriginary domain of animality—an essential disson of Life which renders as
senseless the singular deaths of nonhuman anirRadally, Deleuze-Guattari too
exclude from the “truth” of “Nature” all of the nboman beings improperly
contaminated by the anthro-tropo-logical machinawhan recognition.

Moreover, because for Deleuze-Guattari nonhumanmalsi exist in
permanent becoming, we can now understand why rthestleave open the question
of who or what a nonhuman animal becomes in beagpnimsofar as an animal cannot
becomehuman, which is preciselthe exception from, and the lac, the eternal
becoming that is the reality of the animal, sheher can therefore never become
anything or anyne at all. Indeed, for Deleuze-Guattari an animé#ts-dog orthat
wolf—is never an “I,” never a “who” or even a “whiahever a “he” or a “she” or an
“it.” Furthermore, “the human” magntera (properly human) becoming only because
he or she is excluded from the reality of the amhin@m exceptionalism which
presupposes the constitution of the human in aarginack. It is this “lack” which,
insofar as it constitutes the plane of transcenelereserves the possibility of human
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becomings-animal or, better, of becomiitper than humanbeing In short, the
human, and the human alone, is constituted in anthelack that i®étise in and as
the unrecognisable, treéconaissangevhich exceeds all recognition.

In being refused entry into language and thusudet as we saw with the
reading of Burroughs, nonhuman ways of being tlek keverything predicated upon
this properly human lack: not only technics, larggiatime, and historicity, but also
society, politics, ethics, law, and historiolo§yThis notion of an originary human lack
is, of course, very familiar, belonging as it de@svhat Derrida calls “the tried and true
biblical and Promethean traditionTlje Animal 122). That we should discover this
tradition as supporting the valorisation of thedmh writers as different from one
another as Burroughs and Deleuze is perhaps nostingrising however. Indeed, as
Derrida writes, one finds “the same dominant” tlgloout Western philosophical
discourse, “the same recurrence of a schema tivatrigth invariable” (45). A schema,

Derrida continues, in which—

what is proper to man, his subjugating superiaritgr the animal, his very
becoming-subiject, his historicity, his emergencedfunature, his sociality,
his access to knowledge and technics, all thatyyévag (in a nonfinite

number of predicates) that is proper to man wouddiveé from this

originary fault, indeed, from this default in praggy—and from the

imperative necessity that finds in it its developitnend resilience (45).

Positing an entrynto becoming which effects itself upon the timslesss of the wild,
whether that “wild” is called “enchanted innocenceg™true Nature,” thus reproduces
this dominant schema. A schema which dissolvesvtst diversity of nonhuman
animals in a becoming-Nature which necessarilydduth responsibility and respond-
ability. An absolute senselessness, in other woidsn which a line of flight is
ontologically impossible. Despite the positing of‘@ure animal Love” therefore,
despite the potential for nonhuman animals to bppgd by a becoming “just as
powerful as that of the human being with the anjimile subjugating superiority of
Man’s emergence from Nature, and hence humanigiptonalism, is necessarily left
unchallenged. Put simply, the apparent valorisattdnthe (wild) animal remains
essentially within the neighbourhood of “the hunmian.

%2.0n Jacques Lacan and the notion of a nonhumak tatack,” see Derrida “And Say the
Animal Responded?” imhe Animal 119-140.
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Shadow animals, zombie flesh: the economy of/amdimesis

As a consequence of human contamination, as wedeere the proper ways of being-
dog have been, for Burroughs, displaced by a restis imaging, rendered merely
virtual according to Deleuze-Guattari, and disdiei as “unnatural” by deep
ecologists. Dogs, therefore, in Noske’s tellinggd®, are not, or are no longer, “the
real thing.” In this, as | will argue in this semtj they in fact all reiterate a logic of
colonialism which serves to constitute subjugatethdss who are preciselyeserving
of oppression—an oppressive logic which tends tdaininate any number of animals,
both human and nonhuman.

This contamination is, in short, a displacemenh@fihuman animals by and
within human language, a tropological “touch” whi@nders nonsubstitutable beings
mere simulacra. Indeed, Burroughs’ allusion to ppssgedly “non-hideous” canine
prior to the timely human “touch” exemplifies theommon sense” of a dominant
anthropocentrism. One which inscribes both domatsttcand instrumentalised animals
within an economy ofmimesis both Platonic and Biblical. It is, moreover, teisonomy
of tropes, acutely deemed the “other racism” byKdosghat will return us once more to
the “vectors of power” and to their mutually art&ting imbrication.

The reproduction of certain animals as “not re#that is to say, as “pale
imitations” of their idealised wild counterparts daor forebears, is at once
Christianised discourse and imperialist logic. Buhply, its economy oiminesis
ensures that colonised beings must become, asulh oégheir oppression, somehow
dull and stupid and thus (albeit post facth materially and economically deserving of
being exploited and oppressed. It is accordinghi® $same tropology that the native
zebus of Burroughs’' Libertatia come to be derided “aorthless” non-animals,
shadowy ghosts unmarked but for their corruptionhoynan proximity and by a
putting to work which interrupts the timeless wildbramas.

In this too we can understand the paradoxsesthitimelessness of Libertatia
itself: responding to the timeless call of the willdose revolutionary but necessarily
time-bound settlerind only a coexistence ofrélative’ harmony not only with each
other but also with “the ecosphere of flora andchéali They can find, in other words,
only an imitation, a simulacrum, of the timelessdwiCoexistingonly to a degreethe

nonhuman animals who share the time of the setdleydut inferior copies, the poor
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relations of those “wild” beings suspended in tlikelic dioramas of true Nature which
can be observed—always following the Fall into distance otime—only within The
Museum ofLost Species.

One of the best examples of the dominant, “comnemse’ valorisation of the
wild, one which makes explicit its Biblical herima@s well as marking a nexus of the
entangled hegemonies of oppression being tracke] isethe first “chapter” of Julian
Barnes’ novelA History of the World in 10% Chapte{$989).Rewriting the story of
Noah's ark Genesis 6-9) from the perspectives of the various animdlpe
Stowaway” is narrated by a woodworm who, by virtoie being both illegal and
“unclean” (and thus all too obviously among theeabjcategory of the foreign within
the domestic), is fully aware of the futility of @lging for asylum from Noah. The
futility, that is, of asking Noah for hospitalitgr of attempting to justify why he or she
is “worth” saving—a request for hospitality frometihuman which thus crosses with
the impossibility of salvation. While ostensiblyegeng to refute the “clean” and
“unclean” distinction imposed upon animalsgnesis 7:2), it soon becomes clear,
however, that the narration nevertheless remainsptoit both with Noah and with
God, and thus against certain “other” animals.

Initially, the woodworm-narrator, sexed being (lois her companions risk
disclosure through their sexual activity) and idegmmigrant, seeks to reverse the
traditional human-animal privilege. She or he dseshowever, only on the condition,
yet again, of every animal’'s timeless dissolutidian, s/he writes, “is a very
unevolved species compared to the animals ... yguaarget, at an early stage of your
development. We, for instance, aatwvays ourselvesthat is what it means to be
evolved” (28, emphasis added). Upon disembarkatiomever, this absolute animal
self-presence is contradicted in the reinscribihgrmther version of the clean-unclean
distinction: that of the wild and the tame, of #féervescently exotic and the corrupt
oppressed. Noah, the woodworm recalls, offered memte food during shortages to
any animals willing to stay close to “New Noah'sld&.” He offers them, that is to
say, a place within the economic order: base remmtomh of life in exchange for a
plentiful supply of flesh. Noah, capitalist and @ailal, offers, in short, mere day-to-day
survival in exchange for the labour of their bodiessing on their backs a profit for
himself and his fellow colonials: his “people.” Bigely at this point the collective
nonhuman animal “we” splits into an “us” and a ‘fthé& To the astonishment of the

woodworm,
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some ofthem—not the cleverest ones, it has to be said—staymahd ....
The pigs, the cattle, the sheep, some of the stupgwhts, the chickens ...
Wewarnedthem.... As | say, theyeren't very bright, and were probably
scared of going back into the wild; they’d growmdedent on their gaol,
and their gaoler. What happened over the next femtucies was quite
predictablethey became shadows of their former sele®sl yet how can
this be, given that such animals aedways themselves, absolutely?]. The
pigs and sheep you see walking around today arebiesntompared to
their effervescent [and yet “stupid’] ancestorstba Ark (26-7, emphasis
added).

In the space of a few paragraphs, so-called “foaiinals are thus transformed into
ghosts, insubstantial shadows that are mawpies of their originary selves. In
reiterating the Platonic logic of mimesis, theseerior, fallen copies thus lack the
animating ldea, dead bodies as opposed to theglwance, and hence mutate into the
pure animal remains of the “zombie.” Withcariima in short, pigs, “cattle,” sheep,
goats, and chickens are reproduced as nothing &liing dead flesh.

In this way “food” animals cease to be living, \abt beings, cease to be “the
real thing.” Moreover, the spectral disembodimémbtigh mimetic displacement thus
paradoxically permits their transformation into fpl corporeality, bodily-shaped
collections of dead zombie flesh ready to be disadted into “meat.” In this way, the
instrumentalised animal, the “walking ghost,” i® timverse of the living corpse that
returns, that “revolutionary spirit” which, as weave seen in the discussion of
Nietzsche and Marx, “out-lives” its actualisatianbeing raised (again) within contexts
where it had not previously belonged. Hence, wieerdee latter interrupts the
hegemonies of oppression, stalling the machineryawimalisation, the Platonic
devalorisation of the simulacrum in the former threproduces a symbolic logic of
oppression which serves to constitute subjugatetybavho are “in factteservingof

oppression”

The capitalist exploiter of the coloured workers consigns them to
employments and treatments that [are] humanly dieggaln order to
justify this treatment the exploiters must argust the workers are innately
degraded and degenerate, consequently they naguralerit their

% It has been convincingly argued that the domeiticeof nonhuman animals results in a
decrease of brain size which both inhibits new atiristics and favours pathological
conditions. This is not, however, a justificatiam €xploitation, not a cause, but onlyéféect

A shameful effect, moreover, which in fact arg@gminstthe intensive imposition of non-
mutual domestication.
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condition ... This, then, is the beginning of modern racatrehs. It was
not an abstract, immemorial feeling of mutual aatiy between groups,
but rather a practical exploitative relationshipthwits socio-attitudinal
facilitation (NibertAnimal Rights/Human Right§7; emphasis added).

We can thus more clearly understand Noske’s caoterihat the devalorisation of
instrumentalised animals, the unmarked “other’hedf hegative pole in the wild-tame
dichotomy, constitutes the “other racism.” Justree is nothing “natural” about the
capitalist exploitation of coloured workers, in tesame way the antipathy towards
instrumentalised, and thus commodified, nonhumamas—and indeed, towards the
foreign in the domestic—is nothing natural. Rathecomes to be “naturgled as a
result of “a practical exploitative relationshiptiwiits [reproduced] socio-attitudinal
facilitation.” This entanglement of vectors of paweaan perhaps be seen operating
most clearly in the contemporary slaughter facterigh its interrelated “devising and
employing” of speciesism, race prejudice and sea&bake for the pursuit of profit. For
this reason, we shall return to these Kkilling feoan the concluding chapter of this
thesis?

We are now in a position to distinguish betweere¢hdifferent, mutually
rearticulating machines of tropological displaceméfirst, there is the reductive
reconfiguration of “other” humanas “animal”’ (active displacement to the status of
animal); and second, the withdrawal of recognisahdn status (reactive displacement
from the domain of reason). Both of these depermhwghat | have called the theatrics
of animalisation,that is, a displacing along an ontoteleological harst dialectic.
Finally, there is the displacement from living erdloent to inferior copy, which
serves to retroactively naturalise both these msE®of animalisatiofi.

Moreover, we can now see how the “clean” oppositbrihe wild and the

tame serves to conceal its other others—the confiaddand instrumentalised; the

% The fate of theculpeofox in Argentina serves as a good example of phxiuction of
antipathy for economic gain. For millenia, the @dghad existed peaceably alongside humans,
mainly because their fearlessness of humans meagtwere of little interest to so-called
“sports” hunters. However, around 1915, as Martialléh writes, “ranchers began to increase
their flocks of sheep, at which time tbelpeo... suddenly came to be considered a pest. The
Argentine situation exemplifies the way that comorarinterests assign value—positive and
negative—to animals"Hox, 141-2).

% The same machinery of animalisation thus redugesrticularly situated nonhuman animal,
such as a fox, to the category of subanimal (tiheiga in the domestic), and as such refused
even the minimum protection generally accorded tero “wild” animals. That a fox is
categorised as “vermin,” yet remains close to {het™ category (as between a cat and a dog),
is a major reason for its affective position.
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slave; the illegal, potentially terroristic immigwa the asylum seeker; the woman
naturally deserving of domestication—, all contaimgthin a silent space of fear and
exploitation?® Nor is it difficult to perceive in this erasureetioperation of economic

interest.

This excluding entanglement of the animal, the womuad the slave circulates
endlessly throughout the history of philosophy.ndéacques Rousseau, one of the few
writers to even consider nonhuman animals, insstexample in hidiscourse on the
Origin of Inequalitythat, in “becoming domesticated, [man] ... grows weakid, and
servile; hiseffeminateway of life totally enervates his strength and rege.®’ This
linking together of the domesticated, the servdad the feminine which, in their
mutual articulation, constitutes a threat to manwiytues which must thus be
constrained and excluded so as to avoid contaroimat far from incidental. Crossing
too with this articulation of domesticity, womennda reproduction, the forced
penetration and reproduction of female animalsudhowhich originary patriarchy
reproduces only itself recalls us of course tokifiea of both Plato and Irigaray.

Indeed, it is here that the timeless enchantmeBuafoughs’ animal harmony
overlaps most significantly with the discoursesboth Deleuze-Guattari and Deep
Ecology. The idealising of the naturally wild, umstrained by time and
uncontaminated by feminine domestication, accands{aren Davis writes, “with the
‘masculine’ spirit of adventure and conquest” whiolthe West looks down on those
beings constituted as “unnatural, tame, and codfing this, Davis continues, the
“analogy between women and nonhuman animals owvsloperhaps a more
specifically crucial comparison between women aarthfanimals” (“Thinking Like a
Chicken,” 193). One thinks most obviously hereegroductive rights, or the curtailing
thereof by means of forced conception, be it byspiat force—rape in whatever form
or species—or by way of the prohibition of contyatcen and/or abortion.

On one side of the human-animal border therefdre, domesticated, the
instrumentalised, and the foreign within the doneestontaminated bypatriarchal

time, all cease to be nonsubstituable living beingscoming insteadnasculine

% In another direction, upon this same dichotomy cisnstructed the contrary yet
complimentary discourse which constitutes pets aerntelligent and responsive asesult

of their domestication-interaction, that is, thenthropomorphic contamination, whereby their
feral kin are once again configured in oppositiontlie valorised category, that is, @
tameable vermin, such dirty scavengers thus beaptdieserving” of extermination.

% “The Social Contract” and “Discourses”trans. Cole, Brumfitt, & Hall (London:
Everyman’s Library, 1973), 57; emphasis added.
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artefacts the property of man who thus represents the po@iveeason. On the other
side, contaminated bliumantime, the domesticated, the instrumentalised, ted
foreign within the domestic all cease to be nonstuadle living beings, becoming
insteadhuman artefactsthe property of man who thus holds the powerifef dver
death. Artefactual animals being, in other wordseaaly on the side of death, always
living a death which is, in a double sense, a gweath: both as living artefacts and as
living beings whose existence has been strippeslsefything but that which is useful
to the profitable reproduction of death and of deawhbie flesh.

Furthermore, it is impossible to conceive of thismarked displacement of
other others from thenorhuman wild-tame dichotomy without understanding its
coextensivity with other vectors of power. Onceiag&aren Davis is helpful here.
“Not only men,” she writes, “but women and animabtpctionists exhibit a culturally
conditioned indifference toward, and prejudice mghicreatures whose lives appear
too slavishly, too boringly, too stupidly femaleot ‘cowlike™ (196-7). It is this
entanglement of difference which gives us one whyumderstanding that which
Derrida has famously termed “carnophallogocentti&mWithin its network of
inculcation, the gendering of singular nonhumanmeaté is thus of the greatest
importance, in every sense.

Returning to Burroughs, and in particular to thésded dogs and abject
centipedes, we are now better placed to hear thathws left unsaid. Referring to
“ugly” and yet faceless snarl of the dog, it is meérely by chance that Burroughs
describes it as “a redneck lynch-mob Paki-bashan sn snarl of someone got a “Kill
a Queer for Christ” sticker on his heap, a selfMegus occupied snarlCéat Inside
63). The “worst of the worst” is, for Burroughs,naurderous hate which excludes
closeness, thus preventing an unconditional relateo another. Hatred is, in other
words, that which prohibits the potential “animahtact” which gives of itself a Love
beyond all conflict and pain. Hatred prohibits, ghort, the giving of one’s self in
unconditional hospitality. However, it is preciseéhis murderous hate which returns,
devastating Burroughs’ discourse from within, ire tlaffirmation of only some
nonhuman animals. In an echo of “Kill a Queer fdmri€t,” in a late diary entry

Burroughs writes:

% See "“Eating Well,” or the Calculation of the Setj” in Points ... Interviews, 1974-1994
255-87.
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March 18, 19, 1997. Wednesday. They say only lareareate, so who the
fuck could love up a centipede? He’s got more lioveim than | got. Now,
killing a centipede makes me feel safer—like, ass I ast Words 126)

The spectres of speciesism, sexism, and racisioeimg mutually rearticulated in the
valorisation of a timeless wild nature, here comenark Burroughs’ own “lynch-mob
rage” in its echo of the racist, mysogynistic aramlephobic exclusion of closeness
which manifests itself in hate speech such as ‘kiljueer for Christ” or “killing a
queer makes me feel safer, like one less.” WhiteBorroughs those “worst of the
worst,” figured by a “lynch-mob” of faceless dogse the queer killers, the neutralisers
of those who denaturalise sexuality, who are foreig heterosexual patriarchal
domesticity, Burroughs himself nevertheless “fesgder” killing those other “others”
who are foreign in and to the domestic, those goeetipedes who denaturalise the
proper place of the humafi.

To summarise then, the apparent valorisation ofulie) animal nevertheless
remains essentially within the neighbourhood ared dpectacle—the mirror—of “the
human.” Such is the high-walled enclave patrolled tbe convulsively negating
Guardians with which this chapter opened, safegghdgy immigration police and
“pest’-controllers tasked with defending the inditility of the border and of the
impossibility and impassability of the Interzone. this sense, “immigration police”
and “pest-controllers,” in seeking to conserve amaginary space of order by
displacing “Others,” can be considered metaphoesach other, mutually rearticulating
an inviolable property and propriety constructedmuphe refusal of hospitality. The
“proper” of the human, in other words, depends ugi@nexclusion both of the already
“domesticated” and of the foreigner within, depeng®n withholding the offer of
hospitality to all those who share our space akd taur time but who are not “us.”

This obviously has serious implications for a thmgkethics which, insofar “it has to

% Centipedes in fact offer a particular challengéhtio the naturalisation of heterosexuality
and to the fixity of heterosexual reproduction.h&opods phylumArthropodd, and thus kin
to cockroaches and scorpions, there exist an dstim@000 species of centipedes. Some
species live up to six years, with periods of géstaand infancy varying widely from species
to species. Most species lay eggs, but some gitle tui living young, and some nurse both
their eggs and the young centipedes to maturity.iléVbsually the males produce a
spermatophore for the female to take up, somepeaei groups are, however, all female, with
reproduction by parthenogenesis. Finally, someispaaf Scolopendromorphare matriphagic
(the offspring consume their mother). In this cahtsee also Rosi Braidotti’'s work on insect
figurations within a feminist thinking of sexualffdrence inMetamorphoses: Towards a
Materialist Theory of Becomin@002).
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do with theethos that is, the residence, one’s home, the famgiace of dwelling ...
ethics is hospitality (Derrida “On Cosmopolitanism,” 16-17). Ethics, ishort,
concerns the giving of hospitality to those whosexwvithin the home and yet are
nonetheless excluded from it.

Conclusion: denaturalising “the human”

In 1990, a biography of William S. Burroughs by Tddrgan was published, entitled
Literary Outlaw Burroughs, however, would later complain aboettitie, saying that
he could not be inscribed within the oppositionsprgosed by “outlaw” because of the
fact that he had never been *“within” the law. Wiphilosophers such as Michel
Foucault, Jacques Derrida, and Judith Butler, anothgrs, have made clear, however,
is that this is simply not a choice. “I,” insofas ham, is constituted within or, rather,
before the law. It is a law, moreover, which gives us uioderstand that animal
encounters are not the privilege, the proper, oé thuman, but rather the
denaturalisationof “human,” and this is precisely itask—the risk of Elizabeth
Costello, of Venus Xtravaganza, and indeed, of il S. Burroughs.

There can be no timeless dioramas of nonhuman bagono utopian dreams
of a harmonious pre- or posthuman wilderness, anarencounter is always and only
that which calls itself forth in dangerous confhigith the hegemonic identifications of
a given social state of affairs of whatever spedesfor “the human,” such encounters
are a “becoming animal” or a “becoming mad” onlytire sense of coming to be
unrecognisably (post)human, only in the risk ofnigeexcludedas “animal” and/oras
“mad.” That which Burroughs names “Love” is not ttegpitalisedend of conflict but
rather its beginning and its return, a beginningreagain. It is to hold one’s “self”
exposed in and as the place without place: theespbioivention.

It has been argued throughout these last two crefitat the construction of
speciesism—uwith “species” (and here | am re-empigyludith Butler’s formulation)
understood in part as a production of the histdrgpeciesism—is indissociable from
racism, sexism, homophobia, animalisation, andosth f There are indeed, as Butler
writes, “quite pressing and significant historicehsons for asking how and where we
might read not only their convergence, but thessiéé which the one cannot be

constituted save through the otheBofliesthat Matter 168). At the same time,
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however, this inot to reduce the irreducible differences between thiéns not, in
other words, to suggest a biological continuism,icWwh along with the equally
unacceptable option of metaphysical discontinultyattempted to put out of the
question over the course of the first two partthd thesis.

One major difference is that, in contrast to thbeman animals marginalised
or “animalised” by way of patriarchal and ethnocendliscourse, whether capitalist or
fundamentalist (and if indeed these can in factdgmarated), it is unlikely that many, or
perhaps even any, of those billions of other becayglemned to the abjected category
of “the animal” seek to identify themselves witretphantasmatic ideals dluman
hegemonic norms. This is not to say, of coursd,tttexe is no nonhuman identification
with norhumanphantasmatic norms within given social communitigain, this is a
question of habituation, of domestication, and tbtithe chance and the necessity of
singular encounters, of risky transformations frarthich nonhuman be-ings cannot
therefore be excluded. However, as regards what taling the animal encounter at
and as the limit of “the human,” one question s#linains: what's in it for nonhuman
animals? What potential benefit, in other words;raes to “actual” other animals in
terms of the strategy being outlined here?

To answer this question it is necessary to redall, tin effect, the inaugural
citation of an improper phrasing, the ethical opgrof the political space of invention,
iIs always and indissociably doubled. In interrugtithe devalorisation of “other
humans,” its crossing necessarily interrupts thealigisation of “other” animals. The
phrasing called forth by an animal encounter, tisatmust at once interrupt the
unthinking instrumentalising relatioto animals. In other words, an im-possible
disidentification with the radical alterity ohorhuman or inhuman being—the
necessarily chance demand of the foreign in theedtin) of the improper in the
proper—calls forth a bodied phrasing which, in nragkand thus interrupting the
measure and the limit of humanity, necessarily ldggs ‘animals from within the
“abject” category. Hence, the denaturalisation egdgmonic human norms at once

denaturalises the metaphysical human-animal disugtyt and its attendant hierarchy.
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7. Burroughs and the Untimely Posthuman Animal:
Beginnings or Ends of Ethics?

What challenge does that excluded and abjectednrgabduce to a
symbolic hegemony that might force a radical reaféition of what
qualifies as bodies that matter, ways of livingttbaunt as “life,” lives
worth protecting, lives worth saving, lives wortheying?

Judith ButleBodies that Matter

Introduction: displacing the fairytale

The beginning of ethics, | suggest in the previclapter, demands, in some way, the
giving of hospitality to all those who share ouasp and take our time but who are not
“us.” One must, in other words, begin by being atderespond to those excluded
within the domestic. Following from this, and byywaf the promised return visit to the
Museum of Lost Species, | will further argue instishapter that the ethical beginning
in fact resides within the detested figure of therBughsian centipede. Ethics, in short,
begins with beingwith the beingthere of such monstrosities. Such is a way of being
which, as we shall see, moves Burroughs’ posthubsnd its masculinist liberal-
Aristotelian logic and towards a more generous amotof “community.” Such a
community, we discover, is united not by an exslestontract, but rather by the fact
that everyliving being demands unconditional hospitalityrfr@veryother, and yet is
simultaneously incapable of giving it. Moreovenyill argue, it is only upon such a
basis that the improper cat-human creature of Bighe’ dreams becomes possible,
bringing with it the chance of being together baydme human.

For Burroughs, as we have seen, the advent of égggdisplaces the human
animal, contemporaneous with its coming, outsideatfire. A divided being therefore,

the human thus comes to its “self’ as an outsiddrimvtime:

Man sold his soul for time, language, tools, weap@md dominance. And
to make sure he doesn’t get out of line, thesedaxakeep an occupying
garrison in his nondominant brain hemisphere. ...ifAis built into the
human organism, the rift or cleft between the tvemispheresGhost of
Chance 48)

This “cleft,” this caesura which ensures humanadlisé even as it corrupts every
nonhuman being it touches, is thus built right itlhe human brain, a physiological
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abyss which, in separating left from right, thusidiegs human from animal. With this
properly human “rift,” this linguistic displacememtarked by an alienating, inalienable
temporality, the Madagascan creation myth is thewritten as a metaphor of the
Origin of the human species. Its majestic islandhbilaunched with fireworks, thus

becomes an allegorical fable, a fable of a fablarobriginary division:

| draw a parallel between this rift separating thwe sides of the human
body and the rift that divided Madagascar fromrttenland of Africa. One
side of the rift drifted into enchanted timelessdoence. The other moved
inexorably toward language, time, tool use, weaps®, war, exploitation,
and slavery (49).

The violent rupture which isolates Madagascar tallesgorises the Origin of Man,
offering itself as a mythic representation of th# m the human brain, of the
Epimethean fault which is the appearindasfguageand of technics in general. At the
same time, in that time is not yet, this arrivirighe human can be the result of neither
a spatial (geophysical) nor a temporal (evolutighahift, but rather only and always
again the alien-divine lightning bolt that is thevasion of what Burroughs calls the
“word virus.”

With the imposing of time by language which laurehtee human, the
innocent plenitude of its prosimian prehistoryamtaway, leaving in its wake a gaping
wound at the core of the human. To be wounded igyritih is to be human, and thus to
be removed from the timeless Eden of interspeaesnbny. In this, and along with the
nonhumans who “go along” (in the Heideggerian sgmgth them, humans too are
similarly the victim of its dominance, its enslagiexploitation. The abyssal border is,
in short, the “split between the wild, the timeletize free, and the tame, the time-
bound, the tethered, like the tethered goose tilatorever resent its bondageGHost
of Chancel3).

The central point, however, is that for Burroughe tirchaic animal that is
Madagascar, moored in enchanted calm for milliohs/ears, nonetheless remains
secreted within the human as its “other” hemisphditee impassability and thus
impartibility of its border guarded, dominated, bye inhuman—and yet properly
human—machinery of linguistic domination. One regdof this passage, therefore,
founds the origin of the human upon the death ercéasing to exist of the animal (a
cessation which is at once the enslavement andatixtn of animals). Such a reading

thus reiterates one of the two dominant—and by mevwy familiar—versions of the
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humanist dialectical teleology. Coincidental witlistreading, however, is one in which
the sanctuary of the Lemur People coexists outsiti@n “us,” repressed but retaining
its inevitable trace of repression and thus thesipdgy of thinking differently, that is,
of existing outside of sequence and causality.

Irrespective of this potential, these two sides—tlomdominated (and thus
nondominating) freedom of the wild as opposed te tominated (and thus
dominating) enslavement of the tame—must remaircodisnuous by virtue the
impassable and impartible caesura that is langaaigéing place. Hence, it follows
that, for Burroughs “any attempt at synthesis mméshain unrealizable imuman
terms” (48, emphasis added). Insofar as “mergiegtto is not viable,” he continues,
one is indeed “tempted to say, as Brion Gysin dRub out the word (49).
Confronted, in other words, with tree priori impossibility of negating the negation,
Burroughs igemptedo affirm the possibility of a simple reversal,afeturn that is a
human turn to a “wordless world” “What would a wtwss world be like? As
Korzybski said: ‘I don’t know. Let’'s see’ (50). This indeed a temptation, a utopian
desire: a posthuman version of the homosexual aitopamed by “packs of wild
boys.%

Such a romantic, fairytale reversal, predicated nupite traditional
metaphysical distinction between eternal nature lamdan culture, offers little, as we
have seen, to a thinking of ethics, remaining atods within the very dichotomy it
seeks to undermine. It is a temptation, howeveichvBurroughs ultimately refuses,
insisting in his final journal that the “promisedntd” of utopian figures is “bullshit”
(Last Words112). Instead, Burroughs attempts to refine andfgl&ysin’s lure, and
in so doing a possible opening to the ethical iddeegins to emerge. An opening
which, it will be argued, reconnects both with thé-up as originally delineated by
Gysin and, moreover, with notions of “animal cotitaand “pure Love” from which
the centipede not only cannot be excluded, but iwHact stages the beginning of an
impossible, unavowable community.

Burroughs is tempted, as we have seen, to sudgssive “rub out” the word,

but that—“perhaps”—would be a mistake:

1% On this, see William S. BurrougWild Boys: A Book of the Degd971), especially the
languidly beautiful chapters “The Wild Boys” andh& Wild Boys Smile.”
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perhaps “rub” is the wrong word. The formula istgusimple: reverse the
magnetic field so that, instead of being weldedetbgr, the two halves
repel each other like opposing magnets. This cdidda road to final
liberation, as it were, a final solution to thedaage problem, from which
all human “problems” stenGhost of Chancel9-50)

Rejecting the utopian erasure of the trace whiclhildvdoe to become One with the
timelessness of eternity, Burroughs thus suggestead a further forcing open of the
division. A radical displacement, that is to salytr@ human-animal discontinuity. It is
only this, | argue, which permits, with all itsextdant risk, the denaturalisation of the
phantasmatic constitution of “humanness.” The deadising, in other words, of the
very arriving of the human.

Rather than the simple reversal of a “rubbing out¢’ thus find instead the
reversal of force and at once the displacementdistancing fromnhabituation that
is, from our inhabitation within the habitual doration of language in its broadest
sense. Or, put another wasevaluation and rearticulation It is in this sense a
movement beyond the properly human, a movementhaieiterates exactly that which
Judith Butler describes as a “crossing.” Alwayseéd distancing from inhabituation,
such a “crossing,” writes Butler, necessarily gbgswvay of repetition “in directions
that reverse and displace the originating ainBBddjes that Matter 123). Such a
reversal-displacement of speciesism, however,usema one-time only “final solution”
(a phrase which, in this context, attempts jus$ tmiovement which, as such, must
never, ever be “final”). Rather, in this coincidedbuble operation of reversal-
displacement which is at once the gesture of deénmison, the “gap between the two
operations must remain open, must let itself beseleasly marked and remarked”
(Derrida “Outwork,” 6).

It is here that we must make the promised retusit 10 “The Museum of Lost
Species,” wherein one might lovingly contact ariyicorpse rather than merely
reproduce the walking dead. As we have seen,nitsléiss dioramic exhibits may be
observed only from within the distance of time. Jdistance, this divisive temporality,
is precisely the iterability of language which ingps itself upon the so-called harmony
of the wild. Always already opening the space afftict and pain, it is that which not
even the saving and salving power of animal Love tais overcome. Instead, it

demands a forced displacement of the displaced;ahef the atemporality of being as
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such calling into being a placeholder which markd ¢hus holds open the interval

between the no longer and the not yet.

The Museum of Lost Species is not exactly a musesinge all of the
species are alive in dioramas of their natural taédhi Admission is free to
anyone who can enter. The coinage here is theyaboliendure the pain
and sadness of observing extinction and by so dtingeanimate the
species by observing it (Burroug@$ost of Changebl).

Paradoxically then, these living artefacts areamgér and at once not yet. They retain,
that is to say, the potential to be “reanimated’tty regard of anyone whaan share
their space—indicating that this is not a choiag, dfather the chance and necessity of
being-there—, by an “observing” which rather cai$éis “contact.” Thisnourning
which reverses in displacing the destructive toothime, thus re-members those
“others” whom language has annihilated, renderatighaand finite. The “coinage”
which must be paid by such contact—contact whi@nireates or enlivens a corpse,
creates or invents a posthumous monstrosity whiak but-lives its type and genus—
is theability to endure an exposure to “the pain and sadnedssefwang extinction.”
Here then, Burroughs points to the essential letkveen the animal encounter
and finitude, of an encounter at and as the linfitcly, no longer and not yet, is the
condition which interruptall life by which life out-lives itself. Indeed, it slways the
finitude, that is, the nonsubstitutabilty, of evéogher” which must always come again
to interrupt a “deadly, pervasive ignoranc€af Inside 46). Cats, affirms Burroughs,
“are living, breathing creatures, and when any otheing is contacted, it is sad:
because you see the limitations, the pain anddedrthe final death” (70). However,
given that in and as such an encounter the “I” Wliemes to be must have the ability
to endure the anxiety at and as the limit, we ntlug$ recall too the risk that is the
potentialinability to endure such an exposing, as experienced bytelizaCostello. In
short, to reverse the destruction of life, to dagpel the commodification of zombie flesh
which marks both the arrival and the way of beingian, one must cease being human

in being exposed in and to our shared finitude.
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Stammering hospitality

The aim of the infamous textual experiments chmiste“cut-ups” was to escape the
domination of language, and thus to chance upomramal contact exceeding the
constraints of sequence and causality or, moreigaigc exceeding the historically

contingent horizon of the possible. Premised upoanadom chopping up and placing
alongside of generically heterogeneous texts, Bighe describes it is a movement
which, in cutting into the present, allows the fietuo leak out, thus interrupting the
control mechanism ensuring the apparent “transggfesf language. An inaugurating

moment or movement, in short, which in its takirlgcp at once escapes in opening
itself to an unforeseeable other.

Composed as they are through the disjunctive tapetdf random fragments
and obsessive phrases, Burroughs’ texts thus ékplappose a certain closure of
meaning attempted by traditional narrative to arelemting stammer that discloses the
emptiness of all such attempts. From the “cut-upsdugh to the chance dislocations
that mark his final diary entries, Burroughs’ eatproject constitutes, in other words,
an unceasing attempt to open language to an imppdpasing. One which, displacing
as well as reversing the killing ideals of racendgr and species, could not be
predicted from within what Foucault calls the “magi of truth.” An opening, in short,
which interrupts the oppression of habit in callfogh that which remains to come.

This way of working language, of working it ovegubling and redoubling it,
is a way of working which Gilles Deleuze locatesimth Heidegger and Alfred Jarry,
making them both “unrecognised precursors” of Buglts even as the “wildness” of
Burroughs’ writing machine forms a rhizomatic coatien with that of Deleuze.

[Heidegger and Jarry] work in principle with twonguages, activating a
dead language within a living language [hence a dd@&asing outlives
itself in being posthumously reanimated within anteat it had not
previously belonged], in such a way that the liviagguage is transformed
and transmuted. ... The affed)(produces in the current languad®) @
kind of foot stomping, a stammering, an obsessidoat-tom, like a
repetition that never ceases to create somethiwg@p Under the impulse
of the affect, our language is set whirling, andwhirling it forms a
language of the future, as if it were a foreignglaamge, an eternal
reiteration, but one that leaps and jumps. (“An &dognised Precursor,”
98).
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While the contrast between “dead” and “living” laragies in Burroughs is not the
literal contrast to which Deleuze refers (whichthie case of Heidegger for example, is
that relation of ancient Greek and modern Germaitlwheserves for Germany its
privileged destiny), it is nevertheless this inrwhich marks the stammer of an
inaugural citation as foreign to a given state dies, as a “living corpse.” This is
neither a human-animal, left-right synthesis, nomarging of the two, nor is it a
rubbing out of the word, the impossible erasuranfjuage which is precisely to cross
out the crossing. Rather, this posthumous monsgresi felinthropos to come, as we
shall see—potentially disclosed by this stompirigmenering repetition is that which
outlives every determinable form and thus outlites human. Only in this way, |
argue, is it possible to think of “posthuman cohtac

Nevertheless, in the relentless stutter of hissteBtirroughs in fact attempts to
force even tamime the chance and necessity of an animal encoukdere have seen,
however, the risk of reiteration carries a doub$k:rnot only the risk of becoming
unrecognisable, but also the risk of reiteratingecigely those hegemonies of
oppression such a miming seeks to destroy. As Bwitliges,

precisely because such terms have been producedasstiained within
such regimes, they ought to be repeated in dinestihat reverse and
displace their originating aims. One does not stahdan instrumental
distance from the terms by which one experiencemtwn. Occupied by
such terms and yet occupying them oneself risksnapticity, a repetition,
a relapse into injury, but it is also the occastonwork the mobilising
power of injury ... to acknowledge the force of rép@h as the very
condition of an affirmative response to violatido(ies that Matter123-
4).

In fact, as we have seen with Nietzsche, the nacgssovement of parody inheres in
every repetition, making every affirmative posthwsophrasing always already a
“mime,” a walking ghost complicit with the hegemesiof oppression. By contrast,
Elizabeth Costello, to return to our earlier exammh simply reversing the traditional
mind-body distinction throughout her lecture, thmaintains complicit with that very
distinction. However, even with the double movemehteversal-displacement this
double risk is unavoidable, and is thus never sk'rin the sense of a possibility.
Rather the chances the risk of becoming unrecognisable and at oncbezbming

complicit.
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Here then, we can better understand that the iriperaf an animal
encounter, its revolutionary spirit, is preservedyoinsofar as it reserves the im-
possibility that is its insensibility. Only, in ahwords, insofar as it withdraws in and
as the material thickness of its improper costunhé@s obscurity in no longer and not
yet making sense. For Burroughs, however, to deelanimal outliving of the human
whilst at once placing conditions upon openness, i) whilst refusing hospitality to
certain “other” animals, is a sovereign gesturdyfgbmplitious with the injury of
enslavement. It reduces, in other words, the dth#ére same, to the recognisable, thus
prohibiting a possible encounter insofar as it eép¢he structural exclusion.

Sovereignty, as Derrida teaches us, if it is inde@gereign, presupposes an
indivisible power, and thus a violent exclusion athers. Hospitality, therefore, is
incommensurable with sovereignty, with impassahilinsofar as unconditional
hospitality is the impossibility of the private atite autonomous, the sovereign, of the
decision or law based on property. Thet of hospitality, however, nevertheless
presupposes a sovereign decision, that is, an @autpnvhich permits the decision to
open one’s self or one’s home. The host, in othende; must “freely” choose to open
herself to the other, a decision which thereforanca be an obligation, neither
convention nor duty. It cannot, in short, lhabitual Paradoxically then, there can be
no hospitality, as Derrida says, “without soveréygof oneself over one’s home, but
since there is also no hospitality without finitudevereignty can only be exercised by
filtering, choosing, and thus by excluding and doinolence” Of Hospitality 55).
Hospitality therefore, if it is indeed hospitabheystbe unconditional, it cannot impose
conditions upon the “who” or “what” which comes,ncat impose limits upon the
granting of asylum. Its opening, that is, cannotdbéermined by the “already there,”
cannot be predicted from within a given state éhies. Hospitality is, in a wordm-
possible. It can neither be expected nor prepamd &nd hence the “I” is
constitutively—and always habituath~unprepared for the (be)coming of the other,
structurally incapable therefore, of the sovereidgecision hospitality otherwise
demands of it. Hospitality as such is tlpasthumous

In this, hospitality is intimately related to whatam calling the animal
encounter, as we can hear in Derrida’s descrigtiaiie “taking place” of hospitality
as that in which “the impossible becomes possiblkeabimpossible. The impossible,
for me, for an “l,” for what is “my own” or is praply my own in general”

(“Hostipitality,” 387). The example gar excellencg according to Derrida, is the
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“visitation” of Yahweh to Abraham that is at once ‘@nnouncement,” an example
which similarly exemplifies the animal encountefthfs is indeed hospitalitypar
excellencan which the visitor radically overwhelms the seffthe ‘visited’ and the
chez-so[the “one’s-home” or “house” but also the “with-8gbf the héte” (372).

Moreover, givernthe originary technicity of all living being thas thetrace,
the constitutive unpreparedness, the chance anessiec of being “radically
overwhelmed” by an other, is, as we have alrea@y,sa “fault” necessarily shared
across each and every living being. At the same,titms this same shared “fault,” this
originary division ordifférance which ensures that every such being “is” at once
irreplaceably singular (“being-the-therednd always already disposed outside of its
self. “W¢' are all, in short, foreign to the properly “atthe,” dispossessed, exiled from
the domestic by the already-there which alread¥ipits the sovereign decisioBvery
living being therefore, is obliged by the machiesrof being to forever seek asylum
within the domestic, whilst always remaining, smstngularity, irredeemably foreign to
the “there” of being

In a single phrase then—a phrasing at once an aeckba synonym of
Ranciere’s “We are all German Jewsike- are all asylum seekerg/hat this means,
therefore, is that every living being demands hadipy and, insofar as hospitality
demands a sovereign decision, every living beirgprsstitutively incapable of offering
it. Or rather, we are all able to do so always amdy inadequately, always
insufficiently. It is a capacity, in other wordsnly insofar as it is always already an
incapacity.

This is, however, by no means to reduce the singu#ering of “actual,”
historically contingent, asylum seekers. Rathedistloses instead that the hatred of
the foreign is precisely a hatred of the other tteah (and that | follow), a suicidal self-
hatred of what is “not itself” which is, as Niethsc writes, “of the essence of
ressentimerit (Genealogy 1:10)X°* Furthermore, the liberal-Aristotelian contractual
argument, which Rosi Braidotti describes as praliticthe trademark of liberal
individualism and its idea of moral responsibilitfTranspositions111), is rendered

both unjust and unjustifiable. According to thisnttactual argument, nonhuman

1911t would be interesting here, if only time and epaermitted, to explore Nietzsche’s
thinking (in section 11 of the first essay©h the Genealogy of Moralef the “wildness” of
the enslaved men oéssentimentvho, “once they go outside, where the strangesttanger

is found, they are not much better than uncagesdtbed prey.”
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animals must be excluded from the ethical domairthenbasis that, as they cannot
offer hospitality, they are therefore not entitkedreceive any in return. However, we
discover instead thaveryliving being demands unconditional hospitalityrfrevery
other, and yet is simultaneously incapable of givin§/it.

Such is the reciprocity which paradoxically is tlegy condition of hospitality,
and thus of ethicsHuman animals can offer neither humans nor nonhgman
hospitality, just as nonhuman animals can offeiphtabty neither to nonhumans nor to
humans—no one animal, in short, can offer hospjtab an other. This is, in other
words, the condition of finitude, that of the doedbl abyss—the repeatability of
language and the singularity of being-there—whiochdés and shares each singular
and nonsubstitutable living being from, and withery other.

In his arthropodiaessentimentBurroughs is thus attempting, in sovereign
fashion, to exclude the utterly other, the illegalcupier, on the basis of a double
evolutionary fault (and a doubtgleologicalfault, therefore, a lack of evolution that is,
as the most unbearably ancient, at once an exédssa). He reinscribes, that is to
say, the ontological division of the “repugnantgetiwhich serves to attribute a mute
bestiality to the centipede. As we have seen, hewekie constitutive technicity of the
already-there demands the affirmation of encoumgeain other whose language we do
not recognise while, in exactly the same movementguage ceases to be the
privileged site from which one can, in just suckoaereign fashion, exclude the Other
on the basis of lack.

Such an attribution of mute bestiality, in otherrdsy is a mime which serves
to reproduce everyday domination. By contrast, dhanal encounter is that which
displaces and disposes the possibility of just susbvereign “I.” Moreover, it is only
here that we can better recognise temptationof an attempted “rubbing out” of
language, in that its temptation is precisely tbatthe mime The security and
simplicity of mere reversal is, in other words, thalking ghost of a conservative
illusion of sovereignty, an inverted Platonism whiserves only to cross out the

revolutionary rupture. Never an erasure, the inf@ron is rather a caesumithin

192 This entire part could in fact be considered aitique of Aristotle’s position in the
Politics in which he argues that “it is the sharing of anowon view in these matters [of
morality] that makes a householdiKia] or a city polis]” (Politics, 1:2). Common-sense
morality is thus, for Aristotle, the condition ocdrmmunity, its conservation of the Same being
the very test whicla priori excludes the foreigner. For a related critique,ase Cary Wolfe
Animal Rites: American Culture, the Discourse ofe&gs, and Posthumanist Theory
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2003), 109-1
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language in its broadest sense. There is, therefioréanguage for the encounter, the
maddening event, but only tistutter or thestammerthat is improper metonymy, the
burring, clamorous silence of a phrasing whichgeahole in the sovereignty of sense.

As we have seen then, sovereignty and hospital@éyircommensurable and
yet indissociable, an aporia marked by the “is"—twening to being—of the “I is
other” that is never willed, never a choice. By trast, the sovereign decision
presupposed by the positing of the wild-tame dichot—its sovereignty displayed in
the contempt expressed for the victims of the gestis in fact the denial of
hospitality, and thus the closure of the ethicahids being, as Derrida writes, “a
manner of being there, the manner in which we eelatourselves and to others, to
others as our own or as foreigners” (*On Cosmogaoigm,” 16-17).

Here then, insofar as ethics is a question of treigner, and thus of the
foreign in the domestic, ethics can therefore hesicered first of all a question of the
centipedea question of that which, since always, sincekeefime, illegally occupies
our space and thus makes demands on “our” timeothtonal hospitality demands
that we not impose conditions, that we not riskeistthg the other, nor indeed can we
ask anything of the other, not even, or especiadty “who?” or “what?” of this other
who is already there within our most private ofgedies. And yet, insofar as ethics is
hospitality, the ethical is always inadequate, mmaedand an incapacity from which
the nonhuman animdi6te—guest, host and enemy—cannot be excluded. Agan, w
must return to Derrida, and specifically to thatishhhe describes as a “principle of
ethics or more radically of justice, in the modfidult sense” and which “is perhaps
the obligation that engages my responsibility wigspect to the most dissimilde [
plus dissemblable the least “fellow™like], the entirely other, poisely, the

monstrously other, the unrecognisable othBeégst 108).

As yet unimaginable
This notion of being exposed at home to the holyitaf the centipede brings us in

the end, in the beginning, to the porosity andldfay of Louise Bourgeois'Spider
(1997).
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Louise BourgeoisSpider 1997, steel and mixed media
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Encaged within the steel legs of the spider anthérenclosed within a mesh cage,
the seat, the space, of the human is thus sheltar@dhreatened twice over, at once
protected and imprisoned by both the “industriattahe “natural.” Here then, the
place of the human is striated by the fear, thegvaamd the security of becoming-with
the nonhuman—whether “animal” or “technologicdhteresting for us here, is that
according to Bourgeois the artwork carries “a $enaternal associations of a wholly
positive kind, drawing on autobiographical refemsicto connote shelter and
protection” (BakerThe Postmodern Anima80). Nonetheless, it remains, as Steve
Baker points out, “undeniably open to being readirely differently” (80). The
question then, is a question of reading and of italgy. Indeed, this is always the
guestion of reading, and in particular of the undiggle interval between maternal
shelter and the matriphagy of the other who alreagtyounds us, an unrecognisable
other “who,” as an unpassable frontier, imprisossnd is imprisoned within our own
property and at once breaks downs the fences.

It is within this absolute proximity of the most sthnt that Anne
Dufourmantelle locates the urgent demand of hd#pitadescribing it as an

imperative—

drawing the contours of an impossible, illicit gesyghy of proximity. A
proximity that would not be the opposite of an elsere come from
outside and surrounding it, but “close to the clodieat unbearable orb of
intimacy that melts into hate. If we can say thatrder and hate designate
everything that excludes closeness, it is insodathay ravage from within
an original relationship to alterity (“Invitation2-4).

Insofar as ethics begins where the familiar and fdmailial ends, we can now
understand the urgency of an impossible hospitatifya sharing of exile in which
asylum is already offered to every other and wischlways insufficient. In contrast to
the self-hating hierarchy of the Same which orgasisvery properly human ethics
according to distance and closeness, an ethidseo$gider, of the unbearably ancient
centipede, calls us instead to the apocalyptianeldti encounter. The other, foreign to
the domestic, always comes first.

Never a test which shatters love, it is ratherywassaw with Nietzsche, the
active forgetting of invention itself: an event ttal of which shatters the mirror and
at once the psyche. It is to step before and begoeds self, a taking and a giving of
place before any possibility of love and thus beltme narcissism which limits love
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to one’s fellow. Never a calculation, passing tlylodhe idiocy of bodyings demands
only a response and a responsibility to its calldeamand which can, potentially
fatally, always outstrip and be outstripped. Thetigede, in short, sets the stage for an
ethics of the unrecognisable other in which “thenan” comes to being subversively
rearticulated.

Finally, we return, once again differently, to thaspitality offered to William
S. Burroughs by his feline companions and, in paldr, to that encounter which, on
August 9" 1984, Burroughs claims saved him from a deadlyyasve ignorance.
Here, we discover that, insofar as it takes plawess a zone of indecipherable and
undecidable sense, such a life-affirming and etdigimg contact is necessarily a
relation without relation, one which marks insteadly the abyssal distance of
finitude:

Meeeowww“Hello, Bill.”
The distance from there to here is the measurehat Whave learned from
cats Cat Inside 90).

This distance from there to here, from “I” to oth&s” (and is not) the caesura of pure
potentiality. For Burroughs, moreover, it is thesgibility of creating “a creature that is
part cat, part human, and part something as yabaginable, which might result from
a union that has not taken place for millions oarg& (Cat Inside 3). This “as yet
unimaginable” is ghrasingholding the place of an unheard-of becoming, ohmimal
encounterin which being exposed comes to be other in bdisgosed together. The
coming of the unimagined and unimaginable otherwewer, demands an
unconditional, centipedal hospitality ultimatelyfuged by Burroughs. Only then,
however, does the refusal of abjection become blesand, unhinging the teleology of

humanism, with it comes the spacing of a commuugtyond the human.
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Part Four: Community

Introduction

In this part, | will explore in detail the notiorf @ “community beyond the human,”
alluded to at the end of the last chapter. To begfih, however, it will be necessary to
consider the constitution of “the human communityjurports to move beyond, which

I will do through a reading of Carl SchmittBhe Concept of the PoliticaBuch a
community, it might be suggested, is simply thelitt of common humanity, the
kinship of the whole of the human species. Howeasrnyve have seen, the question of
“who,” “what,” or “which” counts as the properly man remains always open to
negotiation, always again demanding the reprodancéind thus the re-closure of its
borders. As a result, the question must therefara to the functioning of this
circumscription of a “common” or “universal” humayi—of its economy and its
essential propriety which throughout history, ohbihe left and the right, is reiterated
in the guise of a positive and privileged concépis this concept which will be taken
up in the first half of this chapter. Not only wdhe recognise, it will be argued, in the
founding-conserving of “the nation,” and thus tlaionalistic, the very same economy
of dependence-exclusion by which “the human,” amgstthe humanist, constitutes
itself over against the phantasm of “the Animaljt blso that the “fully realised” body
of humanism is in fact the realisation of the vpaghic, undying animal against which
it sought to found its essential difference. Fumtth@re, we must also attend, in addition
to the notion of “humanity,” to the question of fomunity.” What, exactly, do we
understand by this term? Is there always commuhitynan or otherwise, whether as
an empirical fact or a regulative Idea? Or, iseh@waysonly its impossibility?

From there, | consider how “community” relates tothb hospitality and
sharing, concepts with which it seems inextricaityind. How might the concept of
“community” relate to common-sense and to commow-ta law and right, and to the
state of law? What then of “the nonhuman commundy”of animal communities?
Apartheid, writes Derrida in “Racism’s Last Wordi$ the ultimate imposture of a so-
called state of law that doesn’t hesitate to baselfi on a would-be original

hierarchy—of natural right or divine right, the twoe never mutually exclusive” (379).
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And yet, for the nonhuman animal sucheigerystate of human law. If apartheid, the
imposture of a law based upon a purportedly Goegivthat is, naturaliised)
hierarchy, is thus the denial by law of the comnmaight we not suggest, preliminarily
at least, that the communal, the shared-in-commam,only take (its) place outside of
racist, sexist, and speciesist states, a spacipyrasing beyond both sovereigrayd
bestiality?
Beginning with an unorthodox reading (based up@abnclusions drawn in

the second chapter) of what Nietzsche describéseagght to make promises, in the
second half of this part | aim to demonstrate tisharing’—like “hospitality,” like

“community’—is preciselyympossible. That is, the infinite potentiality thag™being-
shared-withconstitutesbeing-together only insofar as it withdraws in aamsl every
actualisation. Community, | thus argue, is thisretlgassivity: the shared condition of
not-being-able to share. Such an aporetic formaratechoes the inability and
insufficiency which, as we saw in the previous d¢bexy marks the hospitable
encounter. An inability and insufficiency which, should be recalled, is always the
result ofhabit, of habitat, of dwelling, of remaining, and ethos—of inhabitude, in
short. One way to understand this is that the possibititat is, the actualisation of
sharing is always undone in being already with isthat is to always inhabit a
community and thus to be excluded from that vemmmanity as a result.

Furthermore, every time we share, that is, eveng tive mark our share of the
untimely with every sharing of time, “we” must kejr“our” community, or rather,
betray a shared communisffect and thus betray the very notion of “we.” The
question of community is thus transformed: in ghgr-this notion which appears to
be the very condition of community, this sharingl @hus dividing or diluting of the
One which is thus to share the very condition ghgwnity—is community therefore
rendered impossible?

It is rather, | argue with Nietzsche, that betraig@althe very condition of
community, and thus of vigilance, responsibilityndaloyalty. In this sense, only
betrayal calls forth a being with thight to make promiseghat is, to rightfully mark
improperly, torevalue in contrast to those “feeble windbags who promigout the
right to so do” (NietzscheGenealogy I1:2). This betrayal, moreover, takes the
paradoxical figure of the nomad, of the lone waad&ver seeking community and
commonality, recalling us to the lifelong undergpinf Kafka's Investigator. A

betrayal which must nonetheless be gitieme and hence a giveseath Furthermore,
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such thinking, | propose, centres upon a givingdae which, as we saw at the end of
the second chapter, in bearing witness, respondseononsubstitutable deaths of
“living beings” in re-marking the shared proximastance that is being-with.

Finally, I will argue that, beyond humanity and shibeyond its domination,
community begins—albeit only ever posthumously—wiiving” death, given time,
to nonhuman beings: a giving of that which pregisginnot be given, and which in so
doing always again betrays the “human brotherhod@d.”become animal is, as we
shall see, the right to constitute thature, and with the Nietzschean animal in
particular we find just such a futural being: a vadybeing with the strength to outlive

“the human.”
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8. Plus un“Holocaust™:
Speciesism, Nationalism, and Communities of Death

Introduction: The dignity of Man

To betray, to be traitors to humanity: what, exgathight this mean? I&kichmann in
Jerusalem(1965), Hannah Arendt follows the French prosecatbMNuremberg in
identifying the Shoah not as a crime agaimstanity but rather as “a crime against
the humarstatus (257). This is a very important distinction, maryg as it does the
necessity of reckoning with the worst in any pogitiof a community beyond the
human. Nevertheless, it will be argued, it is tigtl@ance of an unending and unlawful
betrayal of thenotion of “humanity” which in fact remains to render suchmes
against the human statiumspossible. And yet, in the promised betrayal of “laummty,”
what ways of being-in-common remain to be affirmed?

Humanism, as we have seen, depends upon an excloisithe animal” in
order to at once found and conserve what Clauda-&#auss—perhaps but not
necessarily referring to Kant'$Virdigkeit—describes as “the myth of a dignity
exclusive to human nature” (cit. de Fonterag silence 47), and which Derrida
describes as “the infinite transcendence of thathvis worth more than it” (“Faith
and Knowledge,” 873% Moreover, Lévi-Strauss continues, it is this mgtra human
value beyond “merely” living which, in whatever tascal guise, “sufferedd fait
essuyer to nature itself its first mutilation from whichll other mutilations must
inevitably follow” (cit. de Fontenale silence47). What then might such mutilations
be which, insofar as theipevitably follow, are therefore structurally or genetically

implicated in this ideology of a “nature” whichegclusively, properly, human?

193 On the concept of “dignity,” see Giorgio AgambRemnants of Auschwitz: The Witness
and the Archivg1999). In section 2.15—the importance of whichl Wwigcome increasingly
clear—Agamben concludes as follows: “When referioghe legal status of Jews after the
racial laws, the Nazi's also used a term that iegbk kind of dignityentwurdigen literally to
‘deprive of dignity.” The Jew is a human being whas been deprived of aWirde all
dignity: he is merely human—and, for this reasomm-human” (68). Later, Agamben notes
how “the dignity offended in the camp is not thalite but rather of death” (70) and that, in
Auschwitz, “people did not die; rather, corpseseavproduced. Corpses without death, non-
humans whose decease is debased into a mattaiadfpgeduction” (72). The intertwining of
the economy of animalisation and the logic of tleughterhouse are in this way rendered
explicit in the camps.
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Whathas tofollow, in other words, from the positing of an lie@able dignity
of whatever stripe or mark which both constitutesd consists in, a single animal
species, an infinite transcendence which thus mauwk®ne species, even before birth,
as notanimal (rather thamonanimal)? As we shall see, Carl Schmitt offers one
answer when he asserts that the ideological candtrat is this notion of the human’s
innate and universal humanity brings with it nothlass than the end of the political,
its displacing and thus depoliticisation of thes f politics providing instead only an

“especially useful” instrument of imperialism.

Purifying the political: Carl Schmitt

In The Concept of the Politicdl932), Schmitt argues that the concept of “hunyanit
is never political insofar as it “excludes the ogpicof the enemy, because the enemy
does not cease to be a human being—and henceisheoespecific differentiation in
that concept” (54). This follows necessarily from blaim that “the political” inheres
only in the discrimination of “friendHqreund” from “enemy [Fiend,” the “high points
[Die Ho6hepunkfg of which—and this will become important later—bg
“simultaneously the momenté(igenblickg¢in which the enemy is, in concrete clarity,
recognised as the enemy” (67). The purest evertdeent of the political, in other
words, consists of, and is made manifest as, stanhin which “the enemy” comes to
be recogniseds “the enemy,” an instant in which “the Statetda}” delimits itself
whilst thenceforth always reserving for itself ghassibility of war polemog.

Hence, politics is never the revelation of an esakrinatural” or even “just”
enmity, but rather only the moment in which greductionof the enemy (who is as
yet neither friend nor enemygk “the enemy” comes to make sense. Its materialtglari
therefore, resides in iferformanceof the figure of the political, in the performindg o
its own figure. That is, in enacting the performatitautology “the Enemy’ is the
enemy.” Its illumination, in other words, is thesudt of atechnicalpolitical virtuosity
which, in its inaugurating moment, produces theuradising transparency of a
meaningful performative. At the instant of its falimg “high point,” however, such
meaning must immediately succumb to a degree ofwlyg, beginning its falling
away from the summitQie HoOhepunkie into the depoliticised darkness of its

dissemination. Thus, lacking the specific friencmy differentiation which marks the
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opening of politics, “humanity” for Schmitt cannibierefore “wage war because it has
no enemy, at least not on this planet” (54).

Even if, like Schmitt, we also (at least for the nmemt) all too obviously
ignore the place of “the animal” on “this planedyich a claim nonetheless finds itself
immediately complicated by the introduction of figure of “the Jew” as reproduced
in Germany under the Nazis and, further, by Schenitivn role as self-apointed Nazi
ideologue. The point here, of course, is that Jawder the Nazis were reconfigured as
norhuman (as opposed to the “primitive” humanity of ®lavs, for example), that is,
preciselyasa separate species, @ammo sapienand in this sensasanalienrace.

Despite Schmitt’s undeniably reductive logic amdlded, the reactive defense
of the nation-state which his concept of the pwditipresupposes, a defence which
needs to be read in the context of both its interpraduction and Schmitt’'s own
political committments, one cannot thereby simplclede his discourse from
consideration. Of particular importance is the paeyed by the production of the
“enemy” or, better, of the “foreigner” or “outsidéin the constitution of boundaries
not only geopolitical, but also ideological, whiskrve to differentiate the sovereign
Self from absolute Other.

Indeed, it is Schmitt’s “purification” of the pailial, that is, his positing of the
political as a domain apparently purified of anylall economic, aesthetic, moral or
religious entanglements, which marks his reactipmscourse as dangerously right-
wing. Such a “purification” in fact constitutes itsvn depoliticisation, insofar as it
erases material and “religious” interest (in thedalest sense) from the political realm.
Instead, Schmitt claims that the whole of polifidseres in the constitution of an other
as“the Enemy,” an enemy which must remain abstraphantasm or spectre, against
and by which an equally phantasmatic “homelatig€nce constitutes itself. The
production of fear, in other words, of the othedasf war (whether potential or
actual), serves both to unify a nation and to effacy thought of underlying economic
and/or ideological interests. In this, one cannall to recognise the “crypto-
Schmittianism” of the Bush administration and beyott

1% On this, see Simon Critchlepfinitely Demanding: Ethics of Commitment, Poktiof
ResistancéLondon & New York: Verso, 2008), 133-148.
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Hence, and by way of the strange slave syllogisnNigtzsche’s man of
ressentiment'®® it thus remains necessary to always again rendeacaount of the
mutual articulation of the putatively abstract “jichl” (i.e. geopolitical) “enemy” and
thedoxa(or theodoxa of evil in the conservation dfoththe “global” parliamentarian-
capitalism of the Wesindthe neo-liberal humanist subject. Only in this vdmes the
value of thesymboliceconomy of the absolute other and of radical émd itself
interrupted by its articulation within a resolutatyaterial economy. That is, by the
uncanny reinscription of material suffering in @acf an apparently iconic use, an
economy of suffering within which all living beingse implicated® Indeed, and as
will be explored in more detail later, this is east part of the reason for the hyperbolic
reaction to the improper phrasing “animal holocdustphrasing which, insofar as it
returns the thought of the Shoah to that of vulblerdodies and to the intensity of
suffering rather than invoking an empty notion &vil,” thus recalls to cognition,
from beyond its spectacular economy, the singulame; ongoing, endlessly
reiterated, that is the industrialised genocidievarig beings.

Here, Schmitt's political commitments and extreriklong anti-Semitism
serve to focus ever more sharply the issue at Hdog. is it that Schmitt, perhajke
theorist of the modern nation-state, became pertiegosupporter of the Nazi regime,
given the absolute distinction betwdawstisandinimicusupon which he thus grounds
his notion of the indivisible border? According $&hmitt, the external and abstract
enemy hosti§ which, in being recogniseds “the Enemy” constitutes the unifying
community effect of “the Nation,” can and must nele that of garticular enemy
[inimicud. The enemy, in other words, can and must neveinhe personal enemy,
insofar as such subjective passions can never lteg@onsofar as they can never be
“purified” of individual (economic, moral, aesthetireligious, familial) interest. As a
result, “the Enemy,” which is rather always andyotthe Enemyof the State” (“of”
thus understood in the double genitive) insofait dgnctions both to determine and
conserve the State’s own borders by way of an adtstrrpublic difference between
enemy and friend, can and must never be this ofdhahose)particular being(s) who

dwell with “us” within “our” borders.

195 See the first essay @n the Genealogy of Moralss well asDeleuzeNietzsche and
Philosophy 111-114.

1% An intersection disclosed most explicitly by wimaight be termed “animal capital,” as we
will see in the final chapter.
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Indeed, this necessarily remains the case evéusifor that particular enemy
would nonethelesseento belong to the abstract category of the “pubdéinémy. Such
a “seeming” would for Schmitt thus constitute a umderstanding or, rather, a
misreading of the political, in that such material specifictontaminates its “pure”
figure, breaching the traditional security of iwrdbers. The Public Enemy reproduced
“in general” must therefore never evoke subjectpassions, must never have the
effect of inciting hatred or contempt for an enenvizether publically or privately. The
enemyfor Schmitt (as “subjected” to and by the State), eatihanof Schmitt (as a
would-be autonomous subject), may be “Israel” ard&@ism” or “Islam,” but must
never, however, bihnis Jew orthis Muslim who lives amongst “us.”

The founding identification of the enemy, and theettee friend, is thus purely
geographical, a geo-graphy determined by a faotastider, its spectre the nonplace
through which both space and place come to be etfiience, we are returned to our
question: how is it that Schmitt can support thmiglation (in every sense, including
its (in)digestive relation) of millions of Germarews under the Nazi regime and,
indeed, remain a committed anti-Semite long afterdollapse of the Reich?

This is a question which cannot be answered indatgil here, requiring as it
does a far more extensive engagement with Schretttire oeuvre than can be
attempted here, but it nevertheless remains a iquesthich needs to be pursued.
Preliminarily, however, it is clear that the questiconcerns the possibility or
otherwise of “purifying” the concept of the Enemy any “subjective” enmity. It
concerns, in other words, the separation of thdipahd the privaté®’

To recap, the summit of the political is attainediyan the performance of its
own figure, the instantaneogsupin which the not yet friend-or-enemy comes to be
recogniseds “the Enemy.” At the same time, insofar as it is flyure of “the Enemy”
which thenceconstitutesthe State, and thus the community affect whichknadhe
differentiation of the public from the privately lgactive, the fault-line between the
“public” and the “private” too is necessarily drawy this same instant of recognition.
The instant of the political, in other words, diegd“the public” from “the private,”
effacing an already existing complex of relatiomghe positing of a simple fantastical
opposition which, founding and conserving the statefies the elements of both the
friend-enemy and private-public dichotomies.

1970n this, see Derrid@he Politics of FriendshiB3-137.
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As we have seen, however, for such a re-cognibdake place it must, upon
its “first” appearance, always already be repeakéghce, in its engendering double
movement of protention and retention, the “highngoof the political, the indivisible
instant of itscoup is therefore always already “contaminated.” Inama¢ed in the
abrupt, naturalising recognition of its sense,nitsaninghas, in other words, always
already gone astray, destinerred. Hence, its tpliwway into the habitual obscurity of
depoliticisation. The friend-enemy and public-ptevalivisions constituted in and as
the “purity” of the political perfomative are thuas the condition of their founding,
always impure, their borders already breached.hls, tthe pure concepts of both
“enemy” and “public” are already corrupted by tHeend” and the “private” and vice
versa, the particular within tainted by the abgtwithout. Viewed in another way, as
Andrew Benjamin writes in his discussion of Pasc@lensées“the Jew” (or “the
Muslim” or “the Foreigner” or indeed, and with varg degrees of constraint, “the
Animal”) is named and thus given an identity “wittmich actual Jews [or Muslims or
foreigners or nonhuman animals] would then haves&s (Of Jews and Animal486;

my emphasis).

Making Enemies, Inhuman

Such problematising of the friend-enemy dichotommystinevitably returns us to the
place or nonplace of the foreign in the Same, ® dlylum seeker that “is” every
living being, and to the discursive production abthb nationalism and racism.
Furthermore, it re-turns the figure of “the Animalipon which everyhuman
community depends, an exclusive coming to be whiclhowing Schmitt, opens in
always opening itself to a future wapol[emog against actual nonhuman animals.
What remains to be considered then, is what aaogrth Schmitt is the absolute
nonrelation between “the concept of the politicatd “the concept of humanityit' is
here, | will argue in attempting to follow Lévi-8trss, that“the concept of
humanity”—and, more precisely, its unavoidable opgnonto a terrifying
dehumanisation by way of the abstract spectrer@ Animal”—in fact discloses, and
in so doing deconstructs, the terrifying xenophobtach inheres in the Schmittian

“concept of the political.”
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As we have seen, the impossible “pure” abstradfa is “the Enemy”—an
abstraction which must remain as untouched by toma@mic, the juridical, and the
religious as it is by any subjective passion—rathactions to efface complexity so as
to producea simple binary opposition. An opposition, moregwehich, insofar as the
impermeability of its border cannot be maintain@dist then be repeatedigproduced
in what is a conservative re-founding of its foutima “The Enemy,” in other words,
is a myth, a phantasm or a spectre against whielstdie and Stateof ressentiment
constitutes itself. In this, “the Enemy” doublesdais doubled by, supports and is
supported by, the myth or spectre of “the Animajaimst which the properly human
status constitutes itself. Necessarily mutually articatht Schmitt's posited binaries
collapse into each other in reinforcing each othigre result, as we will see, is that,
insofar as private hatred passes through the anisoatoo does the public enemy,
contamination working in both directions: “the Arathcorrupts “the Enemy” just as
this enemy contaminates this animal, the Enemyuptgranimals just as the Animal
corrupts enemies, and so on. Speciesism and raarsmther words, cannot be
dissociated in the (re)production both of the scibjend of the subject's shared
community affect.

To recap, the identification of the political enerttye “high point” of politics,
is both purely abstract and geo-graphical, thegesed spacing in which the space
and place of both the enemy and then the friendesota be defined. It is, in other
words, a distinction and delimitation thus rootedttie soil, the home-land. It is the
soil therefore, which is the “concrete” materialwhich is realised and which real-ises,
that is,makesactual, the abstraction that is “the politicaCancept of the Political
30). Friends must belong to, and share in, the sasiheThe community, the State, is
bound, and bounded, by the soil, that of its pragpeund.

What then, if the would-be “friend” (in the abstraense) isiot bound by the
same soil? What, for example, of the disposses$eddiasporic, those without a
recognised*homeland” beneath their feet? The friend must shand share in, the
soil, but, as we know, this ground, this soil iseatly contaminated, invaded by
parasites who have already rendered impure theigablbody in its very founding.
The body politic, in short, will have been alreamyrupted by the rootless within, by
the parasitical homeless who will have already dited the security of its borders.
The exemplary figure of which is, of course, “thanglering Jew,” condemned forever

to seek a mythical promised land.
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Here then, we discover yet again #pecificbodies who inhabit the “purely”
private relation—those of the foreign in the Same—, and vah® thus subject and
subjected to the “justifiable” hatred of the frie(idimicug whilst at once serving to
maintain the abstracpublic Enemy {ostig. That is to say, all those actual beings
who, having had an identity imposed upon them, thawe to live it. The border
delimiting the “purely us,” in other words, insofas it isreproduced, must thus be
produced fromwithin as fromwithout Such private hatred of the enemy-friend,
moreover, must pass by way of the Animal, withohtch the relation to the foreign in
the Same would remain abstract, a simple, and albdvpassionless, question of
territorial displacement. To understand this howewee must return to that danger
which, as Schmitt writes, inheres in the concephafmanity.”

Schmitt, it should be recalled, claims that the cemt of “humanity” can
never be political as it lacks the differentiatiof friend and enemy, insofar as the
enemy, that is, thpublic enemy, “does not cease to be a human being” adftre
“humanity” cannot “wage war” (54). However, withothe political—that is, the
constitutive discrimination between enemy and fiiesihere can be no humanity, but
only, for Schmitt, the extremiahumanity which is the world of pureprivateinterest.
The recognition of the enemy as “the Enemy” isrdéfm@e, theproperly human
Humanity, in other words, is the condition of theased yet agonistic community
affect, and which for Schmitt is thus manifest ‘{pedy” only in the nation-state.
Being-human is, in shorindissociablefrom the recognition of the enemy. To be
human is thus to maintain the real possibility otuality of war pslemos. Such a
war, therefore, is at once a war against the enanmgr against inhumanity, and a war
against the foreign in the Same. “Life against/’lites Derrida, in an echo of Nietzsche,
describes it in his reading of Schnift.

The constitution of “the human” (against “the anith&@annot be separated
therefore from the constitution of “the enemy” (exgh “the inhumanity” of “private
interest”). A proper community of friends (the matistate) is, in other words,
constituted against the non-human or the not-phpyeerman which lacks access to the
positing of a purely abstract externality and thlus sovereign decision. A decision
which, moreover, remains undecidable: insofar be ftiend” and at once “the State”
are constituted only subsequent to this foundingsaten which gives “the enemy” to

198 SeePolitics of Friendship112-137; especially 123-4 and 135-6n18. For ISie’s use of
the phrase in relation to the ascetic ideal,Geehe Genealogy of Moraldl:13.
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be recognised, “who” or “what” posits this origigaxceptional decision prior to, and
constitutive of, both the human and the common chbe determined. Here then, we
find yet another question of the nonplace of thigi@r

Returning to the claim as to the impossibility ofpalitical concept of
“humanity,” this is not, as Schmitt makes clears&y that wars cannot be, and are not,
waged in thenameof “humanity.” In this latter, writes Schmitt in tie Legal World
Revolution,” instead of a political concept, “huntgh becomes instead “an
asymmetrical counter-concept” (88; ciConcept xxii). This asymmetry—an
asymmetry which, as | have argued throughout,dssgociable, on the structural level,
from the concept of “humanity” itself—inevitably migests itself in its delineation, in
the drawing of a line. A division or discriminatiavhich, as Schmitt writes, “thereby
denies the quality of being human to a disturbedlestroyer, ... the negatively valued
person becomes an unperson, and his life is naetooigthe highest value: it becomes
worthless and must be destroyed” (xxii). We arecofirse very familiar with this
process of displacement by now, this “dehumanisorg’animalising” reconfiguration
by which the “disturber’—this parasitical contanmmaisplaced and nonplaced within
the State or community of “friends”—ceases to b@pprly human.

Thus, as Schmitt writes ifhe Concept of the Political[tlhat wars are
waged in the name of humanity is not a contradictb this simple truth; quite the
contrary, it has an especially intensive politiceaning jntensiven politischen Siiin
(54). However, insofar as the reproductive shifvaods animality must for Schmitt
remain unremarked in order to repress the foundorgerving recognition of the
animal as “the Animal’—the “enemy,” so to speak, against whithumanity,” the
friendly community of humanthenceconstitutes itself in the positing of what Schmitt
claims to be the purelyolitical performative—Schmitt can thus only mark the

consequencesf its operation, but not the means:

When a state fights its political enemy in the nash@umanity JWenn ein
Staat im Nammen der Menschheit seinen politiscteendFoekampft it is
not a war for the sake of humanity, but a war wimeee particular state
[Staat seeks to usurp a universal concept against ilisanyi opponent. At
the expense of its opponent, it tries to identigelf with humanity in the
same way as one can misuse peace, justice, progmedivilization in
order to claim these as one’s own and to deny dheesto theenemy The
“concept of humanity” is an especially useful idagptal instrument of
imperialist expansion “Menschheit” ist ein besonders brauchbares
ideologisches Instrument imperialistischer Expaneid, and in its ethical-
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humanitarian form it is a specific vehicle of ecomo imperialism. ... To
confiscate the word humanity, to invoke and moniggosuch an exalted
[erhabenepterm can only be the sign of the terrifying demdndr den
schrecklichen Anspruch manifestiekesuch asdenying the enemy the
guality of being humaand declaring him to be an outlaw of humanity; and
a war can thereby be driven to the most extremenamity gur &ussersten
Unmenschlichkefit(54, trans. modified and emphasis add@d).

For Schmitt then, such a war waged against an enantlge name [Nammeh of
“humanity” is, in common with civil warsfasis), not a “proper” war, but rather its
“misuse” which destroys rather than conserves the balance of states. Its
monopolisation of a universal concept fprivate gain—economic, ideological or
territorial, or most likely all at once—corruptsetlimpossible) passionless purity of a
public enemy. As such, its impassioned demandri#fying, inasmuch as it is driven
by norpolitical power, by subjective, economic, or evesthetic desire, by moral or
religious will, and is therefore necessarily withdmit. Exceeding the concept and the
limit of war [polemog, its impropriety is no longer or not yet war, aad such
threatens to push this so-called “war” to the vexiremes of destruction by way of the
animalising movement.

When the concept of “humanity” is invoked, in otlvesrds, there can be no
limit to the destruction which follows. Here theme are given to understand what
Lévi-Strauss calls the “first mutilation”—that dfi¢ posited “dignity” of humanity—
and what inevitably follows: “in the name of the humaof human rights and
humanitarianism, other men are then treated likastse and consequently one
becomes oneself inhuman” (DerriBaast 73).

What is terrifying therefore, is the depoliticisiogrruption of the political by
the non-political, the contamination of the pulldicprivate interest. And yet, how is it
that such a weakening or falling away from the Fhgpint” of the purely political can
have “an especially intensive political meaning&lier, such “intensity” exceeds the
limits of Schmitt’s own discourse, breaching theified domain of the political. In
other words, the terrifyingolitical manoeuvrings which reside within the would-be
de-politicising “counterconcept” of “humanity’—i.e., a concept which isucaer to
the political, a-political or even anti-politicalnd thus absolutely private—make

explicit its imbrication with the political, thas, with the friend-enemy binary. Hence,

199 Derrida discusses this passage in Seminar lITlé Beast and the Sovereighhe
modifications of the translation here are basegklgron that reading.
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Schmitt discloses within the political-nonpoliticdichotomy ana priori impropriety
which is the condition for, and effaced in, theugaration of their very differentiation.
Indeed, this is already marked by the rhetoric mfh points Hohepunktf which
thus gestures to differencesd&gree and not okind as Schmitt claims.

Part of the network of inculcation constituted @ovectors of power, the
friend-enemy and human-animal pairings thus, ahaxe already seen, “require and
deploy each other for the purpose of their owrcaldtion” (ButlerBodies that Matter
18). Indeed, how could the positing of an extererémy by which a “homeland”
comes to benot in fact have an individual, “private” affect, preely in becoming a
citizen of that homeland with all that that mighital, and never excluding—for
Schmitt—the possibility of one’s own sacrifice in anserving war against the
“public” enemy?

The privately-public or publicly-private enemy, tha the rootless within, is
thus always the subject of, and subject to, thal“possibility” of “physical killing
[physischen Totuggwhich for Schmitt is indissociable from wapdlemog and from
the recognition of “the EnemyQoncept of the Political33). The real possibility of
physical killing, in other words, falls back on thavate as well as the public enemy.
It is a possibility, however, which can only be dfaled” by way of th@nimalisation
of the foreign in the Same, rather than by therabstpassionless conservation of the
State. This privately-public enemy can never be ‘Ememy” in all its purity but, at the
intersection of the domestic and the foreign, ¢aus tonly be a parasite, corrupting the
purity of the homeland, an impure foreigner amiti& community of friends whose
very presence contaminates the soil. Threateniagdtdmestic, such foreigners carry
with them the risk of civil war or revolutiorsigsis), thus embodying in the specific the
potential destruction of the State which in itsnttinen justifies a reactive politics of
fear.

According to Schmitt’s logic (and indeed, that loé tcrypto-Schmittianism of
the US), a logic which values the integrity of tis@éate above all else, such
“parasites”—improper beings—must therefore be elated, for which the
reconfiguration of Jews as “lice” under the Nazisngtitutes the paradigmatic
example. Moreover, the very phantasticity of “theeBy” means that its founding
constitution does not require another “actual” &doted) nation-state, or even a
determined geopolitical territory, in order to ftioa. Indeed, the impossibility of

determining and thus identifying the “actual” enemiensifies, in its indeterminacy,
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both the perception of the threat represented ky“émemy’—who could now be
anywhere and everywhere, the (almost) undetectabdégner within the Same—and
of course the reaction such fear subsequentlyfipsti

Insofar as this founding contamination is under@abktan, as Derrida would
say, thereforeonly be denied. Hence, in the moment of a phantasmatiading
disavowal, the body—here the Schmittian body polibut equally the properly
humanist body, as we shall see in the next part-+memmain pure, its borders
inviolate. At the same time however, the phantasmadture of such borders always
already requires their reproduction, and thus theserving reiteration of its founding
disavowal. Consequently, to maintain both the (Bpbcpurity of the State and the
(spectral) purity of the human, and with each sutpg the other, the foreign in the
Same must ever again be excluded. An exclusionhwisicas Arendt writes of the
Shoah, “a crime against the humstatu$ rather than a “crime against humanity”
(Eichmann in Jerusaleng57)**°

Hence, both animalised humans and nonhuman animalt suffer an
endless, grossly asymmetrical waplémosnot stasis) as a result of that “ultimate
imposture of a so-called state of law that doeke&itate to base itself on a would-be
original hierarchy” (Derrida “Racism’s Last Word379). Such a war thereby delivers
the relation of “humanity” and “the State,” the @ased terms of fabulous oppositions
which serve to unify their elements in and as fif@cement of the complex of already
existing relations, over to the most extreme inhuoitya In this, one can hear too the

Yiddish writer Isaac Bashevis Singer when he wiited scholars and philosophers—

have convinced themselves that man, the worst grassor of all the
species, is the crown of creation. All other creaduvere created merely to
provide him with food, pelts, to be tormented, ext@ated. In relation to
them, all people are Nazis; for the animals itnsegernal Treblinka” (“The
Letter Writer,” epigraph to Patterson).

In summary then, in and with the name of “humanitg disclose only the
figure of Western imperialist terror, a “vehicle e€onomic imperialism” imflicting

extreme inhumanity upon its enemies. It is alsdégin to understand the need to

119 |nteresting in this context is Schmitt's claim th@ot only is “humanity” not a political
concept, but furthermore thand statuq Status rather tharStaat corresponds to it(55, my
emphasis)
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move always beyond such delimitation—a move, as-lea Nancy writes, towards

“a world offered not to *humanity’ but to its sinigm bodies” Corpus 41).

The inviolate body: poetics and politics of the orgnism

Considerations of “common humanity” or of the “hum@mmunity” have occupied a
privileged place throughout the history of philosgpHowever, such a placing here of
the notion of the “human community” together witls icommon-sense synonym
“common humanity” is by no means fortuitous. Notyoare these synonyms in fact
antonyms—insofar as the latter refers to what @srimon” to every individual human
being, rather than to a common relatiogtweenall human beings, and can thus be
more helpfully termed *“universal humanity"—but alsaheir everyday
interchangeability in fact serves to disclose tin@t} in every sense, of “the human
community.” This exchangeability of heterogeneaersnss, that is to say, remarks the
imbrication of the organic body of ontotheologitaimanism with the biotic body of
nationalism, and figured by the phantasmatic boruesaf the human and the political
organism, and by the mythic oneness both of thentombody and the individual
bodies which compose it. The concepts of “humanagd of “community” (which
includes, but is not reducible to, “the nation"ushcome together in the positing of an
immanent organism. As Jean-Luc Nancy write$he Inoperative Communi{iL986),

it is—

precisely the immanence of man to man, or ima@n taken absolutely,
considered as the immanent being par excellencd, dbnstitutes the
stumbling block to a thinking of community. A comnity presupposed as
having to be one of human beings presupposesttefiect, or that it must
effect, as such and integrally, its own essenceiclwhs itself the
accomplishment of the essence of humanness. ... Goasty, economic
ties, technological operations, and political fus{ato a body or under a
leader) represent or rather present, expose, aafliseethis essence
necessarily in themselves. Essence is set to wotleim; through them, it
becomes its own work. This is what we have callethfitarianism,” but it
might be better named “immanentism,” as long asdaenot restrict the
term to designating certain types of societiesegimes but rather see in it
the general horizon of our time (3).
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The immanent or totalitarian body, insofar as itsinwork to accomplish its own
essence “as such and integrally,” demands firatlafs circumscription. It depends for
its existence, in other words, upon the exclusibrisoother through the reproduction
of its phantasmatic borders, coming into being ashsonly subsequent to the
production of these borders and thus renderingdbisdary to an originary complex of
relations. A limit then, is tha priori condition of its positing of essence.

Moreover, for both the immanent human body and ithmanent human
community—and here one begins to understand howrtkecomes to stand in for the
other—this constitutive limit works to fuse everyrhan being who has ever lived or
may ever live into a single body. This, it shoutdroted, is irrespective of whether the
“essence of humanness” being put to work is positednternal to the individual
human organism over against the nonhuman animatdl|seras inhering within every
relation between individuals over against the monhat is, as either infra- or
intersubjective. In the same way, the fascisticomatvorks to fuse into a single body
everycitizenwho has ever lived or may ever live. One thinkeehs those reclaimed
“national heroes” who come again to represent tessénce” of the nation, to
spectrally embody the spectral body, as well agritigaristic rhetoric concerning the
“threat” to its future integrity. The slave morglithat is nationalism, in other words,
demands the working of an immanent body, fused itite commonality of
ressentimeny way of an outside against which it can then ttns itself. Nietzsche,
we recall, defines “slave morality” as that whidinot the outset says No to what is
“outside,” what is “different,” what is “not itsélf... this needto direct one’s view
outward instead of back to oneself—is of the essafaessentimerit(Genealogy
1:10).

That this essence must become the body's own work-erganic setting
itself to work in order to accomplish itself, thatto say, a setting itself through its self
the work of becomingurely its sek—demands a specific concept of the border: that of
the “living membrane.” This is because, in a wogkinwards the purity or immanence
of a strictly delimited “body,” the immanent bodyus requires a “natural” border. It
requires, that is, aymenthrough which impurities may be expelled, but what the
same time admit®nly what is assimilable within, or consumable by, tirganic
system in its work towards perfect autonomy and tinumortality that is the work of
pure immanence. However, as Derrida points outsfich a “living body” to achieve

this immortality of autonomy “it would have to die advance, to let itself die or Kill
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itself in advance, for fear of beirgjteredby what comes from outside, by the other,
period. Hence the theatre of death to which ragignesogisms, organicisms, eugenics
are so often given” (“Artifactualities,” 18-9). Hethen, we can begin to discern the
autodestructivetielos—its structural “suiciding™—of the totalitarian bgdbe it the
human body, the delimited body politic, or the glbbody of “humanity,” a suiciding
intimately connected with that which Derrida elsewen calls the “autoimmunitary
structure.**

It is atelos, moreover, which rendedeathas thetruth of undying, death as
the truth of an ecstatic “One-ness” beyond allsion, and thus, pathic and undying,
its lifeless perfection, théclos of the immanent body, becomes the truth of “the
Animal” as traditionally conceived. We will retutio this in a moment, but here it
suffices to note that its work of oppression, ofriamence, functions in the same way
as the pathic, undying essence of “the Animal” eero stage the theatre of death that

is the contemporary zootechnical holocaust. Nanty i as follows:

immanence, if it were to come about, would instaatippress community,
or communication, as such. Death is not only themgde of this, it is its
truth. In death ... there is no longer any commuiitycommunication:
there is only the continuous identity of atoms. sTie why political or
collective enterprises dominated by a will to absslimmanence have as
their truth the truth of death. Immanence, communaion, contains no
other logic than that of the suicide of the comnhthat is governed by it.
... The fully realised person of individualistic awrmamunistic humanism is
the dead persornnoperative Communifyl2-13).

This suicidal logic, which Schmitt’'s conserving cept of the political inevitably
gestures towards, can only produce a bodyeskentimentcan only reproduce a
private hatred for the improper, for the foreigrdp@orrupting the purity of the Same,
which henceforth comes to be seen in terms afestiny Such destiny must be
understood in contrast to an abstract enmity jestiby a publicly sanctioned “enemy”
which claims to render such intense—intensely pceduand intensely productive—
hatred as “passionless,” that &s senseless. Rather, destiny, by definition, reguire

neither action nor passion, neither decision na@paoasibility, and indeed, in the

11 “The immunitary reaction protects the ‘indemnityf the body proper in producing
antibodies against foreign antigens. As for theess of auto-immunisation ... it consists for a
living organism, as is well known and in shortpobtecting itself against its self-protection by
destroying its own immune system” (“Faith and Knesgde,” 80n27).
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promised fulfilment of its auto-immanence, ultimgteas as its goal the elimination of
action and passiaoas suchin the fusion of ecstatic One-ness.

It is not by chance that Derrida, in his discussainthe autoimmunitary
structure, refers to what goes by the name of piigalthand militarysecurityas the
“two great forms of immunity” Rogues 155). “The immune” here concerns nothing
less than the immanent, self-determined and sé#frehéning body which seeks, in its
work and as its working towards perfect healthexpel in suicidal fashion that upon
which it depends for its founding-conserving fuoati “the autoimmunitary haunts the
community and its system of immunitary survivalelikhe hyperbole of its own
possibility. Nothing incommon nothing immune, safe and sourkilig and holy,
nothing unscathed in the autonomous living presetitout a risk of autoimmunity”
(Derrida “Faith and Knowledge,” 82).

Setting itself through its self the work of becomiits self, death for the

immanent body, continues Nancy,

is not the unmasterable excess of finitude, butirfirite fulfilment of an
immanent life .... Since [Gottfried Wilhelm] Leibnithere has been no
death in our universe: in one way or another arolabs circulation of
meaning (of values, of ends, of History) fills oeabsorbs all finite
negativity, draws from each finite singular destiaysurplus value of
humanity or an infinite superhumanity. But this saeposes, precisely, the
death of each and all in the life of the infinitedperative Communifyl3).

The reference to Leibniz is instructive here, nanecause the notion of the pathic,
undying animal receives perhaps its most expli@rmiulation in Leibniz’s
“Monadology” (1714). According to Leibniz, nonhumamimals, lacking reason,
constitute a continuum of unfolding and enfoldimgy, unending reconfiguring with
neither beginning nor end, neither birth nor degatlvitalism whose echo can still be
found in Deleuze & Guattari and beydi). Paradoxically then, the “fully realised”
body of individualistic or communistic humanism,nstituted in its negation of “the
Animal,” turns full phantasmatic circleresupposing in its mythical perfection the very
pathic, undying animal against which it soughtaarid its essential differenc&€hus,
the dialectical teleology of humanism collapsesnntself, the fall of the Fall. The life

of the fully-realised body is thus the perfectidrtitee noriving beyondfinitude. It is in

12 For a recent example, see Akira Mizuta LippE&ctric Animal: Toward a Rhetoric of
Wildlife (Minneapolis & London: University of Minnesota Pse2000).
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this sense that Derrida can write of “absolute”’eadl “absolute life, fully present life,
the one that does not know death and does nottadngtar about it”$pectres220).

In summary, the impossibly immanent and immune baooly both
individualistic and communistic humanism is an oragy absence of life, a nonliving
body which must nevertheless be protected fromatoimation, which must thus turn
against itself, extirpate itself of all finitude dérthus of all life. Here again, it is
necessary to recall, and to which we will returrceragain in the next chapter,
Nietzsche’s insistence that any way of being wiaxbludes itself from all otheways
of being necessarily degenerates, having exclusetf from that which reserves the
possibility of its regeneration. As we have seemyéver, Nietzsche is by no means
attempting to restart the machinery of dialectiggposition and overcoming. Rather,
he seeks to interrupt exactly that movement of Hageotality which must subsume
or exclude all “particularity” within its “universi®y’—the former constituting for
Hegel in Philosophy of Natur@ danger analogous to a contagious disease within a
body.

Throughout this chapter we have inevitably beingkimg, with Arendt and
with Schmitt, the placeless place of “the Jew”igared within Nazi ideology, but also
of that placeless place which, so intensely produared productive today, is marked
both by the terms “immigrant,” “asylum seeker” dhekrorist,” and by the rendering
insensible and invisible rendering of nonhuman atémThe reference to Hegel,
however, is vital to a further understanding oftbtite suicidal structure of the Nazi
“theatre of death” and of the organicism whichraliely serves as the justification for
the Shoah.

First of all, it is only insofar as the living ongam serves as the figure, the
isomorphic model and the proper of the Nazi Stihiat, it is therefore possible for its
racist and patriarchal—at base, ethnico-religiougerdnchy to be naturalised by way
of its conflation with the discourse of biology. i$hs evident, for example, in the
words of Ernst Haeckel, who “often spoke of groappeople as cancerous growths or
malignant viruses,” and of the Nazi physician FKiein, whose claim that “[tlhe Jew
is the gangrenous appendix in the body of mankimd$ typical (SaxAnimals in the
Third Reich 105). For the Nazis as for Hegel, therefore, thatral(ised)” body of the
state has to be protected from disease understoad arganic lesion that is both a hurt
and an abnormality. One which, at least in the aafsthe former, results in “the

medicalisation of virtually all ethical and soctlestions. ... The medical profession
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fighting disease became an image of absolute mghess” (105). Moreover, this
absolute privilege accorded to the notion of pullealth justifies that other “great
immunity” identified by Derrida, that of militaryesurity. As Boria Sax writes, the
subordination of the individual orgd to the biotic community—

served for an era of total war, of conflict that swavaged through
technologies of mass destruction. The idea compieedea militaristic
nationalism, since fused the entire population together with the larage

into a single bodyFurthermore, it directed the aggression not agginst

enemy soldiers but also against civilians and er@nvironmentsAnimals

in the Third Reich109; emphasis added).

Nazi Germany, however, was not, as Sax suggests l[fgnway of another animal
trope), “meant to be an enormous predator” (L02th&, it is best figured by what
Arendt terms “the banality of evil”: by the mundadeectors of public “health”
programmes, of biopolitics in the most deadly sensi®il servants like Eichmann
who manipulated people and corpses as if transgpftieight. Under Hitler, “the
Aryan race” was constituted at once as both thepear@and the proper future of
“humanity”—destined, if only its impurities couldebeliminated, to approach
perfection and thus immortality (as figured by theusand-year Reich). In this sense
then, given the impurity that was “the Jew,” ingoés it figured that which must be
eliminated in order for humanity to achieve itsgastined perfection, this meant that
the Jewish people were not, and could never benémi***

As that which humanity must overcome in order t@domee absolutely—
integrally and immanently—humaras such the Jews thus find themselves
reconfigured botlas animals ésrats,as pigs, etc.) within a rigid zoological hierarchy
and also, more specificallyas parasites (Jews were to be exterminated, Hitler
announced, ds lice”). “The Jew,” in other words, is reconfigured ontologically
distinct, a nonhuman species. Hence, in the offimadia the Jewish people are
stripped of their generic human appearance, thukingathem out as excluded from

13 Here, however, | argue that Sax is mistaken insagehe writes of the subordination of the
individual organism(109), when in fact there can be no “individuagamisms,” but rather
only particular organs which, until holisticallyganised or incorporated within the body of the
nation, remain lifeless and thus without value.

4 This is by no means to overlook all those otheréfgn bodies” victimised by the Nazi
regime—homosexuals, gypsies, communists, Slavigplpse-, all of whom need to be
considered both independently and together, andhwikinecessarily beyond the scope of this
thesis.
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the category “humanity.” In this way, “the Jew” ¢(halways recalling that this is an
identification in advance which actual Jews theweh#o live) within the body of
Nazism comes to be reconstitutsiinassimilable, rendered at once alien, threatening
insidious, corrupt and corrupting. Reproduced alaith and alongside “the animal”’ as
a priori discontinuous, “the Jew” is, in other words, beyamzbrporation, a nonhuman
contagion and a contagious inhumanity. As suchwisleness” becomes a disease
which cannot be overcome, and hence must be extatedl for the Reich to achieve its
destiny and purity—irradiated like a cancer or @awty like a gangrenous limb. In this,
the proper body of the human and the proper bodthefhuman community thus
require each other for their articulation, a relatmarked by the nationalist privilege of
bloodandsoil: the pure human body and the pure geophybmdy.

What in Hegel ostensibly leads to a doctrine oérahce, for the Nazis leads
to the gas chambers. And yet, relying as they botlon the organic work of a body
becomingpurely its self, the two cannot be so easily sdpdran thePhilosophy of
Right as Andrew Benjamin demonstrates, Hegel has reedorthe will in positing the
nonrelation of the “person” and the “animal,” ingofas “[tihe absence of a willed
relation between the ‘I' and its life or body inetmnimals” means that for Hegel “it
[sic] does not have ‘a right' Hech} to that life” (Of Jews and Animals81).
Furthermore, this “entails that the continuity ofiraal life has a necessarily distinct
form” (82). Here then, the absence of a willedtretabetween “body and soul” serves
to deny aight to life, which simultaneously justifies a puttitmdeath.

At the same time, such a justification finds ith@adn the figure of “the Jew”
as a distinct form of life which, once removed e Lagers is stripped of the willed
relation which connects person and life—this i®ine sense the “logic” of the camps.
In this way, the absence of the Jewish “right” ife Is retroactively “proved,” thus
providing the Nazis with the “right” of putting teath. Again, what is disclosed is the
operative machinery of animalisation, the refuslan abstract “humanity” which
opens the way to slaughter without murder: killaganimals. In other words, insofar
as Hegel identifies animality as a disease to le@amme by the will to become human,
his discourse always alreadgksthe camps, a risk all too clearly marked by tigeife

of the “inassimilable Jew” which haunts his philpky of tolerancé!®

15 On this figure, see Benjam®f Jews and Animald51-177. See also Gayatri Spivak on the
“native informant” inA Critique of Postcolonial Reaspf7-67.
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Nevertheless, and despite this complicity, theedéiice whictactualisesthe

Lagers is, as Nancy and Lacoue-Labarthe write, t@atAryan “Subject” transcends
Hegel's speculative thinking “in an immediate amdg@utely ‘natural’ essence: that of
blood and race. The Aryan radg® by this accountthe Subject; within it, self-
formation is realised and incarnated in ‘the sacretlective egoism which is the
“nation”” (“The Nazi Myth,” 310). The Nazi regimdranscends Hegel's idealist
philosophy, in other words, in the mythical fusioin*human” and “community” into a
suicidal material body.

Shame, Guilt, and Analogising the Holocaust

There is no direcanalogy it should be noted, being posited in the previsestion
between the intense pain and suffering undergontadse nonhuman animals, living
and dead, within industrialised feedlots, slaudidases, and laboratories, and those
human animals, living and dead, who were and areemg of the Shoah. Rather, what
is being argued is their necessamterrelation or reciprocity, at once their absolute
historical singularity and their indissociabilithile not an analogy, therefore, there
nonetheless remains ralation—the relation of humanism and nationalism—, one
which | propose to mark here with the improper ghrg “animal holocaust” (and
without proper noun status).

It is this, | argue, which makegsermissible if not accurate, the holocaust
analogy, insofar as the animalisation of Jews iziN&ermany has as its operative
condition the machine which reproduces nonhumamaisi as killable. Taking a cue
once again from Derrida, this strategy could bergg asplus un“Holocaust”: more
than one / no more one “Holocaust,” insofar asténm recalls always more than one
(and thus) no more ormmmunity(that is, no immanent or immune body), which is
what must be learned if we are to ensure no more Holocausi{sgre remains,
however, considerable controversy surrounding tee of the Holocaust analogy,
which will be explored in this section. Enteringdrthis debate, which will be sketched
below, | argue that even if the relation remainglioit, the shock of its implied
comparison is nevertheless strategically import{@st too, as we shall see, is the
comparison with slavery), insofar as it opens ‘gjnestion of the animal” to the related

concerns of shame and guilt. We have already taliohethe former in the discussion
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of Kafka’s investigator, and here | will suggesy,way of Susan Buck-Morss’s recent
project, that the latter is precisely the guilhoimanism itself.

Proposed most notoriously by Martin Heidegger whbilst remaining silent
as to his own complicity, in 1949 compared the lkleeaamps to “mechanised
agriculture,” the Holocaust analogy is most oftemdemned on the basis that its
equation, in reducing humans to animals, in fagbeats the movement of
animalisation which served to legitimise the gededn the first placé'® In response,
however, David Wood acutely notes that, “while tugparent comparison of the
treatment of Jews with the fate of animals ... maplbscene, so too is the implication
that these sort of practices would call for a qdiféerent judgment if we were ‘just’
talking about nonhuman animalsTHe Step Bac¢k49). He then recalls the strong

argument that—

the architecture and logistical organisation of tteath camps ... was
stolen, or borrowed from the successful designf@iChicago stockyards,
also fed directly by the railway system. If the usttialisation of killing
was first perfected on cattlsif], and then applied to humans, we have not
an obscene analogy, but an obscene piece of hig8)y

The analogy has been put forward at its most bagét by Elisabeth Costello
in Coetzee’s novel, which Donna Haraway descrilsesaacommon, powerful, and in
my view powerfully wrong approach’'When Species Mee&236n23). This isnot to
say, however, and as Haraway makes clear, “thatNd® killings of the Jews and
others and mass animal slaughter in the meat indhsive norelation [emphasis
mine],” but only that such an “analogy culminatingequation can blunt our alertness
to irreducible difference and multiplicity and thedemands. Different atrocities
deserve their own language” (336n23). Carol Adaots in rare agreement with
Haraway, refuses the analogy on similar groundsmehg that it rips “experience
from its history” which thus “does harm to Holocagsrvivors. We must locate our
ethic for animals so that it does not hurt peopt® \&re oppressedNgither Man Nor
Beast 83). Finally, Susan Coe Dead Meaf1996) notes that—

16 Heidegger's reference to the camps is quotedd#r Spiegelnterview “Only a god can
save us” (23 September 1966), pDier SpiegeB1 May 1976. Reprinted in Gunther Neske &
Emil Kettering (edsMartin Heidegger and National Socialis(New York: Paragon House,
1996), 41-66.
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My annoyance is exacerbated by the fact that tHerswg | amwitnessing
now cannot exist on its own, it has to fall inte thierarchy of a “lesser
animal suffering.” In the made-for-TV reality of Aarican culture, the only
acceptable genocide is historical. It's comfortings— over. Twenty
million murdered humans deserve to be more thagfeaance point. | am
annoyed that | don’'t have more power in commumigatvhat I've seen
apart from stuttering: “It's like the Holocaust"3y

The clear link between these critiques is not tia comparison is inaccurate or
irrelevant, but rather that the positing of an agadal equationis inappropriate—on
both sides—only insofar as it effaces the specificaldhces between them. However,
not positing such an analogy can equally result indsless. As Wood writes, “[i]f
there is a worry that the distinctiveness of thenan gets lost in such a comparison,
there is an equal worry that the refusal of sudiages perpetuates our all-too-human
blindness to the systematic violence we habituallyct on other creaturesThe Step
Back 49).

In addition, such a critique of the trope of anglaygeneral (reasoning from
parallel cases) fails to address the chance imperat an impropemetonymjyholding
open the place by which previously effaced singditierences actually come to make
sense. It fails, that is to say, those forbiddermeard-of phrasings explored throughout
this thesis. It is just such a chance imperativéchviadds weight to Wood’s warning
that the “expression may well provoke the verystsice it seeks to overcome, but the
expression is not used unthinkingly, or irrespolysi9).

In The Animal That Therefore | ArDerrida famously—and carefully—refers
to “animal genocides” (26), with the proviso thapncerning the figure of genocide,
one should neither abuse nor acquit oneselapuser ni s’acquittgrtoo quickly” (26,
trans. modified). He then proceeds to compare then'strous” suffering undergone by
nonhuman animals with that of the Shoah, albeiteng, with all he has written on
the subject of the prefatory “as if,” that therandze no simple relation of identity or

analogy:

As if, for example, instead of throwing a peopldoirovens and gas
chambers dans des fours crématoires et dans des chambeeZ&lgt's
say Nazi) doctors and geneticists had decided tgamse the
overproduction and overgeneration of Jews, gypsied, homosexuals by
means of artificial insemination, so that, beingitatually more numerous
and better fed, they could be destined in alwageeasing numbers for the
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same hell, that of the imposition of genetic expemtation, or
extermination by gas or by fire. In the same alrat(@6).

Here it is clear that Derrida is not profferingimnglistic, reductive analogy between
the millions of Jews exterminated in the Nazi deadmps and the billions of
nonhuman animals slaughtered in the death camgapatialism.

All this is, however, noted only by way of a cortedising preface. In fact, |
would argue that the necessarily blunted edge pipasited comparison is neither the
sole, nor even the main, cause of controversy.

To begin with, it must be understood that the tékuolocaust,” referring to
the extermination of the Jews during the Nazi gk(ithe Shoah,” fronso-ahmeaning
“devastation” or “catastrophe,” is the Jewish term)itself a trope. At once analogical
metaphor and euphemism (in the strong sense dfiatipa), it is one which moreover
remains controversial to this day. Giorgio Agambes traced this figure, and indeed,
its “essentially Christian” history, in a number los texts, and offers a convincing
argument as to the “irresponsible historiographibihdness” of its positing, a
blindness and blinding concerned precisely withghestion ofanalogy(Homo Sacer
114). Arguing that the term “holocaust” (from thee@k holocaustos signifying
“completely burned”) is “from its inception anti-®éic” and thus “intolerable”
(Remnants31), Agamben notes how it marks an attempt “toldista a connection,
however distant, between Auschwitz and the Biblatah and between death in the gas
chamber and the ‘complete devotion to sacred aperisr motives™ (31):*'

It is here that the figure of analogy is identified the origin of its
intolerability: “the term impl[ies] an unacceptabdguation between crematoria and
altars” (31). Indeed, with this “wish to lend a sAcial aura to the extermination of the
Jews by means of the term ‘HolocausHigmo Sacerl14), it becomes clear that the
term is if anything more appropriate as a figure tfee extermination of animals for
consumption, whether by gods or by men, thanfibtishe Shoah. And again, in terms
of the meaning of the original Greek term, it i tindustrialised genocide of
nonhuman animals which most befits the adjectihocaustos echoed by the
industrial slaughterer’s familiar boast (a boastadly worn smooth with overuse in the

Chicago stockyards of the late™&entury) that they “use everything but the sqtieal.

17 0n this, see also Wodkthe Step Bagls0.
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Returning to Agamben, the important and necessasaatalisation of the
Shoah serves, as is well known, as the zero poirdrked by the campluselmana—
for his notion of “bare life.” Jews under Nazisne fwrites, were constituted as “a
flagrant case ofiomo sacein the sense of a life that may be killed but satrificed”
(114). Bare life is, moreover, onBctualisedin its putting to death, which is “neither
capital punishment nor a sacrifice, but simply #iotualisation of a mere ‘capacity to
be killed’" inherent in the condition of the Jew sisch” (114). There was, in other
words, no “mad and giant holocaust” but rather athky actualisation, enacted only
through extermination, of “mere” life, mere subsigte. That is, in being-killed “the
Jew” is reconfigured as pure animal remains (“ias,1 which is to say, as bare life”
(114)), for which the mutéMuselmannis the figure, the “staggering corpse” (Jean
Améry) or “the living dead” (Wolfgang Sofsky) withbthe capacity to die, but only to
be killed.

We can now begin to discern a more nuanced relatian a superficial
equation marked by the phrasing “animal holocaudhtler the Nazis, Jews are thus
reproduced as walking dead fleshretdated but nonetheless singular, transformation
into “pure” corporeality, into bodily-shaped coltems of dead zombie flesh ready to
be disarticulated. Not into “meat,” however, asivese seen with the so-called “food”
animals of the previous chapters, but into “meneiireal remains. In other words, by
way of a structurally interrelated spectral disedibeent through mimetic
displacement, we find here too the instrumentalisealking ghosts” which reproduce
a symbolic logic of oppression that ultimately sswo constitute subjugated beings
who are preciselgeservingof oppression. Not an analogy, therefore, butnéeri and
intra-relation—afounding reciprocity

Furthermore, the reciprocal relation of these dmgtnistorical genocides
serves to highlight the specificity lacking in Aglaem’s conception of “bare life.” As
Andrew Benjamin clearly demonstrates, and in caent® the “undifferentiated
ontology” which founds Agamben’s “bare life,” such reconfiguration always

involves—

the violent imposition of identity. It is imposed this way on Jews, thus
underscoring the vacuity of the claim that suchoaitpn involves “bare

life,” as though within such a life the particutgriof being a Jew—that
which prompted the figure’s work in the first placevas not itself already
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marked out. In being there originally, that markulebalways have been
retained Of Jews and Animal486-7).

It is this ineffaceable mark which calls to the lgwhich, according to Primo Levi,
must bear upon “almost all’ the Germans of the Nmiod, precisely because they
failed to bear witness to what they could not witness. The question—a related, even
an analogous question—turns in a circle: Why dorttagority choose not to see, to
turn away and to refuse to hear, let alone to tpteste or smell, the contemporary
maltreatment of animals if not because of an unrketasense of guilt and sham&fR
experience, in other words, that is the murmurha&f &lways restrained yet retained
mark of constitutive exclusioOne recalls here Elisabeth Costello, who canmbt n
conceive of everyone but as “participants in a eriof stupefying proportions”
(CoetzeeElisabeth Costellp114). This brings us to yet another importaneaspf the
holocaust analogy: in “Thinking With Cats” (2004)avid Wood argues that the

posited relation is nonetheless—

wholly justified even if politically divisive. Theeasons for this are deep,
andconnected with the difficulty most of us have imicg to see that some
social practices we take part in clear-headedly mmigoe utterly
contemptible This contrasts with oushared condemnation of all Nazi
genocidal activity. The attempt to connect thesen& produces extreme
reactions (215n37, emphasis added).

Here then, the impropriety of the metonymy “anirhalocaust” discloses the sharing
of community based upon the guilt of exclusion, amarked by a failure to witness
that which cannot not be witnessed (this lattepdests euphemistic effacement in the
concept of “meat,” an effacing figured by the deerplastic-wrapped tropes of flesh on
supermarket shelves). In this, another sense gdtiresing “animal holocaust” is made
manifest, its disconcealing power becoming evidehen Primo Levi’s absence is
articulated together with a dialogue between Jazqerrida and Elisabeth
Roudinesco entitled “Violence Against Animals.”

In the midst of this latter dialogue, Roudinescofpsses an attachment to
“the idea of a certain division between the animaaldd the human” (72). This
“attachment” is, | believe, exactly what Derridateatpts to interrupt when,
immediately prior to this statement of attachmemtrésponse to a question about the
apparent “excess” of prohibitions against cruelhyg,asks Roudinesco what she would
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do if she “were actually placed every day before #pectacle of this industrial

slaughter” (71). Roudinesco replies somewhat breisgu

| wouldn’t eat meat anymore, or | would live somendelse. But | prefer
not to see it, even though | know that this intabde thing exists. | don’t
think that the visibilility of a situation allowsne to know it better.
Knowing is not the same as looking (71).

Derrida insists, however, that she consider thea8dn more deeply:

But if, every day, there passed before your eyewly, without giving you
time to be distracted, a truck filled with calveaving the stable on its way
to the slaughterhouse, would you be unable to et rfor a long time?
(71)

To which Roudinesco responds:

| would move away. But really, sometimes | beliebat, in order to
understand a situation better and to have the sageslistance, it is best
not to be an eyewitness to it (72).

The point, of course, is that Roudinescali®adya witness, that it is not that she can
choosenot to witness, but rather that she can only choosdmbea witness to that
which she cannot not withess—the sole form of guilich, according to Levi, cannot
be absolved. It is the guilt, in other words, cdadiowal, of the refusal to bear witness
to the trace which remains to interrupt every mieyags, every oppressive structure
of dependence-exclusion.

What Derrida’s questioning in fact draws attentiimnis the refusal of a
possible encounter through the conserving safety tbkoretical separation within the
calculability of moral, economic, or religious digzse. One which serves to double
the separation on the ontological level. In thisywaontemptible socioeconomic
practices becomes habitually—academically—denosetirdolerable,” and which in
so doing are thus rendered tolerable insofar asutiremarked guilt is neatly and
conveniently assuaged. In other words, that whextnot not be witnessed is safely
displaced onto the level of everyday facts. Indebdre is nothing more factual and
everyday than what for Roudinesco is the apparemcéssity for industrial

organisation in raising and slaughtering animarg))(
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By contrast, as we have already seen in the digous$ Elizabeth Costellp
intolerability is precisely an injunction—never lboece—which displacethis bodying
outside of the everyday and into the impossibiitycontinuing to be, and which is at
once the affirmation of, andttestation to the encounter. That which cannot be
tolerated, that deafening blare of silent musienfriihe furthest proximity, is never the
tolerable-intolerable, but rather the most unddeiand the most material, that which

can be no longer missed and not yet mis-taken.

Animal slavery and the guilt of humanism

Finally in this chapter, we explore via the “unagg®tic” humanism of Susan Buck-
Morss’s latest project, the relation—perhaps ane@dg-to that other improper
metonymy or “dreaded comparison”: that of “animavsry.”

In Hegel, Haiti, and Universal History(2009), Buck-Morss asserts an
“undeniable political experience of guilt that weinmans feel when witnessing
something deeply wrong with the principles that eyovour everyday world” (83).
Here again, the question clearly concerns theioalaif guilt and bearing witness, a
witnessing which happens to a body before any pii$giof choice and which, while
it can indeed be spoken about, it cannot, howélerknown” insofar as it contradicts
the “official order.” The “truth,” writes Buck-Moss while “available to conscious

perception, is at the same time ‘disavowed™ (88%. a result, this “experience of
guilt,” an experience which for Buck-Morss presupg® the existence of universal
moral truths, potentially places an individual ionflict with its community, and as
such “entails being a traitor to the collectivettbiaims you (through nation or class,
religion or race [and, | would add, througibecie)” (83).

More than this, however, Buck-Morss claims thathstguilt has its source in
the gap between reality and social fantasy, ratiem between reality and individual
fantasy. It can turn interpretative analysis intditical critique by breaking the official
silence that sanctions the wrong state of thing8-4). Here, | argue, it is in fact the
very espousal of an “unapologetically humanist et of universal history (xi) which
prevents Buck-Morss from engaging with the encaumthich renders such guilt

undisavowable—the guilt of humanism itself.
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It is all too easy, Buck-Morss suggests, to sharthé “moral outrage” over
the way European Enlightenment philosophers resgbnd the ongoing systematic

oppression that was slavery, and yet—

we cannot deny that a comparable moral outragecaurang at this

moment, one that future generations will find jastdeplorable (this is our
moral hope), the fact that political collectiveso@aim themselves
champions of human rights and the rule of law drehtdeny these to a
whole list of enemy exceptions, as if humanitylftsesre the monopoly of

their own privileged members—their war a just wieir terrorist acts a
moral duty, their death and destruction legitimabgdreason, or progress,
or the divine (149).

As we have seen, Schmitt argues that the claim uaiersal humanity is always a
particularly brutal ruse of war, passing off a specdnterest as universal. Indeed, the
evocation of a universal concept is in a certaimssealways a usurpation, given the
impossibility of a presuppositionless position. WHar example, might be the criteria
for identifying “humanity” without implying a wholeleterminate culture and, in this
case, moving as it does via Hegel, an explicilyristian culture? Irrespective of
Buck-Morss’s attempts to evade its implication acdssing upon “the experience of
historical rupture as momentof clarity” (147), the claim to humanity is noneles
always to proclaimnhumanity, and thus repeat inversely the denied hitsnahich
the claim claims to reclaim.

In other words, Buck-Morss misunderstands that hmisnais only insofar as
it sets up a limit between the human and the ani®ath is the demand for line-
drawing which humanism can never avoid, and whisler eagain founds that
animalisation of the other which is the very comdfitfor those political collectives she
imagines her humanism will overcome, simply byfdsus on the transitory. Without
ever asking the question of the animal, Buck-Momsger questions the very conditions
of humanism. As a result, and while she would nabdeoefuse any claim to a universal
(essentialist) race or gender, in positing a “néwinanism she in fact falls prey to that
very thing for which she berates those Enlightertrpéiiosophers. That is to say, to an
absolute blindness to the slavery that literallysex all around her, and to the
contradictions which remark our shared politicalltga blindness which future, and

indeed present, generations “will find just as degdble” (although it is not a hope |

225



would define asmoral). The irony of Buck-Morss’'s “unapologetically humst

project” is, in other words, the absence of thentcadictory guilt” of humanism itself.
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9. Promise to Betray, Humanity

Introduction

Previously, we encountered Nietzsche’s insistehaedny way of being that is cut off
from, or that cuts itself off from, all radicallyleerways of being can only de-generate,
insofar as it thus excludes itself from that whiedserves the possibility of its own
regeneration. Throughout this chapter, and in @mm for another, | aim to read this
claim again and again with the hope of gaining epee insight into what | am calling a
“community beyond the human.” With this in mindexplore in the first sections the
important notion of thgoromiseas it is found in Nietzsche'®n the Genealogy of
Morals (1887). In this, | argue that, for Nietzsche, tadiae animal, that is, to become
an animal with the right to make promises, and i right to constitute thiiture
therefore, is to become a futural being beyond tthman,” armoutdiving in and as an
animal encounter which, moreover, is always alresthredvith other animals.

Recalling too the necessity afiving death—-and thus both finitude and
nonsubstitutabilty-to nonhuman animals, this will lead in the finalctsen to a
consideration of the centrality of death, and ofté negativity, to any thinking of a
community beyond the human. Further engaging vattist by Jean-Luc Nancy and
Maurice Blanchot, | attempt thus to approach thhictv Georges Bataille famously
calls the “community of those who have no commdunitthat of an impossible
community which marks an ineffaceable rupture witlihose paranoid theatres of
death whose sole hysterical demand isatipeiori absence of life.

From our earlier reading of Nietzsche’s “On Trutidd.ie,” we recall that, in
marking the originary porosity of being-with—thisasing of the proximal distance
from the as such, and thus from each other and fiteenworld—, a division is
inscribed in and as language. Such is the divisidinite beings imposed by a touch in
which no limit, no separation, can be discerned rather only and habitually imposed.
Responsible conduct for Nietzsche is thus theraétron in the face of blind universals
of that responsivetouching—being-touched which, exceeding the trambestal,
remains always to come—that is to say, is alwaybeard-of and yet already

forbidden. We recall too that the Nietzschean iithligl neither lives nor exists, but
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rather “is” only that which exceeds every deterrhlaaform, whichout-lives[tber-
leberj: an overhuman demand which, still to come, thithdvaws from all recognition
in and as a silent announcing which necessarilyliee$ any enclosure of the properly
‘human.” As a result, responsible, affirmative (ttveo terms being synonymous)
conduct is always a conducting towards the otheralyssal mark and remark of
being-in-common which, in areative forgetting of being, holds the place of the
impossible encounter in which something comes tthdewhich it is as such.

In following Nietzsche therefore, an originary kepwith shared by all living
beings prior to any making of sense is disclosdae{mwithout, however, ever being
able to draw a simple line between “living” and faliving”). In short, being-with—
the pure potentiality of being as such—Dbears ithdvawalin andas tropes marking a
shared finitude. In this double movemenirofindas—this double distancing that is at
once the repeatability of language and the singulaf being-there—each is divided
from, and shared with, every other.

Moreover, inasmuch as such ways of being in languatdjfferential ways of
being-with, of being-together as always alreadwtesl in difference—can never be
securely delimited, the spacing of ethical encagntehich, in (re)inventing the new,
constitute unrecognisable phrasings is thus redeiSech phrasings, we recall, which
only retain their inaugurating intensity insofarthey both no longer and not yet make
sense, are no longer and not yet parodic. In oppongio the dominant legislation of
value, and thus against the Law, such a phrasingfesss itself as a singular being, an
individual animal That is, as an (out)living being refusing to guige the sense of the
Law which functions to exclude the sense of its\g&nd, who or which, in coming to
being, thus betrays the map of its site of exclusio

And yet, we must recall too from the first chapteait, according to Maurice
Blanchot at least, “community” is nonetheless alsvand only human, inasmuch as
becoming-human is the necessary condition of botihhnounity and communication
(and if these terms are ever distinct). Finitudeites Blanchot, is the distance that
separates but which also prevents separation. dndew yet, without death—undying
and thus “merely” existing—nonhuman animals camegher separate nor can their
separation be prevented. Put in this way, one Begpnwonder if perhaps these
ontologically opposed ways of being are not in fadistinguishable. For Blanchot, as
we know, this vertiginous proximal distancing sente displace nonhuman animals,

negatively defined as the excluded who cannot hduded. By contrast, | would
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suggest that this uncanny reciprocity in fact deéssra community of those who share
the incapacity to sharen this way, Blanchot thus recalls us to a bemgommon
which is at once prior to, and interruptive of, &agmmunity service” and, indeed, of
anyworking (in the sense given to the term by Nancy). Thisnishort, the sharing of

an impossible promise, which returns us once nwtkd Nietzscheailberanimal.

Prehistorical mnemotechnics and the community of amals

First of all, in the second essayTdie Genealogy of MoraliNietzsche doesot, as is
often taken to be the case, define “Man” as thenahwho promises. Being human, in
other words, is not simply to be an animal with #weiditional ability to promise.
Rather, writes Nietzsche, “To breed an animih the right to make promisess not
this the paradoxicalask that nature has set itsetf the case oman?” (ll:1, latter
emphases mine). Such a task—a task, moreover, whrohins outstanding—is not
paradoxical insofar as it juxtaposes animal + psenbut rather because it identifies
promise withright. In other words, the entire history of humankirmd, “culture”
traditionally conceived, is reducible to the pregmn by “nature” (and recalling here
Nietzsche’s ambivalent deconstruction of the natuléure binary) for the coming of
the animal, of the “emancipated individual,” whot moerely promises, but rather
possesses the “actuaiht to make promises.”

The ability to promise is thus not a property whinhrks out the human, but
is rather that which marks “the human” as simplyrahistoric breeding project. Such
is a production and a labour which, evewe imagineourselves placed “at the end of
this tremendous process” (and Nietzsche makesteumgark that “if”), by no means
marks its completion, the being with this rightlstot yet having arrived in the present.
“Man” is the prehistory of thisright, and thus, so long as there is “Man,” the task
remains outstanding. How then, is this task to deedwith, so as not to render “us”
eternal dyspeptics?

This tremendous prehistory, perhaps “to a largergktcomplete, that isf
“we” are at its end or are its end (and recalliog that the addressees of Nietzsche’s
texts were always “the posthumous ones”), is, wriNetzsche, the development of an
“active desirenotto forget. This desire is in direct contrast te #trong force that is at

once active forgetfulness and repression and wipehmitting a being “to remain
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undisturbed by the noise and struggle of our undddwv of utility organs,”
simultaneously constitutes the “preseatid “makes room” for the new. In short, the
entire prehistory that is “Man” is the opposingidesnot to rid oneself, a desire for the
continuance of something desired once, ameahory of the willand thus, with the “I
shall,” the memory of the future (Il:1).

Here, it should be noted, such a “willing” is notraal” willing—-there is no
will,” as Nietzsche writes iThe Will to Powerbut rather only precision or oscillation
(846), only quanta dibrce (Genealogyl:13)—, but rather a reahemoryof the will, a
memory which, as with every memory, is habitualhrue, that is, a fiction or a fable.
With this fiction of the will, we are thus recalléd Nietzsche’s famous assertion that
“the doer’ is merely a fiction added to the de€d13). For Nietzsche then, there is no
“subject,” whether “substratum” or “soul,” which ia fact simply a result of “the
misleading influence of language” (1:13). Consedlyenit becomes necessary to
rethink, and to revalue, what Nietzsche might meshen he writes of an
“emancipated” and “sovereign” individual.

The opposing desire, the death-drive to rememleenepeat, is there-
condition of history, of the emancipated individual with thight to make promises
who, perhaps even now at the end of the procesgtiso come, yet to completely
arrive in the present constituted by forgetting.p&#ion, in short, is thus the
precondition of the new, of the animal with thehtigo promise. The human is this
precondition, moreover, only because the way ofndpehuman ismemory, is
mnemotechnicsThat is to say, the ability “in general [to] bble to calculate and
compute,” the development of which there is “peghap nothing more fearful and
uncanny in the whole prehistory of man [i.e., i® gorehistory that is man]” (11:3).
Fearful and uncanny it may be, but the task of dirggan animal with the right to
make promises, that is, of an animal whose wayeoafdconsists of theright to affirm
oneself and thus the capacity to rightfully “stand setyrfor his [sic] own futurg”
nevertheless necessarily “embraces and presuppodbst one firstmakesmen to a
certain degree necessary, uniform, like among likegular, and consequently
calculable” (1:3). Hence, with the aid of moralityd a “social straitjacket,” “Man” is
thusproduced

Indeed, Nietzsche continues, all the solemnity sedousness of “man” is
merely a holdover of “the terror that formerly atied all promises, pledges, and

vows,” merely the gloomy stain of a prehistory whimsofar as it is necessarily that
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which “we humans’as humans can never move beyond, is therefstdl ‘effectivé
(11:3).

This development of the memory is thus a prehistpreface, an overcoming
of forgetfulness in imposing the “demands of so@gistence apresentrealities’
(II:3) on the way to the emancipated individualmfere preliminary to the coming of
an out- or over-animathose right to make promises is the liberation flmmtom and
morality, and which, no longer prefatory, is thusef tomakehistory. Thelibermensch
then, as we saw in the reading of “On Truth and’ligethis animal movement beyond
“the human.” An overcoming of habit and conventiwid, and held to, by the memory
of the (imaginary) will, moving thus beyond the teldc virtues of immutability,
beyond the “vast overrating” of the “virtue” of ooation (Human, All Too Human
8629).

One thinks here of Zarathustra’'s famous metaphofM#n” as the rope
between “animal” and “overhuman” (“Prologue,” 4hd rope in this reading is thus
the memory of the will, of a mnemotechnics whiargeker linking the singular body to
the possibility of invention, forgets to forget the compulsive desire to repeat. This
figure does not, however, mark a dialectical humstaalos resulting in a superhuman
sublation, that is, in the negation of the negatdrthe animal. While Nietzsche is
indeed concerned with the specific mnemotechnimitych marks the way of being-
human, this is by no means to refusentmhuman animals other ways of being-
mnemotechnical. Rather, as we have seen with Nie¢Zzs gnat metaphysician, they

too are similarly doubly-displaced in metaphor, #&mas “in” memory:

The whole organic world is the weaving togethebeihgs, each with their
little imaginary world around themselves: theirdey their lust, their habits
are found in their experiences, projected as taiside world The ability
[Fahigkei]l for creation (formation, invention, imaginationy their
fundamental capacity: of themselves, these beiags,lof coursdjkewise
[my emphasis] only an erroneous, imaginary, simgdirepresentation. “A
being with the habit of ordering in dreaming’—that a living being.
Immense amounts of such habits have finally becemsolid, thaspecies
live in accordance with these orders (Nietzsknésche Studienausgabe
11:34; cit. Lemm, 25).

The metaphor of “the animal” must thus be undeistas a figure of the impossible
state of being prior to mnemotechnics, that ish@ihg prior to habit by which a being

comes to be. By contrast, “the human” is the peydd figure of the anoriginal
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sedimentation of language, of the taking place tvinas always alreadpkenplace.
Hence, neither “Animal” nor “Man” has theght to make promises. Moreover, in
relation to the specific question under considerathere—that of the community
beyond the human—what might be called “the comnyupit animals” is thus a
network of pure singularities prior to any deteration, and thus prior to any
“community” in the sense of the habitually imposkamands of social existence. “The
animal” refers not to living beings therefore, lmitrather afigure of that which can
precisely take no figure, the taking place whictthadiaws in always already having
taken place, and which marks every living being thwthe habit of ordering in

dreaming.”

Traitor to Humanity, Universally: Nietzsche

The outliving of “the human,” that is, of habittimability not to forget, concerns, as
we have seen, the right to promise on the one hand,the btn€ whose task of
breeding this is, on the other. To begin with, tlght to promise demands that the
promise, insofar as it is a promisakestime Hence, it must not be given lightly, but
rather “reluctantly, rarely, slowly,” as its time tome requires the sufficient strength
to maintain its coming into being come what mawttis, “in the face of accidents,
even ‘in the face of fate™ (ll:2). The right to k& promises, in short, demands an
unwavering fidelity to that which remains to conaad which Nietzsche describes as
“the extraordinary privilege aksponsibility (11:2). *18

Paradoxically, however, such a promise, such respiity must, as we shall
see, already belzetrayal its nobility that of the traitor and its respdribiy that of the
capricious wanderer. The right to make promisespthrer words, demands that the
promisemustbe betrayed, and thus we must all be traitors todmity, or rather, to its
concept or, even better, ifigure. The Law of humanity themmustbe broken—this is
the law before the Law. And yet, how might tlilsethumanright to promise which is
the betrayal of that promise be understood?

For this, the final chapter of Avital RonellEhe Test Drivg2005) in which
she discusses the Nietzsche-Wagner break-up pravetuable. As Ronell makes

118 Nietzschean mutability, as a result, thus corgrasith the calculable innovation of
speculative capital, as we will see in the finaduter.
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clear, to promise is, like the positing of univéssdo be blinded by, and blind to, an
excessive obligation, that is, “to an oppressioat ocks in the future: [thus] the
promise portends madness” (312). In other wordd,aanNietzsche suggestssiection
629 ofHuman, All Too Humarthe structural excess of the promise is thusrthdness
of fidelity which, insofar as it is blind to theagedy of finitude—to “the face of fate™—
in fact serves to render every promise conditioik non-sense of the promise, the
insenséf unconditionality, is in this way withdrawn irsiaictualisation: the excessive,
gruesome nighof its taking place always already effaced by tblees light of day of
its having taken place.

In one sense then, as Ronell writes, “Nietzsche gptthe promise in such a
way as to let us escape its imperial purchasbé(Test Drive312). On the other hand,
however, theright to make promises can, by contrast, only be thength to face
finitude, to face the face of fate—not as its masten some Heideggerian sense of an
authentic appropriation of being-towards-death, butremaining faithful to the
maddening displacement of its demand from the ofherface both the unconditional
and the inadequacy of every response is, in otleedsy a responsibility to the infinite
excess that is the unconditional, and which cas tnly betray itself*®

However, in order to understand why tlght to make promises must break
with the memoryof the impossible will, in that the prehistoricitf the latter is
overcome by the former’s inauguration of histowyo tthings need to be noted. Firstly,
that every utterance, that is, every making of sensealisady a promise, and thus

always sundered by the excess of its demand. Asdaerrites,

The performative of this promise is not one spemtthamong others. It is
implied by any other performative, and this prontisealds the uniqueness
of language to come. It is the “there must be guage” ..., “I promise a

language,” “a language is promised,” which at opieredes all language,
summons all speech and already belongs to eachdgegas it does to all
speechonolingualism67).

Here then, we see that the structural excess ofptbenise renders explicit the
movement ofsensealready explored in the earlier reading of Niefescthe infinite
promise is theaking place of language which has always already withdran its
finite havingtakenplace. Secondly, this constitutive “in differenggh itself” ensures

119 0On this, see Ansell Pearson’s excelldfioid Life: Perspectives on Nietzsche and the
Transhuman ConditiofLondon & New York: Routledge, 1997), 27-8.
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that “the fatal precipitation of the promise must dissociated from the values of the
will, intention, or meaning-to-say that are readwpattached to it” (67). In fact, the
ubiquity of the promise and its dissociation frame will are indissociable, insofar as
the taking place of the mark necessarily exceedsyesemantic intention. This is not to
say that every such mark, as Werner Hamacher nodéas is “thereby disburdened of
its semantic gravitation” (“Lectio,” 196). Rathéfn]o text has the power to exclude
the possibility that it says the truth, or at les@inething true; but no text can guarantee
this truth because every attempt to secure it rpudtferate the indeterminacy of its
meaning” (196). In other words, every promise—aseinof will—inevitably exceeds
its own performance, making of it necessarily a-priamise.

We can now better understand Ronell’s assertiont fbia Nietzsche the
promise necessarily “entails the actwarsprechenwhich means both mis-speaking
and promising” Test Drive 312). More than this, however, it follows that the
emancipated individual, the animal with the rightrhake promises, is thus a being
with the right to mis-markthat is, to rightfully mark improperly, t@value in contrast
to the simple mis-speaking of those “feeble windbato promise without the right to
so do” (Nietzsch&enealogyll:2).

Moreover, the Nietzschean *“individual—that whiclhs we have seen,
outlives itself in improperly remarking the unheafdand yet already forbidden—is
“emancipated” only in relation to the limit imposeghon what counts, whahakes
sense, within a given state of affairs. The sogengi of the individual is, in short,
always posthumousinsofar as it out-lives all recognised sense #n value. The
right to make promises therefore demands a responsa aeslponsibility to betray
every custom and every moral, to be a traitor &rgfirmly held belief.

Such a right, moreover, entails the strength to arenmfaithful to this
nomadism, to the vigilance of this wandering, whigho remain loyal and response-
able to the being-in-common. That is, to the comityusf others which we share and
which shares us in the not-being-able to sharaptrbeing-able to fuse the more-than-
one in One. In and as the memory of the “I shalfiich already congeals into habit and
thus refuses forgetting, and which constituteshming-shared in and across language,
the willing subject shatters in its being already exposed in-commo8uch a
community, in other words, of traitors who affirmdabetray in commorAs we have

seen, hospitality is exactly this: an affirmatiohigh interrupts every social convention
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and every duty to thesocius an unrecognisable, incalculable decision without
sovereignty whose every actualisation betrays halgygias such.

This has profound consequences for a reading dkddke’s “animal with the
right to make promises” as the completion of prnisin the coming to be of the
human or even of the superhuman. If the right to malarpses promises at the same
time to make history, then the strength to holthfaily to an unending betrayal of the
dominant rule becomes the rule: this is the indiglts promise and right to break

every promise, every contract, every calculation.

No — there is no law, no obligation of that kinde wiust becomes traitors,
act unfaithfully, forsake our ideals again and ag&Ve do not pass from
one period of life to another without causing thpaens of betrayal, and
without suffering from them in turrHuman, All Too Humarg261).

If the right to make promises overcomes or outliresprehistory that is at one and the
same time‘the human” and the development of a phantasmaémany of the will,
then this promise that is humanity must in its tbenovercome, must be broken. As
animals, we must overcome the memory which prep#ameswithout arriving, the
appearance of universal “humanity.” Such is the aleinand a promise which calls
forth a common betrayal of “humanity” or, rathekjte concept

The law of humanity, of its memory of the will whigproduces the uniform
calculable subject is that which, in other worndsjstbe broken in a being-common
and a being-in-common aingularities. As Ronell writes, if we are to passanother
stage of life, “our relation to the promise neeulbé a broken one. The promise can be
counted on only to enforce its breakabilityrhe Test Drive313). Moreover, she
continues, referring to the above citation freluman, All Too Humarthe diacritical
mark following the initial negation “can be read as absence of a link, operating
simultaneously as severance and connector: No, tiasie is no law. In a place where
no law is asserted to stand, he posits law” (3I8)outlive the human, for Nietzsche,
is thus to betray humanity, to ceaséechuman in becoming otherwise. Only here do
we at last approach the completion, the ends,haf Fuman.” Only in this way will the
community beyond the human, a community sharedldiimg beings (which is not
to say “living” organism3, have arrived: a community of the impossilplerhaps
which only comes to bevith every other animal, a community whose chance of

becoming inheres in its being exposed and dispagidthers.
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The extended consideration of the “human community'this part sheds
further light upon what Derrida describes as “deraocg to-come g-venid.” In
deconstructing “the essential link of a certain agpt of democracy to autochthony
and to eugenics'Rolitics of Friendship110n25), such a thinking, Derrida writes, thus
excludes it from the phantasm or fiction of a géogiaal tie which is always only ever
“posed, constructed, induced, [which] always impléesymbolic effect of discourse”
(93). In so doing, it “confide[s] it to or open[$] to another memory, another
immemoriality, another history, another future” {hR5). To exclude community from
the fiction of immanence and immunity, from the eglpto birth, to nature, to nation,
and to universal humanity, is thus to move beydwdhuman, and thus beyond the bad
dream of “adetermined politics(93).

In contrast to an all too commamessentimentvhich says No to what is
“outside,” to what is “different,” the opening ton@her memory and another
immemorality calls to a community that can only rebe posthumousthe mark of
which “is” to suffer the agonies of outliving. Thuarites Nietzsche, “the more a
present-day individual determines the future, thearhe will suffer” Will to Power
8686). To outlive our walking ghosts, to live ontire tragedy of our shared finitude
and thus to refuse the living death of zombie daVE must therefore “die several
times while still alive” Ecce Homp 85 on Zarathustrg. Loyalty and responsibility
demands that, as living beings, we must always nadgarn against the self-
congratulatory “purity” ofressentimentMust always again turn against the suicidal
machines of immanent-immunity which, haviog itself off from itselin cutting itself
off from all radically otheways of being, can thus only ever turn againstfjtsan
only extirpate itself. This latter, as we have seeecessarily degenerates, having
excluded itself from that which reserves the pabsilof its regeneration: such is the
compulsive suiciding of gated, bounded communities.

In the end then, it is no surprise that, in a nogkr extant preface tbhe
Twilight of the Idols Nietzsche affirms that “the individual™—this beinvith the right
to promise—is recognised, marked out, by a creatdlation to nonhuman others:
“His love of animals-men have always recognised the solitary by meatisiotrait”

(cit. in HeideggeNietzschell:45).
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Meeting Our Solitude: Making Friends

In contrast to the bad dream of determinedpolitics then, sucha posthumous
community is, in common with the human being, gudar bodying which is neither
nameable nor substantialt is, in short,undeterminedTo name a community, for
example, is necessarily to determine a communitpiosition to another, and it is for
this reason that Alain Badiou calls the communitg ¢he collective “the unnameables
of political truth,” insofar as “every attempt ‘pi¢ally’ to name a community induces
a disastrous Evil ... to force the naming of the umeable. Such, exactly, is the
principle of disaster”Ethics 86)1?° Hence, an infinite community—that is, beiag
such—ean neitheibe, nor be namedbut rather, inasmuch as it is beyond completion
and incompletion, can only and always have alresidydrawn. A withdrawal which

is, moreover, itslemand As Maurice Blanchot writes,

There it is: something had taken place which, flevamoments and due to
the misunderstandings peculiar to singular exiggengave permission to
recognise the possibility of a community establisipeeviously though at
the same time already posthumous: nothing of it ldvaemain, which
saddened the heart while also exalting it, likevitbiey ordeal of effacement
writing demandsThe Unavowable Communjtg1).

While it is indeed the case that nothing of tbienmunitywould remain, at the same
time, however, thérace of this community remains. It is idlemand in other words,
which remains, that of “the very ordeal of effacatiemposed by writing by the
taking place of spacing having always already tapkte. Demanding a response,
demanding responsibility, its withdrawal is nothingss than an injunction of
existence: the imperative to give place to, anddogiven place by, that which is
refused sense within a given “community affect.tlsus the place out of place of a
sharedcommonality understood asharing in the politicisation of the individual
ethical demand

120 According to Badiou’s theory of the subject, hoaewonhuman animals are necessarily
condemned to amternal oppression for which redress is neither possible sought. This
follows from Badiou’s claim that oppression is neiebe fought against, but rather is always
and only aconsequencef an appearing of a human subject of truth. Segics of Worlds
60ff.
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Sharing comes down to this: what community revealsne ... is my
existence outside myself. Which does not mean nigtence reinvested in
or by community, as if community were another sabjbat would sublate
me, in a dialectical or communal modeommunity does not sublate the
finitude it expose<Community itself, in sum, is nothing but this exjms

It is the community of finite beings, and as suthisi itself a finite
community. In other words, not a limited communéty opposed to an
infinite or absolute community, but a communiby finitude, because
finitude “is” communitarian, and because finituderg is communitarian
(NancyThe Inoperative Communjt26-7).

Given death, a giving finitude, nonhuman animalsithus take part, ek-sist, only in
exposing themselves in and as this community afuiie. Community “is” the sharing
that is being as such, without memory and withougétting, beyond completion and
incompletion. As we learned in chapter three, itgcal injunction interpellates other
beings who come to be in sharing the disorientataly of its encounter which, only
insofar as it remains unnameable, that is, onlgfarsas it no longer and not yet makes
sense, resonates in the clothes of an impropersiplgra Thus is constituted a
nonreactive affirmative micropolitics which, tragim community to come, opens a
potential emergent trajectory of escape that isréd@ubled space oéspond-ability
the excessive recursivity between concept and Engexperience, between the
deafness of a given state of affairs and the irde@dalamour ofnfinite community.

In summary then, “community”—infinite ethos, uncdrehal hospitality—is
that which must withdraw in the opening of thetispace of politics. In withdrawing,
its trace of displacement composes the senselégsaletiemand, calling forth the
placeholding phrasing that is political hominati@anomination which presupposes
neither identity, nor substance, nor proper meatfihg

Here, we at last approach the sense of “commumypihd the human,” of a
community of finite beings always already beyonlde“human.” Such a community
affirms itself only in its withdrawal in and as tpelitical, and in so doing it interrupts
the phantasmatic effect of every genealogical tid ailences the everyday mis-
speaking of those “feeble windbags who promise muththe right to so do”
(NietzscheGenealogyll:2). It is communitywhich, inwithdrawing “is” the distance

that separates, or rathgpaces—i.e. finitude, or the shared incapacity to sharet—b

21 The political, writes Nancy, designates “the disposition of camity as such” The
Inoperative Community40). In this, we can understand why the politisalways communist,
but not necessarily communist politics.
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which alsopreventsseparation in the trace of its withdrawal, markihg irreducible
porosity that is exposition. It is this which givas to understand the Nietzschean

community of solitary friends as an announcinghafse who, as Derrida writes,

love in separation. The invitation comes to yownfrthose who catove

only at a distance, in separatidigui n'aiment qu’a se séparer au lgin
This is not all they love, but they love; they lolence, they love to
love—in love or in friendship—providing there isighwithdrawal. Those
who love only in cutting ties are the uncomprongsinends of solitary
singularity. They invite you to enter into this comnity of social

disaggregationdéliaisorj’ (Politics of Friendship35-6).

We are now in a position to define this “communitithout limit” as an infinite
commonality of singularities which shares and iniolhis shared all finite living
beings. Hence, to affirm the community of separgtiof withdrawal, is to love
without limit in the greatest possible proximitiat is, in sharing the inability to share,
in sharing an unbridgeable displacement from immeegin sharing the withdrawal
of community, in sharing the demand of an imposshmspitality, and in sharing the
ethical demand which opens the space of the pallitic

Such a community of separation thus stands in do@atrast to the exclusion
by which the man ofessentimentigures the other as “evil” and thence himself as
“good,” a division which, insofar as it depends mpexclusion, necessarily de-
generates. Rather, it is only in the withdrawalcofmmunity that can be found, in
Blanchot's words, “the friendship that discovers tmknown we ourselves are, and
the meeting of our own solitude which, precisely vannot be alone to experience
(‘incapable, by myself alone, of going to the lisndf the extreme’)”The Unavowable
Community 25). Only in this way might “crimes against thentanstatus become
impossible, having rendered inoperatiu@working the greasy workings of the
brutalising machineries of animalisation which sete render “brutes” on both sides
of the imaginary division.

Betrayal then, is the very condition of communapnd thus paradoxically of
vigilance, responsibility, and loyalty. A betrayalhich, exemplified by Kafka’'s
Investigator, takes the figure of a nomadic aninoéla lone wanderer ever seeking
community and commonality. Such is the futural geiwho or which bears the

strength to outlive “the human.” Such fidelity, lopose, must hold itself to a giving
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finitude which, in bearing witness, responds to tlomsubstitutable deaths of living
beings in re-marking the shared proximal distaheg is being-with.

So it is that here too we find the disjunctive spac the phrasing “animal
holocaust”: for friends of a community beyond thertan, there can be neither death
camp nor slaughterhouse, and it is to the slauigbtese, to the degenerate basement of
capitalism, which we turn in the final chapter. e will further explore the notion
of the promise and mutability, revisiting along thay various arguments from earlier
chapters, in considering the increasing centralftpiotechnology to so-called “post-
Fordist” capitalism.

By way of yet another reading of “animal holocaukere recapitulated in the
short form of a fable, let us conclude this panvaweer, although still in the context of
both the slaughterhouse and the laboratory, bylyrecalling Bobby. Bobby was the
name given to the dog who recognised, despitertf@eed degradation which marked
so-called “life” in the camps, the “humanness” ofjaup of Jewish POWSs in Nazi
Germany, a group which included philosopher Emmbnwerinas among their
number. The “free” men who gave the orders, as aglhe children and women who
passed by and sometimes raised their eyes, ré@alisas, “stripped us of our human
skin,” that is to say, stripped them of their recisgble human status, thus rendering
them “subhuman, a gang of apes” (“Name of a Do§). Bobby—the “last Kantian in
Nazi Germany” who, “unable to universalise maximd drives” and thus no Kantian
at all—was not fooled however: “For him, there wasdoubt that we were men” (49).

In the holocaust of animalisation, therefore, inchithe skin is stripped both
metaphorically and literally from the bodies of $gwnly this singular way of being-
dog amid the determined territory and determinimgatre of war, only this
nonsubstitutable dog to whom these men give thpgsroame “Bobby,” could, in the
mutual recognition of their ways of being, in tuaturn to these bodyings their human

skin.
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Part Five: Bio/Capital

10. Capital After Life and Life After Capital
Transhumanism, Posthumanism, and the Pharmacofdbgg &@romise

Sadism is about the structure of scientific visiam, which the body
becomes a rhetoric, a “persuasive” language linkexbcial practice.
Donna J. HarawaRrimate Visions

Introduction

In The Jungle(1906), a novelistic exposé of exploitative workipgactices in the
Chicago stockyards at the beginning of the twemtoenntury, Upton Sinclair describes
the industrialisation of “meat” as “the spirit ofafitalism made flesh” (376-7). A
century later, however, it would be more accuratsay that the spirit of Capitalism
promises tatranscendall flesh, even as animal bodies are exploited emtsumed
ever more intensely. This shift within agribusiness fact symptomatic of the much
broader transformation undergone by capitalismecent decades. A shift which is at
once both discontinuous with, and yet dependennugee industrial capitalism it
nonetheless claims to leave behind.

In particular, the shifting site of the slaughtarke (which | am using here as
a general term to refer to the large disassemldiofes in which living nonhuman
animals are killed, disarticulated, and transforrmed “meat,” be that as “cuts,” offal,
pastes, etc., and other component parts suchmsesias, teeth, hair, and bone, as well
as into “by-products” such as glue, gelatine, lisgr, and so on) offers a particularly
compelling example of both the discontinuity of §iadustrial” capitalism as well as
its continuing dependence upon an increasingly maliged industrial underbelly.
One immediate way to perceive this is through th@nging ways the slaughterhouse
in the West is framed for, and consumed by, thelipujaze. In Sinclair's day,
slaughterhouses offered popular tours in whichiscéral, affective response ... [was]
arguably integral to the spectacle of slaughtehiug@n Animal Capita) 95). Should an

American “socialist whistleblower” publish such adk today, however, she might
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well, as a result of the USA PATRIOT ACT (2001) atglsuccessors, end up having
to defend herself in court against a charge of diméerrorism. While | will return to
this shortly, for the moment | just want to suggeett “new” postindustrial capital
intersects with the “old” industrial capital mostpécitly in the penetration of animal
bodies—human as well as nonhuman.

Prophetically defined by Marx as “the abolition thfe capitalist mode of
production within the capitalist mode of productidgself” (Capital, 111:569), the
contemporary transformation of capitalism has sibeen marked in a variety of
ways—as the movement from Fordism to post-Fordisom) disciplinary societies to
societies of control, from national industries tans- and multinational corporations,
from commodity capital to “fictitious” or speculaé capital, from geophysical
colonialism to economic neocolonialism, and fronrgehemical to biospheric modes
of accumulation. To this list 1 would also add thmvement from stockyards and
packingtowns to factory farms and so-called “phaanimals, of which a transgenic
sheep named Polly, albeit less famous than herDaly, is still the best-known
example. Finally, as we will see, this historidaiftsis also a shift in the conception of
timeitself.

A less immediate, but perhaps more significant whyracing this shift is
through the transformed notion of reproductionlitsk is, of course, by no means
incidental that control over the reproduction ofdi@s—of nonhuman animals, of
human and nonhuman workers, and of capital itsatfdsfone of its most contentious
sites in the female gendered body of the nonhumanad. It is here, for example, that
we find the figure of Dolly, the first cloned she&go, born in June 1996, was
scientifically “fathered” by human males by way bér “parent” company PPL
therapeutics. As we will see, Dolly’s emergenceilsirty marks the transformation of
capitalist relations as well as their continuingeledence upon the industrial mode of
production. On the one hand, one of the aims ofCtbky “experiment” was to show
that her “natural” (i.e., germinal) ability to reqaluce could be bypassed in favour of a
more efficient (i.e., patriarchal) means of reprctthn. Indeed, it is here that cloning
crosses most clearly with slavery insofar, as Sa&manklin notes, they share “this
recognition of the shame and disempowerment thedsaens the loss of reproductive
power” (“Dolly’s Body,” 355). On the other hand, Wever, it remains essential that
Dolly should continue to produce spring lambs whe@erceived as “natural” in every

sense, thus servingnter alia, to ensure that cloning would not thereby deny
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postindustrial capitalism of its slaughterhousestltermore, it is here, inscribed in the
consumable flesh of Dolly’s offspring, that | loeathe danger of an incomplete or,
rather, astalled deconstruction of the nature-culture dichotomy—eahstruction
traced throughout this thesis as quite literallg tlgrounding” question of “the
animal.”

The “post” of postindustrialism orpostFordism is thus in a strict sense a
misnomer, yet it remains a very productive one faass@s it further marginalises
contemporaneous industrial modes of production lsretore “primitive” or
“backward.” This, | suggest, is experienced mosady by those who find themselves
ground under the wheels of agribusiness “wet wotkdeed, the biotechnological
revolution—the flagship of postindustrial capitatis-both demands and effaces an
ever increasing exploitation, alienation, and comstion of both factory workers and
factory animals. Moreover, in the process, theimtiibn between the two becomes
increasingly blurred.

At the same time, however, the transformation ndhrg the “post” is in
another sense absolutely discontinuous with inghgiroduction, a sense which must
be understood as a shift from the conditioned &uhconditioned. A shift, that is to
say, from a determined linear temporality (exenmuifsomewhat ironically by the
slaughterhouséisassembly line) to an undetermingdharmacologicalmovement of
reversibility and “recapacitation.” By “pharmacoicgl,” | am here following both
Derrida and Bernard Stiegler to denote that whictcturally reserves for itself the
function of both remedy and poison at once. Thermphaological, therefore, is always
already both promise and threat. Here, it will beven, this rupturing of linear
determinism not only interrupts traditional notion$ patriarchy and genealogical
descent with the promise of a material “transhumamhortality, but also interrupts
any possible recourse to the all too familiar resgereaction dichotomy so often
employed to exclude nonhuman animals.

This is not to say, however, that postindustriabtapitalism” is therefore
more responsive as far as actual, nonsubstitutatotdduman animals are concerned.
Rather, we find instead that “the animal” is onagaia represented—albeit in a
transformed and indeeghatentablesense—as both pathic and undying, and thus
excluded from the shared concerns of finitude. Tesults from the fact that the
promise of biotechnology remains dependent updmetoric of genetic determinism,

both for its moral justification and in order tofafe the threat of its necessary
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indeterminism. Nevertheless, what Dolly demonstretgsecisely the impossibility of
biological determinism insofar as, at both theuall and the organismic level, she
interrupts, and even reverses, the arrow of timghat is, | arguea writing of and on
the body and which as such is necessarily subject to whssdion. It is this which
allows us to better engage with Stiegler’s ongatigmpt to reinstall a secure human-
animal distinction through an exploration of thetioo of “life always already freed
from life.” Here, | will argue that, insofar as ham psychotechnics canniot fact be
separated from what Stiegler calls “animal vigilficthis necessarily renders
inoperative the very human-animal distinction whisbrves to ground Stiegler’s
promise of a technical remedy to the poison of nettgy.

By virtue of a reworked notion of Stiegler's coreoncept of
“epiphylogenesis,” however, | will argue that theew” science of biotechnology
nonetheless produces new possibilities for intemgpthe sadistic reduction of
nonhuman animals to reactive machinery, as welthasvery rhetoric of genetic
determinism required for their biotechnological italsation in the first place. Finally,
by way of the dispersed temporality of promissaapital, | will conclude this thesis
by exploring the notion of biotechnology as a rdded pharmakon o&xcessive
mutability, allowing me in turn to draw together the varidlmeads of my argument.
Thus, on one hand excessive mutability providegtioenised remedgf an immortal
transhumaist assemblag@nd the poisonous threat of life-consuming zoonoses. O
the other, however, it promises botlp@sthumaism of vigilant betrayaland at once
threatens always to collapse into the poison oblalbs nihilism. Moreover, these two
positions are diametrically opposed: the remediietzschean betrayal is the poison
of the transhuman, just as the transhuman curatitree poison of posthumanism.

Marginalisation and the industrial underbelly

In “Postscript on the Societies of Control” (199@G))les Deleuze, following Michel
Foucault, offers a broad sketch of the key marldrshe shift from “disciplinary
societies” to “societies of control.” Whereas dndiciary societies, evidenced by the
standardisation imposed by large-scale industrystitute a “capitalism of
concentration, for production and for property,tigties of control rather constitute

“essentially dispersive” circuits which are “contous and without limit” (6). Thus,

244



writes Deleuze, in the disciplinary period, the lesmg of space and the Taylorist
disciplining of time and motion finds its exemplafigures in the factory and the
prison, whereas control societies by contrast draracterised by an open-ended
rhizomatic network populated by “undulatory” orhgi subjects always in debt and
dominated by corporations (&Y

However, Deleuze is right to emphasise the fad, thahis analyses of the
disciplinary societies which constitute the indiadising period of the eighteenth,
nineteenth, and early twentieth-centuries, FoucaeNertheless insists on the uneven
and gradual transition from one order to anothdre Emergence of disciplinary
societies, in other words, constitutes but oneohitstl epoch, both subsequent to, and
overlapping with, earlier “societies of sovereighignd prior to, and overlapping with,
the “societies of control” instituted following Wdr War II. There is, therefore, no
abrupt discontinuity of such epochs, but ratheraamays uneven topography of
transition. Despite this, Deleuze nevertheless gamesto assert that, even while
Foucault was writing, “a disciplinary society wabkat we already no longer were” (3).
By contrast, the multiply-penetrated bodies of nonhn animals serve today to
explicitly demonstrate both the continuing overlapd the mutual dependence of, the
two later orders or modalities—an overlap that sebdoadly to coalesce along the
global North/South divide. The financialisationpaistindustrial capitalism is, in short,
both supported and constrained by an increasingygmalised industrial mode of
production.

Industrial capitalism is itself characterised byotwistinct yet continuous
stages. Firstly, there is the large-scale divissbrlabour that institutesnanufacture
and which, in the process, “mutilates the workeming him [ic] into a fragment of
himself” (Marx Capital, 1:482). In the place of specialised knowledge, timeo words,
all that is required of the worker is the endlegtmatic repetition of a single simple
task. Secondlyindustrial capitalism comes into being when, in additionhte division
of labour, the application of machines for prodgcisurplus value further reduce
workers to mere “organs” in the service of “a prciike mechanism” (457). In
manufacture, labour was thus for the first timecsmirated or assembled in one place

at the same timas the workers themselves were disassembled oy lok$articulated

122 |n this context, see also Michael Hardt & Antoiegri’s Empire (2000) on the shift from
the hegemony of material labour to thairomaterial labour, exemplified by the reproduction
of affect common to both the entertainment andiserndustries.
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in every sense. Thereafter, with the introductibmdustrial machinery, workers were
increasingly reduced to simple organic—yet infilyiteeproducible and substitutable—
parts of the great machinery, both literal and syieb of capitalist reproduction. To
this we can further add the institution of the adsky line in the Ford automobile
factories of the early twentieth-century, which cdme considered as an
intensification—in the sense of both increased petigity and increased
fragmentation and evisceration—of both of thesegsees, the product as well as the
worker being rationalised and standardised.

The fact that it was the slaughterhouse which, watliteralas well as figural
fragmentation and evisceration, so fittingly praddhe model for Fordism helps us to
understand theo-constitutivereduction of humamand nonhuman animals to “mere”
organs. A co-constitution, that is to say, formgdileir interpenetration as fragments
of “merely” living flesh, and by their consumptidar profit. This can be seen, for
example, in the largely overlapping discourses etippy economic neocolonialism
(as described below) on the one hand, and the gralwf the foreign in the Same on
the other (as explored in part four). Moreoveisihot by chance that it is within the
windowless walls of Western slaughterhouses andattygacking factories that, more
than anywhere else today (or at least more explidgftthat term can be used to refer
to something systematically hidden), the apparemilynoded forms of a capitalism of
enclosure are maintained right alongside, and mgshwith, the most futural
informatic and control networks, exemplified by Mbathe transnational giants of
agribusiness and the so-called “pharm” animalsiofelohnology. In this way, while
all the excesses of the industrial period are methiwithin the slaughterhouse,
agribusinesgroductionis nonetheless thoroughly postindustrial, depemndis it does
upon venture capital and stock market investmather than vice versa.

This apparent contradiction of transition is peshapst clearly evident in the
neocolonialism underwriting so much of the so-chli&reen Revolution.” Beginning
in the 1960s, wealthy countries of the North useashemic and legislative power to
force farmers in poorer countries such as IndiggeAtina, Paraguay and Brazil to
maximise acreage productivity by planting monoaetaoash crops such as soybeans
and corn for export (the former almost entirely dise feed “livestock” in the EU,
China, and the US). This in turn required the inipgr of high-priced pesticides,
herbicides, and chemical-based and petroleum-drfiedilisers from the North at the

cost of a spiralling debt and dependency. SimiJaHyoughout the 1970s and beyond,
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the US and the World Bank only offered loans tontdas such as Mexico, Nicaragua
and Costa Rica on the condition that huge areasioforest were to be cleared to
provide grazing for “cattle.” Since the 1980s, hgem as the Western markets for
meat consumption began to decline as a result aftheoncerns, agribusiness
behemoths such as Smithfield and Tyson have sonsfigiad to open up new markets
in developing countries, again with the help of Werld Bank. This is achieved in
part by framing notions of “development,” “progrgsand “modernity"—and by way
of such terms as “nutrition,” “health,” “status,Vifility,” “need,” “demand,” and so
forth—in terms of an increased consumption of ahjmatein*

All of this goes into the enormous “housings” oflurstrialised death and
disarticulation which, masked and yet releasinguhmiistakable odours of industrial
pollutants, are invariably constructed on the aufslof towns already devastated by
poverty and racial tensions. In this way, the shedouses of the ghettoised North
continue to render explicit the contemporary wowfdthe West’'s colonial past,
highlighting its structural racism and—implicit explicit—discourses of eugenics, as
we will see in the later discussion concerning #pecalyptic rhetoric of a cross-
species pandemic. Indeed, | suggest that parteofetason for the movement from the
spectacular guided tours of the slaughterhous&snafair's day to the blank walls, the
accusatory rhetoric of sentimentality, and the dsawhose explicit function is to
block the public gaze, is in fact in order to camcéhis remnant of something
supposedly long past. Such a degree of concentraginclosure and exploitation, in
other words, is no longer considered acceptabléhén“clean” information age of
postindustrial society—at least, that is to saythe “civilised” citizens of the North.

Hidden thus within the enclosure of the slaughtase the various modes of
capitalist reproduction remain clearly visible. Timgmentation inherent in the
concentrated division of labour common to manufactis clearly evident in the
devalorisation of the slaughterer's labour, coimgd with the replacement of
individuals possessing specialist knowledge asaokilling, bleeding, and butchering
of nonhuman animals by a labour process divideol eanhumber of single, endlessly

repeated tasks. This remains today the modaligfaafghter, for the simple reason that

123 On this see, for example, Richard TwiAmimals as Biotechnologyl27-135; Juliet
Gellatley & Tony WardleThe Silent ArKLondon & SF: Thorsons, 1996), 145-184; and David
Nibert Human Rights Animal Right$02-113. On the inextricability of “meat,” patriéig and
“virility,” see Derrida “Eating Well,” or the Calglation of the Subject.”
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large and, for the most part, healthy nonhuman alsirare unpredictable: they resist
and they fight for their lives. Not yet renderedfisiently docile by selective breeding,
the labour of slaughter thus requires that thedeliging beings be physically
dominated by other, technologically-assisted livbgjngs. Thus, one worker fires a
retractable bolt into the brain of one cow afteother. A second worker attaches a
chain to one hind leg after another. A third, teécker,” cuts one throat after another,
and so on. Within the same windowless enclosuee utistoppable disassembly line
further transforms hundreds of other, “less skillewrkers into animate organs of its
machine, compelled by its relentless speed to atiacset number of kidneys every
hour, to slice off so many feet and to empty outrsmy stomachs.

The disassembly line remains today identical inball scale to those of the
Chicago slaughterhouses which, in his 1922 autedpig/ My Life and WorkHenry
Ford describes as the inspiration for his fact@geably line. The general idea, he
writes, came from the mechanised chain by whichstlepended corpses of nonhuman
animals were moved from worker to worker, each bbm repeatedly performed one
step in the process of “dressing beef.” It wasyotal Ford, “the first moving line ever
installed” (cit. Pattersorcternal Treblinka 72). This process, at once technological
and disciplined and disciplinary, introduced sormeghnew, as Charles Patterson
notes, into the ongoing industrialised exploitatadriabour: that of “the neutralisation
of killing and a new level of detachment” (72), ther reducing workers to mere
adjuncts of the machinery of capitalisfi.

Nevertheless, the *“less-skilled” operations—the olab performed upon
corpses, in short—are increasingly coming to beiexhrout today by machines
utilising the same knives as the “less efficientdrieers once did. Hence, a single
machine now carries millions of chickens, suspendedide-down from hooks,
through an electrocution bath. A second machine gngomatically chops off their
heads. Meanwhile, a third machine scrapes clearskives of a million pigs, and
another immerses them in a tank of boiling watad so on, each of these machines

being for the most part overseen by a single workdong the length of the

124 |In keeping with our discussions of the previouaptbrs, and particularly with regard to the
improper phrasing “animal holocaust,” it shouldoalse noted that Henry Ford was also a
fanatical anti-Semite who throughout the 1920s usisdown newspaper to promulgate a
vicious anti-Semitic campaign. These publicatiorserhugely popular in Germany and with
Hitler himself, who came to regard Ford as “a caiera-arms.” On this, see Patterson
Eternal Treblinka71-9.
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contemporary disassembly line, therefore, the pis@ry modalities of manufacture,
large-scale industry and Fordism all continue texcst.

It is not by chance, however, that, in additionthe countless numbers of
domesticated animals, tHeumananimals who find themselves exploited by these
“older” yet contemporary modalities of capitalistoguction are almost exclusively
those figured as “less than (properly) human”:géleimmigrants, asylum seekers,
people of colour, women, the dispossessed andidhally disenfranchised. Excluded
as the foreign in the Same, the various devalorggedpings are then pitted against
each other (and the Other) in a cynical displagrercise of corporate capitalisfi.
As Deleuze writes, in the postindustrial era of tooinsocieties, the corporation
protects itself from mass resistance—through tragienising, for example—insofar
as it “constantly presents the brashest rivalryaasealthy form of emulation, an
excellent motivational force that opposes individuagainst one another and runs
through each, dividing each within” (“Postscrips). Indeed, in this can be perceived
how the myth of a “state of nature,” of a war otleaagainst the all, continues to
naturalise—perhaps ever more effectively—neoliberdividualism on behalf of the

“new” societies of control.

Postindustrial factories: bioreactive bodies and maimals

Postindustrial capitalism, with its new technolagyie dispersion, nonetheless seeks
contemporaneously to construct entirely new typefactories which instantiate not
only a new reproductivity and a corresponding neatepiity, but also a “new”
temporality Whereas the industrial factory discretised tiaigiding up the working
day into hours, minutes, and seconds, timing est&y, every movement, in the search
for the most efficient automaticisation of its werkools, the new factory aims to
employ and to embody life itself, deconstructing timear irreversibility of “natural”

chronological time and instituting an unconditionaedtwork in its place. These

125 “Multiple ethnic divisions among the workers fuioct as an element of control in the
labour process. The transnational corporation adesewith different methods and degrees of
exploitation and repression each of the ethnic gsoaf workers ... and divisions among the
workers along the various lines of ethnicity andnification prove to enhance profit and
facilitate control” (Hardt and NegrEmpire 200). See alséast Food Nationdir. Richard
Linklater (Tartan Video, 2007).
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postindustrial factories are the so-calte@ahsgenicanimals themselves—also known
as “bioreactors” or “pharm” animals—whose bodyingmtain man-made genetic
modifications (and which Sarah Franklin very deldiely calls “manimals” rather
than the more neutral “humanimals”). It is no cadence that the term “bioreactor”
also names the machines which both culture cetlssabject them to physical stimuli
in order to incite a nonspecific “protoform” teelf-assembleinto a specified
morphology. “Pharm” animals, in other words, araofbactors” because they are
considerednstruments of fabricatianFor example, a transgenic “dairy” animal may
be constructed so as to carry and express a huemamniig order tonanufacturecertain
proteins in her milk or blood which can then be dude make pharmaceutical
commodities for rare genetic diseases as well msdmmon metabolic disorders such
as diabetes.

While Polly the sheep was one such “manimal,” herexfamous queer kin
Dolly was not, insofar as she wasn’t a pharm anirbat rather served to validate
through her being the very experimental technolegych promised to produce
“manimals” in the future. Nevertheless, Dolly t@s, Franklin says, can be “thought of
as a nuclear breeder reactor in that she, too, model of a specific kind of
manufacture—not through her milk, but in her embeatit of the viability of [somatic
cell] nuclear transfer using differentiated adu#ls from culture” Dolly Mixtures
210-211n3). In this, Dolly in fact exemplifies thenctioning of the “promise” not
only within the biotechnological domain, but in theoliberal financialisation of the
globe in general.

More than even this, however, Dolly embodies thétgalto reverse timeand
thus, as we will see, promises nothing less thpatantialimmortality—a claim by no
means contradicted by her untimely death in 2008 eesult of lung disease common
to animals kept in close confinement. For the mameowever, it is sufficient to note
that, in the context of the transformation fromcgénary societies to societies of

control, the shift to postgenomics—

has been occasioned by changes in how the geneaged and imagined,
whereby the language of genetic codes, messagdsjnformation has
yielded to discourses of genetic pathways, switcloesconstructs to be
downloaded .... It is these transformations—at ono&ceptual and
technological, as well as commercial and politicalhd nationally
specific—that the making of Dolly the sheep bothmdestrates and
performs (FranklirDolly Mixtures 34).
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It is this postgenomic shift—that is to say, a moeat subsequent to, and dependent
upon, the mapping of the human genome—away fromnaerstanding of the gene as
determined and determining which permits, amonegrotiings, an ever more intimate
experimentation speculating upon the conversionosthuman bodies into innovative
forms of capital. In this way, biotechnology findself, by way of available funding
opportunities, changes in patent law and so fantreasingly entwined with both the
pharmaceutical industry and agribusiness in thestgigecapitalise on farmed animals
in ever more innovative ways.

However, as a number of theorists have pointed Righard Twine perhaps
foremost among them, this speculative venture reguiin addition to favourable
regulation and a promissory rhetoric, “a reductwew of the animal as genetic
knowledge” Animals as Biotechnolog$l). The reasons for this are quite simple: in
order to justify the instrumentalisation of otherimaals, those animals must first be
objectified as instruments. Such animals, that is, must firstréguced to “mere”
mechanisms entirely determined by cause and e#adt,in stark contrast to the “free
will” attributed only to the human animal. Such &w, in other words, reduces
nonsubstitutable living beings to Cartesiéactories of reproduction. Moreover,
biotechnology, continues Twine, not only perpetsdke factory metaphor, but in fact

realises it:

Under biopower, the factory metaphor is unsurpgstthe emphasis is on
the controlled productivity of the body, be thatlw form of meat, labour,
fithness or new offspring. ... In a reductionist senarimal bodies are
factories for the production of protein for humaonsumption, for the
conversion of plant material into animal commoditie The
commercialisation of animal bodies for the prodoeti of
biopharmaceuticals serves to bring this literaldpas factory” explicitly
into relief. ... Whereas the conversion of the anifmady into information
takes the organic into an inorganic media, the begyfactory and
laboratory reverses this, but similarly blurs tloeibhdaries between organic
and inorganic, and between body and technology{93-

In this, the cloned or “pharm” animal-as-factorysigmptomatic of the more general
shift from life conceivednetaphoricallyas information, to life understood practically
as itsliteral actualisation which can be patented and thus confieédConstituted as

an accumulation of determined genetic knowledgeh subody is thus re-constituted
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as a mediated and distributed materiality entirslyted to the highly mobile,
geographically dispersed networks of telecommuitnand commercial capital.

In contrast to industrial model of selective breggiDolly as a standardised
productis no longer what matters. Rather, it is only agramise, as a venture of
capital, that she counts. Her value, in other wordsides only in her potential to
generate innumerable and unpredictable futureftifens, and thus infinite surplus
value. It is in this way that the promise of bidteology is promoted as the answer to
apparent limits of capitalist growth, a claim whiphrallels, and depends upon, the
shift beyond the “biological barrier” formerly cadsred as a “natural’” boundary
beyond which only God could trespass. In this cdntine promissory value of both
bioremediation and “extremophiles,” for examplepksvious. By way of the former,
new microbes can be designed which will “clean ugiustrial—even radioactive—
waste, whilst at the same time reproducing surplatie for their “owners.”
Extremophiles, meanwhile, are microorganisms whiveéhn environments previously
thought impossible to support any life—environmenithout oxygen and light, for
example'?®

Reproducible at the genetic level, manufactured mwadhufacturing cyborg
bodyings—neither wholly living nor wholly organi@nd forever working towards
their own consumption—are thus by definition intehy replaceable. Thus, while no
longer constituted as a mass pathic body at thel le¥ the species, individual
nonhuman animals nonetheless remain resolutelyingdgminently “lose-able” and
thus killable. Indeed, somewhat ironically, actmainsubstitutable animals such as
Dolly and Polly are now consideresd individual as to bg@atentable but only insofar
as they are identically reproducible, a processclwhhus both presupposes and
extends the naturalisation of “the animal’paisperty.

Such bodies, never entirely alive, have no valueeimg Their value resides
entirely in the informatic promise articulating théeshly materiality, a value which
can only be actualised in thadisarticulation, be that into “cuts” or into cells. &h
nonhuman animal thus becomes at once informatwarktand speculative capital,

already calculated as fragments for consumptiororbebeing born and already

26 It is in the context of the promissory value otremophiles that one could do well to
consider the way an antienvironmentalist neoliiemalhas appropriated complexity theory.
See, for example, James E. Loveldskia: A New Look at Life on Eartfl987). On the
affinities between such a position and neolibecainemics, see Coopérfe as Surplus41-
50.
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commodified for future consumption in as yet unknovorms. More than this,
corporate capitalism comes to control, and indegd and institute, the transnational
flows of a new form ofechno-bio-logicakeproduction. As a result, the actual clinical
trialing of biopharmaceutical products, for exampgeincreasingly being outsourced
to the South. Similarly, the unregulated globadé&an unfertilised human eggs is
increasingly a feature of the marginalised Southd (enust thus be studied in their
specific, locally situated emergences). Typicatyboth of these instances it is women
who must bear the brunt of this implicit notionafesser value placed upon the lives
and bodies of the nonWestern “other.”

At the same time, the old industrial-model slauditase remains. Only, as |
have suggested, it is deregulated and displacea timt margins by way of an
increasingimmigrantisationof “meat.” Moreover, the promise of ever-largerdiets
and industrial slaughterhouses remains dependentmany ways upon the
postindustrial promise of biotechnology. This ig just in order to produce more cost-
effective “food” animals such as genetically-engireal blind hens who would
apparently “benefit” from not having to witness ithewn conditions, but also to
justify the continuing slaughter on environmentadunds. If bioremediated microbes,
for example, can be built not only to clean theremaus and enormously toxic lagoons
of fecal matter that are the inevitable by-prodoictmass slaughter, but moreover to
flourish in doing so, then a major “natural” lingih the industrialisation of “meat” will
have been overcome. Indeed, like the capitalistag@tion of “green” concerns like
recycling, the massive overproduction of cowshibrpises to become a profitable

venture in itself.

The promise of new times: serpents and sheep

With this interarticulation of two modalities of m#al, we thus discover two
contradictory temporalities. For the poor countoéthe South, the North exports, as a
rationale for market and geophysical coercion,\autionary narrative of “progress”
and “modernity.” For the North by the North, howevea second narrative is
constructed: that of post-modernist reversibilitgcapacitation, and immortality. On
the one hand, this pushes the South ever furthertie margins of “base” industrial

production figured by a myth of redemptive tempityathe promise of a “modern”
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future for which the poor must sacrifice themseligetay. On the other, the poor of the
North are reduced to desolation on the basis ofdpéalist promise of an incalculable
future which nonetheless remains dependent uporhnititerical limits of capitalism,
limits which “unfortunately” but inevitably impovish the present. Whereas Deleuze
writes that societies of control have as their emgtic animal the “undulatory”
serpent (“Postscript,” 5), | would argue that itr&gher a certain postgenomic sheep
who best embodies the postindustrial narratives Thbecause Dolly, at both cellular
and organismic levels, not so much undulates atobut ratheinterrupts and even
reverses the arrow of time itself, and it is around thisomised reversal that the
imaginary of a certain neoliberal transhumanismecest*’

“Developed” by lan Wilmut, Dolly was not fashion&dth the intention of
producing a clone, but was rather part of a langavily-funded corporate project to
build more efficient transgenic animals (Dolly hedfsvas not transgenic) capable of
expressing pharmaceutical products for human confroaiion and consumption. In
fact, her status as a “clone” is largely irrelevienher promise (indeed, she is arguably
not a clone anyway, insofar as she was generabead tihe merger ofwo cells from
two female parents, a Finn Dorset ewe and a Scottatkiaice). Rather, Dolly’s value
is as atechnique that of somatic cell nuclear transfer (SCNT)—ehteque which
transforms the very notion of the biological.

Recalling here that the promise of biotechnologyethels upon a reduction of
“the animal” to determined genetic knowledge far mhoral justification, what the
“viability” of Dolly teaches us, however, is thati$ precisely such a notion of genetic
determinism that can no longer be maintained. Bdosg considered self-evident—at
least as far as nonhuman beings are concerned—mid@olly the genetic was
“defined by its one-way instructional, coding ottetenining capacity” (Franklimolly
Mixtures 33)1?® According to such an understanding of genetic tiong however,
Dolly constitutes a biological impossibility. This because deterministic gene
function presupposes that in its development eathneust irretrievably “commit”
itself to becoming a specific type, be it a heait or a skin cell or whatever and, in

thus committing itself, it loses the capacity teatw@e any other type of cell.

2" There are of course many different ways of undeding the notion of the “transhuman.”
For a good example of a radical rather than reaatio interpretation, see Keith Ansell
Pearson’¥/iroid Life: Perspectives on Nietzsche and the $haman Condition

128 1n the following discussion of the science behidally’s emergence, | am indebted to the
work of Sarah Franklin.
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According to this linear schema, therefore, cellsstridecide” once and for
all at each stage of their teleological differettia, with each decision being
irreversible and irrevocable. Coincident with itéfefentiation, these decisive steps
lead immutably to the aging and death of the mar¢#ll Hence, the determinist view
of the gene insists, by virtue of an irrevocablédiractionality, on an uninterrupted
progress towards a specificity of function. Any @ivcell can therefore become
nothing other than what it already is, that iscan neither reverse time to become
newly totipotent (i.e., an undifferentiated celkthvthe potential to become any form of
tissue, of which the embryonic stem cell is the thrmmeebrated, and controversial,
example), nor can it reverse direction in ordegntbark upon a specific new trajectory
of development.

What Wilmut, Keith Campbell and the team at the IRodnstitute
established, however, is that biological developnoam in fact be reversed, even in
fully differentiated adult cells. Indeed, this ieetmain reason why Dolly herself is seen
as breaching an apparently “natural” boundary. daoed” from a mortal adult
mammary cell, the very bodying of Dolly demonstsatieat such cells can indeed re-
function asimmortal reproductive germline cells. Dolly the shepshort, embodies
this pluridirectional movement at the most elemktgael. Initially described by
Wilmut as a process of “de-differentiation,” Frainkinore accurately describes it as a
“recapacitatiori of cell functionality (41). In this, a capacitihdught to be decisively
lost in the temporalising of specialisation eitlwms out never to have been lost, or
else such “decisions” never in fact take place.sTHuanklin points out, “another way
to describe what the Dolly technique enables ist@mporalisation of biology. In other
words, through biotechniques, the temporality af bwological is being rescaled, or
even recreated” (41).

Cell recapacitation, in other words, promises sahortality. While various
implications of this, specifically in the domain dissue engineering, will be
considered in detail later insofar as it informe thopian discourse of “transhuman”
enhancement, for the moment | want to consider ttogvimpacts specifically upon
the ways of being—and their removal—of nonhumanmaits. Most importantly,
recapacitation promises to transform the lived terality of domesticated animals—
so-called “livestock”™—insofar as breeding stock thee form of actual nonhuman
animals, or even just the eggs and the sperm (wsiithrequire actual animals,

however distanced in space and time), are no loregprired for viable reproduction.

255



Rather, a single animal, living or dead, in whoteiropart, can now be transformed
into a gene bank from which an entire herd of atbarimals can be produced in the
space of a few months, rather than over severalsyeghis compression of
genealogical time, as Franklin explains, simultarsgpo “offers total nuclear genetic
purity, in perpetuity, and under patent” (“Dolly&ody,” 353) and is thus considered
an advance over the unpredictability of sexual adpction. Hence, whereas Fordist
breeding techniques reproduce genealogy as a sofircelividual value and thus
surplus value, somatic cell nuclear transfer irstdaranges this temporality and
spatiality entirely. In short, nactual animals are required to achieve a perpetual
germline repository and thus a certain form of imtality—what Franklin terms “life
stock.”

While no “actual” animals are required to producegemetically pure herd,
however, the actual “identical” nonhuman animalstivht herd must nonetheless
continue to producesiable offspring—"“viable” here referring to “natural’ seal
reproduction as well as to the process of commmatibn itself. Bioengineered
animals, in short, must also be able to “naturaligpbroduce, if only to reassure
potential consumers concerned with the questioth@f “naturalness.” In this way,
the viability—in the sense of their literal consuitldy—of the herd’s “natural”
offspring serves to retroactively natusalthe bioengineered herd at the same time as
ensuring that all the *“old” industrial disassembliyes hidden behind blank
slaughterhouse walls continue to run at top speed.

We can now further understand the viability—that the promise—
performed by Dolly. A singular, nonsubstitutabletemglity that is at once patentable
and infinitely reproducible, she brings togetheamd as one body the promise of the
industrial and the postindustrial, discipline anghttol in a mutual articulation of
informatics, biotechnology and immortality on theechoof and, on the other, a global
agribusiness dealing in biotechnologically-accatmtaleath. Dolly intersects here too
with the biotechnological pharmacology of healtde-enhancing pharmaceuticals
crossing with death-accelerating antibiotics andwgin hormones. At one extreme
there is a perpetually-extended human lifespan aaride other there is the accelerated
death of the slaughterhouse. Further, just as “hssaves to efface the more difficult
human-nonhuman interactions behind an unidentdiaplastic-wrapped trope, so too
biotechnology continues to efface its most problgmauman-nonhuman interactions

by way of a determinist rhetoric of “data bankstideequencing.”
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Owning emergence, determining the undetermined

To reiterate, Dolly’s value liesot in her actual, nonsubstitutable being, but rather
the techniqueof which she provides the proof of viability. Ihig, Dolly herselfis

without value. Unlike in the case of the stud anjraa Franklin makes cleatr,

neitherher own genesor her own generative capacity are valuable. ... In
this sense, cloning by nuclear transfer enablestgeoapitalto be removed
from the animal herselfand doubly so. ... Dolly’'s own ability to produce
lambs is merely a subordinated sign of her indigldaability as a natural-
technical product of corporate bioscience. ... The af producing Dolly
was to demonstrate the viability of a techniquet thygpassesher own
reproductive capacity, which is too inexact (“D&lBody,” 352-3).

It is exactly here, by way of these new temposditithat biocapitalism indeed seeks
yet again to bypass its own “natural” biologicaldaremporal limits. The vertical
linearity of genealogy is thus rewritten as a pusistrial rhizomatic network at the
level of both genes and bodies. Moreover, these“lexels’—as we shall see in the
critique of Stiegler’s philosophical anthropologythe next section—in fact coexist on
the same plane, reciprocally articulating one agoith a transductive relationship.

Furthermore, Dolly here embodies, as both engimedechnique and
organism, the promise of regenerative medicin@éaldvel of tissue engineering. This
is because it is only the (patentable) genergthaeess not its actualisations, which
counts: an informatic anthaterial speculation the biological promise is the future
which remains to be both ventured into and uporprémise, moreover, of future
property rights regulated by an ever-looser patent law, ahda newly-instituted
paternitybeyond all limits—what Melinda Cooper terms “a et realised surplus of
life” (Life as Surplus140). It is the promise, in other words, of thensfarmation of
life into a patentable property of origin and intinpotential, in which one holds the
rights to all possible future forms. It is, in shothe promised ownership of “the
moment of emergence” itself (127).

That this premise depends upon the deconstructiorbi@ogical time
understood as a determined linearity has an en@raoay of consequences, not least

for the presupposition—that nonhuman animals ataaible to genetic information—
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which serves to “ground” the promissory discourkbiotechnology in the first place.
The promise of an infinitsurplusof life, that is, contradicts the vergductionof life
which functions to justify itaiseas property. As we have seen, a rhetoric of genetic
determinism is employed so as to morally enableotigoing experimental practice of
genetic indetermination. This, however, is not its onpyrpose. In addition, the
discursive reduction of nonhuman life to an ingiire; unidirectional mechanism, to
the transmission of a simple code, serves at ooaefface the threat of excessive
mutability inherent in the post-Dolly practices of biotectogy. In short, the rhetoric
of genetic determinism—what Kaush®&under Rajan calls both a “conventional
fiction” and a “fetish"—serves at once to groune goromise of biocapital in moral
termsandto efface the very real danger attending its esteesndeterminism. Lastly,
one should also consider the supportive role playgedhe “old” patriarchal and
Platonic economy of genetic determinism—in whicé thale imprints its DNA upon
the passive female egg—in the constitution of DsIfnew” scientific “paternity.”
While the Dolly technique, insofar as it is the egggoplasm which serves as the
“instructor” within what is always asituated biological communicatidr(Franklin
Dolly Mixtures 42), thus overturns the original patriarchal detarsm, Dolly herself

is nonetheless reappropriated within a scientifatemity founded upon a (male
human) mastery of the (female animal) body.

Most important here, however, is that Dolly embedaa explicitrefusal of
genetic determinism, a repudiation of behaviouristogical conditioning, performing
instead a biologicagblasticity. Moreover, insofar as pathways of genetic devekamm
can be reversed and reinstructed by external sisnuhis means that, in addition to
their newfound flexibility, genes have become thugtay “situationalandcontextudl
(44). As a result of the singular bodyings of DpBolly, and their queer kin, in other
words, the undetermined process of biological ifest henceforth be understood as
the mutual articulation of genetic and epigenefileats within positive feedback
loops. It is this process which Bernard Stieglemteepiphylogenesis-a way of being
which, as Dolly demonstrates, can no longer berictésti to human biological

processes.
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Countering reactive epiphylogenesis

As we have seen, and as is already marked by tme tkio-technology,” the
nonhuman animal body increasingly unsettles thenbary between the organic and
the inorganic—between body and technology—from bdtrections, animal-as-
information on the one hand, animal-as-factory twa dther. In what | am calling the
pharmacologyof the promise, this can perhaps be consideréthsthe dark side and
the dystopian material support of the tranhumautigpia. This unsettling of the limits
between technicity and animal bodies, in this chséh human and nonhuman,
inevitably calls to mind Stiegler’s recent philobogal and anthropological attempt to
yet again install an apparently secure human-anichbtomy.

For Stiegler, this boundary is re-drawn through tloencept of
epiphylogenesis, denoting the transmission of biotherited and newly-learned
knowledge beyond the lifespan of the individualttve form of artefactual memory
aids. By way of these artefacts, insofar as they arexteriorisation by way of
hypomnematathe technical and the human aceconstituting This is because, writes
Stiegler, exteriorisation and interiorisation (coiosisness) necessarily originate in a
transductiverelation, that is to say, a relation in which #lements do not precede
their relation. In this sense, the evolutionary egppg of “the human” as
consciousness (interiorisation) only emerges imretation to a technics, just as the
technological (exteriorisation) only comes intorggin its relation to the human.

Hence, according to Stieglegnimals can never be technical bodies
Moreover, not only do nonhuman animaist exteriorise, and thus not conserve
epigeneses, nor can they therefore possess any dbrfmternal” consciousness
whatsoever. As a result, nonhuman beings, insafahay possess neither collective
heritage nor the capacity to teach others, canrnespond but only and always

react'?®

A nonhuman living being, writes Stiegler—albeitthwvihe prefatory proviso
that this is the case only “[i]f molecular biologpycorrect”—*is defined by the somatic
memory of theepigeneticand the germinal memory of tigeneti¢ whichin principle

do not communicate with each oth€fechnics and Timél:4; final emphasis added).

129|n Bioethics in the Age of New Med2009),Joanna Zylinska also engages with Stiegler in
order to argue for a new ethics founded upon ar petationality of the human and the
nonhuman. She does not, however, question the ifogigceptionalism organising Stiegler’s
discourse.
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In other words, nonhuman animals aetermined solely on the level of species and
entirely by their genetic—as opposed to technicaymbolic—characteristics which
precede any actual appearing of an individual nordnubeing. Such an “individual”
thus exists in a state of something akin to the-cmrsciousness of perpetual
forgetting (in the blackest darkness, Stiegler sa})**°

Such a determinism, it should be noted straightyawsscribes nonhuman
beings as entirely substitutable and reproduciélery newborn is indistinguishable
from any other of the same species at the same sfagvolutionary development, the
only possible differentiation being in the specas a whole across the aeons of
evolutionary time. By contrast, for Stiegler thechmical-body that is the human
constitutes an absolute rupture with this “pure”lbf animals. The problem, however,
is that Stiegler nonetheless maintains his agreemvéh Jacques Derrida as to the
différancewhich constitutes “life” itself—here understood Bjiegler as the “pure
life” which is to be devoid of technicity—and whithus inscribes every living being
as always already ruptured by the trace. Whilegitrein drawing his human-animal
distinction, then goes on to argue that the ememefh “the human” as a technical-
body constitutes a further, utterly discontinuoupture, what needs to be remarked
here is that the differantial trace in fatteadyinscribes the bodying of “pure life” as
a co-constitutive (transductive) technical-bodylded, this last is further supported by
the very practice of molecular biology upon whostharity Stiegler would otherwise
like to found his claim. As Sunder Rajan explainkjle “a central source of authority
for genomics” stems from genetic determinism, thlatronship of genes to traits is
rather “a set of complex, multifactorial interactoofvhich are multifactorial both at
the genetic level and in the interactions of “gecieand “environmental” factorg”
(Biocapital 145; emphasis added). Paradoxically, Stiegler tieagices nonhuman
animals to non-conscious causal mechanisms whitmeg affirming that such “pure
biology” or “pure life” is always alreadgifférantfrom nonliving automata.

We have, by way of Nietzsche’s notion of an autteong and mutually

forming memory, to a large degree already engag#dthis latest charge by Stiegler,

130 Stiegler can here be read as reiterating Nietzsdamous contention in the second of the
Untimely Meditationghat “the animal” is a being who “at once forgetsl dor whom every
moment really dies, sinks back into night and fod & extinguished forever. Thus the animal
lives unhistorically’ (“On the Uses and Disadvantages of History fdel’i61). However, as |
have argued in the previous chapter, Nietzschetiomoof “the animal”—in contrast to
Stiegler's—refers not to living beings, but functsorather as &gure of the impossible state
of being prior to mnemotechnics.
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one in which the latter denies all consciousness, thus allsense to nonhuman
animals. We have briefly noted too the historicétigd historiology of the Addo
elephants, who have transmitted down through theerggions of their specific
sociocultural group a learned hatred for human alEmWe might also recall the
famous troop of Japanese macaques studied byJuarghiro and Kawamura Syunzo.
One of the troop, a young female, began washingWeet potatoes clean of grit and
sand before consuming them in order to protect teeth. This habit, which is
undoubtedly dechniqueas well as a gestural writing, was quickly transedtto other
youngsters and females via female-lineage hieraschvith the sub-adult males being
the last to learn. In this way, Donna Haraway notsgcial and technical innovation
emerged from the practices of youngsters and thethers” Primate Visions253-4).

It of course follows that, if such new habits canlbarned by contemporaries in the
group, they can therefore also be passed on dowrgénerations insofar as one’s
contemporary may also be one’s child.

However, the bodying of Dolly, and at once the Ra#chnique, has direct
consequencest the genetic levefor Stiegler's re-founding of the human-animal
distinction insofar as he proposes the origin ef tliman in and as its exteriorisation
as retentional technologies, of which writing is firivileged example. Here, | suggest,
recapacitation islreadya writing, a retentional technology of and on hioely. It is a
writing, that is to say, which, in contrast to tbee-way signalling presupposed by
genetic determinism, is transmissible both inteegationally and, indirectly by way of
epigenetic recapacitation situ, to one’s contemporaries.

There isiterability, in other words, always already at the genetielleand
thus sedimentation, habit, and encounter. Inddad, reiterates the notion of “life
already outside of itself” traced throughout thisdis. This is further supported by the
increasing focus within contemporary molecular iyl on epigenesis, and hence on
interaction and relation. As such, this necesstatefocus on singularly situated,
nonsubstitutable way(s) of being, that is to sgyoruthis actual, irreplaceable and
nonreplicable animal, and not upon the speciesemerpl. Similarly, this focus is
increasingly coming to inform laboratory as welleibological studies of nonhuman
animal behaviours. Such studies attempt to thiitk, rather tharfor, or everas those
beings with whom human scientists engage by foguspon the reciprocal relations
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which co-constitute in part thexperienceof both individual nonhuman animadsd
the individual human animals, who thus both stutly @spond to each oth&r.

However, despite calling upon the authority of mhbiology, Stiegler
nonetheless refuses just such an “experience” ltother animals. Moreover, this
human-animal distinction, already hugely problematirther serves as the basis of
Stiegler’s critique ohumanaudiovisual and informatic “psychotechnologies” @i
he claims, break up the “long circuits” génerational timet the behest of speculative
capital. This is because, as we shall see, ithe ‘dnimal’—or else an “aspect” of
animality—to whom or to which such psychotechnadsgiend up reducing “the
human.” In other words, in order to ground this alationary movement of
postindustrial capital, Stiegler must reduce—astiéar the most part, as we will see—
nonhuman animals to the level of “mere” instincties., genetically determined)
anticipation. He names this way of being, whiclihe permanent forgetting of non-
consciousness, “vigilance.” And yet, what Doilyter alia, makes explicit is precisely
that the postindustrial breaking up of generatiotiale, both symbolically and
literally, characterises societies of contiol genera) rather than being something
which, as Stiegler contends, can only happen to amu@nimals by way of
psychotechnologiek?

Whereas Stiegler bases his account on the palegytadf André Leroi-
Gourhan, here | have chosen to leave aside theidewable amount of recent
ethological findings which refute Stiegler's clainisr a human exceptionalism.
Rather, | have decided instead to focus on thetiguasswhich Dolly’s way(s) of being
raises for the notion of exteriorisation underst@sda break with “pure life.” By
further considering the implications of the “simpl®nhuman body as being already a
technical body, this will in turn permit us to foer rethink the notion of “life” as
always already freed from life. More importantipwever, what this engagement with

Stiegler's discourse also provides is a way to wtdad, by way of a reworking of

131 On this, see the influential (albeit as yet laygehtranslated) work of Vinciane Despret,
including Quand le loup habitera avec I'agned002), Hans, le cheval qui savait compter
(2004), Penser comme un rgR009) and, in particularEtre Bétewith Jocelyne Porcher

(2007).

32 This is not to suggest there was no manipulatibrgenerational time within Fordist

agribusiness—one thinks of artificial inseminatiand the chemical synchronisation of
menstrual cycles. | am rather referring here tankatution of a new, post-Fordist temporality
no longer defined by the modernist paradigm ofdim@rogress.
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epiphylogenesis, what | have callgd pharmacology of the promigem the position
of actualanimals.

Brought together with the dispersed temporalitypaimissory capital, | will
argue that we find here a doubling of fitearmakon while the promised remedies of
both the transhuman and the posthumanist must smmnebntrol the threat of a
poisonous mutability, this poison is figured infdient ways. Whereas the promise of
an immortal transhuman assemblage fears the poisaipotential zoonotic (i.e. inter-
species) pandemic, the monstrous zoogenetic proafise Nietzschean posthuman
animal must rather contend with a self-interestailism which inevitably finds its

place within a rigorously deconstructed Nature-Qngltbinary.

A darkness as black as one will

Despite being increasingly dispelled, it nonethelesemains a common
misapprehension that cloned beings (irrespectivespécies) will not only be
genetically identical, not onlyphysically identical, but also will be somehow
condemned to lead identicdlves—a misunderstanding which, knowingly or
otherwise, presupposes that every being is therefotirely reproducible and thus
substitutable. This in part accounts for the amxiegbning inspires, insofar as it
explicitly puts into question both the uniquenegshe individual human subject and
the exceptional status of the human being. Thesh&dboth the misapprehension and
the anxiety is thus the presupposition that liveegngs are entirely determined by their
DNA, and are thus entirely predictable—that machinic In this schema, all
epigenetic variation, before any question of trassiility, is rendereda priori
impossible insofar as behaviour is rather prograchimeadvance at the genetic level
and is thus independent of the being-there of emc&. According to such a schema,
evolution therefore progresses not by adaptatian, dnly by accidental genomic
mutation. At the same time, and against overwhejm@mpirical evidence, this
presupposes that no actual animal, including a huroan respond in any way to
significant unprecedented and relatively suddenrenmental change, but can do so
only as the passive recipients of chance “abensgtiover the immense evolutionary

time of speciation.
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While this is patently not the case—cloning, prelisbecause of genetic
plasticity, will rather result in a proliferationf dndividual mutation§®*—one can
nonetheless wonder how Stiegler’s reduction of mommn animals to a non-conscious
“vigilance” differs from such an absolute privilegi of “nature” at the cost of
“nurture.” On the one hand, Stiegler indeed affirthat “the tracing of any simple
boundary frontierg between humanity and animality must be called igtiestion”
(Technics and Timé:151), and yet, on the other, insists upon “tmepde automatic or
programmatic-genetic behaviour of a fabricatingvalifanimal fabricateu}’ (151).

How might these contradictory statements be res@\or Stiegler, | would
suggest, the “simple boundary” necessarily refera peculiar kind of “creationist”
humanism, in which “a forthrightly recognisable hamh appears fully-formed amid an
otherwise genetically programmed animal landschpthis way, he indeed refuses the
essential and timeless human subject, but onlyssio aeinscribe the divisiowithin
time, insofar as the human both evol¥esm the animal, and yet, in a single technical
blow (coup, becomes absolutely other. This is the momentimch the human
appears in and as its transductive relation withneity, whose uniqueness consists in
its potential to free itself from “socioethnic” cgtmaints, in contrast to the animal who
rather “has no possibilityn[a pas de possibilileof freeing herself from genetic
constraintsdle s’'affranchir des contraintes génétiqli€d 71, trans. modified).

This blow dealt to life, this difference (alifférancg is, writes Stiegler, the
“modality of programming of, and by, memoithe consequence of the passage from
liberation to exteriorisation, [which] concretisiés new possibilities at the individual
level, reinserting them, when they are totally isad, into the socioethnic level” (171-
2). This “idiomatic differentiation,” in other wosgis not only the ability both to learn
and to transmit possibilities beyond tinelividual lifespan, but it is also the condition

of the “new” itself. This constitutes—

an essential shiftdgplacement essenfigrom the level of the species to
that of the individual, who is undetermined in likshavioural possibilities,
if not in its zoological limits and in the alreatlyere of the world in which
it lives, from which it inherits, to which it mustnswer ¢nchaine}, and
which it appropriates by altering it (172).

3 On this, see Luciana Paribstract Sex: Philosophy, Bio-technology and thealtilons of
Desire(London & New York: Continuum, 2004).
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The human, in other words, ieelatively undetermined as a result of cultural
(symbolic, technological) inheritance, in contréstthe animal who isnstinctively
determinedas a result of genetighatural, material) inheritance. This is of couese
very traditional gesture: the positing of an oragi “liberation” of the human as
(relative) free-will from the programmed machinefyanimality.

Indeed, at times Stiegler himself seems to drawk faem this absolute
position when, in what is a very Heideggerian gestine suggests that there is
nonetheless “certainly a kind of ‘privative’ formf @anticipation” available to
nonhuman animals (163). Anticipation, it shouldrmed, is for Stiegler the futural
way of being which defines the human alone insafarnt possesses a “unique and
incontestable relation to death” (164)—a claim \ahis itself, as we have already
seen, eminently contestable. Stiegler is not, heweso much as offering some kind of
limited consciousness to nonhuman animals as hatli®r organising a necessary
precondition so as to ensure the consistency abtasptionalist argument. In fact, this
hesitant “privative” anticipation is necessary firegler so as tmaintainthe division
it appears to put back into question. The posithg “privative,” instinctive form of
anticipation for base survival is, in other wortisat which preserves, by way of a
simultaneous evolutionary continuity and discontiyuthe possibility of the human
itself. It is a possibility, as Stiegler writeshét is opened however minuteip, a
darkness as black as one Wiline pénombre aussi opaque que I'on volidrat that is
already the possibility of a divergence and theeefmmething of a projectiofune
sorte quelconque de projectioof a ‘symbolic’ type rather than of a type of fsival
behaviour” (163, emphases added).

Absolute genetic determinism, as we have seemmigtdenies all possibility
of epiphylogenesis, but also @pigenesisas well, in contrast to both empirical
evidence and scientific argument. This “minute opegfi however, permits a
nonhuman animal “some sort of’ or “something lik&’ symbolic projection,
something which seems to exceed determinism, buthwis nonetheless only a
“privative” version of what remains uniquely humavuch the same as Heidegger’s
“worldly poor” animals, Stiegler's animals miglgppear to have access to the
symbolic, mightappearto “have” the “as,” but in reality they remain didged within
the “pure life” of the darkest non-consciousness.aAresult, Stiegler’s attribution of
privation concedes that while one may encounterl@vér’ nonhuman animal (albeit

this in fact only appears to be the case), gpheciesis nonetheless condemned to
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perpetual dumbness, never able, whether as a wbwolithin specific social
groupings, to learn either from their individualstakes or their triumphs. “Privative”
anticipation is, in short, simply the possibility @a human rupture in an otherwise
absolutely determined biosphere.

As we will see, however, there is more at stake ligsin a simple, unthinking
reiteration of a traditional culture-nature dichoto The exclusion of “the animal” in
fact serves an essential function in the conswuactf the postindustrial posthuman
dystopia which Stiegler’'s critical philosophy sedkscombat. As such, nonhuman
animals become rather a mere tool within Stieglarishropocentrism. Here, let us
recall how the “fetishist” rhetoric of genetic detenism permits an instrumentalising
of nonhuman animals which in turn justifies themrge of biocapital in moral terms,
whilst at the same time effacing the threat of genigexibility which organises the
promissory discourse of biotechnology. We can n@® bBow Stiegler’s reductive
notion of animal “vigilance” parallels that of bemhnology itself. Just as genetic
determinism serves both to secure and efface aduative relation of interior and
exterior within the discourse of biotechnology,tso genetic determinism serves both
to secure and efface epiphylogenetic variation iwittstiegler's philosophical
anthropocentrism. Indeed, this might well help ekplthe recurrent references to
agribusiness, embryology, and biotechnology thapupmie Stiegler's texts. To
understand its importance, however, one must utadetshow the exclusivity of
human epiphylogenesis permits Stiegler's own preamg rhetoric of psychechnics
in which the potentiality of an inventive breakimgth “socioethnic constraints” is
constructed in opposition to an (impossible) regikesbecoming-animal at the behest
of postindustrial psychiechnologies

Nonhuman animals are genetically determined, huamamals are relatively
undetermined. This is Stiegler's argument. Cultisedefined by a transductive
organic-technological relation, in contrast to atestof Nature defined as an “absence
of all relation” (128). The question then, is who what, or whoand what, are
transgenic animals according to this founding esioln which underpins Stiegler’s
philosophy? Given that they are both human and alnahthe genetic level, itself a
writing of and in the body, do thelyjecomehuman artefacts, or do thgyoduce
human, or animal, artefacts? Are they technologbmihgs, or simply “pure life”?
Dolly, Polly, and the others all promise, in shott, highlight the ungrounded

assumptions underlying Stiegler’s anthropocentrism.
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Stepping into, and falling from, the light: being uman becoming animal

In considering the structural undecidability of Buways of being, it is first of all
necessary to recall one last time Andrew Benjamiissussion of the two dominant
forms of the human-animal distinction as drawn glanteleological dialectic. In the
first form, as we know, the human depends upordéath or the ceasing to exist of the
animal and, in the second, the human is requiredgeatedly overcome the animal in
a constant struggle both to become and to remaimahu Stiegler, it is clear, founds
his thinking of the co-constitution of the humaml dhe technical upon an evolutionary
dialectic of the first type. In other words, thenuag into being-exteriorised of the
human is acoup in which the human is always already not animasofar as the
humanis only in ceasing to be an animal. Such a blow apcthus takes place once
and for all.

Indeed, Stiegler locates the precise moment ofraptgenesis in the technics
of the Zinjanthropian period. Responding, for exeemfo Leroi-Gourhan’s suggestion
that the Zinjanthropian is still in fact a “quasietogy,” Stiegler states with absolute
certainty that “it is already no longer anythingtbé kind, otherwise one could not
speak of exteriorisation” (142). It is rather thase, he says, that it is in the
intermediary period between “the Zinjanthropian wisoalready a man and the
Neanthropian opening onto the human that we ad2)(lthat the human “free[s] itself
[se dégageahslowly from the shadows like a statue out of ackl of marble” (141).
Here, | am assuming that this notion of the shadlombrg refers to the darkness
[pénombrg which marks the animal’'s absence of relation framich the human,
already a marby virtue of technicity, emerges into the fullHigof humanity.

The obvious question, at this stage, is what of thmerous technological
forms employed by nonhuman animals, from carefpilgpared (and subsequently
retained) wooden levers and sharpened stones gthefuflint tools, claims Stiegler,
constitutes the origin of the human) to the comsion of complex dwellings and the
sharing of meanings by way of otherwise arbitragnifiers? What of the gestural
language of chimpanzees, of the ritualised enadsn&nsocial status combined with
the imparting of site-specific knowledge, thatiiformation localised in both space

and time? Are all of these not also material actsfarepositories of knowledge and
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conventional languages, and thus also exteriooisa® To my knowledge, Stiegler
offers nothing on this question, despite its ref@eato his own claims and to the
ongoing debates in related fields.

The second point is that, despite this insistemcthe absolute exceptionalism
of the human by way a co-constitutive technicity,Taking Care of Youth and the
Generations(2008), Stiegler nonetheless seems to suggesttitbahuman can be
somehow reduced to, or even returned to, an ammaglof being. It is a reduction, or
perhaps devolution, moreover, which ic@sequencef exteriorisation in general,
and of those biotechnologies in particular whicke@er calls “psychotechnologies.”
This then, would suggest a supplemental—and muytuakclusive—humanist
teleology of thesecondform.

How then, can exteriorisation—the defining propatyhe human—effect an
(ontologically impossible) reduction of “the humatw’ “the animal”? Stiegler in fact
attempts to evade this contradiction by suggestiagthis post-human animal is rather
only one ‘aspect or “side€’ [ pan of animal vigilance. Vigilance, it should be réed,
is the reactive will to survival lived instinctivefrom within the utter darkness of non-
consciousness, the latter consisting in the abserficboth unconsciousness and
preconsciousness. Here, after again acknowledging thialyhis argument is founded
upon theassumptiorthat “human attention is defined ssparatefrom nervous system
vigilance” (Taking Care 96), Stiegler then suggests that tbapture of human
attention by postindustrial marketing systems itesul“a regression to instincts” (97).
A regression, that is to say, aaimality.

Attention capture, he argues, results specificdliym the abandoning
exteriorisation of the human psychic realm ontocpsyechnological or computational
devices. The human, in other words, in delegatioth bmemory and decision to
artefactual computers (in the broadest sensepmgel exists in a transductive relation
with technicity, but rather abandons that very riotgsation which marks the human
out from the animal. Whereas properly human tracisael relations with exteriorised
(inherited) knowledge constitute what Stiegler <dllong circuits” or circuits of

“transindividuation,” the contemporary marketings®m, he argues, thus “short
circuits” this relation in the abandonment of theerior to the exterior. Together, these
constitute for Stiegler theharmakonof human-technical becoming. Here, Stiegler

names the curative transindividuation psyeltnics in order to distinguish it from
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the poisonous psyclterhnologicalshort-circuit. The question, however, remains: how
can “the humantegressto that being which he or she never was?

For Stiegler, it is the combination of marketingtgyns, speculative capital,
and psychotechnologies which constitutes societiesontrol in contrast to the
disciplinary societies of “modernity” (103). As a&sult, the capture of attention

requires—

the biological model of a human central nervougesystechnologically

produced by technologies of control; this kind @&rvous system is an
attribute of a gregarious, disindividuated mass sghbrains have been
stripped gnucléégof consciousness ... a nervous system forever sedlo
within strict neurological limits, significantly ostraining both training and
consciousness (97-8).

The difficulty here concerns the contrast betwédenhuman “aspect” of animality and
animality as such, as well as the animal him- orséle whom Stiegler deems
genetically incapable of taking on any aspect ahanity whatsoever. With this notion
of a no longer conscious human mass reduced tbidhagical, to theanimal by way
of disindividuating psychotechnologies, Stiegler fact suggests a symbolic
animalisation that is actually a literabecoming-animalin its reduction to non-
conscious vigilance. In other words, how can these “aspects” of biological short-
circuit be differentiated, except perhaps by refeesto pre-existing classification
systems?

However, it would seem that, despite being thusiced to the darkness of an
animal enclosed within “strict neurological limitsStiegler's non-conscious post-
human nonetheless appears to retain a specificHalgmificantly constrained—
capacity for both epiphylogenesis (training) anehsmousness, which Stiegler will
later call “the most minimal human ‘subject” (10 ow can this be? Without that
consciousness which Stiegler, by way of an explisreading of Derrida’Of
Grammatologyn the first volume offechnics and Timelaims is the appearing of the
gramnt as suchthe human must thus necessarily become “puréitifan originary

transformationthat can never beragressiorto instincts™*

134 Stiegler cites Derrida in support of his claimtttiee “emergence of the grararas such” is

at once the emergence of a uniquely human consweas—it marks, in other words, the
secondcoup the“the différance of différance™Technics and Timd:137). However, there is
no suggestion whatsoever of this in Derrida’s téxtfact, the opposite is the case. Derrida
rather makes clear in the passage cited by Stidgétheoriginary movement oflifférance—
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Again, Stiegler must attempt to separate the tvgpéats,” that is, if he is to
continue to assume a ‘“separation” between attentiand vigilance.
Psychotechnologies, he suggests at this pointydieeid eliminate consciousness, “but
through theelimination of attention, not its capturedptatiorj” (102, my emphasis).
But again, how can these “aspects” be differerdiatesofar as the human, defined
futurally, must have attention and thus anticipateiminatedin order tobecomea
capturedanimal. The difference, in short, concerns onlg fitocess by which “the
human” becomes what “the animal” always alreadyisreover, it is this question of
how such a reduction takes place which will returrtaushe question of pure life, of

the trace, and of the recapacitation of the cell.

Automatic biology

Firstly, writes Stiegler, the human is made “minfimasofar as attention is delegated
to “automata that then become its captors, megargges, warning signals, alarms, and
S0 on. Attention in this sense is precisely foltbedk fabattugd on its automatisable
behaviours of vigilance, the psychic having beeuced to a pure function of the
biological” (Taking Care 101; trans. modified). Here then, “pure biology” tlse
equivalent, or at least a variant, “another sideagpect of fout un pan dg’ of an
alarm clock telling you to brush your teeth or,tegtof a pop-up telling you consume
some “meat,” this latter irrespective of whetheakes place within limits imposed by
agribusiness or by the availability of pr&y.

In Stiegler’s terms, both the “minimal” (post)humand the vigilant animal
are determined, and condemned, to retention witlppatention; the différance of
grammatisatiodimited absolutely by a fully-automated archiverimtal which offers
no possibility of individuation. In other words, thanonhuman animals and posthuman

animals can only react, but never respond, insadahey lack the necessary lack. This,

“the trace as the unity of the double movementrotgntion and retention"—alwaygbes far
beyondthe possibilities of ‘intentional consciousneg€f Grammatology84). It is, he makes
clear, already this “first” coup, this “new structwof nonpresence,” which “makes t@amne
appeaias such (84).

1% 0One can thus better understand why Stiegler'sgmraxample of this animalising process
is the way the marketing systems of agribusinestudg, a priori, “the possibility of any
choice of foodstuffs outside of the intelligence@sated with agriculture and of food itself”
(Taking Care213n8).
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insists Stiegler, is the poisonous aspect of gharmakonwhich is technological
becoming, the dangamndissociablefrom its promised remedy. And yet, this is alse th
very negationof technical becoming (as transindividuation), whistiegler posits as
the very essence of the human. The human is, int,shbonce indissociabland
dissociable from technical becoming. Moreover, Il vargue, insofar as human
psychdechnicscannotbe separated from both animal and posthuman viglathe
latter effected by psychechnologies this necessarily undoes Stiegler's founding
human-animal distinction which promises a techniealedy to technological poison.

To understand this contradiction at the heart chneal becoming, it is
necessary to explore in more detail exactly hois that psychotechnologies produce
the posthuman. In abandoning the psychic realmrtefeatual computers, claims
Stiegler, the unconscious and preconscious (i.abitdml) interiorisation of “the
structure of inheritance and transmission” is inteted echnics and Timeé:140). In
this way sociocultural inheritance is replaced tertfary retentions,” that is to say, by
exteriorised memory aids which have been standaids® as to be “formalisable,
calculable, and finally controllableTéking Care99). In other words, both nonhuman
animals and their posthuman aspect are reducedatcalable uniformity. However,
whereas for the former this takes place at thel lefvepeciation through the “natural”
biotechnologies of their genes, the latter areerattansformed into a “disindividuated
mass” through the psychotechnologies that are ctatipnal devices, and which are
thus alsabiotechnologies. Here then, this notion of the humshat which is made
calculable through memory returns us yet again igtzsche, and it is from there,
finally, that we can approach Dolly once more.

As we have seen, Stiegler agrees with Derrida’srstdnding ofdifférance
as “the history of life in general'Teéchnics and Timd:137), only then to shift the
terms of Derrida’s argument so as to posit a secauqgplemental “stage of différance”
from which the possibility of human consciousnessemes. Derrida, however,
explicitly refuses any such “secontbup” Rather, he affirms that the “double
movement of protention and retention” is precisillg mark, or the trace, diving
being (which is not necessarily to sayganic being) and at once “the becoming-time
of space and the becoming-space of time” (“Diffésgh8). This trace of being-futural
we located too in Nietzsche’s philosophy, throulgé nhotion oftranslationthat is at
once are-cognition of senselt is this recognition which, irreducible to ctaging

activity, inscribes both finitude and memory—undeosl as the sedimented, habitual
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“already-there”—in and as every living being. Ifisecisely this notion of finitude and
memory, however, which Stiegler seeks to reservéhiohuman alone.

Despite this, there remain interesting parallelswben Nietzsche and
Stiegler. Both, for example, insist on the impoc&mf memory aids—whether these
are calledmnemotechnicor tertiary retentions. For both, they make pdssia
calculation and computation which is necessarilgrptacological: at once poisonous
threat and curative gift. For Stiegler, tertiaryterdgions reserve the possibility of
inventive transindividuation as well as posthumasindividuation. For Nietzsche,
they represent the precondition for breeding amahwith the right to make promises
as well as that most fearful development whereblgosly schemata” efface the
appearing of radical particularity. The major difiece, however, concerns
calculability. For Nietzsche, “the human”—in common with allifig beings—must
first be produced as uniformly calculable as thenament condition for the taking
place of posthuman inventidmeyondcalculability and uniformity. By contrast, this
production of the calculable human is, for Stiegldre reductionto a nonhuman
animal, and thus the elimination of all possibildaf invention. Stiegler's animal, in
other words, is Nietzsche’s human, and vice versa.

Whereas Stiegler fears that technology threatengotson the exceptional
status of the human, | suggest that, for Nietzsthe,threat which is indissociable
from its curative promise is that of the exceptiananshumanFurthermore, it is here
that the pharmacology of the Nietzschean promigploeed in its creative aspect in
the previous chapter, intersects with Stiegler'sMay of the notion of “infidelity.”

The major difference, however, is that Nietzschesdoot require a reinstalled
human-animal, culture-nature dichotomy in orderatoculate the threat within the
promise of technicity, the inseparable poison-remefdits pharmakon Insofar as for
Stiegler “computational psychotechnology always saiatsubstitutingfor attention,
theorising and modelling attention and its institag, destroying them by seeming not
even to imagine an attention beyond vigilanc&aking Care 102), what | am
suggesting here is that together Nietzsche anddaeatlow us to see that it is Stiegler

himself who seems unable to imagine an attentigot: “mere” vigilance=° By way

1%t is therefore something of an irony that Stieglellapses the “cybernetic reductionism” of
psychotechnologies—a reductionism identical to ttmabugh which he figures nonhuman
animals—into “a field of applications within agri&iness, in its pejorative senseraking
Care 103).
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of a prefatory gesture, let us recall that evenghwhich Stiegler reserves for the
human, both Nietzsche and Derrida extend to eveiggl being—that which, in

Stiegler’s words,

comes from an originary forgettingpimétheia as delay, the fault of
Epimetheus. This becomes meaningful only in the amefoly of
Prometheus, as anticipation of death, where thiecitycof the already-
there that equipment is for the person born ineowbrld signifies the end:
this is a Promethean structure of being-for-deattstructure in which
concern pré-occupatiohis not the simple covering-oveodcultatior] of
Eigenlichkeit This is the question of tim&¢chnics and Timd:142).

Rather than requiring an instauration of human petoealism, it is the very
deconstruction of the human-animal and nature-ailtuinaries which installs the
curative promise of invention. Such a promise, moreover, alway®aay retains
within itself not the threat of a poisonous aniryalibut ratherthe threat of an
excessive mutability Furthermore, as the “Dolly technique” demonstatéhis

pharmakonof technical becoming is found at the genetic all a® at the sensory
level: a writing, aechnicity of and on the body. It is already there, in otlerds, in

the iterability that is recapacitation.

Taking care with the generations

Let us recall that, for Stiegler—and only insofarane can assume molecular biology
is correct—"the somatic memory of tlepigeneticand the germinal memory of the
genetic... in principle do not communicate with each oth@®chnics and Timél:4).
Even at the time of Stiegler's writing, howeverijstltlaim was already becoming
increasingly untenable within the praxis of molecuiology, as we have seen in our
discussion of the Dolly technique.

Basically, Stiegler here subscribes, at least aagamorhuman animals are
concerned, to August Weismann’s theory of genamnatitugely influential during the
“industrialising” period of disciplinary society, egerational inheritance is here
conceived of as vertical movement only through glkeem line, with germ line cells
understood as distinct from somatic cells insofgrvéhile they reproduce themselves
in the finite bodies of living beings by way of diar differentiation, they themselves
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remain undifferentiated and thus immortal. Indeiéds far from surprising that the
legacy of Weismannian theory functioned most expfién the notion of industrial
selective-breeding programmes. In our brave newtinmbsstrial era of complex
multifactorial interactions, however, it is instedoecoming plausible,” as Melinda
Cooper writes, “that ‘life itself’ might be more mprehensively defined by the
proliferative, self-regenerative powers of the ESpryonic stem] cell rather than the
Weismannian theory of the germ lind’ife as Surplus139).

As we have seen, the discovery of an inherent patiy of cellular
recapacitation interrupts the notion of a lineanperality moving irrevocably towards
a specificity of function. It interrupts, that is say, a causally determined genetic
movement, replacing it with a biological plasticity flexibility. Hence, it is only
insofar as genes are situational and contextualtiieae can be at once a reversal, a
transversal, and re-becoming of genetic initiatas the result of “external” or
“environmental” factors. In short, the genetgefmen and the epigeneticdma) are
co-constituted in dransductive relatior-the elements of which do not precede their
relating—which can bé&ransmitted both genetically and epigeneticayut as simply
as possible, what this notion of “situated biol@jicommunication” implies is that
what is “learned” has an affect at the cellulaeleand vice versa, in positive feedback
loops. The epigenetic can be transmitted genegicalid the genetic epigenetically,
albeit with the necessary translations which redutim the *“overleaping” of
discontinuous, yet reciprocally determining, donsain

This is, of course, worded in such a way as tolrddi@tzsche’s notion of
translation as discussed in chapter two. Howewstead of “beginning with a nerve
stimulus,” as Nietzsche does in “On Truth and Libdgre is rather already before and
beyond that singular touch an overleaping both fitheacell to the epigenetias
metaphor,and from recognitionthe iterative making of sensé) the genetias
metaphor, in a complete disorientation of lineanperality. Every differentiated cell,
in other words, constitutes a stammering “matetia@nslation oexteriorisationof the
habitual “already-there” of an (epigenetic) expeced context. Every “experience,”
every apprehension, constitutes a stammering ‘Skeridranslation orexteriorisation
of the habitual “already-there” of a genetic comtdoth genesis and epigenesis are
thus reciprocally articulated, each acting as téndhe other’s stimulus, that isach
losing itself and each other in a movement of dritaansmission, of dissemination

Such is “life” that “has freed itself from life” (@ridaDemeure89) or, in an extension
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and transformation of Stiegler’'s definition of ejpyfogenesis, it isliving by other
means than lif¢vivant par d’autres moyens que laewhich is what the history of
technics consists inTechnics and Timé:135).

Writing—Stiegler's privileged example of extericat®n—is here always
alreadya writing of and on the bodylhe dislocating movement alifférance the
trace as the unity of the double movement of ptaderand retention, is thus indeed
that “new structure of nonpresence” which Derriéggatibes as the emergerafethe
living from the amoeba tbomo sapiengand beyond. Such is the movement which
both “makes thggramne appearas such and at oncémakes possible the emergence
of the systems of writing in the narrow sens@&f Grammatology84). There is, in
short, at every level—and, indeed, more precisdigrwand where such levels can in
fact no longer be distinguished—the denaturalismgvementof life that is the
originary technicity of living being Why should exteriorisation be restricted to
“organised albeiinorganic matter,” as Stiegler repeatedly claimdanguage organic,
or inorganic? Is the organised matter of the daliefior” to living being or “exterior,”
exteriorised or interiorised, or are they rathercoastituted feedback effects?

What then, is Dolly for Stiegler®ho then, is she for Nietzsch&¥ho and
what such is Dolly insofar as sh® As a result, it is no longer necessary to evade t
question of nonhuman tool use, or to get boggedndmathe interminable “nature
versus nurture” debate. Recalling the historicégd historiology of the Addo
elephants, we can now perhaps better understand theiwv memory of the
murderousness of humans comes to transmitted thrthe generations at both the
genetic and epigenetic (and thus epiphylogeneti®@l$, the elephants having become
both “instinctively” nocturnal as a resudf their relations with human animals, and
“socially” aggressiven their relations with human animals. Barbara Nadsighlights
this undecidability in her description of the thirdnd fourth-generation post-event
elephants as “the cultural heirs of the fear anwledaamong their ancestors for our
species” (Beyond Boundarigesl55). Interesting here, is that fear is traditibnal
conceived as “instinctive,” whereas hatred is galherconsidered to be a “cultural”
manifestation. And yet, can such fear be considamstinctive to the species? As
genetically determined? Or is it rathelearnedfear? And what of hatred? Is it taught
and learned, passed along, over and over agaimeilephant equivalent of an oral
tradition? Or has this hatred in actuality pervattezbe nonsubstitutable living beings

at the cellular level of their very way(s) of behg
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Indeed, | completely agree with Stiegler's desaiptof epiphylogenesis as
that which “bestowsdccordé its identity” upon an individual: “the accents lofs [or
her] speech, the style of his [or her] approach, fttrce of his [or her] gesture, the
unity of his [or her] world” Technics and Timd:140). | would, however, insist upon
a single—but by no means minor—coda: such an iddaliis never “the human,” but
“is” rather the way of beings suchand, as such, being is always already being-with.
One result of this is that Stiegler’s founding humaaimal distinction, in its attempt to
distinguish the psychotechnics of transindividuativom the reductive vigilance
effected by psychotechnologies, promises a techmemedy to the poison of
technology which can no longer be maintained. $npilace, however, the originary
technicity of living being—the iterative writing @nd on the body—founds both the
pharmacologicabromise of postgenomics and the promissory discourse knawn
transhumanism. In the next section, we will see host such a doubling of the
promise helps us to understand the dangers ofragtueely stalled deconstruction of

the nature-culture and human-animal dichotomies.

The transhuman promise

Transhumanism, such as espoused by philosopherBdiskkom and referred to briefly
in the introduction to this thesis, can be scheradlyi described as both the desire and
the promise ofenhancingthe human by way of technological, informatic, and
bioengineering development¥. In the main, however, transhumanist discourse is
equally characterised by a dogmatic refusal toipiat question the supreme value it
attributes to “the human” as well as its beliehisovereign human agency. Moreover,
| agree with Richard Twine when he claims a cladation between the transhumanist
imaginary as organico-technicassemblagand “the capitalist desire to reinvent itself
... through the biotechnological trumping of ecolagiand material limits” Animals

as Biotechnology14). This relation is, | would argue, that of a tsp@mporal
mapping mutually articulating both a topography and apgenality. Indeed, it is with
the notion of cell recapacitation and especiall/saggested above, in its relation to
the heavily speculated and highly speculative fafldssue engineering (TE), that the

37 See, for example, Bostrom’s “A History of Transhamist Thought” inJournal of
Evolution and Technology4:1 (2005), 1-25.
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promise sustaining the utopian transhumanist imaginary comest clearly to the

fore. As Melinda Cooper writes, TE is, in princigleleast,

capable of perpetuating embryogenesis, of reliing emergence of the
body over and over again, independently of all pgsgion. Here it is not
only spaces, forms, and bodies that become conistydransformable, but
also the divisible instants of a chronologicaltlifee, so that any one body
can be returned to or catapulted into any poirtsipast or future, and into
any past or future itould haveandcould still materialise. In other words
TE not only seeks to “return” the body to nonmesmacebut also to
nonmetric time—and to recapitulate the various chronologies of
morphogenesis from here. In principle, then, theltagbdy will be able to
relive its embryogenesis again and again—includimgse it has never
experienced beford.ife as Surplusl2l).

Here then, is the dream—and the promise, itselesearily temporal, that capital is
being ventured on—of the transhuman: not only wotih@ human form be
continuously updatable and editable, but deatlif geuld cease to impose its limit.
Temporality thus promises its own overcoming, aadde the overcoming of finitude,
the humanness of being having become immortal atitbut limit, able to relive its
own life eternally as well as the infinite numbérives otherwise denied to it by the
fleshly finite necessity of choice and chance. fraeshuman utopia is, in other words,
Nietzsche’s reactiveascetic ideal (Genealogy I11:28). Seeking to overcome the
constraints of life itself, the transhuman is rattiee absolute irresponsibility oén
unconditional infidelity with being itself having become endlessly reJdesi
reproducible, revisable, and transmutable.

It is not by chance that this description canytatis mutandisbe applied to
the constant innovation of speculative, “fictitidwspital, which Stiegler describes as
the “systemic organisation ahfidelity” (New Critique 83). No longer materially
dependent upon commodity production, and thus wgomstant and variable capital,
for speculative capital the stake is rattiere itself that is to say, the risk inherent in
the undetermination of the temporal. Its promisinis a promiseecauset is without
material reality. The future, in other words, detgres the present.

At the same time, however, speculative capital seéekvercome time-and
thus finitude—Dby its constant innovation, exemplifiabove all by the promise of
speculative biocapital and of supply-siding (theremmic theology so beloved of

neoliberals which states that supply will creatended, if we only have faith), and
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thus melds with the promise of the transhuman. ddde¢he transhuman consumer
promises, and is promised by, biocapital to mod#glf precisely so as to enable itself
to consume that undemanded supply.

For example, an individualised therapeutics deplayshetoric of genetic
determinism in order to justify its promised utiliby way of a promised threat (of
future disease), and as symrformsgenetic determinism so as to constitute fetishised
individuals as “consumers-in-waiting® In increasingly constructing such
therapeutics as preventative, that isspsculative the potential market for drugs is
thus massively enlarged from the “sick” to the ‘gutally sick”—that is, to every
single living being with sufficient purchasing pawein a further fragmentation of
sociopolitical groupings into pharmaceutically nadd individuals. At the same time,
this speculation upon future health and futureesl also serves to “prove” the
determinist rhetoric as scientific “fact,” but onlysofar as no material consequences
of “effective” preventative medicine—which itse§ based entirely on probability—
can be recorded.

The individual, in other words, in remaining hegltat once both justifies the
founding rhetoric of genetic determinism while fa same time must put into question
the notion of just how determined such determinisam therefore actually be.
Personalised therapeutics thus feeds into thehuamanist promise of technological
enhancement or even immortality, a sacrifice fdwaggon which at the same time ties
in with the promissory, messianic discourse of tloéd” industrial notion of
“modernity.” Such a rhetoric, as we have seen, eygph teleological determinism in
order to demand that the imperfect countries ofSbath sacrifice themselves today
for the promise of a perfect First-World Tomorrow.

All of this, perhaps, is promised by Dolly—both astechnique and as a
rewritten body, a supply to be literally consumetl @ supply for the consumerist
need for constant innovation. And as too with Dolythin the transhumanist dream-
promise of a technologically mediated immortalilye future constitutes at once the

threat and the promise of the present thoroughdyastermined by economic interest.

138 On this, see chapter four of Sunder Raj@itxapital
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The pharmakonis double: immortality and mutability

Initially, | suggested that the pharmacology of gnremise consisted of the remedy of
betrayal and the poison of the transhuman. Thisyeler, is not sufficient. Rather
schematically, we can now say that the pharmacobtdgiie promise is itself double:
on one hand, there is the promised remedy and pmissothreat of biocapital and, on
the other, there is the promised remedy and poisotioeat of a Nietzschean betrayal.
More precisely, the promise of a transhuman utopi@essarily brings with it the threat
of a catastrophic and cancerous zoonosis, jushegpitomise of the right to make
promises must at once threaten to collapse difée®rnn the cynical nihilism of an
absolute relativism. This latter, as we shall sk return us, by way of a conclusion,
to the question of the revolutionary animal enceursind of its congealing into an
interested parody of itself.

For both then, the promised cure concerns a datmtisin of human-animal,
nature-culture and organic-inorganic binaries, whhe threat is thus the poison of
excessive mutabilityThe difference, however, is between a neolibapgropriation
which seeks to stall, and thusaster that very deconstructive movement, and the
vigilance of a deconstruction which seeks alwaysratp respond.

In this, it comes as no suprise that the econolgigalested rhetoric
deployed to justify the promise of biotechnologyeeds upon a reductive notion of
the nonhuman animal as genetically determined, agethe promise of biotechnology
resides in the potential capitalisation of genetidetermination. This is because,
insofar as the transhuman promise seeks to gifts&df—albeit at a price yet to be
determined—an ever greatarasteryof so-called “nature,” it must therefore at the
same time install a “humanism beyond humanism.mitst maintain, in short, an
absolute culture-nature dichotomy in order to fysthe promise of its ongoing
deconstruction.

Such an incomplete, or stalled, deconstruction & human-animal and
nature-culture binaries, such as one finds toténgenetic determinism brought in to
“ground” Stiegler's philosophy, thus permits a matising discourse which effaces
flexibility so as to pre-empt (or short-circuit) yarpossibility of unconditional
hospitality. In this way, both discourses reprodaceexclusive hierarchy which, in
refusing the nonsubstituability and thus the vali®ther beings, renders them mere

instruments in the production and reproductionahmodification. It serves, in other

279



words, to close down the ethical opening (as dssdisn the third part of this thesis)
in order to justify an ongoing mastery—a determinebtery of life operating with the
authority of facts At the same time, it underwrites the transhumapiemise in
effacing the threat of excessive mutability—of tlen-masteryf life—figured by the
incalculable emergence of zoonotic (inter-speaiksgase and by the media spectacle
of ever more catastrophic killings of nonhuman aisnlt is, in this sense, tmeaster
which only ever reacts, and who never responds.

To better understand this, let us return, with ltle& of Melinda Cooper, to
the Weismannian theory of generation. Charles Mindto helped to secure the
influence of the theory, did so by contrasting thermal” linear and irreversible
differentiation of cells by reference to the patwtal exception that is, in Cooper’s
phrase, the “indifferent divisibility” of canceroF Minot, “abnormal growth” such as
tumours and cancers constitute the “familiar” phmanon “of things escaping from
inhibitory control and overgrowing” (Minot; cit. @perLife as Surplus137). Such
growth power, he maintains, results from cells ramg in the undifferentiated
“immortal” state insofar as they have somehow “tetyond the control of the
inhibitory [i.e. differentiating] force, the regutay power which ordinarily keeps them
in” (cit. Cooper, 137). The cancerous cell is thpathological as a result of “its
indifference to the normal limits to differentiatioand division” (Coopelife as
Surplus 138).

Recalling here how tissue engineering (TE) can diesidered as sustaining
the promise of the utopian transhumanist imagin@goper points out that with TE
there is “the distinct possibility, in particulahat the extremely plastic, mutable cells
of the early embryo may end up proliferating toollwgiving rise to cancerous
growths rather than restoring health” (125). Gemespther words, insofar as they
cannot be determined, always reserve the risk afi@iculably errant dissemination.

Hugely important to the discussion here, Coopen th@es on to write that it
is here, with the promise and threat of excessiugahility, that one can locate once
again the move from Fordism to post-Fordism, amamfrdisciplinary societies to
societies of control. “Where the machine body & ihdustrial era,” she writes, “was
plagued by the problems of fatigue, depletion,rdrapy ..., the postindustrial body is
more likely to be overcome bysarplus productivity that is indistinguishable fram
surplus of life—that is, crises of overproduction or the dangerewsessive vitality of

cancer” (125). One thinks here again of those &awtphiles” who, potentially
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developed to consume industrial waste such asigfaiic cowshit lagoons generated
by agribusiness feedlots, in fact constitute aghkwg of life” engineered to survive on
the crises of overproductivity, but whose very Niya or liveliness, may well result in
ever more dangerous metastasising diseases.

The pathological therefore, is also that which seBidifferentiation, refuses
finitude, that which “refuses to submit to the lismbf generational time and death”
(139). It is thus no surprise that during the indak disciplinary period cancerous
cells were considered unproductive and “inheresittyile,” whereas today the “quasi-
cancerous properties of the ES [embryonic steml] loed are in fact enormously
productive” (139):*° (And it is here, of course, that one must mentioa patented,
cancer-bearing OncoMouse.) With such postindustriises of capitalist
overproduction, however, what Marx describes intthied volume ofCapital as the
tendential fall in the rate of profit must hencélfiobe resituated at the level of the
biosphere itself.

The promiseof excessive mutability—and thus of the organmhteological
assemblage of transhuman immortality—that is Iatatethe recapacitation of stem
cells, and located too in Dolly and Polly’'s bodysngs thus at once théareat of
excessive mutability, of the cancerous overabunelandfe which ends up consuming
all life in its relentless pursuit of its own acculation. One can only think here of its
parallels—bothtopographicaland temporal—with the current financialisation of the
globe: of the relentless accumulation of specutatoapital concealed behind an
apparently “neutral” rhetoric of the market as rherestrumental, and of an
incalculable future which both determines and inggshes the present. As Sunder

Rajan writes,

Excess, expenditure, exuberance, risk, and gamldarg be generative
because they can create that which is unanticipapethaps even
unimagined. But this can only be so if the tempaoraler of production is
inverted, away from the present building toward fomure and instead
toward the future always been called in to accotort the present
(Biocapital 116).

Here then, | have argued that themiseof a transhumanist organic-technological
assemblage is explicitly disclosed in the promiséssue engineering—a promise of

139 As Cooper notes, the term “embryonic stem cell$wafact initially interchangeable with
that of “embryonal carcinoma cellLife as Surplusl140).
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excessive mutability and mobility equally valoriséd neoliberal discourses of
telecommunications and postindustrial capital. Tngnn the next section to focus on
the threat of excessive mutability, and of the future beiadjed in to account for the

present, | aim to show that the latter is just laarty disclosed in the contemporary

discourse of zoonotic pandemics.

Making sense beyond species: zoonoses

Diseases such as HIV/AIDS, foot-and-mouth disedddl)), bovine spongiform
encephalopathy (BSE) and its human variant Creldtzdakob disease (CJD), severe
acute respiratory syndrome (SARS), avian flu, amnche flu are all termedoonoses
meaning that they fracture the imaginary bounddretsveen species for so long held
to be impregnable. They mark then, sites of exgessiutability that are also in a
sense “transgenic.” While it may transpire that rmmses are in fact far from
uncommon, they are at present the “natural” eqaial of rogue states, in the sense
that both serve to interrupt the “smooth” Westeriscourse of free market
globalisation constituted as the transcendenceeofilveralism over the barbarism of
primitive nature.

Zoonoses are, in other words, diseases of mutabilitt mobility at the levels
of biology, class, and geography, exceeding theginaay limits of both the
homogeneous species and the homogeneous natierasthjust as likely to infect the
affluent as the poor (which is by no means to ssfggeparity oftreatment in every
sense). Paradoxically, one result of this ruptughthe human-animal division is that,
while the rhetoric of genetic determinism presermeshuman animals as automata
and thus instrumentalisable, the accompanying ricetof imminent zoonotic
pandemic functions to support and further reinfdteg very division. There emerge,
in other words, “new discourses and technologiekiag to secure human health
through the segregation of human and animal lifd &nding in the spectre of
pandemic a universal rationale for institutionalgsi speciesism on a hitherto
unprecedented scale” (Shuldmimal Capita) 184).

Most obvious here are the holocausts of nonhumamads which
accompanied the recent announcements of the apghreat posed to human health

by foot-and-mouth disease, avian flu, and swine Ifiterestingly, FMD in particular

282



makes explicit the economic interests which undiggwsuch announcements. Once
one realises that foot-and-mouth is a disease whidangerous neither to human nor
to nonhuman animals, but onlypooductivity, it becomes all too clear that the mounds
of corpses were simply nodes in a network of pmlitiand economic strategies

concerned with protecting export revenue.

Indeed, this renders explicit the performative digien of the fear produced
by the promised threat of zoonotic irruption. Alside the constitution of a global
humanity united by the threat of pandemic, wdiab gets constituted, as Shukin notes,
“are those populations, both human and animal, gdegd as compromising its
survival and therefore at risk of being sociallyetibised or materially sacrificed”
(Animal Capita) 183). There are any number of examples, but tillohere suffice:
that of the unfounded narratives of HIV originatimg“unhygienic” and “primitive”
Africa, and of BSE-CJD originating in “backward”dia, both figured as a result of
overly intimate relationships between human andhooran animals (rather than
being, as in the case of BSE at least, a resuth@fWestern industrial practice of
feeding herbivorous farmed animals the “waste”—that previously non-
commodifiable—body parts of their own kil{f’

In this, one can see how the promised threat oéssigce mutability can both
justify a racist pre-emptive interventionist na@brstrategy, such as that recently
implemented by US neoconservatives, as well afduincreasing the value of, and
thus the financial speculation upon, an individeedi therapeutics and the promise of
biotechnology in general. In short, the promisexdéessive mutability is, in a further
pharmacological twist, both a poison andatsn remedy. This then constitutes the
threat and promise of neoliberal capitalism aseéks, yet again, to reproduce itself
beyond its own limit: the technological promise aimaterial human transcendence
and the threat of an unending imperialist war agfaamewly hostile “nature.”

Here then, we have located a number of mutuallicudating discourses
which together help to mark the shift from indwtridisciplinary societies to
postindustrial societies of biopolitical contrdl.ig a shift, however, which nonetheless
retains within its borders an (albeit marginalisetjustrial commodity production,

which carries the mark both of “backwardness” arfdao(mythic) promise of

140 Similar “ghettoising” discourses of origin can $een accompanying the mediatisation of
the SARS outbreak (China), as well as avian fluri&hin particular the Guangdong province)
and swine flu (South America).
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modernity to be further exploited. Together, thanghumanist biotechnological
promise and the threat of biological mutability shauthorise an ever greater
institutionalisation of “life as such,” a self-aotisation exceeding every nation-state
boundary and extending beyond an imagined “uniVvénsaanity” and on through all
levels of the biosphere. In this way, “life itseli§ figured as that which must be
controlled at all costs.

To summarise then, thEharmakonof mutability supplies the rationale for an
ever more intensive capture of the contingencielsiabgical life within the calculus
of power: the promise demands control at the miotobical level, the threat demands
control at the globalising level—all of which istimately bound up with financial
speculation and the promise of astronomical retlfagher, the very incalculability of
the promise-threat is precisely that which auttesriboth an imperial violence in the

name of the “humanitarian” and a pre-emptive viokem the name of the future.

The pharmacology of betrayal: the over-animal and cllapsed animality

Contrast this, however, with ti@oshumanist promise demanded by Nietzsche, and
with the animal encounter as a process and a tijdednich demands a promise of
excessive responsibility. On the one hand, as we baen, the pharmacology of the
promise is at once the transhuman and the posthsihaith each being the remedy
and the poison of the other. On the other handgekew the posthumanist promise too,
as | have argued, the promise of excessive mutabjléynd as such it must also, whilst
promising a cure, simultaneously threaten to poiStwe difference, | would suggest,
is that this latter demands an unwavering fiddtitghat which remains to come, while
the neoliberal promise requires an unwaveiniiglelity to that which already is.
Nietzschean mutability—otherwise known w4l to power—contrasts, in
other words, with the constant andlculableinnovation of speculative capital. The
difference rather than theopposition is, in short, between responsibility and
irresponsibility. While the latter seeks to mastiene and finitude by way of a
calculation which can thus never be inventive,firener must, in opening itself to the
new, bothgive and take time insofar as it remains vigilant to an alreashared

finitude.
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Similarly, while the excessive mutability underpgmg the transhuman
promise of immortality—the mastery of “nature” ifseseeks both to efface and to
pre-emptively remedy the threat of a poisonous eans mutability, so too the
promise of the zoogenetic animal encounter in whioh new comes into being,
insofar as it depends upon the mutability of semsest at once contend with the
poison of nihilistic parody. In other words, it ias we have seen, the simultaneous
mutability of recognisedsense into habit and dogma—Dbringing at once tlssipiity
of a cynical, self-interested play which seekseinstall mastery—which haunts every
inventive phrasing. Indeed, we should recall instleontext Werner Hamacher’s
reference to the “still undrained, still unexhadstkecay” which must always live on
(“Disgregation,” 160). Hence, thgharmakonof mutability demands, if we are to be
responsible, the vigilance of an eternally retugniemand which must “take leave of
all faith and every wish for certainty” (Nietzscfibe Gay Scien¢c&347). This is the
chance, the threat and the promise, to interruptihilism of economic interest and
the sedimented investiture of power.

Another way to understand thigharmakonof mutability is by way of
iterability, synonymous throughout this thesis with bogbapacitationand beingas
such In this sense, the threat of an ever vigilanbadstruction is alsthat of excessive
mutability—that ofcollapsingdifference(s), rather than encountering singulaysaat
being. To collapse the singularities of differeraoaid a generalised indifference of
equality is to render everything equally withoutws and thus to fall into the nihilism
of absolute relativism. A fall, in other words,onhfidelity—a negation of the world in

advocating the parodic play of cynical self-intéres

Conclusion. Giving death to other animals: an ethi of vigilance

The poison of mastery demands the remedy of vigdarapharmakonwhich must
ever again be renegotiated. It demands too, as ave keen, the strength to face
finitude in remaining faithful to the maddening glecement of its demand from the
other. Such is the animal encounter which callthfdrose tropes which function in the
opposite direction to the reactive ordering of aalisation, marking instead with the
borrowed costume of a forbidden metonymy the coniimig being of a monstrous,

unheard-of relation, thus staging the creation roiralecipherable and unmasterable
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materiality. While excessive mutability interrupise phantasmaticeffect of every
genealogical tie—its promise and its threat, its@o and its remedy—it demands too
the strength to outlive “the human” in attestingthe precarity of a shared finitude,
and thus to the nonsubstitutable deaths of alhdgiuwreings. Only in this way might it
becomeunthinkable that other animals—whether human or nordn+—can be put to
death with impunity.

The dead zombie flesh of the instrumentalised ahismd have argued, the
inverse of the “revolutionary spirit” of the livingprpse that returns. Whereas the latter
dismantles the machinery of animalisation, the farmerves only to reproduce a
symbolic logic of oppression which ultimately cahges subjugated beings
“deserving” of their oppression. While a giving ifude doesot necessarily prohibit
the production of cloned or “pharm” animals, it ddsweverdisplace therelation,
demanding as it does an ethical encounter in pdatkat sadistic mastery defined so
well by Donna Haraway in the epigraph to this cbapit the same time, such
vigilance inevitably demands that we engage in wWider question of whether
nonhuman animals should indeed be farmed at ait iEhnot mastery, but fidelity to
being together: a post-humanism rather than atitanan-ism. For actual animals,
human and nonhuman, the transhuman promises ongwemincreasing exploitation
and control, whereas a vigilant posthumanism presie open itself to the zoogenetic
encounter, and thus to the incalculability of theufe.

In this, one must, as Nietzsche insists, take ledval certainty in order to
dance even at the edges of abyssdwe (Gay Scien¢e8347). Only then will the
genocidal economy be interrupted, and only in twgy might there come an
unbounded community of those who love, of those whare their inability to share
and who must ever again risk everything in seafcasglum. Such is thpromiseof
zoogenesis which resides in the responsibility efgdant betrayal, called into being
in and as a thinking encounter with animals whiderirupts the instrumentality of the
transhuman, replacing its reductive calculatiorhvaih ethics of emergence.
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