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The Routledge Companion to Animal—Human History provides an up-to-date guide for
the historian working within the growing field of animal-human history. Giving a
sense of the diversity and interdisciplinary nature of the field, cutting-edge contribu-
tions explore the practices of and challenges posed by historical studies of animals and
animal-human relationships.

Divided into three parts, the Companion takes both a theoretical and practical approach
to a field that is emerging as a prominent area of study. Animals and the Practice of
History considers established practices of history, such as political history, public history
and cultural memory, and how animal-human history can contribute to them. Problems
and Paradigms identifies key historiographical issues to the field with contributors con-
sidering the challenges posed by topics such as agency, literature, art and emotional
attachment. The final section, Themes and Provocations, looks at larger themes within
the history of animal-human relationships in more depth, with contributions covering
topics that include breeding, war, hunting and eating.

As it 1s increasingly recognised that nonhuman actors have contributed to the making
of history, The Routledge Companion to Animal—=Human History provides a timely and
important contribution to the scholarship on animal-human history and surrounding
debates.
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1

WRITING IN ANIMALS
IN HISTORY

Philip Howell and Hilda Kean

Introduction

This Routledge Companion adds to the emerging literature on animal-human history,
and aims to be a guide and resource for current and prospective historians. One of its
distinctive aims is that of approaching both visual and written histories of animals and
animal-human relations, to re-present and underscore the role of nonhuman animals
as historical actors. Our argument is illustrated on the cover of this book. The image
of the traces of an elephant’s passing is taken from the work of the leading animal
artist Nick Brandt. The relationship between humans and animals is a central part of
Brandt’s photographic work, rightly identified by Peter Singer as an essay in envi-
ronmental ethics.! Brandt has written that for between ten and twenty years he has
driven through countless areas where there had once been abundant animal life, life
which ‘now has been relentlessly wiped up’.? His response has been not only to cre-
ate new photographic presences but also to contribute to our understanding of their
place in our world. As he comments, ‘I took the pictures of the animals in these
books in an attempt to capture them as sentient creatures not so different from us.
I have sought to photograph them not in action, but simply in a state of being’.?

He has portrayed the visual impression of animals because ‘I wanted to show these
animals as individual spirits, sentient creatures equally as worthy as life as us’.*

Brandt’s discussion of his personal experiences is reflected in several accounts
that tend to draw upon both artistic and historical perspectives on animals.> Steve
Baker has recently concluded that ‘The look of the animal, the visual representation
of the animal, still matters, still figures, and it’s the thing that art . . . can handle
most persuasively’.® This is not just a contemporary project: it is strikingly obvious
that written works can be analysed with due regard to the relationship between
animals and artists as they have existed in the past. As Diana Donald notes in her
perceptive work:

Landseer’s concept of nature was wholly antithetical to that of earlier sporting
painters, with their paradisal, verdant landscapes: his concept suggested an
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overwhelming pessimism, a loss of belief in the benign governance of the
universe. Man, like his animal victims, was condemned to a harsh struggle for
survival, and perhaps to a lonely end.”

This focus on animal-human relationships in recent approaches to animals in the
visual field forms a certain contrast with previous, explicitly historical discussions of
animals that do not focus on photographic or print material. Often cited is the influ-
ential account provided by Keith Thomas, whose magisterial Man and the Natural
World is tellingly described by the author as a ‘mixture of compromise and conceal-
ment’.? In his introduction Thomas referred to a ‘devotion to rural pursuits . . .
characteristic of the English upper classes’, ‘common to many members of the first
industrial nation’ and a more recent ‘profoundly anti-urban bias’.” Thomas recog-
nises that ‘the animal and vegetable world has, after all, been a basic precondition of
human history’." Just as significantly, Thomas argued that the subject had much to
offer historians but also that ‘it is impossible to disentangle what the people of the
past thought about plants and animals from what they thought about themselves’."!
Here we are presented in many ways with an account of a past era of history, now
long gone. This strikes out rather differently to the explicit imagery of elephants in
Brandt’s encounter with the recent past. These animals are currently, as Brandt
writes, engaged in ‘being’, as ‘sentient creatures’. We can still see them, if we look
hard enough. Now it is true that Thomas’s pioneering book did draw upon prints of
animals (the publisher Allen Lane sourced thirty historic images), but their analysis
was minimal compared to the attention given to the written word. To some extent
this reflects the historian’s method. In a reflective mood in the London Review of
Books, Thomas has admitted that ‘My notes are voluminous because my interests
have never been very narrowly focused’.'? For all that Thomas contributed to the
emergence of animal-human history, enlarging the scope of historical concern, this
concern with writing limits our ability to make animals visible. Thomas accepts that
‘diverse topics . . . can’t be investigated in a single archive or repository of information.
Progress depends on building up a picture from a mass of casual and unpredictable
references accumulated over a long period’."? Despite this, like subsequent historians,
Thomas tended overwhelmingly to rely on literary sources and archives, with the
result that the animals’ presence is often virtual.'

This is not the only way forward. As many of the contributions in this volume
suggest, there is an explicit relationship between the physical presences of cultural
animals and the function of historical or heritage works. Take for example, in
fairly conventional terms, the recent Berlin-based project of artists and historical
commentators articulated in the project entitled Animal Lovers, explicitly embark-
ing on a search for emancipated human—animal relationships.’* From 2010-2011
the Berlin artist Anselmo Fox reimagined the 1873 Victory Column located at the
GroBer Stern (Great Star) central square in Berlin’s Tiergarten by showing bees
flying in and out of the damaged parts of the bronze sculpture of Victory herself,
revealing the monument as a flawed allegory for war, destruction and nationalistic
delusion, but showing as it does so that the animals follow the line and path of a
way of seeing despite the obstacle in front of them, penetrating it and revealing its
fragility.'®
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Part of the point here is to ask the question to what extent animals are involved
as agents in social processes, and to explore the relationship between artistic practice
and quasi-historical features. Such an approach has been common to the work of a
number of writers today in explaining the specific impact of animals in existing
countries. Accounts in this book relate both to the existing presence of current and
historical animals as well as to the conventional historical analysis of written descrip-
tions. We do not have to choose between them. As we note subsequently, several
contributors refer to past and present archival material but at the same time have
acknowledged the role of animals themselves in making an animal- and human-history.
So we accept the mixture of ‘compromise and concealment’ but we also construct
an explicit exposition of the way in which the ‘sentience’ of creatures becomes part
of an historical method.

The nature of animal-human history

This may be jumping too far ahead for those who cannot find any meaning in the
juxtaposition of ‘animal’ and ‘history’. We do not have to look very far, or very far
back, even in academia, to find statements as categorical as this, from David and Ann
James Premack: “While a vast number of histories have been written about human
beings, one could not write a history of the chimpanzee, nor of any other animal’."”
Outside of the charmed circle of academia, we can quite easily be reassured that while
all animals have an evolutionary past, ‘Only humans make history’.'"® Challenging
these ideas is never easy, as it depends of course on what we mean by ‘history’. The
Premacks defined history as ‘a sequence of changes through which a species passes
while remaining biologically stable’; and since for them ‘animals have not undergone
significant change while remaining biologically stable’, ergo they can have no history
as such.!” This still leaves plenty of room (‘perhaps’, say the more cautious Premacks)
for writing about the history of humans’ attitudes to animals, and their treatment of
animals — and indeed historians have long since accepted that a history of relation-
ships with the natural world, with the ‘environment’, and even with a range of
nonhuman animals is not only possible but valuable too. There is no real difficulty
conceding this point, even if we up the ante to claim that history requires a con-
sciousness of history, and a means of transmitting this on to future generations of a
species. This is the familiar idea that ‘Man is an historical animal, with a deep sense
of his own past’.?” But Dorothee Brantz observes that ‘even if animals live without a
sense of the past, is it logical to conclude that they have played no role in the devel-
opment of human societies?’?! We would in fact have to search hard for historians
who believe that ‘only humans make history’ in the most restrictive sense — the
conceit that other animals do not participate in human history at all — even if “Too
often such animals become written out of the actual processes of history’.?> Questions
of consciousness are for many a bridge too far — taking us into philosophical debates
and ethological theories for which historians have no great claim to expertise. But
even here, the most categorical statements may be given some nuance. Mahesh
Rangajaran, for instance, in a recent discussion of lions in the Gujarat from ancient
times to modern, suggests that changing relationships with people reflect not just
human practices or beliefs or representations of animals, but something like the
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‘culture’ and the ‘memory’ of those lions themselves; and while he is tentative on
the question of historical consciousness, this need not debar nonhuman animals, as
animals, from what we conventionally recognise as history:

It is surely going too far to endow lions with a sense of history such as
humans have or historians imagine, a sense in which the past is re-imagined
in multiple, contested ways to debate how the present came to be. Nevertheless,
there is a complex tapestry of human—animal relations, and within that, the
idea that animals too evolve, not only in simple biological terms but also in
terms of patterns of behavior, deserves consideration.?

This focus on relationships, and on milieu, is something that animal-human histor-
ians have been particularly strong in promoting — even if there are special problems
of access and interpretation to be considered. Here, we may remark that an aversion
to ‘animal history’ seems particularly absurd if we consult our cousins in archaeology
and anthropology, for whom the idea that people are entangled with animals, and
with their environments and all sorts of ‘things’ is hardly news.?* History presents
specific problems, for sure, which go beyond the discipline’s traditional reliance on
written sources, or the difficulties in terms of access to archives that are often not part
of the public domain of historical memory, and which are often guarded by institu-
tions wary of criticism, scholarly or otherwise.” Nor is it only because archives and
other records are themselves anthropocentric artefacts (“The current paucity of traces
for the hunter-historian to follow is neither accidental nor innocent. It is a product
of the history we want to tell’).*® Beyond these issues lies the way in which human
history and culture is seen as somehow separate from the natural world. Again, at the
very least we need to unsettle the antithesis between nature and culture that animates
so much modern, Western thinking, our understanding of history included. Thus
David Gary Shaw notes that ‘we also want to theorize the animal in history because
it helps us think even harder about who, these days, the “we” of history is’.#’ So long
as we divide the world into nature on the one hand, all other animals of all shapes
and natures rudely herded into this corral, and ‘culture’ on the other, as the work of
humans alone, we are not likely to get very far beyond the history of human atti-
tudes, beliefs, and practices towards animals, useful as this is. To go further, to fully
open up history to the animal presence that we invoked earlier, we have to escape
the gravitational pull of anthropocentrism. In this regard, the theoretical and meth-
odological insights of scholars who have refused to accept the nature—culture dualism
are absolutely vital. A famous example: the sociologist Michel Callon described the
ways in which the humble scallop, the Brittany fishermen who harvested them, and
a series of scientific researchers, some of them interested in conserving stocks, acted
together in relationships that are impossible to capture by labelling some things nat-
ural and other things social; instead, it is the process in which some things are
included (as identities or actors for instance), and others excluded or silenced, which
he found essential.?® Therefore, instead of starting with a proposition — animals can-
not have agency, for example — Callon prefers to follow what happens, notably the
power relationships that exist between different types of ‘actors’ whether they be
human or nonhuman. In other words, nonhumans might be considered on the same
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footing, history-wise, at least at the beginning of our research. It is a matter of what
these writers have termed ‘generalised symmetry’, not privileging one or other ‘actor’
in a priori reasoning.

Now in summary form, this kind of argument is familiar in many circles, so that
more apologies are in order; but the point of raising it here, even so briefly, is merely
to place the emphasis on methodology rather than on the kinds of a priori and blatantly
parti pris arguments that one sometimes encounters when the history of animals is
raised. The methodological issues should never be confused with those of principle,
or ontology. We want in this Companion to encourage students and readers of animal—
human history to resist the seemingly inarguable ‘common sense’ exampled above —
the ideas, for instance, that animals, other animals, simply do not have ‘agency’,
‘consciousness’, ‘history’, and so on. Whether they take the form of wheedling
blandishments or categorical imperatives these ideas have been used to dismiss even
the possibility that nonhuman animals are worthy of our attention as historians. The
question, as ever, is what we mean when we argue such things — and whether they
indeed stand up to scrutiny. In this volume we try to provide resources for historians,
especially those encountering this range of arguments for the first time. Our inten-
tion is not to close down debate — our contributors indeed provide different answers
from different perspectives, and we are aware that plenty of excellent historical work
can be done without swallowing the corpus of critical theory whole. At this juncture
in the development of animal-human history — we prefer this formulation to the
alternatives of ‘animal history’ or ‘human—animal history’ — diversity rather than
consistency is more noticeable, and it deserves to be celebrated as much as con-
demned. We already have something like a canon — the classics of our young field
that are required reading and which quite quickly mapped out its contours; and there
are also collections that illustrate the kinds of work that historians have accomplished.
But we intend this volume to be both survey and sourcebook, something that rep-
resents the state of the art, and at the same time can be consulted for up-to-date
discussions of the key themes and arguments in the discipline.

The practice of animal-human history

We start by considering the practice of history, thinking of where animal-human
history may contribute to established paradigms, such as political history. In our first
substantial chapter, Sandra Swart traces the connections between animals and nation-
alism, and specifically the role of nonhuman animals in the propagation of ‘national’
histories. It may seem puzzling to begin our survey of animal-human history with
the political, and with the Herderian understanding of nationalism, given that the
status of man as a ‘political animal’ (Aristotle’s zoon politikon or Aquinas’s animal civile)
is one of those qualities that supposedly elevate the human being over his animal
counterparts. Yet these presumptions to human exclusiveness, even with the
supposed ‘naturalness’ of the nation-state, generate objections aplenty. To the evolu-
tionary biologist of a certain stripe, it might be supposed that the nature of evolu-
tionary competition, aggression, and territoriality implies a certain continuity
between human ‘tribalism’ and animals’ group identities — as in the once influential
popular accounts of Robert Ardrey.”” These views trace a kind of ‘animal
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nationalism’ in nature, in basic biological drives and forms of animal association. This
is a not quite outdated approach, its dynamism recognisably ahistorical, insofar as it
confuses territoriality with territory; as the geographer Stuart Elden notes,

The problem with this is that while it can tell us something about human
behavior in space, it is not at all clear that it can tell us something about
“territory”. In part this is due to the obvious point that human social orga-
nization has changed more rapidly than biological drives.*

On the other hand, an ‘eco-cosmopolitan’ framing might look to nonhuman animals
lending their agency to the politics of nationalism, as ‘other citizens’ who despite
their lack of interest in demarcating and respecting human political boundaries, nev-
ertheless form ‘nations’ of different kinds.”' As a provocation, this promotion of a
multispecies transnational politics serves at the very least to destabilise the ‘national’
basis of conventional histories. But animals are also conscripted as an element of
banal nationalism, and Swart illustrates just how commonly the animal — or rather,
specific animals — become proxies for the imagined community of the nation and for
its projects of exclusion and othering (in the most extreme cases, Tiago Saraiva has
recently reminded us that nonhuman animals were mobilised in the performance of
fascist modernities).** Here, Swart’s observations confirm the fact that anthropocen-
trism does not always, or even typically, entail speciesism, because the invocation of
animal others is a way of avoiding either our common humanity or the supposedly
inclusive political citizenship we imagine when we speak of nations. She points us
nevertheless towards a political history of a more-than-human kind.

These themes are picked up by Mieke Roscher, who explores in her contribution
the opportunities for animal-human historians opened up by the rise of the ‘new
political history’ and a cultural history of politics, while being at the same time cau-
tious about the challenges that lie ahead — challenges that derive from the familiar
constraints of traditional political history but also the anthropocentric presumptions
of these new approaches. It is as well to leave behind the former, with (at the risk of
caricature) its focus on high politics and conventional political actors, on events and
‘great men’. A turn to the everyday and the ordinary, as well as to discourses and
representations, mentalities and symbolic systems, is far more amenable to animal—
human historians interested in a more-than-human political history. Yet here there
are further problems. Roscher notes in passing the counterargument to extending
our conception of political history, which goes that if politics is now everywhere it
is also nowhere, and that more specifically if we include nonhuman animals, or even
things, matter, bodies of all sorts, then the basis for defining the ‘political’ as a separate
sphere is lost. Roscher emphasises however the contrast between the symbolic and
the real animal, for the interest in culture risks reducing the political history of non-
human animals to their representation merely — as in Swart’s ‘national animals’.
A pure culturalism of this sort appears to ignore the material reality and presence of
the political animal. Roscher argues that we need not be caught upon the horns
of this dilemma, having to choose between real and symbolic animals: she turns to
a conception of politics based not on political actors, however constituted, but on a
relational account of agency, with the focus on practices and performances. Here she
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insists that we can have our representations of animals as political actors in history
(she calls this the political historiography of animals) and at the same time an account
of the ways in which real animals (for Roscher, ‘political animals’) enter into the
‘meaning-making’ of political action through their encounters with human beings
and their cultural/political systems. This sounds forbiddingly abstract — and Roscher
draws upon performativity theory, Science and Technology Studies, ‘praxiography’
and ‘body history’ to make her points — but she illustrates this with examples from
the animal-human history of the Third Reich, a specific, extreme, tragic animal—
human constellation that nevertheless serves as a case study of how nonhumans
co-produce political history.

These contributions lead neatly enough into Hilda Kean’s overview of the role of
animals in ‘public history’. However troublesome that term is to define, we recognise
that much of the running in the representation of animal-human histories has taken
place outside of the academy, in the kinds of exhibitions and monuments and memo-
rials that Kean examines here. Public history has included animals in these ‘more-than-
human’ histories without the kind of high theory or conceptual jargon regularly to be
encountered in academic animal-human history, and which is almost by definition
off-limits to non-specialists. Nor do we see replicated an emphasis on the acquisition
of knowledge for its own sake — for as museums and other institutions struggle to con-
nect with wider and more diverse audiences, they situate themselves in very difterent
social and political contexts, where buzzwords such as participation and inclusivity are
prominent. Of course, we can and should be critical about the turn to public history,
especially where ‘heritage’ and the narration of ‘national identity’ are concerned — but
we might also see opportunities in the collaborative process of history-making that is at
the heart of public history. Kean shows us both sides of this debate, considering, with
a focus on Australia, how animals and their histories have been enrolled in the presen-
tation of national (if not necessarily nationalist) stories — but viewing them as positive
starting-off points for an animal-human history that is not confined to the seminar
room. Sometimes this has been at the expense of a certain academic rigour, but even
so we can still appreciate the presence and agency of nonhuman animals as participants
in the process of making history. Kean reminds us that ‘animal-human historians’ — at
least, those of us who are employed in institutions of higher education and evaluated
on our academic research — do not on our own produce ‘history’. If we are to bring
nonhuman animals back into history, we need to accept and even celebrate, if never
uncritically, the diverse histories that are at work in the world.

Drawing on vital work in memory studies, Jan-Erik Steinkriiger follows the lead
of the previous chapter in arguing that history-making is an ongoing, dynamic pro-
cess, and that animals are an integral part of this form of public history. Steinkriiger
takes up Kean’s themes of animal memorialisation, but heads in a difterent direction,
considering the ways in which animal conservation might be interpreted as a form of
cultural memory, and thus a practice of making history. As he suggests, animal con-
servation projects of all kinds are not a matter of ‘nature’ distinct from ‘culture’.
They typically invoke the latter in the terms of history and heritage, especially in the
powertful ideal of preserving (or reintroducing) animals as a living patrimony or col-
lective property, handed down from historical past through threatened present to
hoped-for future. The concept and practice of national parks, where the historical
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existence of animals is often bought at the expense of remembering human histories,
exemplifies this kind of animal-human political history. Steinkriiger focuses in this
chapter on the business of collective memory, or rather more precisely cultural memory,
asking which animals (including humans) are remembered, which animals (including
humans) forgotten, and why. His examples of animal conservation in Africa demon-
strate that historiography is a critical form of cultural memory-work, especially so in
a postcolonial frame. The power of media — not academic history — is emphasised
throughout, as with Kean’s chapter. Steinkriiger aims to show how wildlife conser-
vation is inextricably entangled with animal-human history — and his worked example
of efforts to save central Asia’s Przewalski’s horse bears this out. This is an important
lesson for animal-human historians who tend to approach their topics from the
direction of cultural history, and with a pronounced focus on the modern, urban
West. Steinkriiger demonstrates the narrowness of our optic, and the limitations of
our own historiographical habits.

Turning to an historiography that all too quickly sequesters questions of culture
from those of ‘science’, Robert Kirk takes a similarly critical stance. Looking at the
transformation of animals and animal bodies into the collective ‘experimental animal’,
Kirk points out the limitations of an historiography that sees controversies about
experimentation and vivisection in particular, as somehow really about human con-
cerns, not about animals at all. He argues that the history of animal experimentation
struggles as a result with the animal as anything more than a symbol. Kirk looks instead
at the potential of the history of science as an alternative to an anthropocentric ‘social’
history where taking animals seriously is concerned, and though he notes the advan-
tages of such approaches in terms of rich descriptive accounts, he identifies a disabling
lack of interest in normative questions. That the two concerns, the empirical and the
ethical, might at least partially be reconciled is exampled through the development
history of animal welfare science — yet here again the full import of animal-human
relations, including the nature of emotional and affective attachments, remains unrec-
ognised. Kirk’s purpose here is to argue for the integration of moral values and ethical
concerns in the production of scientific knowledge and the material practices upon
which it depends). This means taking seriously the emotions of nonhuman animals as
well as those of humans, and confronting the history of our empathy with other
species — not as part of a congratulatory narrative of care and animal welfare within the
scientific community, but as part of what Kirk calls here a ‘moral ecology of science’.

Abigail Woods’ account of the divergence and convergence of animal and human
medicine is also placed here because of what it tells us about the disciplinary process
by which animal and human histories are quarantined. Woods’ theme is medical and
veterinary history, but the conclusions are scalable out and up. The disconnect
between medical history/veterinary history and animal-human history is puzzling,
notes Woods, particularly insofar as nonhuman animals have left far more obvious
traces in the historical record here than in other fields. If any subdiscipline should
afford opportunities for an integrated history, then the history of medicine and vet-
erinary science should be it, yet historians in this field have for Woods been largely
guided by anthropocentric assumptions and concepts, and it is probably fair to say
that it has been relatively resistant, until quite recently, to the theoretical insights
provided by Science and Technology Studies and allied perspectives. Lest this
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account seem too carping, we should recognise as Woods does that the problem is
not just on that side of the fence: for animal-human historians have typically focused
on wild and companion animals, largely neglecting those animals whose lives or
bodies have contributed to medical science; by contrast, experimental animals, and
the specific topics of vivisection, zoonotic and contagious diseases, have been quite
well covered by medical and social historians, as she herself shows in some detail,
with a very useful summary of key contributions and an assessment of their signifi-
cance. The lessons here include an awareness of the limits placed on the biological
control of animals, including ourselves: the British BSE/vC]D crisis of the late 1990s
is not now a part of students’ memories — it has thus become ‘historical’ — but it and
a host of other phenomena form a reminder that animal-human relations are a critical
part of contemporary ‘risk society’.*> Woods notes that historians are influenced by
the present and its particular concerns, though it is just as important for contempo-
rary scholars to be aware of the historical precedents. But Woods is surely right to
look to identify the dominant human-centred perspective as the major barrier to a
truly animal history of medicine, and she is right too to fly the flag for the ‘One
Health’ movement and what it portends.

Woods notes in her chapter the privileging of the symbolic over the material in
animal-human history. Liv Emma Thorsen’s chapter, by contrast, explores the ques-
tion of why animals’ materiality really matters. In its concern for the display of animal
remains in museum collections it belongs with the business of public history. But it
also forms a bridge between these questions of historical praxis and the issues of theory
and methodology that are collected in the following section, under the rubric ‘prob-
lems and paradigms’. Thorsen sets her sights on the material as well as the animal turn,
demonstrating that even after death, animals exhibit agency. She considers the role of
animal remains in provoking affective or emotional responses, by attracting various
interested parties, actors, or ‘friends’, and also by constructing meaning for us through
particular sets of relations in specific contexts, networks or assemblages. That this
means the production of what we understand as history is evident from the fact that
animal remains become exhibits in historical narratives — and not just in ‘natural history’
museums. Thorsen shows, through her intriguing examples, how dynamic and con-
tingent are ‘nature’ and ‘culture’: a hippopotamus, an exotic exile in Renaissance
Florence, travels after death from spectacular individuality to being the representative
of the species, as the Medici collections are purified in the Age of Enlightenment into
the products of culture and nature respectively (and then only provisionally). In Oslo,
by contrast, in the Romantic Age, a poet’s dog is gifted to science before being
reunited with her owner’s geist in the modern celebration of genius and genus loci, thus
reclaimed from ‘science’ and returned to ‘culture’. These histories of taxidermied
animals (along with Thorsen’s many other examples) show us that the meaning of life
and death, persons and things, essences and relations, is far from clear-cut. Animal—
human history is inherently material, and inherently messy as well.

Historiographical challenges

We move in the second section of this book to considering key historiographical
problems. In the initial chapter in this section Philip Howell tries to lay out as clearly
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as possible the genealogy of the conception of ‘agency’, and in particular the prob-
lems involved in suggesting that humans have distinctive attributes that gives them
an ‘agency’ or power that all other animals signally lack. We arrogate to ourselves the
position of an imperial race, and, as the neglected eighteenth-century English philos-
opher Abraham Tucker puts it, ‘delighting to draw comparisons between ourselves and
the irrational tribes, or studying to exaggerate our own nobility and pre-eminence of
privileges above them’.** Howell also notes the connections to social theory and
social history, where the idea of agency has been important in recovering the lives
and experiences of the less privileged, the subordinated, and the exploited. Animals
as historical subjects are confronted with an unwelcome choice in this regard — waiting
to be the beneficiary of this ethical extensionism, but as a distant cousin of the his-
torical family the last cohort to be considered worthy of being included in a ‘social’
history; or else relegated to evolutionary or environmental history, to the matter of
things and Nature. Howell suggests that we might want to replace ‘history from
below’, with its hierarchical presumptions, with the fact that animals are beside us,
and that these relationships with other animals are part of what we like to think of as
‘our’ agency. In this relational conception of agency there is no distinction between
now and the historical past, save that there are special issues in research and writing
about animals’ agency. Howell finishes therefore by considering three paradigms in
histories of animal agency: ascribed agency, proactive agency, and (his preference is
obvious enough) ‘assembled agency’. Being precise as to what we mean when we
write about agency is a necessary first step towards writing more convincing more-
than-human histories.

This hardly exhausts the issue, of course. Jennifer McDonell’s chapter on animals
in Victorian literature tackles a number of pertinent themes — that of animals’ agency,
the possibility of writing a history of emotions that includes other animals, and the
problem, above all, of representation itself. We locate her contribution in this second
section principally because of this issue of representation: we might feel that in the
field of literature, at the heart of the humanities, so to speak, we are about as far away
from real animals as we are ever likely to get. Classic debates in animal studies indeed
revolve around this question of ‘representation’, with the early and powerful insis-
tence that animals disappear when they become the matter of culture now matched
by more nuanced assessments and indeed increasingly voluble counterarguments.®
Looking for the traces of animals in texts is sometimes bracingly straightforward,
however — we are thinking of the marvellous example of the Deventer cat who one
night in or around the year 1420 pissed on a medieval manuscript, much to the
annoyance of the monk who came to resume his work the morning later:

Hic non defectus est, sed cattus minxit desuper nocte quadam. Confundatur pessimus
cattus qui minxit super librum istum in nocte Daventrie, et consimiliter omnes alii
propter illum. Et cavendum valde ne permittantur libri aperti per noctem ubi cattie
venire possunt.

(Here is nothing missing, but a cat urinated on this during a certain night.
Cursed be the pesty cat that urinated over this book during the night in
Deventer and because of it many others [other cats] too. And beware well
not to leave open books at night where cats can come.)*
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We need to think carefully, however, about the ways in which culture is co-produced
by human and other animals. In McDonell’s examples, for instance, we have a veri-
table carnival of animals, including the monstrously or whimsically transmogrified
chimera, not only in marginal texts — children’s literature, say, or genre fiction — but
also in the most canonical and popular texts. McDonell argues that Victorian literary
texts offer, if not uniquely then certainly in an exemplary form, accounts of relational
and situated animal agency that tally very well with contemporary conceptions. In
one sense, for sure, we have a discourse of animality that reduces some people, some
types of people, to mere animals — particularly in the racial and imperial registers —
but we also, in this enlarged sympathy sense not only an acknowledgement too of
our shared creatureliness but also (and we raise this tentatively) a recognition of the
ways in which oppression of animals intersects with other forms of oppression.*’
We may dismiss this strain as a no more than sentimental surplus, a form of allyship
(to borrow the associated term) that oppressed animals might well do without.” but
the provocation in human beings of anxiety and unease, in the highest expressions of
art and culture, surely confirms Philip Armstrong’s argument that animals are ‘central
to the mission of modernity’.?

Keri Cronin accomplishes for the visual arts what Jennifer McDonell does for
literature. Part of her argument is emphatically methodological, a plea for animal—
human historians to be creative and diligent in their use of visual material, and to be
equally careful to assess content according to context. Images are no less complex
than textual material, and teasing out layers of meaning is far from straightforward, as
Cronin shows using images associated with nineteenth-century animal advocacy,
and tacking between the reality of animals’ lives, the production of artworks, and the
subsequent circulation of prints and adaptations. Cronin asks, however, what would
art history look like if we took animals seriously? Like McDonell, she is not con-
vinced that all we see, all we can see, is our human world. Acknowledging the
importance that animal advocacy groups gave to the visual arts in enlarging human
sympathy towards nonhuman animals, Cronin addresses the problem of representa-
tion by refusing to see this imagery as a kind of anthropocentric cul-de-sac or echo
chamber; instead, she asks how representing animals might be a guide not only for
how people lived with animals in the past, but also how we might live with animals
in the present and the future. So in addition to her methodological guidance, Cronin
offers a case for seeing nonhuman animals as a part of the production of visual art,
through their material substance and by being embraced by visual technologies, but
perhaps more importantly as an inextricably element of visual regimes that are caught
up with a variety of animal-human relationships.

Boria Sax tackles the central question of anthropomorphism in his chapter, begin-
ning with the painful but instructive history of the zoological exhibition of ‘primitive’
humans and ‘civilised’ apes. The easy interchangeability, for spectators, of pygmy and
chimpanzee, as Sax argues, points to the confusion at the heart of the concept of
anthropocentrism, its dependence on its shadowy sister, zoomorphism, and the
seemingly incessant production of anthropomorphic hybrids. This in general terms is
a familiar argument. But Sax notes that the anthropocentrism alternately accepted or
critiqued today should be understood as a very selective revival of attitudes both
antique and antic, a continuing conversation that is especially dependent on spiritual
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and theological perspectives on the nature of humans versus other animals. The
Judeo-Christian tradition, for instance, is still routinely castigated for its endorsement
of anthropocentric reason and lack of environmental awareness, but of course, as in
the classical myths, the divinity makes use of animal avatars as well as the man of
sorrows. Sax’s chapter is essential reading in that he reminds us that zoomorphism
not only survived Descartes, Linnaeus, and Darwin but that their ideas prompted and
provoked anthropological anxiety. Sax puts forward the monkey or ape as the trou-
blemaker in the Garden of Eden, and sees anthropomorphism reaching an apogee in
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. In short, zoomorphism, like the
indomitable Lilith, continues to vex the happy family of Adam and Eve, and their
children’s hegemony over the Earth and all its creatures.

Sax’s chapter leads straight into the question of exhibition, a prominent theme in
the history and the historiography of animals, and a particularly provocative one
given the antipathy towards zoos and the other popular animal entertainments of our
own day. All attempts to rebrand zoos and safari parks at the heart of contemporary
wildlife conservation have failed to blunt the force of criticism from animal welfarists
and animal rights activists.* The question of what we are doing when we make a
spectacle of nonhuman animals has been on the table at least since the art critic John
Berger’s influential essay, “Why look at animals?’*! Berger’s bleak assessment was that
the real animal is fated only to disappear with the rise of these exhibitionary com-
plexes built for viewing.* Others quickly joined him — too quickly — in asserting that
in zoos and their like the animal is already virtual, and has nothing much any more
to do with ‘nature’. The history of zoos indeed suggests a rather more complex story,
something that Helen Cowie takes up in her chapter, looking at the variety of ways
in which animals were exhibited in the past, and what this history means for us. For
Cowie the exhibition of ‘exotic’ animals in zoos, menageries, circuses and other animal
performances, is certainly about power, but this is not just the familiar business of
human dominion over animals or over nature, or even the impress of imperialism and
the colonial monopoly of knowledge, though it surely is these things.* Exhibiting
animals in these widely different ways also takes us into the history of national and
civic pride, and also that of class, for the casual visitors and audiences at animal shows
have found themselves as much under observation as the animals themselves. Cowie
also reminds us that concerns over welfare, the definition and distribution of cruelty
and care, and the agency of animals themselves all have a distinctive historical pedigree.
Whatever we think now of animal spectacles, whether we stress the ‘clownishness’
or conservation, we should all attend to this history lesson.*

Carl Griffin notes in his chapter that when species meet, the result is not always
pretty. ‘Being with’ other animals means companionship and aftection, but also vio-
lence and — to use that resonant word — ‘brutality’. As with Karl Steel’s later contri-
bution, we cannot quarantine such violence to the distant and unreformed past, to
the supposedly nasty brutishness of the middle ages, for instance, nor to the world of
the countryside or of the working classes — all of these familiar shorthands in the
reassuring reasoning of moral improvement, but poor guides in themselves for the
animal-human historian save as indexes of ideology. Griftin argues how little consid-
eration the treatment of animals in rural settings has received until recently, either
from environmental or animal-human historians. This may sound surprising given
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the centrality of animals in agrarian capitalism, but those histories have arguably
neglected the affective relationships involved in favour of their status as things, as
property, as capital. The main theme indeed has been the domination of animals, the
invention of Nature with a capital N as something to be mastered, with emotion
involved perhaps only as a matter of scientific, national, and human pride in such
mastery.* Griffin is hardly an apologist for the age, as his studies here and elsewhere
of animal maiming and other forms of violence towards animals suggest, all in the
context of the rapid proletarianisation of farm labour. But the existence of attitudes
that are associated with, but are not exhausted by, the production of fleshy capital is
something that Griffin is at pains to emphasise here — and for which the humble pig,
the companion of the cottager and slum-dweller alike, is particularly emblematic.
Affection for animals, even those destined for slaughter, needs to be recognised as a
central part of the fateful process by which animal bodies and human labour became
commodities in the modern age. An environmental or a rural history that registers only
the blood and the brutality, particularly in the context of cultural self-congratulation,
will fail to show how nonhuman animals shaped our past.

These ideas are picked up by Ingrid Tague, who rightly reminds us that emotional
attachments to animals are far older than the familiar narrative, of ‘pets’ filling an
absence produced by the development of urban and industrial society, suggests.*
Tague does not universalise pet-keeping, which would deprive it of anything but the
deepest of deep histories, instead insisting that we can and should historicise these
feelings for animal companions, and consider nonhuman animals within what is known
now as the history of emotions. The problem of ‘doing emotions history’ with animals
is raised here very explicitly, however. This constitutes a major methodological
problem, which justifies placing Tague’s important contribution at this point in the
volume, along with her honourable reservations about what animal-human histori-
ans can reasonably achieve. Tague argues that imposing a human understanding of
‘emotion’ upon other species, and a contemporary and provisional understanding at
that, risks ignoring the rich experiential world of other animals that is no less import-
ant for being effectively beyond the grasp of humankind. Tague’s expertise leads her
to focus not on animals’ emotions themselves as with the contexts and regimes by
which emotions are recognised and valorised. As an avowedly ‘traditional’ cultural
historian, whose interest is principally on the cultural construction of ‘emotion’,
Tague is extremely well placed to examine the changing perceptions of animals’
emotions and emotions about animals in the early modern period. She revisits a
series of savants, not to idly cheer Montaigne or hiss Descartes, but to show that
reciprocal emotional bonds were centrally on the agenda for philosophers and scien-
tists concerned with reason, morality, and society itself. Emotional attachments to
animals were not dismissed herein as expressions of vulgar ‘sentiment’, but under-
stood rather as part of a shared culture of sensibility that allowed animals to inveigle
their way into the human emotional world, and via a concept of natural sympathy
that explained society’s ties as emotional connections with various others, including
nonhuman ones.

Tague sees where we are now, with regard to emotions, history, and animals as at
an impasse. But ‘Rethinking animals as subjects makes us remap human—animal
boundaries in emotive as much as ecological terms’, and there are plausible ways
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forward.*” A vital contribution is made by Michael Guida, for though the subject —
birdsong in early twentieth-century Britain — sounds as relatively niche in appeal as
twitching, this chapter explores the role of emotion and sentiment in animal-human
history. Guida resolutely avoids being bullied out of a consideration of ‘sentiment’,
as mere sentimentality, say, something for poets rather than scientists, or (in a more
modern guise) simply a matter of social construction, another version of the idea that
animals disappear in modernity. But the role of birdsong is a recognition of the con-
tinuing presence of birds in humans’ lives, and, more importantly, a register of the
agency of birds in broadcasting their ‘songs’ (for whatever reason) and the agency or
affect of these ‘songs’ beyond their bodies. It is both charming and sobering to reflect
that these sounds were thought fit for humans to broadcast, over the airwaves, to an
avid radio audience, particularly in times of national stress and anxiety: firstly and
more generally in the context of worries about the wrong kind of ‘signals’ being
‘received’ in people’s newly porous homes — here the positive, natural, and transcen-
dent quality of birdsong might drown out the hubbub threatened by technological
modernity — and secondly under the specific challenges of the wartime Home Front
and the struggles to maintain ‘morale’. Singing then of arms and the songbird Guida
shows not only that the sound of birds resonated in British national life, but more
generally that animals are an inseparable part of the history of emotions, hitherto
almost exclusively an anthropocentric enterprise.”® The birdsong that Guida takes as
his focus can be understood, from one angle, as an expression of animal ‘emotion’,
but perhaps more significantly he shows how this was bundled up with humans and
machines in distinctive emotional regimes.*

Larger themes and big histories

The final set of chapters take on the larger themes in the history of animal-human
relations. Neil Pemberton, Julie-Marie Strange and Michael Worboys first take as
their theme the practice of animal breeding, and with it the cryptic and troublesome
concept of ‘breed’. These are obviously connected, but they are far from inseparable:
the latter is a latecomer, a relatively recent concept, certainly compared with the long
history of human intervention in the sexual reproduction of nonhuman animals.
Even where we narrow our focus to the scientific or selective breeding that is such
a familiar feature of the late eighteenth/early nineteenth-century ‘age of improve-
ment’, it is the variety of practices that are wrapped up in the single idea of breeding
that we should emphasise, not just the undifferentiated domination of animals by
humanity. ‘Breeding’ is, as the authors point out, an umbrella term, taking in both
livestock and ‘fancy’ animals, breeding for utility or for whimsy — and even this dis-
tinction is not as secure as it might seem at first sight. The development of cattle,
racehorses, pigeons, poultry, and dogs, covered in this chapter, bear out this complex
history of genetic manipulation. We can also note that the abstract scientific under-
standing of breeding — the idea of ‘artificial selection’, most famously — derives in part
from these practical considerations but also distorts our understanding of what breeders
actually did and how they themselves understood what they were doing.> Lastly, with
the rise of ‘pedigree’ dog breeding in the later nineteenth century further trouble-
some complexities are introduced, the notion of dog ‘breeds’ promoting ideal-type
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‘standards’ while acknowledging the plasticity of canine bodies. Pemberton, Strange
and Worboys argue that a ‘breed’ is an artefact of the imagination rather than a fact
of nature, a way of thinking, a word (we might even say, a speech act). A breed is no
more, and no less, than a ‘brand’, a manipulation of consumer tastes as much as of
DNA. The invention of breeds is a fateful one: because it acknowledges the entan-
glement of animals and humans over the longest term, the power of people to alter
the very nature of what an animal is; but also because it imposes a certain rationali-
sation of breeding and a vision of nature moreover that threatens to bleed over into
the concepts of ‘race’ and rank (‘good stock’), culture and civility (‘good breeding),
that are used still to separate the human sheep from the human goats.

In his wide-ranging chapter, running from the grieving horses of Homer’s Achaeans
to the weaponised animals of contemporary contlicts, Gervase Phillips tackles the
history of nonhumans in war. He reminds us of the essentially continuous exploita-
tion of animals as tools of war, on the battlefield as mounted units, and in the supply
chains as beasts of burden, and points to the significance of animals not only in spe-
cific military struggles but also in the long-run history of empires, cultures and
civilisations. The importance of nonhuman animals in the campaigning history that
is the meat and drink of military historians has not been wholly neglected — but the
fruits of this research are the work of a cadre of specialists typically marginalised from
the historical mainstream. The ‘big histories’ of war and conflict, and of violence
have, by contrast, proved less amenable to taking on board the significance of ani-
mals.”! The point is that there is a critical need for joined-up thinking in understand-
ing the history of war, bringing together the insights of military specialists and
animal-human historians. For Phillips, there are nevertheless real opportunities to
forward an animal-human history through an engagement with a military history
that was never as obtuse as its critics make out: there are interesting comparisons to
be made, for instance, between the recovery of soldiers’ experiences and those of the
animals who accompanied them to battle, and fought alongside them in battle. All
the same, the clear need is to weigh up an awareness of animals as military materiel
with an engaged awareness of their affective or emotional states as combatants and
as they were caught up in conflicts. After all, humans and other animals share an
evolutionary history; some of the effects of war hardly discriminate between animal
and human bodies, including the effects on the mind and the psyche. The pity of
war must have something of the animal in it, not least the reduction of people to a
creaturely life. But taking the animal standpoint is not merely a guide to human
suffering: Phillips reminds us not only of the need to attend to the specifics of ani-
mals in and at war, but also of the co-specifics involved, particularly in his sobering
concluding discussion of humans and dogs as ‘co-belligerents’” sharing a history of
violence.

In his own chapter on hunting, Philip Howell contrasts the incommensurability
of hunting histories deriving from contemporary science and the politics of hunting.
To some, hunting is natural, authorised by the violent, carnivorous record of our
prehistoric ancestors, and thereby right: the idea that hunting/meat-eating made us,
and continues to make us, human. The ‘hunting hypothesis’ that underwrote these
ideas in post-war paleoanthropology has, by now, attained ‘mythic’ status, but it is
no less influential for all that: despite decades of criticism, hunting and humanity are
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indelibly associated. We cannot deny the prehistoric record out of hand, but neither
can we use this to divert attention away from the extremely varied histories of hunt-
ing in recorded history, and what it tells us — which is often not about meat per se
than about power and privilege, or about very complex social relations rather than
some spuriously homogeneous ‘humanity’, or about the appropriation of nature by
a relatively recent capitalist regime. Howell uses this chapter not to survey the entire
field of hunting in history but instead to emphasise this diversity, and to undercut
competing attempts to sum up what hunting is: that it is about pursuing ‘wild’ ani-
mals in ‘wild’ places, for instance, in a kind of violent enmity or even a ‘war’ against
‘nature’. Few of these broad characterisations hold water, even if they can be readily
mobilised for contemporary political purposes. All the same, perhaps as historians
we should be most on our guard against the enduring idea of ‘Man the hunter’, ‘the
Man-making tale of the hunter on the quest to kill and bring back the terrible
bounty’.”> We might prefer the advice of the writer Ursula K. Le Guin: that ‘story-
telling might pick up diverse things of meaning and value and gather them together,
like a forager rather than a hunter waiting for the big kill’.>?

Chris Otter considers the theme of meat eating in a similarly wide-ranging and
complementary contribution, noting the deep history of eating animals alongside a
concern for the transformations ushered in by the modern era of historical capital-
ism, and the dramatic changes brought in in the space of a human lifetime — along
with what this ‘Great Acceleration’ presages. Otter is concerned here to explore the
importance of ancient domestication alongside more recent phenomena such as
scientific breeding. He turns specific attention to the ‘big three’ of contemporary
commercial farming — cattle, first, and some way ahead, vying for first place in terms
of numbers and biomass, pigs and chickens. Otter’s work is a model of an holistic
history, taking in changes to animals’ bodies together with changes in food prepar-
ation and consumption, within a framework that emphasises the role of commodi-
fication and appropriation in contemporary capitalism-as-global-ecology. With
apologies to the pig, it is the broiler chicken, forty days from cradle to grave, hatchery
to butchery, and unlike its competitors wholly unprotected by religious scruples,
which is the very icon of our biological control of animals. There are limits — in the
cultural making of meat the aversion to eating certain animals (horses, say) or indeed
to eating meat at all, and in the physical machinery resistance in various forms from
the predated — but the most important are the blowbacks of environmental degrad-
ation and biosecurity that most obviously threaten the regime of cheap food upon
which contemporary capitalism depends. Otter’s chapter takes us far away from
the self-congratulatory narratives of dominion — domestication of animals as ‘a tri-
umph of human wit and will’, and puts in their place an awareness of the fragile
web of life under late capitalist modernity in which we and the animals we eat are
enmeshed.>*

The substantive chapters in this volume end with Karl Steel’s consideration of
animals, violence, and the meaning of the ‘medieval’. Steel first points out that the
middle ages are, to us, ‘uncanny’, in that we both inherit its ideas, many of them
sophisticated and subtle, some of them short and emphatic in their anthropocentrism,
but at the same time we rush to praise ourselves by disavowing the age’s ‘brutality’
towards animals. Steel does not wish to replace a familiar portrait of brutish medieval
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with an unfeasibly benign version of the middle ages. Rather, he asks what cruelty
to animals meant, to them, and to us. His icon here is the fourteenth/fifteenth century
Christian mystic, Margery Kempe, and in particular her beliefs as to the rights and
wrongs of eating animals. Characterising her practice as a ‘carnivorous vegetarianism’,
Steel is at pains to emphasise how difficult it is to pin someone like Kempe down, in
the terms of modern theriophily — and by extension how difficult it is to make
sweeping statements about attitudinal changes over the long term. Margery’s intem-
perate tears and her dog-like devotional howling, affect us oddly, as they should.
Steel’s aim then is to restore the strangeness of the middle ages, and so to complicate
the conventional chronologies of cruelty and violence and compassion. For nonhu-
man animals — especially, if not exclusively — the politics of time and historical tem-
porality are fraught with their own forms of violence. In animal welfare narratives,
time is typically mapped out in space, to accuse others of ‘anachronistic’ behaviour,
‘medieval’ brutality, say, so that questioning these practices serves to puncture the
self-regard of Western modernity. In its place we might be tempted to give up on
history altogether, or take shelter in either the bromide of ‘progress’ or the perhaps
equally pleasurable conviction of declension. But Steel’s work suggests the need for
closer readings, but beyond that what he calls historical heterogeneity, something
that would not mean, for animal-human history, neat archaeological layers or nicely
bounded communities, but a new kind of history altogether.

Conclusions

The concluding reflections attempt to sum up where we are, which is certainly sober-
ing when we consider animals’ lives. As Daniel Bender has recently put it, “We exist
at a remarkable, if tragic, moment in our human and animal histories’.>> Matthew
Calarco is more forceful still:

Never before in human history have so many animals been subjected to
horrific slaughter, unconscionable abuse, and unthinkable living conditions.
The present conditions under which many animals live has a unique history
that requires both material and ontological analysis, and it is a history that
needs to be attended to in its specificity so that we might learn better how to
transform it for the present and the future.®

Stated as sharply as this we come to the question of what our ethical commitments
and political praxis should be, something that defies easy answers. Animal-human
history, at least that practised in the academy, may find itself uncomfortably placed
here: too ‘contemplative’ for activists for a start — but also figured by some as too
conservative a discipline to take on board the kind of presumptions of, for instance,
the ‘posthuman’ turn in critical theory. Falling between these stools — too ‘humanist’
for animal studies, too ‘academic’ for animal advocates — may not in fact be as awk-
ward as it first appears, and there is no necessary match up — quite the opposite —
between activists and critical philosophers. We can surely fly a flag for what we can
think of as the basic research that animal-human historians accomplish; the animal—
human historian Louise Robbins noted some time ago that for all of the benefits of
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what is now touted as ‘big history’, such ‘wide-angle views smooth over much
varied topography’.”” So there is no inconsiderable virtue in writing by contrast
small histories, properly attendant to context and cultural nuance. The conclusions
offer up some ideas about how we might connect these small stories and big stories,
those of modern capitalism’s ‘historical nature’ in particular.®® We hope that in this
collection we have offered up reflections on animal-human histories that achieve
precisely that, contributions that map unexpected connections and reveal unex-
pected connections:

As animals migrate from the margins of history to its main stage, they reveal
paths hidden beneath the routes blazed previously by historians. Telling stories
through and with animals will untangle historiography, showing how ideas,
processes, and actors can be pulled apart in new ways — making audible his-
torical subjects long relegated to our silenced wilderness.>

This is no longer as controversial as it once seemed. We should be wary of talking of
the ‘triumph’ of animal-human history, but most mainstream historians would now
accept that a wider range of ‘actors’ contribute to the making of history, including
(though not only) nonhuman animals.®® As Frederick Brown argues, ‘Nonhuman
animals have witnessed the same history humans saw, looked for opportunities to thrive,
aided humans in countless ways, and thwarted human plans’.*! But perhaps we should
insist more strongly, more bolshily even, that ‘history-making extends beyond what
humans do’.®* The anthropologist Anna Tsing reminds us that storytelling — including
writing ‘history’ — is something that we do with other animals, a point that we raised
right at the start, and whose purport is so beautifully illustrated by the work of Nick
Brandt on the cover of this book:

‘History’ is both a human storytelling practice and that set of remainders
from the past that we turn into stories. Conventionally, historians look only
at human remainders, such as archives and diaries, but there is no reason not
to spread our attention to the tracks and traces of nonhumans, as these con-
tribute to our common landscapes. Such tracks and traces speak to cross-
species entanglements in contingency and conjuncture, the components of
‘historical’” time. To participate in such entanglement, one does not have to
make history in just one way. Whether or not other organisms ‘tell stories’,
they contribute to the overlapping tracks and traces that we grasp as history.
History, then, is the record of many trajectories of world making, human and
not human.®

History (with the capital H) is itself a way of being in the world. Saying that we as
humans have History, and other animals do not, is one story, one way of making the
world. But it isn’t the only one. The question we are now concerned with is what
happens to ‘history’ when we recognise that, then as now, we live in the world with
animal others? The remaking of history is a task still to be accomplished — but we
hope that this collection has suggested some answers to a question that is central not
just to animal-human history but to the meaning of history itself.
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We leave the final word to Harriet Ritvo, whose pioneering work in animal-human
history has long been a personal and professional inspiration. Ritvo’s contributions
have ranged from the detailed, scholarly investigation of the place of nonhuman
animals in Victorian Britain, where animal-human history, natural history, and envi-
ronmental history mingle and merge, to the methodological and conceptual under-
standing of what animal-human history is, and what it might be.®* Ritvo’s reflections
on this collection return us to the persistent problem of how to make the past and
continuing presence of animals visible in our histories. She points to the pros and
cons of diversity and interdisciplinarity, noting that opportunities are always accom-
panied by costs. But in her characteristic generosity Ritvo emphasises the work that
remains to be done, and in exactly this spirit we see this Companion to Animal=Human
History as an invitation to a shared enterprise.
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2
THE OTHER CITIZENS

Nationalism and animals

Sandra Swart

Wounded Lions angry and disappointed after Springboks victory’, ‘Angolan Black Antelopes
outrun the Lions of the Atlas’, ‘Congo’s Leopards devour Mali’s Eagles’, ‘Wallabies wallop
Los Pumas’, ‘Vultures off to a flying start against Mauritius’: one reads the headlines and
one might be forgiven for thinking that there is a global war raging in the animal
kingdom. It appears to be an apocalyptic post-human extension of the nation-state;
as though governments had wearied of human casualties and decided to appoint
animals as their proxies — like knights of olde jousting to represent their kings.
Another image is that of the more jaded of the Roman emperors, wearying of his
bestiarii slaughtering exotic creatures and simply pitting the beasts against each other
for the thrill of the crowd. Or perhaps it is rather as if heraldry itself had come to life
and suddenly the lion rampant confronts a griffin sergeant or a springbok courant. This
muscular menagerie of competitive and athletic beasts struggle to defend their
nations’ honour. They seem to have taken Darwin’s hypothesis to heart and wish to
see if really only — literally — the fittest survive. To turn from the sports pages, how-
ever, to the political cartoons, we see international disputes between the British
bulldog, the Spanish bull, the Russian bear, the New Zealand kiwi, and the South
African springbok. Sometimes even real, living animals make the political pages: in
2014, for instance, an endangered Siberian tiger named Kuzya crossed the frozen
Amur River into China, prompting an international incident — after consuming
some Chinese chickens. Kuzya inspired an even less diplomatic Russian-born tiger
named Ustin to cross the border into Chinese territory and go on a sustained
goat-killing spree. Ustin and Kuzya were not just any tigers — they were rescued as
orphaned cubs, taught to hunt by Russian officials, and released into the wild by
President Vladimir Putin himself. Since these tigrine wanderings, there have been
outraged calls in Chinese social media for Putin’s tigers to be hunted and killed.
Others have declared it a Kremlin spying mission through the GPS collars on the
beasts. A Chinese official noted worriedly that the Russian tigers clearly had plans to
cross the border again — but the sub-text is clearly a fear of the Russian Bear following
the tigers’ example.
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This chapter is intended to introduce the critical theme of animals, nationalism
and national histories by offering both a brief overview of the existing historiography
(to convey the main arguments and debates) as well as offering an illustrative case-
study to understand these approaches at work. In this way it is intended to introduce
newcomers to ‘animal-human history’ to a particularly important topic, as well as act
as a reference guide and companion to the existing literature on this topic.

This chapter first discusses our historical understanding of nationalism, and then
examines the literature on what we think of as the ‘Good Animals’ of nationalism.
It explores the historical dimensions to the choice of ‘national animal’, defined as any
creature that over time has come to be politically identified with a nation-state. The
chapter draws on conventional understandings of nationalism (formal state-directed
programmes), but also draws on Billig’s influential model of banal nationalism, the
quotidian construction of a nation built on a shared (albeit constructed) sense of
national belonging among humans, which often deploys non-human animals — both
symbolically and materially.! The literal clash between animals and the rhetoric
attached to it is examined by looking at the research at the intersection of nation and
class, race, gender — to which this chapter adds ‘species’. As will be demonstrated,
such rhetoric over ‘Good Animals’ is banal but far from benign.

The chapter then explores the ‘Bad Animals’ of nationalism. Certain animals have
been understood as ‘bad’ by and for the nation-state. The chapter looks at how some
key historians have discussed the construction of ‘vermin’ as a national problem.
There has been an all too easy slippage, at some historical junctures, eliding human
and animal ‘vermin’. The chapter subsequently turns to the clash between ‘Good’
and ‘Bad’ animals: specifically, the politics of the alien versus the native animal. The
chapter shows how humans can be forced into the category of the Bad animal too.
The relationship between the ‘Good’ and the ‘Bad’ animal is explored through an
analysis of the relationship between the ‘native’, the ‘natural’ and the ‘nation’. The
chapter looks at roles the ‘animal-citizens’ play in the story a nation tells about itself.
A metaphor about methodology taken from ecological sampling is apposite here in
explaining the case-studies used: one throws a wired square called a quadrat at random
onto the ground and then one scrutinises whatever species fall underneath it. Similarly,
this chapter throws quadrats over a few global hotspots using various case-studies in
order to understand how nationalists have deployed animals. Lifting the quadrats, we
look at practices of breeding, slaughtering and eating animals and find wild and
domestic animals, the tamed and the untamed, including the kinds of animals with
which we opened this chapter but many others too — rugby-playing gazelles,
penguins, skuas, trout, rhinos, whales, beavers, polar bears, kangaroos, and even
Nazi cows.

Herderian herds

Can animals be nationalists? The question is not as absurd as it might seem. From
some evolutionary theorists has arisen the argument that national or ethnic attach-
ment is a form of evolved altruism among group-living animals. Usually such large
agglomerations occur among mammals ‘in the form of herds . . . in which the average
individual gains directly from joining the group. Rarely does membership in such a
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herd involve costs comparable to the self-sacrifice of those willing to die for their
national pride’.? It has been argued, however, that if there is a biological basis for
group strife it should be understood within the context of humanity’s quest for identity.
Nationalism exists as extensions of the normal human (or animal?) desire to protect
the group — the strong ‘affective need to delimit a social cosmos of conspecifics with
whom he can share interpretations of his socially constructed world’.> Nationalism
and its hypertrophies (like xenophobia or racism) thus seems (to many theorists, such
as Perry Anderson) a very human construct — but this position has been attacked by
controversial populists such as Robert Ardrey and more serious researchers, such as
Konrad Lorenz and Lionel Tiger; Ardrey and others were essentially using ‘animal
nationalism’ to argue that humans were hardwired to seek territorial control.*

In navigating this debate one remembers uneasily the warring chimpanzee tribes
described by pioneering primatologist Jane Goodall. She witnessed a four-year civil
war for territory involving kidnapping, rape, and murder.® The ‘Gombe Chimpanzee
War’ that Goodall described raged from 1974 to 1978, a violent conflict between
two groups in Tanzania’s Gombe Stream National Park. The Kasakela (in the north)
and the Kahama (in the south) had previously been a single, unified community,
but the chimps dispersed into northern and southern factions. Hostilities erupted in
January 1974, when a raiding sortie of six adult Kasakela males killed a young Kahama
male. By 1976, the war had gained full-throttled momentum with groups of Kasakela
unleashing almost daily cross-border incursions into Kahama territory. Over the next
four years, all of the Kahama adult males were killed by the Kasakela males. Of the
Kahama females: one was killed outright, two went missing mysteriously, and three
were kidnapped, beaten and raped by the Kasakela males. The Kasakela then took
over the Kahama’s erstwhile territory. Alas, the war (like many human wars) was for
nothing. With the Kahama gone, the Kasakela’s range now bordered the more pop-
ulous and powerful Kalande, who quickly forced the Kasakela to relinquish their
newly conquered territory. Scientists and the public were initially astonished by
Goodall’s fieldnotes — as chimpanzees had been seen as inherently gentle creatures.
But similar outbreaks have been recorded over time and the broad consensus is now
that chimpanzees (like humans) aggressively defend territories against outside groups
and struggle for dominance over neighbouring groups,® basing their decisions to
attack strangers on strategic assessments of the strength of their largely male coalitions.”
In fact, the uneasy feeling about parallels between the two species grows because of
the familiarity of chimpanzee warfare: we recognise their silent patrols and tactical
attempts to isolate and undermine their enemies — because they parallel our own.
There were the usual casualties of war and war crimes: adults and babies were
cannibalised during and after mélées. Killing thus emerges for them — as it does for
us — as a consequence of having ‘turf’, living in separate groups, and the vicissitudes
of volatile power relations. It is questionable whether this can be defined as
nationalism — although a lively literature has arisen defending the animal roots of
human nationalism — this naturalisation of nationalism serves to legitimise in many
quarters the aggressive defence of national borders. Nevertheless, whether or not
they can be nationalist (in even a crude sense) themselves, this chapter will show that
animals play a very lively role in a nation’s foundation and edifice, both materially
and, particularly, symbolically.
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‘Nationalism is a dangerous animal’®

The very first human to use the word ‘nationalism’ was Johann Gottfried von Herder
(1744-1803), who understood it as a vigorous attachment to one’s own nation,
based on (at least etymologically) a birth group or a blood-related group, which
could (he lamented) also turn into chauvinism against other nations.” Most subse-
quent philosophers have embraced the cosmopolitan narrative of a shared history and
identity. Perhaps only Herder has oftered the most enduring philosophical interven-
tion in the other direction, as he conceptualised the nation as a major unit of social
analysis or, indeed, as the basic ‘unit’ of humanity.'” Isaiah Berlin later interpreted
this as purely cultural nationalism, but there are elements of political nationalism
useful in our analysis.!! Herder associated nations with particular terrains, marked by
climate and topography — national landscapes.'? Even when people were dispersed or
migrated, he still thought them linked to their original homeland, which imprinted
onto their sensibilities as children, permeated their thought and language and thus
got passed down ‘from generation to generation’ even if people left that landscape by
emigrating.

Despite Herderian notions of enduring generational transfer, nation-states are an
historically relatively recent phenomenon: they are not eternal, despite their claims
to the contrary. Ernest Gellner argued that, although nationalists pretend that nations
were always there, ‘in the very nature of things [as it were, in Herderian terms], only
waiting to be “awakened” ... from their regrettable slumber, by the nationalist
“awakener”.’”® As Ernest Renan reminds one: ‘Nations are not something eternal.
They have begun, they will end’."* He could have added: not anytime soon, though.
Nationalism is not a spent force: as Serbia/Bosnia, the newly liberated republics of
the Soviet Union, South Sudan, Scotland, Brexit and innumerable other examples
demonstrate. While globalisation and multi-culturalism are powerful forces, nothing
suggests that nationalism will be displaced or overcome in the near future.

Neither can one make an argument for increasing global orderliness: nationalism
is a rough beast. Nations and territories do not neatly correspond: people spill over
borders, loyalties stretch across boundaries or proliferate within them — all in complex
ways. The simple territorially and homogenous nation-state is largely a myth and the
existence of national minorities is almost inescapable. Even Herder conceded the
‘imperfect alignment of state and nation’, given the messy realities of the real world
it is a multi-nation state that seeks to set up structures of self-government for difterent
national groups, to respond to ‘heterogeneities in national belonging’.'® Herder
sternly disapproved of the ‘wild mixing of various races and nationalities under
one sceptre’, while strongly approving of cultural diversity in separate spheres, and

cultural determinism.'®

It is a starting point to understand — given the modern global
order — both the unavoidability of national identity and its undeniable power, both
covert and manifest. Nationalism spills over theoretical borders too. Of course, there
is no direct cut-off point between patriotism—nationalism—jingoism—xenophobia;
they exist on a continuum.” Nationalism (on this shifting spectrum) is a resurgent
force, despite Trotsky’s wishful thinking in consigning it to the ‘ash heap of history’.
Politicians, as inveterate scavengers — together with raccoons, foxes and bears — have

long overturned and rooted through the dustbins of history.
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Another point to ponder is that nationalism only works on the presumption that
humans alone are individuals and agentive — both ideas have been challenged from
an animal studies perspective that reminds one that species are constructed categories.
Species spill over bio-borders too. Donna Haraway has, for example, noted that we
need to think about ‘terrain politics’, which recognises that bodies are composed of
different species at different levels — apparently autonomous bodies are really over-
lapping ecosystems of parasites, pathogens and microscopic biota.'® Humans are
walking multi-species compilations — internally cosmopolitan despite our narrow
definition of self. This certainly extends Herder’s argument that humans are the only
cosmopolitan species, whereas other species are specific, linked irrevocably to their
own environments. He declared: ‘Human beings should live everywhere on earth,
while every animal species merely has its land and its narrower sphere’.” But animals
ignore Herder’s localism all the time, as this chapter will explore when discussing
exotic or alien species. As noted earlier in this chapter, most philosophers have
embraced the cosmopolitan narrative of a shared global human history and identity,
but it is challenging to push the idea of eco-cosmopolitanism as a counterweight to
‘animal’ nationalism. While it is a relatively new concept that still needs theorisation,
eco-cosmopolitanism pushes one to think past narrow nationalism, to challenge
‘nationalist political conflicts over environment and take account of the planetary
ecological systems that must be assessed by any cultural production attempting to
introduce an environmental ethic’.?* From this perspective, Ahuja looked at animals
who defy all borders and travel vast distances: the cetaceans. He analysed the 2009
Oscar-winning documentary The Cove, which looks at dolphin-hunting practices in
Japan, to offer a critique of nationalism’s legitimation of violence towards (some)
animals. Ahuja argues that cetaceans, who travel vast oceanic distances around the
planet, are somehow not part of the imaginings that form the foundation of nations.*

Yet, actually, cetaceans are very much bound up in constructing countries.?
Whales are sites and symbols for the ‘material exercise of national sovereignty’,
including the ‘sovereign right’ to ‘noncriminally put to death’, in Derrida’s term,
meaning to engage in state-sanctioned violence.” For example in Japan, although
few still desire to eat whale flesh, whaling is about far more than merely meat. After
World War II, when a defeated Japan needed protein, the American occupying
authorities advised that whale meat should become a staple in school lunches. Whale
meat then became for the first time widespread nationally as a part of the Japanese
diet. A generation later, under a 1986 ban on commercial whaling by the Inter-
national Whaling Commission, Japan was still permitted to engage in ostensible
‘scientific whaling’ and to sell the meat afterwards. The country’s whale consumption
crested in 1962 at 226,000 tons, then dropped to a mere 15,000 tons in 1985, the
year before the ban. Some argue that the Japanese stopped consuming whale meat as
the country recovered from the war and turned to more popular meat sources, such
as beef. Nowadays, Japan remains pro-whaling because it

evokes a sense of nationalism. Japan does not want to stop whaling simply

because it is told to do so by Western countries, including those that encour-

aged Japanese to eat whale meat after the war, when other food sources were
24

scarce.
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As Ayako Okubo, from the Ocean Policy Research Foundation, observed: ‘It’s not
because Japanese want to eat whale meat. It’s because they don’t like being told not
to eat it by foreigners’.”

Cock and bull stories: gender, class and nationalism

Foreigners telling people what to do about animals has a long history. Janet Davis
has shown how the American colonial authorities often used animals as a proxy

26 From

form of government and to legitimise colonial rule as benign stewardship.
the end of the nineteenth century, the American Society for the Protection
of Animals, established in 1866, spread its dominion to Cuba, Puerto Rico, the
Philippines — the new dominions of the United States. Its views on anti-cruelty
worked in tandem with new colonial laws designed to refashion the freshly acquired
territories, to ‘promote a better state of things wherever the authority of the Nation
is established’.”” Animal advocacy had a long relationship with power, especially
the power inherent to scripting the nation.?® Of course, the historical spread of
humanitarianism transnationally also played an important role — with anti-slavery
and then animal welfare.*” The new American authorities banned cockfighting,
with heavy fines of $500 and jail time of up to six months. Cockfighting, as Cliftord
Geertz showed 40 years ago, had long been fundamental to the story that some
nations — such as the Balinese — told themselves about how their society was
structured, helping shape their national self-identity.?” Similarly, cockfighting was
integral to the gendered and classed self-understanding of participants in the new
American colonies. The men involved projected much of their own masculinised
identity onto the fighting roosters. The main fight could be between two parties or
multiple entrants, but in each fight, two cocks (armed with natural spurs or metal
razor spurs) were matched by weight and presented by handlers, allowed to give
each other a few pecks and then released to fight until the conclusion: running
away, refusal to fight, defeat or death. Davis has shown how this worked as a kind
of ‘animal nationalism’ with supporters, opponents and participants projecting gen-
dered and classed ‘ideologies of nation’ onto the roosters. The fights were more
than avian-advanced avarice or ambition or aggression — at stake were also political
claims about ‘citizenship’ and ‘national belonging’.*! Defenders of the pursuit were
cockfight nationalists intent on defending the sport as a legitimate struggle for sov-
ereignty and simultaneously resisting their ‘othering’ by the state. On the opposite
side, agents of the state created a pecking order of ‘animal kindness’, buttressing
their claims of ‘benevolent stewardship” over the other nations. Interestingly, local
men did not object to the banning of bullfighting under the same suite of laws, as
it had long been seen as the hated symbol of their previous oppressors, the Spanish.
Bullfighting was seen as the realm of the hated nobility and Roman Catholic
Church, whereas roosters were cheap to own — they were fecund and tough,
which is why the irascible birds were able to follow commerce and conquest
globally after originating in South East Asia.*> Thus colonial authorities wielded
overt power over ‘animal welfare’ in order to refashion their subjects ‘Good
people’. But what about inventing ‘Good animals’?
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The good animals?

One of the critical building blocks of nationalism is a state-sponsored and media-
propagated celebration of a defined territory. Often this is described as territorial
possession over a ‘natural’ environment, which is rhetorically described as having
shaped the ‘national character’. Such natural symbolism is vital in inventing and then
curating a shared national identity. As a key theorist of nationalism, Anthony Smith
argues that, together, these symbols ‘constitute an important force for social solidarity,
transformation, and renewal . . . necessary for the establishment of social cohesion,
the legitimisation of institutions and of political authority, and the inculcation of
beliefs and conventions of behaviour’.* National symbols are not only displayed in
the most palpable ways: armies marching or in jingoistic displays of national flag-
waving but also, in Billig’s terms, the most banal and quotidian circumstances and
ubiquitous but unremarked-upon icons — such as the ‘national animals’” incorporated
into the Coat of Arms.** In Canada there has been recent controversy over the
national symbol chosen in 1975 — the beaver — on the grounds that it resembles, as a
conservative senator put it in 2011, a ‘dentally defective rat” who simply vandalises
the environment.* The senator proposed the polar bear, ‘with its strength, courage, . . .
and dignity’, which critics warned would be an unfortunate symbol if they followed
trends predicted by ecologists and became extinct. There were several dissenters:
a member of Parliament maintained that dislodging the beaver would ignore the
animal’s impact on Canada’s history, as it was ‘the relentless pursuit of beaver that
opened the great Northwest’ (early colonists moved into the country’s extremities to
trap beavers for their pelts). A local natural history professor at Carleton University
countered that the national emblem was not just a question of history. Instead he
found the beaver ontologically apposite for the national Geist: “They are like Canadians.
Their demeanour is very pleasant’, before adding, ‘Polar bears inspire fear’.*® Most
national leaders like their national animals to be terrifying. Iconic beasts are frequently
not indigenous, but are usually predators. Many European countries, for example,
are represented by a lion or an eagle — they appear in at least 39 of the world’s
national symbols.

An oddly non-threatening national animal for a redoubtable state was South Africa’s
springbok (Afrikaans: spring meaning leap; bok meaning antelope), a graceful gazelle
that became a symbol of (white) South Africa in the early twentieth century, appearing
on the coat of arms and a number of South African sports teams, most prominently
the national rugby team (a sport central to the identity of white, male South Africans).
In fact, the springbok has been the emblem of the South African National Rugby
team since it was introduced in 1906. After apartheid’s demise, the new African
National Congress government declared that teams were to be known as the Proteas,
an indigenous flower. At the last moment, then-president Nelson Mandela allowed
the rugby team to stay the ‘Springboks’, as a gesture of goodwill to the mainly white
(and largely Afrikaner) rugby supporters, stating ‘there is a real possibility that if we
accept the Springbok we will unite our country as never before’. On the day of the
final, President Mandela famously strode out onto the field wearing a Springbok
jersey and cap to hand over the trophy to the victorious (white Afrikaans) Springbok
captain. Under the spirit of a rainbow nation, the ‘Boks’ became reimagined as the
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Africanised version of ‘springboks’ — the ‘Amabokoboko’ >’ Twenty years later, with
the rainbow faded to a grey economic outlook and amid protests at the slow pace of
transformation in rugby (as a proxy for the slow pace of transformation in broader
society) the Protea replaced the Springbok as the national emblem. The Springbok
did not go extinct: its home range moved from its traditional place on the left breast
of the jersey, to the right breast (alongside the Protea) for international matches. The
emblem issue occasionally resurfaces as a proxy for debates over nation-building.

Sometimes the ‘Good Animals’ are not emblematic but rather, real creatures,
actively introduced to colonise a new space.®® For example, in Australia — just as in
other colonial spaces — the settlers sought to make themselves feel ar home, by making
it like home.* Whereas at first a certain pragmatism pervaded, with native animals
such as the kangaroo at least providing a source of food before sufficient livestock
could be imported, as the colony became more established there was an increasing
desire to import Britain into the new landscape by importing British wildlife: among
many others, songbirds, rabbits, foxes, brown trout and rainbow trout.* By the
1860s, acclimatisation societies institutionalised the importation of British beasts, but
also, interestingly, exotica from other colonies, including springbok from South
Africa.* But, while such aliens were nurtured, natives were ruthlessly suppressed in
the ‘fauna wars’; wombats and bilbies were killed for their digging, grazing marsupi-
als for their conflict with sheep, and various carnivores for stock depredation.*
However, by the early twentieth century there was political opposition to native
animal slaughter and increasing accord on the need for native animal protection. By
the mid-twentieth century, “World War II reinforced Australian nationalism, and the
post-war collapse of the British Empire forced Australians to reconstruct their
national identity’.** Nationalism was one of the drivers behind redefining ecological
policy and protection of native animals, re-categorising them as worthy of protection.
Thus, because of shifts within nationalism, native animals could shape-shift between
‘Bad’ and ‘Good’ animals.

The bad animals — the Herd Reich?

The Good animals of one state may become the reviled Bad animals of the next
regime. This is illustrated by the story of a restoration project that had much in common
with nationalist Herderian quests for origin and authenticity.** As noted, Herder
developed the idea of organic nationalism, in which the state partly derives its legit-
imacy from historic cultural and hereditary groups. It has been argued that Nazi ideas
of a Germanic identity drew on Herder’s romantic quest for the eternal geist. One
such project was run by the brothers Lutz and Heinz Heck, of the Berlin and Munich
zoos. Both were well connected to the Nationalist Socialist elite and, in line with the
Nazi ecomythography, they celebrated autochthonous animals. For the 1936 Olympics
in Berlin, Lutz Heck fashioned a Teutonic zoo, with “Wolf Rock’ at its hub,
surrounded by what they considered quintessentially ‘German’ animals such as bears
and lynxes. But the Heck brothers also sought to resurrect the long-dead and half-
mythic beasts found in the nineteenth century romantic opera of Richard Wagner,
who came to be idolised by the Nazi party. Both Nietzsche and Wagner espoused an
ancient reverence for the animal spirit. Wagner’s operatic heroes and villains battled
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each other in a darkly preternatural world, which prized fantasy over banal reality by
reviving and, indeed, re-creating traditional Norse and Teutonic mythology.

Lutz Heck simply adapted a traditional method of selective breeding animals to
accentuate certain traits: “What my brother and I now had to do was to unite in a
single breeding stock all those characteristics of the wild animal which are now found
only separately in individual animals’.** Even an apparently vanished animal’s genes
might be found in the gene pool of closely related kin or direct descendants, so if he
focused on slowly ‘breeding back’ animals most similar to their extinct forebears,
over time he would re-establish their pure ancestral being.*® The Heck brothers tried
to revive the aurochs (the wild ancestor of domestic cattle), the wisent (a forest
dwelling bison) and the tarpan (an ancient horse breed) by ostensibly breeding back
to primordial purity, to purge the degeneration inherent in domestication. These
beasts were intended to re-wild the forests of the Third Reich as living totems to its
power. The Hecks worked under the patronage of Hermann Goring, who also
revived for himself a title itself extinct for two centuries: ‘Reichsjdgermeister’ (“The
Reich’s Master of the Hunt’). Together they tried to repopulate the urwald forest
landscape with animals from the romantic Wagnerian imagination."” Some of his
back-bred animals were released into the newly conquered Bialowieza forest in
Poland. Heck recalled:

In my youth my imagination was caught by the famous description in
[Wagner’s] Nibelungenlied of Siegfried’s hunt in the forest ... I was inter-
ested above all in the two huge wild oxen, which ... are regarded as the most
powerful representatives of primeval German game — the European bison
and the aurochs.*

The ethologist Konrad Lorenz argued in a key article, illustrated with photo-
graphs from Lutz Heck’s zoo, that ‘civilized’ animals and humans were analogous.*’
He maintained that the domesticated beast and the urbanised human both suffered
the retention of immature features into adulthood, degeneration of the muscles and
morals, and a marked increase in libido. He saw domestication as a degenerative
disintegration; the Hecks were confronting this disintegration by breeding ‘national’
animals back towards the ‘original’. Yet the Hecks bred an irony. In attempting to
revive the pure and primitive aurochs, they actually created a hybrid mongrel of
modern breeds. Some labelled the project a ruse that created new breeds as mere
facsimiles of extinct ones. Most of the ancient creatures were only briefly brought
back. The aurochs released into the captured Polish forest were shot by hungry
soldiers for food. When the Allies bombed Berlin in January 1944, the zoo animals
burned and bled to death in their cages. Some escaped, briefly, and scattered. Lutz
Heck’s son had to shoot the stampeding aurochs.

The Heck brothers’ vision was essentially of nationalist expansion through animals,
territorially and temporally, across the borders into Poland’s Bialowieza forest and
back in time to revive extinct beasts. In a sense it was a bloody remaking of history,
landscape and body echoing the Nazi project itself. Indeed, some Polish green
groups, for example, still actively resist the backbred beings as foreign forgeries.*
Some zoologists certainly prefer to speak of ‘near-tarpans’ or ‘neo-aurochsen’. But
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despite the ideological baggage, four decades after the war, Heck cattle started
spreading out across Europe in a range of restorative projects. Current nomenclature
no longer differentiates the aurochs as a species separate from domestic cattle. The
‘Bos primigenius’ lost its vaunted exclusive scientific status. Significantly, in an act that
shows how animals can transcend their ideological heritage, in the Oostvaardersplassen
in the Netherlands they were introduced as eco-proxies, useful substitutes for the Ice
Age mega-fauna that once nibbled down the meadow grasses.>® However, national-
ism prevailed; when a conservationist brought a few over to his farm in Devon in
2009, the British press (from the Daily Mail to the Guardian) reported on this bovine
invasion of ‘Nazi cows’ with a mixture of knee-jerk nationalism and satire: ‘Giant
Nazi cows on the loose in Britain’, ‘Nazi “Super Cows” Shipped to Devon Farm’,
‘Farmer brings “Nazi” cows back to Britain after 2,000 years’; the Daily Mail’s con-
tribution, ‘In an English field, the cattle created by Hitler’, was accompanied by a
picture of the Heck cattle captioned with the British tabloid’s traditional pun, ‘“We

were only following udders’.>

From rebirth to death?

A significant facet in understanding nationalism’s relationship with animals is looking
at how animals are not only bred, but how they die. Staying with Germany for this
example; in 1995, a federal German court banned Muslims from schdchten — slaugh-
tering animals without prior stunning, ruling that the practice was not a religious
necessity and therefore unprotected by freedom of religious expression in the consti-
tution.”® This was overturned seven years later, in 2002, as halal slaughter without
stunning the beast was seen as integral to freedom of religion. David Smith traces the
practice back a generation to the 1980s and shows that objections sometimes had
xenophobic or racist rhetoric.®* In fact, religious slaughter had been allowed in the
Weimar Republic, and one of the Nazis’ first changes to the law (targeted, of course,
at Jews) in 1933 was a directive specifying compulsory stunning of all slaughter
animals. There followed a raft of animal protectionist laws by the Nazis, which were
overturned by the Allies in 1946. The Federal Court of Justice (Bundesgegerichtshof)
confirmed that the Nazis’ law had been an instrument of intra-national nationalism,
a violent measure aimed at Jews, and confirmed toleration of schdchten. But, as the
Muslim population increased in West Germany from 6,500 (in 1961) to 1.8 million
(in 1989), the biggest welfare group, the German Animal Protection Association,
turned its attention to this section of the population. West Germany’s nationality
laws were based not on birth/residency but on ‘blood’, so resident Muslims could
not access citizens’ public services or vote. The growing population and rising
unemployment became linked in many people’s minds and triggered a national
debate in the 1980s on what it meant to be ‘German’. Discussion centred on the
unGermanness of the ‘barbaric’ practice of inflicting unneeded pain and fear upon
the beast. This was mobilised as a trope of distinction between German and non-
German. Adherents of animal-protectionism, Smith notes, supported an ideology of
cultural homogeneity. Essentially — in their minds — foreigners could only become
nationalised if they repudiated their ideas about animals and embraced German values
of compassionate citizenry (in a parallel to the cockfighting laws discussed earlier).
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For almost two decades, state authorities refused to issue permits for halal slaughter.
Then in 2002, a Muslim butcher raised the issue to the level of a constitutional com-
plaint. The court ruled that religious freedom of expression necessitated allowing
halal slaughter and acknowledged that there was not yet scientific consensus over
whether stunning spares animals’ pain. As Smith argues, this decision ‘finally slaugh-
tered the animal protectionists’ holy cow of western, “humane” and “conventional”
slaughter with stunning’.> But then the court revealed its own political nationalist
interest in the matter, concluding that the right of Muslims to practise halal slaughter
aided their assimilation into German society.

Joeys and jingos: the national stomach and the politics of food

Just as Smith had examined slaughtering animals, Charlotte Craw went one step
further and reflected on the nationalist politics of eating them.>® Craw has explored
the alignment of nationalist narratives and recipes using ‘indigenous animals’; using
kangaroo meat qualifies a dish as ‘Australian’ and somehow environmentally sound.
She notes that the native, the natural and the nation have become intertwined. Animals
framed as ‘natural’ and very ‘other’ to the human realm of politics, were actually
deployed in questions of settler belonging. Craw uses a popular recipe book, ‘the
bible of contemporary Australian home cooking’, to understand how consuming
kangaroo meat became a soothing solution to an uncomfortable disquiet over
national identity.”” Such nostalgic deployment of kangaroo meat legitimised a par-
ticular conception of nationalised identity for (white) Australians anxious over their
‘place’ in the country.

This ‘food nationalism’ can also affect animals. In 2014, for example, the inmates
of Russia’s Moscow Zoo, one of Europe’s oldest, were caught up in a quasi-Cold
War fracas. The Kremlin announced a curb on Western imports, which suddenly
made zoo fodder ‘forbidden fruit’, after an embargo on food imports from the United
States, the European Union and other Western countries intended to be political
retaliation towards nations critical of Russia’s reaction to Ukraine’s insurgency.*® But
the diplomatic blow also hit furry stomachs at the zoo. The animals were used to
cosmopolitan dining: ‘The sea lions crack open Norwegian shellfish. The cranes
peck at Latvian herring. The orangutans snack on Dutch bell peppers. Now the
venerable Moscow Zoo needs to find politically acceptable substitutes to satisfy
finicky animal palates . . . . The animals ‘don’t like Russian food,” a zoo spokesper-
son admitted. The Russian Bear, symbolising Russian ‘virility and independence’
was, ironically, one of the animals worst affected.®

What is especially important for dissecting animals as categories here (quite
literally — in the case of the kangaroo-meat recipes) is that, as discussed earlier in the
chapter, ‘exotic’ and ‘native’ are historically loaded terms — they carry a heavy hist-
ory. This burden of the past carries into the present, particularly in battles over
national identity. As Marcus Hall observed about projecting human political anxieties
onto animals: ‘Natives and exotics are us ... %' Kenneth Olwig has also demon-
strated that discourses over the dangers and perils of alien species bleed into (some-
times quite literally) violent rhetoric over native-alien discourse.® Olwig notes that
the scientists who fret about the penetration by invasive exotica are often blithely
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unaware of overlaps with national chauvinists. But nationalists have certainly drawn
on the work of scientists on ecological imperialism and the supposed threat of foreign
races to the native populations.® In similar vein, Duncan Brown has asked ‘Are
Trout South African?” He uses this as a lens into exploring the politics of acclimatis-
ing trout, a ‘non-native’ species, just as in the earlier Australian example, which has
operated as a metaphor for understanding a search for identity within a white settler
society. Naturalists and settler ideologues both preferred to see ‘nature’ as an ‘empty
space’ for better ‘breeds’ — be they fish or human. Brown argues further that the
history of trout in South Africa can also be understood as that of a ‘rainbow of hope’
rising above narrow-minded claims of national identity and ‘belonging’. These are
incredibly important questions to ask about nationhood, given South Africa’s ugly
exhibitions of extreme xenophobia — from violent attacks on African ‘foreigners’ in
2008 and 2015, in particular, to more stealthy refusals to employ them in key sectors,
seeing them as threats to national security.

Animal whites?

Staying with South Africa, historical anthropologists Jean and John Comaroft have
focused on newspaper coverage of South African ecological ‘news’, and explored
public panics over the threat of alien species to native ecosystems.** They have theo-
rised the ‘ecology of nationhood’ to explain a ‘new post-racist form of racism’ in which
anxieties of belonging are projected onto nature itself, to ostensibly de-politicise a
highly charged racial issue. Certainly, there is an element of claims of autochthony
through a ‘benevolent stewardship’ like the kind described earlier in the chapter of
the US officials over their cruel cockfighting colonies; white citizens often claim
‘belonging’ through protecting and policing ‘nature’. A variation of this kind of
moral panic is the threat of the alien (human) to the Good Animal-citizens.®® This is
entangled in the politics of human belonging too. For example, in South Africa at
the moment there is a political and highly racialised debate being waged in the press
with conservation discourses over, ironically, ‘black’ and “white’ rhinos (Diceros bicornis
and Ceratotherium simum, respectively). One politician, Gayton McKenzie (of the
newly minted Patriotic Alliance) is on record as declaring that he feels he must
‘actually pray every night for a white rhino to die’ . . .

[b]ecause when the last white rhino is dead, maybe people will start caring
about the coloured® man in this country ....Between April 2014 and April
2015, there are six coloured guys that die every day due to gang violence.
Half a rhino died per week during that year. But everywhere, you hear save
the rhino’.’

(In fact, the white rhino is the least endangered, at 20,000 plus, but ‘white rhino’
makes for better newspaper fodder and social media copy than ‘black rhino’, which is
critically endangered at about 5,000).%® Recently, the rhino-poaching crisis has been
caught up in intra-national debates. Historically, South Africa has used military force
rather than diplomacy with neighbouring states and, similarly, antipoaching has been
enforced harshly. Contemporary antipoaching overlaps with political unease over
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Figure 2.1  Bumper sticker, Kimberley, South Africa, January 2014.
Photo by author.

border safety, and this has precipitated the ‘rhinofication’ of South African security.
Humphreys and Smith argue that militarised efforts to protect rhino confront the real-
ity of a large and largely African class, which (for several generations) has been barred
from wildlife management by white regimes.” Tellingly, the head of the Kruger
National Park’s antipoaching activities is a retired apartheid general, whose rhetoric
suggests he is approaching antipoaching as a new Border War: * ... South Africa, a
sovereign country, is under attack from armed foreign nationals. This should be seen
as a declaration of war against South Africa by armed foreign criminals’.” Of course,
this is not to suggest that rhino poaching is an invented crisis. The numbers killed are
staggering; in 2014 alone, 1,215 rhinos were killed in South Africa. The number of
carcasses of poached rhinos in Kruger Park (a game reserve that is itself a borderland
with Mozambique) rose from ten in 2007 to 827 in 2014.7' But equally staggering are
the human casualties: as many as 500 poachers have been killed since 2010 in the
Kruger alone. Bluen has argued that the ‘rthino war’ contains elements of a white
‘xenophobia’, particularly because most of the poachers are black men from
Mozambique.”” The poachers are certainly ‘othered’, there is even talk of ‘exterminat-
ing’ them — they can be ‘noncriminally put to death’ in the eyes of many (mainly
white) South Africans.” In claiming stewardship, in a form of intra-national national-
ism, white South Africans are also insisting on their right to ‘belong’ (as in Figure 2.1
above). Further, the (largely) white public concern shared through, for example, dressing
their vehicles as rhinos™, putting a symbolic red plastic thino hom on the front of their
cars, thereby almost therianthropically ‘becoming’ rhinos or at least inhabiting them.

Native species? Race, settlers and species”™

In the above example, ‘bad non-citizens’ have been killed — rhetorically and literally —
to protect the rhino as a quintessentially ‘good’ citizen-animal. But sometimes, in
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protecting the nation’s fantasies about itself, the animals have to be killed too. In a
case-study of the Prince Edward Islands of sub-Antarctica under South African rule,
Van der Watt and Swart have shown how animals can be stunt-doubles in a
time-honoured mythic melodrama nations need to perform in inventing themselves.
Nationalism is not only a ‘dangerous animal’, it is dangerous to animals, as shown
below.”

South Africa took possession of the islands in the 1940s and almost at once refer-
ences were made to the ‘newest citizens of South Africa’. Pictures were taken of
naval officers literally shaking hands with (flabbergasted but unresisting) penguins.
This was, however, the very problem with these new colonial subjects: they were
too submissive. They exhibited ‘Island tameness’— the propensity of isolated popula-
tions of animals to lose their suspicion of potential predators, including humans.
They were thus almost too perfect as colonial subjects — incapable of any resistance.
But this did not fit the nationalist narrative, which was predicated on the notion of
frontier conquest and romantic Herderian nationalism.”” The nation needed an
enemy.” Luckily, one presented itself in the form of the brown skua, a kleptoparasitic
bird, known to savage penguin chicks. These insurgent skuas made possible a re-
enactment of the conventional conquest narrative. By shooting them in vast numbers,
the colonisers were able to repel and then repress these rebels. “The ‘good’ animal-
citizens (the penguins) and the ‘bad’ animal-citizens (the skuas) both facilitated a

psychosocial process of colonisation, enabling the men stationed on the
island to act out a comforting and legitimising narrative of conquest. So
entrenched was the frontier myth that it was a story the settlers needed to
tell on a sub-Antarctic island, with one key difference: without human char-
acters, the local fauna had to play the key roles of subject, in order to allow
settler agency and the fiction of colonial victory.”

The anthropomorphism was necessary to invent new subject-citizens to ‘people’ the
islands, to then govern and control.

As illustrated above, anthropomorphism is useful, but, as indicated below, therio-
morphism is vital. In the Antarctic avian example, it was a nationalist narrative that
forced animals to play the role of people, but the reverse has happened; people have
been compelled to become animals. Of course, in the example of rhinos, some sectors
chose to become animals, but only high-prestige ‘Good Animals’. Sometimes, how-
ever, humans have been re-categorised (against their will) along with the Bad Animals,
as a threat to the nation. Integral to the process of inventing a nation 1s categorising
and then vilifying its so-called enemies. Sometimes this dehumanisation is waged
against external enemies, as in ‘trophy photographs’ of American military torturing
Iraqi prisoners in Abu Ghraib prison, of a naked Iragi man forced to crawl on the
floor on all fours, with a dog-leash around his neck, as part of animalising ‘the other’,
here as a tamed pet. Sometimes the dehumanisation is against internal enemies as a
form of intra-national nationalism (as in reinventing Jews as Untermenschen, as vermin
and as Lorenz’s degenerate domestic animals, as discussed earlier in the chapter).
Dehumanisation is useful; it overcomes the normal human revulsion against murder,
it facilitates ‘noncriminally putting to death’. In April 1994, when South Africa was
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celebrating the end of apartheid with the election of Nelson Mandela, Rwanda, a
central African state, saw the genocide of an ethnic minority, the Tutsis. In 100 days,
from April to July 1994, the country’s Hutu paramilitary, Interahamwe (‘“We who
strike together’), butchered about 800,000 Tutsis (and Hutus). At the time, the
genocide was presented as the consequence of ancient ‘ethnic’ or even ‘tribal’
animosity, between Tutsi and Hutu locked together in the same nation-state. How-
ever, evidence from the UN Tribunal established that this was false. In reality, the
genocide was methodically enforced by a group of disaffected military officers.
At least in part they were able to persuade Hutu to kill Tutsi friends, family and
strangers, through the rhetoric of ‘othering’.*” To make the genocide thinkable,
differential forms of national citizenship were imagined and propagated, with Tutsis
re-categorised as animals, becoming a means of legitimising the slaughter. Tutsis
were at first referred to as evil people but this soon escalated to ‘cockroaches’.® The
instigators depicted them as vermin that must be exterminated for the sake of saving
humans or, even, humanity. This permitted and, indeed, necessitated ‘noncriminally
putting them to death’.

Conclusion — beastly nationalism?

Animals do not respect national borders, as the examples of the insouciantly roving
Ustin and Kuzya illustrate, but borders respect animals. In fact, animals help police,
celebrate and move them, literally and figuratively. As discussed, a key and critical
facet of the nation is its possession and patrolling of a specific geographic territory.
The discourse of nationalism then insists on a defined ‘natural territory’, in part, at
least, to discuss just how unnatural and even accidental the nature of its borders are.
As Lord Salisbury sardonically observed in 1890:

We have been engaged in drawing lines upon maps where no white man’s
feet have ever trod; we have been giving away mountains and rivers and lakes
to each other, only hindered by the small impediment that we never knew
exactly where the mountains and rivers and lakes were.*

In the mountains and rivers and lakes were finned, furred and feathered future
‘citizens’ of these arbitrarily defined states. The natural part was (and is) not only used
as a sleight of hand or alibi for camouflaging the arbitrary delineations, but also
to actively promote citizenship. In other words, animals can be mobilised in the
state-sponsored construction of the identity of belonging and, as the flipside of
the coin, the identity of difference. An important argument, significant for animal-
sensitive historians, is that a species is not so much simply an ecological fact, but also
a political decision.*” Their identity is at least as historical as it is biological. Species
are imagined just as nations are. But to say something is ‘imagined’ is not to say it
is not powerful, nor real to those who believe. Nostalgia helps reify the imagined
identity, it papers over cracks of actual heterogeneity, in a nation-state or in a herd
of animals. In essence, ‘animals and their bodies appear to be one site of struggle over
the protection of national identity and the production of cultural difference’.®* These
animal-citizens — the Good and the Bad, the real and the invented, the alien and the
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native — play a part in the buttressing of the nation’s story it tells about itself. To end
where we began, we return to the animal as proxy for the nation-state. To turn back
to the sports pages from this week, one reads of yet another rugby victory: ‘Lions
make nation proud’.

And, of course, in their way, they have.
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3

NEW POLITICAL HISTORY
AND THE WRITING OF
ANIMAL LIVES

Mieke Roscher

Introduction

There has been a heated debate among animal historians around the topic of the
‘real’ versus the symbolic animal, with some historians arguing that a history of animals
can be nothing more than a representational recount of animal lives, the historian’s
role being that of a chronicler as well as interpreter.' This seems highly problematic
both with regard to the responsibility of historians and to the objects of such concep-
tualisations (whether animal or other). More generally, what can be termed ‘the
representation debate’ reveals difficulties central to the understanding of writing history.
Historical approaches that claim to rely solely on the representational consideration
of animals and that really record only human attitudes to animals might therefore be
in need of an elaboration. Indeed, what is required is a fusion of historiographical
approaches that take representation seriously, but which go further by also including
the material life of the animal, namely the life of specific animals in historical contexts.

Practising history with regard to making visible the past lives of animals can draw
on a number of concepts well established within the historical discipline. It can also
profit from more recent historiographical debates which have been developed in
view of changing societal conditions, activating concepts made available by the new
political history and the cultural history of politics respectively, including other than
human actors by expanding the focus on ‘materiality’ and the ‘body’.> The animal,
or so it may be suggested, meets the criteria of those possible beneficiaries of such
new approaches in political history. Drawing on a set of concepts in a revised cultural
political history, specifically the construction of reality through communicative and
bodily processes on the one hand and the differentiation between political framings
and ‘politics as practice’ on the other, a productive agenda for writing the lives of
animals and of practising animal history is conceivable.

What is required in order to get to the core of animal history is thus a twofold
approach that combines the material interaction between humans and animals (and
the impact of these interactions on animal lives and bodies) with their discursively
charged representations, or, to speak in terms of political history, the juxtaposition of
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symbolic action and social action. Through this lens a distinct production of animals
(both materially and discursively) can be identified.* This production is manifested
historically and thus needs careful examination, particularly with regard to the role
of the animal in these meaning-making processes. Underlying this argument is the
assumption that this production relies on a constant exchange with the animal. This
exchange or co-production can further be regarded as a process of political negotia-
tion via or with the animal.* Both of these processes are naturally bound to have very
different consequences for the animals’ lives and are in need of scrupulous historical
disentanglement.

Relying on input from new political history as well as from material culture
approaches, the history of the body and performativity studies, the substantive aim of
this paper is to illustrate how the political meaning of animals is produced in this
way, through practices of humans and other animals. This production of meaning has
an explicit and versatile political agenda by which animals are directly affected
and which animals also effect. This applies to normative measures as part of political
decision-making processes such as animal welfare laws as well as philosophical and
ethical conceptions about the role of the animal within the larger societal frame-
work. Within this theoretical and historiographical scheme, the possibilities of con-
ceptualising animals as political actors who help determine the political dimension of
human—animal relationships come to light. To explicate this theoretical discussion
I will rely on examples and sources from my own work on animals, more precisely on
dogs and horses in the Third Reich. Through these examples, I want to demonstrate
what needs to be considered empirically as well as methodologically when writing a
political history of animals.

Political history and animals

Political history has dominated historiography from its inception in the Rankean
tradition right from the start.> Seen as the recounting of diplomatic history, the history
of political systems as well as of the history of political ideologies, this approach,
although based primarily on empiricist ideas, clearly ignored animals. It also failed to
take notice of workers, women and colonised people as actors of history. Although
animals were frequent in political symbolism from antiquity onwards and appear as
such in iconographic source material accordingly, serving as a medium of communi-
cation and perception, of structure and order and of interpreting the world, political
history has tended to neglect them. This must appear strange in view of the fact that
animals have also functioned as ubiquitous others, material evidence to justify and to
explain all sorts of, predominantly political, ostracisms, demarcations and exclusion
processes.® Here, animals functioned as surrogates, their bodies subject to the exercise
of political control. Political power structures were clearly introduced or reinforced
by way of controlling animals. Historically, this becomes apparent with the high
profile of animal spectacles in Roman political life or the medieval animal trials.”
Neither animals themselves nor their classification were subject only to an abstract
symbolism. On the contrary, power was manifested through their physical subjugation,
the interaction with the real, bodily animal. This remained valid for modern times.
Throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth century, for instance, animals were
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widely used as a tool to demonstrate political order. The reorganisation of a society
now expressed by new economic structures and newly formed (political) classes was
a case in point.® It was first and foremost the working classes who were shunned for
their perceived animality.” This was also bitter reality for colonised peoples in the age
of imperialism." Animalisation was the dominant trope in political as well as social
exclusion. The same was true for exclusion based on racist belief systems. Furthermore,
control over animals more often than not functioned as an extension of the policy-
making process. Research has shown for example how colonial safaris within the
British Empire, especially the hunting of big cats, was a political means for controlling
colonial subjects, replacing native or princely hunting traditions, such as those exer-
cised by the former Mughal rulers, with what was perceived as European and civilised
forms of hunting." A political history of the modern age, Kathleen Kete surmises,
would just not be possible without paying attention to these animal-related encounters.'?
This is certainly the case for a political history of the Third Reich, where animal-
related tropes dominated political discourses.'”” Some animals, such as certain dog
breeds, were Germanised so as to become part of Hitler’s plan for a thousand-year
empire. But here again it was animals’ material bodies that served to make these
discourses a living reality.

New political history: what’s in a name?

To follow Ranke’s dictum, telling ‘history how it actually happened, showing what
really was’, has played into the hands of those writing the history of ‘great men’ and
‘events’, but it has seen itself challenged by various moves within historiography,
starting with the Annales school, but followed by the rise of new historicism and the
development of social history more generally. The established strand of political history
was thereby marked as outdated, precisely because it failed to recognise the commu-
nicative spaces and practices shaping political action." But here again, animals
remained outside the scope of historical considerations. Moreover, what has been
labelled the ‘new’ political history did not have the lived relations of humans and
animals in mind when insisting that practices of everyday life be included in the
understanding of political communication. On the contrary, letting all too many
actors into the frame of (cultural) history has been guarded against, for fear of ‘cultural
relativism’.” If everything has a history, the argument went, what is the point of
writing it? If everything is political, what is non-political?'® Focusing on animals as
historical actors has thus become the subject of a wider historiographical debate
around who to include and on what perspective to take in ‘political” history. Still, it
is worth turning, for the practice of writing animal lives, to the communicative
spaces, the performances and the symbolism and semantics that the new political or
cultural history of politics promised, beyond the more narrow definition of political
theory, even if one must be aware of a potential watering down of the ‘political’."”
The existing structures of political power must always be carefully looked at. Saying
that, we need clarification about what is meant by new political history before entering
into a debate over how it can be made fruitful for writing animal history.

Firstly, it needs to be asserted that the terminology of political history was and still
is strongly dependent on certain specific national traditions within the field of
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history, as well as on different political traditions as such. So whereas from the 1970s
onwards there appeared to be a consensus that the established political history of the
Rankean tradition had failed to incorporate socio-political structures, mentalities
as well as cultural symbolism available to historical agents, there was much less agree-
ment on which theoretical and methodological direction to take.'® Where the French
Annales School in its search for ‘total history” wanted to do away with political history
as such, the ‘new political history” of the American tradition focused on more quan-
titatively orientated projects as well as on the ‘infrapolitics’ of the oppressed. In Britain,
for a further contrast, political history was undermined by cultural history precisely
because the construction of the political self and political space came to the forefront
of the historian’s interests.'” This ‘cultural history of politics’ was influenced particu-
larly by subaltern studies.*® The constitution of identities and meanings also came
into the focus of British historians.? The German historical profession and their
insistence on the Sonderweg (literally: ‘special path’) took yet another tack, following
both the history of everyday life and historical anthropology and turning political
history into what has been termed ‘the cultural history of the political,” in which the
symbolic constitution of politics as well as the ‘material organisation of political com-
munication’ was considered.?

Admittedly, these differences appear insignificant in comparison with the ‘old’
political history, but they are, at least in principle, willing to include ‘agents of an
entirely different kind’ than human actors in their historiographical framework.?
Furthermore, all include or tolerate a focus on communicative spaces, which may
well include non-verbal communication and the space of social interaction.* More-
over, even with their diverse access to their fields of enquiry all approaches of a new
political history find a common ground in their daring to go beyond pure culturalism
inherent in many studies within a history aware of the cultural turn.?

Unfortunately, this still seems to remain ‘theoretical’, as more often than not
historians following the new political history approach cling to the analysis of stately
institutions, or, as Steinmetz and Haupt put it: ‘governments, monarchs, parties, or
parliaments (... ) still get the bulk of attention in many new political histories’.?®
Nevertheless, the potential that the new political history ofters in terms of opening
up communicative spaces and scope of action beyond the institutionalised political
process, especially for everyday practices, should be of interest as a heuristic tool for
animal historians. Firstly, and rather traditionally, it offers the chance to look at
how animals figured as subjects of political legislation, but secondly it can look at how
animals figured in political semantics, and thirdly, much more in tune with an animal
perspective, it can look at the bodily presences in everyday encounters that are the
essence of the political.

These lines of argument can be illustrated for the attempts to write about animals
in the Third Reich. Looking at domesticated animals who were said to be the bene-
ficiaries of the Nazi animal welfare project, the myriad layers of politics resulting
in their status are obviously open to analysis. Dogs and horses figured especially
prominently in the political and propagandistic repertoire deployed by the Nazis.
The Reichstierschutzgesetz (animal welfare law) of 1933 referenced the ideology of
National Socialism more generally but also the alleged ‘racial predisposition of
the Germanic people to animal welfare’ specifically, was mainly directed at their
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well-being.”” The legislation listed many prohibitions against the use of animals and
was allegedly passed to protect animals for their own sake.?® In this context, a new
political history approach seems to be valuable both for an understanding of a history
of everyday life of the Third Reich as well as a history of animals. This further
prompts the question of how animals’ lives were constituted in the face of a totali-
tarian system which posed as the animals’ friend: what can be said about their everyday
experiences? Did these ideologically charged presumptions affect the animals’ living
conditions and, if so, in what way? The safeguarding and procreation of animals was
declared one of the most important policies to be pursued as a matter of national
defence.” But how was this reflected in their bodily experiences? And, of course,
how can we get an animal dimension into these heavily politicised arguments?

This appears to be quite a task, considering that political theory has regarded the
animal not as a participant in interactions defined as political, but rather and exclu-
sively as an object of political decision making.* This is not surprising given that in
an Aristotelian reading the zoon politikon, the political animal, is only ever of human
form, whereas the animal is without a voice (zoon alogon) and therefore not part of
political processes as such.’® Mainstream political theory does not regard animals —
neither entire species nor individual animals — as capable of being political. The
Merriam-Webster dictionary gives among other entries the following definition for
politics: ‘the total complex of relations between people living in society’.** This society
is thus understood as solely made up of humans. This is in line of what has been
critiqued as an exclusionary zoopolitics, namely a Derridean analysis of the place of
politics as the proper arena of the human. The dualistic framework of humanity and
animality is therefore constitutive for humans to think of themselves as political and
rational animals, in opposition to the animal that must be neither political nor
rational.¥ Social theory has lately begun to include other entities, however, among
them non-human animals, as basic bearers of agency. These theories have also left
their mark on the new and cultural history, especially discourses of entanglements
and performances. Seeing the political discourse as a social practice, that is, as essentially
meaning the negotiation between the self and the other surely brings the animal onto
the table of a new approach to political history.** This is where we might return to
new political history defined as ‘sociocultural history with the political brought in
again’.”® The entanglement of symbolic and physical acts, the performativity of ideology
and subversion as well as the material side of politics, thus serves to characterise a
historical programme well worth the attention of animal-human historians. In order
to do this we must try to do away with a ‘people-centred view that all but obscured
the political work done by things, technologies and practices’.*® With reference to
this ‘political work’ it must be stated that by including the animals into a history
of everyday life, one is not at all being ‘counter-political’, as some historians of the
political claim the ‘everyday’ to be.”” On the contrary, looking at microhistorical
levels allows us to see how the political power structures have sieved through to the
individual entities, the individual life, the ordinary. Looking at how politics mould
specific entities at specific times is valid if we want to understand the reciprocity of
social transformations. This is of course where animal historians and animal studies
scholars generally have turned to actor-network-theory, and Bruno Latour specifically, to
bring the animal as non-human-actor or agent into the frame.*® However, we must
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not be tempted to take Latour as the only valuable authority in considering how
material living beings influence other material living beings. There are a variety of
historical-minded approaches that help to balance the important influence of the
material. As Frank Trentmann writes: ‘For historians, the question is less about
whether than how we can bring matter back into a mind-centred study of politics, and
what we might add.”” The same is relevant for animal histories and some of the
suggestions proposed by Trentmann become valid here also. Firstly, he proposes
the biography of things as a fruitful way to elaborate on objects as ‘containers of asso-
ciation and values that carried with them potential repertoires of political action’.*’
The steps taken by animal biographers follow a similar direction yet also try to hint
at the individuality of animal-human encounters. The alternative proposes to look at
‘covernmentality’ in the material manifestation of power-relations found in the
shaping of places, buildings and so on. The vibrant field of zoo history already shows
how such a political order is exercised through the presence, ordering and classifica-
tion of animals.*’ Challenges of course remain in determining exactly how power
structures differ, for example in transnational perspectives. The zoo as a European
phenomenon of the nineteenth century, exhibiting both the imperial as well as the
bourgeois world in miniature form, has long ago been adapted and culturally trans-
formed in order to be applicable to other cultures and other political systems. The
value of a new political history approach infused with cultural history is that it is able
to show how, for example, change in political systems trickles down to its single
elements by highlighting how political symbols, rituals and practices become obsolete
in view of new ones or remain stable even if the historical or cultural conditions
change.* As an example, consider the establishment of a ‘German Zoo’ within the
Berlin zoological garden in 1937, showcasing only Germanic animals, or Germanised
animals such as wolves, bears and eagles: this is a phenomenon that distinctively
followed the making of other political landscapes and hierarchical orders.*

Between the symbolic and the ‘real’ animal

As outlined above, new political history looks at semantics as well as material realities.
This is where it seems most helpful for animal historians. When writing a history of
animals, numerous writers seem to have been struck by the dilemma that they only
appear to have access to human representations of an animal, rather than the animals
themselves.** This in turn has led to frequent debates on the sources that animal
historians use and the equally obvious problem that these sources are predominantly
human-made and thus partial in an anthropocentric way.* However, what is assumed
here rather high-handedly by critics of animal history is that a representation of an
animal is not a real animal, but merely a symbolic construction. It is surely a legitimate
historiographic response not to follow the path of the purely constructivist view and
instead look for the real animal as a political actor within history. It is a challenge
worth taking and one which I would argue is feasible, if only by pointing out in what
instances and under which historical conditions animals in historical narratives merely
figure as representations of human imagination. Analysing how animals served to
convey metaphorical and visual meaning at particular points in time, within particular,
diverse contexts is but one aspect in need of consideration when examining the
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political animal from an historian’s perspective. Having said that, it is still important
to illuminate what specific symbolic representations of the political were conveyed
via the animal. This is why we should not do away with representationalism but
include its insights in the overall analysis.*® I want to stress that a new political history
of animals is interested in getting to the core of animals symbolically and narratively,
to uncover how animals function as regulators in the context of political and social
knowledge and to categorise them according to their status as objects of cultural
semantics. This has always to be considered, however, together with the need to
bring together material traces and discursive iconographies. For animal history this
means going beyond demarcating the ‘animal’ as the generic ‘other’. The ultimate
aim is to consider the material interactions through which the symbolic functional
role of animals is manifested.

To return to the project of writing a political history of animals in the Third
Reich, one would need to disentangle the distinctive discursive lines of animals and
animality that fitted the nomenclature of National Socialism. So one of the most
persuasive discourses apostrophised animals as part of the ‘Volksgemeinschaft (folk
community), something that raised their status above those humans declared subhuman.
Notwithstanding this status, however, when the material animal was needed as a
resource, this place in the folk community was routinely undermined. This happened
for example in 1934 when an antivivisection clause passed as a propagandistic tool by
the then still existing Prussian state, was secretly abolished in order to make way for
the animal testing needed for war preparations.”’” Changing the law did not here
change the semantic use of the animals, and their representation. Discourse and
material realities could thus differ significantly, and it is the job of the animal historian
following the lines of a new political history to uncover these discrepancies.

The practice/performative turn in animal history

Taking actor-network theory into account, animal studies scholars have routinely
pointed to the potential of animals as agents in the process of generating knowledge.
This should be expanded to the potential of animals to figure as agents in political
processes as well. As Donna Haraway suggests, the interactive process of material-
semiotic actors is to be understood and to be recognised as the ‘apparatus of bodily
production’.*® Thereby, one is able to shed a light on the relational existences of
humans and animals, their collective relationship.* While agreeing with Haraway
that animals also shape and create their worlds socially, this interactive process
between animal and human can be made subject to exploring the possibilities of
exercising political influence without remaining stuck in subject-object dualisms.>
The move from language to performance is thus to be seen in accordance with the
shift from the representational to the material animal. As Karen Barad points out
with respect to science studies, ‘the move towards performative alternatives to
representationalism shifts the focus from questions of correspondence between
descriptions and reality (that is, do they mirror nature or culture?) to matters of practices/
doings/actions’.’!

A central vantage point of animal historiography highlights the diverse power
structures underlying the human—animal relations that implicitly — because they are
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not controlled by the animals themselves — impress on political action.*? In this sense,
what is being proposed is in tune with approaches taken by the new political history
in the course of which symbolic practices, semantics and rituals are analysed with a
view of their inherent power relations and transformations, clearly operating outside
of an understanding of politics solely based on political institutions.>® This approach
also agrees with wider shifts within the cultural historical profession, which turned
from ‘culture as discourse to culture as practice and performance’.®* This is to some
extent also true for political history. The single-minded focus on ‘events’ has been
done away with in favour of a programme taking into account whole chains of events,
processes and decisions, something that was accomplished by British and American
historians long before it came to be accepted in German political historiography.*®
‘What seems to be important here is that by looking at practices, we do not turn a blind
eye to human practices in favour of animal practices, but recognise instead, as Frank
Trentmann stipulates with regard to the interaction of things and humans, that ‘much
everyday life involves routines that have a history and dynamic of their own and are
often shared’.*® By concentrating on shared experiences, the potential of focusing on
practices involving animals becomes clear. Not only were these practices as part of
everyday life far more subtly political than say the mass demonstrations and mass
events carefully choreographed by the Nazi leadership, they also help to paint a
much more vivid picture of what it meant to be human or animal at a particular
point in time.

So the terminology of politics that is taken into account here explicitly targets
encounters of conflict and negotiation processes, the articulation of interests, but also
the pushing of boundaries. A new political history influenced by cultural studies
approaches of accepting new and divergent actors in turn allows for a shift in
perspectives by including the political animal and a political historiography of ani-
mals respectively. By that I mean that political order is constructed through symbolic
action and performances. These actions are repeatedly exercised on animal bodies.
However, they are also shared performatively by the animals themselves, in their role
as ‘meaning-making figures’.>” They thereby function as a ‘potential repertoire of
political action’.® The ritualised petting of animals for example, which Adolf Hitler
routinely practised with his dog, is, as Adorno and Horkheimer have so famously
pointed out, a performance of political power: ‘The idle stroking of children’s hair
and animal pelts signifies: this hand can destroy’.%’

Performance as relational agency

Performativity relies on bodily interaction, it relies on some sort of relation, be it
intentional or accidental. In this process the face-to-face interaction unfolds into
what I would term relational agency. This relational agency exists between all beings
or species, but in particular between concrete specimens of species, between a distinct
animal and a distinct human. By way of taking into account the relations that surface
between animals and humans, one is also able to show in which manner animals in
diverse constellations of relationships have impressed on human subjects. A history
of such relations would therefore do away with subject-object attributions and
accept animals as active partners in this conjunction. Haraway therefore regards
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relationships as ‘the smallest possible unit of analysis’.® David Gary Shaw also talks of
‘unities — in which especially close, disciplined actors are produced’, and Steinbrecher
of ‘interaction fabrics’ between animal and human, enmeshed in non-verbal com-
munication which could be accounted for by historical analysis.®' Every relationship,
including that of animals and humans, Steinbrecher claims, should be contemplated
as interactive and reciprocal.®* This aspect is underlined by Emma Power in her
interpretation of the domestication process. Domestication, she argues, is not a process
by human actors forced onto animals, but, on the contrary, a dynamic practice which
relied on the exchange between the species: ‘Domestication is not a finished or stable
relation, but must be continuously negotiated and held in place’.** Co-evolution, to
take up another term made prominent by animal historians in recent years, is there-
fore not to be seen as purely biological but as a cultural process as well. The network
of relations must therefore be viewed both with regard to the individual as well as to
society. As Edward Russell states: ‘Historians would have nothing to study without
coevolution, because human beings probably would not exist’.** By this, animals are
elevated to ‘intimate partners’ in the historical development of the human species, as
active contributors within the ‘co-constitutive relationship’.®® In this sense, agency is
always to be characterised as essentially relational: “There is no agency that is not
interagency’, as Vinciane Despret reminds us.®® Within animal historiography this
relational approach sits well with the methodology taken by social as well as political
historians, in which the microhistorical focus on social action is always aligned to the
macro level of social and political institutions. This also holds true for a particular
approach to the study of practices, or praxiography. ‘Praxiography might provide new
ways of opening up historical power relations by looking at the relationship between
practices of knowledge production and the representation of the body thatis produced’,
argues Pascal Eitler.”” For the exercise of animal history, this means to take seriously
the shifts that occur between the semantic typifications and the material realities that
accompany certain practices. This praxiography without a doubt subscribes to the
recognition of inscribed power relations in practices and to the political aspect of the
relations shaping those practices. These practices change over time and thus not only
allow for a study of different relationships between humans and specific animals but
also considers the implications for specific animals or animal species. It is the effects of
such practices on the production of animal bodies, that this approach is interested in.*
Praxiography also clarifies the fact that writing the history of animals implies typically
narrowing down the scope of writing to the history of those animals with whom
humans live in close contact and with whom they build relationships. It asks also for
a ‘small-scale history’ which takes the ‘micro-processes of everyday life’ seriously.®

Concentrating on practices instead of actors, as Pascal Eitler suggests, makes this
clear precisely because it helps historians to ascribe the production of subjectivity to
acts exercised by actors.”” The same has been said about privileging practices before
structures: ‘practice emerges here as the space in which a meaningful intersection
between discursive constitution and individual initiative occurs’.”! Focusing on the
situated spaces, the encounter, the practice rather than on proving an actors inten-
tionality has led to whole sets of studies promoting the ‘doings’ of the participants
and entities respectively: doing gender, doing culture and doing politics are just a
few of these approaches.”
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Applying the material culture approach: bringing Haraway into history

The practice turn has recently also been made fruitful with regard to taking a new
look at material interactions in the shape of both material culture studies and what
has been termed new materialism. The latter can be defined using the words of
Clever and Ruberg:

Instead of assuming (hierarchical) differences between entities beforehand,
new materialists study the performance of differences in these ever-changing,
shifting realities. This directs the focus to encounters, practices, and moments
where matter and culture are acting together, producing meaning or a reality
in that moment.”

In this reading, new materialism widens the scope of activities and practices to be
considered without however rendering the differences meaningless (and thus ignoring
power structures). In short, it ‘pays attention to matter, movement, and difference’.”*
Whereas material networks history relies on the concept of the ‘co-construction’ of
networks, which can be historically analysed, Haraway uses the concept of co-
constitutive relationships to explain the shared history of humans and animals.”
As these relations rely on both material (bodily) as well as social (and therefore both
cultural and political) interactions, Haraway speaks of ‘naturalcultural contact zones’
that constitute the loci of historical interplay between the species, or between specific
members of specific species in temporal-spatial specific contexts to be more precise.”
She also famously claims that the ‘material-semiotic nodes or knots’ require consider-
ation when aiming at the full meaning of animals and this may also be applied to the
historical study of animals.” However, when practising such a history we are still
in need of sources that illustrate the symbolisms as well as the material functions of
animals. This is why the material has once more been at the centre of animal historians’
attention.”

Furthermore, the specific localities assume a whole new relevance when looking
at animal history. It is no wonder then that some of the most exciting new works in
historical animal studies are composed by animal geographers.” Haraway sees these
places, however, just as a gateway to the ‘mortal world-making entanglements’ she is
really interested in.*® These entanglements, she claims, influence all beings regardless
of their status as objects or subjects. And this is why she speaks of a co-history of
humans and (some) animals.®! This resonates with the central themes of Actor-
Network-Theory (ANT), but seems more applicable since it refers to the corporality
of the entities, which in turn are defined and produced by multiple material practices.
Nicki Charles and Bob Carter have recently also propagated a reading of agency as
inherently entangled, in which collectives and face-to-face relations appear ‘historically
contingent and variable’.% As James Epstein adds: ‘The politics of meaning and the
meaning of politics are intertwined’. The meaning of animals, their symbolism,
is therefore also bound up with their place both in political rhetoric and practice.
Furthermore, politics have a ‘material essence’ both with regard to action as well as
reaction.® As Trentmann makes clear: “The material is recognised as a conduit of
political processes that helps shape (and not just reflect) political identities, concerns,
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and fields of action’.** Melanie Rock and Gwendolyn Blue have also argued for an
extension of the political publics to include animals because of their inherent mate-
riality and of the space they occupy in these multi-species political discourses, an
‘assemblage of bodies, practices and technologies that are brought together by a
particular issue’.® This is of course again in tune with Latour who wants to introduce

to the political arena all those non-human things that people are attached to.*’

Animal history as body history

One aspect of the material that can be made fruitful for animal-human historians is
the turn to the body. Historical approaches touching on the body have been made
prominent time and again since the late 1990s to the point where Roy Porter called
it ‘the historiographical dish of the day’.% Aligned with a re-application of Foucauldian
programmes of biopolitics, which is as a disciplinary force in contrast to zoopolitics
directed at both animals and humans, the body is seen as shaped and governed by
discursive strategies resulting in practices which can readily be regarded as political.¥
Here again, however, a reading influenced by a cultural history approach of the body
as essentially constructed led to a debate on the solely representational character of
the body as source and a call of historians to consider the corporeality of the human
body with real experiences which needed consideration. This also holds true, of
course, for animal histories, albeit the fact that body history curiously concentrated
until recently solely on the human body. Stressing the corporality of animal bodies
with real experiences is an important step for a validity of material encounters without
however falling back to biological essentialisms which enforces the status of animals
as the ultimate, naturalised other. Sensing the danger of such essentialism, Pascal
Eitler calls instead for seeing ‘bodies as a kind of surface in its ongoing materialization
and not as a kind of container in its seemingly ahistorical stability’.”® This is where
approaches of a new political history come in, where the negotiation processes that
precede these ‘ongoing materializations’ are analysed. Thereby, ‘an understanding of
the body that is neither static nor coherent’ can be accomplished.”! As Etienne Benson
points out, it is also possible to filter out the solidity and corporality of the animal in
written sources without returning to representationalism and thereby to a semantic
field fully occupied by human exceptionalism.”® A new political history of animals
would then, just as body history, not be confined to collecting empirical data in the
archives, nor to ‘decoding “representations’. It would ‘make sense of the interplay
between the two’.”? It is after all the living interdependency between the animal and
the human that affects human life profoundly. These interdependencies and effects
are not to be reduced to the social, however, but need to be expanded to the realm
of the political, as they are both the result of conflictual relations and normative
regulations. Animals in these interdependencies should not be reduced to mere
‘presentationalisms’ void of agency or, indeed, political meaning.”* This is because
not only the social but also the political is constantly influenced by our bodily inter-
action with animals.”® Having said this, it can be regarded as one of the most convincing
arguments for including animals in the register of political history that they figure so
prominently in rituals, meticulously structured and choreographed evidences of
power, in which they have been given a distinct role and denied agency or where
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their agency was forcefully infringed upon as part of the political semiotic system.
The politics of controlling the body, ‘the power realities produced by the exercise of
the state’s authority over the bodies of its subjects’, for example, a field of enquiry
that was opened up by historians of the body, is thus also accessible to animal history.”
This is especially relevant with regard to the history of the breeding of animals, a
topic most relevant when writing a political history of animals in the Third Reich.
From as early as 1937 breeders were asked to specifically create horses that would
conform to the demands of both military and economy and to eradicate any defi-
ciencies still to be observed especially in draught horses.”” Those ‘deficiencies’ ranged
from height, ossifications and spavin to ‘wrong’ temperament.”® What was asked for
instead was, aside from the right build, a pliable, modest character and an undemanding
nature. The body was thus a battlefield for the economic and political agendas of the
Third Reich: and this was particularly true for animals.

Conclusion: applying the new political history approach

Practising animal history through including the concepts of political history means
accepting the animal as a subject of political interaction. It comes, however, with a
distinctly challenging programme for the historian as it combines discursive and
empiricist approaches. These approaches are in turn influenced by what has been
called new political history or the cultural history of the political. Methodologically,
this approach tries to bridge the gap between the course followed mainly by literary
scholars and historians of ideas on the one hand, which foreground only the repre-
sentational character of animals, and an actor-focused research promoted by social
historians on the other. It is vital to incorporate what one could term the discursive
middle, in which the conditions and practices that produce the semantic field in the
first place are closely scrutinised. This is why a threefold approach is proposed here.
Firstly, historians need to critically recount the spatial and physical presence of animals
and their actions, all of which can be found in the diverse sources available to animal
historians. Secondly, the specific production of animals — both physically through
breeding and selection as well as symbolically by the ascribing of properties and char-
acteristics — as a result of human—animal relations needs to be considered. Thirdly,
the endowing of animals with a discursive charge should be reflected upon. To be
able to get to the impact and impressions of the ‘real” animals, it is necessary to consider
their entangled meanings at specific times. Naturally enough, we need to consider
how the discursive shifts in turn impact on the material object. A political history of
animals would therefore turn to the power-relations inherent in specific animal—
human constellations. It would look at the (social) practices solidifying or question-
ing the production of power relations and thereby at the production of specific
animals at specific times. Thus it would ask for the communicative spaces semantically
underlining or undermining these practices.

Reflecting on the writing of a new political history of animals in the Third Reich
we can see how this would mean looking at how the changing power relations from
one regime to another carried implications for various human—animal relations,
enabling and requiring a comparative approach. For example, the Gleichschaltung
(the political streamlining of political institutions and societies) heavily affected the
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agrarian, veterinarian and animal welfare institutions but it also influenced the life of
animals politically and physically. The changing breeding laws, the privileging of
certain breeds and certain species for that matter, changed the life of those animals.

The symbolism communicated via animals again played heavily on the semantics
of Nazi politics. Dogs and horses were routinely declared as comrades in the fight,
especially on the front lines, and attributed with ‘Germanic’ qualities. These politics
were ritually enforced, for instance, by ‘paying tribute’ to war horses or publicising
letters of Wehrmacht soldiers praising horses’ courage, loyalty and honour. The
political language defining animals focused on their role in society, even if it was
merely symbolical. The shift from being comrades to being a member firstly of the
Volksgemeinschaft (folk community) and secondly of the ‘community of fate’ had
drastic effects on animals’ treatment.” Some animals were included in the mythology
of the Volksgemeinschaft. Besides dogs and horses other working animals such as oxen
and cows were seen as doing their bit to further the nationalist ideology by working
for the German cause.'® Discursively inserting some animals into this community
was part of Nazi propaganda. This is not a particular feature of the Third Reich, of
course, but national socialist propaganda made special use of animals, incorporating
them into the ‘speech acts’ that have long been the field of investigation by political
historians. Their impacts on the lives of animals (or even on that of humans) is still
a field in need of further investigation and one to which animal historians could
contribute significantly. The semantics of ‘vermin’ for example were triggered
not only by the discourses on hygiene that characterised the end of the nineteenth
century and which surely encouraged the debates on racial hygiene in the Third
Reich, but also impacted on the life of animals declared to be vermin.'"! It is of some
importance in this context that the German term for breed is the same as that
of ‘race’, as the Nazis transferred many of their ideas on racial politics from the
animal kingdom. Classifications and forms of social order were thus intrinsically
intertwined.

Moreover, in 1942 when food became scarce, a discussion arose which generally
questioned the keeping of pets. Hitler intervened personally in fear of the emotional
consequences for the German people. Instead, a law was passed in May of 1942,
banning Jews from keeping pets, be they dogs, cats or birds. As Maren Mohring
concludes, these animals taken from the Jewish population were seen as contaminated,
as surplus mouths to feed and thus could not count on being included in the realm
of animals declared worthy of protection under animal welfare legislation.'” There
were two sides to this coin, however. When in February of 1940 a mass mustering
with over 5,000 dogs took place, the ‘Hundewelf claimed that all ‘bastard dogs’ or
mongrels were to be refused enlistment and also that it would not be worth feeding
them.'” It was only the pure-bred dogs who could hope to die a hero’s death at the
front. The same was true for horses, of which only the ‘pure race’ was valued. Breeders
were called upon not to trait on bloodlines causing the ‘production’ of inferior
animals, a practice which would counter the political cause of National Socialism.'"*
The ubiquitous political semantics of racialised inclusion and exclusion found in such
source material strongly hint at the importance of animals for the wider rhetoric of
the Third Reich. The very accessibility of animal bodies made them test subjects for
practical eugenics.
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These semantics were also enforced by the bodily performances of the animals,
which in turn were used to claim the willingness of animals to contribute to the Nazi
project. Bodies in action again helped to underline metaphorics. Long after the Third
Reich had fallen, the German shepherd dog has remained the symbol of Nazi
brutality and of the fatal allegiance of Germans to the regime.'” The visual aspects of
this semantic field thereby open up a whole genre of sources for the historian to use.
Pictures of prized breeding animals, military honours or mobilisation and conscrip-
tion of dogs and horses were frequently to be found not only in animal welfare
magazines, but also in the publications of the agrarian institutions. Moreover, the
political and societal institutions helping to frame these semantics are a starting point
for analysis. In claiming, for example, that the love of animals was inherently German,
both the animal welfare as well as the veterinarian lobby supported the regime in
their projects of exclusion and inclusion.'” Political institutions influenced animal
lives and were concurrently influenced by their symbolic values and presences.

Lastly, the material consequences resulting from political decision-making processes
and political acts of speech might differ from the intentions of the laws passed or the
normative settings and the propaganda that followed from intentionally covering up
the material realities. Declaring horses and dogs comrades, for example, hid the fact
that thousands of horses died in the first days of the war alone. As early as 1939, horse
breeder associations were alarmed about the waste of animal life, more often than not
caused by overworking.'” Moreover, the Reichstierschutzgesetz did not prevent animal
experiments. On the contrary, animals were routinely used for experimentation jus-
tified by the war efforts. Furthermore, not all dogs were lucky enough to be included
in the mythology of camaraderie. The slaughtering of dogs for food was still a
common practice especially in rural regions. Veterinarians were thus frequently
called for the inspection of dog meat to state whether or not it was fit for human
consumption. Even if the total numbers of dogs slaughtered (2,328 in 1935) seems
small it still contradicted propagandistic efforts to raise the status of the dog as a part
of the Volksgemeinschaft.'"®

All in all, what has been argued for in this chapter is that by turning to the political,
using approaches oftered by the new political history that consider semiotics, symbolism
and representation but also corporal interactions and practices and the ‘real’” animal,
a ‘co-history’ of species can be presented, one that does not ignore the living experi-
ences of relationships. To exemplify my arguments I have made use of sources from
the Third Reich and thus positioned my line of thought in the context of high politics
of a totalitarian regime. There is, of course, room for looking at other political animals
at other times and in other, less extreme, regimes. Philip Howell has, for example,
placed his history of dogwalking the Victorian city into the political framework of
liberalism and thereby the ‘creation of the responsible subjects’.'” Through the prac-
tice of walking dogs certain liberal freedoms were performatively evoked. Muzzling
of dogs on the other hand was at the same time seen as infringement by the authorities
or as a sign of a well-disciplined, civilised people. The debate over muzzling, as
Howell suggests, can therefore be read with regard to the ‘governmentality’ of the
liberal city’.""” A new political history of animals understood as a cultural history of
the political such as presented in both examples would look therefore at all aspects
of the political and it does so from multiple perspectives. Not only does it focus on

66



Political history and writing animal lives

the framework, but also the processes and institutions involved, considering struc-
tures as well as agents. In doing so, it agrees with new materialist approaches while
moving from representationalism to performativity.'!
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4

PUBLIC HISTORY AND
HERITAGE

A fruitful approach for privileging animals?

Hilda Kean

Introduction

I start this chapter with some non-human animal protagonists and some definitions.
For the former we have a small terrier dog who grieved over the corpse of his human
companion; a donkey who alongside a human medical orderly helped rescue
wounded soldiers at Gallipoli; various Norwegian brown rats, not of the fancy variety
but the type who cause terror amongst many humans; and last but not least some
long dead, and now taxidermied, polar bears. I will discuss these beings later in this
chapter but have deliberately placed them here to indicate both their importance in
this piece of writing and also as an indication of the focus I have chosen to adopt as
a historian who seeks, at the bare minimum, to privilege the role of animals in the
creation of histories. As I have discussed elsewhere, while debates around the nature
of the materials used in the creation of histories involving animals are important —
materials always are, whatever sort of history is being created — what is probably
more important is the stance of the historian, her aims and objectives, the decisions
she takes in developing particular arguments and employing specific materials and
the way such work is presented and to whom.!

Like many with an academic background who choose to work within the broad
framework of animal studies I also work within other ‘disciplinary’ areas or ‘sub-fields’
of history, particularly those of ‘public history’ and heritage, not least because of the
scarcity of employment at present for those simply working in the field of historical
animal studies. Thus routinely I am faced with apparently contradictory and conflicting
ways of approaching subject matter. This is a problem experienced by many working
in the fields of ‘history’ within both the Humanities and Social Studies areas. Here,
however, I am routinely faced with apparently contradictory and conflicting ways of
approaching the subject matter of ‘history’. It is nevertheless felt particularly acutely
within pubic history, since it is by definition ‘inclusive’ and ‘democratised’, but its
‘public’ is typically ill-defined, and it is notoriously capable of being co-opted by
authority, in the form of ‘heritage’ and narratives of national identity. All the same,
perhaps the challenge of ‘public history’ can be preserved or reclaimed — and the
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attempt to include other animals in these ‘public histories’ might be one particularly
instructive way to do so.

The term public history confusingly, but perhaps not surprisingly, has difterent
emphases in different cultural contexts. While Britain routinely produces heritage
workers, museum curators, local historians and community practitioners who create
history and put it to work in the world, in north America and Australasia there are
often professional historians who define themselves in this way and are employed as
such by local and national government institutions and businesses. The north American
National Council on Public History (NCPH) established in 1980 to bring together
a range of United States agencies and stake holders ofters one description of the field,
namely that ‘All share an interest and commitment to making history relevant and
useful in the public sphere’ and that ‘public history describes the many and diverse
ways that history is put to work in the world’.? In this context the ‘world’ is taken to
mean sites outside the academic lecture room and ‘put to work’ suggests that the
practice has some sense of function or meaning beyond an intrinsic search for know-
ledge. Tactfully the Australian leading public historian Paul Ashton defines public
history as an ‘elastic nuanced and contentious term’ that can be ‘broadly defined as
an array of practices that communicate and engage with historical meanings in the
public sphere’. But, as he also acknowledges, it is ‘the practice of historical work in
a wide range of forums and sites which involves the negotiation and different under-
standings about the nature of the past and its meaning and uses in the present’.’
Although some have emphasised the employment status of the historian, particularly
stressing the work of those employed outside academia, for example in museums or
archives,* given the fluidity of employment and funding regimes, more recently the
focus has been on the places in which historical meaning is created or, more conser-
vatively, the audiences for such knowledge. At its narrowest a definition of public
history embraces the presentation of aspects of the past to a wide audience outside
the confines of a seminar room.> At its most dynamic it involves individuals, groups
and communities in the construction of their own histories.® This latter approach has
been famously promoted by Ronald Grele as a participatory historical culture.” What
such apparently different approaches have in common, however, is an implicit
understanding that the way in which knowledge is created is key — process rather
than research per se is central to a public history discourse. Often cited here is the
work of the late British historian Raphael Samuel who emphasised the possibilities
of history made by people (and not ‘professional historians’ alone) explaining that the
creation of history by a ‘thousand different hands’ resulted in a social form of knowledge.®
By opening up the categorisation of those making history — ‘the who’ — epistemology —
‘the what’ — 1s also changed. Running alongside this line of argument is an awareness
of the way in which the past is contested: different meanings and strong feelings that
can make history making unstable (and even career breaking).” In a new collection
on public history, the author, aiming to demonstrate that historians should participate in
a public understanding of the past, argues, ‘Historians should accept that they do not
work for the sake of history only, to advance historical research but for and with
others’."

As will be evident from the brief summary above, public historians approach their
work not around particular subject matter per se but from a perspective of the
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process of creating meaning or disseminating ideas with a particular emphasis on
accessibility. However, despite what might be viewed as a broadly progressive sense
of epistemology, analysis of the role of non-human animals has yet to be a routine
analytic feature of key journals such as The Public Historian where animals are noticeable
by their distinct absence.! Non-human animals seem then to mark the limits of the
ambition of inclusiveness, let alone that of participation in public history.

Those working within a broad framework of animal studies also, of course, have
different emphases but many would acknowledge that animals as some sort of subject
matter — rather than process as such — is key. Nevertheless, there are some complemen-
tarities. There are those who, like many public historians, see a role for themselves
within a social and political context outside academic study per se. Jonathan Balcombe
has explained this as an approach that seeks to ‘parlay existing theory into action, and
to do our bit to change the tide for animals’.!* This trajectory has been emphasised
in a recent book by Nik Taylor, where she has expressed her ‘unease with the majority
of animal studies scholarship that remains divorced from the reality of animal lives’
and warns against scholarship ‘falling into the trap of contemplation without action’."
Contemplation and introspection are certainly present within the field of animal
studies, sometimes to the extent of work being esoteric and divorced from any
engagement with living animals. Too often an emphasis on theoretical precision and
the need to repeat in almost mantra-like fashion the work of mainly continental
European philosophers — without applying this to the lived experience past or present
of non-human animals — can create a context far removed from putting such meaning,
to again quote the NCPH, ‘to work in the world’." For example, a framework very
different from that of ‘the world’ was envisaged in the introduction to a recent animal—
human history collection The Historical Animal that, having drawn analogies with
feminist and environmental history, concluded with the phrase © . .. for any group
to achieve their justice — whatever their particular “justice” may be — they must have
their history written and accepted within the academy’ (my emphasis).”> The author
here is certainly not ignoring animals but still privileges academic boundaries as a
framework for situating ‘justice’ rather than engagement with ‘the world’. Creating
a real impact outside academia (rather than just ticking a box for UK universities’
funding requirements) might mean not just looking at the dissemination of ‘bound-
aried” knowledge but instead an engagement with those outside the seminar walls
with those who have different contributions to make to historical meaning — and
understanding of the lives of non-human animals and their treatment.

Animals in the creation of national histories

In practice there is far more blurring between the processed-based approach of public
historians and the sometimes more esoteric world of animal studies than I might have
suggested above, but rather than seeking to juxtapose abstract definitions I intend
instead to focus on different animals who, in their own way, have played significant
roles in the past, and to consider how their lives and narratives might be approached
from different perspectives. Certainly, if we think of public history as demonstrating
the importance of the past in different national public contexts there is a plethora
of examples of practice to animals to choose from. Many nations have consciously
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chosen to incorporate individual animals, especially those possessing names, into their
commemorative cultures and histories. Consider the ‘first dogs’ of the first families,
the fascination with the past animals, usually dogs, who have lived with American
Presidents. Notwithstanding the bizarre Christmas videos of George W. Bush and

his dogs Miss Beazley and Barney around the Christmas tree,'

we can agree with
Helena Pycior that, ‘each first dog had a history, a personality, a disposition suitable
to the bustle of the White House . . . and a role in the history of the United States . . . "’
Equally acknowledged in North American popular memory are Stubby the guard
dog who saved lives on the battlefields of the First World War by his vigilance, or
Balto, the Alaskan malamute, who with other dogs and human mushers saved the
isolated town of Nome by bringing the diphtheria vaccine across an arduous journey
in the 1920s."® Both of these dogs, in their own ways, continue to be popular today
either in taxidermied form in the Smithsonian or in a bronze sculptural depiction of
Balto in New York’s Central Park." In such examples we may be looking at nothing
but representations but, as Diana Donald has convincingly argued, we need to

take representations of animals as what they purport to be, and analyse them
for what they truly contain: evidence of human convictions and emotions
about other species. Fragmented, obscure, deeply conflicting as this evidence
may be, it offers the only possibility of recovering a key aspect of history
which has, as yet, hardly begun to be understood.?

And in the case of stuffed animals like Balto, Rachel Poliquin has argued that for all
that ‘taxidermied animals have been transfigured by the fervour of human longing’
these animals are ‘never just cultural objects but are rather provocative animal-things
imbued with both the longing to capture animal life immortally and the longing to
see the living animal again’.”!

So animals do participate, if unwillingly, in one form of public history. Given the
relatively recent origins of the state of Australia and particularly its intention to create
a separate identity from Britain in the aftermath of the First World War, Australia is
arguably the best example of the ways that animals have been consciously used to
create national histories separate from British traditions.”* Certainly animals have
played important roles in the nation-forming fiction of Banjo Patterson and Henry
Lawson. Lawson’s memorial by George Lambert in Sydney’s Domain with a proud
dog certainly reflects his stories of the outback that featured animals in key narratives.
This is an appropriate location for a memorial to this resolutely urban author who cre-
ated an idealised past for the new colony while rarely straying from his Sydney home.

Consider too the effects of the journalist, Charles Bean, who can reasonably be
defined as a public historian, who did so much to create and document the ANZAC
spirit as an identity separate from Britain especially employing the Australian and
New Zealand military experience in the battles at Gallipoli during the 1914-18 war.
He was largely responsible for both the establishment of the Australian War Memorial
in Canberra that functions both as a major museum and one of the most popular in
Australia and also the national archives for war records that is frequently used by a
range of history practitioners.?* The emphasis here was upon re-creating a wartime
experience by collecting ‘everything connected with the War’ with the intention
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that in the future soldiers would visit with their friends and children ‘and there revive
the past’.? Significantly, animals who had played a wartime role were also requisi-
tioned for the museum: much discussion took place on how to ‘preserve indefinitely’

a messenger dog, carrier pigeon and the head of Sandy,

who was a bay gelding
horse born in 1908 and was some 15.2 hands tall,?”” serving in Egypt with Major
General Sir William Throsby Bridges and had then travelled to Britain. The horse of
the commander of the Australian first division at Gallipoli was the only one of some
170,000 horses to return to Australia after the war.? Extensive quarantine and com-
plicated logistical procedures enabled the horse to return — together with Private
Jordan ‘who understands the animal well’ — to Australia.”” By 1922 the now elderly
horse was killed ‘for humane reasons’ and the new Australian War Memorial deter-
mined to acquire part of his body, as this ‘would make an interesting exhibit’.* Such
dead animal heroes were seen as helping to build a distinctive Australian identity
particularly amongst young people. In addition to these animal ‘exhibits’ there were
intricate diorama displays of particular battles including models of soldiers and animals.
What is striking here is not the development of a museum per se but a recognition
that ordinary soldiers’ own memorabilia (such as cones from the ‘Lone Pine Ridge’)
would form an integral part of the collections. Such items could be duplicates since
they carried with them different stories from the soldiers who had collected them.?
Animals serving alongside the military were to be an integral part of this project from
the outset. Thus in the same way that the warfare of the 1914-18 war was conducted
in ‘more than human public spaces’ so too was this most prestigious new museum
explicitly incorporating animals into the state’s official past. This participatory and
open approach was a very different stance to that of the British state over the same
war.”? Within this ‘open’ approach to history-making, non-human animals were
embraced. They became not mere accessories but active participants in the creation
of national histories.

The donkey I referred to at the start of this chapter was equally an important figure
in the creation of such new nation formation. This particular donkey working along-
side a medical orderly, Jack Simpson Fitzpatrick (commonly known as Simpson),
rescuing the wounded under heavy bombardment in so-called Shrapnel Gully in the
battlefields of Gallipoli has become an integral — and enduring — part of the nation’s
past. Simpson and his donkey were first recognised in the public commemorative
landscape of the 1930s with a small memorial outside the Melbourne War Memorial. >
This partnership of man and animal — neither would have existed without the other —
has been replicated in their representation: they are always presented together (and
have been re-created in different sites).**

From the 1980s there has been a revival of interest in ANZAC day despite — or
perhaps because of — the deaths of the last human veterans. This has suggested ‘in part
an emotional need for structure and tradition’.”® The 1988 ceremonies witnessed an
unveiling of a larger version of the iconic original memorial of Simpson and the donkey
alongside the Australian War Museum, appealing particularly to children. The sculptor,
Peter Corlett, commented that he envisaged the statue as ‘not unlike the image of
Christ entering Jerusalem’. The donkey was to be ‘small yet sturdy and reliable, with
alook of reluctant co-operation about him’. The re-worked memorial has proved to
be popular. Children treated the representation of the donkey affectionately, stroking
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his nose so extensively that it has been worn smooth. The animal was key to the form
of the artwork while the overall intention of the artist was to produce a work cele-
brating ‘a personal compassion of common humanity’.*® Simpson is unlikely to have
been incorporated in the way he has within the national sense of the past without his
donkey; yet, according to the artist’s words, if not in the minds of the numerous
children who enjoy the sculpture, the ‘animal’ plays a secondary role to the idea of
‘humanity’. The trope of animals working alongside humans in war does suggest an
agency of sorts, albeit one not independent of humans.?” This has been demonstrated
in subsequent Australian war commemorations, not least the ‘Animals in War’
memorial by Steven Mark Holland unveiled in the same site in 2009 (Figure 4.1).
Here the accompanying plaque refers to animals who ‘served alongside Australians’
and ‘performed many essential duties’ including those who ‘lived with the Australians
as mascots or companions’.*® Interestingly here the ‘emotional work’ of animals as
well as the more utilitarian role of, say, mine detection is acknowledged.

Figure 4.1  Steven Mark Holland, Memorial to Animals in War, Sculpture Garden, Australian
‘War Memorial, Canberra, Australia, unveiled 2009.

Author’s photograph.
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The initial statue in Melbourne had been created at the impetus of Philadelphia
Robertson, secretary general of the Australian Red Cross ‘to lead our thoughts into
the quiet ways of compassion and kindness’.*” Museum practitioners and politicians
initiated the 1988 version at the Australian War Memorial in Canberra.* There have
also been, for example, recent campaigns by the descendants of those who had served in
the Australian Light Horse in the First World War to erect an appropriate monument
to Sandy — the horse whose head was acquired by the Australian War Memorial — at
the spot where his body was buried at Maribyrnong, in Victoria, where there was a
Remount Depot paddock. As a local resident argued, campaigners wanted to stop
the site from becoming ‘just another piece of housing estate’.*! Here a dead horse,
representing the ANZAC moment of nation formation, was appropriated to create
a community identity that also appealed to national sentiments. While the campaigners
were not directly successful, the VicUrban, the state government developer, agreed
to recognise the horse by naming a road on the estate in his memory.*

I am not arguing that there is a more benign approach towards animals exhibited
nor in such memorials that Australian animal welfare or animal rights legislation is
leading the world. But rather that an acknowledgment of the presence of animals in
heritage works designed to create national identity — and to create an ‘entry point’ to
important features of historical national memory, particularly for children and those
unused to visiting museums — should be recognised and analysed by those working as
animal-human historians.* I note too that such creations of public sentiment towards
a lowly donkey in the nation’s past do not necessarily relate to positive sentiments
towards the treatment of donkeys in Australia in the present. Indeed Australian-
based Jill Bough has argued that the majority of the population has little knowledge of,
or interest in, the shooting from helicopters of hundreds of thousands of wild donkeys,
especially in Western Australia and the Northern Territory.* I am suggesting that
those interested in animal studies and particularly animal-human history should view
such commemorative developments as a positive starting point in the public domain
for exploring the meaning of the animal-human relationship across time. We might
also observe that these sentiments were developed outside, to quote Raphael Samuel,
‘the conventions and the coldness of the seminar room’.*> While there are various
caveats around the particular concept of animal agency being promoted in such
representations — for example the continuing privileging of the human position within
such an animal-human relationship. This should not detract from the fact that modern
audiences are given information about the past that includes animals as active partici-
pants in the creation of the nation’s past. We might then go further than acknowledging
only a public display of an animal-human bond to a deeper analysis of the nature of
the relationship, questioning the human position and drawing attention to the nega-
tive — as well as the positive — role of representation in masking, in this example,
exploitation. In this way, at least some of the aims of public history might be endorsed.

Ignoring the archive: the dog at the Eureka Stockade

I now want to take further the exploration of how awareness of the historical role of
animals — and perhaps their representation — is often absent from the work of social
historians even when contemporary materials provide such ‘evidence’. As I argued at
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the start of this chapter, the stance of the historian is critical. Thus an a priori aware-
ness of the role of animals in creating societies, such as that contained in the perspec-
tive of many within the animal studies field, might be valuable in challenging
accepted approaches.

I thus turn to a particular example of a dog, a recently restored statue and a different
national history — also in Australia. In summary, the Eureka Stockade was erected
in 1854 on the goldfields of Ballarat some 115 kilometres northwest of Melbourne in
Victoria. Prospectors — or ‘diggers’, the word that became incorporated into Australian
English as a badge of national male identity — were obliged to pay taxes in order to
dig (rather than to pay taxes on what was actually obtained from the land). The
workers saw this as unjust since one could be obliged to pay even if nothing was
mined. Moreover although they were obliged to pay taxes they had no political
representation.* Breaking point was reached in early December 1854 and it was
resolved to resist physically oppressive state forces. A barricade (or stockade) was erected
around the workers’ camp and was defended by diggers against attacks by the military.
As a result many diggers were either killed outright or later died of their wounds.
Although some of the leaders were brought to court for treason there was found to
be no case to answer and all were acquitted. This is the briefest summary of the
events at Ballarat, which have become ‘a key event in the development of Australian
democracy and Australian identity’.*” These dramatic events have been contested by
historians and had various interpretations, as public history often bears witness.*
Speaking from a conservative position, Spate argued that the incident ‘hardly bears
the weight sometimes placed upon it’; ‘It was dramatic in a country whose history
lacks spectacular event of this sort, but hardly a turning-point in Australian history’.*
Leading Australian historian, Stuart Macintyre, has by contrast declared the Eureka
Stockade to be a ‘formative event in the national mythology’ noting that:

Radical nationalists celebrated it as a democratic uprising against imperial
authority and the first great event in the emergence of the labour movement.
The Communist Party’s Eureka Youth League invoked this legacy .. .so did
the right-wing National Front, while revisionist historians have argued that
the rebellion should be seen as a tax revolt by small businesses.*

For some, the Eureka events have been interpreted as an Australian version of British
Chartism®' while feminists have recently sought to acknowledge the role of women in
the rebellion and thus incorporate them within a historically radical past.> Significantly
the events of December 1854 have been acknowledged to be part of a broader cultural
heritage that exists — and is certainly known about — inside and outside academic circles.

Still, despite the plethora of academic articles re-interpreting this event for the present
there has, to date, been scant acknowledgment or analysis by such experts of the
presence of a small terrier dog at the stockade. Such a dog did exist and was fulsomely
acknowledged at the time. Only a few days after the event the local newspaper the
Geelong Advertiser and Intelligencer published a letter giving an eye-witness account of
the aftermath of the military attack:

Poor women crying for absent husbands, and children frightened into quietness.
I, sir, write disinterestedly, and I hope my feelings arose from a true principle;
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but when I looked at that scene, my soul revolted at such means being so
cruelly used by a government to sustain the law. A little terrier sat on the
breast of the man I spoke of, and kept up a continuous howl: it was removed,
but always returned to the same spot; and when his master’s body was huddled,
with the other corpses, into the cart, the little dog jumped in after him, and
lying again on his dead master’s breast, began howling again.

‘The master’ — not personally known to the letter writer — was described as

a stout-chested fine fellow, apparently about forty years old, [who] lay with
a pike beside him: he had contusions in the head, three strokes across the
brow, a bayonet wound in the throat under the ear, and other wounds in the
body — I counted fifteen wounds in that single carcase.

Neither dog — nor man — were named. It was, however, the dog’s physical position
and behaviour that caused him to be noticed. Raffaello Carboni, a man who identified
himself as both a digger and an anarchist reproduced this account some weeks later
in a contemporary pamphlet. His lengthy description includes amongst other things
the names of the dead diggers and their nationalities.” It is seen as a sufficiently
reputable ‘source’ for it still to be quoted in twenty-first century analyses and used as
evidence for a range of interpretations.> There is no reason therefore to doubt his
account of the stockade’s dog.

A similar account was published on the fiftieth anniversary in the Geelong Advertiser
of 6 December 1904. Here one correspondent recorded his memory of the event
50 years before:

I saw a little terrier whining piteously beside his dead master. While viewing
this solemn scene a dray arrived in which was placed the body of the man who
in life was the owner of the dog. When the little terrier saw his master removed
his grief knew no bounds.Those interested tried to drive him away: they could
not beat him back. He got into the dray and sat upon his master’s breast, reveal-
ing in most unmistakable language that this master was taken away from him.
No human being could have lamented more at the loss of their dearest relative
or friend than that affectionate and faithful dog bewailed the loss of his master.>

Clearly those who witnessed and then recorded their observations were sympathetic
to the diggers’ cause rather than the authorities’. The language of grief, exemplified
here by howling, wailing, whining, is a cross-species emotion. In this instance
the vocal dog seemed to express publicly the more silent emotion of the human
eyewitnesses.® These are not the accounts of ‘detached’ historians.”” The recent
publication of the Eureka Stockade Memorial Trust has tried to explain the impact of
the memory of the dog, noting, ‘Unlike others of the dead making their final journey,
at least this particular digger had a mourner whose grief made a lasting impression on
all who witnessed it’.>® Moreover, given that many of the wounded men were not
given medical treatment but summarily dispatched, Paul Williams suggests that ‘If
the dog had been human he would have almost certainly been killed’.> That is, the
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dog is simultaneously an empathetic part of the scene but detached from the slaughter
by virtue of not being human.

The broad description of the dog in 1904 is the same as that recorded contempor-
aneously but, importantly, does not use identical language which suggests that the
dog had not simply passed into folklore but had been actually seen and remembered
by another observer.®” The presence of a small terrier dog grieving over the dead
body of his human companion was thus acknowledged in the public domain as an
aspect of the stockade worth recording at the contemporary moment — and some
50 years later. This lasting animal presence is not some post-humanist reappraisal:
even for conventional historians who tend to privilege ‘primary sources’ above all
else, there is evidence from the local press, invariably used on such occasions, that the
dog existed and was deemed to perform an historic role in the overall events. In the
twenty-first century academic accounts the dog is noticeable by his absence. In stark
contrast those working in the broad sphere of public history have positively acknowl-
edged the dog’s presence albeit not exploring trans-species emotion in any depth.

This is obvious from the revamped memorial, at the new Museum of Australian
Democracy at Eureka (MADE) located on the site of the stockade, and unveiled
in December 2014, which features two aspects — the memorial of the dog and the
22 pikes (Figure 4.2). (The latter represented 22 people as supposedly 15 different
nationalities of the dead.)®’ Importantly the dog has not been reduced to merely
some sort of symbol of canine loyalty or grief. Indeed the public acknowledgment
and memorialisation of the dog led to a posthumous award of a Purple Cross awarded
to the ‘real’ dog by the Australian RSPCA in 1997. (This highest Australian honour
for a non-human animal has also been previously posthumously awarded to Simpson’s
donkey, the hero of Gallipoli, as discussed above.)** So the representation has had the
effect here of leading to awareness of the presence and agency of a specific ‘real’
animal. The plaque unveiled with the memorial initially in 1999 reads, ‘It honours a
loyal and faithful animal, and commemorates the sacrifice of those pikemen who
heroically defended the Eureka stockade on Sunday 3 December 1854°.°

That the dog’s documented, ‘historical’ presence has been brought into the pres-
ent and given a privileged role has little to do with cultural or labour historians or
animal studies scholars. Rather it has come about through those working in the role
of public historians creating a new museum at the supposed site and commissioning
an art work. The focus of the museum itself had been controversial as Anne Beggs
Sunter has thoroughly analysed. As she notes, there were ‘differences in the objective
of funding bodies, management, professional curators, citizens, tourists and descen-
dants of those who fought at Eureka’.** In discussing the composition of the committee
to oversee the project, Beggs Sunter notes that there was no academic historian — nor
a representative ‘from the Left side of politics’.®® At the original unveiling in 1999
were present the Irish ambassador and the Premier of Victoria with blessings given by
local bishops and a rabbi.®® To some extent the inclusion of a representation of a
non-human animal, a dog, was less controversial (and no doubt cheaper to repro-
duce) than one or more three-dimensional human figures. In such a contested narra-
tive who would be represented? Which narrative would they embody? — questions
that Gervase Phillips discusses in this volume.®” What is missing here is a perspective
drawn from animal studies although what we are presented with is surely a version of
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Figure 4.2 Pikeman’s Dog Memorial, created by Charles Smith and Joan Walsh-Smith,
located on the site of the Museum of Australian Democracy at Eureka in Ballarat,
December 2014.

Author’s photograph.

what Urbanik and Morgan call human-spatial-dog-politics.®® It is not simply that the
dog is incorporated into commemorative space but that the space itself becomes
cross-species.

The example of the Eureka dog also shows that it is not simply historians who
create history. Indeed many would agree with Jeremy Black that they rarely do so.*’
The pikeman’s dog is now part of modern Australia’s commemorative history and
landscape, both — I emphasise — by his own actions, his agency — but also because
contemporary writers noted his actions and, in turn, those interested in the import-
ance of the wider event recognised his role in the narrative. The broad configuration
of public history might help us explore such approaches to animal-human history
more effectively than social or cultural history alone. Still it is also an area that would
benefit from an animal studies perspective including, perhaps, an explicit challenge to
existing frameworks for the creation of popular narratives rather than a simple incor-
poration into existing tropes.”’

86



Public history and heritage and animals

The rats in Sydney’s Hyde Park Barracks: making animals
an integral part of museum historiography

I now turn to a very different example drawn from Australian public history practice,
namely the rats in the Hyde Park Barracks. I do this not because I have any particular
allegiance pertinently towards museum practice in Australia but because this is one of
the most innovative public history approaches towards animals in museums and heritage
buildings that I have witnessed to date. It draws upon concepts of material culture, art
and animal agency and the explicit notion that historical meaning is constructed.
Whilst non-human animals, or parts of them, have long been part of the public exhi-
bitionary complex, this is a highly distinctive approach. Here the practice of genera-
tions of rats is highlighted. The rats who accumulated and kept traces of material under
the floorboards are prominently acknowledged in practice and displays at the museum.
The Hyde Park Barracks is a building that fulfilled various state functions since its role
as the first convict barracks in the colony in 1819. It was later used to house mainly
Irish female immigrants and destitute and aged women and orphans. From the late
nineteenth century to the 1970s it was used as legal offices and courtrooms.”" Its latest
reincarnation as a museum had a fortuitous ‘moment’, in the rise of artworks that have
increasingly played with the relationship between the ordinary and process, thus creat-
ing different perceptions of time and the past.”? The imaginative approach was directed
by Peter Emmett who conceived of the Barracks as a theatre set, believing, in Kate
Gregory’s words that entering the Barracks ‘should be a three dimensional sensory,
spatial and corporeal experience of the past’.” As display boards explain, the theoretical
approach of the museum is based on ‘Each mark, relic or word gives us hints about past
lives and experiences. We invite you to join the historical process of piecing together
the present traces of the past’.”* Thus an active role is envisaged for the human visitor.
As one writer has analysed, visitors ‘find themselves in the midst of an archaeological
dig’.”
exposing layers of meaning as quasi-public historians themselves is key to the museum’s
presentations. The rats are acknowledged as having played an active part in the cre-
ation of meaning in the place. In their movement through the building and their

The rats were occupants of the building alongside humans and their role in

engagement with humans they accumulated scraps of clothing, food and bedding to
make nests. Many everyday items were discovered under the floorboards — bonnets,
aprons, shirts, shoes, stockings — not least because of the rats’ activity.” It was the animal
process of accumulation and collecting and then a human recognition of its historical
value that allowed the archaeological service to document ordinary everyday lives at
the Barracks in the past.”” Moreover, for some years live rats — sadly not the ‘authentic’
Norwegian brown rats but the ‘friendlier’ domestic agouti rats — were kept in a displayed
burrow/play area in a glass case in the ticket office. All visitors were obliged to acknow-
ledge the animals’ presence as they gathered to buy tickets for the museum.” Despite
the various articles that criticise the general conceptual outlook of Emmett at Hyde
Park Barracks (and later the Museum of Sydney) there has apparently yet to be any
scholarly analysis or even mention of the role of the rats in this overall framework,
which is to say public historians working analytically (as opposed to being museum
curators etc.) have failed to engage with the underlying processes of historical meaning
created in the museum — despite its explicit declaration.”
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Here an understanding of the behaviour of rats — their agency if you will —
and their practice of creating nests from a range of available material — and also
their ‘ancestral’ occupation of the built environment — led to an imaginative
construction of the past lived experience of the building. Yet, frustratingly in
this instance, analysis of practice has not led to an awareness of the role of the
rats despite the ‘evidence’ presented in the galleries. Despite documentation of
the role of their ancestors in the creation of the past, in the present the rats are
written out of scholarly analysis of the creation of the process of meaning at the
Barracks, albeit being promoted by those public historians and archaeologists
developing the site itself. Animal studies scholars who grapple with the role of
animals in the archive might well add an understanding of the too easily

overlooked role of rats.®

Individualising the generic: animal
studies and polar bears

My final detailed example refers to mainstream practice in museums and the way
in which this has been subverted — though again not by professional historians,
but by artists. No one who has lived in Britain in the last few decades should be
the least surprised about the power of the artistic imagination upon the public
consciousness and public funding particularly through the Heritage Lottery Fund.
Public museums and art galleries were created at a time of nation formation,
particularly in Europe during the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century.
Institutions such as the British Museum or National Gallery were features that
ensured that the visitor engaged with (and was educated by) civilising aspects away
from the quotidian.’! People, it has been argued, come to know the meaning of a
nation (or locality) ‘partly through the objects and artefacts which have been made
to stand for and symbolize its essential values’.*? Animals formed an integral part of
such collections, as we have seen in the Australian context, but also in specific
national natural history museums and in local museums. Recently there have been
some attempts to use the enduring popularity of taxidermied animals that formed a
key part of such collections in new ways. The collection of the natural history
museum in Kassel in Germany, for example, displays regional natural history from
the Paleozoic period to the present with taxidermied animals placed in authentic
locations and times of the year as a way of re-contextualising them for a more
environmentally conscious present. More imaginatively, in a recent special exhibi-
tion in this museum on sex and evolution, animals of various species were displayed
in various acts of copulation, which, if nothing else, captured popular attention.®
Another example of re-using museums’ collections of taxidermied animals has
been found in the work of Bryndis Snaebjornsdottir and Mark Wilson,* ‘Nanoq:
flat out and bluesome’. Described by historical geographer David Matless as a ‘doc-
ument . . . which offers an exemplary case of the arts of collection, documentation
and design’,* one of the main aims of the work was to reveal the way in which the
bodies of polar bears had become tangible and uncomfortable documents of a dif-
ficult past history.®® Although this work has usually been discussed as a work of
art,’” it nevertheless was also an exploration of the sites in which stuffed polar bears
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are kept and seen by the public in museums and historic houses. As Hansen has
put it:

In their ‘original’ display cases, each individual stuffed bear symbolizes ‘bear-ness’,
with this ‘bear-ness’ residing close to the skin. While serialization suggests
that one bear, one specimen, remains interchangeable by standing in for an
entire group, it is, ironically, by showing several specimens together that
nanoq makes this serialization break down as one starts to notice the animals’
individual features.®

That is, the conventional ‘animal material’ of nineteenth-century western natural
history museums has been re-appropriated to present animals not as generic specimens
but as former living beings with individual traits.* Snaebjornsdottir/ Wilson’s work con-
sisted of 34 individual taxidermied polar bears — collected from museum displays, storage
rooms, workshops undergoing restoration, or private houses — together with their indi-
vidual histories. In the process of this, different readings and contextualisation were given
to the animals. By tracing the history of ‘a cultural afterlife’ the animals became trans-
formed from an anonymous ‘specimen’ to some form of individual being.”” Thus the
museum proved to be both a site of animal material but also of the creation of new
meaning drawn from such material. The public space for such work defied any particular
academic boundaries both in its subject matter and approach — and location of display.”!

This is a very different approach to the more conventional one argued by Swinney:
that the celebrity of an individual animal in a museum menagerie exists because of
their status prior to death — and transitions into an object of display.”” Amongst other
things, the work of Snaebjornsdottir/ Wilson explores the very concept of being an
animal in 2 museum. In their imaginative use of almost anonymised ‘specimens’, that
was the norm of nineteenth-century natural history collections they have both chal-
lenged the way such polar bears were looked at and, importantly, have suggested
new ways of thinking with existing taxidermied animals in museums. That is, they
have provided concepts that public historians can appropriate using ‘stock’ that
already exists but with different analytical approaches.”

There have been several other examples of creative work privileging animals in
public museums. Thus from 2011 to 2013 the National Army Museum in London
used the popularity of the play and then film of “War Horse’ to mount an exhibition
entitled, “War horse: fact or fiction?” There were displays that focussed on individual
horses, rather than, say, the generic role of cavalry horses including: Napoleon’s
mount Marengo whose skeleton was displayed in London in 1832, Jimson the mule
who served with the Middlesex Regiment in India and the South African Wars and
who received medals for his work and Sefton of the Household Cavalry injured by
an IR A bomb in London in 1982. The focus on the individual and not merely the
group also helped create a sense of empathy and identification missing from conven-
tional military history. The majority of the material was, inevitably, drawn from
human constructed sources, such as paintings, but an artwork by Laura Antebi of a
large horse made of wire stumbling upon barbed wire evoked far more than the textual
explanation of the suffering caused to horses through such entrapment. The National
Army museum exhibition attempted throughout to privilege horses rather than to

89



Hilda Kean

Figure 4.3 Harrie Fasher, Silent Conversation,2014, from Spirited: Australia’s Horse Story, National
Museum Australia, Canberra, exhibition 11 September 2014 to 9 March 2015.

Author’s photograph. Courtesy of National Museum Australia.

speak of the work of soldiers with them. Near the end of the exhibition was a large
horizontal display cabinet consisting of rows of small white outline horses inviting
visitors to remember the role of horses in war.”* Significantly individuals, including
specific non-human animals, were privileged. Artwork designed to evoke an empa-
thetic response challenged the visitor to look at warfare generally and the First World
War in particular in different ways to the norm.

More recently the exhibition ‘Spirited: Australia’s Horse Story’ at the National
Museum of Australia in 2014—15 has tackled the difficult task of trying to show the role
of horses as active protagonists in the development of the nation — with a focus upon
horses rather than people’s perception of them per se (Figure 4.3).” Artworks played
around with different ideas of power, for example, an outline metallic human figure
being forced to be the focus of a larger metallic horse’s gaze or huge moving images of
wild horses unrestrained by humans. In this spirit carriages were not seen as vehicles with
absent ‘operators’ but models of horses were included to demonstrate the effect of the
weight upon their bodies. Thus, the public historians working in these locations that
draw on artistic representations to create new ways of thinking historically about animals.

Some concluding thoughts

If we return to the initial ideas in this chapter of both putting history to work in the
world and of creating scholarship exploring the reality of animal lives, we might now
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conclude that there is more potential in a relationship between the approaches of
animal studies researchers and public historian practitioners. The process basis of public
history can indeed provide scope for the development of histories exploring animal—
human relationships and the material on which this is founded. To date this is an
undeveloped area but one in which those with an interest in debates within animal
studies — agency, representation, the materials for privileging animals — might play a
useful role. Some small developments indicate tentative ways forward. The National
Museum of Animals and Society, which has previously existed only online, is now
physically based in Los Angeles and is primarily devoted to campaigning for the rights
of actually existing animals. The museum has seen the importance of recording and
disseminating the long history of campaigns for animals: “We exist to preserve, inter-
pret and share our inspiring legacy of animal protection, to nurture current and future
generations’ overall awareness about animals in society and to empower change’.”®
Thus, as Keri Cronin notes in her chapter in this volume, the museum has organised
online exhibitions including those on the Band of Mercy and campaigns aimed at
children to establish the long traditions of such work. Online, or digital, history as
demonstrated here might be a valuable way of collecting and collating and sharing
material and ideas internationally. Certainly the plethora of blogs and initiatives from
animal enthusiasts such as the online Ernest Bell, the Henry Salt library archive and the
Humanitarian League indicates the breadth of interest in the role of the past in the
present.”” Those drawn to a site primarily for information around vegetable-based food
can also read about past campaigns (and recipes!)®® In such practical ways history is not
seen as discrete from present activity but rather a foundation for it.
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5

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION AS
CULTURAL MEMORY

Jan-Erik Steinkriiger

At the beginning of her introductory book on geographies of human—animal relations,
Placing Animals, Julie Urbanik writes:

Animals surround me right now as I write these words. Inside are three cats;
sculptures of elephants, cats, water buffalo, frogs, birds, and an octopus; photos
of cheetahs, elephants, seals, giraffes, and all sorts of birds; and a painting of
coyotes.!

As I write these lines I recall her words and in a similar way I am surrounded by my
two cats, I can hear a dog barking on the street, and can see the zebra mask my wife
and I brought back from our last vacation. This is, however, just one sense of the
animals surrounding me, since these are only the ones physically in the here and
now, forgetting all the past animals I carry with me. So I remember our first dog,
who used to pick me up at school when I was six or seven. I also think of the time
my budgie was eaten by the neighbour’s cat, the feathers still hanging out of her
mouth when I got home. I think of the bunny my wife had as a child, although
I never met it. [ am not only surrounded by animals here and now, but also in memories,
my own as well as in those stories told to me.

Just like my personal memory, our cultural memory teems with animal life. Animals
are used as symbols on statues, monuments and paintings, representing the qualities
associated with an animal species, or continents, countries, and cities, or just depicting
a once-loved animal companion next to its human counterpart. Some nonhuman
animals are commemorated in their own right: individuals like Hamish McHamish —a
ginger cat who lived nomadically in the Scottish town of St. Andrews, visiting the
houses and businesses on South Street — or Greyfriars Bobby in Edinburgh, who is
depicted in a statue and immortalised in children’s books.? Other animals are com-
memorated as collectives, for their services to humans, such as animals in war or at
work, such as pit ponies, and some as reminders of the extinction of species.” The
Mass Extinction Monitoring Observatory (MEMO), for instance, located on the Isle
of Portland on England’s south coast, shows carvings of all the plants and animals that
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have become extinct in modern times, and is probably the largest and most expensive
project of this kind today.* A memorial that combines all of these perspectives on
animals, however, is the Halfautomatische Troostmachine (‘semiautomatic comforting
machine’) built on the site of a former zoo bear pit in Maastricht. Planned in 1997
and realised in 2001 by the artist Michel Huisman, it features a bear statue on a bench
outside the pit depicting Jo, the last bear who lived in the pit and was moved to
Utrecht in 1993. In the former compound, which was part of a small zoo, extinct
animals are depicted in the moat surrounding the figures of a woman and a dead
girafte. Thus the Halfautomatische Troostmachine simultaneously commemorates the
individual bear Jo, the former zoo of Maastricht, the treatment of animals in zoos,
and the extinction of animal species.

Hilda Kean has examined in detail the depiction and commemoration of animals
as sculptures, in memorials and other forms of memory-work, though mostly in an
urban context.” What interests me in this chapter, however, is the extent to which
not only statues, monuments and other memorials but also wildlife conservation
programmes might be considered a form of cultural memory. Looking at a broad
range of wildlife projects from national parks to the reintroduction of animal species,
the conservation of animals shows an obvious similarity to archives in the attempt to
preserve an inheritance for later generations. Besides these clear parallels between
natural and cultural heritage, a commitment which is explicitly demonstrated in
UNESCO’s 1972 Convention concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural
Heritage, I would like to instance the many entanglements of wildlife conservation in
forms of cultural memory.® Animals are involved not only in archives of genetic
information, but also narratives of humans and human—animal relations. Before
looking into the relevant historiography, and toponymy, landscapes, and the role of
the animal as a mediator of cultural memory, I will briefly introduce the work of
Jan and Aleida Assmann, who despite having never written on animals, have never-
theless introduced a broad conception of cultural memory that is fundamental to the
following argument.

Cultural memory

It is due to the works of Jan and Aleida Assmann that research on memorialisation
and commemoration has gained the importance and analytical depth it possesses in
recent German cultural and historical studies.” Drawing on the sociologist Maurice
Halbwachs’ concept of ‘collective memory’ and the historian Aby Warburg’s concept
of ‘social memory’ (and thus arguing for the importance of collectives, in contrast to
an individual’s mental capacity), Assmann and Assmann coined the term ‘cultural
memory’.? ‘Cultural memory’ for them is also a reply or an alternative to Pierre
Nora’s famous lieux de mémoire, whose overemphasis on the role of national com-
memoration betrays the lack of a deeper theorisation of memory.” In their contribution,
Assmann and Assmann distinguish three levels of memory associated with different
times, identities, and forms of memory. Firstly, there is the level of individual memory
as ‘a matter of our neuro-mental system’.' It is one’s own inner capacity to remember
and, as Jan Assmann writes, the only form of memory recognised under the term
until the 1920s. So my personal memories of my childhood dog would count as
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such, though I mostly remember the stories my mother and sister told of him, which
could thus be considered communicative memory, the second of the Assmanns’ levels.
This equates to Halbwachs’ ‘collective memory’: here, memory is not merely an
individual mental capacity but bound up with communication and socialisation — as
my childhood stories suggest. It is what, dialectically, makes a social group as well as
being necessarily made by a social group. Jan and Aleida Assmann particularly associate
this process with the timespan of oral history, communicated in an intergenerational
dialogue." But Halbwachs differentiated his idea of ‘collective memory’ from tradi-
tions, which Jan and Aleida Assmann posit as a separate form of collective memory,
placing cultural memory as a third, cultural or fully ‘social’ level. It is Warburg’s concept
of social memory that they credit for first identifying and interpreting the kind
of cultural objectifications taking place at this level, as symbolic carriers of memory
through multiple generations.'? So whereas individual memory is embodied and collec-
tive or communicative memory is bound up with everyday interaction and commu-
nication, social or cultural memory tends to become disembodied and institutionalised:

It is exteriorized, objectified, and stored away in symbolic forms that,
unlike the sounds of words or the sight of gestures, are stable and situation-
transcendent: they may be transferred from one situation to another and
transmitted from one generation to another."

There are several aspects of this argument worthy of elaboration. Firstly, Assmann
and Assmann’s concept of cultural memory is underpinned by a semiotic under-
standing of culture, in which social groups constantly refer to and define themselves
through a shared set of codes materialised in texts, monuments, pictures or even
landscapes. Cultural memory, therefore, ‘exists in the forms of narratives, songs,
dances, rituals, masks, and symbols; specialists such as narrators, bards, mask-carvers,
and others are organized in guilds and have to undergo long periods of initiation,
instruction, and examination’."* Aleida Assmann also goes on to emphasise the inability
to remember everything: “When thinking about memory, we must start with forget-
ting. [ ... | In order to remember some things, other things must be forgotten. Our
memory is highly selective. Memory capacity is limited by neural and cultural con-
straints such as focus and bias’."® Like other scholars on social memory, she considers
forgetting as normal and remembering as the exception. Just as an individual who
may remember certain events, places, and so on, but cannot remember all the other
events and places in his or her past, cultural memory runs through a selection process
of what to remember and what to forget. Thirdly, Aleida Assmann usefully distin-
guishes between passive and active forms of remembering and forgetting. Whereas
passive forgetting is a non-intentional act of falling out of sight by loss or misplacement,
active forgetting is the intentional act of trashing and destroying:

Acts of forgetting are a necessary and constructive part of internal social
transformations; they are, however, violently destructive when directed at an
alien culture or a persecuted minority. Censorship has been a forceful if not
always successful instrument for destroying material and mental cultural
products.'®
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In a similar vein the border between passive and active memory is the distinction of
passive storage of the past as potential cultural memory — which she calls archive — and
the active usage of the past as cultural memory — which she calls canon:

The institutions of active memory preserve the past as present while the insti-
tutions of passive memory preserve the past as past. The tension between the
pastness of the past and its presence is an important key to understanding the
dynamics of cultural memory. These two modes of cultural memory may
be illustrated by different rooms of the museum. The museum presents its
prestigious objects to the viewers in representative shows which are arranged
to catch attention and make a lasting impression. The same museum also
houses storerooms stufted with other paintings and objects in peripheral
spaces such as cellars or attics which are not publicly presented."”

In summary, cultural memory for Jan and Aleida Assmann plays an important role
in the working of the signifying system of a society or culture. In its different
forms it produces and reaffirms the collective identity of a group by giving it its
(official) history. Cultural memory, however, is a necessarily selective process of
active and passive forgetting and remembering, which raises the question which
past is actively remembered and which actively or passively forgotten and why.
Although Assmann and Assmann mostly focus on human history these questions
also apply to a more than human history. From the perspective of an animal—
human historian we can, for instance, ask which animals — either collectively or
individually — are actively remembered, and which are, actively or passively,
forgotten.

Historiographies and historical narratives of wildlife conservation

In Jan and Aleida Assmann’s understanding of cultural memory the line between his-
tory and memory ultimately dissolves: historiography as an active act of doing history
and transferring the past into the present in a selective process serves as a key form of
cultural memory. As Jan Assmann emphasises, however, not all history is memory, but
only history in relation to the question of identity:

Memory is [historical] knowledge with an identity-index, it is knowledge
about oneself, that is, one’s own diachronic identity, be it as an individual or
as a member of a family, a generation, a community, a nation, or a cultural
and religious tradition.'

History evolves to memory when it serves as the history of someone and becomes
part of an identity discourse as in discourses of national identity: ‘Nation-states produce
narrative versions of their past which are taught, embraced, and referred to as their
collective autobiography. National history is taught via history textbooks, which
have been appropriately termed “weapons of mass instruction’."” The official version
of history is not only written and taught, but alternative versions of the past become
overwritten and ignored.
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Even wildlife protection may become part of a national narrative, as Julie M.
Weiskopt shows with the example of postcolonial, national discourse in Tanzania
during the 1960s. As a newly founded state with about 120 ethnic groups, the socialist
government of Tanzania and its educational institutions focused on creating a unified
national identity after colonialism and searched for embodiments of it by taking
cultural components from across the country and making them properly ‘Tanzanian’.
As in other nation-building processes, officials identified regional customs such as
dances to form a canon of Tanzanian traditions. In Tanzanian national discourse
wildlife was appropriated in a similar manner. It was framed as a national heritage by
taking ‘a region-specific resource and reimagin[ing] it as the collective and shared
property of every member of the nation’.?” To do this the Swahili word urithi, which
means ‘heritage’ as well as ‘inheritance’ was employed, referring to Tanzanian’s wild
animals. The protection of wild animals was made a legacy and an obligation from
precolonial times: ‘National urithi endowed Tanzanians with ties that reached across
generations, as the country’s current wildlife was the legacy of previous generations’
good management. | . . . | Wildlife as national urithi thus gave the present generation
shared ancestors’.?! The protection of wildlife involved not only the natural but also
the national, cultural heritage of Tanzania. It was not an end in itself, but was also a
national duty. The narrative of wildlife protection as part of Tanzanian national identity
not only reaffirmed the national identity, however, but legitimised Tanzania’s efforts
in wildlife conservation in its national parks and game reserves.

As the example of Tanzania shows, wildlife conservation may be entangled into
the historiographies of nations, as part of their identity discourse. Wildlife conser-
vation, however, is not only part of (other) histories, but has histories of its own.
The conservation of wildlife, therefore, may not only be part of a national cultural
memory, but the historiographies of wildlife conservation themselves can be con-
sidered a form of identity discourse. Almost all conservation projects from national
parks to species reintroduction programmes present their history in brochures and
on their webpages; many of them being written not by academic historians, but by
those working in the field. For Lawrence Rakestraw, this is often in the projects’
self-interest: ‘Professional conservationists are historically minded, since resource
management combines the past, present, and future in its planning and administra-
tion’.?> To successfully manage even the most modest conservation project, one has
to know the impact of previous events to plan for the future. The publication of the
history, though, serves another purpose: conservation projects ‘try to justify their
own actions or those of their agencies’.* The intention of telling history is either to
confirm the success of conservation or to underline the necessity for further support
and continued funding. To do so, conservation is either placed in the narrative
of successful, ongoing protection eftorts, or, alternatively, it is set in contrast to a
previous status.

The emphasis of tradition is what Jérn Riisen considers a traditional type of historical
narrative and historical consciousness:

When historical consciousness furnishes us with traditions, it reminds us of
origins and the repetition of obligations [ .. .].Traditional orientations present

the temporal whole, which makes the past significant and relevant to present
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actuality and its future extension as a continuity of obligatory cultural life
patterns over time.**

Such is the case in the above example of Tanzania, where today’s wildlife protection
is narrated as an ancestry obligation from precolonial times. The second line of argument
of demarcation is what Risen calls a genetic narrative. In these narratives it

is change itself that gives history its meaning. [ ... | The future surpasses,
indeed “outbids”, the past in its claims on the present — a present conceptualized
as an intersection, an intensely temporalized mode, a dynamic transition.
This is the quintessential form of a kind of modern historical thought shaped
by the category of progress [ ...].»

The most radical form of these traditional narratives of wildlife conservation is
the myth of a premodern or precolonial time of a natural state in which human and
nonhuman animals coexisted peacefully. Such a narrative is used in the example
cited above of Tanzanian national discourse, when referring to a precolonial
tradition and obligation of wildlife protection. The naive hypothesis behind this
depiction is that indigenous societies per se have or at least had a higher degree of
ecological sustainability. This assumption, however, is questionable, as it is founded
on idealised and romanticised ideas of indigenous societies, abstracting from their
histories and inner differences.?® For Catherine Nash the deconstruction of such
simplified, traditional narratives is one of the central tasks for (critical) environ-
mental histories:

Environmental history can offer a powerful critique of modern capitalism
and colonialism but also challenge the romanticisation of pre-modernity
and pre-colonial societies and so counter the primitivising claims of some
environmental philosophies. Like the postcolonial project of criticising
the material and cultural oppression of colonialism without positing a
model of a true and static pre-colonial culture that can be recovered,
environmental history can critique modern environmental damage while
challenging the notion of a pristine nature in harmony with pre-modern
native people.”’

In this myth of pristine harmony, nature and culture before the advent of modernity
and colonialism are considered static and effectively timeless. In this traditional narra-
tive of conservation there is thus no (noteworthy) ecological or environmental or
indeed animal-human history before the era of modernity, and nothing therefore to
commemorate. Nature and with it animals and their relation to humans become
ahistorical.

Whereas traditional historical narratives underestimate or deny change — or argue
for a return to a previous state — genetic historical narratives of conservation overestimate
change by mistakenly equating it with progress. The teleological orientation here is
evident. Today’s efforts on behalf of wildlife protection and conservation, in such
genetic narratives, are often seen as important milestones and precursors for positive
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future developments. Such is the case for example in Robert Brown’s Conservation
Timeline, which summarises the ‘milestones’ of conservation since the 1990s:

Throughout the 1990s to the present, conservationists and national leaders
worldwide have become increasingly aware of the mounting threats to wildlife
and habitats, including human population growth, resource extraction, habitat
fragmentation, climate change, and loss of biodiversity. Efforts to address
these threats and live sustainably will continue for decades to come.?

Besides the teleological, thoroughly modernist undertone in the line of argument in
Brown’s and similar historiographies of wildlife conservation the emphasis on societies’
attitudes and awareness towards the environment is striking. For Jeanne Kay both are
basic and recurrent themes in conservation historiography, based on the assumption
that attitude and awareness determine the use of and ultimate impact upon those
environments. For her, this widespread assumption runs counter to empirical evi-
dence and is simply based on wishful thinking: ‘Scholars who are concerned conser-
vationists may dislike the idea that the best one can hope for by way of sound
planetary management is that it will follow resource deterioration, and even then,
some cultures will fatalistically adjust to deteriorated resources’.?’

As shown with Riisen’s differentiation of traditional and genetic historical
narratives, historiographies of wildlife conservation typically use the past either as a
positive role model or as a preliminary stage for today’s and future conservation
efforts to legitimise wildlife conservation. Both examples of historiographies
described — Tanzanian national discourse on the one hand, and Brown’s milestones
on the other — mirror the presence in historical periods, especially in the colonial era,
in which wildlife population declined due to overuse and mismanagement. It is only
in the contrast to these negative historical predecessors — or a problematic interim
period in Tanzanian national discourse — that the necessity of conservation becomes
tangible. Only the positive and negative historical narratives together form an
argument for conservation and build a canon of cultural memory of wildlife conser-
vation. With the example of national parks in mind, Justin Reich shows, though,
that it is sometimes rather the absence than the presence of the past that is associated
with nature and wildlife conservation: ‘[T]he historiography of the national parks,
while focusing on how parks preserve landscapes, continues to underemphasise how
these places create new landscapes’.®® The role humans played in the creation of
‘wildlife’ is neglected and with it the animal-human history becomes a non-history
of a pristine nature.

Naming places of wildlife conservation

Historical narratives of places are often reflected in their toponomies. As Whelan
argues, the names of places ‘act as a spatialization of memory and power, making
tangible specific narratives of nationhood and reducing otherwise fluid histories
into sanitized, concretized myths that anchor the projection of national identity
onto physical territory’.*! Toponymy, the study of place names, has increasingly
brought attention to the politics of place-naming practice in the last decades

106



Wildlife conservation as cultural memory

building on concepts from postcolonial and gender studies.” In focus are the
‘nationalisation’ of street names by erasing colonial street names, for example in
Singapore, or the renaming of streets from East Berlin’s communist past after the
German reunion during the 1990s.>> Whereas street names and even stadium names
have been in focus, the names of animal conservation areas, and the usage of animal
names has scarcely been noticed. Just like other place names, however, the names
of national parks, nature reserves, and wildlife sanctuaries enact and evidence power
relations.

Looking at the toponymy of wildlife conservation areas, many are named after
their founders, sponsors, former landowners or chief of states. Such is the case for
Kruger National Park, named after Paul Kruger (1825-1904), the president of the
Transvaal Republic from 1883 to 1900, who proclaimed parts of today’s national
park a government wildlife park in 1898. Jane Carruthers has shown that despite the
official narrative of Kruger as a nature enthusiast, he not only lagged behind public
opinion on wildlife conservation, but had to be forced into the establishment of the
refuge. In her interpretation, this was part of an Afrikaner Nationalist political
strategy for an increase in international acceptance of the apartheid regime to name
the park after Kruger and make him the key actor in its founding history.** As
shown by this example such toponyms not only commemorate certain individuals,
but often reflect and reaffirm the power relations within colonial regimes or of a
politically and financially dominant reigning class; in the case of Kruger National
Park both at once.

From a postcolonial perspective even more interesting are conservation sites
named after ethnic groups that formerly owned or occupied the territory before it
was proclaimed a nature conservation area. In these cases, it 1s important to note by
and after whom and in whose language a park was named, since often different ethnic
groups might have been traversing the same territory beforehand and ethnical borders
might have blurred between them. By highlighting one indigenous group, the presence
of others is overwritten and neglected; crossings and overlaps between groups
become ignored or sanitised. A most peculiar case is that of Yosemite National Park.
The name was given to Yosemite Valley by L.H. Bunnell of the Mariposa Battalion
in 1851 in honour of the tribes they were about to drive from the valley. “Yohhe 'met?’,
however, was not an autonym by a group themselves, but a xenonym for a multi-
tribal group of renegades given to them by surrounding Mewok tribes and translating
to ‘those who kill” or ‘grizzly bears’, ‘[f]erocious translations for a tribe that most
ethnographers describe as essentially peaceful — but a tribe that would, when con-
fronted, fiercely defend its homeland” as Tracy Salcedo-Chourré writes.”® By using
xenonyms instead of autonyms it is not so much the indigenous group itself, but
its perception by others which is remembered, again defined by the perpetrator not
the perpetrated; it is the subaltern spoken of, not spoken with.

The naming of wildlife preservation areas just like other places becomes a theatre
for the negotiation of difference and power relations. They commemorate the ruling
and forget those expropriated, expelled or even killed in the process. Nonhuman
animals, however, are scarcely mentioned in the names of these areas. Their histories
have so far been also neglected, their pasts have been written out of such naming, a
counter discourse still pending.
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Conservation landscapes as cultural memory

Besides names of landscapes, the image of landscapes and the landscape itself serve as
signifiers in a cultural system, as Denis Cosgrove and James S. Duncan have argued
in several of their works.*® Duncan writes for instance that “The landscape [ ... ] is
one of the central elements in a cultural system, for as an ordered assemblage of
objects, a text, it acts as a signifying system through which a social system is com-
municated, reproduced, experienced, and explored’.”” Consequently, landscapes may
also be anchors for memory.*® As many studies have shown, our individual memory
works spatially rather than temporally: “We remember events and people by locating
them in particular places, landscapes, and organizations of space rather than by refer-
ence to time or date’.”” Similarly our cultural memory remembers spatially: the pictures
of certain landscapes become inscribed into our cultural heritage. Especially our
perception of nature is still formed by romanticism’s ideas of the ideal natural landscape
without humans (and thus without history). These also influence how we perceive
and therefore realise nature conservation sites.

A prime example for the conjunctions of landscape and cultural memory in nature
conservation is Serengeti National Park, which has been a UNESCO natural world
heritage site since 1981. Roderick P. Neumann sees the establishment of Serengeti
National Park as ‘a process of nature production rather than nature preservation’.* To
fulfil a European idea of African nature, the area which was to become Serengeti
National Park had to be cleansed of the people who lived there and effectively sanitised;
in sum, ‘the idea of nature as a pristine, empty African wilderness was largely mythical
and could only become a reality by relocating thousands of Africans whose agency had
in fact shaped the landscape for millenia’.*' It was not only the people, however, but
also their history and their relationship to nonhuman animals which had to be neglected.

The myth of the Serengeti as untouched nature dates back to its first descriptions
by Oscar Baumann (1864—1899), an Austrian traveller and one of the first Europeans
to set foot in the region, in the 1870s. In it he describes the landscape as vast wilderness,
‘unaware that the orchard-like appearance of the open savanna was a remnant of | . . .
] traditional burns of the grasslands’.** In contrast to his description and common
belief even today the open savanna was never just a natural landscape, but a cultural
landscape, ‘no less a product of human agency than the Rhine Valley, the Bavarian
Alps, or any other iconic region revered by German hikers and mountaineers’.*
Ikoma, lkizu and Nata, who had occupied the Western Serengeti’s short-grass
savanna for centuries until drought and disease as well as Maasai raids and Western
colonisers had driven them off the land in the second half of the nineteenth century,
attracted wildlife and controlled tsetse and ticks with these fires and shaped the land-
scape: ‘This human ecology had linked hunter-gatherers, pastoralists, farmers and
wildlife for millennia even though Europeans deemed it to be inefficient and wasteful.
Indeed, humans and animals had coevolved on the Serengeti plains’.*

As Neumann highlights, early preservation ideas also subsumed the people as part
of the primeval nature:

Within an evolutionary view of culture (then widely accepted among edu-
cated Europeans) hunters and gatherers and pastoralists were considered to
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be living more off the fruits of Nature than their own labour. People of these
cultures, therefore, would not necessarily disrupt the landscape aesthetic.®

Ironically it was the evidence of their influence on the landscape, which led to their
movement.

One of the most influential for the popularisation of the image of the Serengeti
was Bernhard Grzimek (1909-1987), zoo director of the Frankfurt Zoo and most
famous in Germany for his television programme Ein Platz fiir Tiere (A Place for Animals)
which aired from 1956 to 1987. With his television shows and documentaries,
Grzimek ‘probably raised more money for conservation, educated more people
about nature, and twisted more arms of more African bureaucrats than any man in
history’.* It was his Academy Award winning documentary Serengeti darf nicht sterben
(Serengeti shall not die) in 1959, which drew international attention to the Serengeti
National Park. From 1957 to 1959 Grzimek and his son, Michael Grzimek (1934—
1959), launched a series of surveys on animal migration patterns in the Serengeti
National Park after the British colonial government had decided on a reduction of
the park’s size to make space for a permanent homeland for Maasai herders. The
surveys resulted in a demarcation based on Grzimek’s results.

This process was documented in their book and Oscar-winning documentary
film [ ... ] which remained unfinished when Michael Grzimek died in a
small plane crash in early January 1959, a tragedy that helped to draw even
greater European sympathy for the animal protection cause.”

Serengeti Shall Not Die became one of the first documentary movies on the Seren-
geti and also one of the first movies explicitly promoting wildlife conservation. It set
the tone for a whole genre:

The narrative suggests that animals can be saved only by establishing parks,
aided by the efforts of people like Grzimek, who perform difficult and selfless
acts in harnessing science and technology for the task. [ ... ] The image of
the Serengeti landscape (and any African park) in these films is entirely wild
and natural, without history or social context. They describe a landscape
broken into ecological zones — plains, water holes, and hills — but devoid of
names or information that would differentiate one place from another either
in time or space. | ... ] These potently symbolic images of the Serengeti as
one of the “last nooks of paradise”, a wild Africa, existing in its pristine state
since the dawn of time, proved influential in creating the global perception
of the Serengeti landscape.*®

In contrast to this globally influential narrative of an environment without history
and without people, stand the collective memory of Ikoma, Nata, Ikizu, Ishenyi, and
Ngoreme, who used to live in parts of today’s park and still live at its western border.
During her field work with a group of Ikoma, Shetler notes:

In contrast to Grzimek’s images, the elders see a differentiated social landscape
that also includes wildlife. | ... ] Standing on the higher places, they looked
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across the landscape and named the areas settled by different clans, often
associated with hills. They uncovered the remains of rock walls that were
once fortresses to protect the people from Maasai raids in the late nineteenth
century.®

Humans in Grzimek’s narrative of the Serengeti are only shown either as hunter-
gatherer people endangered and part of the pristine nature like the animals or as
outside threats to the animal population ‘reinforcing the belief that African peoples
had no place in a landscape designated by God to protect the animals’.>® Cultural
heritage is mentioned scarcely at all in his movies, barely noting German colonial
history in the region and entirely lacking reference to its black African history.
Thomas Lekan concludes:

Grzimek sought to break with colonialist exoticism and racism in his depictions
of the African wilderness. However, his tendency to privilege the eternal
cycles of ‘nature’ over the vagaries of human history reinscribed rather than
confronted Germany'’s troublesome environmental legacy in East Africa, and
this in turn aided the expulsion of the Maasai and others from the Serengeti
and exacerbated the asymmetries of power and wealth created by the tourist
economy in the region.>

In Grzimek’s wildlife documentaries, as in many afterwards, temporality is reduced
mostly to the annual cycle of the seasons and the never-ending cycle of death and
renewal eliding ‘the vagaries of linear, human time, particularly the colonialist
violence and postwar struggles that had shaped this region before the Grzimeks’
arrival’.® The Serengeti shown in Grzimek’s movies has never become the way it is,
but always was this way, in an Africa without history. It is a pristine nature, in which
neither indigenous humans nor nonhuman animals had history before colonialism.

Grzimek, and the many wildlife documentaries following his example, shaped
the common belief that ‘what ought to be seen in Africa were animals, not people’
and that this animal wildlife is timeless and ahistorical, only bound to the circle of
life and the change of seasons.>* During the 1960s Serengeti Shall Not Die not only
led to an increase in safari tourism especially in Tanzania and the Ngorongoro
region, but also in a renaissance of zoological gardens across Europe and the founding
of so-called ‘safari parks’ — zoo-like enterprises, in which the visitors travel through
the compounds with their own car.’® His image of the Serengeti has become part of
a shared cultural memory of the Serengeti — or even of African savannas in general —
paradoxically by concealing the precolonial and colonial histories of it. At the same
time, however, Bernhard Grzimek and the movie Serengeti Shall Not Die have
become part of cultural memory themselves: both are inscribed into the history
of German wildlife conservation sometimes considered an important pioneer for
the German green movement:

West Germans who grew up between the 1950s and 1980s remember

Grzimek fondly as the avuncular “animal whisperer’ whose extemporaneous,
professorial style and passion for animal protection helped to transform
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many straight-laced boys and girls of the Adenauer era into the firebrand
ecological activists of the Brandt years.>

At the same time the documentary and its director are inscribed into the Serengeti
National Park itself as one can read on the park’s official webpage:

Dr. Grzimek had more effect on wildlife conservation in Africa, and especially
in Tanzania and the Serengeti, than any other individual. Today his legacy
races across those endless plains and roars at the African moon. Everyone
who stands in awe at the unfolding spectacle of the Serengeti owes a debt of
gratitude for the life and work of Bernhard Grzimek.*

Animals as cultural memory

As the example of Serengeti National Park shows, not only the historiographies and
names of conservation projects, but even the landscape of a conservational area, its
image and lastly our (tourist) gaze at it can be considered a form of cultural memory.*®
In this last section, however, I will argue that even the animal itself has cultural memory
inscribed into it. Not only the Convention concerning the Protection of the World Cultural
and Natural Heritage already mentioned at the beginning of the chapter, but also the
shared terminology of conservation and preservation, handle wildlife as if they were
archive records or museum exhibits, either presented as part of an exhibition or
stored in an archive — as ‘genetic heritage’, say — for later generations to rediscover.”
The animal individuals presented to the audience in a national park or other wildlife
conservation project — whether they are exhibited on a guided tour, presented in
brochures, or on webpages — are, just like zoo animals, supposed to stand for their
animal species in its entirety. As Stephen H. Spotte has argued for zoos, however, the
relation between an animal individual as a signifier for a species and the species as a
whole is questionable.®® At the same time the animal individual not only represents its
species, but the success in the species’ conservation and the people involved in it.
Such is the case in the reintroduction of the Przewalski’s horse. For zoologists, it
is considered a prime example of a rescue which would not have been possible without
the existence of zoological gardens.®' Brent Huffman writes: ‘[S]everal ungulates
owe their continued existence to captive breeding, including the Przewalski’s
horses [ . .. ]. These species were once extinct in the wild, but zoos have preserved
them all and reintroduced them to their native ranges’.®* Today the Przewalski’s
horse (equus ferus przewalskii Poliakov, also equus ferus hagenbecki Matschie) is considered
to be the only extant wild horse.*® Its specific importance for biologists lies in the
species’ ancestry to the domestic horse as Klaus-Dieter Budras ef al. emphasise: ‘It can
be regarded as a representative of a group of related species, which were once widely
distributed over Europe and Asia and from which the domestic horse derived’.®
Przewalski’s horses, whether held in zoological gardens, in semi-reserves or reserves,
are therefore not only considered representatives of their own species, but of wild
horses in general. As a ‘pre-domestic’” horse they additionally become ‘a window into
a lost past’ or even ‘pristine nature’ before domestication. Przewalski’s horses are
therefore not only a genetic storehouse, but as a ‘living fossil” represent an evolutionary
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heritage and at the same time a memory of the act of domestication. Paradoxically,
this ‘wild’ ancestor of the domestic horse only survived through captive breeding and
in part through crossbreeding with domestic horses. In an aporia, Przewalski’s horses
are thus ancestor and descendant, wild and domestic, past and future.

There had been no sightings of the Przewalski’s horse outside of human custody
since the late 1960s, so that it became categorised as ‘extinct in the wild’ by the
[UCN.® With the founding of a semi-reserve in the Netherlands, reintroductory
efforts began in the 1980s leading to the first releases into the wild in Hustain Nuruu
Park in Mongolia during the early 1990s. Today the status of the Przewalski’s horses
is changed to ‘endangered’. The lineage of all of the Przewalski’s horses living today
(around 2,000) can be traced back to thirteen individual animals. All of these animals
‘responsible’ for the species’ survival were held in zoological gardens:

Of the 53 animals recorded in the studbook as having been brought into
zoological collections in the west, only 12 contribute any genes to the current
living population. Of these, 11 were brought into captivity in 1899-1902
and the last of them died in 1939. The one wild horse that has been bred
into the population since then is the mare 231 Orlitza III, captured as a foal
in 1947. A thirteenth founder is stallion 56 Halle I, born in 1906 in Halle
(Germany) to a wild caught stallion and a domestic Mongolian mare, which
was one of the foster mothers used to nurse the Przewalski’s foals during
their journey to European collectors.®

The commemoration of these thirteen ‘forefathers’ also commemorates the role
zoological gardens played in the reintroduction. The success of the Przewalski’s
horse breeding programme becomes a key argument in the legitimisation of
zoological gardens’ role as a ‘Noah’s Ark’ in ‘undoing the past for a better future’.%
As Cornelius Holtorf argues, though, the role of zoological gardens is rather

ambivalent:

Zoos today are proud to make a contribution (however small) to the conserva-
tion of endangered species or species already extinct in the wild. This
concerns the continuity of gene pools that have emerged over long evolu-
tionary periods of time but, in the end, have not survived in the wild, often
because of human intervention. The course of history is reversed, as it were,
by reintroduction of species into their habitats where they had become
extinct [ ... ].A second chance is not given to animal individuals but to the
species and, thus, to evolution as a whole.®

Not only is the individual Przewalski’s horse held in a zoo reintroduced into the
wild, but it is supposed to represent the species as well as its reintroduction as well as
the role the zoos played in it. Lastly it also represents the humans involved in the
process. At the turn of the twentieth century, the animal trader and later zoo founder
Carl Hagenbeck (1844-1913) was the chief importer for Mongolian wild horses.*’
Most of the Przewalski’s horses caught in the wild and brought to European and
American collectors and zoos were traded by him; many dying during the transport.”
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The eleven Przewalski’s horses, however, who were the basis of the breeding
programme, also stem from Hagenbeck. For this ‘contribution’ to the conservation
the Verband der Zoologischen Girten e.V ., the German union of zoological gardens,
write on their webpage on Przewalski’s horses: ‘Dem Przewalskipferd wire es nicht
anders ergangen, hitten sich nicht Baron Falz-Fein und Carl Hagenbeck darum
bemiiht, Wildpferde aus der Mongolei zu erhalten’ (The Przewalski’s horse would
not have been any better off, if Baron Falz-Fein and Carl Hagenbeck had not strived
to get wild horses from Mongolia).”! The history in this and similar descriptions of
Hagenbeck’s influence on Przewalski’s horse population justifies the hunt, trade and
collection retrospectively: ‘Though today we disapprove of these practices, they
were after all for the better good’.

Conclusion

The Halfautomatische Troostmachine, discussed at the start of this chapter, commemorates
the individual bear Jo and the appalling conditions in which he lived, the equally
terrible treatment of animals in zoos (especially at the beginning of the twentieth
century), and the extinction of animal species through humans. The individual
Przewalski’s horse, on the other hand, is used as a representation of the achievements
in the conservation of an extinct animal species which is supposedly only possible
through zoological gardens and their acquisitions at the beginning of the twentieth
century. Whereas the first narrative critically unfolds a past, which would be other-
wise forgotten, the second narrative has to conceal the role humanity played in the
Przewalski’s horse’s extinction in the first place to highlight the human achievement.
The role of the nonhuman animal in this history is reduced to the genealogical tree
of the Przewalski’s horses’ breeding book.

With this chapter I aimed to present an overview of the many entanglements of
wildlife conservation and cultural memory. As the examples of Kruger, Grzimek and
Hagenbeck show, human individuals and their biographies are inscribed into conser-
vation projects, in the projects’ names, into our understanding of a ‘wild’ landscape,
or even into the animal itself. At the same time, we can differentiate between a
memory of conservation and a memory through conservation. The narrative of a
tradition as well as the narrative of change in wildlife conservation used or abused
history to justify conservation efforts. Indifference to this conservation was also used
as part of a search for an identity in Tanzania or to give purpose to zoological gardens.
Wildlife conservation, however, is not only bound to memory, but to forgetting too.
To become a wildlife conservation area, the human imprint typically becomes
neglected or alternatively sanitised following the seductive but erroneous notion that
‘wilderness has no history’.

The aim of future research in animal-human histories could be to emphasise the
role individual animals held in wildlife conservation projects and to show the shared
histories of humans and nonhuman animals before and during wildlife protection.
A future emancipatory political project would be to not only make accessible
indigenous human histories but also nonhuman animal histories, by naming projects
after individual animals and rejecting the representation of ‘natural’ landscapes. After
all wilderness has histories, nonhuman as well an animal-human histories.
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6
THE EXPERIMENTAL ANIMAL

In search of a moral ecology of science?

Robert G.W. Kirk

We cannot properly understand animal-human history in the modern period without
addressing the scientific use of animals. Animal research has been a prominent object
of concern, criticism and protest within the academy and society and as such it has
played a formative role in the development of the field of ‘animal’ studies. Indeed, to
understand why a volume such as this exists one would have to consider the his-
tory of societal responses to animal research. It is in the encounter between the
experimental animal and the experimenter that the boundary between animal and
human has been made and remade countless times over. Why do we experiment on
animals? Because animals are physiologically like humans. Why do we experiment
on animals? Because animals are ethically different to humans. Animal research con-
cerns the ongoing negotiation of similitude and difference across human and animal,
always tentative and always with societal and ethical consequence. More than any
other site, it is the experimental encounter where we can see situated relational
interdependencies across species being negotiated and transformed with full acknowl-
edgement of their complexity and tentative nature. As Lynda Birke, Arnold Arluke
and Mike Michael have argued, ‘[a]s the laboratory animal is made and unmade, so
too is the identity of the lay public’.! It is for this reason animal research has been and
remains one of the most misunderstood, contentious and polarising of animal—-
human relationships. Science, in sum, has been one of the most prominent catalysts
and contexts for the problematisation of animal-human relationships; yet it has
equally provided many of the tools and discourses of critique through fields such as
ethology and animal welfare science. To understand animal-human history we
would do well to start with the role of animals in science.

The experimental animal was a condition of possibility for many fields of science,
not least ‘scientific’ medicine.> Animals were the object and means of study within
natural history and anatomical observation, whilst the finches, pigeons and other
species that provided Charles Darwin with inspiration and evidence for the theory
of evolution by natural selection clearly played a fundamental role in shaping
modernity.> Animals were fundamental to the development of the sciences of animal
behaviour, ethology, primatology and related fields, all of which contribute to a
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fuller understanding of animal-human history broadly conceived.* The history
of taxonomy, for instance, demonstrates not only the centrality of animals within
nineteenth-century science but the extent to which science is enmeshed within wider
societal and cultural trends.> Whilst all of these areas are integral to the history of
science this chapter focuses on the use of animals within a cluster of sciences which
we might, at the risk of slight ahistoricism, think of as the ‘biomedical’ sciences.
There are a number of overlapping reasons for this focus. Without the experimental
animal, it is hard to imagine how the biomedical sciences would have come into
being.® Without the biomedical sciences, the modern world as we know it would
not have come into being. And without the experimental use of animals within the
biomedical sciences, debates about human—animal relations as well as the academic
and political discourse of human—animal studies, would be very different indeed.

This chapter is structured around the conceit that social history and the history of
science have approached animal research from distinct directions which, whilst
productive and appropriate for their respective object of concern and audience, only
provide partial accounts of the role of science as a driver of change within animal—
human history. It proceeds in two substantive parts before concluding. The first part
reviews how the experimental animal tends to be sublimated within social history as
concern for the animal is read against wider societal themes such as class, gender, and
race. In the second part, an overview of the historiography of science is presented to
show how animals have been included within histories of the production of scientific
knowledge in such a way that the wider societal themes fade out of analysis. Where
broader social considerations are retained they rarely engage with how social values
are enacted in the work of animal research. As such, both literatures address the
history of animal research without necessarily bringing core moral and ethical
questions to the fore of their analysis. In conclusion, it is suggested that synthesising
the two by framing analysis around a ‘moral ecology of science’ would produce
something greater than the sum of the parts of real value to understanding animal—
human history more broadly. Moreover, such a move would align historical accounts
of animals in science with the methodological, analytic and moral/ethical concerns
that shape and drive scholarship from the social sciences and other fields within
‘animal studies’.

Histories of the experimental animal as concern for the social

Human use of n