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Introduction

In the broadest terms this thesis examines how animal liberation seeks, through
revelatory means, to overthrow, rather than find space within, dominant and
unifying speciesist ideology, its exploitations and self-blinding. It analyses how, in
so doing, liberationist thought and activity give rise to elite representations which
illustrate how speciesism is reproduced and otherness confronted, and which are
driven by fear of the liberation of nonhuman Others, in whom and in whose
domination, exploitation and subjugation humans seem to have so much invested. We
trace how a dialectical process operates throughout history to reach a nineteenth
century synthesis after which a consolidated welfarist paradigm 1s faced with
increasingly powerful challenges, and how ideological strategies are deployed In
the recoil from them. Betore we look at this in more detail it is necessary to
establish what this thesis is nof about and to declare its presuppositions primarily

in relation to animal liberation as a social movement.

Although this thesis recognizes animal liberation as a contemporary social
movement it does not concentrate on this status. We are more concerned with animal
liberation and dominant, animal-using culture as opposing or contradictory forces,
and there is as much attention given to speciesism and speciesist discourse as there is
to liberation and its own counter discourse(s). However, we can acknowledge or,
rather, assume certain things about animal liberation as a movement, for it has been
a commonplace of sociological literature that references to social movements exclude
mention of animal liberation, and there is no book-length sociological work on the
UK animal liberation movement as a social movement which may guide us in the
way that, say, sociologists Jasper & Nelkin (1992) and, to a lesser extent,
philosopher-activists Finsen & Finsen (1994) could in relation to the movement in
the USA, although there are UK-focused historical overviews (e.g. Ryder 1989 and

Kean 1998), works of political science (e.g. Garner 1993) and works concerned with
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the movement’s strategic or tactical dilemmas (e.g. Garner 1996). Most of these

works come from within or are sympathetic to the cause. Others we shall refer to

later, within different contexts.

Here we shall be working on the premise that animal liberation as presently
constituted aims at cultural, cognitive, affective and behavioural transformation
(total in that all people are targeted) rather than political revolution. Despite
claims from some within the direct action wing of the movement, for instance, that
animal liberation is impossible within capitalist structures, the movement operates
In the main as if its ends can be achieved within them. Indeed, this is the explicit
stance of animal rights philosopher Tom Regan (1984: 341), and ‘animal
liberationist’ Peter Singer’s utilitarianism has more than a hint of the pragmatism
which has been maligned as the philosophy of capitalism. If we take too this
statement from Animal Liberation Front founder Ronnie Lee we can see the emphasis

on changing people:

I don’t like capitalism and I'm very sympathetic to at least certain aspects of what I'd call green
anarchism. But | don't think that the end of capitalism would necessarily mean the end of animal
persecution. People in an anarchist society, if they didn’t fundamentally understand the reasons
why animals shouldn’t be abused, would carry on abusing animals ... A society that’s good for
people doesn’t necessarily mean that it’s also a society that’s good for other animals. The way

that people view animals has got to be changed for that to happen. (Lee 1995).

A change in man, not management. Although the movement also targets government
and companies in order to secure measurable gains, its overall liberal strategy ‘takes
the individual as a sovereign actor, and sees changing individual values and
perceptions as the primary means toward social transformation ... [It relies on]
persuading enough people to change their beliefs and values and hence public
policy” (Birkeland 1993: 15). Such a strategy may be naive in that it seems to ignore
the possibilities of consciousness being determined by structure and under what

structure the desired changes may best be effected. But this 1s not our business here.

Borrowing David E. Apter’s classifications of emancipatory social movements

(Apter 1992: 140-141, although he doesn’t consider animal liberation), we shall take

the movement here then as an extra-institutional protest movement, confrontational
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without challenging the political system as such. It is not one of revolutionary
tnsurrection for it does not seek to overthrow the state (due to its lack of will or
numbers), but it does contain an element of Apter’s third kind — pejoratively known
as “terrorism’, utilizing ‘violent’ symbolic acts, although the majority within the

movement and 1ts major organizations appear to be appalled by this.

Next, although we are not about to examine the movement gua movement we shall
consider animal liberation as perhaps the highest expression of what Klaus Eder
(1996) calls bloodless or wvegetarian culture which stands in opposition to, is the

contradiction and negation of, dominant bloody or carnivorous culture; now having
become an organized movement, forging an ‘unfamiliar modernity’. However, this is
not to say, as Eder does (1996: 142), that such an oppositional movement is concerned
more with ‘irrational” issues such as the integrity of the body rather than
traditional ‘rational’ movements’ concern, like animal liberation’s, with freedom,

equality or liberation.

And we should note here animal liberation’s somewhat anomalous status and
historical position. Apter describes his three movements in the following terms:
‘Theirs is the politics of the moral moment, disjunctive, redemptive or
transformational’, their discourse is ‘negating and transcending’. “To the extent that
they downgrade conventional knowledge while claiming superior moral insight,
they challenge order ... Their inversionary discourse claims emancipation as a moral
project rather than a form of alternative organization or structure’. They aim at ‘the
capture of the moral initiative and net gains in imagination” and they have the
‘disturbing quality of making visible a group that tends to be politically invisible’
(quotations from Apter 1992: 140-143). This, we can suggest, applies no less to animal

liberation itself, except that its discourse is probably more subversionary than

inversionary.

But Apter also tells us that critical theory is the privileging weapon of the

emancipatory movements he classifies, and that their intellectual pedigree includes

such figures as Marx, Foucault, Bataille and Lacan (Apter 1992: 142), which brings us
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closer to Eder’s oppositional movements. However, animal liberation, as constituted
since the 1970s, has not been notably characterized by such thought. In part at least,
animal liberation is concerned with developing the unfinished project of the
Enlightenment in an evolutionary teleology. This is not to suggest however, that
animal liberation itself, or indeed all its philosophers, can be viewed narrowly as
only appearing along the Enlightenment continuum, but that some of the main roots
of its contemporary movement lie there. However, at least a newer part of the
movement appears now to be congruent with Apter’s notion here; it is then, in this
sense, possibly modern into postmodern. This amplifies the complex social movement
status of animal liberation if recognized in its different forms — it is primarily
about other animals (though this is heavily contested by some of its critics); it is not
economistically determined nor does it have conventional goals; it is both an ‘old’
and a ‘new’ social movement; it is concerned with both equality and the negativized
Other, and with both the ‘rational” and the ‘irrational’. The point to note is that
although we shall take animal liberation in its most conspicuous modern rather
than postmodern emancipatory condition, we shall also find it legitimate to refer to
or describe it in terms and concepts more readily associated with postmodern

critiques.

Notable amongst these have been those from the more inversionary animal defence
current within contemporary feminism, e.g. Donovan (1990), Gruen (1993), Kheel
(1993), Luke (1995), Birke (1995) which, although respecting the groundbreaking
contributions of animal liberation philosophers such as Peter Singer and Tom Regan,
subject them to a critique which highlights the abstract, humanocentric,
hierarchical, malestream, objectivist rationalism of such works which, in setting
out to overcome commonplace accusations against liberationists of “‘womanish’
sentimentality and emotionalism, also inadvertently preclude the opportunity for
these to become legitimate responses to animal use, and tend to disallow an urgently
required conceptual break from the structures that maintain interlocking
oppressions. More overtly respectful of human/nonhuman difference, such teminists
have not been alone in this ‘internal’ critique. Other works of a related reflexive

nature include Benton (1993) for whose eco-socialist view a liberal-individualist
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animal ‘rights’ cannot impact on industries of vast job and sector demarcations
(rights, for instance, as merely a checks and balance device, being easily subsumed
under existing power relations); Baker (1993) who seeks to loosen fixed meanings of
animal representation for liberation purposes in proposing a strategic
dedoxafication process; and Eder (1996) who, at a greater remove (to
environmentalism), is also concerned with the impotence of bloodless culture

rationalism (especially in the shape of utilitarianism). In sum, that animal

liberation requires to be informed by more than rational ethics!.

This thesis does not directly address the above shifts and turns2, though draws from
some of them (e.g. in recognizing liberationists’ identification with animals,
reinventing themselves as Other, though this is not especially new in general

analytical terms), but it is against such background that it is written and it does
situate 1t within an interesting period of possible transition in the animal liberation
career. And, this thesis may or may not support their general claims, for it examines
animal liberation and animal use and their representations at a time when animal
liberation is still founded upon and guided by ethics and self-presented as primarily
a rationalist project (although the work of animal liberation philosopher Stephen
Clark (e.g. 1984) provides an often neglected counterpoint to this; see Chapter 3

here).

This thesis appears at a point which may in the future be looked upon as the time
when animal liberation as a whole was entering a post-philosophy, not to say a
postmodernist-poststructuralist phase. To some extent then, the thesis will serve as
a report on progress made by an emancipation movement in philosophy-ethics and
late modernist mode, ‘progress’ being gauged in terms of its representation by others.
This is not to say that the thesis sets out to critique animal liberation on this basis or
to promote the claims of others, nor are there recommendations in the ‘report’. In
general though, the modern/postmodern divide, if that’s what it is, may not be
crucial. As Pieterse (1991: 32) suggests ... ‘emancipation refers to collective actions

which seek to level and disperse power, or seek to install more inclusive values than

the prevailing ones. This means that emancipation, postmodern turn or not, involves
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a moral horizon’. It is the ethic (or ethics) of animal liberation, installing more
inclusive values, that informs the view of it taken here. However, we should
recognize that the movement, in its beliefs and practices, goes beyond what is
formulated in the works of its foremost philosophers; just one reason for the

insistence on the term animal liberation here and for not limiting our view of the

struggle to one of, say, animal ‘rights’.

T'here i1s a further point which is partially related to the above. Although this
thesis is concerned, as it cannot fail to be concerned, with power — the power that
humans exert over other animals and the power exerted by the media, for instance —
we shall not be analysing these two areas specifically in terms of power. But we
should note three aspects. First, contrary to the Foucauldian concept of power, there
15 a binary and all-encompassing opposition between rulers and ruled at the root of
power relationships in the human/nonhuman context. Foucault tells us that by
power he does not have in mind a general system of domination exerted by one group

over another, a system whose effects, through successive derivations, pervade the

entire social body (Foucault 1981: 92): but this is power in the human/nonhuman
context, and this thesis does go some way to show how the entire social body is thus
pervaded. Second, another aspect of the animal liberation social movement
complexity is that it is about liberation but not empowerment. We can say that
animal liberation seeks, if not to do the impossible and eradicate power relations
(we are in a position of power over other animals whether we like it or not), then to
minimize them and use that power in a benign and just fashion which dissolves the
notion of animals being means to human ends. Again, we can view animal liberation
as more subversive than inversive. Third, although it makes little sense to talk of
empowering animals and, because of that, of promises of power and the shuttling of
elites within the human/nonhuman context, we should recognize the possibility of
the animal-using orthodox perceiving an order-negating animal liberation as an
attempt by certain humans to gain a form of power for themselves, especially if
ulterior motives can be ‘successfully’ ascribed to animal liberationists. At the very

least, we can see how animal liberation can be viewed as transforming human power

over other animals into power over other people, in the shape of moral claim
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enforcement. Already we can suspect and anticipate a fear of this kind of real or

imagined threat.

Moving on, a large part of this thesis is concerned with media representations of
animal liberation — how the challenge is met — but we find that, as with animal
liberation as a social movement, there is no book-length sociological work on, for
Instance, animal liberation and the media, although there are references to media
coverage and representation in several other works such as those mentioned above
(e.g. Garner, Ryder, Baker), in articles in the campaigning magazines (e.g. Anon
1986/87, Mclvor 1988, Anon 1989) and academic material relating to the American
experience (e.g. Jones 1996, 1997a, 1997b, 1997¢, Kruse 1998, Gerbner 1995). This again
Is symptomatic of the neglect animal liberation has experienced in the UK and
elsewhere (but see, e.g. Birke & Michael 1998 on xenotransplants and the media),
whilst there has been much work on, for instance, media and: gender (e.g. Dines &
Humez 1995); race (e.g. Campbell 1995, van Dijk 1993, Hall 1995, Riggins 1997); class

(e.g. Hall 1986a, Philo 1990, Glasgow University Media Group passim); the

environment (e.g. Hansen 1991, Gamson & Modigliani 1989) and, of course, there is a

large body of more general media theory from various positions (see McQuail 1994).

This manifold paucity of directly relevant literature has to a large extent
determined the methodology and structure of the present thesis. One could perhaps
embark on a full-scale analysis of representations of animal liberation (and animal
use) but something would be missing; the nature of animal liberation itself. What we
have to do first is some, a lot of, history, exposition and interpretation, or our own
representation. We cannot really examine representations of animal liberation (and
animal use) without exploring what animal liberation is or may be, and what

animal use and speciesism are, and upon what they are founded. Betore us stand

their yesterdays.

We do not want to approach animal use and liberation in a vacuum which would be
the case if (a) we ignored animal liberation’s own (internal) context, and it (b) we

ignored the history which allows us to analyse the arguments and the changes of
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attitude towards other animals. What have been and/or are the characteristics of
the exploitative mentality? What social, historical, cultural, political factors
have played or play what part in its origins, development and continuation, even
though, simply put, it could be expressed as plus ¢a change ... ? What has been and is
the nature of its opposition and what factors have played their roles here? We do
not want to take an assumed view of animal liberation as if it were this or that
without exploring the obvious prevalent confusions over ‘welfare’, ‘liberation’,
‘rights’, ‘protection’, and so on. What sense are we to make, for instance, of: works
promoting animal liberation or rights which also promote the use of animal
products?; an ‘animal rights’ organization that does the same?; research papers
which list the animal experiments animal rightists were in favour of?; an ‘animal
rights’ organization whose campaign to stop the use of horses was conducted from
the back of a horse?; academic works on ‘animal rights” which systematically
ignore or sideline what is possibly definitive of animal liberation? Certainly
animal liberation does not appear to be, though from the point of view of its
detractors often does appear to be, and from the point of view of its practitioners

perhaps should be, a monolithic whole.

The ‘problem’ immediately confronts us. How can we represent, and analyze
representations of something so seemingly amorphous or inchoate? All we can do at
this stage at least, 1t seems reasonable to suggest, is to ensure that animal liberation
and representations thereof are analysed in terms which acknowledge and
investigate the above confusions. We need to try to get at just what animal
liberation is or means and, especially for our later chapters, in relation to normative
welfarism, today’s bloody-carnivorous culture. This is not to claim that at some
point we shall arrive at the ‘truth’ or ‘reality’ of animal liberation but to
acknowledge that a particular understanding has been reached and that it will
provide a reference point for examining, for instance, what the media mean when

they use, say, the terms ‘animals!’, ‘animal rights’, ‘animal rights extremists’ and

‘animal welfare’ and what it is they are doing with them.

It is how we perceive the history that to a large extent determines how we perceive
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the theories and practices of animal use, animal liberation and liberationists today,
for modern day representations are undoubtedly linked with historical and
institutional assumptions and practices. But what kind of history are we to do here?
As alluded to above, the contemporary animal liberation movement tends largely to
see 1tself within a time continuum, a metanarrative drawing inspiration not just from
its foremost philosophers but from pro-animal thought down the ages. It is this
version of history, largely processual but emphasizing the continual rather than
continuous, that we shall follow, for it can lay claim to some kind of credibility.
Moreover, the transhistorical perspective adopted here also reflects the

transhistorical orthodox perception and treatment of other animals as resources.

Chapter 1, then, surveys the history and tradition of and traces the discourse of
animal use up to and including the nineteenth century in order to explore the reasons
for using animals as material and symbolic resources; the various attitudes and

beliefs developed and strategies deployed to rationalize human behaviour; the
voices which have been raised against this orthodoxy at different times in history
in a broken competing discourse; and the cultural and societal factors which have
undermined and forced reassessments of the human/nonhuman relationship. The
organizing structure of the narrative is one that depicts a dialectical process
involving tension between two seemingly incompatible forces. These are
characterized within a concept partially borrowed from Eder (1996): of dominant
bloody-carnivorous culture and repressed bloodless-vegetarian culture. Although his
symbolic organization of society thesis is not followed, its influence is undeniable.
This struggle of opposites, which are both riddled with inconsistencies, escalates
until strands from within each appear to merge in a ‘synthesis” and a new dialectic
proceeds on a higher level. But the same contradiction continues, with both cultures
becoming more formidable adversaries though in different ways through, on the one
hand, the consolidation of a welfarist paradigm and, on the other, in the further
development of liberationist ethics and a liberation movement; a new thesis and
antithesis which have yet to reach a further synthesis. The chapter also serves as a

reservoir of themes to be drawn upon throughout and in so doing opens up the topos

which feeds into contemporary rhetoric.
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Chapters 2 to 4 concentrate on the antithesis; the challenge presented by animal
liberation. Continuing the chronology, and exploring the revelatory character of
amimal liberation, Chapter 2 covers the approximate period 1880s-1970s, from and
including the work of Henry Salt (who, according to Keith Tester [1991], ‘invented’
animal rights) to the eve of publication of Peter Singer's seminal Animal Liberation
and begins to look at the movement’s cohesive and deliberate oppositional
strategies. The chapter is divided into three sections: the first examines Salt's work
and its late nineteenth century context; the second covers the period from there to
the 1960s’ signs of emergence of a contemporary movement; the third builds from the
1960s to reach an assessment of how, in their identification with nonhumans, animal
liberation's latter-day representatives attempted to expose (again) what they now
saw as the facts and fictions of prevailing ideology. Questions of relative and
universal/alternative value in relation to the movement's ethic are addressed as
are the related concerns of historical context, conducive conditions, discourse and
rebellion. What factors account for the appearance of Salt’s Animals’ Rights in
1892? Why did a ‘manifesto’ of animal liberation appear in 19717 From the
movement’s writings certain themes are identified as fundamental to the case being
made — evolutionary kinship as opposed to speciesism; the need for a
comprehensive principle to bind disparate animal concerns; explosive combinations
of empirical evidence and animal liberation theory; the balancing ot intellective
and intuitive faculties and the recognition of a co-operative rather than
competitive ‘nature’; the struggle between symbolism and the literal, between logic

and illogic; the challenging of orthodox sentimentalist fantasy, selt-interest and

conformity; and the overcoming of ‘blindness’ though revelation.

In an attempt to understand how contemporary animal liberation was galvanized by

and remains underwritten by moral philosophy proceeding from the revelatory
platform, Chapter 3 introduces three of its foremost philosophers and their

strategic works, examining the similarities and differences of these developed
expressions of pro-nonhuman (and pro-human) thought. Consideration is also given

to the movement’s successes and failures.
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Chapter 4 is pivotal, offering a critical assessment of animal liberation’s
contemporary 1dentities and self-presentations. The analogy of slavery drawn by
the movement generally, and the neglected model of veganism, are used to examine
the proscriptions, prescriptions and putative comprehensive principle status of the
philosophies and lead to a questioning not only of animal liberation’s bloodless
culture status but also of the entire two-culture scheme traced thus far. This also

takes us to an examination of the movement’s related welfare/liberation,

means/ends tactical dilemmas.

We should then be in a position to analyse, in Chapters 5, 6 and 7, how the
challenge of animal liberation is confronted in contemporary articulate thought as it
appears in representations of animal use and liberation. In Chapter 5, which will
act as a path between the previous and following chapters, we turn to a contrasting
narrative, understanding and analysis of animal liberation. In a largely empirical-
and textual-based engagement with Keith Tester’s (1991) academic view of animals
as blank pages in an epistemic-constructivist scheme, we shall be able to draw upon
the material of Chapters 1 to 4 and also to identify representational themes of
reduction, redefinition, entrapment and incomprehension which will have relevance

for the analysis of media representation.

Drawing upon these themes, Chapters 6 and 7 concentrate on how the media function
to maintain a system of control, regulate normality and reproduce the dominant
ideology through speciesist-humanocentric forms of understanding. The chapters
offer an analysis of media representation of animal use and liberation as an element
of the wider speciesist discourse, postulating the theory that media performance is
a function of ideological domination acting as to obstruct revelation, inhibit animal
liberation’s development and to eternalize animal use. What we see from an

analysis of media discourse is the performance of a system under attack. An

introduction sets out the theoretical perspectives relating to ideology, hegemony
and myth, preparing the ground for an investigation into how, through signifying
practices and the general command of reality, accounts and definitions of
exploitation, liberation and related concepts are constructed and how and to what

advantage they operate. Analysis and further theoretical discussion are then
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threaded through the media examples which are considered as, and classified into
groups of, ideological strategies. A final component summarizes the analysis and
concludes by questioning whether notions of hegemony, and the media as sites of

hegemonic struggle, are entirely applicable (in this context) to a society in which a
fundamental speciesist ideology is still very much apparent as a unifying,

stabilizing and comforting force. Largely, the analysis is guided by the notion of

confronting the challenge of otherness and that the engine which drives the

ideology-mythology is the fear of the liberation of the Other, a threat to cognitive

and cultural order. Normative welfarism recoils, and in every sense.

Notes

1. Another kind of internal critique and attack on animal exploitation from a Christian
perspective which has run alongside Singer and Regan since around 1975, sharing with the
above critiques both similarities (moralism is not enough) and differences (itself subjected to
feminist critique), has come from Andrew Linzey, for whom theology provides a way in which

‘animal rights’ theory can be ‘released from its current philosophical straightjacket’ (see, e.g.
Linzey 1994: 1x).

2. There are three further areas which we should be clear to identity as not being the concern
here. We shall not be interested in resource mobilization (being concerned more here with
identity-orientation), and there is no analysis of media effects-audience reception, e.g. of data on
what impressions, beliefs, attitudes, knowledge and responses are publicly derived from media
representations of animal liberation and use. Nor is this a responsibility of the media’ thesis,
although it may have implications for such an approach.
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Chapter 1

Natures, Cultures & Controls

Introduction

In this chapter we shall trace humans’ changing attitudes towards other animals. It
is through this mainly chronological narrative that we may be able to examine how
orthodox rationale and discourse arose, developed and continue to inform the
reaction to animal liberation, and because it is within history that we may be able
to overview the background to contemporary animal liberation ethics which oppose
the speciesist ideology developed since the earliest use of other animals. In this
sense the tendency is towards the processual in terms of both animal use and animal
liberation but 1t is not a privileging of the processual in the style of, say, Keith
Thomas (1983) or Norbert Elias (1994) although it owes much to processual and/or
chronological accounts such as these, Peter Singer’s (1977) and Richard D Ryder’s
(1989). Here we shall not attempt to assign any ‘inevitable progress’ status to
animal liberation (although some liberationists have claimed inevitabilities and
this notorious concept has informed an ‘inevitable” animal use) but, whether the
process is continual, continuous, discontinuous or purely erratic, the chronology also

enables us to identify a dialectic, of sorts, which reaches a kind of synthesis in the
nineteenth century. In structuring this we shall be borrowing Klaus Eder’s (1996)1

concept of two cultures — one dominant, bloody-carnivorous, the other suppressed
and oppositional, bloodless-vegetarian — which, although we may see each culture

find expression in different ways in different eras, can be used, initially, to locate

the conflicting attitudes and values.

Because of this format, a consequent transhistoricism may be detected, and this
relates to a fundamental point. Although we may perceive that at some earlier

periods of human history there were no absolute category distinctions between

humans and other animals, and that later development of such an idea says much
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about the changing forms of human consciousness and norms about what it is to be
human, other animals have been considered and used as material, symbolic and
economic resources at all stages (except for some indeterminate time in prehistory
perhaps). This means too, that no particular era is identified as ‘better’ or “worse’
for animals. The animal-using rationalizations change according to the era — and
these are related to what the eras determine animals as — but not by much in a
practical, end-result sense. They are traced here, within significant periods of

history (this is not a comprehensive history of nonhuman/human relations), not only

in order that we have some understanding of the traditions which inform

contemporary discourses, but that the chapter may also serve as a reservoir from

which the following ones may draw.

The early part of the chapter identifies the pre-ethical origins of human unease at
animal use, the ambivalence and inconsistencies which accompany it and the
strategies deployed to overcome it. The middle part examines the roles of religion,
ethics and humanism in the formulation of bloody culture rationalism and its
opposition. The final part explores the ‘synthesis’ of the two cultures which

establishes a new conflict or rather the same conflict but on a new level.

Natural Considerations

Our present instrumentalist relationship with other species 1s to some extent
justified on the grounds of it being natural in terms of the so-called tood chain, or
even still the Great Chain of Being, hierarchical concepts wherein the one-sided
notion of competitive nature, red in tooth and claw, has played no little part, in

preference to and obliteration of an idea or ideal of co-operative nature.

Yet it may be argued that our ‘original’ relationship with other species, the non-
exploitative — where biblical-Edenic and secular-pre-hunting narratives may
coincide in space if not in time — is the natural, and the one which has informed
orthodoxy — the exploitative — is the parvenu (although this is to downplay the
very real and violent humans-as-hunted era, which has also served to motivate and

justify the war on nature). The favouritism displayed for the latter illustrates how
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our relationship with other species depends upon a sophisticated, preferential
Interpretation of the past. If something can be explained in terms of its origin then

the choice of origin is crucial, for it functions as a charter (see, e.g. Peters 1971: 220-

221).

In historical terms, humans possibly became killers out of accident and/or necessity,
a circumstance which no longer obtains2. Ever since, it has been thought natural and

essential to escalate animal use in the process of survival, Improvement,

development, progress, a constant re-naturalizing of what becomes the political. It

seems not so much that reality is bloody — although in part it is — but that the
bloodshot visions speak for all reality, and become reality itself. They presuppose,

are conservatively lenient towards, and reinforce established notions of what we are

like, what nature is like and how the world is.

But there would seem to be two ways (at least) of appraising our hunter days. One
way, following the 'natural’ line above, says that it was the early part of the
continuum which has brought us, cognitively, to our present relationship with other
species; that early necessary exploitation has led on naturally and rightly to late
exploitation. And this can serve to justify today’s hunting as natural, but even more
as tradition. The established Western dichotomies, forged by anthropology,
between animals and society, and the metaphysics of the alienation of humans from
nature can nowadays be called upon in order to view even such old days as the
forerunners of another need, to establish order upon the chaos of nature. But even
when the killing was necessary it was going beyond necessity. Some hunting cultures
routinely slaughtered, to extinction in some cases, species of animals that posed no

threat to human life. Some hunting cultures were also brutal towards the prey

species. We can suggest that this was and is the raw bloody culture.

Tim Ingold (1994) tells us about another side to hunting culture, suggesting that the

hunter’s concept of his relationship with animals, as indeed with other humans,
was as a single field, that little or no difference was perceived between humanity

and nature. The hunter-gatherer relationship with animals was one of respect and
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familiarity — a combination of autonomy and dependency. A similar line is
illustrated by Serpell (1986) who explores the relationship as one of equality. But
here the tirst problems arise. The hunter has to ‘know’ animals, has to put himself
in their place, in order to be successful in the hunt. Not only are other animals part
of the same field but even of the same ‘family’, and the empathy necessary for

successtul hunting inevitably leads to sympathy, and the sympathy to guilt. Killing

nonhuman animals is uncomfortably close to homicide.

T'wo things are apparent. One, that even before the appropriation of nature became
the later separation between culture and nature which allowed all manner of
systematized atrocities to nonhuman species, some hunters were already engaged in
this project. Two, that even when killing animals seemed to be essential for human
survival it nevertheless gave rise to a sense of guilt and unease. Measures would be
taken to evade it, to manage it. The hunter-gatherer era was one notably
characterized already by an ambivalent system of food taboos and purification
rituals (virtually all of which relate to animal “products’) within a prohibition on
sullying the purity of the natural order. Although favoured aspects of hunter-
gatherer romanticism may now be appealed to by deep ecologists and others in order
to justify certain animal uses, ultimately the question must arise: What kind of

society would emerge from a fusion of (a) the hunter’s human/nonhuman ‘equality’

mind-set and (b) the disappearance of his need to treat animals as resources?
Somewhere between (a) and (b) a mentality and a reality are constructed which
obstruct the emergence of the obvious society, where ‘meat” would be murder. Indeed,
the constructions begin to take place within (a). The tradition of rationalization and

occlusion, of the naturalizing and eternalizing ‘statement of fact’ — that’s the way

it is — begins here.

It would seem that the hunting economy represented the first appearance of moral

conflict between emotional and materialistic considerations. To overcome it and

evade guilt, hunting was formalized by: totemism; ritualized beliet systems; self-

deception; atonement; and absolution. These have taken various forms — entering

into a pact with the animal spirit who allows killing only on certain conditions, e.g.
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no cruelty, no waste, no ridicule; ceremonial acts, e.g. burying the bones of the victim
in their original formation; assisting the animal to return to the spiritual home;
begging forgiveness; or restitutional cave painting, rendering the creature’s image at
a sacred spot (Serpell 1986: 144-146). Many of these specific forms are alien to late
modern society but what remains, e.g. forms of ritual, no ‘unnecessary’ cruelty and,

perhaps above all, the seeking of refuge in the symbolic, have been absorbed into

the contemporary welfarist norm of animal use.

What hunting tribes also introduce are the inconsistencies or the particularisms
which have continued to be characteristic of ambivalent human/nonhuman
relationships. Despite the rhetoric of ‘respect’, for hunters there were (leaving
aside the taboos on different wild animal species) three kinds of animal — the
hunted, the hunting companion, and the pet — and at least three different attitudes
towards them. The hunted and the pet may often have been the same species, as
might the pet and the hunting companion. The hunted animal, positioned at some
distance, encouraged a sense of awe, though his or her function was materialistic,
providing the tribe with food and clothing. The hunting companion, most often a
dog, was treated with indifference and even brutality, a working animal to be cast
off when no longer up to the job, much like animals used for hunting and racing today.
The pet was loved, suckled and treated as part of the community, an agent of
emotional fulfilment. Leap to the twentieth century and picture Queen Elizabeth 1],
patron of the RSPCA, dressed in a fur coat, pet corgis in tow, visiting her racehorses
training ground or welcoming deer shooters to Balmoral. Today’s welfarist ideology
— the refined bloody culture — is not only informed by the ‘natural” but is still the
sum of the contradictions, of the ambivalence deriving from artificially-drawn

boundaries, made commonsensical by the internal rationale of instrumentalist

taxonomy.

The conflicts and inconsistencies inherent in the perception of other animals as
symbolic, emotional and material resources did not go away as hunter-gatherer

culture largely disappeared. The advent of domestication intensified them.
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Transition

constitutes heavy baggage not thrown off in the socioeconomic revolution heralded
by the domestication of plants and animals. Domestication could well have been
domestication of plants only but, by that time, nonhuman animals also had already
been brought within the range of human utilization and symbolic value; their
domestication too seemed to be natural, economically and psychically. For the first

of many times perhaps, chronology counted against them; the naturalness of eating

animals and the myth of animal protein had taken hold.

The pastoralism-herding relationship, based far more on superior force, became one
of mastery and control; at best, the transition was ‘from trust to domination’ (Ingold
1994:18). But although animals had become slaves, the human/nonhuman proximity
of pastoralism could only intensify feelings of guilt and remorse, as what trust
initially remained between husbandmen and animals was betrayed by maltreatment
and slaughter. Distancing devices were, and continue to be, deployed to evade this
uneasy conflict between sympathy and exploitation: detachment, often involving
gratuitous violence; concealment, the individual animal ‘lost’ among increasing
numbers farmed; misrepresentation, within a negative anthropomorphism, a
projection of the animal within; and shifting the blame, it is the gods or spirits who
demand the sacrifice (latterly shifted to the consumer or some other aspect of the

specialized industry) (see Serpell 1986: 151). These, we can suggest, constitute a selt-

blinding.
The emphasis has been on animals used for food but

By far the greatest consequence of domestication of cattle was the contribution of yoked domestic

bulls to the emergence of major old world civilizations. (Schwabe 1994: 40).

Not only did the bovine source of power create surplus plant food production but

allowed many people their freedom from the labour of food production thus

promoting the emergence of social division of labour, land ownership and the growth
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of various cultural institutions. Cultivation and culture are one and the same. And

this is a long process — civilization, as Keith Thomas has pointed out, rather

statement of factly,

was virtually synonymous with the conquest of nature ... The civilization of medieval Europe
would have been inconceivable without the ox and the horse. (Thomas 1983:25).

There could have been a symmetry about it. Nonhumans exploited for labour started
and developed civilization. Their ‘redundancy’, initiated by the Industrial
Revolution, could have marked the beginning of the end of animal exploitation (and
possibly 1t did). However, the animal use-civilization relationship perhaps
accounts in some measure, along with the grip of the symbolic, for today’s extreme

reluctance to cease exploiting animals lest civilization crumble.

Pastoralism, part of the neolithic revolution, has been hailed as the single most
important development in human history and, like hunting, regarded also as
necessary, a survival strategy, to feed a growing population but by ensuring a lower-
risk continuity of the food supply than was provided by an uncertain hunting

economy. Both humans and animals live with the consequences to this day in the

development of a form of farming which is unavoidably expansionist, territorial
and hierarchical and, unavoidable or not, carries with it the practical and
psychological need to achieve mastery over every useful nonhuman entity and to
control-eradicate every animal or plant which poses a threat to the imposition of

human culture and control. This war against ‘nature’ was escalated to moral and

other imperatives by religious, philosophical, scientific and cultural dogma.

Ancient World

Many of our attitudes towards other species have been shaped by the Judeo-Greco-
Christian tradition(s), but we need also consider the influence of the Old World
civilizations mentioned above. Calvin W Schwabe (1994: 36) explores this
distinctive and less familiar aspect of human/nonhuman relations in antiquity, and

perhaps the additional myths and fables of an interesting transitional period even

now assist in the maintenance of today's animal use.
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The most striking factor of ancient world relations with animals was not animal
utility, for this had already been well established, but the persisting sense of awe,
intensified by the proximity of domestication. The most profound ancient world
fusion of metaphor, symbol, simile and analogue still underpin or rather gloss over

contemporary animal-eating and its promotion long after practical necessity ceased.

In the ancient world, bovine species, especially bulls, became pre-eminent models for
kings and chiefs, particularly in their association of power, fertility and dominion
with heavenly bodies and the mysteries of life. The bull myths, bull jumping,
baiting and dancing prevalent in ancient Crete and Egypt, like so much of bull-
baiting in England up until the nineteenth century and continued in bull cruelty in
opain and the Middle East, relates strongly to the cult of manliness. Ritual forms of
bravery-testing against the epitome of strength and dominance, an animal (notably
a herbivore) who had been conquered and enslaved, is hardly at a great remove from
the meatismo of flesh-eating. And the domination, institutionalized, takes other

forms.

[t was In the ancient world also that cattle domestication was accompanied by
surgical techniques developed to control bulls. Many hunters had revered the animal
spirit and, subject to contract, slaughtered the individual but now, whilst the species
was still looked upon with awe, the individual was castrated, nose-ringed and
horn-clipped in his pre-slaughter years. Primary wealth too was measured in terms

of cattle though its relevance pertains also to the property rights of domestication,

the lynchpin of later welfarist legislation. This points towards the concealment of
the individual and the elevation of species; the primacy of the idea rather than

the animal self; the flight from specificity.

Aside from considerations of animal use for food and labour, Schwabe additionally
provides a reading of the possible origins of humans’ unique habit — again, even
now, claimed to be natural — of drinking the milk of other species. The early

Egyptian Pyramid Texts refer to the king as the sun bull, identified with the sun god
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Re, and the depiction of the pharaoh suckling from a cow was associated with the
cow mother of humankind, a creation myth shared throughout the old world. The

cow was seen as a symbolic foster mother after the human baby had been weaned

from the breast.

Only the profoundest cultural needs, therefore, 1nitially caused adult man to continue to drink
cow milk through life. (Schwabe 1994: 54).

We may infer from this that milk drinking was always only cultural whilst ‘meat’
only became only cultural, preserving a habit by symbolic means as necessity slipped
away. Of course, the cultural essentialism of eating animals is very hard to get at
through overlaying cultural distinctions between beneficial and polluting foods, and
rules about what can be raw and what must be cooked, and so on. Possibly, all we can
talk about are changing forms of local conventions and suggest reasons for them. But,
although of interest in, and as studies of, cultural distinctions, their value seems to
be lessened when the eating of animals is an orthodox and universal constant which
— and above all this is our topic — 1s under serious challenge as it is especially so
today. Moreover, such distinctions derive from the approval of instrumentalism.
What we need to recognize here is that the application of symbolic processes which
still underlies today's animal-eating was also established early, and certainly in
ancient Greece (where the ‘unnecessary’ status of ‘meat’” was well-known) where
Dionysians would tear at raw bull flesh in the belief that by so doing they would
receive some of the god’s power. It's what Peters (1971: 225) termed contagious magic

(and see, e.g. Frazer 1978: 34-46 on sympathetic magic).

Two Cultures

Hunting-gathering, the transition to pastoralism, and the ancient world have
enabled us to overview the function of animals as symbolic and other resources
within what may be called a pre-ethical period, as totemic norms. As we now move
towards more cognitive institutional forms of morality it is possible to introduce the
useful concept of two cultures which relies to some extent on Eder (1996) who
understands the ambivalence of modernity and the relationship to nature as

resulting from the perpetuation of a precarious equilibrium between the ‘bloodless’
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tradition from within Judaism and the ‘bloody’ tradition of ancient Greece (we have
traced the bloody culture further back). In Genesis, killing entered the world after
man’s fall from grace and initiated a complex and hierarchically-patterned system
of tood taboos regulating distance between nature and culture. But, for Eder, it is in
Israel that the reverse process also begins, in the taboo on killing. This ‘civilizing’
process (which, we can suggest, contrasts with Norbert Elias’s, see pp31-32 here)
replaces the prevalent ancient world practice of human sacrifice by animal

sacrifice, this by sacrifices of the field, and these by money paid to the sacrificial

priests (Eder 1996: 125).

For Eder, modern society retains only a very broken connection to the Jewish
tradition of the bloodless sacrifice. It continues instead a different traditional
evolutionary line of the sacrificial feast which emerges from the Greek polis. This
ritual ‘civilized” the earlier blood sacrifices in a different way to the Jewish
tradition. It did not abolish blood sacrifices but retained them instead as a
sacrificial feast in Delphi against the resistance of Pythagorean and other groups
who attempted to call this central symbol of the polis into question (Eder 1996: 126).
The dominant modern cultural code continues this older tradition, the bloody culture
of Hellenistic antiquity, and symbolizes the fundamental distance from the state of
nature (Eder 1996: 129-130): this is the culture that Elias describes. It is the co-

existence of these, developing into carnivorous and vegetarian cultures, that opens

two fundamentally different evolutionary options to modern culture (Eder 1996: 132).

Although in Chapter 4 we shall have reason to question the status of bloodless
culture as we find it in the human/nonhuman context, for the rest of this chapter and
through Chapters 2 and 3, we shall use a notion of two cultures, bloody and
bloodless. The latter should be understood as if shown in inverted commas, as it will
often be, until we reach Chapter 4’s reassessment. The rest of this chapter examines
how the bloody culture consolidates its ground and how the bloodless culture
attempts to compete and overcome both its suppression and, in our more animal-

specific thesis, animals’ subjugation. We need first to appreciate the Judeo, Greek

and Roman contributions to the struggle.
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Myth Creation

Adam and Eve were created, and commanded to be, vegetarians in a non-violent, nil-

maintenance world (Genesis 1: 28-30), although by the use of the word ‘dominion’ (1:
26), for instance, to describe humans’ estate the Bible has allowed conflicting
interpretations of the ‘proper’ human/nonhuman relationship. We shall look at
biblical creation myth, not in order to develop a lengthy exegesis, but to illustrate

how the well-established use of animals is reflected upon in competing readings of

Genesis, and to see what kind of morality emerges.

Dominant theology and culture have had it, with various softenings and variations,
that God makes man in his own Image; a woman and a nonhuman animal are
responsible for the Fall. There is some dispute over whether the early biblical
figures remained herbivorous after this (Thomas 1983: 289), but after the Flood
humans became fully-fledged animal users by special dispensation due to the
scarcity of other food (Genesis, 9: 1-4). Nature had become wild and the necessity

and right to subdue and kill had entered the world. Man is at the pinnacle of

creation with all other species there for the taking.

Oppositional reading includes such observations as ‘Herb-eating dominion is hardly
a licence for tyranny’, it was harmony that was envisaged; and that the ‘dominion
promised us ... is a limited one: we are not made gods in creation but God’s deputies ...
Service not mastery is a better reading of the Jewish creation stories’ (Linzey &
Cohn-Sherbok 1997: 20, 123). Genesis 9 permits animal-eating only as a special
concession to human sinfulness, but the condition — take the flesh but not the life,
symbolized by the blood — is at best ambivalent (see, e.g. Linzey 1994: 18, 125), thus
leading to the complex food taboos. Moreover, the dispensation can be explained
instead as a punishment which kosher laws make palatable (see, e.g. Barkas 1975:

60). Either way, and in relation to later biblical narrative, humans’ animal-eating

condition can be seen as a temporary arrangement, or even aberration.

The points of note are not only the existence of such and other, older oppositional

readings — supported by, for instance, the human-nonhuman commonality of the
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covenant emphasized in Genesis 9, 10, 12, 15, 16, 17 (Linzey 1994: 34) — which reach
to a far greater depth of hermeneutics than we have even hinted at here, but that
such readings are invited by the Genesis writers’ troubled minds. They seem either
to have wished to cover man’s state of sin and corruption with rationalization, a
‘realism’ ideology after the fact, the bloody option; or to bring attention back to
what was meant to be and, as later Old Testament writers (e.g. Isaiah) prophesied
and wished, was to be: the peaceable kingdom ideal (the end of animal sacrifice, for
instance, 1s decreed in Isaiah 1: 11f and Psalms 50: 7f), the bloodless option. What is
relevant i1s how the latter has been downgraded and the use which has been made,
up until this day, of the dominant political reading of Genesis in the justification of
animal use. By this, a divine origin has been attributed to an established
human/nonhuman morality, thus rendering it virtually ‘value-free’. Human society

thus shuffles off responsibility (other animals, and not just snakes, taking the worst
of the punishment)3, animal use is further naturalized and eternalized, and
vegetarianism remains mythical, unfit for the ‘real world’; or child-like,
inadequate for the adult world; or perhaps 1s the Imaginary, out of place in the

Symbolic world.

Greek & Roman Gifts

The downgrading, dismissal or denial is reflected in what emerges from Greece.
Vegetarianism was given voice by Pythagoras who, in a kind of mythological
approach to ethical reason, taught respect for other animals, that they had souls,
that the souls of dead humans migrated to other animals, that it was wickedness to
swallow flesh into our own. Plutarch, arguing for the rationality of other animals

and vegetarianism, taught that other animals should be treated with justice,
suggesting that it was animal-eaters and not vegetarians who should be asked to
explain their habits. And Porphyry, who regarded other animals as kin, was

concerned that consistency required that we apply justice to both humans and other

animals, recognizing that the killing of the latter was unnecessary and that the

practice had blunted the most important part of the civilized soul; what we may

call the bloodless culture option within it.
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Yet as we know, it was not this school of thought that was to underpin later Western
tradition but the bloody, that of Aristotle. Unlike dominant interpretations of
Genesis, there seems to be no great gulf between humans and animals in Aristotelian
thinking. There was something beautiful in every creature and animals, like man,
had (sensitive) souls. And there is nothing in Aristotle of the later denial of man's
animality, but the political animal shared with no other species its intellectual
and rational soul — the Platonic distinction which the Stoics similarly recognized,

viewing animals as devoid of reason and therefore without rights. By this principle

of nature and expedience

... the use made of slaves and of tame animals is not very different; for both with their bodies
minister to the needs of life. (Aristotle, Politics, Book 1, Ch. 5, quoted in Regan & Singer 1989: 5).

And this ministering was quite natural within the Great Chain. What Aristotle
shares with the dominant interpretation of the oldest Hebrew texts is the appeal to

design, although here it is the design of nature and not God:

.. we may infer that, after the birth of animals, plants exist for their sake, and that the other
animals exist for the sake of man, the tame for use and food, the wild, if not all, at least for the
provision of clothing and various instruments. Now if nature makes nothing incomplete and
nothing in vain, the inference must be that she has made all animals for the sake of man.

(Aristotle, Politics, 1: 8, quoted in Regan & Singer 1989: 5).

Animals were at the bottom of the hierarchical pyramid of dominance, treated as
property rather than as sentient individuals with their own interests.

Instrumentalism has its secular authority.

Turning to the Romans, the martial virtues of the empire — itself expanded by
pressing horses into greater service — did not encourage sympathy for the weak, and
the routine slaughter of humans and other animals sat comfortably within the
Roman concept of civilization where the entertainment of ever jading appetites
consisted of increasingly nauseating atrocities (see e.g. Serpell 1986: 176, Johnson
1990). The exhibitions celebrated humans’ superiority and the domination of nature.
Roman culture shows what can be done to those excluded from a morality based

nevertheless on justice, public duty and even kindness. Those beyond the pale, the
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unseen, some humans and all other animals, could be treated with an entertaining,

socially sanctioned brutality.

The Romans were not far removed from the raw bloody culture of our exterminating
hunters and the pastoralists’ distancing device of gratuitous violence used to cover
the complicating emotions of guilt and shame. But once the barbarity becomes
recognized as barbarity, disapproved of and tempered by benevolence, the
complicating emotions come once again to the fore and, like the continued violence
itself, are in need of different covering or distancing devices more suitable to or

determined by the particular later, and bloody ages, as we shall see.

By now though, totemism had almost completely given way; nonhumans no longer
defined the world, men defined animals. And, crucially, other animals were,

irrevocably it seems, lumped in with and as objectified nature, alongside plague,
tornado, flood, drought (as well as plants). Binary distinctions disallow placings

between culture and nature, except as symbols of breakdown.

Church Influence

By insisting on man’s immortal soul the new religion further enhanced the uniqueness
of humans in their unanimality and widened the gulf between them and all other,
soulless species. Christian influence on Roman culture, especially in the shape of the
sanctity of all human life, saw the end of gladiatorial combat, but not the end of
combat with animals. Dominant ancient Greek tradition found a place in
Christianity and the combined attitudes to animals prevailed in Europe at least
until the eighteenth century. Lacking the Old Testament’s intermittent injunctions
against wanton cruelty to animals, its non-speciesist vision of what was and what
will be again — the vegetarian ideal, the New Testament’s impression of
indifference towards other species cemented the path for some sixteen hundred years

of virtually uninhibited anthropocentrism in the Western world, a burden of legacy

animals carry today albeit in modified form.
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Middle Ages

The Middle Ages provide us with a colourful picture of human/nonhuman
relationships and attitudes. It is from here that much of our animal vocabulary
arose, at a time when language and behaviour in literature, pageants, public rituals
and criminal trials were dressed in animal symbolism. There is the sense that the
era’s human-nonhuman familiarity may have contained the seeds of development of
a more equal and benign relationship but we find, especially in the latter part of the

‘second” middle ages, between the dark ages and the Renaissance that, once again, a

different road is taken.

Aristotelian and Christian beliefs of the period took on a more functional,
hierarchical view of other species reinforced by a strong taxonomical trend based
upon the assumption of impassable theological, ethical and physical barriers
between humans and other animals. Pre-thirteenth century ecclesiastical lenience
towards pagan and animal cults was obliterated; animal-human familiarity
outlawed. To blur the boundaries was impure, a heresy against orthodox belief. As
the harmony of medieval Europe began to break apart due to plague, crop failure
and pestilence, the creation of a new order entailed the scapegoating ot the symbols
of disorder, symptomatic of the by now well-established orthodox inability to
distinguish between the symbolic and the material. It was during the Middle Ages,

when the universe was one of ‘hallucination’, the world ‘a symbolic forest peopled

with mysterious presences’ that

Europe was trying to create for itself a culture that would reflect a political and economic
plurality, dominated, true, by the paternal control of the church, which nobody called into
question, but also open to a new sense of nature, of concrete reality, of human individuality.

Organizational and productive processes were being rationalized: It was necessary to find the

techniques of reason. (Eco 1987: 260).

To this end, the achievement of St Thomas Aquinas was to synthesize
Aristotelianism and Christianity and, in allowing the reason of the former to enter
harmoniously into the latter’s culture, created a structure which, as Umberto Eco
points out, no revolutionary force has been able to shake from within. One could only

speak of it ‘from outside’ (Eco 1937 258). The fearsome Thomist dogma, which has
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changed more in degree than kind, provided the basis upon which the Inquisition
conducted its work in rooting out and destroying any heresy against this classic
humanocentrism. Even prior to the modern era we find here the institutionalization
of a “universalist’ morality, an enforcement of conformity, which persecutes not only
the different but also the different-thinking and different-living. The intolerance

shown toward those who would undermine falsehoods illustrates the pre-eminence

of belief over truth.

Rational humans existed for the sake of individual well-being, but nonhuman
animals existed for the sake of their species, intended by divine providence for
man’s use, any use, in the natural order. Animal ‘intelligence” was explained away

as merely God-given instinct and any proscription against cruelty to animals was
intended merely to minimize cruelty to humans, a strong echo of which we find in
Kant much later. In Christianizing what already had become the convenient
Aristotelian norm of exploiting ‘irrational’ creatures, Genesis 1: 29-30 and 9: 3 are
reduced by Aquinas to ‘the imperfect are there to serve the perfect’. Despite being

explicit that animals are sensitive to pain, there were no sins against them (Summa
Contra Gentiles, iii, 113 and Summa Theologica 1, 11, Q72, art. 4; see, e.g. Regan &
Singer 1989: 8, Clarke & Linzey 1990: 102-103, and Singer 1977: 202).

The road not taken this time is the one to which St Francis of Assisi had pointed. In
this we can also note the pre-Thomist introduction by Francis of the inconsistencies
and ambivalence of those who can be identified within a ‘bloodless’ tradition. His
almost pantheist line within Catholicism seems not to have enabled him, despite

his much celebrated concern for animals, to consider it immoral to kill them for food.
His beliefs were tied to orthodox cosmology — all had been made for humans. At
least, this is the interpretation that Peter Singer gives us, not surprisingly perhaps,
seeing what little time he has for organized religion (see Singer 1977: 193 and 197-
205). But Janet Barkas (1975: 65) tells us that although St Francis relied on the
words of Christ (in Luke) for guidance in making non-vegetarian rules for his Order:
‘Eat whatever is put before you’, for the man himself animal-eating was an

exception. Fish was a commonplace in the diet, however.

Natures, Cultures & Controls 28



Francis i1s perhaps a classic example not so much of bloodless culture but of its
potential and of the conflicting forces. His inconsistency and ambivalence, we can
suggest, are due not least to being caught within a two-culture tension. Francis's
compassion for other, brother and sister species from the same origin is pulled
against by dominant theology (in later cases the authority may change), the sheer
strength of this discourse, increasing greatly with Aquinas. (Many others of the time
held, for various reasons, that it was indeed ‘sinful for a man to kill dumb animals’
and it was this very bloodless culture ‘error’ of theirs which Aquinas was at pains to
refute). We shall see that history is littered with such representatives, but what
we can also note here is how hagiography generally and indeed apochrypha show
us again the pattern we noticed earlier with the first two elements of the Judeo-
Greco-Christian tradition — the downgrading of alternative potential. Or, as
Linzey & Cohn-Sherbok put it in their identification of the ‘positive resources’ of
the Jewish and Christian traditions for establishing animal welfare and rights,
how the alternative but no less authentic voices which indicate a ‘reversal of the
relationship of fear and enmity between humans and animals that appertains after

the Fall and the Flood” have been sidelined or silenced by instrumentalist readings

of the Scriptures (see Linzey & Cohn-Sherbok 1997: 13, 100)

[f our earlier transition had led to Aquinas, the next transitory period, leading into
the modern era, was to both consolidate the human supremacy myth he had mixed
from biblical and classical sources and to work variations on the theme; but also to

give light to bloodless culture in the minds, if not the deeds, of an increasing number.

Renaissance & Reformation

These twin initiatives furthered the process of transition from the medieval to the
modern and the shift in focus from God back to man; the rise of humanism. They
released intellectual forces, rediscovered classical Greek and Roman learning and
broke down Church dominance thus creating space for theological and secular
reflections, political theory, natural science and moral philosophy. It is during this

period also that a greater freedom of thought encourages the dissenting pro-animal
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voice. However, despite the Greek recognition of humans’ ‘descent’ from animals and

indeed the ability to live without killing, the search for an ideal system of culture-
civilization now meant man’s absolute separation from the ‘brutes’ in order to
enhance the dignity, value and potential of humans who were not animal at all,
such were their powers of reason. This also entailed further neglect and subjugation

of the emotions which have never since been able to command the kind of respect

that may be necessary for animals’ liberation to be achieved.

From the Middle Ages through the Renaissance, a period of great agricultural and
colonial expansion, Britain gained a reputation for gratuitous cruelty. Bull baiting,
bear baiting, dog fighting and cockfighting were commonplace. Royalty set the tone

with the slaughter of often specially herded or carted animals, and all this took

place within the embracing ideology of taming nature through cultivation, land
drainage and forest clearing. Nature, the wild, the wilderness was a sign of the
Devil (depicted as half animal, utilizing the horror of binary breakdown), a chaos

to be ordered.

The increased zeal to cultivate, domesticate and civilize was applied not solely to
‘nature’. Within the same process, human society, despite its new creed of
humanism, reinforced its hierarchical structure, and the poor, the unfortunate, the
insane, and many women and children were also excluded. As for animals on farms,
they (as even now) ‘... were a sort of inferior class, reassuring the humblest rural

worker that he was not at the absolute bottom of the social scale ... ” (Thomas 1983:

50).

Indeed, it may be said that by now, animals were not in the social scale at all,
having become objects as men became subjects. If it hadn't already been achieved,
the ambivalence of the Judeo-Christian inheritance — domination versus
stewardship — was now fully overcome, by dismissing the stewardship possibility.
[t wasn’t until the eighteenth century at least that it was fully restored in the
shape of welfarism. Animal liberation was later to try to take the

human/nonhuman issue to the other side of ambivalence.
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Unsurprisingly, there was an excessive reliance upon animal products during the
fifteenth to seventeenth centuries. Supported by medical advice, roast ‘beef’ becomes
a national symbol (Thomas 1983: 25). The conquest of nature and the cultivated,
civilized, social loftiness was, and still is to a large extent, celebrated and
symbolized in that dish; the cooked separating humans from the raw- ‘meat’-eating
animal. Through ritual, bloody culture seeks to have it both ways, to be both animal
and non-animal, natural and cultural. Ritual both bridges and covers the divide as

the very act of cooking cancels the ‘natural’ claim, though this is best left unsaid.

But, at the same time, there is also a greater shift in sensibility, in the self-
consciousness of bloody culture. As referred to earlier [p22], this is territory covered
by Ehas (1994) whose civilizing process, described in terms of the classical rather
than the romantic perspective, appears to relate only to the bloody-carnivorous
culture of early modernity. Elias deals with the post-medieval shift from ‘natural’
social hierarchy, matter of factness and non-embarrassment to the semi-urban courts
where ‘from the elements of the old nobility and partly from new rising elements, a
new aristocracy forms within a new social space, new functions and accordingly a
different emotional structure’ (Elias 1994: 177). Within this context, ot increasing
social division of labour, competing civilities and state monopolization of violence,
conflict becomes codified at the same time as other means than violence have now to
be utilized in procuring status. What emerges in this unplanned dynamic are
corresponding changes in manners. People depend on each other more. There is an

external and internal regulation of behaviour (see Elias 1994: 445).

Elias traces this repression and control of the affect structures of humans and society.
The process consists of bourgeois disgust, shame, fear and anxiety not just at
animality but of what others may think of one’s display of what they may construe
to be animal-like behaviour. There’s an increasing concealment of personal practice

and there is nothing ‘rational” about it; certain things are just ‘not done’, in public.

... people, In the course of the civilizing process, seek to suppress in themselves every
characteristic that they feel to be “animal”. They likewise suppress such characteristics in their

food. (Elias 1994: 98).
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[t seems that it is from after the Middle Ages that sentimentalism and a fantasy of

control through ritual set in to the civilizing process of bloody culture through this
steady move away from nature. The hunters’ and pastoralists’ unease has come to

the fore again and new strategies are deployed to evade it.

Modern oppositions to the collective delusions were about to be felt. Reformation
independence, a new era of ethical thought, permitted development of both anti-
and pro-animal sentiment — the former aided by Luther’s advocacy of sanctified
human tyranny, the latter aided materially by the introduction of new vegetables
and herbs from the New World, giving impetus to the greater possibility of dietary
change — a dialectical legacy notable ever since in the clash of escalating animal
use and increasing animal concern. In the sixteenth century, the oppositional culture
and animals found a new major champion, in the shape of Montaigne, who railed
against the ‘absurd arrogance’ humans showed towards animals and nature in
general. Although recognizing that cruelty to animals can indeed lead to cruelty to

humans, this was not quite the point, for there was:

... a certain respect, a general duty to humanity, not only to beasts that have life and sense, but
even to trees and plants. We owe justice to men, and graciousness and benignity to other
creatures ... there is a certain commerce and mutual obligation betwixt them and us. (Montaigne,

The Essays, quoted in Wynne-Tyson 1990: 316).

Helping to usher into the growing debate the heresy that humans were not at all

superior, Montaigne sailed close to the sin of theriophily:

Let him (who holds all other life to be brought into being for man’s sole use and pleasure) show
me, by the most skilful argument, upon what foundation he has built these excessive prerogatives
which he supposes himself to have over other existences ... Is it possible to imagine anything so
ridiculous as that this pitiful miserable creature, who is not even master of himself, exposed to
injuries of every kind, should call himself master and lord of the universe, of which, so far from
being lord of it, he knows but the smallest part? ... Who has given him this sealed charter? Let
him show us the ‘letters patent” of this grand commission. Have they been issued in favour of the

wise only? They affect but the few in that case. The fools and the wicked — are they worthy of so
extraordinary a favour, and being the worst part of the world, do they deserve to be pretferred to

all the rest? (Montaigne, The Essays, quoted in Wynne-Tyson 1990: 317).

[t is this second quotation which throws the difficulties of the first into relief. The

first hinted at orthodox culture/nature (including animals) distinction, the second
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revealing more clearly his radical intent, exposing the hollowness of the much
vaunted rationalism and the ‘natural’ order. But just as the potential which St
Francis and others represented was overtaken by Aquinas, Montaigne and similar
thinkers such as the vegetarian Leonardo da Vinci and the Utopians of Thomas
More, may have secured some kind of foothold had it not been for René Descartes
(and Thomas Hobbes) who, though rejecting the appeal to final causes and even
perhaps scriptural sanction for human ascendancy, legitimized for most people both
new and old forms of animal use. Not only this; they did it while giving birth to
modern philosophy and when the rationales for human domination of other animals

were shifting from the mythic, religious and metaphysical to the rational,

technical and scientific.

Within the context of rising capitalism and its need for new technologies, science
had become less contemplative and more applied, mathematical and instrumental.
The aim was to discover nature’s usable laws, its order. Science breaks down organic
nature into constitutive, observable, measurable, experimentable parts; it becomes
scientistic, the known becomes dominated by the knower, nature is devalued and

animals become utterly objectified (and see, e.g. Noske 1989: 53-54). Fusing the

science of mechanics with Christian doctrine, Descartes’ rationalist philosophy
could only see animals — having no language, souls or consciousness — as mere
automata. This denial of suftering not only provided an answer to the ancient
theological question of why, since they did not descend from Adam, God allowed

animals to suffer, but also absolved people from the suspicion of guilt when they ate
or killed them (Singer 1977: 208-209). This rationalized what had been done for
centuries but was also of more immediate utility 1n justitying the increasingly
widespread fashion for vivisection. The genius of the doctrine was that all objectors
looked suspect, questioning by implication if man himself had an immortal soul. No
less than Aristotle and Aquinas, Descartes gives us a clear indication of the

knowledge-belief-power nexus which determines what animals are or are not. As

Aquinas Christianized Aristotle, Descartes scientized Christianity.
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Secularly, more concerned with social order, and yet with the same results, it was,
for Thomas Hobbes, when all said and done, by the right of nature that man was
entitled to take those steps which he thought necessary for his preservation and
subsistence. Rejecting any notion of objective right and wrong, human rule reflected
merely the naked self-interest of the human species which exercised dominion as
hostility. The rule over other species rested solely on superior power. Or, as Spinoza
believed, civilization would be impossible if humanity acted justly towards nature.
And, still defending his stance by appeal to God’s ordinance, Samuel von Pufendorf
thought humans were in a permanent state of war with other animals and that
martial law was in force allowing humans to hurt or kill this enemy; God had
allowed this state of affairs to exist. The sense was still, genuinely or

disingenuously, that humans could not survive without being predators (Thomas

1983: 171, 299).

Changing conditions, such as the progress of natural science, the revolt against
authority, including the Church's, and the shift ‘trom status to contract’, opened up
the field, as we have seen from Montaigne but, as far as the human/nonhuman
relationship was concerned, these others closed it down again. Although the
Hobbesian ‘enlightenment’ brought ethics into the modern era by anthropologizing
religious accounts, once again animals were excluded from the embrace. There was to
be no Leviathan to protect animal interests, and the Hobbesian-Spinozan and even
Pufendorf philosophies are utilized in today’s arguments where animal use is tied to
a sense of order, and security. Cartesianism itself has enjoyed a fine heyday, its
dead hand still noticeable in the exclusive dualism which still determines the
epistemology underlying animal use and, more specifically, in behavioural
experiments on animals. Vivisection laboratory vernacular (see, e.g. Birke & Smith
1995) betrays a modern day allegiance to the doctrine as well as serving to distance
scientists from the facts which disprove it, its deafening and blinding eftects
contributing to animal ‘invisibility’. These philosophies, redolent ot anxiety and

the need for control, combine to yield the paradox; the necessary nothingness of

animals.
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Although moral scruples had hitherto failed to gain much ground due to their
incompatibility with the direction in which society continued to move, they were
beginning to find allies in unexpected quarters. As Keith Thomas tells us, the brutal
realism of the nature-as-slaughterhouse view was to conflict with the principles of
benevolence and good nature to which it later became customary to pay lip service.
Building on the Renaissance and Reformation, the combination of factors in the
succeeding years gave rise to the beginnings of a cultural shift and an increasing

concern over how other animals were treated by the human.

Into Light

Although still strongly defended, allied to the scientific revolution's further taming
of nature, from the seventeenth century onwards the wanton killing of and cruelty to
animals came under increasing attack. Oppositional voices were informed by the

combined or discrete concerns of anti-mechanism, justice, suffering, similitude,

natural history, theology, duty and the reappraisal of nature and society.

Cartesianism had itself been in part a reaction to what other forms of science were
finding out. New knowledge of the wider context, whereby humans began to look less
significant, served to puncture speciesist vanity within a steady decentring process.
Astronomers had revealed that the earth was not the centre of the universe and it
became more apparent that there was a lot more out there than humans knew about.
Millions of bacteria had been identitied, all indifferent to human existence.
Explorers found uninhabited parts of the world where forms of life had no known
human use, species had come and gone long before humans had appeared, and
biblical chronology had been found to be wildly inaccurate — the earth was much

older than scripture had allowed.

The destruction of the old anthropocentric illusion was thus begun by astronomers, botanists
and zoologists. It was completed by the students of geology. (Thomas 1983: 163).

And if science showed that humans were not at the centre, humans could only give

meaning to everything if they, through objective knowledge, controlled it and gave

it a meaning and purpose. In this shift from the geocentric to the egocentric is the
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transition from an understanding of nature legitimized by a traditional faith to one
based on scientific research (see Elias 1994: 209). But Descartes’ and others” attempts
at this form of control and the maintenance of human status was not without an

opposition which did not attempt to restore mastery.

some thirty years after Descartes’ death, the vegetarian Thomas Tryon was
probably the first to introduce the word ‘rights’ (“natural’ rather than acquired) in

the nonhuman context. His ‘fowls of heaven’ complained:

But tell us, O Men! We pray you to tell us what injuries have we committed to forfeit? What laws
have we broken, or what cause given you, whereby you can pretend a right to invade and violate
our part, and natural rights, and to assault and destroy us, as if we were the aggressors, and no
better than thieves, robbers and murderers, fit to be extirpated out of creation? (Tryon, The

Countryman’s Companion, quoted in Magel 1989: 73).

And, ironically, it was the findings of vivisection that helped the animal case.
Voltaire was appalled not only at the cruelty but at the rationalistic poverty of

mind:

There are some barbarians who will take this dog, that so greatly excels man in capacity for
friendship, who will nail him to a table and dissect him alive, in order to show you his veins and
nerves. And what you then discover in him are all the same organs of sensation that you have in
yourself. Answer me, mechanist, has Nature arranged all the springs of feeling in this animal to
the end that he might not feel? Has he nerves that he may be incapable of suffering? (Voltaire,

Philosophical Dictionary, quoted in Wynne-Tyson, 1990: 557).

Montaigne would have approved of both thinkers. Weight was added by Rousseau’s
rediscovery of nature and, like Porphyry, his promotion of human-nonhuman
similitude and kinship rather than the presupposed moral significance of
difference. Our duty to animals derived from the shared sentiency. His idealised
concept of the noble savage at one with nature has more than an echo ot St Francis,
and served as a counterpoint to Hobbes’s ‘war’. Rousseau had also recognized that
although civilization had been founded upon domesticated animal labour it was the
coincidental possession of cultivated land which demanded laws and which
together led to civilization's corrupting influences. He also shows us the two culture
divide in the way he works against the sociogenic repression of drives and impulses
traced by Elias and, like Francis and many other oppositional voices, shows too the
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internal and external two culture tensions. Rousseau was no vegetarian whilst his

utopia was and would be.

The late seventeenth century and the century that followed were Increasing the site
of conflict between sympathy and exploitation. Although Britain was still
considered by many foreigners to be a cruel nation, the roll call of emerging (albeit
mostly part-time) humanitarians was impressive: Johnson, Pope, Woolman, Paley,

James Thomson, Burns, Blake, Cowper, Wordsworth, Coleridge, Southey, Addison,
oteele and, perhaps above all, Shelley, as vegetarian as his utopia4. This uprising

of ‘unacknowledged legislators’ (and other notables, vegetarians such as John
Oswald and the ‘eccentric’ Joseph Ritson) was a marked reaction against the dark
side of enlightenment. That laws against animal cruelty began to be debated and
implemented later is perhaps echoed in Freud’s ‘Wherever I've been I have found a
poet has been there before me’. Theologians speaking out against orthodox teaching
Included James Granger, John Wesley, and Humphrey Primatt who, in
contradistinction to Aquinas, argued in his A Dissertation on the Duty of Mercy and

the Sin of Cruelty to Brute Animals (1776) that cruelty was atheism (see, e.g. Linzey
& Regan 1989: 127-130 and Linzey & Cohn-Sherbok 1997: 9).

Such figures and many others can be listed as part of the growing chorus of
opposition to the rigid ontological separation of humans and other animals. But, in
shifting the ground from metaethics to normative ethics, in a time of natural rights
doctrine and within the swelling reaction against Cartesianism, it is perhaps
Jeremy Bentham’s individual influence which has been most enduring.
Utilitarianism — with an inclusion of nonhuman pleasure and pain — was to lay
behind much of later animal liberation philosophy and campaigning. Like Primatt,
Bentham compared the status of animals in Britain with that of human slaves in

other countries, arguing that supposed or real difference was not sufficient cause to

deny them certain rights:

The day may come when the rest of the animal creation may acquire those rights which never
could have been withholden from them but by the hand of tyranny. The French have already
discovered that the blackness of skin is no reason why a human being should be abandoned
without redress to the caprice of a tormentor. It may one day come to be recognized that the
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number of the legs, the villosity of the skin, or the termination of the os sacrum are reasons
equally insufficient for abandoning a sensitive being to the same fate. What else is it that should
trace the insuperable line? Is it the faculty of reason, or perhaps the faculty of discourse? But a

full-grown horse or dog is beyond comparison a more rational, as well as a more conversable
animal, than an infant of a day or a week or even a month, old. But suppose they were otherwise,
what would it avail? The question is not, Can they reason? nor Can they talk? but, Can they

suffer? (Bentham 1960: 142).

Albeit not alone, Bentham had put sentience firmly into the liberation debate. As
others have commented, the philosophical underpinning made non-instrumental
Interaction with ‘nature” more socially acceptable, and began the reversion of
animals back from objects to subjects. The old criterion had been rationality, the
‘new’ competing one was the capacity to suffer pain, an issue more important to
Bentham than killing. Indeed, what we get alongside utilitarianism’s ‘strength’ is
the paradox of valuing animal suffering but not animal life itself — utilitarianism
has difficulty in opposing ‘painless’ killing (a difficulty shared by the non-

vegetarian Primatt) — and the emphasis on legal rather than natural rights.

Nevertheless, whilst Renaissance men, the majority non-Leonardo types, saw their
increased civility in their distance from and their indifference to animals, by
Bentham's time the difference between refinement and vulgarity was based to a
large extent on one's attitude and behaviour towards animals themselves. This too
seems to mark a significant shift away from, although significantly not entirely
outside of, the Eliasian process of bloody culture in which we find Kant reinforcing
the instrumentalist line — animals are ‘things’ to be used as mere means to man’s
end. Actions only possessed moral worth when duty was done for its own sake, but
the duty was to man. Animals have no moral status, except that kind treatment of

them was necessary lest cruelty to beasts lead to cruelty to humans, a theory still to

underpin much of the ensuing legislation in the nineteenth century.

The debate over rights and human duties — either as a direct duty to God and
humans and thereby indirectly to animals, or direct, that as animals were sentient
like humans they had a right to be treated with consideration — was eventually

narrowed down to virtually the same thing, a kinder exploitation to suit the greater

refinement and civility of the age; an enlightened speciesism.
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Consolidations, Codifications & ‘Synthesis’

Up until now what we have been able to trace is a kind of heavily weighted
dialectical process: domination/stewardship; sacrificial feasts/end of bloody
sacrifice; Aristotle/Pythagoras-Plutarch-Porphyry; Aquinas/Saint Francis;
Descartes-Hobbes-Pufendorf/Tryon-Montaigne-Voltaire; Kant/Bentham, and so on.
In the nineteenth century both sides gained ground and strength and we can see how
four major developments — of legislation, the (R)SPCA, the Vegetarian Society and

anti-vivisection — suggest both a coming together and a new or continued separation.

In an increasingly secular and theological-reformist world a combination of factors
had constituted considerable weight against animal exploitation. The ‘war’ was
over. Humans no longer needed to subjugate nature and fend off the wild.
Additionally, there was a certain stability and sense of security about England
represented not least by its Empire, industrial wealth and Victoria’s reign.
Typically British ‘animal loving” royalty and aristocracy were emulated in an
increasingly class-conscious society. And Thomas (1983: 301) suggests that
urbanization and industrialization saw animals becoming less of a production process
feature and, through the consequent physical remoteness of the individual from
(farmed) animals, and from reliance on their economic value, town folk were
familiar with them more as pets. The close relationships formed with companion
animals who became part of the family fostered not only a greater though vague and
still confused affection for other species, but a deeper appreciation of their
character, abilities, emotions, individuality (Serpell 1986 and Jasper & Nelkin
1992, for instance, place great store by the compassion- and justice-inducing function
of pets in the past and in the future, though a great many in the UK movement today

demur). On top of this, Darwin problematized humans’ relationship with other

animals.

However, what we must not overlook, and in contrast to (or in extension of) Thomas's
account, is that many of the worst cruelties were inflicted within an urban

environment, in vivisection, fashion and on draught horses, as Richard D Ryder
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(1989: 151) tells us. The point for us is what Hilda Kean (1998: 30-34) notes, the
abundance of animals living in, worked in and herded through cities in the early
nineteenth century, and the important role of sight in developing the relationship
between a new sensibility seeing ill-treatment and creating change. After all, the
success of early anti-cruelty legislation was to rely not just on framing it in terms of
private property but also on the protection of those very animals who were being
cruelly treated publicly. And opposition to vivisection came also from those who
had by now come to ‘know” and appreciate the very kinds of animal, e.g. dogs as

pets, who were being used in laboratories, many of them being stolen for the purpose

(see Kean 1998: 98).

Legislation
Legislative attempts in the early nineteenth century to ban bull baiting and similar

activities — though leaving ruling class legislators' bloodsports intact — appeared

to be more concerned with stopping poor, disorderly folk being distracted from their
work. This has been made much of (by, for instance, Tester 1991; see Chapter 5 here)
as an anti-working class, anti-revolution, pro-stability measure, thus sitting well
with a view of the town as a symbol of moral decline. But this is rather simplistic;
genuine animal concern and the pull of bloodless culture cannot be so easily written
off. There is the dual nineteenth century concern with both control and progress to
consider, and there is, after all, a nice distinction between the ‘ruling class’ pursuits
of hunting-shooting-fishing of ‘free’ animals (sporting chance) and the ‘rabble’
setting captive animals upon one another (though irrelevant to liberationists
today). The anti-working class theme is also weakened when we are reminded of
Richard Martin’s (see below) claim that this charge was an insult to the working
classes who were thus assumed to be inherently cruel or had nothing better to do, and
when we recognize aristocratic involvement in ‘working class’ sports such as
cockfighting and dogfighting. Bull baiting was also defended on the grounds that it
inspired courage, nobleness of sentiment and elevation of mind, according to George
Canning. On 25 April 1800, and working further against the notion that such
measures were a ruling class conspiracy, The Times denounced Pulteney’s ultimately
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