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ONE

ADVENTURES WITH HARAWAY

For academics interested in contemporary feminist theory and cultural studies, Donna Haraway is a key figure and one of the more original and challenging theorists of the twenty-first century. Her standing in feminist science studies and cybercultural studies in particular is attested to by the continual reprinting of her work in anthologies on bodies, technologies, and knowledges. Much of her reputation flows from that iconic and well-traveled text, the “Manifesto for Cyborgs,” written over twenty-five years ago.

There exists, however, a striking disparity between Haraway’s reputation and her standing as a contemporary theorist, seen most obviously in the surprising lack of book-length critical studies of her work.1 This book aims to address the lack of critical studies of Haraway and, in particular, to foreground Haraway’s importance for contemporary feminist theories and interdisciplinary thought and practice more generally. We argue that the ongoing fascination with and reproduction of the cyborg has overshadowed other crucial aspects of Haraway’s work in the last twenty-five years and has “disciplined” the reception and uptake of her work in ways that sometimes run counter to her own transdisciplinary practices. To gesture beyond the cyborg means to examine the broader trajectories of Haraway’s work and their implications and possibilities for a range of feminist (and not only) research projects. In so doing, we aim to disturb the default position that the cyborg—or at least a particular, limited reading of this figure—is Haraway’s most significant contribution to contemporary theory, in order to provide a more complex, historically situated account of Haraway’s relation to Western political thought broadly speaking.

The book thus follows Haraway’s own lead in resituating the cyborg as a minor member of the “companion species” family—Haraway’s latest favored figure for “exploding” our conventional stories of the subjects/objects/worlds of human and nonhuman others. At the same time (despite Haraway’s own insistence on the specificities of historical contingency), we also see a need to revisit some of her earlier work, which has received little attention outside of feminist science studies—texts we see as central to many of the key debates in contemporary feminist thinking.

In terms of audience, our aim with this book is twofold: first to encourage engagements with Haraway’s broader theoretical and methodological insights across a range of readers and communities; second—and most crucially—to affirm the truly transdisciplinary potential of her work by exploring its relevance to multiple strands of feminist theory and political philosophy generally rather than specific concerns within feminist science studies. We are interested not only in tracing omissions and misappropriations in surrounding discourses but also in working through the productive possibilities of theorizing “with” Haraway as we think through contemporary epistemological, ecological, and political questions.

On Adventure

“I feel that I have written the same paper twenty times,” writes Haraway in the introduction to The Haraway Reader (Haraway 2004:2). But which paper was it? If in fact it is the “Manifesto for Cyborgs,” also known as “The Cyborg Manifesto,” that she has written over and over again, are the humanities not justified in their obsessive reprinting of the piece to the exclusion of her other texts? Perhaps it is some other paper that she keeps writing, and the humanities are missing the point completely as they canonize the cyborg. Or perhaps the paper she has written twenty times exists only ideally, in the space between the actual essays cited and recited in scholarship. This, after all, is the interminable task of the commentator: to chase down that paper, the one the thinker has been writing over and over, the one just peeking through the blinds of the actual writings and waiting for articulation, illumination.

Despite our polemical references to misappropriations and limited readings, we are not after the truth of Haraway. Given the complexity, radical connectivism, and multivalency of her work, a study such as this cannot presume to provide a coherent, exhaustive view of it. Indeed, in contrast to the overview of Haraway’s work provided by Joseph Schneider (2005), we envisage this book as a snapshot of some of the ways we are motivated by Haraway’s theories, writings, and methods. Rather than a hermeneutic of fidelity, we strive to live up to the one Haraway demands of her own reading and writing—a hermeneutic of adventure. Our book is, categorically, not an example of the “correct” way to read Haraway or an attempt to rewrite her into a stable of canonical feminist theorists. On the contrary, it springs from the excitement and inspiration we, as feminist scholars from different multidisciplinary backgrounds (but sharing passions for science studies, science fiction, democracy, and sustainable multispecies relations), have found in reading and talking about Haraway’s work. We attempt to trace some of those theoretical engagements here, placing her texts in different theoretical contexts (narrative theory, queer theory, standpoint epistemology, radical democratic theory, and critical studies of science fiction) and reporting on the possibilities. We focus on aspects of her work that have been backgrounded during what Zoe Sofoulis calls the “cyberquake,”2 most notably: her approach to “naturecultures” and careful mediation between constructivism and commitment to the material; her attention to critical storytelling and “risky reading” as central to feminist methodology; her critique of feminist standpoint theories and the alternative offered by the notion of situated knowledges; her contributions to democratic theory and the central role of the nonhuman other—as empirical fact and discursive construct—in the formulation of the political future. Each chapter is an adventure with one aspect of the material/semiotic assemblage that is Haraway the critic/theorist/biologist/feminist/historian/humorist/ironic storyteller/sportswriter/dog trainer. These are not separate identities or modes of address that can be dearticulated, and one of the challenges we face as we read/write “with” Haraway is staying true to her commitment to all these modes simultaneously.

Thus, while each chapter foregrounds a particular theme or aspect of her work, we acknowledge that here, as in Haraway’s work, they are not so easily segregated. Connections and repetitions exist between and across the chapters, just as these themes intertwine and recur in Haraway’s oeuvre, in some ways forming a single complex ongoing story—that one paper constantly rewritten. For, as Goodeve, Schneider, and we ourselves all note, there are key concerns, questions, and themes that are present from her very earliest articles. Indeed, her little-cited or republished 1991 article, “Otherworldly Conversations,” provides a useful marker of long-lived concerns, such as nature, primatology, science fiction (SF), animal stories, science studies, ecofeminism, and queer theory, and already refers to companion species (in Haraway 2004:134) and tales of obedience training with her dogs. A “confessional piece” (Haraway 2004:4), “Otherworldly,” apart from its brevity, could usefully be considered a primer for Haraway, arguably more so than the “Manifesto for Cyborgs.”

On “Us”

Our conversations about Haraway revealed a shared sense of discomfort with various dislocations and relocations of her arguments. In particular, we became interested in the ways some characteristics of her work are cordoned off or refigured in certain instances. For example, a simplistic notion of Haraway as postmodern or posthumanist theorist has tended to obscure her complicated mediation between social constructivism, relativism, and materialism and indeed her own challenges to the terms postmodernism and posthumanism. Similarly, her commitment to science fiction as story, reading strategy, and tool for theory is taken seriously by very few critics. And she has yet to be read as a theorist of radical democracy, in spite of the rich consequences of her recent “companion species” work for discussions of political hospitality and democratic communities that do not reduce “others” to “us.” Adventures with Haraway, then, also involve exploring the methodological challenges, the pleasures and pitfalls, of reading “with”: with Haraway, with each other, and with the canons we have inherited. This constitutes an interdiscursive exploration that also means learning how to responsibly read “against,” as we discovered in the process of having our book proposal reviewed: our desire to move beyond the cyborg in this book arises from particular located engagements with Haraway’s work (and indeed each other), a perspective that will not and should not necessarily elicit immediate assent from all readers.

Our relationship as fellow adventurers has unfolded entirely in cyberspace, over e-mail, on wikis, on Skype, even on Facebook. We met in the course of an edited book project about SF, science, and science studies (Grebowicz 2007) and realized that we had been thinking with and through Haraway’s work along related lines for years before. A messy and polyvocal collaboration became first possible, then necessary, despite the fact that living on opposite sides of the globe meant we might in fact never meet. Grebowicz, Polish immigrant and product of American public education, is based in New York City, holds a teaching position in Baltimore, but finished the manuscript as a research fellow in Edinburgh. She is trained in and works on Continental philosophy, but devotes a lot of time to literary translation and feminist theory. She wrote her “bits,” as Merrick calls them, in a lovely flat down the street from a castle above which a giant moon was suspended by late afternoon, as winter in the northern hemisphere, especially as far north as Scotland, means unusually short, wet days and long, cold nights. At the same time, summer in the southern hemisphere means that Merrick’s Western Australian landscape formed a radically different backdrop, as she wrote from one of the most isolated cities in the world, where the temperature routinely passes the 100 degree mark. A first-generation Anglo-Australian whose parents emigrated from Northern England, she has spent all her life in Perth (apart from three years living, coincidentally, in Edinburgh in sight of the castle). Merrick’s training in and passion for women’s history and feminist theory found expression within studies of science fiction and, latterly, her teaching in Internet studies, cyberculture, and research on feminist science studies.

Together we form a very particular collective feminist identity and understanding—at once fairly typical but also not entirely traditional in the academic sense. We are both white, middle-class, fairly junior female academics. Born respectively in the 1960s and 1970s, on opposite sides of the world, our experiences of and locations within academic education and work have been significantly different. One of us works within the major locus of critical theory, namely philosophy, while the other publishes most of her research in a minor branch of cultural criticism. One of us works within a system where chasing tenure means frequent and often disruptive geographical dislocations, while the other faces different dislocations in writing time due to the demands of balancing teaching and supervision with the care of children, chickens, and too large a garden. One became a feminist in her early twenties as a direct result of university education. The other considers herself a slightly “feral” feminist, having read much of the canon on her own while already in her first teaching job at an urban, open-admissions university in direct response to the needs of her students. We both read and enjoy science fiction. We have also both been professional musicians at various points in our lives.

These stories of personal location are not merely incidental or a touristy tale of our cybernetically enabled writing partnership. These experiences, and the ways they are reinforced or diffracted as we write and think together, are both marked by and help inflect the way that “theory” and/or feminist academic work continues to be produced and circulated in the world of academe.

On “Beyond”

There are multiple “beyonds” at work in this book, at least two of which require thematizing. The task of going beyond the cyborg is not one of simply including the texts and concepts that may have been overlooked in the course of the development of certain trends and trajectories in feminism. It is not a matter of leaving the cyborg behind and moving on to something else, something new. Instead, each chapter in this book offers alternative scholarly architectures in which to continue to read the cyborg, taking it beyond itself so that it may become newly relevant. We are motivated by a different project than the one Evan Selinger takes for granted in his own thematization of the problems associated with the cyborg becoming canonical: “Due to the tendencies of metaphors to sediment once popularized, metaphorical reification can achieve lasting power. In this way sedimentation can lead to institutionalization, ritualization, and the objectification of research possibilities.… Now that Haraway’s ‘cyborg’ language … [is] a sedimented feature of science studies, it remains to be seen whether or not future research benefits from being inspired by these guiding motifs” (Ihde and Selinger 2003:158). Our task is precisely not to check the benefits (or lack thereof) that result from this sedimentation, but instead to argue for and hopefully effect a desedimentation of this figure, putting it to “work” in ways that are more central to current feminist (and not only) concerns.

Another “beyond” is the one implied in our use of the formulation “feminist (and not only).” One of our tasks is to outline ways in which Haraway’s recent work is important for political philosophies and liberatory projects beyond those that are clearly identifiable as feminist, and it is in chapter 3 that we most self-consciously point to possibilities of reading her as a theorist of democracy not limited to feminist concerns. But this “beyond” is particularly troubling. The use of the word “limited” here is immediately at least potentially inflected with the traditional hierarchy in which feminism takes a backseat or side seat to the more serious (because of its fantasies of universality) work the boys of political philosophy are doing.3 For many feminists, avoiding such inflections has meant a refusal to engage with political philosophy beyond feminism and just sticking to the work that needs doing in our own “club.” But if the aim is to show that Haraway’s work is important not only for feminist thought, but for political/liberatory projects in general, this cannot be our answer. This particular beyond, as it functions in this book, raises the problem of boundaries between feminist and nonfeminist liberatory projects, of their political belonging and functioning, especially in academia. Such boundaries and attempts at circumscription are themselves situated, noninnocent, nonneutral and always “at work,” something to keep in mind as we take stock of the way in which Haraway has been appropriated and disciplined in various feminist and nonfeminist contexts. Who demarcates discursive boundaries, who circumscribes, and under what authority? What are the pains and pleasures of being excluded, omitted, rejected, and what are the advantages and costs of getting to play with the big boys—and girls?

And finally, there is the function of the beyond in Haraway’s work itself. She is arguably one of the central thinkers of the beyond of our times. What is the meaning of going beyond feminism if, in the Harawayan schema, feminism is itself the ultimate thinking of beyonds and elsewheres (Haraway 2004:1)? What is the meaning of going beyond the cyborg if the latter is a figure of possibility and nonutopian, productive crisis? Not only, as we show, has she consistently written “with” discourses like queer theory and science fiction, discourses actively and self-consciously committed to an orientation beyond what there is to bodies, technologies, sexualities, and communities that could be, but, as chapter 4 shows, she makes elsewhere a technical term, a signifier for what motivates or ought to motivate thought and action in general, an ethic. She is of course also a committed thinker of the here and now, of material situation and historical contingency. Her investment in the value of owning one’s own location should not be confused with an ecological fetishization of the local, however. “It is important to understand that situatedness doesn’t necessarily mean place; so standpoint is perhaps the wrong metaphor. Sometimes people read ‘Situated Knowledges’ in a way that seems to me a little flat; i.e., to mean merely what your identifying marks are and literally where you are, whereas what I mean to emphasize is the situatedness of the situated. In other words it is a way to get at the multiple modes of embedding that are about both space and place” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:71). Situatedness and the elsewhere turn out to be epistemologically and metaphysically related, both metaphors of place and space formulated against a simple notion of place and fantasies of the innocence of “the local” as constructed in eco-activist discourses. The cyborg is a figure in which situatedness makes possible adventures with the beyond, in a temporal/spatial (historico-geographico-technoscientifico-cultural) event Haraway calls the globalization of the world. “Temporalities intertwine with particular spatial modalities and cyborg spatialization seems to be less about ‘the universal’ than ‘the global.’ The globalization of the world, of ‘planet Earth’ is a semiotic-material production of some forms of life rather than others. The cyborg lifeforms that inhabit the recently congealed planet Earth—the whole Earth of eco-activist and green commodity catalogs—gestated in a historically specific technoscientific womb” (Haraway 1997:12). The cyborg’s “global” is not the philosopher’s “universal.” The latter offers no possibility of thinking situatedness, while the global is precisely space/place/time/situation. Commitment to other-worldliness becomes possible under conditions of globalization-assituatedness. Feminisms invested in the cyborg figure have yet to fully articulate its role as both thriving inhabitant of and intervention in this particular social/scientific/political imaginary.

On Theory

For teachers designing curricula, students grappling with theory and academic administrators attempting to measure the “worth” of intellectual activity, academic “names” are, simply, easier to deal with than complex, historically situated conversations between and across various disciplines or “communities of practice.”4 Haraway has, quite remarkably (and in many ways in direct contradiction to her own practices) become such a “name,” despite the fact that she has worked in problematic intersections of various theory/practice communities that would seem to have precluded such notice: doing science within the humanities, feminism within science and theory, science studies within feminism, and so on. She is “one of the premier feminist science theorists of our generation” (Lederman 2002:164); a “path-breaking feminist philosopher of science” (Peterson 2008:609); and “one of the rare feminist writers to be accorded the status of author, quoted and named by both feminist and non-feminist writers” (Sofoulis 2003:63). The Cyborg Manifesto is considered by some “the central theoretical statement” of the field called cultural studies of science (Wolfe 2003:2). When giving the 2002 Rothschild Lecture in the History of Science at Harvard, she was introduced as being “just about as famous as it is possible to be within the academy” (cited in Schneider 2005:22–23). Leaving aside possible disparities between “fame” and institutionally authorized “influence,” these accolades signal a certain particularity in the sphere of her impact—not just feminism, but a feminism intrinsically interested in science and, beyond feminist interests, the field of social and/or cultural studies of science. At the same time, it is undeniable that she has achieved considerable status as a contemporary theorist more generally, arguably due to the way her cyborg figure has been taken up in debates and disciplines beyond feminist theory (and consequently often decoupled or stripped of its feminist intentions).

But if Haraway is a game changer, what is the new game to which her work invites us? Pinning her down becomes complicated by her fame or acknowledged presence as a theorist or critic of note in a number of fields, which obscures important local histories of theoretical and political contests, engagements, rapprochements, (mis)judgments, (mis)representations, and very high emotional, personal, and institutional stakes. Haraway herself provides examples of the ways in which the trend to canonization or generalization of certain approaches do damage to the more complex genealogies of theoretical and critical production and coalition. For example, while Haraway is now easily located as part of the broad church of science studies, her work developed alongside rather than as an integral part of the work by authors who have become canonized as the core of the field. As she comments, “I didn’t really primarily identify as a science studies person. I identified primarily as a feminist” with a lineage traversing “Science for the People, The Boston Women’s Health Collective, the re-reading of Marx around nature” (Schneider 2005:126). This is not where the academic malestream of science studies comes from and is why Haraway gets “very angry at the lineages that foreground science studies as the boys and their places” (127). As she explains,


I have a kind of annoyed relationship with some of the canonized versions of the history of science studies which go like this: “well, there was this in Edinburgh, there was that in Paris, and whatever.” You know, in that narrative of science studies people like me and my buddies are always hard to incorporate. Because we are not part of that other story in that way of telling it, and they do not know our story. They do not know it as an academic story, and they do not know it as a political story. It is a different history. So after I was already doing what I now call feminist techno-science studies, I read people like, for example, Bruno Latour. So Latour and other authors, which figure prominently in the canonized version of the history of STS, were not the origin in my story; they came after other events. And they do not get this! That there is a whole other serious genealogy of technoscience studies.

(Haraway 2004:339)



Part of this problem arises from the ways that critical theory and influence are commonly constituted in contemporary Western academe. Geographical, institutional, disciplinary, and generational positionings impact access to certain forums for publication and circulation in a way that actively inflects and disciplines the kinds of feminist knowledge and academic work that gets published and cited. The “politics of publication,” as Katie King terms it (1994:2) is an important, if rarely considered factor in the critical theory machine and its role in making or breaking academic careers.

Citation practices (and publishing and classifying systems) in critical theory tend to rely on a system that must relate inspiration, reworkings, and references back to foundational “names” in contemporary philosophy, theory, and in particular postmodern theory: Foucault, Derrida, sometimes Lyotard, and more recently Deleuze. The situation of feminist theory within such a system is doubly complicated by the way it seeks both to navigate and contest various aspects of this story while participating in its general construction. Clare Hemmings, like King, has pointed to the problematic way feminist theory has come to narrate its past as a story of progression from flawed explanations to more enlightened understanding (Hemmings 2005). In this story certain names come to stand as signals of feminisms’ accomplishment in this regard—whereby Judith Butler, Gayatri Spivak, and Haraway come to figure as the “saviors” of feminism from a less theoretically sophisticated (and thus politically suspect) past. The reliance on such “feminist stars” is problematic in a number of ways, not least because (as King and others have argued earlier) of the way it simplifies the messy historicity of feminist engagements within and across numerous fields. It also obscures the extent to which these theorists have been in dialogue with various threads of feminist theory and thinking over their academic lifetimes and instead often locate their inspiration solely from male theorists, rather than other feminist thinkers who have not become canonized or whose work is condemned along with the “essentialiast” seventies or the “identity politics” of the eighties. Although not often discussed in abstract musings on what makes or counts as theory, the practices of citation and classification are absolutely central in the making of such genealogies and histories. The pressure of these systems to constantly relate back to foundational (male) theorists in order to demonstrate one’s theoretical proficiency and literacy results in the academic star system in which a few names stand in for decades (if not centuries) of intellectual and political struggle as well as collaboration. Yet as Haraway shows, and as all of her work clearly demonstrates, her influences are multiple, varied, and numerous. Her conversations with theorists such as Foucault and Derrida are acknowledged, but they form only a fraction of the enormously complicated, caring, and responsible web of influence and conversation signaled by her copious and unusually detailed notes and acknowledgments. In this world, although generally hailed as desirable, multidisciplinary work is still fraught—as Haraway knows only too well: “Interdisciplinarity is risky” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:46). Haraway’s relentless pursuit of interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary understandings is set against the deeply divisive structures of our education and publishing institutions, where “people literally don’t see the very similar analytical apparatuses at work in what are supposedly totally different domains” (46).5

Haraway’s take on feminist theory is always already interdisciplinary, as much of her work and approach in critical science studies was, she says, “learned in a large measure from feminism” (Schneider 2005:142). Thus Haraway’s “feminism” always comes with a series of modifiers: left/socialist, antiracist, and materialist. This is because “the category work of gender is never alone” but is complexly, mutually implicated with categories such as race, nationality, class, and even species: “All of those issues have led feminist theorists to be writing about all sorts of things that at first blush don’t look like topics in feminist theory, but are. The sensibilities of feminist theory are brought to those other topics, and those other topics turn out to be at the heart of things to do with positioning, insistence of gender, sexuality, species being” (Haraway quoted in Schneider 2005:131–32).

One of the other aspects that makes Haraway’s brand of feminist theorizing hard to pin down, and thus difficult to center as primary in any particular theoretical tradition or canon, is the very different way she thinks about and “does” theory. As she comments in conversation with Schneider, for some people her work is incoherent: “there is no argument here. There is no bottom line” (Haraway quoted in Schneider 2005:143). On the contrary, her work is, indeed “full of arguments,” but instead “the structure of the thing as a whole is insisting that none of these arguments finally dominates the whole” (Haraway quoted in Schneider 2005:143). This is a very different creature from the critical theory or philosophy many of us learn in universities or are encouraged to produce in peer-reviewed publications, where argument and combative deconstruction are key.6 In contrast, Haraway values heterogeneity, antiholism, and recognition of contradictions—goals that mean her work requires holding onto many different layers of stories, bodies, and tropes (Schneider 2005:142–43). Consequently, as Schneider notes, those seeking certainty and clear category boundaries will find her work difficult and frustrating: “In worlds where the reduction of arguments and understandings to simplicity (which some call ‘elegance’) and/or quick readings congenial to ‘rigorous’ scientific realism and correspondence theories of truth are valued, Haraway is indeed very hard, as she herself might put it, to digest” (Schneider 2005:158). In other words, the way Haraway works means it is “imposible for the bottom line to be one single statement” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:105).

In concert with this plurality and complexity comes a refusal of the universal, of abstraction, which Haraway recognizes makes her “unusual” in academe: “I have an extremely non-abstract consciousness, pretty nearly an allergy to abstraction,” a trait she attributes to her Catholic sensibility (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:107). What becomes clear here is how much certain portions of the academy assume theory must equal generalization, abstraction, and the opposite of praxis. It is again something that makes it hard to read Haraway as a traditional theorist, since what is crucial in her work is process and relationality, not product or result: Haraway does not produce theory, she does theory, and she does it, as Goodeve notes, always through “concrete worldly examples” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:108). The emphasis on doing or praxis can be read as a sort of antitheory stance. Selinger, for example, reads Haraway’s relationship to imagination as evidence that she is not a philosopher, because in her work “imagination is not something to be philosophically interrogated, but rather pragmatically deployed” (Ihde and Selinger 2003:158). However, this position does not allow for the possibility that the emphasis on pragmatic deployment is already a critical position, arrived at by theoretical work and defensible in theoretical terms. Haraway’s interest in praxis, livability, and concreteness is not a turn away from theory but a position on what theory is in the service of, one she is able to defend even as she relies on the pragmatic deployment of the imagination in those very defenses: “Its almost like my examples are the theories. Again it’s that my sense of metaphor is drawn from literal biological examples and my theories are not abstractions. If anything, they are redescriptions. So if one were going to characterize my way of theorizing, it would be to redescribe, to redescribe something so that it becomes thicker than it first seems” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:108).

Metaphor functions in Haraway’s work as way of gesturing to “complex wholes and complex processes,” rather than an understanding of form that works by “breaking it down to their smallest parts and then adding relationships back” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:50–51). Relations are always already there, and “the partners do not precede their relating” (Haraway 2008:17). This refusal of an atomistic approach is key to reading Haraway’s work in general, as Goodeve points out. Haraway agrees: “When people miss the relations, the whole, and focus only on separate bits, they come up with all sorts of misreadings of my work” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:51). This is an important caution for those who read the Cyborg Manifesto stripped of its socialist feminism; so, too, it applies to those feminists who might read her situated knowledges, naturecultures, or companion species without serious attention to biology and the sciences.

There is, then, no “bottom line” to Haraway’s theoretical position. Her aim is not theory-building in the traditional sense, but world imploding and diffraction. Her work might be best thought of not as an argument, a thesis, but an ongoing challenge to herself as much as her audience. Is it true, as Selinger argues, that this self-conscious lack of what is traditionally called analytical rigor, the obsession with world imploding and thinking otherwise, the rejection of arguments, makes Haraway not even a proper theorist (much less a philosopher), but something else (Ihde and Selinger 2003:149)? Or is the redefinition of what should count as theory (including, perhaps, what should begin to count less and less) precisely at stake, and it is work like Haraway’s that illuminates this as a central issue for today’s academe?

On Influence

Thinking about the more nebulous aspects of what it means to be famous in the academy, it is clear that scholarly reputation does not rest solely on the measure of impact and citation factors or indeed the “value” or influence of one’s work. To be esteemed by one’s peers, colleagues, or students does not necessarily equate with institutional measures of influence. (And complicating both are the politics of peer review and academic publishing that circumscribe who and what work may become influential.) For those working in critical theory and the humanities, peer and pedagogical influence may be gauged through the volume of monographs devoted to a critic’s work, the awards bestowed by various associations or bodies, and the reproductions of an author’s work in readers, edited collections, and textbooks. This kind of “peer esteem” or informal impact does not necessarily correlate with the (often highly flawed) quantitative data underlying bibliometrics—the study of citation data and impact factors.

Haraway is one of the central feminist critics in contemporary theory, alongside a handful of others such as Judith Butler and Gayatri Spivak. She is, in short a feminist “star” in the theory-making machine (a problematic characterisation on a number of levels, to which we will return). Thus we would expect her work to satisfy the various markers of academic fame just outlined. Yet, unlike most other key theorists in contemporary theory, there exist few monographs on Haraway. Apart from the Goodeve interview published as How Like a Leaf, the only monograph to date focused solely on her work is Joseph Schneider’s Donna Haraway: Live Theory. A few texts include her work on the cyborg as part of contemporary theoretical developments, such as David Bell’s Cyberculture Theorists: Manuel Castells and Donna Haraway (2007) and Nick Mansfield’s Subjectivity: Theories of the Self from Freud to Haraway (2000). Compare this with the multitude of books focusing on male theorists such as Foucault, Deleuze, and Derrida. One could of course argue it is to be expected that feminist theorists would not figure as highly in contemporary philosophy or theory; nonetheless, other feminist thinkers fare better in the monograph stakes than Haraway. There are at least ten books whose sole focus is Butler,7 and Spivak (who does not perform as well as Haraway in the citation stakes), has at least three books on her work.8 Is this lack of iconic study due precisely to the difficulty of labeling Haraway’s work and theory-making practices? Instead of writing about her, it seems, many academics want Haraway to speak for herself, as her work is endlessly recirculated and reprinted in various readers, edited collections, and textbooks. A very different picture of Haraway’s influence emerges when one considers these republications of her work, which resituate her within a multitude of fields and subjects, from postmodern feminist theory to material feminisms, feminist science studies, cyborgology, cultural studies, visual culture, and human geography. So, too, interviews with Haraway abound. Not surprisingly, it is the Cyborg Manifesto that is reprinted more than any other of her articles and referred to in every interview conducted with her.

Thus, while certain aspects of Haraway’s peer influence seem to match up with her perceived status, other factors indicate that Haraway receives less formal recognition than other contemporary theorists. This discrepancy arises from a number of factors—the valuing of philosophy as the pinnacle of contemporary critical theory, the marginalization of feminist theory in the academy, and, less obviously, the insistent transdisciplinarity of Haraway’s work. What happens to the kinds of feminisms represented in/by Haraway’s transdisciplinary writing when, rather than being a name in a canon, she is situated in nodes such as cyberculture, technoscience, philosophy of science, primatology, or material feminisms?

On This Book

The impetus for this book was our impressionistic belief, or assumption, that Haraway’s influence in feminist theory (and other areas) rested overwhelmingly on the Cyborg Manifesto. In working to turn the book into reality, we made what to us was a surprising discovery: when measured through the institutional markers of academic status, namely, monographs exploring a theorist’s work and the citation data used to track academic influence, Haraway was not as preeminent as we had expected. (See the appendix for a fuller exploration of influence, citations, and bibliometrics.) Thus, in addition to our desire to go beyond the cyborg, we were motivated to explore more generally Haraway’s positioning within contemporary theory and ask why she “ranks” so much lower than philosophers like Judith Butler. We do not argue that theorists should reread, rewrite, or resituate Haraway in order that she can claim her rightful place in this system, which ends up devaluing many feminist thinkers as well as those truly pursuing interdisciplinarity. Yet, despite not playing by the critical theory rules that would produce more measurable academic worth, Haraway’s way of doing theory has nevertheless been immensely influential within and beyond feminist disciplines. She is precisely not the “star” of various critical genealogies, but a deliberate infiltrator, guerrilla theorist, and troublemaker within numerous canonized stories.

We examine the ways in which certain kinds of knowledge gets valued, ignored, or assimilated in order to reflect back on that question feminists often pose of scientific knowledge—who makes the facts, for whom, and at what cost? One must be cautious, however, of thereby acceding, even involuntarily, too much power to the systems in which oppositional ways of knowing struggle against. In terms of feminist knowledge and praxis, demands for recognition should be wary of acquiescing too much to the intellectual system in which much of our work gets done. Rather than showing how “our” feminist theorists match up to, coincide with, or derive from the philosophical pater familias, we argue for much messier, complex patterns of citation, acknowledgment, and influence, ones that are—deliberately—hard to pin down to singular origin stories; even obvious intellectual debts are, with Haraway, rarely faithful. This is how we attempt to “do theory with” Haraway.

Chapter 2, “Natures,” examines the ways in which stories we tell about nature, or “naturecultures,” are central to Haraway’s critical oeuvre. Much of her work is aimed at unpacking or exploding these stories. The critical turn to technocultures and cyborgology helped obscure the fact that one of the main functions of the cyborg was to reanimate feminist encounters with the sciences and, in particular, to stake a feminist claim in constructions of nature. Haraway’s efforts to queer nature are the focus of this chapter, which also acknowledges her relationships to queer theory more generally. Her early work on kinship between humans, animals, and other organisms is productively read against Judith Butler’s work on queer kinship. In tracing this thread through Haraway’s work, the chapter questions the recent trend to proclaim the emergence of a “new” materialism in feminist theory—that is, a postconstructivist return to a focus on the material, such as the body, sex, and “reality.” However, critics such as Karen Barad, Elizabeth Wilson, Vicki Kirby, and Myra Hird have, like Haraway, all been engaged with similar concerns for some time. Does this belated recognition of such work indicate a continuing dislocation between feminist science studies and more humanities-based feminisms? And, furthermore, given the considerable differences between the bodies, sexes, and notions of “reality” invoked by feminist theorists, can we legitimately speak of a new materialism?

“Knowledges” takes up another feminist discourse with which Haraway has long been associated since the reception of her work on situated knowledges, namely, feminist standpoint theory. The relationship is troubled and multivalent, but in spite of appearing in standpoint theory anthologies, Haraway diverges significantly from the ontological presuppositions at work in standpoint theory and the discourse of scientific democratization. Feminist science studies tells a story of feminist contributions to science that depends on an underlying faith in deliberative democracy, whereas Haraway’s notion of situatedness points rather to the kind of politics of difference in poststructuralist thinkers like Lyotard and Derrida. Her work offers a robust contribution to the discussion that concerns “bringing the sciences into democracy” (in Latour’s words), but her constructive moment is firmly grounded in philosophies of dissensus. We explore the consequences of this kind of reading for the epistemological-political problem of nonhuman knowers as it is articulated in her recent work on companion species. We attempt to rearticulate the figure of the human-animal-machine hybrid with this dissensual epistemology in mind and continue into chapter 3 by exploring its political implications.

Haraway’s question, “Who will ‘we’ be when species meet?” is a question about the political future. “Politics” examines her contributions to contemporary political theories, in particular Hardt and Negri’s politics of monstrosity, Chantal Mouffe’s pluralistic, agonistic democracy, Jean-François Lyotard’s politics of judgment and differend, and Bruno Latour’s collective. We read the cyborg as an intervention in the body politic, a call to rethink not only the relationship between the human and technology, but relationships among us technologically mediated humans and indeed “the political” itself. We locate her political claims about companion species—namely, her notion of autre-mondalisation or alterglobalization—in poststructuralist political thought rather than in “animal rights” positions, even feminist ones. We explore Haraway’s affinities with Giorgio Agamben’s notion of the Open and Butler’s critique of the foreclosure of the political field in an effort to articulate the kind of feminist, multispecies collective emerging specifically from her most recent work.

“Ethics” is the final chapter of those that could be said to explicate Haraway-the-philosopher, tracing the question “is there an ethics to this?” through her engagement with Derrida’s work on the animal gaze and Butler’s work on the ethical significance of norms of recognition. The chapter also traces the affinities and disagreements all three theorists have with the ultimate “father” of the ethics of alterity, Emmanuel Levinas. We explore the centrality of the notions of agency and semiosis to any ethical project, the humanisms hidden in many “posthuman” analyses of the relationship between language and ethics, and the value of “radical alterity.”

Thus (at least) “Natures” and “Knowledges” may be said to be tracing Haraway’s relationships to other feminist theorists and (at least) “Knowledges,” “Politics,” and “Ethics” may be said to be tracing Haraway’s relationships to certain trends in philosophy. But, as we show throughout the book, theorists are not the interlocutors Haraway invokes the most, and we devote the “Stories” chapter to exploring why this may be. Haraway’s use of “story” to unpack the practices and products of science is well known, as is her use of SF to signal a field in which science fictions and science facts intermingle. Critics often note Haraway’s references to and readings of science fiction—it is hard to avoid the presence of SF as inspiration for rethinking cyborgs in the manifesto or as eponymous source for the title of Modest_Witness. However, few critics outside science fiction studies pay serious attention either to the actual function of SF (as text or “sign”) in her work or follow Haraway’s lead in turning to feminist SF as a critical tool and imaginative resource for thinking differently about science and naturecultures. “Stories” outlines some of the ways in which Haraway’s work is enlivened by SF, in particular, feminist SF. We trace the complex ways science fiction/s figure in Haraway’s writing and the epistemological and methodological implications of her assemblage of different kinds of science stories and stories of science. Moving beyond a general affirmation of SF’s appeal, we look closely at what (and how) Haraway gets from reading SF. Importantly, Haraway finds inspiration not just from texts themselves, but the very narrative modes and reading protocols demanded by SF. Different ways of reading and multiple literacies across disciplines and genres are crucial to her unique storytelling practice, as is the ability to construct universes from words. Our aim is to elucidate the way SF figures as part of her diffractive reading and writing process for the non-SF reader. To avoid the implications of Haraway as “SF” writer is to refuse a full engagement with her interdisciplinary practice and thus theory making.

Many commentaries on living thinkers include contributions by the thinkers themselves in hopes of academic legitimation and marketability. We are no less guilty of those hopes. In the case of Haraway, however, this move becomes even more directly about the immediacy of “voice,” since her contributions are usually in the form of interviews, either alone (Haraway and Goodeve 2000), or alongside more traditional forms (Ihde and Selinger 2003; Haraway 2004; and Schneider 2005). The ethics inspired by her thought, that of relationality and interlocution, even—or especially—in the face of unintelligibility, makes this more than just a plea for epistemic authority. In the end, we issued Haraway an open invitation to contribute in whichever form and style she saw fit. Not surprisingly, Haraway’s own response to our adventuring leads not to neat endings or conclusions, but new invitations to the serious business of playing with words and worlds. Pointing elsewhere, beyond this book, “Sowing Worlds” provides yet another way of thinking about the adventure that is theory, what Haraway calls a seed bag: coded, nascent potentialities of forms, figures, and tropes clustering into questions and directives that might lead readers further into the living of thinking.


TWO

NATURES

In her essay “A Game of Cat’s Cradle,” Haraway claims that “queering what counts as nature is my categorical imperative” (1994:60). In this chapter we take Haraway at her word and read queering nature as the central impulse (and sometimes consequence) of all Haraway’s troping, figurations, and stories. We sketch one possible genealogy of Haraway’s engagements with what has come to count as nature and the ways in which her endeavours encounter, transmute, and overturn the myriad intellectual trajectories and disciplines she traverses. This will not have been the only such genealogy, and certainly not a definitive or conclusive one, since, as Haraway herself has often noted, her work is an ongoing investigation of “the invention and reinvention of nature—perhaps the most central arena of hope, oppression, and contestation for inhabitants of the planet earth in our times” (Haraway 1991c:1). But this beginning is not arbitrary. It is motivated by our belief that nature is not merely one problem among others for feminism to tackle.

In our earliest conversations around Haraway, we discovered a series of shared frustrations around the ways in which her work figured (or didn’t) in feminist theory. Not only was her precyborg work rarely referred to in feminist theory outside feminist science studies, it continued to present challenges for feminist encounters with the material despite being written more than three decades ago. Much of this disconnect appears to result from the continuing schism between feminist cultural theory and feminist science studies. In response, we here read four decades worth of Haraway’s naturalcultural work against some key moments and texts in feminist theory in order to explore the ways Haraway’s commitments continue to disturb mainstream feminist approaches to materialism. Her resistance to the construct/reality binary helps us conceive of possibilities for new characterizations of feminist engagement with what might be called the material/figural. The diffractive work implied by naturecultures has implications for a whole series of similarly divided and productive dualisms in Western thought: sex/gender, human/nonhuman, self/other, and material/semiotic. Thus this chapter foregrounds feminist science studies as core to feminist intellectual and political work based both on Haraway’s commitment to her practice of “science studies as cultural studies” and our readings in science fiction and theory.

Haraway’s commitment to “queering what counts as nature” signals a number of key problematics for both feminist and science studies projects (Haraway 1994:60). First, the relation between scientific constructions/understandings of nature and those of science studies, the social sciences, and philosophical theories more generally. Second, the commensurability of conceptions of the organic, the material, and bodies within the framework of scientific knowledges and more oppositional understandings of naturecultures. Third, how we write and theorize the type and kind of relations between the various actors and actants called upon in producing and talking of Nature. Last, the importance of denaturalizing animality for contemporary political projects or a reconceiving of political ontology in general. Obviously, answers to these questions have implications for all kinds of epistemology and ontology beyond the feminist project. At stake for us—philosophers, feminists, science fiction writers alike—is the possibility of “inhabitable narratives about science and nature” (Haraway 2004:134).

Feminism Revisits Materialism

Haraway’s insistence on unpacking nature, attending to biology, and thinking through the material-figural has, in retrospect, often not sat well with the privileged white middle-class center of academic anglo-U.S. feminism. Her refusal to credit either Nature or Woman as a source for political identity, her insistence that despite their patriarchal, colonialist histories the discourses and matters of the life sciences must be attended to, and her uneasiness about the sex/gender divide as tool for feminist critique have been, to put it mildly, unsettling for numerous feminist approaches. In the midst of feminist battles over the construction of a female subject—and a politics and theory based on such a subject—a refusal to rest either on essentialism or an antibiologist antiessentialism could well have seemed an impossible position in the late 1970s and early 1980s when Haraway first articulated these critiques. Yet in our readings it seemed as if it was precisely this refusal and her attempts to simultaneously occupy contradictory positions that has yielded a critical materialism allowing for the complicated string of modifiers Haraway has often attached to the word feminism—antiracist, anti-imperialist, anticapitalist, antimilitarist, queer, and multispecies—to do its work. It is precisely the problematic of nature and its effects on the production of power-knowledge, to borrow from Foucault, that shows these modifiers to be irreducibly active in any critique of patriarchal social organization. At the base of all Haraway’s work is how to have, make, and talk about ethical relations with other beings—organic, inorganic, human, nonhuman, from mitochondria to other people, animals, and machines. Such a desire is, we argue, central to a feminism whose history has been marked by the impossibility of adequately framing such relations due to racism, heterosexism, capitalism, and colonialism.

The project of creating such a critical, ethical feminism has also taken on a rather fraught sense of urgency and legitimacy more recently, as we have seen in recent years the rise of a so-called new materialism. Claims that a refocusing on the material is the vanguard of feminism, inferring a triumphal resolution of an earlier feminism’s inadequacies are problematic. Not just because such claims or representations rest on a reductivist and loaded teleology of feminist theory but also because they signal a worrying continuation of schisms or communication blocks between humanities-based feminisms and feminist science studies.

A sign of how much matter “has come to matter” (in Karen Barad’s words, Barad 2003) within feminist theory is the proclamation of a (re)turn to a new materialism: that is, a postconstructivist focus on the material, such as matter, the biological body, and sex. The 2008 collection edited by Stacy Alaimo and Susan J. Hekman, Material Feminisms, presents well-rehearsed claims about the need for feminists to (re)engage the material, given a damaging postmodern-inflected focus on social constructivism, representation, and discourse. As noted, Haraway has consistently exhorted feminism to attend to the sciences and the material. There is, however, something unsettling in the way that Material Feminisms insists on postulating this turn as something new, progressive, and triumphal. A back cover blurb proclaims it to be “an entirely new way for philosophers to conceive of the question of materiality” (2008). Kaye Mitchell notes that the collection is offered as a solution to a “crisis” and “impasse” in feminist theory—“a postmodern, material-world-denying, ‘playful’ dilettante who, it seems … is largely hypothetical” (Mitchell 2008:55). Mitchell’s review suggests that the editors “seem unwilling to acknowledge the extent to which they are following, rather than inaugurating, a trend.” This is a bewildering oversight, given that the contributors represent much of the leading feminist work on the relation between the material and discursive over the last couple of decades: Haraway herself, Elizabeth Wilson, Vicki Kirby, Karen Barad, Elizabeth Grosz, and Susan Bordo. The fact that Haraway’s contribution to this “new” endeavour is represented here by a reprint of her 1992 piece, “Otherworldly Conversations” is a nice bit of irony.

Others have expressed their discomfort with the call to a new materialism. In an admittedly “frustrated” position paper, Sara Ahmed worries about the “routinization of the gesture towards feminist anti-biologism or constructionism” (Ahmed 2008:25). As Ahmed notes, critics such as Wilson, Kirby, and Hird have routinely identified an avoidance or distaste for the biological and/or material in feminist theory. Ahmed acknowledges that she admires and is indebted to the work of such theorists, but is concerned that the “gesturing towards feminism’s antibiologism has become a background, something taken for granted” (25). The rather defensive responses to Ahmed that followed suggest a pressing need for a more nuanced examination of exactly what feminisms and biologies we are talking about here—a tracing of feminism’s “biological” travels à la Katie King seems in order.1 In the meantime, we can observe a lack of clarity over the use and abuse of terms such as biology, antibiologism and the critiques of biological discourse at the heart of this unease. In too many formulations of the appropriate way to figure bodies, biologies, or matter into feminist theorizing, the manufactured separation between science and culture, nature and the social is maintained, with the only arguments being a matter of to what degree one is privileged over the other. As Ahmed comments, in contrast to Haraway’s material-semiotic, certain formulations of the new materialism “seem[s] to return to old binaries—between nature/materiality/biology and culture in the very argument that ‘matter’ is what is missing from feminist work” (34).2

What is at stake here is a “forgetting” of the history of feminist engagements with biology and biological discourses—in particular the long history of feminist science studies. As Haraway has also pointed out, this particular history traverses texts such as the Boston Women’s Health Collective’s Our Bodies, Ourselves (1973) as well as others that Ahmed suggest constitute a shared genealogy for feminist science and cultural studies: the Brighton Women and Science Group’s Alice Through the Microscope (1980), Emily Martin’s The Woman in the Body (1987), and the collection edited by Sarah Franklin, Celia Lury, and Jackie Stacey, Off-Centre: Feminism and Cultural Studies (1991). These are, of course, all familiar names in Haraway’s lineage of feminist science studies. Ultimately, Ahmed suggests that these new materialist gestures construct a particular feminist theory which is “constituted as anti-biological by removing from the category of ‘theory’ work that engages with the biological, including work within science and technology studies, which has a long genealogy, especially within feminism” (26, see also 37n2).

Ahmed’s argument here is itself the latest in a long history of concerned observations of the schism between feminist work in the sciences and humanities. Back in 1992, Wilson commented that feminist theories of science and technology were an “exotic” area in comparison with other areas of feminist criticism (Wilson 1992:86). As recently as 2004, editors of a special issue on feminism and science could claim that feminist theory had “betrayed a certain chilliness to feminist science studies” (Squier and Littlefield 2004:123). Whether perceived or real, this disjuncture colors the claims to feminist antibiologism that Ahmed finds worrying: “it remains inadequate (both theoretically and politically) for feminism simply to reject the biological” (Roberts 2000:1; see also Severin and Wyer 2000; Wilson 1999; Kirby 2008). And yet, just as Ahmed identifies, numerous feminist critics and activitists have of course explicitly engaged with the sciences. Speaking to this issue, Vicki Kirby questions what, exactly, the humanities have to offer the sciences, given what she sees as a predilection to critique the “sins of the sciences.” In an article on the “two cultures problem,” Kirby argues that “[a]s the humanities have found ways to subject scientific research to textual and cultural analysis, there has been a tendency towards diagnostic fault-finding, suspicion and accusation that militates against more generous styles of engagement” (Kirby 2008:5). But who, exactly belongs to this “humanities”? Where does Haraway fit in this schematic? Such questions suggest a falling back into the “two houses” mentality critiqued by Latour (2004) and the realist-relativist trap in a formulation that doesn’t get at the much more messy way in which feminist engagements with science and nature emerged on a number of fronts.

Indeed, from the very beginnings of second-wave feminist theorizing, feminists working across a range of areas were concerned with the constructions of and power over nature, mostly within the domain of what would come to be called feminist science studies. As Haraway suggests, under this umbrella can be gathered the women’s health movement, debates about race and IQ, and elements of environmentalism (Schneider 2005:125), as well as critics such as Sandra Harding and others such as Ruth Bleier, who founded the October 28th group. Groups like the Boston Women’s Health Collective were well aware of the interimplications of our fleshy lived reality with the biomedical body object disciplined by the life sciences and related institutions. Feminist cultural work on science and technology has repeatedly called for the pressing need to integrate nature “including bodily matter, into the extended framework of feminist cultural analysis” (Lykke and Braidotti 1996:243). As Lykke and Braidotti argued, such a realization proceeds almost inevitably from doing feminist technoscience studies: “‘nature’ and ‘matter’ are much more difficult to avoid when you move into the monstrous area of feminist studies of the natural, technical and biomedical sciences” (243). Within the “more unambiguously” human realm of the humanities, they argue, such a realization was slower to emerge (243).

Nevertheless, even in the cyborg-inflected mode of feminist cyber-cultural studies, consideration of the body and material has been central, primarily as a way of resisting the notion of the “disappearing body” that haunts cyberpunk fictions, panic postmodernism, and information theory. N. Katherine Hayles, for example, is concerned to confront the “dematerialization of embodiment” in both postmodern literary studies and technoscientific narratives so as to understand “connections between the immateriality of information and the material conditions of its production” (Hayles 1992:148, 1999:192–93). Others, like Anne Balsamo, come close to Haraway in pointing out the limiting dualistic logic surrounding discussion and construction of the body when reduced to the either/or of a “flesh and blood entity” versus a “symbolic construct” (Balsamo 1996:23). The dualist nature of such arguments, Balsamo reminds us, arose from the historical circumstances of feminist challenges to biologically determinist accounts. For Balsamo, the best way to circumvent “the effectivity of essentialist versus anti-essentialist perspectives” was to focus “attention on the ways in which nature and culture are mutually determining systems of understanding” (Balsamo 1996: 23). Like Hayles, Balsamo links concern about the body directly with developments in postmodern thought, and asks: “Is it ironic that the body disappears in postmodern theory just as women and feminists have emerged as an intellectual force within the human disciplines?” (31).3 Balsamo draws on Haraway to argue that “the cyborg rebukes the disappearance of the body within postmodernism.... Ultimately, the cyborg challenges feminism to search for ways to study the body as it is at once both a cultural construction and a material fact of human life” (33).

Ecofeminism is another site of “humanities” feminism that has been very much concerned with finding ways to account for a realist understanding of nature. Like feminist science studies, ecofeminist theory has a particular (and different) investment in the discursive positioning and uses of nature. Arguably sharing a genealogy stemming from Carolyn Merchant’s classic The Death of Nature (1980), they have developed along divergent discursive and political paths. Even more so than feminist science studies, ecofeminism has had a precarious relation with feminist theory, not least because many within the academy continue to view ecofeminism with some suspicion as being overly essentialist (Sandilands 1997; Soper 1995).

Although Haraway is rarely classified as an ecofeminist, at the heart of her work is the problem of how we craft more ethical, liveable lives for all human and nonhuman organisms, which requires constant critical taking to task of the devastating machines of colonialism, capitalism, and patriarchy. She is often at pains to point to connections with and inspirations from various ecofeminists such as Val Plumwood, although her stance does not always align with some ecofeminist approaches. As Latour also notes, historically, the work of many environmental activists and theorists, particularly deep ecologists, has merely reversed the dualism of nature/culture, in the process substituting yet another form of reification (Latour 2004). But, as Haraway reminds us, there is no untouched, “wild” nature to which we can effect a return: “there is no garden and never has been” (Haraway 2004:83). Nevertheless, in their concern with nature and nonhuman “earth others,” many ecofeminists such as Plumwood or queer ecofeminists such as Catriona Sandilands share Haraway’s desire to disrupt the nature/culture dualism (Plumwood 2002; Sandilands 1997). Haraway is thus in accord with much ecofeminist theory when she argues that “we must find another relationship to nature beside reification and possession.… Neither mother, nurse, nor slave, nature is not matrix, resource, or tool for the reproduction of man” (Haraway 2004:64, 65).

This brief survey of some feminist efforts to encounter the material and nature suggests the limitations of the “new materialism” badge. Most areas of feminist inquiry collected under this label differ little from what we might just as easily call “feminist science studies.” Which begs the question, what (or whose) interests are served by such a rebadging? While it may signal a welcome trend in feminist analysis, the term also works to obscure important lineages and connections with a forty-year history of feminist work and dislocates theorists like Haraway from significant webs of conversation and hard-won alliances. In short, for Haraway, the new materialism is old news.

What Counts as Nature?

So what exactly is at stake, or under challenge, in this term “nature”? These are central questions driving Haraway’s work: “From the beginning.… My interest has been in what gets to count as nature and who gets to inhabit natural categories. And furthermore, what’s at stake in the judgment about nature and what’s at stake in maintaining the boundaries between what gets called nature and what gets called culture in our society” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:50). Nature is a slippery figuration that is called upon to perform a multitude of differing political, activist, theoretical, philosophical, representational, and scientific work. It can function at once as supposedly transparent descriptions of the world-as-it-is (or was), serve as justification for normalized patterns of behavior, forms, and organizations and as signifier for that which is somehow outside culture. The human knower of this nature sits in a complex and contradictory relation to this series of meanings: at once both part of nature (the organic) and what is natural (god- or biology-ordained), but also apparently separate from it as the purveyor and originator of culture and discourse (the not-animal). Our definitions and codifications of nature are complexly intertwined with the ways we define human and how/why/when we separate the human from the nonhuman.

These layers of meanings lead Kate Soper to delineate three differing uses of nature: a metaphysical concept used to signify humanity’s “difference and specificity,” which can either signal human continuity with nonhuman or its irreducible difference; the realist concept of the physical structures and processes studied by the natural sciences; and finally the lay use of the word to refer to the nonurban environment or “wilderness” (Soper 1995). Nature, in Haraway’s usage, is not so easily segmented, as each of these uses colors and impacts on the rest. In her journeys through naturecultures, Haraway is trying to get at the ways in which the “reality of nature” cannot be apprehended separately from the nature that has been produced through, and by, Western scientific discourses that are themselves contextualized and bounded by histories marked by race, class, and sex. This is not to say that there is no “real” or factual element independent of the observations and writings of scientists; as she argued in “The Past Is the Contested Zone” (one of her 1978 Signs articles): “We can both know that our bodies, other animals, fossils, and what have you are proper objects for scientific investigation, and remember how historically determined is our part in the construction of the object” (Haraway 1991c:42).

From some of her earliest work, Haraway has argued the need for feminists to struggle “within the belly of the monster,” to engage and take seriously the stories of life, nature, and the material that the sciences patrol and are implicated with/in. Her impetus was clear in 1978: “we have allowed our distance from science and technology to lead us to misunderstand the status and function of natural knowledge.… We have challenged our traditional assignment to the status of natural objects by becoming anti-natural in our ideology in a way which leave the life sciences untouched by feminist needs” (1991d [1978]:8). The ways in which we think, represent, and call upon nature is inherently political, with worldly consequences for the ways we live as humans, societies, and in relation to human and nonhuman others. From Haraway’s perspective, it is vital that feminists remain in the contest for what counts as nature. As she argued in “The Biological Enterprise” (1979): “Part of remaking ourselves as socialist-feminist human beings is remaking the sciences which construct the category of ‘nature.’... In our time, natural science defines the human being’s place in nature and history and provides the instruments of domination of the body and the community.... So science is part of the struggle over the nature of our lives” (Haraway 1991c:43). Here, then, are some of the earliest calls for feminists to resist “antibiologism,” which Haraway tried to answer in her own work, insisting on attending to the sciences as a core part of feminist activity. For Haraway, feminist science studies has always been, a priori, feminist theory.

While her later work would frame this argument rather differently, these early works are already clear about the absolute necessity to contest for nature. It is worth remembering the very different responses to socio-biology more characteristic of feminist theory at the time. When confronted with a nature that had been “theorized and developed through the construction of life science in and for capitalism and patriarchy,” a common feminist response was rejection of such reductionist biological narratives, rather than, as for Haraway, renewed reason to engage the sciences. “To the extent that these practices inform our theorizing of nature, we are still ignorant and must engage in the practice of science. It is a matter for struggle” (Haraway 1991c:68). This imperative to struggle results in Haraway’s desire to engage in productive, sometimes contestual, conversations with the kinds of stories the life sciences tell about nature and the effects of these stories on scientific practices. These encounters change our apprehension of and relation to science as much as they do nature: “If technoscience is, among other things, a practice of materializing refigurations of what counts as nature, a practice of turning tropes into worlds, then how we figure technoscience makes an immense difference” (Haraway 1994:60). In our reading, Haraway’s challenge to feminism is that we must pay attention both to how the humanities or science studies figure technoscience and also to how the sciences “do” what it is they do.

None of the Above: Exploding Dualisms

Haraway’s ongoing plea to remain attentive to the discourses and practices of science demands a rethinking and repositioning of the historically reified boundaries between disciplines and methodologies, toward a multiliterate transdisciplinarity which encourages the “traffic between nature and culture”—and thus between and across the two-culture divide of the sciences and humanities. Contextualizing and justifying this divide is the whole series of “inherited dualisms that run deep in Western cultures” (Haraway 2004:2). All these dualisms—nature/culture, human/nonhuman, natural/social, sex/gender—are, for Haraway “different faces of the same question” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:106). From this stance emerges a number of challenges for feminist practice and politics. First, the epistemological split between science and culture, which then underwrites the positions of realism and constructivism. Second, the sex/gender split, which has facilitated so much of post-second-wave feminist cultural discourse. Finally, and what has arguably become most central to her work, the human/nonhuman binary.

The way Haraway refigures the sciences has entailed a relentless attention to the “materializing of tropes,” the language and metaphors of science, and the historically sexed, raced, and classed nature of its construction, constitution, and reproduction. However, approaching the life sciences as “a story-telling craft,” “political discourses,” or “inherently historical” narratives (Haraway 1989b:10, 4) is not to deny the material-semiotic knot that is nature. While Primate Visions’ (1989b) focus on story and narrative fields inclined some to see Haraway as a radical constructionist, she was very clear about the dangers of the sorts of social constructionist position suggested by Bruno Latour’s early work (Haraway 1989b:6). Just as Haraway does not reduce the natural sciences to “relativism,” neither does her argument “claim there is no world for which people struggle to give an account, no referent in the system of signs and productions of meanings, no progress in building better accounts within traditions of practice. That would be to reduce a complex field to one pole of precisely the dualisms under analysis” (Haraway 1989b:12). Since Laboratory Life, Latour’s position has come to be concomitant with Haraway; along with Isabelle Stengers, Latour has distanced himself from the “social constructivists” who “confuse what the world is made of with how it is made” (Ihde and Selinger 2003:26). Together, the work of Haraway and Latour demand that we take seriously “what the world is made of” (some of which is translated through/in science), while also interrogating how it is made, that is, scrutinizing how and why science comes to know what it knows.

Simply put (but complexly rendered), Haraway’s aim is “to find a concept for telling a history of science that does not itself depend on the dualism between active and passive, culture and nature, human and animal, social and natural” (Haraway 1989b:8). Despite her respect for—and indeed love of—sciences such as biology, and the meticulous care with which she teases apart and explodes such dualisms while “constantly working for ways of connecting that don’t resolve into wholes” (Schneider 2005:143), Haraway has not been immune to criticisms of relativism. Reading some of the reductionist reviews of Primate Visions or recalling the vitriol of the science wars, it is no surprise that Haraway has since insistently and repeatedly emphasized her stance on the realist/constructivist front. The science wars in particular made evident the dangers of being seen as “antinatural” (privileging the linguistic over the material) (see Ross 1996). Haraway takes the fallout of the science wars and being labeled an “antiscience person” very seriously: “I’m not going to let people forget our organic relations with the sciences again... me and my buddies, we are not going to be as vulnerable again … we became vulnerable to the cheap attacks, as if we were people denying ‘reality’ in some ways” (Schneider 2005:148).

One of the consequences for Haraway’s work has been a need to clearly state her position: “I am neither a naturalist, nor a social constructionist. Neither-nor. This is not social constructionism, and it is not technoscientific, or biological determinism. It is not nature. It is not culture. It is truly about a serious historical effort to get elsewhere” (Haraway 2004:330). Thus Haraway’s use of naturecultures to foreground the impossibility of talking or thinking nature or reality in isolation and the turn to a congeries of figures and figurations as a means to “insist on the join between materiality and semiosis” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:86). Indeed Haraway tries out different phrases and terms, such as being worldly, precisely as “a way to sidestep the debate between realism and relativism” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:110). These questions are pressing for Haraway because they are involved in contests for the world and how we—and others—get to live. That is, these are intensely ontological as well as epistemological concerns. As we shall explore in later chapters, this drive to get beyond and refute a realist/relativist dilemma is at the heart of Haraway’s formulations and refashionings of feminist epistemology (such as situated knowledges and the modest witness).

Thinking in terms of naturecultures has consequences for all the other dualisms flowing from their separation—most significantly for a feminist perspective, that of sex/gender. “Nature/culture and sex/gender are no loosely related pairs of terms; their specific form of relation is hierarchical appropriation … symbolically, nature and culture, as well as sex and gender, mutually (but not equally) construct each other” (Haraway 1989b:12). Haraway has long reminded us that while a useful and perhaps necessary tool for certain kinds of second-wave feminist political and analytical work, the sex/gender divide and the theory based upon it depend upon the “terribly contaminated roots” of an Aristotelian dichotomy (Haraway 2004:329). It is too easy to commit the sin of “misplaced concreteness” and mistake the analytical work “for the thing itself,” seeing sex and gender as things, not linguistic tools (Haraway 2004:330). As she argues from Primate Visions onward, “neither sex nor nature is the truth underlying gender and culture.... Nature and sex are as crafted as their dominant ‘other’” (Haraway 1989b:12). That is, “sex” does not ground the mutable discourses of gender; both are bound in an interimplicated history of relation. Haraway is not alone in this approach; critics identifying with the new materialism as well as feminist science scholars have contested the sex/gender tool. Anne Fausto-Sterling, for one, has called for a reconsideration of “the 1970s theoretical account of sex and gender,” which “assigned biological (especially reproductive) differences to the word sex and gave to gender all other differences” (Fausto-Sterling 2005:1495, 1493).4

Myra Hird similarly is concerned to pick apart the sex/gender dichotomy and notes that this binary has in fact “undergone vigorous challenge for some years” (Hird 2004b:24). Drawing on nonlinear biology (such as Margulis and Sagan 1997) to sketch her own brand of new materialism, she looks to analyses “that confound the often taken-for-granted immutability of sex and sexual difference found in some cultural theories” (Hird 2004a:231). Like Haraway, critics such as Hird look to science to find different narratives of sex. Hird focuses on the two-sexed system based on sexual difference and a reproductive emphasis secured through heteronormativity as the key shibboleth to be dismantled at least in part by looking to the discursive shifts around sex found in non-linear biology: “‘sex’ is not dichotomous. It makes as much sense, biologically speaking, to talk about zero sexes (we are much more similar than we are different) or a thousand tiny sexes.… That culture focuses on two sexes is, biologically speaking, arbitrary” (Hird 2004b:151). Destabilizing sex-gender means also to disrupt the powerful narratives of production and reproduction that discipline nature and to remove grounds for hierarchical human relations with other natural subjects. Troubling these categories also reveals the processes by which dualisms such as sex/gender are secured through the operation of “animal sociology” or “simian orientalism” that rest on the binary human/nonhuman.

The Actors Are Not All Us

One of the most significant consequences of thinking with naturecultures rather than dualisms is that naturecultures are made and inhabited not only for, or by, humans: “The actors are not all ‘us’” (Haraway 2004:66). It is in the sense of getting away from the fixed-nature/mutable-culture dualism and the possibility of allowing for non-human agency that Haraway argues for an “artifactual” understanding of nature—one that she clearly distinguishes from the hyper-productionism which remakes the whole world into a commodity (a move which is also the target of ecofeminism and postcolonial critique). This nature is “a co-construction among humans and non-humans” (Haraway 2004:66). One of the most pressing questions, for Haraway and feminist theory, then becomes how we can think relations with a whole host of others. “How do we designate radical otherness at the heart of ethical relating? That problem is more than a human one … it is intrinsic to the story of life on earth” (Haraway 2004:143).

How, in other words, do we figure the possible conversations, relations, and co-constructions of human and earth others? Well before her Companion Species Manifesto, in “The Promises of Monsters” (Haraway 1992) Haraway was working toward ways of thinking these relations in terms of articulations rather than representational strategies, or what she terms the “political semiotics of representation.” This is a key difference in Haraway’s approach to nature and socionatural questions, which, as with some of Latour’s work, illuminates serious problems in the processes and thinking of deep ecologists and their ilk. Haraway shows that for “us” to become agents by proxy for various nonhuman actors via questions such as “who speaks for the jaguar?” actually involves acts of silencing, disempowerment, and decontextualization of the subject-object: “the effectiveness of such representation depends on distancing operations. The represented must be disengaged from surrounding and constituting discursive and non-discursive nexuses and relocated in the authorial domain of the representative,” who, of course, is always human (Haraway 2004:87).

Thus, those whom Haraway sees as kin in the dance of companion species become, in such representational accounts (whether natural-scientific or ecowarrior), merely the “recipient of action, never to be a co-actor in an articulated practice among unlike, but joined, social partners” (Haraway 2004:87). In such a move, even if the politically motivated human has the “best interests” of the forest/jungle/animal at heart, they refuse these others’ agency such that “the only actor left is the spokesperson, the one who represents” (Haraway 2004:88). Even more troublesome is that this spokesperson, this sole and singular actor, is historically likely to be a scientist who, within the “myth of modernity,” is seen as “the perfect representative of nature” (Haraway 2004:88). In order to co-construct nature, nonproductivist modes of relating between human and nonhuman that are expressed as articulations, relationality, and respect are necessary.

These commitments distinguish Haraway’s approach to animality from that of many of her contemporaries outside feminist theory, like Giorgio Agamben and Latour. Alongside them, Haraway explores “the animal” as a contingent, historical, and contested concept in dynamic and co-constitutive relation to “the human,” raising possibilities for new ontologies of animality. The uniqueness of her contribution to this movement, however, is the invitation to construct theories through which to think not just animality in general, as many contemporary theorists are doing, but animal sexualities in particular, from the vantage point of a critical rethinking of the human. This places feminist concerns and methodologies at the center of contemporary philosophies of the animal while simultaneously calling for these feminisms to interrogate their own heterohumanist presuppositions.

Since Foucault’s explication of biopolitics, we have known that the operation of the concept of sexuality is a supple tool for the maintenance and circulation of power. Feminism has interrogated, historicized, and unhinged the connections between femininity and sexuality for political reasons, namely in an effort to denaturalize exploitative sexual practices and thus change them. We could ask, then, whether it is not the task of feminism to denaturalize animal sexualities in order to present both animality and the political in a new light. The idea of denaturalizing animal sexuality is obviously problematic, at the very least because it complicates our relationship to the discourse that offers the most detailed information about nonreproductive sex among animals, namely animal behavior studies. Feminist theory will need to do much more than cite studies by empirical scientists that describe, for instance, same-sex sexual behaviors among some primates or those famously “gay” big horn sheep that recently made the news (Cloud 2007). In Haraway’s work, queering animals means not only showing that animals sometimes have unreproductive sex. It means showing the political value of unhinging animality from its heretofore seamless relationship to the concept of a “nature” that is stable, predictable, and controllable.

Feminism has barely begun to denaturalize or queer animal sexualities. For instance, Carol Adams persuasively argues that the sexual objectification and consumption of animals and of women follow the same models (2003). She proposes that feminism approach the animalizing of women and the feminization of animals in patriarchal culture as a unique opportunity, namely the chance to study the oppression of animals as a particular symptom of androcentric social organization. However, Adams’s work on the visual culture aspect of meat consumption is devoted to exposing the logic and structure of a pattern of oppression and exploitation, a position depending on one important assumption: that humans are the only actors in this practice. The structure of her argument makes power and privilege pretty unambiguously distinguishable from subjugation. In that sense, it offers rather limited resources for a post- or neo-Foucauldian feminist analysis of power, desire, and norms, the production of truths and practices, and the complexities of self-care.5

In contrast, Haraway shows the political significance and value of conceiving animals as agents (sexual, ethical, semiotic). She reminds us of the reasons animals were actively excluded from much early feminist inquiry, in this case Marxist feminism: “[Marxist feminists] tended to be all too happy with categories of society, culture, and humanity and all too suspicious of nature, biology, and co-constitutive human relationships with other critters” (Haraway 2008:73–74). Feminism never questioned the reserving of the categories of desire and sexuality for human beings. But surely, as Adams has shown, it cannot be by accident that the comparisons between animals and women are made in pornographic contexts in particular. Neither is it accidental that animals are overtly gendered in pornography (see Grebowicz 2010). The patriarchal logic that depends on an assumption of woman’s animal nature makes this assumption specifically in the context of sexuality, insofar as we imagine that sex is where humans are at their most animal. And we do imagine this: in his controversial piece “Heavy Petting,” Peter Singer defends bestiality as a legitimate sexual practice on the grounds that “there are many ways in which we cannot help behaving just as animals do—or mammals, anyway—and sex is one of the most obvious ones. We copulate, as they do. They have penises and vaginas, as we do, and the fact that the vagina of a calf can be sexually satisfying to a man shows how similar these organs are” (Singer 2001). According to Singer’s naturalizing logic, the zoophile’s desire for the animal is always already proof of our animality. Sexual zoophilia itself becomes a symbol of the breakdown of human exceptionalism and perhaps even proof of evolutionary theory.

But, clearly, this collapsing of desire into nature is not where most feminists will wish to end up. What kind of account of agency is available in a post-Enlightenment world in which we have abandoned human exceptionalism, where we take evolutionary biology seriously but no longer conflate nature with programming? Surprisingly, it is Derrida’s work on the animal that offers a position closer to Haraway’s because both take seriously the idea of the animal as sexual agent. For Derrida, sexuality is precisely the site of the human-animal difference where both humans and animals are denaturalized. Rather than challenging the modern anthropomorphic opposition between human and animal by pointing out how very animal we are in our sexualities, as Singer does, Derrida performs a contrasting gesture. He exposes the human as a highly mediated philosophical construct by exploring the degree to which animality poses the ultimate limit to the human. The animal is “more other than any other” and is so precisely “on the threshold of sexual difference. More precisely, of sexual differences” (Derrida 2008:36). Animals thus become not just another “other” for feminism to include in its ever expanding list of oppressed identities, but quite possibly the question mark itself, the philosophical problem of sexuality par excellence. Engaging philosophically with animality means engaging with the idea of sexual differences in the plural, a bottomless heterogeneity of sexual possibilities. This undermines the modern fantasy that humans are on one side of the divide and a homogeneous group called animals is on the other. Derrida writes, “Philosophers have always judged and all philosophers have judged that limit to be single and indivisible, considering that on the one side of that limit there is an immense group, a single and fundamentally homogeneous set that one has the right... to mark as opposite, namely the set of the Animal in general.... It applies to the whole animal kingdom with the exception of the human” (Derrida 2008:40–41). Animality, understood as the site of limitless sexual differences, overturns this received order. In accord with Latour’s rejection of fantasies of a Nature from which Politics is absent, this queer animality opens onto a new relationship between nature and the political.

Haraway’s interest in locating agency in sexuality is evident in the rather racy sex scene that concludes The Companion Species Manifesto. She makes the case that dogs are not natural using the example of complex, unique sexual play between two dogs, one of which is spayed:


None of their sexual play has anything to do with remotely functioning heterosexual mating behavior—no efforts of Willem to mount, no presenting of an attractive female backside, not much genital sniffing, no whining and pacing, none of that reproductive stuff. No, here we have pure polymorphous perversity that is so dear to the hearts of all of us who came of age in the 1960s reading Norman O. Brown. The 110 pound Willem lies down with a bright look in his eye. Cayenne, weighing in at 35 pounds, looks positively crazed as she straddles her genital area on top of his head, her nose pointed towards his tail, presses down and wags her backside vigorously. I mean hard and fast. He tries for all he’s worth to get his tongue on her genitals, which inevitably dislodges her from the top of his head. It looks a bit like the rodeo, with her riding a bronco and staying on as long as possible. They have slightly different goals in this game, but both are committed to the activity. Sure looks like eros to me. Definitely not agape.

(Haraway 2003:99)



Haraway’s political philosophy depends on the claim that humans and dogs (and many other animals) are semiotic agents in the production of naturecultures. The central role played by nonreproductive sex play is crucial to her position, which seeks to undermine the notion that animals are programmed by nature while humans are not (or that humans are animals only insofar as they are programmed by nature). She denaturalizes animal sex at the same moment that she endows the dogs with not just desire but sexual agency: “they invented this game” (Haraway 2003:100). Note the importance of the claim that this is eros and not agape, perversity and not necessity—in short, a certain sense of indeterminacy, possibility, rather than bondage to a stable and knowable script of practices and significations. Invention—in the form of nonreproductive sexual practice—appears here as an alternative to a view of nature as ordered, predictable, and thus controllable. It plays the same role in Haraway’s text as the limitless plurality of sexualities does in Derrida’s.

In the work of these theorists the animal understood as a sexual agent becomes the figure of radical possibility and openness, and it is here that talk of a multispecies body politic becomes audible. In contrast to Singer’s naturalizing move, animality explodes the universalizing category of nature as homogeneous and predictable. It is this figure of the animal with which feminist critique should engage today precisely because the new animality unmistakably announces that we don’t know what we thought we knew about any of the players in the Haraway’s equation—about sex, about women, and least of all about nature. In Judith Butler’s work this state of critical unknowing is necessary for politics. Sexuality is precisely what must remain unintelligible in order to retain its capacity to resist normativity. What would an account of animal sex that took this idea seriously look like? Butler is first of all critical of what she calls foreclosure, the tendency to decide the approach to an event prior to the event itself. In her work on the politics of gay marriage, for instance, she calls the desire for recognition and legitimation by the state “the foreclosure of the sexual field.” And sex, she writes, is precisely the thing that cannot be foreclosed, schematized a priori and thus stabilized, if it is to be the site of freedom and resistance we wish it to be in feminist and especially queer politics (Butler 2004). The political is a field of productive tension between two incommensurable ways of relating to sexuality: as intelligible, representable, and either legitimate or not, on one hand, and as unintelligible, unrepresentable, and outside the very possibility of legitimation on the other. These two poles are not in a relationship of symmetry, because the first is always privileged as recognizably political, while the second is often accused of appearing to be apolitical.


Why, under the present conditions, does the very prospect of “becoming political” depend on our ability to operate within that discursively instituted binary and not to ask, and endeavor not to know, that the sexual field is forcibly constricted through accepting those terms?... To become political, to act and speak in ways that are recognizably political, is to rely on a foreclosure of the very political field that is not subject to political scrutiny. Without the critical perspective, politics relies fundamentally on an unknowingness—and depoliticization—of the very relations of force by which its own field of operation is instituted.

(Butler 2004:107)



Foreclosure precludes the possibility of a progressive sexual movement. Accordingly, as we can see in her deliberate mystification of the sex play between Willem and Cayenne, Haraway’s demand that we consider animals as sexual agents is precisely a move away from any straightforward intelligibility of their practices. And, in keeping with Haraway’s account of posthuman hermeneutic agency, Butler describes these unintelligible places as sites from which a different kind of claim can be made. “These are not precisely places where one can choose to hang out, subject positions one might opt to occupy. These are nonplaces in which one finds oneself in spite of oneself; indeed, these are nonplaces where recognition, including self-recognition, proves precarious if not elusive, in spite of one’s best efforts to be a subject in some sense. They are not sites of enunciation, but shifts in the topography from which a questionably audible claim emerges: the claim of the not-yet-subject and the nearly recognizable” (Butler 2004:108). Borrowing this language, we could argue that in their sex play Cayenne and Willem emerge as nearly recognizable not-yet-agents. As such, they cause shifts in the political topography, the landscape in which we thought we knew what constitutes an audible claim and hermeneutic agency in general. Haraway’s concern with problems of agency intersects with Butler’s concern with unstable and unintelligible sexualities, and she follows Butler in the complexities of theorizing the effects of this intersection on ontologies of animality and in the wide-ranging effects of these ontologies on how we conceive of the political. She also follows Butler in the demand for new imaginaries and practices of kinship and in theorizing the political effects of this shift.

Queer Kin: The Two Butlers

Kinship, in Haraway’s hands, becomes a way of disrupting both natural and cultural understandings of being in the world, to what and whom we have responsibility, with whom we articulate alliances, and who or what is deserving of our respect, care, and love (Haraway 2008). In her own work on kinship Judith Butler writes, “Debates about the distinction between nature and culture, which are clearly heightened when the distinctions between animal, human, machine, hybrid, and cyborg remain unsettled, become figured at the site of kinship, for even a theory of kinship that is radically culturalist frames itself against a discredited nature’ and so remains in a constitutive and definitional relation to that which it claims to transcend” (Butler 2004:126). Queer theorists too have stakes in searching for modes of relationality not dependent on the distorted fantasy of human sexual reproduction. Butler has argued that it is politically and theoretically necessary to attend to notions of kinship as we negotiate contemporary changes in family structure away from the heterosexual norm to what she describes as “post-Oedipal kinship” (Campbell 2002:645; Butler 2004). As Butler notes, debates on gay marriage and kinship “have become sites of intense displacement for other political fears... fears that feminism... has effectively opened up kinship outside the family, opened it to strangers” (Butler 2004). Indeed, queering stands in a particular relation to the production of the human itself (just as Haraway’s queered nature does). One of the central tasks of queering projects “is to assert in clear and public terms the reality of homosexuality not as an inner truth, not as a sexual practice, but as one of the defining features of the social world in its very intelligibility.” The public assertion of homosexuality “calls into question what counts as reality and what counts as human life” (Butler 2004:29–30).

There is, coincidentally, another Butler whose work interrogates the human and the intelligibility of the social world in its reimagining of kinship. At its close, Haraway’s early work Primate Visions draws overtly on a specific SF text by African American SF author Octavia Butler, whose work Haraway finds helpful in its refusal to admit the sanctity of origin myths and her troubled and troubling accounts of the “threateningly intimate other as self” (Haraway 1991:226). Haraway argues that Butler’s SF is about “resistance to the imperative to recreate the sacred image of the same”—particularly Xenogenesis, which offers “the monstrous fear and hope that the child will not, after all, be like the parent” (Haraway 1989b:378). Given Butler’s positioning as an African American woman in the violent postcolonial and patriarchal histories of America and SF, origin stories are more “bad joke” than “original sacred myth” (378): “Butler’s communities are assembled out of the genocides of history, not rooted in the fantasies of natural roots and recoverable origins. Hers is survival fiction” (379).6

Xenogenesis tells the story of the very costly and altered survival of the main character, black American Lilith, who along with other scattered remnants of humanity, has been rescued from a postholocaust Earth by an alien species, the Oankali. The Oankali spectacularly fulfill Haraway’s challenge to blur boundaries: “Their bodies themselves are immune and genetic technologies, driven to exchange, replication, dangerous intimacy across the boundaries of self and other, and the power of images” (Haraway 1989b:379). Haraway points to an important difference between human and Oankali technology: rather than building “non-living technologies to mediate their self-formations and reformations,” the Oankali “are complexly webbed into a universe of living machines, all of which are partners in their apparatus of bodily production, including the ship on which the action of Dawn takes place” (379). These are, however, no selfless, disinterested saviors—the Oankali’s drive to trade in genetic material means they have a particularly invested interest in ensuring the survival of humans—that of a “full trade” which requires “the intimacies of sexual mingling and embodied pregnancy in a shared colonial venture” (Haraway 1989b:380)—a nonconsenting impregnation made all the more horrific by the fact that, as Lilith despairs, the resulting children “won’t be human” (Butler 1988:263).

Whether or not Butler believes, alongside her gene-trading aliens, that humans are “fatally, but reparably, flawed by their genetic nature as simultaneously intelligent and hierarchical” (279) is really beside the point. (It is worth noting that just such a collapse of Butler into her aliens is what leads some critics to criticize Butler’s utility for a feminist alternative vision of humanity based on dreaded essentialism). This is, after all just one story about the naturalcultural formulation of humans—one that, at any rate, is rendered irrelevant as it becomes clear that the only humanity to survive will be irrevocably changed through enforced sharing and trade with the alien. The Oankali-human constructs will need new stories that cannot help but avoid the “sacred image, the sign of the same” (Haraway 1989b:380). Where others see flawed utopias, biological essentialism, or a dystopian figuring of colonialist powers,7 Haraway sees “survival stories” and hopeful kinships. Haraway is “drawn to the ‘non-originality’ of [Butler’s] characters: as diasporic people, they can’t go back to an original that never existed for them” including, importantly, an oedipal kinship system (Penley and Ross 1990:17). The value of Butler’s work lies in the way her stories, damaged heroines, and societies nevertheless accept the need to make “survivable” lives out of polluted and marked histories and bodies. The central message of Butler’s fictions is that there are different possibilities for telling noninnocent origin and kinship stories for human and other species. In this way, feminist SF illuminates Haraway’s search for stories that help queer nature and thus participate in the transdisciplinary, multiliterate conversation feminist science studies becomes in her hands.8

Of course, for Haraway and ecofeminists, queer kinship goes well beyond the human “family” to include all kinds of organisms and animals:


I want my writing to be read as an orthopedic practice for learning how to remold kin links to help make a kinder and unfamiliar world.... It is my queer family of feminists, antiracists, scientists, scholars, genetically engineered lab rodents, cyborgs, dog people, vampires, modest witnesses, writers, molecules, and both living and stuffed apes who teach me how to locate kin and kind now, when all of the cosmic correspondences … might be traceable in non-Euclidean geometries for those who have never been either human or modern.

(Haraway 2004:2–3)



Judith Butler traces the radical changes in contemporary anthropological practice and resulting theories of kinship, which have moved from the concept of a natural and reprocentric relation to the more performative notion that “kinship is itself a kind of doing,” a practice of self-conscious assemblage. This illuminates complications in the relation between nature and culture. There are obvious resonances here with Haraway’s approach to companion species: her figuration for telling a “story of co-habitation, co-evolution, and embodied cross species sociality” (Haraway 2003:4). Nonreprocentric models of kinship “constitute a ‘breakdown’ of traditional kinship that not only displaces the central place of biological and sexual relations from its definition but gives sexuality a domain separate from kinship, which allows for the durable ties to be thought of outside of the conjugal frame and thus opens kinship to a set of community ties that are irreducible to family” (Butler 2004:127).

This facilitates imagining interspecies kinship because the species line no longer signifies as that which constrains biological reproduction. It loses its significance in contrast to the considerable ethical challenges involved in agential “doing.” Like the two Butlers, Haraway figures this doing as process—a “becoming with” as a way of “becoming worldly” where “the partners do not precede their relating” (Haraway 2008:3, 17). This doing, which Judith Butler describes as “a process of cultural translation, where it is not a translation between two languages that stay enclosed, distinct, unified,” but rather “the occasion for both an ethical and social transformation,” will not be warm, fuzzy, or comfortable. “It will constitute a loss, a disorientation, but one in which the human stands a chance of coming into being anew” in a relationship of ongoing conceptual and material mutual intervention with animalities (Butler 2004:38–39). This disorientation is, we argue, what feminism needs in order to meet Haraway’s challenge: that primatology as well as dog writing is feminist politics.


THREE

KNOWLEDGES

Standpoint theory, perhaps most famously formulated by Nancy Hartsock and Sandra Harding, is hardly a unified set of positions today. What, exactly, is meant by “standpoint,” “location,” and “situatedness” in reference to knowledge? Is standpoint theory a feminist political position or an epistemological innovation? Should it be used to describe the conditions of knowledge production or to formulate normative criteria for justification of knowledge claims? We will not attempt to position ourselves among these questions, but take as our starting point instead an interview in which Haraway addresses standpoint feminism in general terms, from afar. She acknowledges the movement’s important and far-reaching contributions, describes it as an “epistemological achievement that came out of a political practice” and a “particular intellectual tradition” and states that “important work gets done with this very contaminated tool.” However, when describing her own relationship to standpoint feminism, she reminds us that her project, in contrast, searches for “non-stable grounds” of knowledge production (Haraway 2004:336–37). What is at stake in Haraway’s criticism of standpoint’s stable grounds, and how does this criticism mediate the points of connection between her work and that of other thinkers in feminist science studies?

Haraway has stated that her relationship with feminist standpoint theory is troubled.1 Our goal is to engage with her contributions without attempting to resolve that trouble. This means a precarious navigation of multiple, intersecting conversational threads without necessarily untying the knots formed along the way. Some of these conversations are between Haraway’s texts and those of her peers and colleagues in print. Others are encounters we stage between less overt, even unspoken assumptions in Haraway’s work as well as that of her peers in FSS in an effort to see where the relevant disjunctions might be. In other words, there is the Haraway who enters into the conversations and the one who emerges from them, and they are not always identical. This chapter also constructs an imaginary encounter with a thinker whose work will play a relatively important role for the remainder of this book: Jean-François Lyotard. Why Lyotard? Not because they ever wrote to or about each other, but because, as we hope to show, their epistemologies exist in productive, robust relation despite the fact that Lyotard writes about neither feminism nor science studies. Lyotard’s work on dissensus and paralogy in language and politics offers a paradigm for working through the problem of polyvocality. Our exploration of possible points of intersection with Haraway furnishes an opportunity to perform a different kind of polyvocality, and even community, beyond the empirical facts of citation practices. We are thus exploring Haraway’s epistemology across at least three different methodologies of commentary: Haraway as part of a living academic community, in which she may be read “with” her peers at times and “against” them at others, and finally abstracted from that community and transported to the sphere of pure ideas, confronting (and confronted by) an interlocutor we have picked out for her.

Our fellow traveler in this adventure will be the figure of the “colonial organism,” another member of the queer family of companion species. It is important to note that figures for Haraway are not reducible to metaphors or examples. Her work both performs and thematizes an extensive methodology of reading with/through figures, which we will begin to explore and enact here. “Figures are never innocent,” but are bound to the researching subject in a relationship of cathexis, which must be excavated and articulated with the aim of “a kind of assemblage, a kind of connectedness” between them (Haraway 2004:338). Accordingly, colonial organisms will serve not only as “interesting academic objects” in the present study but also as a way into imagining the epistemological paradigm shift that takes place when species truly “meet” and we are faced with the task of theorizing and the production of meaning “between” human and nonhuman knowers.

On Solid Ground?

Feminist science studies is as unstable and dynamic a discourse as any other. Perhaps more than some others, however, FSS thematizes its dynamism and makes its internal instability and dissensus an object of research and debate. The debate has resulted in at least two different stories that the field tells about itself. On one hand, there is the story found in the anthology Feminism in Twentieth Century Science, Technology, and Medicine, edited by Angela N. H. Creager, Elizabeth Lunbeck, and Londa L. Schiebinger, a self-proclaimed turn-of-the-millennium collective articulation of the positive effects of feminism (feminist critics of science and feminist scientists) on the sciences. Though many other texts discuss the very same issues raised here, we are particularly interested in the way that this text positions or locates itself as “looking back and taking stock.” It does not include a chapter by Haraway, but the authors in the collection cite her repeatedly, and, indeed, Haraway often cites them in turn. Yet, despite this appearance of a community in consensus, this collection leaves us with a particular model of politico-scientific community quite at odds with Haraway’s earlier work, precisely that work which was so iconic for these thinkers. Feminist science studies appears here as the landscape of stable grounds, a grounding against which Haraway poses a worldly, unstable “mud,” a slimy matrix that connects and holds things “in touch” while necessitating slippages and lubricating “passages for living beings and their parts” (Haraway 2008:3).

The collection begins by focusing on the effects of the influx of women practitioners on certain sciences, like primatology, developmental biology, and archaeology. These three sciences are, in the words of Scott Gilbert and Karen Rader, “in the business of telling us who we are and how we came to be” (Gilbert and Rader 2001:92), and it is here that we consistently see analyses that fit Helen Longino’s broad definition of feminist work as work “with a commitment ‘to prevent gender from being disappeared.’”2 These sciences offer—or at least we fantasize that they do—histories, what are often called “natural histories,” narratives of a past that is assumed to be insulated from the contingencies of modern human history. The texts here defend the contributions of feminist science and feminist science studies by arguing that the work of feminists—work motivated by the commitment to prevent gender from being disappeared—has resulted in more accurate narratives of who we are and how we came to be, with more complete models, fewer gross errors, greater attention to detail, and more careful, reflexive, and responsible natural histories.

In the field of archaeology, for example, making women’s tools and practices more visible results in a richer, more detailed story about the earliest inhabitants of the Americas and, literally, “different archaeological ‘facts’ established by excavation” (Wylie 2001:31). Gender-literate research has shown, for instance, “that Paleo-Indians depended on a much more diversified set of subsistence strategies than acknowledged by standard ‘man-the (mammoth/bison)-hunter’ models.” In this case and others, feminist work acts as a corrective demonstrating that gender stereotypes have resulted in errors in identifying the sexes of skeletons or in accounts of technological developments in prehistoric societies, thus clearing the way for more reliable sexing techniques and better accounts of development (Wylie 2001:32–33). In the particular essay we cite here, Alison Wylie points out that in addition to these improvements in existing areas of archaeology, feminist attention to the work and lives of prehistoric women has opened up entirely new areas of inquiry, areas which “have been assumed to be archaeologically inaccessible—that is, repetitive domestic activities involving perishable materials and utilitarian tools that often leave little durable archeological record.” She mentions increased interest in netting and basketry industries, domestic food-processing activities, and shellfishing—all activities associated with women, and sometimes children, the study of which requires “creative use of indirect methods of analysis” because they have left behind almost no artifacts (Wylie 2001:35).

Attention to gender in developmental biology has also yielded more accurate scientific practices. Gilbert and Rader argue that feminist geneticists and embryologists have transformed the vocabulary of the field, calling for a new vocabulary that is less sexist, which thus results in “a more scientifically congruent view of the world” (Gilbert and Rader 2001:92). They cite the work of Emily Martin, whose studies of literature on fertilization expose the fantasies of gender difference at work in the vocabulary of reproduction, with its metaphors of waste, passivity, and failure associated with female reproductive physiology, and the rhetoric of production, agency, and virility associated with that of the male. Martin’s work explores more recent research in fertilization, which highlights the active role of the egg and emphasizes chemical interactions between egg and sperm in contrast to the mechanical interactions at work in more traditional accounts. The narratives in which the strongest, fastest sperm “conquers” the egg as well as the use of the loaded term penetration are exposed here as political tools. She draws attention to the social assumptions behind biological metaphors and imagery and proposes that the new research requires better, more egalitarian metaphors (Martin 1996). Evelyn Fox Keller also cites Martin as the prime example of how a critique of vocabulary and imagery can help “restore equity in the symbolic realm” and “open up new cognitive spaces” (Fox Keller 2001:105). In addition to critiques of language, feminist biologists have offered critiques of research programs, which have resulted in more comprehensive research, most notably in the area of sex determination. Since Aristotle, we have believed that femaleness was the default state. Until very recently, researchers identified only those genes responsible for testis formation, since it was assumed that there were no genes responsible for ovary formation. When feminist biologists discovered that “sex determination is actually a bifurcating path, and both testis- and ovary-formation are active, gene-directed events,” scientists looked for—and found—ovary-forming genes. That was in the 1990s, quite a while after Aristotle (Gilbert and Rader 2001:90). Should we feel shocked at how truly innovative feminist research has been in this area, Gilbert and Rader reassure us that “numerous men are involved in these critiques, and each of these critiques has been advanced in the name of making the science more rigorous” (90).

Of course, it is in primatology that feminist theories have enjoyed the most public success, so much so that Linda Fedigan concludes, following Haraway, that primate studies might be considered a branch of feminist theory (Fedigan 2001b:46, 48). Here, too, feminist critique has yielded new research practices, by indicating how gender stereotypes influence sampling practices, directing everything from which species is considered most important to observe, and for what purposes, down to which individuals of that species it is appropriate to observe. Elizabeth Lloyd’s essay, “Pre-Theoretical Assumptions in Evolutionary Explanations of Female Sexuality,” demonstrates how androcentrism has dictated which phenomena count as scientifically significant. She describes the methodological problems created by the assumption that orgasm in female primates is connected to reproduction in the same way that it is in male primates or, as she puts it, the assumption that “female sexuality doesn’t make sense unless it is in the service of reproduction.” The result of this assumption is that researchers simply fail to study those orgasms that are not associated with intercourse or oestrus because they won’t help us “make sense” of the evolution of orgasmic response in female primates. Lloyd’s critique shows how a male-normative attitude in primatology limits research and distorts results (Lloyd 1996). Fedigan considers this kind of critique to be less a specifically feminist contribution and more a general contribution to the quality of the science: raising the standards of evidence (2001b:51).

As another example of methodological innovation coming from feminist work, Fedigan invokes Haraway’s demand for “the ‘activation’ of the previously passive categories of objects of knowledge” (Haraway 1991c:199) as part of a larger movement in primatology to grant agency to animals rather than treating them as “a passive resource” (Fedigan 2001b:57). New methodology, in turn, yields new “facts,” and Fedigan cites a body of literature where precisely this has happened: research influenced by feminist critiques has resulted in significant changes in our beliefs about primate social behaviors and in new models of these societies, which tend to grant more agency to females and non–alpha males rather than focusing on the social function of male aggression. Feminist theory has acted as a further corrective by highlighting the degree of anthropomorphic projection present in primatological description. The result, writes Fedigan, is that we are more acutely aware of the “dangers of … project[ing] Western gender role stereotypes onto animal patterns and onto our human ancestors” (53). This in turn requires an awareness of how gender stereotypes work in language, and, once again, feminist analysis of language saves primatology from some of the more problematic anthropomorphisms from which it suffers.

It appears, then, that when we take stock of the difference that feminist work has made in the sciences over the past hundred or fifty or twenty-five years, when we reconstruct the story of feminism in science, we can reasonably argue for its legitimacy and success: feminist theories and critiques have contributed positively to the methods and results in many areas of science; they have yielded new observations and aided in the construction of new and better natural histories, histories we have epistemic, scientific reasons to believe are more accurate than the histories we now know to have been androcentric all along. But what exactly is behind this claim and what does it cost us to make it? Recall the passage already cited, where Gilbert and Rader inform us that feminist critiques of research in sex determination and early brain development also include the work of men (of which Scott Gilbert himself would be an example). Why is this a significant claim in this context? Does it not exploit our mistrust of research done exclusively by women? We are assured that if a critique of science is coeducational, then at the very least it cannot be accused of being politically motivated, of representing special interests. Instead, Gilbert and Rader seem to be saying that we are all in it together: a universal “we” telling a more accurate universal history of “us.”

The Past Is the Contested Zone: Two Stories of FSS

Haraway warned against this as far back as 1978. In “Animal Sociology and the Body Politic, Part II: The Past Is the Contested Zone,” she points out that “telling stories of the human past is a rule-governed activity,” and a great deal of research that calls itself feminist has done little to change the rules. Instead, this research tells “of a different human nature, of different universals,” but fails to “leave the traditional space of science” (Haraway 1991d [1978]:39). Indeed, stories that take stock of the history of FSS in universalizing terms seem to enjoy the greatest success within the FSS community, at least judging by some influential texts to appear over the last few years. Helen Longino’s book The Fate of Knowledge, for instance, argues for epistemic plurality versus unification, complexity versus simplicity, and local knowledge versus universal knowledge, using many examples from contemporary biological research (Longino 2002:175–202). In spite of this, however, Longino concludes that we should consider the debates between competing interests and approaches as “critical interaction that advances all of them rather than as a duel requiring a single victor” (189). She takes the role of feminism in social studies of science to be part of the time-honored tradition of philosophers who “affirm the sociality of knowledge,” citing John Stuart Mill, Charles Sanders Pierce, and Karl Popper as examples of what she calls predecessors of her own project in this work (3). Linda Martín Alcoff makes a similar move at the opening of “On Judging Epistemic Credibility: Is Social Identity Relevant?” where she places feminist philosophers in the canon of respectable philosophers like “Kant, Locke, Russell, and the Vienna Circle, who unashamedly declared and defended the political motivations of their work.” Alcoff continues: “Feminist philosophy and feminist epistemology represent a continuation of the tradition in which philosophers openly avow their political aspirations” (Alcoff 2001:53–55).

Such gestures, which seek to legitimate, but in fact have the effect of normalizing feminist interventions, are a common characteristic of FSS and may be traced as far back as Sandra Harding’s account of the standpoint (“strong objectivity”), which stands in sharp contrast to Haraway’s situated knowledges. In order to hear the voices of the marginalized, Harding writes, “strong objectivity requires that scientists and their communities be integrated into democracy-advancing projects for scientific and epistemological reasons, as well as moral and political ones” (Harding 1996:245). “Democracy-advancing values” are not only politically desirable, but they actually result in epistemically better sciences, having “systematically generated less partial and distorted beliefs than others” (Harding 1996:246). Gilbert and Rader concur with Haraway when they state that feminist critiques of research have resulted in a more scientifically congruent view of the world. If your science is democratic, it seems, it is more likely to be epistemically successful. From this perspective, of course, it makes no sense to think of feminist standpoint epistemologies as a threat to objectivity or good scientific practice.

We should remember, however, the dangers of arguing for the connection between a particular political stake and scientific accuracy—the most racist, sexist, heterosexist research will yield a scientifically congruent view of the world in the context of particular racist, sexist, and heterosexist political stakes. It is always possible to conflate political pragmatics and epistemic success—but should we? If the only projects that count as socially and epistemically responsible are democracy-advancing projects, and we are all in agreement about what is meant by “democracy,” then in what sense are we still talking about groups and individuals with different cultural assumptions and different political stakes?

Longino’s claim that we should read the differences between feminist and nonfeminist stakes as “advancing all interests” in the end fails to ask the metalevel question should we wish to advance all interests? What does advancing all interests have to do with any robust, critical idea of democracy? Why should we, to take just Grebowicz and Merrick as an example, wish to advance the interests of a group that benefits from our systematic political and economic disenfranchisement? Critiques of scientific practice exist precisely because someone somewhere wants to promote some interests (say the interests of a disenfranchised social group) and to substantially interrogate an existing authority.

The motivation behind these universalizing formulations seems to be to defend feminist epistemologies from charges of bias and special interest and thus to maintain their status as good philosophy. But is this not to continue, on some level, to buy into the authority of the disinterested, objective voice, even as these thinkers offer us more complex and practically relevant definitions of objectivity than those offered by androcentric traditions? Why should feminist epistemologies wish to belong to any canonical tradition of political philosophy? What do they gain from such a belonging, and at what price? Or, to put it differently, if feminist theorists interrogate epistemology, should they not also interrogate the politics behind the tradition of politically motivated epistemologies? “Location is also partial in the sense of being for some worlds and not others. There is no way around this polluting criterion for strong objectivity” (Haraway 1997:237–38). This is the sense of location and positioning which interests us here, the kind of positioning that “pollutes” the purity of philosophical claims and yet is no more avoidable than social identity in the formation of those claims. What kind of world are scholars of FSS “for”? And if there is more than one answer to this question, what kind of metanarrative can account for the differences?

A Harawayan rewriting of the story of FSS would require a focus on those political motivations that have, precisely, no predecessors in the history of philosophy, on the ways in which feminist political stakes are, precisely “untraditional.” Instead of linking to concepts like political motivation, democracy, freedom, and even science, as they have been shaped historically and made canonical, perhaps it is the task of feminist epistemologies to robustly interrogate these very concepts, their historical shaping, and canon making itself. Such interrogations, reflexivity on this level, make up the true political work of feminist thought. Or, to put it differently, in order to prevent gender from being disappeared, FSS must return to their initial project of introducing far more than the dimension of gender to scientific discourse. Broadly speaking, the history of modern philosophy from Kant to the Vienna Circle does not provide the critical paradigms that feminism needs to affect the necessary transformations—both epistemological and political—in the culture of science, because this tradition does not offer sufficiently critical readings of concepts like democracy, knowledge, responsibility, subjectivity, and scientific knowledge. On the contrary, it is modernity itself that is incommensurable with (we could even say stands in the way of) the possibility of such transformation. Instead of linking retroactively onto the history of modern philosophy from Kant to the Vienna Circle in order to trace their philosophical lineage, we argue that FSS would be better served by work that offers robust critiques of modernity, not only the modern conception of science but also of democracy, freedom, history, and of the concept of philosophical lineage itself.

There is another story of FSS, one which begins from political and epistemological assumptions that are not invested in consensus or universal history, and it is here that we locate Haraway’s epistemological investigations. In Simians, Cyborgs, and Women (Haraway 1991c), she formulates situated knowledges as real, particular locations with limited views, necessarily from somewhere. Scientific communities become socially responsible when they realize this and self-consciously speak from their limited, structured locations rather than from the vantage point of universality. We find ourselves walking a tightrope between a feminist investment in inclusion, community, and continuity with a venerable tradition, and a homogenization of interests and discourses, with an investment in “a picture of human universals, of human nature as the foundation for culture” (Haraway 1991c:42). Either we are in search of theories of universal history of the universal “we” or we argue for the impossibility of the universal “we” and for the particular, interested nature of all histories, especially the ones that claim to be universal.

This does not mean that we are committed to talk of different “camps” with different proper names assigned to conflicting positions. Conflicts may and often do exist under one proper name. Indeed, Haraway’s ongoing interest in and championing of the work of both Scott Gilbert and Emily Martin, to name just two, is a strong indicator that the two narrative trajectories we are pulling out may be found woven throughout the works of the same thinker, sometimes perhaps even competing in the same work in a relationship of productive tension and mutual provocation.

Consider, for instance, one of the most significant contributions of feminist science and FSS, namely the focus on a research ethic of strong reflexivity, of critical attitude toward not only the object but also the subject of study. Elizabeth Lloyd cites Longino’s redefinition of objectivity in science as “resulting from the critical interaction of different groups and individuals with different social and cultural assumptions and different stakes. Under this view, the irreducibility of the social components of the scientific situation is accounted for—these social components are, in fact, an essential part of the picture of scientific practice” (Lloyd 1996:100). Of course, reflexivity in the production of scientific knowledge—the notion that an objective scientific knowledge must be critically accessible and free of dogmatism—is hardly a feminist innovation. This idea was already developed explicitly, and with a political agenda, in the work of that “founding father” of liberation epistemologies, Karl Popper. It is at the heart of his notion of falsifiablity as the primary criterion of scientific discourse and of his epistemology “without a knowing subject,” knowledge conceived as something outside of minds, a sort of freestanding construction to which subjects contribute. Contributions to knowledge take place in the form of change, which happens when a theory has been falsified (in other words, it is possible to know “more” as a result of finding out that something is false and thus effectively removing it from what counts as “knowledge”). But for Popper, importantly, critique is limited to critiques within a scientific community. The subjects who contribute by means of falsifications have more or less the same stakes in common, the stakes of modern science (democracy, knowledge, freedom of thought, etc.). The feminist innovation, in contrast, is the emphasis on dissensus as the alternative to epistemological models, which rely fundamentally on consensus as the axis of critique. If feminist scientists argue for the irreducibility of the differences between stakes, then they ought to embrace the idea that feminist and nonfeminist scientists have different stakes and defend different interests.

Indeed, Lloyd says as much when she argues that one of the positive contributions of this feminist, reflexive stance is that if we can show science to be political it will “lose at least some independent authority in the political arena” (Lloyd 1996:101). We are no longer talking about epistemic reasons for supporting feminist research, but normative political reasons. As Wylie puts it, feminist science starts from the position that all science “must take responsibility for the normative (political, ethical) commitments, as well as the theoretical assumptions and methodological standards, that structure practice” (2001:39).

If we insist on the irreducibility of the normative, on its essential role in all scientific discourse, then we must take seriously Haraway’s vision of scientific knowledge production as a contested zone in which groups with different stakes and sometimes mutually exclusive interests interact and occasionally conflict. What kind of model of community and interaction does this produce? It seems, at the very least, to require looking down a path that the “universal history” trend ends up closing off: the idea that critique, in the sense of meaningful, transformative critique, often comes from an “outside”—however problematic that construction may be—in the form of dissensus. In many cases it will appear, necessarily, extra-scientific, and manifest in the form of claims that appear too interested, too political—claims that appear to be and may very well in fact be “bad science.” Often does not mean always—for instance, the aforementioned feminist reflexivity is an example of critique from “inside.” But do we not also need engagement from an outside in order to let ourselves be transformed by the kind of dissensus Haraway advocates?

For instance, the concept of critique from an “outside” is necessary to make sense of the subjectivity Haraway introduces in her later work (following Trinh Minh-ha) under the name “inappropriate/d other.” Inappropriate/d others are not particular people for Haraway, but subject positions, or rather apositions, dislocations of subjectivity. “To be inappropriate/d is not to fit in the taxon, to be dislocated from the available maps specifying kinds of actors and kinds of narratives, not to be originally fixed by difference” (Haraway 2004:69). Haraway describes feminism itself as an inappropriate/d other in relations to science studies: “Most feminists are both insiders and outsiders in the sense that Patricia Hill Collins theorized … sometimes we are forced into this location and sometimes we choose to inhabit it” (340). How could we speak of such subject positions in relations of community, a concept on which all claims about democratic science rely? What is a community in dissensus, and who is “outside” it? Does the very notion of dissensus not problematize the notion of community to the point where this insider/outsider distinction becomes obsolete, and we are forced to invent new metaphors of boundaries and belonging?

For many of Haraway’s interlocutors in science studies, feminism is “outside” science studies insofar as it is political: “feminist techno-science work always feels like trouble, like ‘now you are getting political again’” (Haraway 2004:341). But this is true only from the vantage point of the Enlightenment tradition of liberationist epistemologies. From the vantage point of many postmodernisms, on the other hand, it is the fact that Haraway provokes these types of questions in the first place that makes hers a political project. In other words, to trouble the relationship between epistemology and politics is already to be political, before any overt positioning. Thus, it is from the vantage point of the intersections between feminism and postmodernism that we can begin to make the case, differently, that feminism is political philosophy. Or, to put it in the language of kinship that Haraway so often deploys, it is time for feminism to search for its philosophical “paternity” outside of Enlightenment liberationist thought, however surprising the results.

Haraway and Lyotard

Connections and intersections between Haraway’s work and the writings of French philosopher, Jean-François Lyotard have been discussed before, with both thinkers described as innovators in the discourse called post-humanism (Grebowicz 2007; and Sim 2001), despite Haraway’s explicit rejection of the term posthuman and Lyotard’s complex relationship to the neologism inhuman.3 Rather than policing uses of these words, however, we are interested in the relationship between the thinkers in a larger ongoing debate over thinking and embodiment, location and responsibility. Though there is no evidence that Lyotard ever read Haraway, the title of his essay “Can Thought Go on Without a Body?” (1991b) lands us squarely in the center of this epistemological problematic. We learn that the question posed in the title is really a question about the relationship between thought and body and that it cannot be answered authoritatively from one location. The philosophical problem par excellence, the mind-body problem, provokes an irreducible splitting into kinds of bodies and gendered locations.

The essay itself is a sort of science fiction drama in two voices, each making the case that artificial intelligence can approximate human thought only if it “knows” embodiment and specifically if it understands the embodied nature of vision, that sense which has historically been privileged as the chosen metaphor for disembodied, cold rationality. But they make their points differently and emerge with critiques of rationalism that are quite differently inflected. The first, named “He,” offers a position already quite close to Haraway’s epistemology, namely the idea that thought functions in analogy to the body, in particular to perceptual experience. “A field of thought exists in the same way that there’s a field of vision (or hearing): the mind orients itself in it just as the eye does in the field of the visible.… [Thought] proceeds analogically and only analogically—not logically” (15–16). A thinking which is to be like human thinking (and not like whatever it is computers “do”) can be understood, experienced, and recreated only in the context of sensory experience. Thus thought is embodied not simply as a matter of the fact that our minds happen to be situated in these cumbersome things called bodies, but structurally.

At this point in the essay, another speaker, named “She,” appears, describing the analogical relationship between thought and vision in greater detail: just as vision can never fully comprehend its object, so thought can never fully comprehend its object. “In any serious discussion of analogy, it’s this experience that’s meant, this blur, this uncertainty, this faith in the inexhaustibility of the perceivable” (17). Thus thinking is at bottom the vulnerability of the limited, phenomenological, mortal body, and suffers as such, experiencing the bottomless desire for what it can never have: total comprehension. We think, “She” states, because of a desire for the unthought, to which we can do nothing more than allow it to give itself. This passivity causes us to suffer, and we think, write, paint, create, in an effort to alleviate this suffering (20). In order to think, then, our machines would have to suffer from such a desire: “The unthought would have to make [them] uncomfortable.... Otherwise why would they ever start thinking?” (20). This kind of description of thought as desire and desire as arising from the “impossibility of unifying and completely determining the object seen” is already present, albeit in slightly different form, in the work of Emmanuel Levinas. However, unlike Levinas and other phenomenologists, and more closely akin to Haraway and Luce Irigaray, Lyotard writes that this lack is coextensive with gender. Or, rather, “She” tells us: we think because “the human body has a gender” (20, 22).

Is it accidental that Lyotard presents this in such an unusual form, rather than a philosophical treatise? For Haraway, too, this particular problematic stands in particular relation to science fiction as a genre. Two important strategies of SF to which Haraway pays particular attention are that of revisioning and rereading. The introduction to Primate Visions is called “The Persistence of Vision,” the title of a 1978 John Varley story that Haraway acknowledges to be part inspiration for the book. In a note, Haraway provides a short synopsis of the story with the comment: “The interrogation of the limits and violence of vision is part of the politics of learning to revision” (Haraway 1989b:384). “The Persistence of Vision” also forms one section of Haraway’s influential article “Situated Knowledges” (in Haraway 1991c), which again notes the influence of Varley’s story along with lessons learned while walking with her dogs and imagining how very different the world looked to their eyes (Haraway 1991c:249, 190). Here Haraway turns to vision as a metaphorical tool for thinking differently about the “objectivity debates.”

Of course, much of Haraway’s work interrogates the potency of visualizing technologies and systems in reinforcing and reifying militant and colonialist narratives of naturecultures—what she calls the “god-trick of seeing everywhere from nowhere” (Haraway 1991c:189). Not surprisingly then, as Haraway notes, feminists have been suspicious of the “much maligned system” of vision (Haraway 1991c:188), as it has helped generate and sustain an “ideology of direct, devouring, generative, and unrestricted vision, whose technological mediations are simultaneously celebrated and presented as utterly transparent” (Haraway 1991c:189). In “Situated Knowledges,” Haraway’s quest to “construct a usable, but not an innocent, doctrine of objectivity” (Haraway 1991c:189), reworks the metaphor of vision to this end—one that insists “on the particularity and embodiment of all vision” and does not give in to “the tempting myths of vision as a route to disembodiment and second-birthing” (Haraway 1991c:189).

It is easy to see the appeal of Varley’s story for Haraway’s reworking, as it provides a very different take on vision, embodiment, and knowledge. Varley’s story introduces us to a utopian self-sustaining community built by a group of deaf-blind people; one where they have constructed a life and society not constrained by the restrictions placed on them in the “sighted world.” Shown through the eyes of a visitor, the unnamed narrator, we are introduced to the very different mores, conventions, and, importantly, ways and objectives of communication thus engendered. At first sight, “communication” looks like an orgy to the sighted outsider, as the naked inhabitants of Keller communicate with every part of their body, conveying nuances and intimacies of expression beyond the capacity of the narrator to comprehend or partake in. After a lengthy and instructive stay, the narrator departs, not because he doesn’t fit in but because he knows how much of this communication and communion is denied him. This strangely uplifting story ends with his return where, to his delight he—like the sighted children of the community—is struck deaf and blind; a nice reversal of biblical punishments that comes as a longed-for release and homecoming. “She touched my eyes, shut out all the light, and I saw no more. We live in the lovely quiet and dark” (Varley 1984 [1978]:288). The narrator learns to revision indeed: gaining him entree to an idyllic society free of racism, sexism, capitalism, and violence. “The Persistence of Vision” then, beautifully and emotively encapsulates Haraway’s simple moral: “only partial perspective promises objective vision.” Only when Varley’s narrator loses his sight does he come to understand, to connect, to belong—able to begin the process of revisioning the world.

“Situated Knowledges” is about seeing at least as much as it is about knowing. Haraway rehabilitates the metaphor of vision for feminist epistemology, leaving behind the “conquering gaze from nowhere,” the omnivorous but innocent eye, the self-proclaimed objectivity of “scientific and technological, late industrial, militarized, racist and male-dominant societies” (Haraway 1991c:188–89). Like Lyotard, Haraway insists on “the particularity and embodiment of all vision (though not necessarily organic embodiment and including technological mediation).” For Lyotard, vision is precisely the experience of a limit, of mortality and desire. For Haraway, vision as embodied and “specific” (Haraway 1991c:195) is what keeps our knowledge situated, partial, limited, and thus responsible. She calls for a new definition of objectivity, describing “politics and epistemologies of location, positioning, and situating, where partiality and not universality is the condition of being heard to make rational knowledge claims. These are claims on people’s lives; the view from a body, always a complex, contradictory, structuring and structured body, versus the view from above, from nowhere, from simplicity” (Haraway 1991c:195).

To enjoy objectivity is thus to realize precisely that one is never impartial, to own the particular situation of one’s knowledge and thus to take responsibility for this knowledge, “for both its promising and destructive monsters” (Haraway 1991c:190–91). And, just as Lyotard describes the thinking being as “suffering” from an incompleteness, Haraway’s commitment is to “non-isomorphic” subjectivity, a self split from itself. In other words, owning our locations does not mean “being” the women, colonized workers, or laborers we think we are or even speaking from anything like a common “women’s experience.”4 Situatedness is not a question of identity, but of the capacity to see from “heterogeneous multiplicities,” from “inappropriate/d otherness” (Haraway 1991c:192–93).

Seeing from, however, is not reducible to the question what is it like to be an x? The distinction is especially urgent from the perspective of the concerns in Haraway’s later work, namely her attempts at articulating the possibilities of multispecies communities. As Lorraine Daston points out, the idea of community with nonhuman others deposits us squarely in a sort of ethical paradox: we must at once recognize irreducible difference and engage empathetically: “It is paradoxical that empathy and sympathy, the glue of communities, should be invoked to contract communities to like minds, that is, to one’s own species and contemporaries: to extend a neighborly gesture of recognition across centuries or species is to be suspected of overlooking the otherness of other subjectivities” (2005:54). In other words, when we attempt to negotiate this paradox, to inhabit both empathy and alterity, across centuries or species, we are immediately suspected of a crude anthropomorphism or failure to recognize difference. In response to this problem, Daston invites us to “formulate questions about understanding other minds in some other mode than ‘what is it like to be an x?’” thus figuring empathy not in terms of identification. This is precisely what Haraway’s notion of seeing from demands. Recognizing otherness as radical and irreducible difference means not that we must give up on what Haraway calls “multispecies semiotic progress.” On the contrary, it becomes a necessary condition for interspecies engagement. The endlessly thematized axis of difference, namely that we precisely can’t “talk to the animals” in the manner of Dr. Doolittle (though this claim is never either simple or conclusive), is precisely why the engagement must be empathetic and cannot be otherwise.


The philosophic and literary conceit that all we have is representations and no access to what animals think and feel is wrong. Human beings do, or can, know more than we used to know, and the right to gauge that knowledge is rooted in historical, flawed, generative cross-species practices. Of course, we are not the “other” and so do not know in that fantastic way (body snatching? ventriloquism? channeling?). In addition, through patient practices in biology, psychology, and the human sciences, we have learned that we are not the “self” or “transparently present to oneself” either, and so we should expect no transcendent knowledge from that source. Disarmed of the fantasy of climbing into heads, one’s own or others’, to get the full story from the inside, we can make some multispecies semiotic progress. To claim not to be able to communicate with and to know one another and other critters, however imperfectly, is a denial of mortal entanglements (the open) for which we are responsible and in which we respond.

(Haraway 2008:226)



Thus the epistemological problem was never that “they” are not “us,” because we, too, are not “us.” The notion of the fragmented, nonself-identical knower that takes shape in Haraway’s work is picked up later in Alison Wylie’s essay “Why Standpoint Matters” (2003). Wylie analyzes Patricia Hill Collins’s aforementioned work on the “insider-outsider perspective,” the location of the person “who has no choice, given her social location, but to negotiate the world of the privileged … at the same time as she is grounded in a community whose marginal status generates a fundamentally different understanding of how the world works” (Wylie 2003:34–35). She proposes that claims produced in the contexts of certain standpoints, which are at once (necessarily) partial and (deliberately) critical, such as the insider-outsider perspective, can in fact increase objectivity, when objectivity is understood as a characteristic of knowledge claims and not of knowers. Though she presents this as a defense of “standpoint” rather than invoking Haraway, it is significant that this account differs greatly from Harding’s classic formulation of the standpoint as “strong objectivity” (Harding 1996). First, Harding uses the notion of objectivity as a characteristic of knowers, not claims. Second, she recommends a standpoint epistemology that generates “systematic methods for locating knowledge in history” (237). For Wylie, in contrast, a claim’s objectivity may be evaluated at least in part according to the degree of successful development of the knower’s critical, reflexive relationship to her own partiality and interests. However, the rules of this development, and the criteria by which we may judge such a development as more or less successful, remain case specific. They cannot be determined systematically or a priori (Wylie 2003:34). This notion of knowledge production, which Wylie names critical consciousness, allows for a new epistemological reformulation: knowing itself becomes a necessarily indeterminate, unstable process, which is normative and rule governed, but whose rules can be articulated only after the fact and only on a case-by-case basis.

Such a lack of systematicity means the essential possibility of something like conflict, dissensus. And while Haraway has always been critical of the language of competition, as it characterizes the “malestream” of science studies, she has also, at the same time, always insisted on the possibility of productive conflict. How else are we to understand the language of guerrilla warfare in her work or her characterization of contested space as a site in which a “we” must “struggle” over the articulation of something important, like “women’s experience” (Haraway 1991c:109)? It appears that the conceptual frame (is it one or many?) of conflict/contest/competition/dissensus is slippery in her writing and has more than one possible political belonging. Like Lyotard’s notion of the differend, a conflict with no metalevel position from which it may be adjudicated, this frame at once suggests the possibility of violence and domination and the possibility of justice.

In “Can Thought Go on Without a Body?” Lyotard emerges as a serious interlocutor for the standpoint debate and Haraway’s epistemology in particular. In fact, it is curious that rather than exploring the affinities between their epistemologies, existing scholarship tends to theorize Lyotard and Haraway “together” under the umbrella of posthumanism.” Not only does Haraway object to the term (Haraway 2008:17, see chapter 3), but in fact Lyotard’s own critique of humanism appears at first to go in a very different direction than hers. He almost never mentions nonhuman animals, and, while Haraway’s call to “learn from our fusions with animals and machines how not to be Man, the embodiment of Western logos” (Haraway 1991a:173) has been read with particular emphasis on the fusion with machines, Lyotard’s work on the “inhuman,” apart from “Can Thought Go on Without a Body?” hardly ever thematizes machines or computers. For Lyotard, the problem of what comes “after” Man is located in what comes “before” Man—childhood is one of his central philosophical tropes. The inhuman is that part of experience that exceeds the systems and institutions which render us “human” or “fit to share in communal life, adult consciousness, and reason” (Lyotard 1991a:3).

But perhaps here is where Haraway can contribute something new to the Lyotardian schema, by introducing nonhuman animals and our numerous and multivalent fusions with them into conversation with a philosophical critique of the social institutions that produce adult humanity. If Lyotard’s work offers the resources to think through challenges to the human posed by, say, the Wild Boy of Aveyron and Timothy Treadwell, the ill-fated, insane subject of Werner Herzog’s documentary Grizzly Man, Haraway invites us to go even further in a sense. In 1961, she tells us, a young earthling named HAM made it as far as the boundary of space before returning to Earth. HAM was a chimpanzee, not a philosopher, and experienced his space adventure from the perspective of a distinct form of simian knowledge and primate vision (Haraway 2004:94–95). The question of nonhuman knowers emerges here as very different from the one offered by debates about the promises of artificial intelligence. When Lyotard writes that if humans were born human “as cats are born cats” it would not be possible to educate them, he forgets creatures like HAM, who clearly challenge the sharp difference Lyotard wishes to draw between beings “completely led by nature” and those who are educable (Lyotard 1991a:3). HAM and other colonial organisms not only passively take part in institutions, they also are central in the transformation of these institutions in ways yet to be robustly theorized. In other words, Haraway reminds us that cats are also not born cats, or at least that many animal species (like cats and humans) are “produced,” both discursively and materially, by the logic that distinguishes nature from culture.

Colonial Organisms in Crisis

Why on earth should one speak of nonhuman “knowers” at all? Does it not suffice to continue to debate the ethical status of animals, the degrees to which they are or are not “persons” (as has been done extensively with both apes and cetaceans),5 in order to address Haraway’s question, “who will be we when species meet?” Why might feminist epistemologies need to posit a nonhuman knower, rather than simply describing ways of relating more and more responsibly to nonhumans as objects of our human knowledge? First of all, we find ourselves in a natural extension of the same problematic which motivates standpoint theory: how to reconcile epistemology, traditionally a universalizing and normalizing discourse, with a robust notion of differences among knowing subjects, differences that matter in the production of knowledge? Furthermore, Haraway would remind us that nonhuman knowers are not fantastic inventions of feminist amodern epistemologies, but already inhabit our present-day naturecultures. Epistemologists are now faced with the task of providing the ideological schemas necessary to describe them. For instance, the question of personhood seems to be interminably tangled up with epistemological questions like “what are they aware of? what do they know?” Juan Carlos Gómez argues that apes should be considered persons not because they posses the self-awareness that epistemologists often hold as characteristic of personhood, but because they are capable of “mutual-awareness,” or “treating others as intentional agents.” He writes, “I am not a person in so far as I think I am a person. I am not a person in so far as another thinks of me as a person. I am a person in so far as I and another perceive and treat each other as persons” (Gómez 2006:142). On this view, personhood should be understood as irreducibly relational rather than a feature of individuals, and pragmatic, the result of concrete actions in the world, rather than conceptual or abstract. Personhood becomes a verb rather than a noun, the performance of a particular kind of relation between two or more living beings. This definition, Gómez reminds us, is something we learn from the particular way that apes, not humans, inhabit the world intersubjectively. In other words, the question is not to what degree we observe apes experiencing themselves as subjects, but to what degree we observe them relating to other hominids, including humans, as if the latter were subjects—and this is what counts for Gómez.

Haraway makes a related claim about dogs: “I believe that all ethical relating, within or between species, is knit from the silk-strong thread of ongoing alertness to others-in-relation. We are not one and being depends on getting on together.… Dogs’ survival in species and individual time regularly depends on their reading humans well. Would that we were as sure that most humans respond at better than chance levels to what dogs tell them” (Haraway 2003:50).

Nonhumans, in this case dogs, are better at alertness to others-in-relation than humans, and it is animal intersubjectivity that we should take as a model for relating in general, “within or between species.”

In other words, the paradigm shift from reading animals as objects of knowledge to reading them as knowers has already taken place in practice, and it is theory that is trying to catch up to culture. But one of standpoint theory’s greatest contributions has been to show that a nonuniversalizing epistemology that takes difference (which always involves power difference) seriously is central to ethical and political considerations. Thus descriptive accuracy is not the only (or even the most important) reason for exploring animal knowledges. The question of animal agency in the production of meaning is central to any exploration of the personhood or ethical status of nonhumans, especially to any exploration of the possibility of coexistence in a shared world.

In the nineteenth century the frog was the lab animal of choice in studies of muscular movement and nervous systems. Experiments in the area called “animal electricity” were typically performed on muscles that had been “isolated” and continued to respond to irritating stimuli for more than thirty hours after being cut from the frog’s body.


[Frogs] were deconstituted and reassembled as components of scientific instruments. Indeed, in the works of experimental physiologists in France and Germany, the frog rarely appeared as an animal unto itself. Instead, segments of the creature formed part of an instrumental ensemble.... Once removed from the creature and fastened in a vice within the glass case, the muscle became part of a stimulus-response mechanism, set going by the finger of the operator and functioning like “clockwork” until stopped. Irritation was administered by the machine itself, and the muscle then contracted, raising a pencil that inscribed a vertical line on a rotating cylinder, producing a well-defined curve.

(White 2005:63–65)



Paul S. White’s account is of an unquestionably hybrid creature: a combination of frog leg muscle, machine, and human machine operator, whose finger sets the whole thing going. In contrast to this laboratory scene, consider another instance of hybridity from Barbet Schroeder’s 1978 film Koko, a Talking Gorilla (Schroeder 1978). Koko was born and raised in captivity and taught to speak American Sign Language, a project motivated by hopes of fostering something called interspecies communication. We learn that she eats the same things that average American children eat in the seventies, including hamburgers, and that Penny Patterson, the young and pretty Stanford grad student who works most closely with her “has no children of her own.” The scientists in the film begin from the assumption that the point of interspecies communication is to learn about gorillas from gorilla perspectives. In one scene Koko and her teacher/keeper/parent (the relationship is kept purposely ambiguous in the film), Patterson, clad in a white lab coat, enter a room where a sort of speaking computer awaits. We learn that Koko is learning to use a machine which says particular words she ordinarily signs. She pushes buttons and a computerized voice says words like apple, stop, play, and hello.

As we consider these scenes side by side, it appears that, from both the epistemological and ethical perspectives, all cyborgs are not created equal. It may be said that in both experiments the beings must work together in order to create meaning. As we have seen in HAM’s case, the institutions in question are invariably transformed by the presence of these animals to some degree. But the togetherness—or, we might say, the ontological status of the hybridity—differs significantly from one case to the other, which in turn alters the meanings created. The aspect of relation, on which Haraway insists and which she interrogates so passionately in her work on companion species, is different in the different cases. This is not only because the animals are different, but because the experiments themselves are structured according to certain assumptions about the animals in question. The Victorian experiment is clearly not about “frog perspectives”—the frog muscle may be substituted for many other kinds of muscle. In fact, White writes that the only thing special about frogs in these laboratory situations was that they evoked so little sympathy that it was considered morally unproblematic to experiment on them (67). In Koko’s case, on the other hand, the experiment is motivated from the beginning by recognition of Koko as a subject, as a being that sees/knows a world. And when the film ends with a litany of narrated questions about the political status of beings like Koko, it is not because we have learned from the experiment something that we didn’t already know, namely that gorillas have political relevance, but because the structure and logic of the research itself already poses the political question. In other words, we embark on the project of teaching language to a creature only if we begin from the assumption that it has something to say. This is essential for the possibility of situated engagement. As Haraway writes, “situated knowledges require that the object of knowledge be pictured as an actor or agent, not a screen or a ground or a resource.... Actors come in many wonderful forms. Accounts of a ‘real’ world do not, then, depend on a logic of ‘discovery’, but on a power-charged social relation of ‘conversation’” (Haraway 1991c:198).

But our attempts at conversations with apes were not very successful, a point to which we will return in the next chapter. The great ape language experiments are over for now, at least, and this moment in which Koko, the machine, and Penny Patterson are fused together in the hopes of interspecies communication strikes us as quaint: the technology is hopelessly out of date and Koko seems much more interested in the real apple she receives as a reward for pushing the correct button than in anything like “interspecies communication.” Though the Web site koko.org still toes the line, with a photo of Dr. Patterson above a quote that reads “the differences between humans and gorillas are greatly overshadowed by what we have in common—and by communicating with them, we can learn as much about our own true nature as theirs,” it is important to note that koko.org, or the Gorilla Foundation, is a nonprofit funded mostly by private contributions and not affiliated with any university or the U.S. government (Koko.Org the Gorilla Foundation 2006). The twenty-first-century viewer is familiar with a particular narrative about the outcome of the research: we never did learn anything “from gorilla perspectives” by means of the sign language experiments. No matter how many signs great apes learned and how much intellectual complexity they exhibited, they never sat us down to tell us about themselves, their needs, their fears, dreams, or hopes for better multispecies futures.

Yet desire for the production of the hybrid, technologically mediated being who seeks/knows a world and creates meanings is alive and well today. Haraway picks it up in the figure of Crittercam, the latest addition to the queer family of companion species. We are talking about little cameras strapped to the bodies of marine mammals in the wild in the hopes of “eliminating human presence and allowing us entry into otherwise virtually inaccessible habitats” (National Geographic quoted in Haraway 2008:252). Here is an account of the monk seal Crittercam from the National Geographic Web site:


Before he began researching Hawaiian monk seals, Frank Parrish never thought much of the odd creatures. To the fishery biologist, who grew up in Hawaii, the seals were little more than lazy brown logs languishing on the beach. That’s before he saw footage of them underwater shot with National Geographic’s Crittercam. “Riding on the back of the seals (via Crittercam’s perspective), my whole perspective of them changed,” said Parrish, who works for the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), a U.S. government agency. “They were no longer just logs lounging in the sun. They became guides taking us through the submarine landscape. It was fantastic.”

(Lovgren 2003)



A trajectory emerges as we consider the three “colonial organisms” in relation to each other. The frog leg muscle machine, computerized Koko, and Crittercam are all hybrid beings. We move from a frog, so “domesticated” as to have been vivisected, to a gorilla, born and raised in captivity, to marine animals in their natural habitat, with minimal human interference (or at least the fantasy that it is minimal). Of the three, it is Crittercam that offers us the robust problematic of situated knowledges. It is incoherent, or at least bizarre, to refer to the “perspective” of the FLMM, whereas the locution “via Crittercam’s perspective” is relatively easy to process. This paradigmatically Harawayan being takes place at the intersection of the notion of situated knowledge and hybrid embodiment. In the case described previously, seals provide humans with technologically mediated knowledges which are situated (we are continuously reminded that these knowledges could be generated only from the seals’ perspectives) and generated by irreducibly hybrid, fantastic bodies. What appears at first as little more than “animal home videos” becomes the spectacular experience of “athletic, skillful human beings lustily infolding their flesh and their cameras’ flesh with the bodies of critter after critter” (Haraway 2008:254). This colonial organism is more than a material intersection of human, animal, and machine—it is one that sees/knows the world through “articulated lenses from many kinds of coordinated, agential zoons—that is, the machinic, human, and animal beings whose historically situated infoldings are the flesh of contemporary naturecultures” (Haraway 2008:261). We are reminded that the infoldings are situated historically, especially when we consider the never innocent origins of the technologies at work. The American TV series Planet Earth (Discovery Channel), uses cameras originally developed for military surveillance in order to bring viewers the most spectacular, wide-angle, high-definition cinematography of animal habitats to date. The DVD special features include a “making of” segment, with footage of helicopters silhouetted against savannah sunsets. It may be time to start thinking of not only the cyborg but the animal writ large as “the illegitimate offspring of militarism and patriarchal capitalism” (Haraway 1991a:151).

Another way to conceive of the trajectory from frog leg muscle machine to Crittercam is through the terms introduced by Bruno Latour in The Politics of Nature (2004), where he characterizes contemporary political ecology as a crisis of objectivity (as opposed to a crisis of nature). This crisis of objectivity is evident in the shift from “smooth objects” to “risky entanglements” or from “matters of fact” to “relations of concern” (Latour 2004:22–23). Though Latour is describing inanimate objects like asbestos (which he calls the last modernist object and the ultimate example of a smooth, risk-free object) and the prions responsible for mad cow disease (which he offers as an example of risky entanglement),6 this terminology may be projected onto our problematic of nonhuman seers/knowers. The FLMM offers the opportunity to relate to a fact, an epistemologically and ethically simple object in a universe of objective facts and a stable ethical code. In contrast, Crittercam is problematic both epistemologically and ethically and sends us into a tizzy concerning the possibility of objectivity as we consider the very idea of monk seal perspectives. The moments are clearly related: only when the monk seal becomes a being capable of perspective does our relation to it become one of “concern.” “Political ecology does not shift attention from the human pole to the pole of nature; it shifts from certainty about the production of risk free objects … to uncertainty about the relations whose unintended consequences threaten to disrupt all orderings, all plans, all impacts” (Latour 2004:25).

Indeed, as one watches Koko in her laboratory home—the intermediate step in this cyborg thought experiment—one cannot help but wonder (along with Barbet Schroeder’s voice-over) how such a phenomenon will “disrupt all orderings,” despite the strongly regulated nature of the work taking place between Koko and Penny. Though the threat is clearly not of the magnitude of, say, Planet of the Apes, there is on one hand an unmistakable sense of risky entanglement as the film’s different personae emphasize the gorilla’s human and nonhuman qualities, depending on their position in the conversation. On the other hand, when we recall that the great ape language experiments were considered failures precisely because their human participants were not transformed or “disrupted” enough, but instead structured the environments and discourses in question as anthropomorphically as possible, the case of Koko appears as a matter of brute fact, a relatively easily controlled and described phenomenon.

The DVD version of the film includes an interview with Schroeder from 2006 in which he explains that the project had not begun as a documentary. It was originally planned as a fiction about a woman running away with an ape whom she had grown to love, a science fiction set in the landscape of suburban LA and later in the African wilderness. However, Schroeder tells us, the fictional film was too difficult and expensive, and he was left with extensive documentary footage of Koko and Penny. It was Koko herself who won him over completely, he continues, and caused him to commit to documenting the true story of her life outside the zoo. The implication seems to be that the true story is sufficiently science fictional as it is. He thematizes not only her individuality and charm but even the way she interacted with him as a director, and especially her response to the camera being in the room and focused on her. “You’re obviously in front of somebody who understands what you’re saying, what you’re doing,” says his thickly French-accented voice, as footage of Koko comes to a still at the moment when her dark eyes meet the camera, the eyes of the inappropriate/d other looking back at you, a reminder that you—“we”—are inappropriate/d, that modernity and modern science in particular suffers from a congenital disease: the impossibly slippery, unstable notion of the human, the risky entanglement par excellence.


FOUR

POLITICS

To trouble democracy is to trouble the human. The democratic model is grounded in humanism and thus excludes the animal, however “animal” is imagined and defined, in a more fundamental way than it excludes other “others.” Nonhuman animals do not simply broaden the spectrum of possible others, defined in negative relation to the straight, white male legal norm which democracy serves most efficiently, but they threaten legal norms in a more fundamental way. We propose to read Haraway’s turn to the animal as an engagement with political ontology and with the many voices and positions constituting that conversation over the past few decades: feminism, autonomism, radical democracy, and other attempts to imagine collectivity in new and more just ways. This involves tracing what we take to be Haraway’s concerns and illuminating her original contributions. More than that, however, we are interested in presenting her texts as an occasion for working through specific problems of political philosophy, namely the relationship between ethics and politics (how is it disrupted by the presence of the animal?) and what is meant by pluralism and dissensus in democracy (and do they take on different shapes and meanings in multispecies contexts)?

On one hand, this is an attempt to work out what might be called Haraway’s politics, a politics “proper” to her position. On the other hand, and simultaneously, we challenge the ways in which scholarly commentary invests in “the proper” by performing a polyvocal, pluralistic, dissensual negotiation of multispecies sociality, which includes political philosophers besides Haraway. The latter seems necessary in response to Evan Selinger’s criticism of Haraway on the grounds that she is “able to evoke the problem of politics without ever substantially engaging classical or contemporary political philosophers” (Ihde and Selinger 2003:164). However correct this may be on one level of reading, this formulation unwittingly participates in a politics of its own. It begins from an assumption about who should quote whom, and it is clear that feminists (whom Selinger distinguishes from political philosophers) fall prey to irresponsible work if in fact they do not engage the philosophers. The direction of citation is signaled by a one-way arrow, with feminists bound to cite philosophers but not the other way around.

As one anonymous reviewer of this book points out, this response does not get Haraway off the hook. But it does demonstrate that the question is there a politics in Haraway? cannot simply be answered with a no on the grounds that she does not overtly participate in what is immediately recognizable as political philosophy and that the factors which would go into figuring out the answer are from the start organized by logics of what counts as politics and who counts as a political thinker. Despite her place on the sidelines of certain discussions, Haraway has been concerned with the connection between animality and politics, newly fashionable among philosophers today, for almost three decades. As this chapter shows, the engagement is more substantial than the occasional references to the cyborg have allowed for.

Cyborg Politics

Of the projects in political philosophy that do readily pick up the cyborg figure, few manage to exploit its transformative potential. For instance, the following quotation could, at first glance, easily come from Haraway. “Conventional norms of corporeal and sexual relations between and within genders are increasingly open to challenge and transformation.... The first condition of this corporeal transformation is the recognition that human nature is in no way separate from nature as a whole, that there are no fixed and necessary boundaries between the human and the animal, the human and the machine, the male and the female, and so forth; it is the recognition that nature itself is an artificial terrain open to ever new mutations, mixtures, and hybridizations” (Hardt and Negri 2000:215). Interestingly, the text in which it appears is not even an identifiably feminist text. The concerns that recently would have marked a text indelibly as “feminism,” “postmodernism,” or “science studies” now appear throughout contemporary political theory. Crises of nature, the fluidity of gender, the significance of embodiment, the erosion of the human—these are the motifs appearing across philosophers’ attempts to describe the epistemological and cultural paradigm shifts that directly bear upon the political.

The cyborg makes appearances throughout Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri’s Empire, a behemoth of a work of political philosophy from which the quote we have deployed in the last paragraph comes. The fusion of human and machine, they write, is “a fundamental episode at the center” of the formation of the new social body (405). The new nature of productive labor is “immaterial,” but “somatic” (27–29), and it is this “soma” (body) which manifests the power relations emerging in empire and which any new materialism must mobilize.1 However, they continue, “hybridity itself is an empty gesture.” The hybrid body “must also be able to create a new life,” “the infinite paths of the barbarians must form a new mode of life” (216). This is a move we encounter throughout Empire—the charge that postmodern forms of resistance break down boundaries and create hybridities, but fall short of what must be accomplished politically because they fail to effect a new form of life. Postmodern projects remain alienated from praxis and from “the common productive experience” of the new social body (217). Hardt and Negri refer to Haraway’s contribution, but with repeated gestures to what they consider its limitations, as in the following passage: “Once we recognize our posthuman bodies and minds, once we see ourselves for the simians and cyborgs we are, we then need to expose the vis viva, the creative powers that animate us as they do all of nature and actualize our potentialities. This is humanism after the death of man: what Foucault calls ‘le travail de soi sur soi,’the continuous constituent project to create and recreate ourselves and our world” (92). But Haraway’s contribution has never been merely descriptive. For her, as Goodeve observes, “theory and practice are one unit intertwined like a DNA strand” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:59). Part of her commitment to “process philosophies” (Schneider 2005:139) entails being “required to make moral and political judgments, ones that really matter. To actually make claims on the world and on each other” (141). In other words, “being worldly.” Despite Hardt and Negri’s skepticism, the project to recreate ourselves and our world both in theory and materially—from cultural production down to the bone—has consistently fueled Haraway’s work and does so more and more overtly and explicitly today.

Although questions of gender are in fact explored very little in large-scale political theories like Empire, a quick scan of the history of teratology shows an ongoing and complex relationship between monstrosity and woman, specifically in the history of discourses around procreation.2 In Haraway the relationship between women and the monstrous is refigured so that monstrosity is something for feminism to embrace. The Manifesto relies on such a revaluation: the cyborg is not a goddess and its origins are not innocent. It is the “illegitimate offspring of militarism and patriarchal capitalism, not to mention state socialism. But illegitimate offspring are often exceedingly unfaithful to their origins” (Haraway 1991c:151). The cyborg instantiates a break from the horizons of nature and man, thus offering a figure for feminism which once and for all severs the bond with a female embodiment figured as “given, organic, necessary” (Haraway 1991c:180). The essence of woman, Haraway writes, “breaks up at the same moment that the networks of connection among people on the planet are unprecedentedly multiple, pregnant, and complex. ‘Advanced capitalism’ is inadequate to convey the structure of this historical moment. In the ‘Western’ sense, the end of man is at stake” (Haraway 1991c:160). She describes the liberatory character of monsters in the following passage:


Monsters have always defined the limits of community in Western imaginations. The centaurs and Amazons of ancient Greece established the limits of the centered polis of the Greek male human by their disruption of marriage and boundary pollutions of the warrior with animality and woman. Unseparated twins and hermaphrodites were the confused human material in early modern France who grounded the discourses on the natural and supernatural, medical and legal, portents and diseases—all crucial to establishing modern identity. The evolutionary and behavioral sciences of monkeys and apes have marked the multiple boundaries of late twentieth century industrial identities. Cyborg monsters in feminist science fiction define quite different political possibilities and limits proposed by the mundane fiction of Man and Woman.

(180)



For Hardt and Negri, it is the incursion of technologies into natural, animate life that reveal life to be irreducibly “artificial,” making possible a new notion of the body (Hardt and Negri 2000:216).3

In feminist literature, however, though monsters may have been embraced in various forms, the liberatory status of technology remains contested.4 Contemporaneous with the publication of the Cyborg Manifesto, Gena Corea, along with other feminist critics of emerging reproductive technologies, argued that technoscience facilitates a seamless continuation of patriarchal control over women’s bodies, resulting in a social order in which biological mothers are replaced with “mother machines” (Corea 1985). Writing a decade later, Braidotti echoed this position and offered a different vision of monstrosity: “The test-tube babies of today mark the long-term triumph of the alchemists’ dream of dominating nature through their self-inseminating, masturbatory practices. What is happening with the new reproductive technologies today is the final chapter in a long history of fantasy of self-generation by and for the men themselves—men of science, but men of the male kind, capable of producing new monsters and fascinated by their power” (Braidotti 1994:79).5 In these accounts, which have been criticized for being too binaristic and teleological,6 technology is domination, not because there is anything inherently patriarchal about technology itself, but because its meaning is determined entirely, exhaustively, by its function in patriarchal social organization. For Haraway, in contrast, technology offers the possibility of unstable meanings. The technological world is one in which nature is irrecuperable and meaning cannot anchor itself. It remains under constant threat of slippage and contamination. Thus we can never guarantee that a technology will be either oppressive or liberatory—these values remain always contestable. Different technologies have different political belongings and the same technologies can have different political belongings at different times. In other words, pace Hardt and Negri and any reading that reifies the cyborg, the focus shifts to the active processes of vigilance, judgment, and relation.

From the cyborg figure onward this is the political force of Haraway’s work. It is what keeps her question who will “we” be when species meet? always necessarily in the future tense. At stake is the “we” that is yet to come, a gesture that echoes Derrida in spite of itself. We name this condition the animal political, animal understood in Haraway’s broad, “littermate” sense of co-constitutive companion species and inappropriate/d others and political as a contested site of continuous reinterrogation and dissent in contrast to the notion of empathy at work in much feminist writing. The etymological connection between polis and polite, on which Haraway insists, indicates her investment in the productive power of dissensus. After all, it is precisely when we are not necessarily in agreement that “to hold in regard, to respond, to look back reciprocally, to notice, to pay attention, to have courteous regard for, to esteem” become pressing (Haraway 2008:19).

The Animal Political

Latour orients his book The Politics of Nature around the same stakes. He expresses concern that the formation of a posthuman collective will demand that we engage in metaphysics, to “define a metaphysics common to humans and nonhumans” (2004:60). However, he writes, this is precisely the sort of conversation we cannot have in advance of forming the collective itself, because in a true democracy all members of the new collective would be able to participate in the formulation of such a new metaphysics. Thus the metaphysics cannot be the ground for the formation of the political body, and we face the dilemma Latour calls a matter of bootstrapping: how to call the collective to “order” and to work without imposing a new metaphysics with which to justify its makeup? It is with this in mind that we pose Haraway’s pressing question as one without the possibility of a stable answer: “who ‘we’ will become when species meet?” (Haraway 2008:5). What kind of democratic theory emerges in the world that companion animals, fetuses, cyborgs, human and nonhuman primates, and genetically engineered laboratory animals have “in common,” in which they seek more just ways of “being with”? What kind of politics-with-the-other does “worldliness” call for?

Aristotle’s famous dictum, that man is the political animal, appears here as spectacularly outdated: humans are animals, but their political nature is what separates them from the other animals. Humans are human insofar as they are political; the political becomes what the human animal does and the others do not. What Giorgio Agamben calls the “anthropological machine,” the creating of human life by means of its radical separation from animal life, gets reproduced not only in the canonical philosophies but also in classic social ecology. From Murray Bookchin to most ecofeminisms, as they produce strong critiques of the logics of domination and separation in which exploitation of nature and of disenfranchised social groups is justified, we encounter an assumption that politics belongs to the sphere of the human (Bookchin 1999). The feminist care tradition also fails to trouble the question of politics with animals, reducing the being-with to emotional relations like care and love, both of which Haraway rejects because they fail to articulate the complexity of the relation with animals, which she describes as “multiform, at stake, unfinished, consequential” (Haraway 2003:30). Bookchin himself describes politics, or what he has termed “second nature,” as a product of natural selection, but something with which humans in particular are endowed. In other words, just as giraffes grew long necks, humans grew politics (225–39). Latour’s recent work on political ecology begins with a general critique of this, what he calls the “two house” politics, which posits a radical separation between politics and nature and places humans in the political house. The new collective must learn to do without the concept of nature and produce a concept of the political that will destroy the separation between the human and nonhuman orders.

Accordingly, in Haraway’s work, rather than being what separates human from nonhuman animals, the political itself becomes the site where this separation is robustly problematized. This is precisely what makes this thinking difficult to identify as political, philosophical, disciplined, positioned. The “human” figure at the heart of philosophy was secured by omission and repression of “the animal,” and it is this human figure that forecloses and delimits what counts as philosophical inquiry and “discipline” in the first place. The omission of “the animal” has never been merely a question of theme, but is at the heart of an original, founding gesture of foreclosure. The new philosophies of the animal (Derrida, Agamben, Haraway et al.) begin from this original omission, making them initially difficult to categorize as ethics or politics—precisely because this paradigm shift invites us to reconfigure the meaning of those very terms.

Following Heidegger and Agamben, Haraway uses the technical term the open, the space in which “becoming with” is possible, “the space of what is not yet and may or may not ever be,” “a making available of events,” encounters between beings which have the purpose of “making it possible for something unexpected to happen” (Haraway 2008:34). This is analogous to Lyotard’s tennis match example in his description of what he calls a differend: “Let’s accept now that you are beginning to play with the tennis balls in someone’s company. You are surprised to observe that this other person does not seem to be playing tennis with these balls, as you thought, but is treating them more like chess pieces. One or the other of you complains that ‘that’s not how you play the game.’ There is a differend” (Lyotard 1997:143). What do we do now? Lyotard’s notion of “paralogy” describes the situation on the metalevel: given that the nature of the conflict explodes the rules of the game, we are now in a situation in which there is no one set of rules in which to describe and settle the conflict. Like the tennis match in which my opponent begins to play chess with the balls, the open is a being-with in which the rules of the withness are never available prior to the encounter. Haraway offers a narrative example of this from her own experience of training her dog, Cayenne Pepper, in the sport of agility:


The courses are designed by human beings; people fill out the entry forms and enter classes. The human decides for the dog what the acceptable criteria of performance will be. But there is a hitch: the human must respond to the authority of the dog’s actual performance. The dog has already responded to the human’s incoherence. The real dog—not the fantasy projection of self—is mundanely present; the invitation to response has been tendered. Fixed by the specter of yellow paint, the human must finally learn to ask a fundamental ontological question, one that puts human and dog together in what philosophers in the Heideggerian tradition call “the open”: who are you, and so who are we? Here we are, and so what are we to become?

(Haraway 2008:221)



In The Open Giorgio Agamben writes that the anthropological machine that makes the creating of the human (or anthropogenesis) possible is able to function only by means of creating an absolute difference, an empty space “between” the animal and the human. “Man exists historically only in this tension; he can be human only to the degree that he transcends and transforms the anthropophorous animal which supports him” (Agamben 2004:12). Derrida’s formulation is slightly different: the human exists under the gaze of the animal other: “the gaze called ‘animal’ offers to my sight the abyssal limit of the human: the inhuman or the ahuman, the ends of man, that is to say, the border-crossing from which vantage man dares to announce himself to himself, thereby calling himself by the name that he believes he gives himself” (Derrida 2008:12).

Agamben invites us to think “in” this open space, in order to overcome anthropogenesis. Derrida states that all of philosophy is based on a forgetting of this space, a willful erasure of the fundamental fact that the animal can see (me). For Haraway, concrete, embodied, responsible encounters with animal others, of which her favorite example is the training relationship, create precisely such a space. Completely aside from whether or not practices like pet keeping or training should continue, Haraway focuses on the concrete situation of the training relation, insisting that this space transforms what is possible, thinkable, in our formulations of democracy. In this sense, she is close to Lyotard’s formulation of the differend as the pragmatic minimum for politics. Streching the challenge of alterity even further than Lyotard, Haraway gives a scenario in which my partner in the game is the ultimate other: a nonhuman. Like Agamben, Haraway reads the open as a space where the actual human is “bare,” stripped of her humanity. Unlike Agamben, however, she reads it as the space in which the actual animal has been stripped of its (anthropogenic) animality, as well. The open is not a “return” to our animal “natures,” but a projection into an animality we have not yet begun to think, nonanthropogenic and irreducibly plural animalities, ways of being (which for Haraway is always being-with) that resist the anthropological machine.

Most animal rights positions participate in the logic of the anthropological machine, basing their demand for recognition of animal suffering and couching justice in the language of rights on anthropomorphic projections of how closely related human and nonhuman animal experiences are. Structurally speaking, however, it cannot simply be enough to extend the boundaries of the system to include other animal species. As Sara Ahmed writes, any attempt at inclusion or extension necessarily performs a critique of the system itself, showing the system to have been exclusive in the first place: “If the concept of rights has to be extended, then its status as universal and self-evident is called into question. Rather than being intrinsic, they become at once historically produced and defined along exclusive and partial criteria (in this case the criteria as shown to be gendered). Rather than the subject being unified and transhistorical, it becomes at once divisive or differential and historically embedded” (Ahmed 1996:74).

Beginning with this definition of the feminist critique of human rights, Ahmed then proposes a critique of Lyotard, posing his notion of paralogy and the agonistics of language games against what she calls feminist practice. “The problem with Lyotard’s paralogy is thus the same problem with free market theories. In its very aestheticism and formalism it fails to recognize that local situations or events are overdetermined within broader structures or social relations characterized by systematic inequality, such as is represented by the gender division. It refuses to recognize, and even conceals, that subjects are always already differentiated from each other in terms of power and resources” (85–86). This position echoes Seyla Benhabib’s (1984) characterization of paralogy as a model of society that takes conflict to be a matter of “play.” The same criticism could at least initially be made of Haraway’s own investment in play (between dogs or dogs and people, for instance) as both trope and practice. Benhabib objects to Lyotard’s use of the gaming metaphor and offers what may be described as a reprimand: “there are times when philosophy cannot afford to be a ‘gay science’” (124). In other words, social injustice and political action are too serious and important to be reduced to talk of gaming, playing, the training of companion species, and so on. But she and Ahmed forget two important aspects that fuel both Haraway’s and Lyotard’s insistence on the function of play. First, the charges of aestheticism, formalism, and “gay” play overshadow the fact that for both Lyotard and Haraway gaming is always a matter of justice, precisely because it presents conflict, and conflict invariably demands judgment. Paralogy means not that language games should be left to work out their differences internally and organically, and that whatever results will be just—as in the case of the free market model. On the contrary, Lyotard recognizes that certain (local) discourses (for example, a humanism which takes the human animal’s vantage point as natural and necessary) present themselves as metadiscursive, universal, which is precisely the source of their power (Lyotard 1998). Likewise, it is precisely in the situation of dog training, for instance, that dog vantage points are taken seriously, that they must be taken seriously in order for the training to “work”—and this is no small point for thinkers in the throes of imagining a multispecies collective. As much as Benhabib and Ahmed appear to reject Lyotard’s metaphors of games and polytheism, they forget how freely he reverts to the use of the word terror in the same contexts. Naive humanism is terror because it does not recognize and cannot even “see” paralogy. Paralogy means there is no metadiscursive, universal position from which to adjudicate the differences, which destabilizes androcentric and humancentric power. Thus paralogy is always—necessarily—concerned with differences in terms of power and resources.

Competing Models of Pluralism

When Species Meet (2008) pushes the urgent question of the possibility of a politics in which nonhuman others are actors in some sense, though not in the (often invoked and ridiculed) sense that we give non-human animals human rights like suffrage (see also Latour 2004:60) and freedom of assembly. Our conceptions of what is possible politically must be, will be, are already being transformed by an attitude of wordliness, a new self-awareness that is an awareness of the many relationships of interspecific and mutual co-constitutions that make a collective possible. Haraway presents us with a challenge more radical than any that radical democratic theories have dealt with so far—a poststructuralist politics of alterity that would take seriously the ethical encounter with the nonhuman other. Given their investment in a politics that includes nonhuman participants, both Latour and Haraway must reject a model of the political in which the possibility of consensus is a necessary condition of the political relation. But how could a politics of dissensus be formulated for a common world humans and nonhumans share? It appears simple, at first, to show that consensus is not an option with nonhumans: how could we deliberate with them at all, much less reach consensus? Unfortunately, that knife slices both ways: if we cannot deliberate with nonhumans, in what meaningful sense can we say that the field we inhabit “in common” with them is one of dissensus and contest?

Lyotard explains that dissensus may—and indeed must—be understood as something other than merely interlocutory disagreement. The differend, a situation in which the interlocutors are no longer in a relationship of discussion (in which consensus could be reached at least in principle) helps us think through the irreducible differences at work in what Haraway calls other-globalization. The idea of democracy depends on the maintenance of this heterogeneity between the aforementioned partners in the tennis match—a real otherness. But the idea that I could persuade my opponent to play tennis again—and that it is for this reason that we are playing at all—is what reduces the otherness to sameness. Such attempts to reduce the heterogeneity—what he calls litigation, or placing the other in quotation marks while making her the referent of our discussion rather than addressing her—eliminate the other as a possible interlocutor. If we no longer address her, Lyotard asks, “how can we be liberal democrats with such an other?” (1998:146). Thus, in contrast to the idea that democracy depends on the possibility of reaching a consensus—and thus that we must at the very least be able to discuss and deliberate—Lyotard argues that only the differend allows for a true “interlocution,” or, if you prefer, a true encounter with the other in all her alterity. It is the differend, and not the telos of consensus, which is the condition for the possibility of democracy. Lyotard’s critique here takes a negative form. His aim is not to spell out the positive conditions for the possibility of democracy, but to show that the telos of consensus is incommensurable with the commitment to true diversity on the part of those flying the democracy flag.

The differend demands a rigorous listening—not because of some a priori rule which says I must do the other’s bidding, but precisely due to the absence of a priori rules, to the sui generis nature of the encounter. Every differend has never happened before—it is always happening for the first time, and thus requires an openness to every possible way of linking onto the phrases produced. “Phrase” here does not necessarily mean linguistic phrases, but it does mean “utterance” produced by a semiotic agent or whatever is taken to be a semiotic agent by the rules of the language game. In other words, in some contexts a lighting bolt might be a phrase (as when a mystic believes herself to be speaking to God, who then sends down a lightning bolt in response), whereas in others it won’t be (as in a meteorological discourse). Silence is a phrase when someone chooses to withhold or not speak. Thus, for our purposes, everything depends upon showing that nonhumans can be, and are, semiotic agents and maintaining a context in which what they produce counts as utterances in spite of the fact that these utterances will necessarily be, for lack of a better term, different. In other words, this model of democratic being-with requires that we figure the other as capable of meaningful utterances even as we are unable to understand these utterances.

Cary Wolfe’s critique of Lyotard’s notion of the differend centers precisely on the notion of agency and its humanistic entanglements. Because the differend takes place between agents of phrases, it is not the best model for understanding our differences from animals when animals are “mute” as a matter of course, not agentially. The animal’s silence is not a phrase and so not a proper silence, “it is not a withholding, and thus does not express the ethical imperative of dissensus and the differend” (Wolfe 2003:59). Because the animal cannot be said to be the agent of its utterances in the same way as the human, Wolfe argues, this fundamentally undermines the effectiveness of the differend schema for a multispecies theory of justice. Lyotard’s humanist commitments sneak in “in the taken-for-granted muteness of the animal, which, crucially, can never be a withholding” (Wolfe 2003:62). However, apart from what Lyotard may or may not have written about the animal, it is important to examine what role agency could possibly play in a philosophy that begins from the condition of a relation of not-understanding the other. What does it mean to identify a being as a semiotic agent—or not—in conditions of not-understanding?

The recent success of the blockbuster motion picture Avatar (Cameron 2009) illustrates the difficulties of shaping the social imaginary in the direction of semiotic agents we cannot understand. Breaking box office records in the winter of 2009–10, Avatar takes its 3-D-bespectacled audience on breathtaking flights on the backs of dragons through valleys alternating with floating mountains and sparkling waterfalls. The disjunction between the beautiful, animated, wildly natural world, which the protagonist can inhabit only as an avatar, and the “real,” brutal, technological world in which his real but disabled body moves freely, turns the real/virtual dichotomy on its head. The unspoiled natural beauty of the planet Pandora, especially in 3-D, is so seductive that the viewer loses all desire to return to reality. She is also temporarily robbed of her critical faculties by the sheer awesomeness of the adventures. But critique is precisely necessary given how much money and media hype is devoted to this morality play about humans waging war against nature.

Our opponents in the conflict are the Na’Vi, indigenous inhabitants of Pandora. They commune with the planet/goddess/Mother Nature directly, by fusing the ends of their spinal cords, which extend out from long braids on their heads, to other living beings. They are truly “one with nature.” It is these wondrous creatures that the human (and overtly American) military attempts to destroy to extract the precious metal Unobtanium. The Na’Vi are giants by comparison, easily three times our size. They are beautiful, sleek, strong, wise, and organized into well-functioning communities. The humans are small (human-sized), unattractive (after all, they are not animated), manipulative, deceiving, desperate, armed, and armored with incredibly ugly robotic machines, devoid of regard for nature or a people’s connection to the land. Of course, the Na’Vi, initially propagandistically constructed as the enemy, turn out to be the real people, the ones with whom the viewer identifies and wishes that she, like the protagonist, could stay, rather than having to return to her gray life upon leaving the cinema. No one identifies with or feels for the humans, and it is a relief when they are sent back to their own planet, which they had previously rendered almost uninhabitable by means of similar operations. Good riddance to those idiots.

The story in Avatar belongs to the kind of science fiction that does nothing to challenge existing ideologies or power relations. It is a patriarchal, colonialist fantasy in many ways. But the most pressing concern for our purposes is that the force of the story lies in the fantasy of living in communion, in immediate communication and spiritual fusion with the unitary being that is nature. What does Avatar tell us about how we read the relationship between humans and nature in the early twenty-first century? Nature is so anthropomorphized as to speak in this film. She acts, gives signs, fights back. And the inhabitants are a part of her, a sort of extension. The coming-of-age rituals to which our protagonist is subjected all involve entering into ever deeper levels of communion until he in fact becomes one with the planet’s most feared predator, the giant red dragon Turuk, whom he then rides to victory against the evil humans. If we viewers are not the evil humans, who signify as a throwback to days when we weren’t so enlightened about the integrity of either ecosystems or other cultures, then we are the Na’Vi, or we should at the very least strive to grow into them (and who wouldn’t like to have such a gorgeous, sleek, giant blue body, with its athletic prowess?).

Clearly, this moral stands in stark contrast to the kind of politics that motivates Haraway’s multispecies democracy, in which semiotic agents precisely cannot commune with each other, plug into each other, communicate without mediations of various sorts. It is because there is no unitary, homogeneous field of nature to which we might ever gain immediate access or from which we might grow out as extensions that our relationships in autre-mondalisation are relational in the first place. For both Haraway and Lyotard, this is the starting point of thinking politically: we are in relations of conflict with beings we cannot understand. What now? How does that shape our political model on the metalevel? There is no more concrete and urgent example of this problem than Haraway’s autremondalisation. Her complicated question, “what is the semiotic agency of the animals in the hermeneutic labor of Crittercam?” (Haraway 2008:261; for an overview of Crittercam see previous chapter) must be read in analogy to Latour’s analysis of the formation of the collective, which means it cannot be answered in advance. No general answer to the question is possible because “hermeneutic potency is a relational matter; it’s not about who ‘has’ hermeneutic agency, as if it were a nominal substance instead of a verbal infolding.… The animals, human, and machines are all enmeshed in hermeneutic labor (and play) by the material-semiotic requirements of getting on together in specific lifeworlds” (Haraway 2008: 262–63). Like the differend, every instance of multispecies hermeneutic labor/play has never happened before and thus requires a rewriting of the “rules.” What counts as agency? What counts as an utterance? What are the effects of the meanings produced?—are all questions that cannot be answered in advance of the event. This goes also for the animal’s muteness, which thus cannot ever be “taken-for-granted” or guaranteed to “never be a withholding” (Wolfe 2003:62).

As Judith Butler writes, “Contestation must be in play in order for politics to become democratic. Democracy does not speak in unison; its tunes are dissonant, and necessarily so. It is not a predictable process; it must be undergone” (Butler 2004:39). For those of us who read Haraway as a political thinker of precisely such dissonance, it is important to note that there is more than one possible model of dissensus in radical democratic theory. For example, Chantal Mouffe offers a theory of democracy that centers on dissensus but is quite different than Lyotard’s. Mouffe’s model of democracy as agonism has been appropriated by some feminist thinkers as a model for feminist democracy (see, for example, Shannon Bell’s Reading, Writing, and Rewriting the Prostitute Body [1994]). Like Lyotard, Mouffe argues that “far from jeopardizing democracy, agonistic confrontation is in fact its very condition of existence” (Mouffe 2000:103). However, in her project, this is a descriptive claim: those who argue for the deliberative model and for the telos of consensus simply miss the truth about the nature of political relations. Lyotard’s position, in contrast, is a normative one. It is always possible in principle to reduce a differend to a litigation, but we must decide not to, in order to remain open to the possibility of democratic engagement. As we have seen in the previous chapter, the feminist democratization movement takes for granted that consensus is the most desirable end. “But it remains to be proved that it is always better to play together,” writes Lyotard, reminding us that no relational model has been decided upon prior to the encounter (Lyotard 1997:144). The democratic process must first be undergone. Lyotard’s formulation of a politics concerned with justice requires that the idea of justice and the idea of the “we” remain interminably contested, that each and every case of judgment be a new interrogation of them. They, too, must remain open-ended, necessarily, and the space of justice must remain indeterminate.

Thus the demand for pluralism must be made with caution and nuance. For Mouffe, total pluralism is objectionable because it gives us no resources with which to distinguish differences that maintain unjust power relations from more benign differences (Mouffe 2000:18–22).7 In other words, if we are after a “democratic politics that aims at challenging a wide range of relations of subordination,” we cannot embrace a “total” pluralism, because the latter does not allow us to challenge certain unjust relations of power (Mouffe 2000:19–20). For Lyotard, however, the problem is not that this model of pluralism fails to challenge injustice in terms of power differences. Mouffe’s assumption that “it is always better to play together” fails to take full account of the irreducible multiplicity (including multiplicity of interests) that is the real. According to Mouffe, total pluralism fails instrumentally: it fails to give us the best tools for criticizing injustice in terms of power. For Lyotard, in contrast, the total pluralism of some feminist epistemologies fails on the level of ontology: it fails to see that the conflicts between interests are in fact irreducible. In other words, according to Mouffe it is not always possible to play together because of “the fact that some existing rights have been constructed on the very exclusion or subordination of others” (Mouffe 2000:20), whereas Lyotard criticizes the tendency to assume from the start that the struggle to advance all interests is the best one possible because it is in fact not possible to play together. What is best always hinges on the question best for whom? Like Haraway, Lyotard begins from the assumption that reality is heterogeneity, and so concludes that politics must be agonistic out of responsibility for and to that reality.

Haraway’s insights into the formation of the collective are also normatively oriented. “The privilege of people accompanying animals depends on getting these asymmetrical relationships right” (Haraway 2008:263). She clearly does not mean coming up with the most correct description of these relationships, but actually living well, relating “rightly.” From the perspective of Haraway’s multispecies collective, the reason that a total pluralism is objectionable is not because it doesn’t describe the truth of relations (though it may in fact not), but that it results in the kind of relativism that precludes responsible positioning. And Haraway’s version of responsibility is intelligible only in conditions of heterogeneity, otherwise it would not be necessary.

Is it by accident that autre-mondalisation, aligned as it is with the paralogical politics of differends, appears in French, answering to a tradition that has taken such care to think l’autre? It is striking that Francophone political philosophy, with its attention to radical alterity, has been so slow to address the animal, lagging decades behind Anglophone thought.8 But it is also striking that the Anglophone thought, even by feminists, concerned with interspecies relations has made so little use of poststructuralism as a metaethical and theoretical resource. Haraway’s work, from the cyborg to multispecies democracy, is the exception, but it is also just the beginning.


FIVE

ETHICS

It is one thing to show that Haraway is or is not in agreement with other contemporary thinkers, but something completely different to show persuasively that the thought to be found there is truly a thinking of the animal, a vision of multispecies collectivity that actually succeeds in leaving behind the sphere of the human. Much of Cary Wolfe’s Animal Rites, for example, is devoted to critiques of philosophies of difference (Levinas and Lyotard) and philosophies of animal subjectivity (Peter Singer, Tom Regan, and Stanley Cavell, among others), showing that they all unwittingly remain rooted in humanism, which “bars the animal from th[ese] otherwise potentially welcoming theorization[s]” (Wolfe 2003:58). Wolfe takes up not only overt treatments of the animal in recent Francophone philosophy but also reads poststructuralism through animal studies so as to unpack the human/animal divide in terms of the relationships between language and ethics. It is here, Wolfe contends, that attempts to theorize the challenge that the animal poses to the notion of the subject most often fall back into humanist formulations of what counts as language, meaning, utterance, agency, subjectivity, intersubjectivity, and so on.

Haraway has certainly been traversing these waters in her later work on semiosis, contact, and response. Is there an ethics in this work? And, if so, does it truly accommodate the animal? How are the discourses of “animal ethics” and “multispecies polis” related? Where are they in cooperation and in conflict? These are among the questions motivating this chapter. Rather than locating “an ethics” in Haraway, we here attempt to trace the ways this work dislocates not just traditional ethical categories like rights and justice but also those at work in feminist and even some posthuman approaches.

Care, Eating, Love, and Killing

In their anthology, The Feminist Care Tradition in Animal Ethics (2007), editors Josephine Donovan and Carol Adams argue that Haraway’s important contributions are precisely not in the area of ethics. They are especially critical of Haraway’s endorsement of meat eating in the Companion Species Manifesto, indicating that it is here that she departs from the discourse of care. “Although feminist postmodernism, like care theory, rejects the Enlightenment-based rights theory, generally speaking the postmodernist exigency to deconstruct coherent political assertion leaves it a problematic approach to animal ethics.” They argue that Haraway’s most important contributions have been the “identification of racist and sexist narratives in primate studies” and “invaluable insight into the social construction of primatology,” but not in the area of the “personal interspecies relationships” she appears to prioritize (Donovan and Adams 2007:12).

From Haraway’s perspective, however, it is animality itself which deconstructs political coherence, stability, and positioning, uprooting the political from its roots in Enlightenment humanism. In the moment of the encounter, in which all of the structures of cultural-semiotic intelligibility have fallen away, all one has to work with is empathetic, responsible listening and witnessing. Incoherence and ethics go hand in hand here and there is clearly something like “care” in these commitments. But this is not the empathy of the feminist care tradition, which draws a clear trajectory from care to coherent political positioning. On the contrary, it is an endless reactivation of the question and so what are we to become?—a “we” that never ceases becoming and thus a fundamental uprooting of the value of coherence and a rescripting of the political as a space of incoherence, indeterminacy, and vulnerability.

Like Butler, Haraway is rooted in the Levinasian commitment to the idea that the heterogeneity of the other keeps all positionings subject to revision. In contrast to “rights” positions, which depend on a logic of interspecies sameness, Haraway insists that our relationship to animals is all the more an ethical one because they are radically other to us. Thus, and importantly, from the recognition of alterity it does not follow that we have no access to animal minds. The trick is to realize that this access is always imperfect and highly mediated, and this fact requires “making it possible for something unexpected to happen.”

This is not to say that one’s cat may suddenly grow wings and fly or that laboratory rats may suddenly begin doing calculus (although, as Hume teaches us, even these are not logical impossibilities). In the tradition of Levinas, Haraway rejects a humanism grounded in sameness and begins from the assumption that the Other is pure unpredictability. For Levinas, from this unpredictability arises the metacommand “do not kill me,” which means that the greatest wrong, murder, is never merely the act of ending a being’s life. Its wrongness inheres in the logic of having made the being killable in the first place, having reduced its unpredictability and having failed to hear its originary demand, “do not kill me” (see Levinas 1992 [1969]:194–201). Likewise, Haraway (alongside other feminist thinkers) explores the possibility of killing responsibly. She writes that the most important commandment should be “thou shalt not make killable,” rather than “thou shalt not kill” (Haraway 2008:80). The ethical problem is not necessarily the killing of animals per se, but the anthropological logic that unilaterally justifies the killing of anyone who at the time does not fit in the category of the unkillable. At stake here is not extending the category to include more and more beings, or to prohibit the killing or killability of a class of beings, but to undo the anthropo-logic of killability itself, to expose and take to task its speciesism, which forecloses the possibility of any real animal ethics.

The practice of pet keeping, for instance, is a site where not just killing, but killability flourishes. While Donovan and Adams turn away from postmodernism because it does not unilaterally condemn meat eating, the authors in their anthology do not unilaterally condemn pet keeping, even though, as Haraway points out, “the status of pet puts a dog at special risk in societies like the one I live in—the risk of abandonment when human affection wanes, when people’s convenience takes precedence, or when the dog fails to deliver on the fantasy of unconditional love” (Haraway 2003:38). The kind of love Haraway promotes, which she calls “theological,” is in fact quite Levinasian: “The recognition that one cannot know the other or the self, but must ask in respect for all of time who and what are emerging in the relationship, is the key. That is so for all true lovers, of whatever species” (Haraway 2003:50). Both eating and killing are matters of theological love, at the very heart of any ethics of community:


In eating we are most inside the differential relationalities that make us who and what we are and that materialize what we must do if response and regard are to have any meaning personally and politically. There is no way to eat and not to kill, no way to eat and not to become with other mortal beings to whom we are accountable, no way to pretend innocence or transcendence or a final peace. Because eating and killing cannot be hygienically separated does not mean that just any way of eating and killing is fine, merely a matter of taste and culture.… Killing well is an obligation akin to eating well. This applies to a vegan as much as to a human carnivore.

(Haraway 2008:295–96)



This is not an endorsement of meat eating or of killing, obviously. Haraway’s position is that meat eating and veganism can both be lived more or less responsibly, more or less “well.”

Response and Regard

The figure of Levinas appears repeatedly throughout Haraway’s texts, as it does in Derrida and Lyotard, but never simply or as a transparent text. These thinkers draw on him, sometimes critically, sometimes uncritically, adopting his vocabulary, unhinging his assumptions. In a gesture identifiably Levinasian, Derrida’s posthumously published work on animality locates the threat posed to ethics by the animal in the animal’s gaze, the event of the animal looking at me. It is here that the animal’s difference manifests itself. For Derrida, this is irreducibly connected to questions of temporality: from the discourses of evolutionary biology (and not only), we have learned to figure animals in “natural history” terms, with humans appearing invariably “after” the animal, in the sense of succession or inheritance. The animal was what was there before me and is therefore able to look at me. “And from the vantage point of this being-there-before-me it can allow itself to be looked at, no doubt, but also—something that philosophy perhaps forgets, perhaps being this calculated forgetting self—it can look at me. It has a point of view regarding me. The point of view of the absolute other, and nothing will have given me more food for thinking through this absolute alterity of the neighbor” (Derrida 2008:11). Feminist primatology has been politicizing posthuman temporality for decades, as Haraway points out in the very title of “The Past Is the Contested Zone.” Much of the political edge of feminist primatology depends on the idea that “the open future” to which feminist resistance points rests first of all on “a new past” or a critical rewriting of androcentric natural histories (Haraway 1991d [1978]:41). Those of us working in feminist epistemologies will even more immediately hear echoes of the politics of looking, which has historically been at the center of so much feminist theorizing about everything from pornography to scientific methodologies. The feminist question has been, who looks (at whom) and how does this locate (and dis- and re-locate) power? But Derrida’s concern is not power, or at least not immediately. Instead, he invites us to imagine how radically the encounter with the animal other dislocates thinking in general.

At this point a comparison might prove useful. In Barbet Schroeder’s interview cited in the chapter 3, the film shows stills of Koko the gorilla looking at the camera as Schroeder, the director, states, “You’re obviously in front of somebody who understands what you’re saying, what you’re doing.” Contrast this with a scene from a much more recent and widely distributed film, Werner Herzog’s Grizzly Man, a documentary about naturalist Timothy Treadwell, who lived unarmed among wild grizzly bears for thirteen years until he was killed and eaten by one of them. Toward the end of the film we are confronted with Treadwell’s footage of the bear that probably killed him. Herzog’s voice-over accompanies the slow motion footage, which closes in more and more tightly on the bear’s eyes: “And what haunts me is that in all the faces of all the bears that Treadwell ever filmed, I discovered no kinship, no understanding, no mercy. I see only the overwhelming indifference of nature. To me, there is no such thing as a secret world of the bears, and this blank stare speaks only of a half-bored interest in food.” In the first case, the gaze of the animal at us is supposed to mean its likeness with humans, its personhood, while, in the second, the animal’s gaze shows its very nonpersonhood and warns of the dangers of anthropomorphism. But, for Derrida, the gaze of the animal is reducible to neither of these things. The animal gazing at me is otherness itself, the endless reminder of the limit of the human. It is “more other than any other” (Derrida 2008:11). Levinas writes that the gaze of the other does not contain meaning—it makes meaning possible. The other’s gaze never “speaks,” but poses the limit to the self that makes subjectivity possible, thus making it possible for things to signify at all (Levinas 1992 [1969]:53–81). The experience of true alterity is not in itself an experience of meaning, but of a sort of ground of meaning. Within this thinking of alterity, Derrida’s relationship to Levinas remains as complex and ambivalent as ever, and he immediately offers something like a critique of Levinas and other philosophers who think and write as if they have never been looked at:


The experience of the seeing animal, of the animal that looks at them, has not been taken into account in the philosophical or theoretical structure of their discourse. In sum they have denied it as much as misunderstood it.... It is as if the men representing this configuration had seen without being seen, seen the animal without being seen by it, without being seen by it, without being seen as naked by someone who, from deep within a life called animal, and not only by means of the gaze, would have obliged them to recognize, at the moment of address, that this was their affair, their lookout.

(Derrida 2008:14)




One must use the word critique with caution, however, since following this quote Derrida confesses that he doesn’t really believe that the philosophers have been completely in denial about the animal gaze “or that it has not in some way been signified, figured, or metonymized, more or less secretly, in the gestures of their discourse” (Derrida 2008:14). It is not a matter of making visible what has been invisible or disappeared throughout the history of philosophy, but of deciphering “the symptom of this disavowal” (Derrida 2008:14). This, for Derrida, is the philosophical question: why has the animal been omitted, what are the symptoms and historical effects of this omission?

But his own formulation repeats the same gesture of omission with which Derrida is concerned. As Haraway notes, though he correctly criticizes the history of thought as representing animals in ways that do not acknowledge the animal gaze, or as mythic or literary figures, Derrida never asks “what the cat might actually be doing, feeling, thinking, or perhaps making available to him in looking back at him that morning” (Haraway 2008:20). He fails to consider the testimonies of certain humans who have in fact, risked “an intersecting gaze.” In particular, Haraway wonders about the omission of those like Jane Goodall or Barbara Smuts who “have met the gaze of living, diverse animals and in response undone and redone themselves and their sciences” (Haraway 2008:21). In contrast, of course, such workers with animals have been the subject of much of Haraway’s work from Primate Visions (Haraway 1989b) to When Species Meet (Haraway 2008), and these science workers contribute to her epistemological and ontological questions. Like many philosophers for whom such work with animals simply does not matter, Derrida “did not seriously consider an alternative form of engagement … one that risked knowing something more about care and how to look back, perhaps even scientifically, biologically, and therefore also philosophically and intimately” (Haraway 2008:20).

This is precisely what marks the difference between Haraway’s work and other forms of posthumanist discourse. Companion species is a category, or better, a “pointer to an ongoing ‘becoming with’” meant as an alternative to, rather than representative of, posthumanism: “I never wanted to be posthuman, or posthumanist, any more than I wanted to be postfeminist. For one thing, urgent work still remains to be done in reference to those who must inhabit the troubled categories of woman and human.… Fundamentally, however, it is the patterns of relationality and, in Karen Barad’s terms, intra-actions at many scales of space-time that need rethinking, not getting beyond one troubled category for a worse one even more likely to go postal” (Haraway 2008:16–17). That is, her concern is not so much with form, as with relation—not the fact of re-creating the human or creating a new posthuman, but rethinking the categories themselves, reimagining ways of being, becoming with, and relating to all our companion species. At the heart of this understanding is Anna Tsing’s observation that “human nature is an interspecies relationship” (cited in Haraway 2008:19).

While contemporary philosophies of the animal explore the ideological and legal production of animality and its role in the production of the human, they do not consider work by people who live in close proximity to animals in an effort to better understand the forms of subjectivity particular to them. And indeed, given the recent formulation of posthumanism by Wolfe, what role should such work, empirical and concrete as it is, play in a posthumanist project that is clearly ontological?


The perspective I try to formulate here … forces us to rethink our taken-for-granted modes of human experience, including the normal perceptual modes and affective states of Homo sapiens itself, by recontextualizing them in terms of the entire sensorium of other living beings and their own autopoietic ways of “bringing forth a world”—ways that are, since we ourselves are human animals, part of the evolutionary history and behavioral and psychological repertoire of the human itself. But it also insists that we attend to the specificity of the human—its ways of being in the world, its ways of knowing, observing, and describing—by (paradoxically, for humanism) acknowledging that it is fundamentally a prosthetic creature that has coevolved with various forms of technicity and materiality, forms that are radically “not-human” and yet have nevertheless made the human what it is.

(Wolfe 2010:xxv)



For Wolfe “this prostheticity, this constitutive dependency and finitude, has profound ethical implications for our relations to nonhuman forms of life” (Wolfe 2010:xxvi). But for Haraway, the ethical question comes first or is, at the very least, inextricable from the ontological one. And “the entire sensorium of other living beings” is itself a category that already precludes engagement on the individual, particular level, the kind of engagement that might be necessary for those “autopoietic ways of ‘bringing forth a world’” to reveal themselves.

From this vantage point, the philosophy that declares the animal to be more other than any other is precisely the one most frightened of otherness, most reluctant to think through the specific otherness of animals, rather than the unspecific Other with a capital O. For Haraway, it is precisely posthumanism that has disappeared animals, precisely as it theorizes the animal, and even as Derrida writes against the tradition which has always conceived of the animal as “an immense group, a single and fundamentally homogeneous set that one has the right, the theoretical or philosophical right, to distinguish and mark as opposite, namely, the set of the Animal in general, the Animal spoken of in the general singular” (Derrida 2008:41). If this is correct, then we should challenge the philosophical right to speak of the Other in the singular as well. To challenge both this distinction and the generality, to think animality, including the human animal, in terms of radical heterogeneity could mean differences of degree of difference among its members, rather than one singular category of otherness.

It follows that there must be a way to productively think relation in terms of similarity or continuity, which is not necessarily the same thing as grounding ethics in similarity. This not a simple return to privileging claims about similarities between human and nonhuman minds and grounding ethics in claims of sameness rather than difference. The point is to find some alternatives to this binary in response to comparative work in the sciences that takes nonhuman forms of subjectivity seriously.


It is no longer possible scientifically to compare something like “consciousness” or “language” among human and non-human animals as if there were a singular axis of calibration.… No single axis of difference, and no single postulate of continuity, does justice to the motley of communicating critters, including people and dogs. “Minds” are not all of the human sort, to say the least. Figuring out how to do the needed sorts of experimental work, in which heterogeneous material-semiotic entanglements are the norm, should be great fun and scientifically very creative. That such acute work remains to be done gives a pretty good idea about how abstemious, if not frightened of otherness, researching and philosophizing humans in Western traditions have been.

(Haraway 2008:235–36)



Semiotic Agency

The problematic of semiotic agency is thus at the center of the question of ethics after humanism. But should it remain there? Does the obsessive return to the question of forms of nonhuman semiosis not harbor the same humanist roots as what Wolfe calls the “taken-for-granted muteness of the animal,” stacking the ideological decks against nonhuman forms of life and subjectivity (Wolfe 2003:62)? What kind of ethics is made available to the animal if we continue to prioritize the role of language?

For instance, according to Judith Butler in Giving an Account of Oneself, every relationship is governed by what she calls norms of recognition, which means that it is never merely ethical, but in ongoing relation to the social. “The very terms by which we give an account, by which we make ourselves intelligible to ourselves and to others, are not of our own making. They are social in character” (Butler 2005:21, 25). This shows the “fundamental dependency of the ethical sphere on the social,” Butler writes. Norms of recognition function to “produce and deproduce the notion of the human,” but, following Wolfe, we could point out that this deproduction of the human remains rooted in humanism in spite of itself (Butler 2004:32).

Butler’s own engagement with Levinas limits her to understanding the ethical encounter in terms of address. Responsibility results from my being undone by the other. “I become responsible by virtue of what is done to me,” something not of my own choosing or under my control. “We must recognize that ethics requires us to risk ourselves precisely at moments of unknowingness, when what forms us diverges from what lies before us, when our willingness to become undone in relation to others constitutes our chance of becoming human” (Butler 2005:88, 136). But the investment in unknowingness and becoming undone need not commit us to the idea that the other is radically unknowable in fact or even that the ethical risk requires the other’s unknowability. We might come to know things about the other that will, precisely, undo us. Or, at the very least, the very process of coming to know the other might itself be a form of becoming undone in a sense that is ethically significant. From Haraway’s perspective, as we have seen, the intellectual tradition to which both Derrida and Butler belong stands in opposition to an ethics of companionship. From this vantage point, the ancient and theoretically over-saturated question can animals speak? appears as a curious anachronism. It is, deeply, the wrong question. The right question would be something like what diverse kinds of semiosis are at work between species and what is their ethical significance?

Address remains situated in a language of speech, that capacity humanism has carved out as properly human—speech understood as the capacity to dissimulate (or lie), and to name, the world, the word understood as noun (nomen). This is precisely the concept of language that Derrida states a new understanding of animality would force us to leave behind, and it is here that he appears more in line with Haraway’s project. Accordingly, Wolfe writes that it is because deconstruction challenges the very idea of language, understood as a homogeneous field, and specifically of any straightforward notion of semiotic agency, that his work is the most “animal-friendly” of all the Francophone philosophers (see Wolfe 2003:72 and 2010:xxv). Derrida writes, “It would not be a matter of ‘giving speech back to the animals’ but perhaps of acceding to a thinking, however fabulous and chimerical it might be, that thinks the absence of the name and of the word otherwise, and as something other than a privation” (Derrida 2008:48). From Haraway’s perspective, however, such a thinking is not at all fabulous or chimerical, given scientific discourses that have been dealing with the semiotic agency of animals outside the discourse of “speech” for decades. Latour takes the value of scientific work to lie in precisely this—the capacity to give voice to nonhuman actors and to thus position them actively in politics.


To limit the [political] discussion to humans, their interests, their subjectivities, and their rights, will appear as strange a few years from now as having denied the right to vote of slaves, poor people, or women. To use the notion of discussion while limiting it to humans alone, without noticing that there are millions of subtle mechanisms capable of adding new voices to the chorus, would be to allow prejudice to deprive us of the formidable power of the sciences. Half of public life is found in laboratories; that is where we have to look for it.

(Latour 2004:69)



Given this, we are faced with the task of articulating a different figure for the ethical encounter. Following Mary Pratt and Jim Clifford, Haraway develops “contact zones” as relations between subjects rendered in terms of “co-presence, interaction, interlocking understandings and practices” (Pratt cited in Haraway 2008:216). She develops this notion specifically in response to the investment in the dyadic, asymmetrical “address” relationship. Her concrete example in the multispecies context is the sport of agility, in which humans and dogs enter into a training relationship, forming a team that then competes against other teams for time on a course of jumping patterns and other obstacles. Her description makes clear that the human undergoes training and transformation at least as much as the dog does during this process.


The human is responsible for knowing the sequence of obstacles and for figuring out a plan for human and dog to move fast, accurately, and smoothly through the course. The dog takes the jumps and navigates the obstacles, but the human has to be in the right positions at the right time to give good information.... The errors might be bad timing, overhandling, inattention, ambiguous cues, bad positioning, failure to understand how the course looks from the point of view of the dog, or failure to train basics well beforehand.

(209)



She extends this model to Clifford’s description of contact zones across borders and among cultures: “Contact approaches presuppose not socio-cultural wholes subsequently brought into relationship, but rather systems already constituted relationally, entering new relations through historical processes of displacement” (Haraway 2008:217). Clifford’s example is the border town. Haraway’s is the agility training yard, but also labs in which animals are experimental subjects. Contact zones are not innocent, like the developing chick embryo Haraway invokes, cracked open for “young hominids” in school bio labs to marvel at as they explore what is called “development” (Haraway 2008:274). They are difficult places, sites of violence, injustice, and power differentials, and it is precisely for this reason that sociality and responsibility are inextricably linked in them.

Contact Zones in SF

When species have encounters, they never merely meet, but enter contact zones, communicative spaces where species can “entangle each other” (Haraway 2008:215). Again, SF provides a pertinent training to fully inhabit this term: “I learned much of what I know about contact zones from science fiction, in which aliens meet up in bars off-planet and redo one another molecule by molecule” (Haraway 2008:217). SF readers, familiar with a profusion of terrestrial and extraterrestrial species, are more likely to be open to new interspecies encounters: “It would be a mistake to assume much about species in advance of encounter” (Haraway 2008:18). In a 2006 interview, Haraway puts it even more bluntly: “You also can’t think species without being inside science fiction” (Gane and Haraway 2006:140). Indeed, in writing of her dogs and others, it often feels like we are reading an SF alien encounter. Haraway particularly draws on the “sentient critters” and “several curious progeny” of Naomi Mitchison’s Memoirs of a Spacewoman (1995 [1975]), a text that had already featured in her 1992 “Otherworldly Conversations.”1 First published in the collection Science as Culture, this (relatively) short article brings together her responses to three very different “stories” about nature—a historical study of nineteenth century views on nature, a feminist study of humans and animals, and Mitchison’s Memoirs. Mitchison’s text takes up and complicates the questions Haraway draws from the Robert Young and Barbara Noske books, in particular, Noske’s argument for “connection and conversation” in ethical relating between human and animals.

The short section on Mitchison (which could be well-nigh incomprehensible for those not familiar with the novel) begins with background information on this unusual author. In her sixties when Memoirs was first published in 1962, Mitchison wrote out of a very different political and scientific milieu than most feminist SF writers. As Haraway notes, Mitchison’s birthright was “a grand view of the universe from a rich, imperialist, intellectual culture.”2 The spacewoman of Mitchison’s story, Mary, is a “xenobiologist”—a communications expert whose job it is to commune with extraterrestrial life on her interstellar travels. While supposedly morally limited by the rule of “non-interference,” as Haraway notes, communication is “inherently about desire,” and the novel delights in “erotic fusions [and] odd couplings” (Haraway 2004:145). In short, communication cannot happen without “interference” and communication “even with ourselves, is xenobiology” (Haraway 2004:145). In short, these communicative acts leave neither party unchanged—in coming to know, Mary becomes other: sometimes involuntarily, sometimes by choice. On one mission, she confronts a “radial” species with whom it seems impossible to communicate. Not until Mary almost loses her ability for “logical” binary thought can she see a way to communicate. With phenomenological overtones, this encounter demands a loosening of the “either-or” thought and systems determined by a bilateral organism to a very different way of being—thinking radially: “With some interest I was observing myself at this moment not able to speak. It was impossible to do what one had once thought of as making up one’s mind. It seemed ridiculous, almost wrong, to be faced with a direct positive or negation” (Mitchison 1995 [1975]:30). It is of this breakthrough that Haraway writes: “The subject-making action—and the moral universe—really begins once those bilateral and radial entities establish touch” (Haraway 2004:146).

Other acts of communication with alien others are rendered in sexualized, sensual terms, twice ending in a form of pregnancy. As part of an experiment with self-generating alien tissue to test their potential intelligence, Mary offers to host a graft of the alien. Her body responds as if she were pregnant, and she responds to the graft (which she calls Ariel) in very intimate terms, as “flesh of [her] flesh,” receiving sensual enjoyment from their interactions: “It liked to be as close as possible over the median line reaching now to my mouth and inserting a pseudopodium delicately between my lips and elsewhere” (Mitchison 1995 [1975]:54). Her second alien “pregnancy” is accidentally “activated” by the hermaphrodite Martian, Vly (who later becomes a mother himself), while he is communicating with Mary to revive her after an accident. The pregnancy occurs as a result of the fact that Martians communicate with their “sexual organs” (Mitchison 1995 [1975]:60). Mitchison certainly has lot of fun with this conceit: Mary explains to a shocked and disapproving crew member who has just observed naked Martians “communicating” how equally strange the Martians had perceived humans to be: “They found us terribly shocking at first, you know … the way we covered up what should be uncovered. They couldn’t get used to it. They thought we must have some kind of horrible taboo against communication.… The earlier explorers had their trousers pulled off, and were asked very sympathetically if they weren’t happier that way” (Mitchison 1995 [1975]: 60).

This encounter changes both and produces an “unexpected other” in the form of the “not entirely human” haploid child Viola (Mitchison 1995 [1975]:67). It is to these “unexpected” others, who signal a different order of “subject-making action,” that Haraway refers in closing this section—Viola and Ariel are evidence of “otherworldly conversations” where ethical relating and moral encounters cannot leave subjects, self or others, untouched. They are also unintelligible offspring of a contact zone in which the rules of conduct do not transcend the participants or the event of their meeting. Contact zones render their participants not entirely human, in fact, necessarily not entirely “themselves.”

The Ethics of Companionship

Stories like these raise the question: what counts as ethics? Even the distinction Butler makes between the ethical and the social becomes increasingly unintelligible inside contact zones. They are not exactly different from each other or different levels of the same event. In the contact zone there is no ethical encounter that is somehow social on the metalevel. Instead, because interspecies semiosis requires constant facilitating, it is coextensive with the ongoing negotiation and transformation of norms of recognition. Norms here do not constitute a background, the conditions for the possibility of recognition of the address. They become what all the different moments of address are about, and this is what makes the encounter transformative. It is because, as Haraway notes, throughout the experience of training my dog becomes a stranger over and over again that negotiation is necessary. This is what makes the event ethical. But because the negotiation is of norms of recognition that make us, however briefly, imperfectly, and contextually, not simply strangers but also companions, this is sociality. That is what it means to be constituted relationally: the stranger who is also the companion, an original complexity, which gives a slightly different shape to Butler’s proposal that the ethical does not and in fact cannot in any sense come “before” the social. However, neither can the category “social” ever fully exhaust what is happening here, because the companion remains a stranger. Ethics never merely resolves into sociality but remains actively at work in the ongoing negotiation and invention of the rules mediating communication and conduct.

Perhaps Derrida is much closer to Haraway than either of them would admit, and his work on animality can actually be read as a departure from the Levinasian language of address. This would require a slightly different spin on the claim that the animal is “more other than any other.” The address of the animal coming from a “wholly other origin” would then mean wholly other not with respect to the individual subject, but to the human itself. “More other than any other” could mean that no norms of recognition govern this event, which is not recognizable as address because it is not recognizable at all and thus requires that much more careful mediation and facilitation.

Butler states, “In asking the ethical question ‘How ought I to treat another?’ I am immediately caught up in a realm of social normativity, since the other only appears to me, only functions as an other for me, if there is a frame within which I can see and apprehend the other in her separateness and exteriority” (Butler 2005: 25). But Haraway’s claim that “no single axis of difference, and no single postulate of continuity, does justice to the motley of communicating critters” maintains the instability of any frame including any claim about separateness and exteriority, which also cannot be decided beforehand. Rather than an address which brings with it the logically prior social norms governing its recognizability, in the animal context unrecognizability of address inaugurates the negotiation of norms in which “the human” is precariously situated between its own making and unmaking. When animals meet, sometimes there is difference, but sometimes there is continuity, and we never know in advance which will be the axes and trajectories mediating the relation, organizing the space opened by the intersecting gaze. A Harawayan ethics of companionship, if such a thing may be said to exist, is grounded neither in difference nor in sameness, but in the impossibility of deciding between difference and sameness prior to the event of material, particular contact.


SIX

STORIES

In many ways, reading Haraway is akin to reading feminist science fiction. As Thyrza Goodeve comments, SF provides a model for Haraway’s theoretical work: “you are not just doing one layer of analysis—say of critique or unmasking relationships—but you are also involved in building alternative ontologies, specifically via the use of the imaginative” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:120). The theory making that results posits SF as both methodological tool and source of creative inspiration; it is a process built on speculation. Thus “science fiction is political theory” for Haraway (120). For those of us who are just as happy reading science fiction as we are fictions (and studies) of science, Haraway’s serious play with SF is as comprehensible as it is pleasurable. This is patently not the case for many of her readers, including—perhaps especially—feminist readers. To those who do not read SF, its place in Haraway’s work can too easily be framed as an interesting oddity, or addendum, rather than a synergistic part of a complicated whole.

This chapter foregrounds the science fictional elements of Haraway’s work, to argue for SF as a core part of Haraway’s imaginative, theoretical practice. With our SF-reading personas to the fore, we explore the ways SF figures in Haraways’ practice as a deliberate response to that which is often backgrounded or ignored in feminist engagements with her work. So, perhaps in ways more overt than other chapters, our readings here of Haraway’s SF stories are precisely motivated by the intent to impel connection and conversation across broken or malfunctioning channels—to encourage first contact, alien encounters, and contact zones.

Haraway herself provides the key to decoding her use of SF, which goes far beyond merely reading fictional texts in search of “better” stories. In “The Promises of Monsters” Haraway states that her purpose is “to write theory; i.e., to produce a patterned vision of how to move and what to fear in the topography of an impossible but all-too-real present, in order to find an absent, but perhaps possible, other present” (Haraway 2004:63). For us as committed SF readers, this vision of theory also neatly captures what much feminist SF is about—finding absent but possible presents—whether presented as elsewheres or othertimes. They are not (at least, not all) utopian escapes from the problems of the “real world” but attempts to imagine—within the nexus of Western militarized technoscience—different ways to “do” gender, sexuality, and race that do not entail a “return to the garden” or the evocation of noninnocent origins. Like feminist science studies itself, feminist SF is always working with noninnocent tools and histories that mirror those of the militarized industrial complex, written from within “the belly of the monster” (Haraway 1991c:188). How else to turn into an oppositional, libratory tool the ultramasculinist, technophilic, and technocratic visions of the future that “sci-fi” has come to signify in popular Western consciousness?

Despite—and often precisely because of—its devalued cultural status, Haraway is serious about SF and about the seriously pleasurable work that SF can do in, and at, the intersections of feminism, science studies, and political philosophy. Nowhere in her work does she apologize for or justify her use of SF. She simply engages with SF as an aid for telling more worldly and survivable stories, often with a lack of context or background that means it is up to the reader to follow the resonances and diffractions thus posed (as most would quite happily if it were a reference to Foucault or Judith Butler, for example). For many readers it seems possible to background or tune out these potential resonances; the presence of SF may be noted, but is not taken up (see, for e.g., Merrick 2009). Even in SF studies, where Haraway’s relation to SF is lauded, she is still most commonly invoked as “mother” of the cyborg and various (often mutated) cyborgian relations. As C. Jason Smith notes in his 2006 review of the Haraway Reader, “It is unfortunate … that Haraway’s other trains of thought are currently under-represented in SF studies when the potential application of her full body of work demonstrates great promise for interpretations of SF both as the proponent of particular scientific discourses and as culturally transgressive narratives” (Smith 2006:184) Or, as we would prefer to put it, the promise of Haraway’s work for engaging with SF as science studies. For the traffic is not just one way. As our readings throughout previous chapters have suggested, SF proves useful in thinking with and through many of the characteristic concerns and themes of Haraway’s work, from naturecultures and situated knowledges to companion species.

The Not-So-Secret History of Feminist SF

Given that many readers are likely to have limited familiarity with feminist SF, a short trip through the history of the genre is in order. Even for SF readers, some of Haraway’s references to SF stories are oblique, and the connections and illustrations she makes often presume considerable familiarity with these texts. It is clear from various accounts of Haraway’s background, as well as the kinds of authors she draws on, that Haraway has more than just a passing knowledge of the SF field. Like the other disciplines and discourses that Haraway writes from, and into, her engagement with SF is not, we believe, either accidental or divorced from the histories and conditions of its production. This is particularly so for feminist SF, a distinct branch of SF whose emergence in the late 1960s and early 1970s coincided with second-wave feminist activism.

From the outside, and to those more familiar with media SF such as Star Wars, the genre of SF appears easily dismissed as rather pulpy, technophilic escape fantasies for boys. Formalized as a recognizable genre in the late 1920s and early 1930s in U.S. pulp magazines such as Amazing Stories, much of the history of SF has indeed been one that enthusiastically promoted the vision of a rationalist, all-conquering science as the pinnacle of progress in Western technological society. Until very recently, the emergence of women and feminist writers in the genre was seen as an external import (or invasion) following the rise of the women’s liberation movement. However, a number of feminist histories document the involvement of women as writers and readers from its inception (and indeed rewrite the genre’s history to claim Mary Shelley as its mother with the penning of Frankenstein) and posit a clear tradition reaching back to the group of nineteenth-century utopian writings such as Charlotte Perkins Gilman’s Herland.1 Still, the 1970s marked a shift in visibility, with an unprecedented number of women writing explicitly feminist SF and an explosion of feminist debate and discussion throughout the SF community.

Over four decades later, there exists a growing body of feminist SF scholars, monographs on the topic, and even a dedicated journal. Given the time that Haraway reports she was “reading lots of science fiction with Nancy Hartsock” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:36), it is likely she was discovering many of the key feminist SF authors as they were coming to prominence. The authors she commonly draws on—Joanna Russ, Octavia Butler, Ursula Le Guin, Vonda McIntyre, James Tiptree Jr., and Samuel R. Delany—comprise key players in the feminist SF canon. These authors—along with John Varley (who alone from this list is not usually included as part of the feminist SF canon) radicalized the themes, approach, form, and content of SF, specifically in relation to their challenges to normalized understandings of sex, gender roles, sexuality, race, and the ways these intersect with technoscience. Unlike the realist consciousness-raising fiction which also arose alongside the women’s liberation movement, the focus of feminist SF authors was not so much exposing the ways patriarchy had limited women’s lives, but asking what could be done differently. If we had societies not circumscribed by these gendered and raced norms, what would they look like? How would they function? How might science and technology be done differently? In short, feminist SF asked questions that involved taking seriously the connections between science and culture and, in Haraway’s terms, imagining an elsewhere from which different, nonsexist (and often nonracist) articulations of naturecultures and alterity could be explored.

Indeed, one of the key attractions of the genre for Haraway is precisely that it pays thoughtful attention to science. That it does so within a frame committed to storytelling and mythic worldbuilding is one aspect of SF’s appeal. Unlike many authors or critics trained in the humanities, even those SF authors without scientific backgrounds consciously attend to science, which provides a key source of inspiration and grounding for their work.2 For both Haraway and SF authors, the genre provides a lens through which to examine and play with the plots, “linguistic moves,” and worlds produced by science writing (Haraway 2004:108). Perhaps due to its beleaguered position as a rather devalued branch of literary criticism, SF studies has been strangely hesitant in making similar links with technoscience studies (Merrick 2010). (Indeed, an ongoing despair at—but also perverse reveling in—the ghettoization of the genre marks most of the history of SF criticism to date.) Until recently, few SF critics have approached their subject with as much confidence in its status as cultural story of technoscience as Haraway. Increasingly, however, SF critics have been looking to science studies as a key context for the crafting of cultural histories of SF (see, for example Luckhurst 2005; Vint 2009). Mark Bould and Sherryl Vint, for example, in their exploration of Bruno Latour’s Aramis, ask “what Latour might contribute to the study of SF and what SF might contribute to our understanding of Latour” (Bould and Vint 2006:131). Similarly, Grebowicz’s collection Sci-fi in the Mind’s Eye enacts a conversation between SF and science studies that recognizes their commonalities are “more than just a fascination with and discussion of science” (Grebowicz 2007:xvi).

Outside of SF studies, this forty-year history of feminist cultural production has attracted little attention from feminist critics. Significantly, it is other critics working in feminist technoscience studies who have, like Haraway, seen the utility of SF for their work. From the early 1980s British science studies scholar Hilary Rose also argued for the relevance of feminist SF to feminist technoscience studies, claiming that “as a critical, wide-reaching engagement in feminist debates around technoscience, feminist SF is quite simply far too important to be left out” (Rose 1994:12). Rose hints that recourse to and enjoyment of feminist SF is more widespread than critical engagement with science studies: “we” read it—certainly more of us than follow the feminist science criticism” (1994:12). Indeed, Rose argued that “it is not by chance that feminists writing or talking about science and technology constantly return … to these empowering alternative visions” (1986:74, 59). Writing in the same year, Sandra Harding observed that feminists involved in critiquing the “sins” of contemporary science had “not yet given adequate attention to envisioning truly emancipatory knowledge-seeking” (1986:19) and wondered how feminist understandings of science would differ if they started not with current categories but with those of future worlds such as Marge Piercy’s Mattapoisett (the alternative utopia of her feminist SF novel Woman on the Edge of Time [1991 (1978)]). Similarly, Nina Lykke’s account of the development of feminist science and technology studies situated Woman on the Edge of Time and Sally Miller Gearhart’s The Wanderground (1985) alongside Shulamith Firestone’s The Dialectic of Sex (1979) and the Boston Women’s Health Collective’s Our Bodies Ourselves (1973) as equally significant texts in the early feminist debate on the subject (Lykke and Braidotti 1996:1–3).3 Of these feminists, it is Haraway who has most consistently engaged with SF—not just as a “dream laboratory” (in Rose’s terms) for different ideas, but as a core element of her method and formulation of concrete political challenges.

Imagining Elsewheres

The 1978 article “Animal Sociology,” for example, is prefaced with a quotation from Woman on the Edge of Time, published in the same year. This evidence of synchronism highlights one of the ways Haraway uses SF: to provide other stories about science, culture, and nature that can be read alongside and against the sorts of natural science narratives that are the focus of “Animal Sociology.” Concerned with exposing the extent to which theories of evolution and population intersected with, and relied upon, the emerging capitalist political economy, Haraway’s evocation of this feminist utopia sets up interesting and productive resonances. Woman on the Edge of Time floats in the background in this early piece, a subtextual reminder or hope (for those in the know) that there might be different ways to figure our stories of technoscience. Unlike the usual image of feminist utopias as antitechnological pastorals for earth mothers, Piercy’s imagined future presents us with a pretty pastoral scene, certainly, but one that is enabled by and sustains a very different model of science and technology. There are computers and other sophisticated technologies, including artificial wombs (and forms of bioengineering), but here the practice of technoscience is not intertwined with or governed by a consumer-capitalist notion of political economy or the body politic. Importantly for Haraway’s interests, it is also antiracist, antisexist, multicultural, and multigenerational.

For those familiar with Piercy’s text, its brief appearances in “Animal Sociology” offer additional layers of meaning, reflection, and complexity to Haraway’s argument. As we noted in chapter 1, it is in this article that Haraway first berates feminism for its lack of attention to the sciences and co-option into an “anti-natural” ideology (Haraway 1991c:8). Consequent upon this feminist distance from, and thus misunderstanding of, the sciences is another problem: granting science “the role of a fetish.” This “perverse worshipping” of a “reified fetish” is evident in two related trends: first the antinatural rejection of the sciences in feminist theory and, second, the agreement “that ‘nature’ is our enemy and that we must control our ‘natural’ bodies … at all costs to enter the hallowed kingdom of the cultural body politic as defined by liberal (and radical) theorists of political economy” (Haraway 1991c:9). The references to Woman at least obliquely suggest the possibility for the different feminist approaches Haraway calls for. Yet Piercy’s vision of a low impact, self-sustaining, collectively managed society drawing on “appropriate technology” might not fully meet Haraway’s demand for a “socialist-feminist theory of the body politic that avoids physiological reductionism.” Woman avoids the first method of fetishization, as it explores both the dangers and possibilities of technoscience through its traumatic rendering of 1970s U.S. and the imagined future society of Mattapoisett. At least superficially, however, Mattapoisett does seem to fall prey to the second trap in positing women’s “natural” body as one of the limiting factors to constructing a new body politic. One of the pivotal roles of technology in Mattapoisett is the use of artificial wombs for gestation (and indeed conception itself, where genes from different groups and racial backgrounds are randomly mixed). As many commentators note, here Woman was obviously in dialogue with another radical text of the era, Shulamith Firestone’s The Dialectic of Sex (1970), which advocated the use of technology to free women from the oppression brought about by our maternally laboring and reproducing bodies. Haraway directly addresses the way Firestone’s text reinforces the second method of fetishizing science, as she makes the basic mistake of “reducing social relations to natural objects.... That is, she accepted that there are natural objects (bodies) separate from social relations. In that context, liberation remains subject to supposedly natural determinism, which can only be avoided in an escalating logic of counterdomination” (10).

Does Piercy repeat this mistake, despite Haraway’s seemingly affirming quotation from the novel to close her article? Mattapoisett appears to reinforce the reduction of “social relations” to natural objects by its “liberation” of women through the removal of childbearing. At the same time, men as well as women are given the ability to breast-feed—another potentially reductionist move. These moves are, however, complicated by the fact they emerge out of very different social structures—exogenetic reproduction hasn’t produced these changes, but is consequent upon them: in Mattapoisett every child has three mothers (who can be male or female), the whole community looks after the children, labor is not divided on sexual (or generational) lines, there is no marriage, and bisexuality is the norm. Haraway, at least here, doesn’t spell it out, but closes her article with a quote from Woman, which reads as a rallying call for collective feminist action.

It is intriguing to speculate that, in writing for the audience of Signs in the late 1970s, Haraway could expect that most of the journal’s readers would be familiar with Piercy’s text, along with some of the other 1970s utopian texts issuing from women’s SF. At this point at least in the history of feminist theory making and building, the lines and divisions between academic women’s texts and texts from “the movement,” including realist consciousness-raising fiction as well as speculative fiction, were not so rigidly defined (see for example Hogeland 1998). Haraway’s final cautionary words here can, in retrospect, be taken to apply to more than the project of remaking and reclaiming the sciences, but also to the tools, travelers, texts, and companions we choose: “It isn’t bad to want to help, to want to work, to seize history … but to want to do it alone is less good” (Piercy cited in Haraway 1991c [1978]:20).

This early, brief reference to feminist SF demonstrates one of the key appeals of the genre for Haraway: its future orientation. This is not to say that SF is about forecasting or prediction, but rather that it considers our present with a view to the future and, in the case of feminist and radical SF, with a view to a more equitable future. As Haraway comments in a much later article (“Reading Buchi Emecheta” in Haraway 1991c:109–24), a continual motivation for her theory making is the hope of creating better futures and presents, and for sustained and effective feminist action—what she terms a hope for an “elsewhere”:


This kind of “elsewhere” is brought into being out of feminist movement rooted in specification and articulation, not out of common “identities” nor assumption of the right or ability of any particular to “represent” the general. The “particular” in feminist movement is not about liberal individualism nor a despairing isolation of endless differences, much less about rejecting the hope for collective movement. But the means and processes of collective movement must be imagined and acted out in new geometries. That is why I find the reading and writing strategies of SF (speculative fiction, science fiction, science fantasy, speculative feminism) so useful for feminist theorizing.

(Haraway 1991c:239n3)



It is SF’s ability to speculate, to sketch out the possibility of different kinds of “elsewhere” that Haraway often calls upon in her juxtaposition of SF with her own and other stories of naturecultures.

Ironic Mythmaking

It is of course the Cyborg Manifesto that is most obviously—and (in) famously—indebted to SF in the figuration of its central trope. Perhaps surprisingly, only a few brief pages of the Manifesto are actually given over to the SF stories which helped inspire its generation. Contained in these briefest of sketches, however, are important keys to understanding the full intent of Haraway’s ironic myth. The Manifesto calls on SF in a number of ways. First, and crucially, looking to SF becomes a way of foregrounding and talking about the mythic elements of technoscience. The Manifesto is centrally concerned with a reconstruction of socialist-feminist politics “in the belly of the monster”—a drive that requires a “theory and practice addressed to the social relations of science and technology, including crucially the systems of myth and meanings structuring our imaginations” (Haraway 1991a: 163). For Haraway, SF is a useful tool for foregrounding such “systems of myth,” especially if we export our SF reading practices to science and see both as stories about science.

SF in the Manifesto is also, of course, a key source for the figure of the cyborg itself. As in all her work, “grokking” the cyborg entails accepting the enmeshing of the material and semiotic, the “reality” of subjects described by science as well as their historical constructedness. Thus “the cyborg is a matter of fiction and lived experience” and Haraway’s cyborg, at least, sees its promise in the confusion of boundaries between organism and machine that seemed reified as part of the science/arts, nature/culture, human/animal binaries. The SF cyborgs Haraway cites as cogenitors are key for the way they “populate worlds ambiguously natural and crafted” (Haraway 1991c:149). That is, the SF worlds writing cyborgs into being always skirt the im/possibility of the natural/artifactual dualism. It is in this sense that Haraway calls her feminist SF writers “theorists for cyborgs” and our “story-tellers exploring what it means to be embodied in high-tech worlds” (Haraway 1991c:173).

Key to Haraway’s approach in the Manifesto is the need to oppose a technophobic fear of the machine and instead accept the machinic—and the collapse of technological/organic boundaries—as part of our embodiment; “the machine is us, our processes, and aspect of our embodiment” (Haraway 1991c:180). These are, of course, not the only boundaries that must be challenged. Importantly, “cyborg monsters in feminist science fiction define quite different political possibilities and limits from those proposed by the mundane fiction of Man and Woman” (Haraway 1991c:180)—that is, our stories of sexual, gendered, and species divisions, amongst others. Haraway provides a whole list of oppositions and objects whose status as natural, given, universals is challenged in this work. “The cyborgs populating feminist science fiction make very problematic the statuses of man or woman, human, artefact, member of a race, individual entity or body” (Haraway 1991c:178). Indeed, most of the examples Haraway cites in the close of the Manifesto do not so much confuse the human/machine boundaries we commonly associate with the SF cyborg as they trouble these other problematic boundaries. Russ’s Female Man “refuse(s) the reader’s search for innocent wholeness” (Haraway 1991c:178); while Tiptree is called on for her “generations of male brood pouches and male nurturing”; Varley for his “mad goddess-planet-trickster-old woman-technological device” Gaea; and Butler for her black sorceresses, shape-shifters, mixed species and human-alien characters. There is human/technology interface here, certainly, but in the case of Tiptree, Varley, and Butler these are cyborgian monsters produced through biotechnology, and ones where the human/other boundary is polluted through intermingling between races, species, aliens, and animals.

What all these texts have in common is the way in which they were consciously engaged in rewriting and revisioning both traditional SF narratives as well as broader scientific and social discourses. Most of the texts Haraway references were associated with the feminist utopian movement, however these visions were not—as some commentators persisted in arguing—blueprints for a real “elsewhere.”4 Communion or joining with the alien or animal in feminist SF is not a desire to escape planet Earth and indulge in miscegenation, but a way of thinking differently about what it means to be human—to resist and warp the self-other dyad. The appeal of all these texts for a cyborg trickster figuration is their resistance to wholeness, unity, and innocence. Russ’s groundbreaking text ponders the impossibility of being a female human through the layered stories of Janet, Jeannine, Jael, and Joanna (genetically identical women from different time/universes). Even feminist myths of origin are refused in this angry, funny text; the basis for the apparently utopian otherwhere of Whileaway (the woman’s world that is home to Janet) owes its existence to the violent war between the sexes that Jael fights. Any semblance of a natural family history is similarly exploded in Varley’s Gaea trilogy where not only the world/being of Gaia is a construct but also all its wondrous beasts—from the centaur-like Titanides to living leviathans functioning as passenger-carrying air blimps.

Not surprisingly, SF critics were quick to pick up on the Manifesto, although more for its application to cyberpunk, cyberculture, and postmodern SF than for its readings of 1970s feminist SF, which, others pointed out, were in fact the precursors to the masculinist cyberpunk movement.5 As C. Jason Smith observes, Haraway’s cyborg has become “the 300-pound gorilla of technology-based posthumanism in SF criticism” (Smith 2006).6 In this guise, she is called upon as one of the central “postmodern” theorists, including Jameson and Baudrillard, who help to legitimate SF and its study. Along with the myriad of articles and books that draw on Haraway’s cyborg to analyse SF, there are those that reflect more broadly the relation of her oeuvre to SF studies. One example is Istvan Csicsery-Ronay’s consideration of “The SF of Theory,” which explores Haraway and Baudrillard’s theorizing of SF as discursive practice, based on an understanding of SF as “a mode of awareness” that permeates the contemporary consciousness of both theory and fiction (Csicsery-Ronay 1991).

For Csicsery-Ronay, the Manifesto can be read as a form of SF or utopian writing: “imagining an alternative reality that can serve as a model for action in reality” (1991:397). The cyborg is a figure that serves to provide a “cognitive estrangement” in theoretical terms, leading Csicsery-Ronay to view Haraway’s descriptions as themselves SF: “she describes a context that is so radically transformed and alien to the comforting essentialist categories of the dominant form of theoretical discourse, or the hyperabstract categories of most post-structuralist theory, that it fulfils the most rigorous conditions of cognitive estrangement, while attempting rigorously to describe the real” (Csicsery-Ronay 1991:396). This observation could equally be made for much of Haraway’s later work—in essence dogs and companion species function to produce an estranged yet “relational-realist” account of the world, while also attempting to sketch out a better elsewhere we can all inhabit.

On a more prosaic level, feminist SF functions in the manifesto as a “decoder ring” that enables a fuller, more multiplex appreciation of Haraway’s ironic myth. The excessively technophilic applications to SF cyborgs aside, feminist SF readers approaching the manifesto bring with them an awareness of the kinds of disruptions authors such as Russ, Delany, Tiptree, Jones, and (Octavia) Butler wrought in the field. Knowing these texts, it is nigh on impossible to then take from Haraway’s myth merely an excuse for, or isolation of, an ecstatic human/machinic embrace. The alien species, races, organisms, and machines populating these texts mean we cannot escape the fact that right from the beginning there was always more going on than the boys from Wired or the cyber-punks might have thought.

Reading SF as Primatology

While Csicsery-Ronay sees the Manifesto itself as a form of SF, he argues that it serves a very different function in Primate Visions, Haraway’s next major work to draw on the genre. It is, he argues the “inversion” of the Manifesto: “In the one, SF acts to create conviction in an (ironic) myth; in the other, it serves to deconstruct other myths” (Csicsery-Ronay 1991:399). We might argue the extent to which the Manifesto performs like SF in this actualizing function, but certainly the use of SF in Primate Visions is, in some ways, more straightforward. However the effect on certain readers was radical indeed, as primatology and SF were brought together into an “altered field” of cognate stories—SF here is not just about demystifying or “de-actualizing” (Csicsery-Ronay 1991:399) but is transformative. Charles Elkins gestures to exactly this point in his review of Primate Visions, which highlights the “anomaly” of reviewing a book about primatology in an SF journal such as Science Fiction Studies (Elkins 1990). Elkins enthusiastically argues for the importance of Haraway’s work for scholars of science and SF critics; not just for her provocative “blurring” of distinctions such as science/literature and fact/fiction, or her demonstration of “the possibilities of using SF for conceptual modeling,” but because “the narratives of science as Primate Visions constructs them can provide a richer more complete understanding” of SF. To paraphrase Haraway: neither partner emerges from such encounters unchanged.

Primate Visions accords a central importance to SF, as it becomes one of the numerous stories Haraway looks to in disrupting and dismantling the search for innocent, pure beginnings in our stories of primates and ourselves. Haraway calls on SF in general as a genre that, like the stories of feminist primatologists, helps alter the way we think about the construction of scientific (and thus cultural) knowledge. The mixing of popular and scientific genres is not about simple contests between various truth claims, but a demonstration of the possibility of different accounts. In looking at primatology, for example, “as a form of narrative practice or storytelling, feminist practice in primatology has worked more by altering a ‘field’ of stories or possible explanatory accounts.... Every story in a ‘field’ alters the status of all the others” (Haraway 1986:81). One of the ways in which Primate Visions sets out to trouble the field of primatology is to include “the narratives of speculative fiction and scientific fact” in a refigured field that (following SF author and editor Judith Merrill) she terms SF. Encouraging us to read against the grain and “out of context,” Haraway mixes protocols of reading to illuminate the way meaning structures are solidified by the practice of reading scientific discourses as authoritative forms of knowledge about the “real” world. Her account works by deliberately “mixing genres and contexts to play with scientific and popular accounts … telling and retelling stories in the attempt to shift the webs of intertextuality and to facilitate … new possibilities for the meanings of difference, reproduction and survival” (Haraway 1989b:377).

Haraway’s approach rests on a very different understanding of science as a form of knowledge, one that was profoundly unsettling to many more traditional scientists working in the fields of primatology and biology at the time (see chapter 3). For Haraway, “scientific practice may be considered a kind of story-telling practice—a rule-governed, constrained, historically changing craft of narrating the history of nature” (Haraway 1989b:4). From this perspective, the congruences with a genre like SF are obvious, as it too is such a “rule governed … historically changing craft” that is also invested in telling possible or potential histories of nature. Thus SF as a potentially field-altering tale is an underlying presence throughout Primate Visions, facilitating and enlivening Haraway’s mapping of these mutating histories of primate nature. As we explored in chapter 2, Haraway turns in particular to the work of Octavia Butler to read SF as primatology. Unlike many more traditional primatology stories, Butler’s fiction offers “survival stories” of miscegenation which acknowledge, rather than disavow “the genocides of history” (Haraway 1989b:379). Haraway sees Butler’s Dawn as a powerful narrative about the unnatural yet necessary trafficking across kin, kind, genre, and species in which Lilith, the main character, recognizes herself as an unwilling yet active participant in xenogenetic “fieldwork.” As Lilith despairs—and Haraway asserts—neither she nor we can “get out of the field”: all the more reason to contest for the shape and limits of that field and what exactly gets to count as fieldwork. Haraway thus takes a very different view of Butler’s stories of genes, biology, and miscegenation than do some feminist sf critics for whom Xenogenesis stands as a worrying capitulation to sociobiology.7

Where other feminist critics have nervously skittered around what they perceive as a dangerous “biological essentialism” in Butler’s work, Haraway finds more enabling and revealing insights into the complexities of biomedical “postmodern bodies.”8 In “The Biopolitics of Postmodern Bodies” (Haraway 2004), Butler’s Dawn and other works are called upon to challenge the power of biomedical discourses of immunology. In opposition to the trend in biomedical discourse to constitute individuals through the exclusion of everything that is “not self” and that “elicits a defence reaction if boundaries are crossed,” Haraway’s aim is to “make problematic just what does count as self, within the discourses of biology and medicine” (Haraway 2004:223–24). Where Butler’s fiction excels is in making clear that “the perfection of the fully defended, ‘victorious’ self is a chilling fantasy, linking phagocytotic amoeba and moon-voyaging man cannibalizing the earth in an evolutionary teleology of post-apocalypse extra-terrestrialism” (Haraway 2004:224).

“Biopolitics” introduces Butler’s work as “an interrogation into the boundaries of what counts as human and … the limits of the concept and practices of claiming ‘property in the self’ as the ground of ‘human’ individuality and selfhood” (Haraway 2004:226). In Clay’s Ark, for example, Butler has the human species involved in a war they cannot win—the invasion of an extraterrestrial disease which has “become an intimate part of all the cells of the infected bodies.” As Haraway observes, “Clay’s Ark reads like [Richard Dawkins’s] The Extended Phenotype; the invaders seem disturbingly like the ‘ultimate’ unit of selection that haunts the biopolitical imaginations of postmodern evolutionary theorists and economic planners” (Haraway 1991c:226.). It is Butler’s apparent absorption of such sociobiological narratives that disturbs feminist critics—in playing with biological discourse she appears to capitulate to the most conservatively deterministic versions of biology, which serve to underwrite the contemporary patriarchal, colonialist order. However, as Haraway notes, Dawkins offers in fact a “radical disruption” of the “biological holism” of traditional sociobiology; the key difference being a denaturalization of “organism” and “individual” (Haraway 2004:220). We may still fear and challenge the “star-wars” individual thus created; the point is, however, that such denaturalizing opens awareness to the interimplications of the textual, technic, biotic, and mythic. Organisms and individuals thus “are ontologically contingent constructs from the point of view of the biologist, not just in the loose ravings of a cultural critic or feminist historian of science” (Haraway 2004:220).9 The starkly dystopic world of Clay’s Ark offers Haraway “both sobering and hopeful reflections” on how it is we come to figure selves and organisms. “The task of the multi-racial women and men of Clay’s Ark comes to be to reinvent the dialectics of self and other within the emerging epidemics of signification signalled by extra-terrestrialism in inner and outer space” (Haraway 2004:226).

Whereas Primate Visions ends with Lilith’s bitter question about “field-work”: “but how the hell do I get out of the field?” (Haraway 1989b:382), “Biopolitics” makes even clearer the ways in which SF can help us think about these various contested fields/worlds from which there is no escape. “Anthropologists of possible selves, we are technicians of realizable futures. Science is culture” (Haraway 1991c:230). If we really accept that science is culture, we can see that SF writers might be some of our most willing and capable technicians and anthropologists of “realizable” futures. For Haraway, just as interesting as the stories of SF “anthropologists” are the lessons of SF technicians: the tools and strategies SF writers and readers employ in trying to actualize possible futures.

Re/reading Science-Fictionally

In “The Promises of Monsters” (1992), Haraway employs a John Varley story as a key text through which to explore nature and artifactualism. Perhaps because it was originally published (and written for) the weighty collection Cultural Studies (Grossberg, Nelson, and Treichler 1992), Haraway here offers in much more detail her engagement with a particular story. The details are important, for what Haraway does with this story is not to pick out useful metaphors, world-building instances, or discover trickster figures, but rather demonstrates the productive process of rereading and of co-reading very different narratives about nature and real/virtual/artifactual worlds. Key to Haraway’s understanding and use of SF is that it invites a particular kind of reading practice—one that is sensitive to the construction of possible worlds from words.

Samuel Delany famously defined SF through its reading protocols, arguing that SF demanded different ways of reading than mainstream fiction (Delany 1977). One can draw parallels here with Haraway’s method of theory making, which invites the construction of different worlds and possibilities from previously fixed words, metaphors, and concepts. Like SF authors, Haraway’s work tries to effect a cognitive estrangement from normative conceptions of science, nature, and the human. In delineating the reading conventions of SF, Haraway could easily be talking about her own brand of SF storytelling: “Because SF makes identification with a principal character, comfort within the patently constructed world, or a relaxed attitude toward language, especially risky reading strategies, the reader is likely to be more generous and more suspicious—both generous and suspicious, exactly the receptive posture I seek in political semiosis generally” (Haraway 2004:108). It could be argued, then, that Haraway’s ideal reader is, in fact, an SF reader, as she invites exactly such a generous and suspicious stance to her own attempts to unpack material-semiotic actors and naturecultures. In Delany’s terms, this receptive approach stems from the world-building possibilities inherent in sentences such as “her world exploded” (which could refer either to an emotional upset in traditional readings or, in SF terms, the possibility that a woman owns a world which was destroyed). In a later interview Haraway compares reading SF with her strategy of “diffraction,” which results from the juxtaposition of different reading skills and strategies. “It’s like reading science fiction, in the sense that statements that mean one thing within one framework, but read in the universe the science fiction story has created, mean something very different” (Schneider 2005:149). Referring to Delany’s “her world exploded” as an example of diffractive reading, she explains “the two ways of reading make you laugh when they are juxtaposed, and then you read each differently because you read the other” (Schneider 2005:149).

Contextualizing her use of Varley’s story, Haraway calls explicitly on another notion of SF reading protocols and conventions:


I wish to exercise the license that is built into the anti-elitist reading conventions of SF popular cultures. SF conventions invite—or at least permit more readily than do the academically propagated, respectful consumption protocols for literature—rewriting as one reads. The books are cheap; they don’t stay in print long; why not rewrite them as one goes? Most of the SF I like motivates me to engage actively with images, plots, figures, devices, linguistic moves, in short, with worlds, not so much to make them come out “right,” as to make them move “differently.” These worlds motivate me to test their virtue, to see if their articulations work—and what they work for.

(Haraway 2004:107–8)



The scene set, Haraway insists on using this license to reread “Press Enter” through the character she sees as its “pivotal actor,” Lisa Foo. This “profoundly paranoid” story tells a murder mystery whose killer is a destructive AI entity infecting connected computer systems; pressing enter to connect with this system is deadly. What attracts Haraway’s attention, as well as her “pain and anger,” is the “superabundant” and violent destruction of the part-Chinese, Japanese, and Vietnamese Lisa Foo. It is possible to read this story as a conventional “white masculinist narrative” whose power rests on the violent destruction of a “third world” woman (a reading that, she concedes, “does serious violence to the subtle tissues of the story’s writing”) (Haraway 2004:109). It is this destruction that “provokes the necessity of active rewriting as reading.”

Haraway-qua-reader feels compelled to rewrite not just the story itself, but “the whole human and unhuman collective that is Lisa Foo” (that is, just as she has reread and rewritten the cyborg, oncomouse, or dogs). She uses this act or performance of rereading to make her real point, which is about the aim and function of such rereadings, reappropriations, and reconfigurings. For those unfamiliar with Varley’s story, the particular effects and nuances of Haraway’s rereading are hard to trace. Her purpose, however, is clear. Making the world of “Press Enter” come out differently is an exercise in “feminist literacy,” one applicable not only to SF but to all our stories of technoscience, race, sex, and naturecultures. “The point of the differential/oppositional rewriting is not to make the story come out ‘right’ … The point is to rearticulate the figure of Lisa Foo to unsettle the closed logics of a deadly racist misogyny.” This is, of course, precisely what Haraway does with her other figurations, including the cyborg: she rearticulates or redescribes them in order to foreground that which is hidden or foreclosed. “It’s not a ‘happy ending’ we need, but a non-ending” (Haraway 2004:110).

Bag Lady Storytelling

The value of nonending is explored further, and somewhat differently, in “Otherworldly Conversations” which uses SF to “story” nature. Haraway considers the craft of storytelling in the course of engaging with the nonfictional work of SF author Ursula K. Le Guin. In their humor and shared emphasis on the life- and death-dealing stories of and by science, Haraway and Le Guin display striking similarities, in impulse, if not aim, execution, or style. Renowned for her award-winning SF and fantasy, Le Guin is also well known in the field for her nonfiction on writing, genre, and feminism, including the essay “The Carrier-Bag Theory of Fiction” (Le Guin 1992 [1986]), on which Haraway draws here. Like Haraway, Le Guin is concerned with how we tell stories, to whom, and for what purposes. Describing herself as “an aging, angry woman,” Le Guin humorously (but seriously) rails against the centrality of “the Hero” to traditional Western narratives of human evolution, anthropology, and nature (Le Guin 1992 [1986]:168). She gleefully picks apart this “killer story” of the “Ascent of Man” and argues for what she calls instead a “life story”; one not predicated on tools, conflict, or heroes (Le Guin 1992 [1986]: 168–69).

Just as Haraway calls attention to the death-dealing metaphors infecting molecular biology and other technoscience narratives (see, e.g., Haraway 1991c), Le Guin talks of the problematic assumptions about what makes a good story—which the hero narrative decrees should be linear, centrally concerned with conflict, and ideally feature the hero, of course. In contrast, Le Guin playfully suggests that the “proper, fitting shape of the novel might be that of a sack, a bag. A book holds words. Words hold things. They bear meanings” (Le Guin 1992 [1986]:169).10 Drawing on Elizabeth Fisher’s notion of the “Carrier Bag Theory of human evolution” (which argues that the first “cultural devices” were probably containers), Le Guin develops her carrier bag theory of fiction to explore how we might think of stories, culture, and evolution differently if we valued cultural artifacts such as containers more than tools and weapons (Le Guin 1992 [1986]:167; Fisher 1980). While much SF has succumbed to the hero story, Le Guin holds out hope for its ability to tell different stories, which, again resonating with Haraway, involves rethinking technoscience as well as SF: “If … one avoids the linear, progressive, Time’s-(killing)-arrow mode of the Techno-Heroic, and redefines technology and science as primarily cultural carrier bag rather than weapon of domination, one pleasant side effect is that science fiction can be seen as a far less rigid, narrow field, not necessarily Promethean or apocalyptic at all” (Le Guin 1992 [1986]:169–70). Like Le Guin, Haraway wants stories which “do not reveal secrets acquired by heroes pursuing luminous objects across and through the plot matrix of the world” (Haraway 2004:127). For both these very different authors, challenging the influence of the “killer story” and searching for alternatives is a serious business: “it is with a certain feeling of urgency that I seek the nature, subject, words of the other story, the untold one, the life story” (Le Guin 1992 [1986]:168). Haraway too seeks different stories, “ones not premised on the divide between nature and culture, armed cherubims, and heroic quests for secrets of life and secrets of death” (Haraway 2004:127). Like feminist SF writers, Haraway seeks other possibilities, stories, and storytelling partners who together produce the diffractive readings that might teach us to see differently: “Bag-lady story telling would instead proceed by putting unexpected partners and irreducible details into a frayed, porous carrier bag. Encouraging halting conversations, the encounter transmutes and reconstitutes all the partners and all the details. The stories do not have beginnings or ends; they have continuations, interruptions, and reformulations—just the kind of survivable stories we could use these days” (Haraway 2004:127–28).

The Future Is the Issue

Thus SF is not just a source of productive monsters, metaphors, and tropes, but an integral thread in Haraway’s methods and meaning making. Feminist SF serves as a reminder that there might be an elsewhere from which to imagine naturecultures or to reassemble the polluted histories of science, species, race, class, and sex. As Joseph Schneider observes, Haraway’s “imagining and writing elsewheres are fuelled by the particular non-innocent, non-pure histories she has inherited and attempted to rework or as she puts it, ‘inhabited’ as ‘too important’ to discard due simply to their ‘pollution’” (Schneider 2005:162). This observation also holds true for many feminist SF authors—given the “polluted” history of a sexist, racist, colonialist, salvation-story science fiction, there is yet much in the genre—its engagement with technoscience, investigation of nature, the human, and the other—that can and should be inhabited, stories to be told otherwise, different elsewheres to imagine. For, finally, the point of imagining these elsewheres is a commitment to the notion that—in theory as in our imagination—“the future is the issue” (Haraway 1991c:42).

In Modest_Witness (1997), Haraway returns to “the founding text in anglophone feminist SF,” The Female Man, accorded this position because it “so decisively fractured the technical, narrative, and figural expectations proper to its ethnospecific, but widely distributed genre” (Haraway 1997:75). From this book—whose “form was its content”—Haraway takes permission to conduct her own fracturing of “technical, narrative and figural expectations” of some quite different genres: that of nature (always), technoscience (again), and gender (of course). In technical terms, we could see Russ’s influence in the overly paranoid, joking way Haraway reads the science texts, technoscientific constructs, and marketing and cartoon visuals populating Modest_Witness: “I over-read, naturally; I joke; I suggest a paranoid reading practice. I mistake a funny cartoon … for the serious business of real science” (Haraway 1997:154). Such paranoid practices and serious jokes precisely capture Russ’s approach to gender, humanity, and culture in The Female Man, as Haraway avers: “Therefore, with a raging sense of humor, the FemaleMan animates my kind of origin story” (Haraway 1997:75). Her use throughout the book of Lynn Randolph’s visuals cues us to Haraway’s understanding of narrative, which for traditional technoscience indeed constitutes a fracturing, but for her is a layering, a reinforcement. As she later comments to Goodeve on the centrality of SF narratives to her work: “Octavia Butler does in prose science fiction what Lynn does in painting and what I do in academic prose … all three of us are dependent on narrative” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:120). Finally, Haraway constructs her own qualified, “inauthentic” compressed hybrid from Russ’s novel to conduct some figural fracturing. “The linguistic and genetic miscegenation of both Russ’s Female Man and my FemaleMan is a tool for provoking a little technical and political intercourse, or criminal conversation, or reproductive commerce, about what counts as nature, for whom, and at what cost” (Haraway 1997:75). Once again, Haraway sees in the unsettling “writing technologies” provided by SF like Russ’s a model or perhaps analogy for her own science/fictional work (Haraway 1997:79). Simply put, as Csicsery-Ronay observes, here Haraway “shows off the power of SF to challenge dominant narratives” (and in the process also provides “one of the best readings it [Russ’s book] has received” [Csicsery-Ronay 1991).

So, too, her companion species work, while not as obviously marked by SF readings, remains indebted to science-fictional perspectives on species, contact zones, and aliens. Perhaps fittingly, just as SF readings recede from the forefront of Haraway’s recent work, certain pockets of SF studies have begun to take up a broader engagement with Haraway’s work, as we see a theoretical shift toward both science studies and animal studies in the SF critical repertoire. Mirroring the more general “animal turn” in critical theory, SF criticism has seen a growing interest in animal studies, and thus the rediscovery of a whole history of animals in SF texts, and, not surprisingly, a critical turn to Haraway’s work beyond the cyborg. Leading the application of animal studies to SF has been the work of SF critics such as Sherryl Vint (2008, 2010) and Joan Gordon (2008, 2009). Vint introduces her special issue of Science Fiction Studies, “On the Animal in SF,” with specific reference to the underutilization of Haraway’s insights for SF. “Donna Haraway’s ‘A Cyborg Manifesto’ … argues that ‘a cyborg world might be about lived social and bodily realities in which people are not afraid of their joint kinship with animals and machines’ (154). In the late twentieth century, SF enthusiastically took up the question of cyborg identity in relation to machines; now in the twenty-first, we are ready to explore SF’s contributions to our kinship with animals” (Vint 2008:178). With articles drawing on Modest_Witness, The Companion Species Manifesto, and When Species Meet (2008), this issue provides readings of a salutary menagerie of critters and nonhuman animals inhabiting contemporary and older SF. Writing out of a theoretically sophisticated and broad appreciation of the entirety of Haraway’s oeuvre, Vint recenters SF as resource for the kind of work Haraway is doing with the companion species: “The genre’s history of grappling with alterity and granting subjectivity to the non-human makes it an exemplary cultural resource through which to explore this changing intellectual and material landscape” (Vint 2008:178).11 Referring to Haraway’s call to think about animals in terms of play and joy rather than just suffering, Vint argues that the “SF imagination brings work, play, and more to its representations of human/animal engagements. Perhaps it even displays a sense of wonder at our human chances for genuine encounter with real alien beings” (Vint 2008:186). What should delight SF readers is that, through Haraway’s eyes, the opportunities for such genuine alien encounters exist right here, right now.

And while SF has a more muted presence in Haraway’s companion species work, there is still much feminist (and other) SF being published that provides useful perspectives on companion species, dogs, critters, and naturecultures. (Indeed, while it may not be as obvious, Haraway has continued to read SF herself.)12 Many of Haraway’s “theorists for cyborgs” have continued to write, while others have emerged within a very changed SF field in which feminist and queer voices are more common, a conservative scientism is less so, and the boundaries of genre more permeable. An openness to ecofeminist readings marks much contemporary SF, where the realities of environmental collapse and ecological vulnerability are so common as to have become almost a given. Much contemporary feminist SF helps us think through nature-cultures and altered biologies, bodies, and species, from the work of SF author and biologist Joan Slonczewski, in novels like The Children Star, to the becoming-together of woman and alien in Amy Thomson’s The Color of Distance (see Merrick 2008, 2010). Apparently coincidentally, popular eco-SF author Sherri S. Tepper appeared to “go to the dogs” around the same time as Haraway, with her novel about dogs, uber-dog-like species, and other aliens, The Companions, appearing the same year as the Companion Species Manifesto.13 Even the more populist space-opera tales of authors like Julie Czerneda and Karen Traviss play havoc with human/other, nature/culture divides.14 Czerneda offers different ways of thinking bodies, organisms, and species from a perspective fascinated with biology (she was trained as a biologist). It is not hard to imagine Haraway enjoying (and deploying) Czerneda’s “web-shifter” species who make a mockery of all and any boundaries between self, kin, species, and other.15

From SF stories like these Haraway draws inspiration for rereading, rewriting, and revisioning strategies to aid in the crafting of survivable stories. As Smith writes, “It would not be inappropriate to refer to Haraway as a science-fiction writer; nor … would she be offended by the title (Smith 2006).” We continue to need more SF writers like Haraway, for, as (Judith) Butler reminds us, the imagining of elsewheres has never been more urgent for the future of feminist theory:


The struggle to survive is not really separable from the cultural life of fantasy, and the foreclosure of fantasy … is one strategy for providing for the social death of persons. Fantasy is not the opposite of reality; it is what reality forecloses, and, as a result, it defines the limits of reality, constituting it as its constitutive outside. The critical promise of fantasy, when and where it exists, is to challenge the contingent limits of what will and will not be called reality. Fantasy is what allows us to imagine ourselves and others otherwise; it establishes the possible excess of the real; it points elsewhere, and when it is embodied, it brings the elsewhere home.

(Butler 2004:28–29)



The future of feminism, or our capacity as feminists to critically navigate naturecultures increasingly dependent on technoscience, may depend on our willingness and capacity to read SF, critically engage with it, develop multiple literacies and diffractive readings, even (dare we say?) “do” SF in the ways to which Haraway points.


SOWING WORLDS

A Seed Bag for Terraforming with Earth Others

DONNA HARAWAY

“Do you realize, the phytolinguist will say to the aesthetic critic, “that they couldn’t even read Eggplant?” And they will smile at our ignorance, as they pick up their rucksacks and hike on up to read the newly deciphered lyrics of the lichen on the north face of Pike’s Peak.”

—Ursula K. Le Guin, “The Author of the Acacia Seeds”

The political slogan I wore in the Reagan star wars era of the 1980s read, Cyborgs for Earthly Survival! The terrifying times of George H. W. Bush and the secondary Bushes made me switch to slogans purloined from tough Schutzhund dog trainers, Run Fast, Bite Hard! and Shut Up and Train! Today, my slogan reads, Stay with the Trouble! But in all these knots—and especially now, wherewhenever that potent and capacious placetime is—we need a hardy, soiled kind of wisdom. Instructed by companion species of the myriad terran kingdoms in all their placetimes, we need to reseed our souls and our home worlds in order to flourish—again or maybe just for the first time—on a vulnerable planet that is not yet murdered.1 We need not just reseeding but also reinoculating with all the fermenting, fomenting, and nutrient-fixing associates seeds need to thrive. Recuperation is still possible, but only in multispecies alliance, across the killing divisions of nature, culture, and technology and of organism, language, and machine.2 The feminist cyborg taught me that; the humanimal worlds of dogs, chickens, turtles, and wolves taught me that; and, in fugal, microbial, symbiogenetic counterpoint, the acacia trees of Africa, the Americas, Australia, and the Pacific Islands, with their congeries of associates reaching across taxa, teach me that. Sowing worlds is about opening up the story of companion species to more of its relentless diversity and urgent trouble.

To study the kind of situated, mortal, germinal wisdom we need, I turn to Ursula K. Le Guin (1972, 1987) and Octavia Butler (1993, 1998). It matters what stories we tell to tell other stories with; it matters what concepts we think to think other concepts with. It matters wherehow Uroboros swallows its tale again. That’s how worlding gets on with itself in dragon time. These are such simple and difficult koans; let us see what kind of get they spawn. A careful student of dragons, Le Guin taught me the carrier bag theory of fiction and of naturalcultural history.3 Her theories, her stories, are capacious bags for collecting, carrying, and telling the stuff of living. “A leaf a gourd a shell a net a bag a sling a sack a bottle a pot a box a container. A holder. A recipient” (Le Guin 1987:166).

So much of earth history has been told in the thrall of the fantasy of the first beautiful words and weapons, of the first beautiful weapons as words and vice versa. Tool, weapon, word: that is the word made flesh in the image of the sky god. In a tragic story with only one real actor—one real world maker, the hero—this is the Man-making tale of the hunter on a quest to kill and bring back the terrible bounty. This is the cutting, sharp, combative tale of action that defers the suffering of glutinous, earth-rotted passivity beyond bearing. All others in the prick tale are props, ground, plot space, or prey. They don’t matter; their job is to be in the way, to be overcome, to be the road, the conduit, but not the traveler, not the begetter. The last thing the hero wants to know is that his beautiful words and weapons will be worthless without a bag, a container, a net.

Nonetheless, no adventurer should leave home without a sack. How did a sling, a pot, a bottle suddenly get in the story? How do such lowly things keep the story going? Or, maybe even worse for the hero, how do those concave, hollowed out things, those holes in Being from the get-go, generate richer, quirkier, fuller, unfitting, ongoing stories, stories with room for the hunter, but that weren’t and aren’t about him, the self-making Human, the human-making machine of history. The slight curve of the shell that holds just a little water, just a few seeds to give away and to receive, suggests stories of becoming-with, of reciprocal induction, of companion species whose job in living and dying is not to end the storying, the worlding. With a shell and a net, becoming human, becoming humus, becoming terran, has another shape—i.e., the side-winding snaky shape of becoming with.

Le Guin quickly assures all of us who are wary of evasive, sentimental holisms and organicisms: “Not, let it be said at once, [am I] an unaggressive or uncombative human being. I am an aging, angry woman laying about me with my handbag, fighting hoodlums off.… It’s just one of those damned things you have to do in order to go on gathering wild oats and telling stories” (1989:169). There is room for conflict in Le Guin’s story, but her carrier bag narratives are full of much else in wonderful, messy tales to use for retelling or reseeding, possibilities for getting on now as well as in deep earth history. “It sometimes seems that that [heroic] story is approaching its end. Lest there be no more telling of stories at all, some of us out here in the wild oats, amid the alien corn, think we’d better start telling another one, which maybe people can go on with when the old one’s finished.... Hence it is with a certain feeling of urgency that I seek the nature, subject, words of the other story, the untold one, the life story” (169).

Octavia Butler knows all about the untold stories, the ones that need a restitched seedbag and a traveling sower to hollow out a place to flourish after the catastrophes of that Sharp Story. In Parable of the Sower, the U.S. teenage hyperempath Lauren Oya Olamina grew up in a gated community in Los Angeles. Important in New World Santeria and in Catholic cults of the Virgin Mary, in Yoruba Oya, mother of nine, is the Orisha of the Niger River, with its nine tributaries. Wind, creation, and death are her attributes and powers for worlding. Olamina’s gift and curse was her inescapable ability to feel the pain of all living beings, a result of a drug taken by her addicted mother during pregnancy. After the murder of her family, the young woman traveled from a devastated and dying society with a motley of survivors to sow a new community rooted in a religion called Earthseed. In the story arc of what was to be a trilogy (Parable of the Trickster was not completed before her death), Butler’s SF worlding imagined Earthseed ultimately flourishing on a new home world among the stars. But Olamina started the first Earthseed community in Northern California, and it is there and at other sites on Terra where my own explorations for reseeding our home world must stay. This home is where Butler’s lessons apply with special ferocity.

In the Parable novels, “God is change,” and Earthseed teaches that the seeds of life on earth can be transplanted and can adapt and flourish in all sorts of unexpected and always dangerous places and times. Note “can,” not necessarily “may” or “should.” Butler’s entire work as an SF writer is riveted on the problem of destruction and wounded flourishing—not simply survival—in exile, diaspora, abduction, and transportation—the earthly gift-burden of the descendents of slaves, refugees, immigrants, travelers, and of the indigenous too. It is not a burden that stops with settlement. In the SF mode,4 my own writing works and plays only on earth, in the mud of cyborgs, dogs, acacia trees, ants, microbes, and all their kin and get. With the twist in the belly that etymology brings, I remember too that kin, with the g-k exchange of Indo-European cousins, becomes gen on the way to get. Terran spawn all, we are side-winding as well as arboreal kindred—blown get—in infected and seedy generation after generation, blowsy kind after blowsy kind.

Planting seeds requires medium, soil, matter, mutter, mother. These words interest me greatly for and in the SF terraforming mode of attention. In the feminist SF mode, matter is never “mere” medium to the “informing” seed; rather, mixed in terra’s carrier bag, kin and get have a much richer congress for worlding. Matter is a powerful, mindfully bodied word, the matrix and generatrix of things, kin to the riverine generatrix Oya. It doesn’t take much digging or swimming to get to matter as source, ground, flux, reason, and consequential stuff—the matter of the thing, the generatrix that is simultaneously fluid and solid, mathematical and fleshly—and by that etymological route to one tone of matter as timber, as hard inner wood (in Portuguese madeira). Matter as timber brings me to Le Guin’s The Word for World Is Forest, published in 1976 as part of her Hainish fabulations for dispersed native and colonial beings locked in struggle over imperialist exploitation and the chances for multispecies flourishing. That story took place on another planet and is very like the tale of colonial oppression in the name of pacification and resource extraction that takes place on Pandora in the blockbuster 2010 film Avatar. Except one particular detail is very different; Le Guin’s Forest does not feature a repentant and redeemed “white” colonial hero. Her story has the shape of a carrier bag that is disdained by heroes. Also, even as they condemn their chief oppressor to live, rather than killing him after their victory, for Le Guin’s “natives” the consequences of the freedom struggle bring the lasting knowledge of how to murder each other, not just the invader, as well as how to recollect and perhaps relearn to flourish in the face of this history. There is no status quo ante, no salvation tale, like that on Pandora. Instructed by the struggle on Forest’s planet of Athshea, I will stay on Terra and imagine that Le Guin’s Hainish species have not all been of the hominid lineage or web, no matter how dispersed. Matter, mater, mutter make me—make us, that collective gathered in the narrative bag of Beyond the Cyborg—stay with the naturalcultural multispecies trouble on earth, strengthened by the freedom struggle for a postcolonial world on Le Guin’s planet of Athshea. It is time to return to the question of finding seeds forterraforming for a recuperating earthly world of difference, wherewhen the knowledge of how to murder is not scarce.

My carrier bag for terraforming is full of acacia seeds, but, as we shall see, that collection brings its full share of trouble too. I begin with the decapitated corpse of an ant found by scientist-explorers next to Seed 31 in a row of degerminated acacia seeds at the end of an ant colony tunnel in Le Guin’s story “‘The Author of the Acacia Seeds’ and Other Extracts from the Journal of the Association of Therolinguistics” (1987). The therolinguists were perplexed in their reading of the touch-gland exudate script that the ant seemed to have written in her biochemical ink on the aligned seeds. The scientists were uncertain both about how to interpret the script and about who the ant was—an intruder killed by the colony’s soldiers? A resident rebel writing seditious messages about the queen and her eggs? A myrmexian tragic poet?5 The therolinguists could not apply rules from human languages to their task, and their grasp of animal communication was (is) still raggedly fragmentary, full of guesses across profound naturalcultural difference. From the scientific and hermeneutic study of other animal languages recorded in difficult expeditions of discovery, therolinguists held that “language is communication” and that many animals use an active collective kinesthetic semiotics as well as chemosensory, visual, and tactile language. They might have been troubled about their reading of this unexpected ant’s exudate text, but they felt confident that at least they were engaging therolingistic acts and would someday learn to read them.

Plants, however, they speculated, “do not communicate” and so have no language. Something else is going on in the vegetative world, perhaps something that should be called art (Le Guin 1987:174). Phytolinguistics pursued along these lines by the scientists and explorers was just beginning and would surely require entirely new modes of attention, field methodology, and conceptual invention. The president of the Therolinguists Association waxed lyrical: “If a non-communicative, vegetative art exists, we must re-think the very elements of our science, and learn a whole new set of techniques. For it is simply not possible to bring the critical and technical skills appropriate to the study of weasel murder-mysteries, or Battrachian erotica, or the tunnel-sagas of the earthworm, to bear on the art of the redwood or the zucchini” (174). In my view, the president got it right about the need to question the tissues of one’s knowings and ways of knowing in order to respond to nonanthropocentric difference. But a closer look at that decapitated ant and the degerminated acacia seeds should have told those still zoocentric scientists that their sublime aestheticization of plants led them astray about earth-making companion species. Plants are consummate communicators in a vast terran array of modalities, making and exchanging meanings among and between an astonishing array of associates across the taxa of living beings. Plants, along with bacteria and fungi, are also animals’ life lines to communication with the abiotic world, from sun to gas to rock. To pursue this matter, I need to leave Le Guin’s story for now and instead draw on the stories told by students of symbiosis, symbiogenesis, and ecological evolutionary developmental biology.6

Acacias and ants can do almost all of the work for me. With fifteen hundred species (about one thousand of which are indigenous to Australia), the genus Acacia is one of the largest genera of trees and shrubs on earth. Different acacias flourish in temperate, tropical, and desert climates across oceans and continents. They are crucial species, maintaining the healthy biodiversity of complex ecologies, housing many lodgers, and nourishing a motley of diners. Relocated from wherever they originated, acacias were the darlings of human colonial foresters and still are the stock-in-trade of landscapers and plant breeders. In those histories some acacias become the overgrowing destroyers of endemic ecologies that are the special responsibility of restoration biologists and just plain citizens of recuperating places.7 In part and whole, acacias show up in the most unexpected places. They give the bounty of the gorgeous hardwoods like Hawaiian koa, which are cut down in greedy, exterminating, global-capitalist excess. Acacias also make the humble polysaccharide gums, including gum Arabic from Acacia senegal, that show up in human industrial products like ice cream, hand lotion, beer, ink, jelly beans, and old-fashioned postage stamps. Those same gum exudates are the immune system of the acacias themselves, helping to seal wounds and discourage opportunistic fungi and bacteria. Bees make a prized honey from acacia flowers, among the few honeys that will not crystallize. Many animals, including moths, human beings, and the only known vegetarian spider, use acacias for food. People rely on acacias for seed pastes, fritters made from pods, curries, shoots, toasted seeds, and root beer.

Acacias are members of the vast family of legumes. That means that, among their many talents, in association with fungal mycorrhizal symbionts (which host their own bacterial endosymbionts), many acacias fix the nitrogen crucial to soil fertility, plant growth, and animal existence.8 In defending themselves from grazers and pests, acacias are veritable alkaloid chemical factories, making many compounds that are psychoactive in animals like me. I can only imagine with my hominid brain what these compounds feel like to critters like insects. From giraffes’ points of view, acacias sport lovely leafy salads on their crowns, and the acacias respond to assiduous giraffe pruning by producing the picturesque African savannah flat-top tree landscape prized by human photographers and tourist enterprises, not to mention life-saving shade and rest for many critters.

Supported within this big narrative netbag, I am ready to add a few details of my own to Le Guin’s ongoing carrier bag story of the decapitated ant and her acacia seed–writing tablet. The therolinguists were worried about the message they tried to decipher in the writing, but I am riveted by what drew ant and acacia seed together in the first place. How did they know each other; how did they communicate; why did the ant paint her message on that shiny surface? The degerminated seed is the clue. Acacia verticulata, an Australian shrub related to the coastal wattle so worrisome to southern Californian ecologists, makes seeds that are dispersed by ants. The wiley acacias draw the ants’ attention with a showy attachment stalk coiled around every seed. The ants carry the decorated seeds to their nests, where they consume the fat-rich attachment stalks, called elaisosomes, at their leisure. In time, the seeds germinate out of the nice womb provided by the ant tunnels, and the ants have the nutritious, calorie-dense food they need to fuel all those stories of their hardworking habits. In evolutionary ecological terms, these ants and acacias are necessary to each other’s reproductive business.

Some ant-acacia associations are much more elaborate than that, reaching into the internal tissues of each participant, shaping genomes and developmental patterning of the structures and functions of both companion species. Several Central American acacias make large, hollow thornlike structures called stipules that provide shelter for several species of Pseudomyrmex ants. “The ants feed on a secretion of sap on the leaf-stalk and small, lipid-rich [and protein-rich] food-bodies at the tips of the leaflets called Beltian bodies. In return, the ants add protection to the plant against herbivores.”9 There is nothing like a dedicated bevy of angry, biting ants to make a day’s foraging uncomfortable and the leaf-grazer of whatever species move on to less infested pantries. In the 2005 BBC Science and Nature five-part special with David Atten-borough, in the episode called “Intimate Relations,” we see these matters in exquisite, sensuous detail. We also witness that “some ants ‘farm’ the trees that give them shelter, creating areas known as ‘Devil’s gardens.’ To make sure these grow without competition, they kill off other seedlings in the surrounding vegetation.”10 The ants accomplish this task by gnawing methodically through branches and shoots and then injecting formic acid into the conductive tissue of the offending plants. Similar ant-acacia mutualisms occur in Africa. For example, the Whistling Thorn acacias in Kenya provide shelter for ants in the thorns and nectar in extrafloral nectaries for their symbiotic ants such as Crematogaster mimosae. In turn, the ants protect the plant by attacking large mammalian herbivores and stem-boring beetles that damage the plant. The more one looks, the more the name of the game of living and dying on earth is a convoluted multi-species affair that goes by the name of sym-biosis, the yoking together of companion species, at table together.

Ants and acacias are both highly diverse, well populated-groups. They are sometimes world travelers and sometimes homebodies that cannot flourish away from natal countries and natal neighbors. Homebody or traveler, their ways of living and dying have consequences for terrraforming, past and present. Ants and acacias are avid for association with critters of all sorts of sizes and scales, and they are opportunistic in their approaches to living and dying in both evolutionary and organismic or colonial timeplaces. These species in all their complexities and ongoingness both do great harm and sustain whole worlds, sometimes in association with human people, sometimes not. The devil is truly in the details of response-able naturecultures inhabited by accountable companion species. They—we—are here to live and die with, not just think and write with. But also that, also here to sow worlds with, to write in ant exudates on acacia seeds to keep the stories going. No more than Le Guin’s carrier bag story—with the crusty elderly lady ready to use her purse to whack evildoers and the author avid for the mess as well as the order of her bumptious critters, human and not—is my story of these worldly-wise symbionts a tale of rectitude and final peace. With Le Guin, I am committed to the finicky, disruptive details of good stories that don’t know how to finish. Good stories reach into rich pasts to sustain thick presents to keep the story going for those who come after.11 Emma Goldman’s understanding of anarchist love and rage makes sense in the worlds of ants and acacias. These companion species are a prompt to shaggy dog stories—growls, bites, whelps, games, snufflings, and all. Symbiogenesis is not a synonym for the good, but for becoming with each other in response-ability.

Finally, and not a moment too soon, sympoesis displaces autopoesis and all other self-forming and self-sustaining system fantasies. Sympoesis is a carrier bag for ongoingness, a yoke for becoming with, for staying with the trouble of inheriting the damages and achievements of colonial and postcolonial naturalcultural histories in telling the tale of still possible recuperation. Le Guin’s therolinguists, even bound in their animal hides, had the vision of these scary and inspiring possibilities: “And with them, or after them, may there not come that even bolder adventurer—the first geolinguist, who, ignoring the delicate, transient lyrics of the lichen, will read beneath it the still less communicative, still more passive, wholly atemporal, cold, volcanic, poetry of the rocks; each one a word spoken, how long ago, by the earth itself, in the immense solitude, the immenser community, of space” (Le Guin 1987:175). Communicative and mute, the old lady and her purse will be found in Earthseed communities on terra and throughout timespace. Mutter, matter, mother.


APPENDIX

SOME BIBLIOMETRIC NOTES

One of the readers of our original proposal questioned our belief that Haraway’s place in contemporary and feminist theory rests overmuch on the cyborg. In order to substantiate our claim, we have had to delve into the unaccustomed realm of bibliometrics: the study of citation data. In this appendix we present a snapshot of Haraway’s influence, leading us into realms usually ignored in discussions of theory: the practical and political processes that inform how theory is made, disseminated, and received. Our discussion necessarily descends into realms of measurement, numbers, and quantitative data typically considered unsuitable for consumption or attention in theoretical discourse. Yet this tour through the seedy underbelly of the critical theory machine reveals, we believe, important perspectives on how we come to conceive of the “proper” subject and purpose of theory.

The Cyborg Manifesto is an amazingly well-traveled text, having traversed multiple audiences, generations, and disciplines as it has been reprinted, translated, cited, and taught. Its journeys have gone far beyond the disciplinary and political habitats of its original audience in the Socialist Review, bringing the text to readers who may have little interest in, or knowledge of, the theoretical and political context within which the Haraway of 1985 was writing. Ideally, a picture of how Haraway’s work has “traveled” outside of feminism would involve much more than a quantitative snapshot of who has cited her work and where. However, to trace the intellectual journey of the Manifesto alone, through the myriad of disciplines and critics who have appropriated the cyborg, would require a book in and of itself. As Haraway has pointed out in numerous interviews, the Manifesto took on an intellectual “life of its own” and has been called on to perform vastly different political and theoretical work than Haraway intended or could have forecast (Haraway 2004:323–26). This appendix does not pretend to provide the kind of intellectual genealogy of Haraway’s influence that would trace in detail the ways her ideas have been taken up, transformed, mutated, and developed. It does, however, suggest the broad contours of some of these disciplinary movements. For whom, where, and when has Haraway’s work has been of use, and how do the “ecologies of production,” distribution, and consumption coalesce to become feminist (and other) theory? (King 2001:96–97).

As we noted in the introduction, impressionistic ideas of a critic’s influence or fame may rest on informal understandings of impact such as the reprinting of key articles, inclusion of work in readers and textbooks, and the existence of monographs dedicated to a theorist’s work. Haraway does very well on the first two counts, but not so well on the third. In the academy, however, particularly in the sciences, measures of esteem are calculated very differently and more precisely by bibliometric and citation tools, which are used to rank the performance of the various apparatuses of “research”—from journals to authors to individual pieces of work. Increasingly, these measures are being used as the basis on which to recognize an academic’s performance in terms of promotion, tenure and hiring in the academy.

The imprecision inherent in such tools and measures is further complicated in the case of a critic like Haraway, whose work is feminist, cross-disciplinary, and focused mostly on the humanities. Citation practices and patterns differ significantly across different disciplines, a factor not reflected in the rather blunt assessment provided by bibliometric analysis. The measure of academic impact and influence through bibliometrics relies on citation analysis, which generally draws on a very limited base of data—a model that is also, incidentally, most suited to representing the scholarly communication and citation practices of the sciences.1 Most often relying on the data produced by ISI’s database Web of Science, citation analysis measures how often a text is cited in journal articles, not in books or book chapters (Glaser 2004:261–62). Unlike the sciences, books and edited collections are core to the development of academic knowledge in the humanities. The very patterns of citation also differ widely between science disciplines and social science and humanities fields. The natural sciences are much more likely to cite recent research and articles, whereas for many areas of the humanities and social sciences, citations may be loaded toward a much smaller group of older foundational texts (Hargens 2000).

A rough way of gauging Haraway’s standing within formal measures is to assess her performance through what is called the h-index. The h-index is a recent bibliometric tool that is meant to balance a quantitative rough instrument, which merely counts an author’s output in terms of texts, with a more “qualitative” measure of impact, which takes into account the number of times a text is cited.2 While acknowledging the indeterminacy of the data involved, comparison of author h-indexes does provide a rough indication of the status and impact of various theorists.3In contrast to the high-level performance of theorists such as Foucault (with an h-index of 158), Derrida (97), and Deleuze (95), feminist theorists overall score much lower. The best-performing feminist theorist is Butler, with an h-index of 69, followed by Kristeva (56), Haraway (45), then Irigary (42), and Spivak (41). From these figures emerges a not unexpected picture of highly cited male philosophers, followed by one highly cited feminist philosopher, then a very small top rank of feminist critics that includes Haraway. If we compare this situation with theorists known primarily for their work in science studies we find a similar picture: Bruno Latour scores on the low side for male critics (77), with Haraway the top feminist theorist, followed by Sandra Harding (35).4 These rough measures of influence (which cannot, of course, take into account the meaningfulness or intent of any citation) suggest that, in the citation stakes, it is more beneficial to be a male philosopher, and preferably European. Interdisciplinarity or membership in a field such as science studies does not bode well in bibliometric terms.5

Citing Haraway

Bibliometrics are, then, a problematic measure of academic impact and esteem. Certainly, in Haraway’s case, measuring her citations in terms of journal articles alone obviously obscures a great deal of the scholarly attention to her work which may only be evident in books and chapters.6There are, for example, many books on various aspects of feminist theory and criticism which, while not focused solely on her work, draw on Haraway as a central theorist. Nevertheless, citation analysis does offer some insight into the extent to which official recognition and uptake of Haraway’s work relies on the cyborg and provides at least an impressionistic picture of the areas that cite her. It is no easy task to track and compare the impact of various of Haraway’s articles through bibliometric tools such as ISI’s Web of Science. As very few—if any—of Haraway’s articles have been published in only one venue, one needs to be aware of the history of the various reprints of each text in order to gain a picture of its citation pattern. The Cyborg Manifesto is the most difficult to trace, having been reprinted, revised, and translated in numerous books and journals. Quite apart from having to aggregate the separate entries for citations of the versions published in journals such as Socialist Review (1985) and Australian Feminist Studies (1987) or collections like Linda J. Nicholson’s Feminism/Postmodernism (1990) and Elizabeth Weed’s Coming to Terms (1989), critics have been increasingly likely to cite the versions published in Simians Cyborgs and Women or, since 2004, The Haraway Reader. If an article does not quote directly from the Manifesto or cite page numbers, it is impossible to know how many citations of these two books refer to the Manifesto or not. Adding to the difficulties of tracing the impact of a single article is the fact that often the data in Web of Science (and other databases) is misleading or simply inaccurate. The data is collected from an article’s bibliography and does not correct for any errors in title, publication year, or pages cited.7 Thus numerous records for the same article can appear depending on the way the article has been cited, including a surprising number that result from typographical errors.8 Additionally, the journals tracked by Web of Science are far from a complete listing, especially for those in the humanities and arts, so the results are by no means exhaustive.9 Nevertheless, this citation data can provide an indication of the frequency and disciplinary locale for citations of Haraway’s work as well as the journals and authors who most often cite her work.

Disciplines

One of the first surprises when constructing a global picture of citations of all Haraway’s work is the distribution of the disciplines in which she is most regularly cited.10 As of March 2010, a search for all Haraway’s work returns 4,236 records of citations in journal articles (in Web of Science). The largest proportion of these citations come not from women’s studies, as we might expect, but from geography. Geography journals account for 13 percent of all citations followed by sociology then women’s studies. History and philosophy of science is the sixth most likely area to cite Haraway, almost equalled by environmental studies.11 Philosophy journals are not so likely to cite Haraway (accounting for only 2 percent of citations). At first glance it would appear that she figures only nominally in journals from the sciences—however, this is complicated by the fact that various areas of the natural sciences are spread across a number of subdisciplines. So while areas such as evolutionary biology account for only 9 records, or zoology only 7, if one gathers together all the areas that pertain to the hard or natural sciences (including various computer science areas, neurosciences, evolutionary biology, etc), then the count is 318 records, or 7.5 percent of citations, not an inconsiderable portion. What even this rough picture does make clear is the multidisciplinarity of Haraway’s influence and her impact on areas outside women’s or feminist studies.

As it is possible that a journal classified primarily as sociology may also be considered in a number of other fields (women’s studies, for example), a more fine-tuned picture emerges if one looks at the breakdown of journal titles citing Haraway’s work. The journal most likely to cite Haraway is actually a geography title, Environment and Planning D—Society and Space. Out of the list of ten journals most likely to cite Haraway, another two are from geography: Environment and Planning A and Progress in Human Geography (51).12 Articles from these journals cover subjects ranging from biosecurity (Buller 2008; Hinchliffe and Bingham 2008) to animal subjects and geographies (Morris and Holloway 2009; Johnston 2008). The second source of articles most likely to cite Haraway is Signs, followed closely by Women’s Studies International Forum (WSIF). These two feminist journals have a history of being open to feminist science studies and interdisciplinary work (even work on science fiction). Signs is notable for having published Haraway’s first major feminist work in her two-part “Animal sociology” articles in 1978 (although they since have published only one other short piece and a book review by her). Recognized as perhaps the leading international journal of feminist studies, from its publication in 1975 Signs has helped produce the contemporary Western canon of feminist critics and thinkers. Another keystone in feminist multidisciplinary research, WSIF also began in the 1970s and has published just one of Haraway’s articles (“Monkeys, Aliens and Women” [1989a]). The majority of the articles citing Haraway in Signs are concerned with feminist science studies and epistemology.

The third journal most likely to cite Haraway is Social Studies of Science, with another science studies journal, Science Technology and Human Values, in ninth place. As might be expected, articles from these journals cover a wide range of subjects from primatology to epistemology, science, technology, and society, methodologies, bodies, actor network theory, and, of course, cyborgs (although, interestingly, only five of these articles overtly concern cyborgs or cybernetics). The remaining journals in the top ten that cite Haraway’s work are the social/cultural theory journal Theory, Culture and Society and, perhaps surprisingly, the SF journal Science Fiction Studies. In contrast to the diffuse interest across Haraway’s oeuvre seen in the geography and science studies journals, the cyborg and Haraway’s manifesto features heavily in both these arenas. Thus the journals where Haraway has the most regular and consistent influence are located in geography, women’s studies, science studies, cultural studies, and science fiction studies—a slightly more revealing picture than the more diffuse range of areas we outlined earlier. Surveying the list of journals even more forcefully brings home the marginal place Haraway holds as source for philosophical theory. In contrast to the disciplines of geography, women’s studies, sociology, and cultural studies, where Haraway is cited in some of the top journals in each field, very few philosophy journals regularly cite her work. Excepting the science studies–focused Studies in History and Philosophy of Science, the philosophy journal that most cites Haraway is Philosophy Today with only six articles.13 (Indeed, there are more journals associated with various aspects of the biomedical and natural sciences that cite Haraway more frequently.)14 So, in contrast to Haraway’s belief that she has made little impact on the sciences, in terms of publishing the area on which she seems to have made the least impact is, rather, philosophy.

Another element of bibliometric analysis that provides more detailed indicators of an author’s impact in various fields is their citation image: data indicating which authors most commonly cite someone’s work. Haraway’s citation image provides some interesting indicators of where and for whom her work is key.15 Leaving aside self-citation, the two authors who most often cite her work are feminist biologist Lynda Birke and feminist philosopher Rosi Braidotti (with twelve articles each).16 A key figure in British feminist science studies and feminist animal studies, Birke was a member of the Brighton Women and Science group and edited Alice Through the Microscope, one of the major British texts in a feminist genealogy of science studies. Like Haraway, Birke trained in biology, and much of her work focuses on animals. Predictably then, much of Birke’s use of Haraway is not confined to the cyborg, but focuses on her rethinking of our relations to and theorizing of nature and science.17 Braidotti’s early work took up the cyborg figure, but always in terms of science-humanities border crossing, and with a focus on how to rethink feminist ontology and epistemology, in conversation with her own “nomadic subject.” Both Braidotti and Birke are cited and acknowledged by Haraway in Modest_Witness and When Species Meet, signaling the fact that their different bodies of work are in conversation with each other.

The male critics most likely to cite Haraway are British STS scholars, John Law and Mike Michael. Coming from a very different perspective than either the more philosophical Continental (Latour) or “Edinburgh” (Pickering) schools of science studies, Law has, since the mid 1990s, consistently attended to Haraway’s work and counted her as central to sociologies of science. Indeed, the majority of the top ten authors in Haraway’s citation image are male critics working in science studies (in particular the sociological and anthropological branches). Michael and other STS critics such as Michael Lynch often refer to Haraway in a foundational sense, pointing to her work on rethinking human/nonhuman boundaries (Michael 2004). For these scholars, too, situated knowledges and the modest witness are more likely to be cited than the cyborg in articles on objectivity, subjectivity, and STS (Lynch 2000; Law 2000), social constructivism (Law and Singleton 2000), and other methodological questions (Halewood and Michael 2008). One of the more surprising names topping Haraway’s citation image, at least for feminists who may not be so familiar with his work, is Arturo Escobar. Interested in political ecologies and the anthropology of science and technology, Escobar draws particularly on Haraway’s work on nature (Escobar 1999). Even his earlier articles on anthropologies of cyberculture referred not just to the cyborg but more broadly to Primate Visions and “Situated Knowledges” (Escobar 1994, 1995; this broader knowledge of her work might be attributable to the fact he taught at the University of California, Santa Cruz in the early 1990s). Also high on this list are feminist science theorists, including Sandra Harding, Sarah Franklin, N. Katherine Hayles, and Sue Rosser, all of whom, with the exception of Hayles, are not focused on the cyborg as such. One common characteristic of this diverse group of critics that regularly draw on Haraway seems to be a commitment to “doing theory” for the sake of more just and equitable societies, ecologies, and environments. These critics are thus invested in the political stakes involved in contesting for nature, science, the human, and animal, which inclines them to be interested in Haraway’s underlying theoretical goals that go beyond the figure of the cyborg.

After this group of well-known STS and feminist scholars comes a range of academics from various areas who regularly cite her work. Of these authors (all of whom cite her work in seven or eight articles each), only six focus on or refer specifically to the Cyborg Manifesto.18 And, of these articles, the overwhelming majority are published in environmental, geography, or science studies journals (there is only one feminist journal, and only a few in cultural theory journals such as Configurations and Theory, Culture and Society).19 Overall, if we consider the top level of authors who consistently cite Haraway in their work, the disciplinary picture is even more skewed away from feminist criticism than when considering all her citations, with, again, geography, environmental studies, and STS being the top categories.20 So what then accounts for the preeminence of the Cyborg Manifesto as a marker of Haraway’s work—who is citing Haraway primarily in terms of the cyborg, where, and why?

Citing “Cyborg”

A number of answers to this question are suggested by Zoe Sofoulis, a former graduate student of Haraway’s (and respected Australian feminist theorist of science and technology). In one of the few articles to review the impact of Haraway’s Manifesto, Sofoulis provides an insightful examination of the critical after-effects of what she calls the cyberquake (Sofoulis 2003). As Sofoulis argues, Haraway’s Manifesto became “almost de rigueur reading” for the newly emerging fields of technocultural and “cybercultural” studies. The manifesto also managed to “insinuate” itself into a very wide range of discourses, including “lesbian and queer sexualities,” “feminist political theories of anthropology,” feminist labor studies, feminist STS, feminist history of science, feminist theology, SF studies, postmodern pedagogy, reproductive technologies, studies of cosmetic surgery and body building, architecture, bioart, computer games, HCI, and “the posthuman” (Sofoulis 2003:91–92). A boundary-crossing text, the Manifesto was “capable of bearing many readings by highly divergent audiences”—due, Sofoulis argues, not just to its theoretical and intellectual challenges, or its relevance to the cultural context of that time, but also because it spoke to “foundational concepts already shaky and ready to crumble” (91). The Manifesto’s appeal to a broad range of feminists was also not surprising, especially for those “feminists who were getting bored with the old critiques of dualisms, dissatisfied with the essentialisms of identity politics … and in search of political and intellectual affinities that didn’t depend on shared natural origins, victimhood, or oppression” (92). Importantly, the Manifesto also coincided with “the peak of textual studies and the linguistic turn in cultural theory” (as well as the popularity of Foucault in the U.S.), which sat well with feminist theories of gender and representation (92), while, at the same time, a different reading of this figures of codes was easily appropriated by the “boosterist discourses around IT, the ‘technohype’ and ‘cyberbabble’” (91).21 For Soufoulis, one of the central reasons for the Manifesto’s earthquake effect was the way in which “it introduces terms and ideas from social studies of science, especially actor-network theory, into debates in feminist theory and political struggles for identity and subjectivity … and from there into a wide range of textual and cultural studies” (94). In this way, as both Sofoulis and Nina Lykke argue, Haraway’s work facilitated those working in the humanities “to make a contribution [to science studies] from somewhere not completely outside science” (Sofoulis 2003; Lykke 1996). There are, however, also downsides to such cross-disciplinary invitations and translations. Sofoulis writes of the “seductive” temptation for “budding cybertheorists (and I’ve read just one too many of their dissertations)” to reify the cyborg to denote “hybridity” without cognizance of the historical and material specificities of certain hybrid relations or in a simplistic celebration of “hybridity” in and of itself (96–97). When laid against the broad dispersal of the cyborg figure, as well as its “must-read” status in fashionable loci for critical theory, the Manifesto easily becomes—for hard-pressed (or idle) students and academics—a simplified way of gesturing to a range of complex postmodern and feminist concepts and concerns. That is, many citations to Haraway (as well as other highly cited theorists, of course) remain notional or perfunctory in nature, rather than representing an in-depth engagement with or development of her work (Bornmann and Daniel 2008).

Even given the difficulties of isolating out references to the Manifesto, a conservative estimate suggests that well over a third of all references to Haraway’s work are directly to the Cyborg Manifesto. Excluding any general citations of Simians, Cyborgs, and Women (which may well be referencing the Manifesto), Web of Science data suggests 35 percent of citations are to the Manifesto (and Publish or Perish 39 percent).22 Simian, Cyborgs, and Women is the next most highly cited work, followed by the article “Situated Knowledges” (roughly 20 percent of citations). Google Scholar data indicates that the next top references are to Modest-Witness (11 percent) and then Primate Visions (9 percent).23 The breakdown into disciplinary areas provided by Web of Science places women’s studies as the area most likely to cite the Manifesto, followed by sociology and geography, then anthropology and literature.24 “Situated Knowledges,” in contrast, is cited almost equally by geography and women’s studies (with about 15 percent citations each).25 These two articles (along with their reprinting in Simians) thus account for much of Haraway’s influence in feminist criticism. Other articles such as “The Promises of Monsters” are much less cited overall and less likely to be cited in women’s studies.26

Receiving Haraway

General impressions of how Haraway’s work has been received by critics from various disciplines can be roughly gauged by examining the way her key book-length studies have been received and reviewed in various venues. Primate Visions proves a particularly useful text through which to examine Haraway’s reception, particularly as it attracted reviews from a multidisciplinary audience due to its focus on primatology. As Fedigan observes in a brief overview of its reception, Primate Visions was “almost universally panned by primatologists,” while, in contrast, it received “much fanfare and the highest praise” in women’s studies and some science studies journals (Fedigan 2001a:239). Reviews of the book in primatology and related journals varied from bemused to outraged. Some, like Misia Landau, were irritated with how Haraway approached primates and primatology. In Landau’s view, the primates merely served as “vehicles for other themes,” whereas the book was concerned the “mediation … of nature and culture” rather than “the social interactions of apes and monkeys” (Landau 1991:433). In Landau’s view, Haraway did not share “the same feelings or interests as primatologists” (436), and thus Primate Visions would not “touch primatologists deeply” (437). Many of the scientific reviewers found Haraway’s writing style difficult, off-putting, and distracting (Landau 1991:433). Along with their gripes about language, most scientific respondents to Primate Visions were critical (if not contemptuous) of the tools and language of critical theory, sneering in a way predictive of the science wars over the overly intellectual bent toward “fashionable postmodern practices of feminism and deconstruction” (Landau 1991; Cachel 1990). Landau finds the central focus on “story-telling” to be “vague” (434), while Peter Rodman is annoyed that Haraway “trifles with her readers in trying to redefine ‘fact’” (Rodman 1990:486). But the heart of the problem for many scientists was that they perceived in Haraway’s approach an apparently “sarcastic” and “condescending” attitude to the primatologists under scrutiny (Landau 1991:434).27

Most of the negative reviews are obviously unsettled by the claims and analysis resulting from Haraway’s feminist position. Rodman represents Haraway’s careful analysis of female primatologists as an unproblematic celebration of a “new order” of “heroines” liberating primatology from its “cultural past” (1990:484). By far the most vitriolic and, from a feminist perspective, wrong-headed review came from Matt Cartmill, in which, he claimed, “Primate Visions strikes me as an expression of hostility and contempt, to the scientific enterprise in general and to primatologists in particular” (Cartmill 1990:73). While not wanting to rehearse its anger, such statements are important as they reveal the kind of stakes Haraway—and we—are engaged in thinking about and challenging how we produce knowledge—particularly scientific knowledge. Despite Haraway’s careful claims about realism, nature, and reality, for many scientists her work here as elsewhere is couched as little more than an attack on science, based on a deluded belief that there is no “real.” Rodham, for example, insisted that Haraway was confusing a “cultural source of vocabulary” with the “reality” of the conflict and competition inherent in “natural selection” (486.)28

Not all scientists were so disapproving. Evolutionary biologist Patricia Gowaty’s review for Animal Behaviour was much more open, due at least in part to her avowedly feminist politics. While seeing Haraway’s approach to the natural sciences as “empowering,” Gowaty admitted she was “both challenged and threatened by this book” (Gowaty 1991:166). Pondering how it would feel to be a scientist whose work was subjected to Haraway’s transformed story of primatology, she commented, “I can only imagine the challenge of reading this sort of analysis of my own work” (167). Gowaty raises a central point here, regardless of the perspective on the fitness of “postmodern” critical tools to talk about science: for a scientist this book could be perceived as threatening to the very practice and understanding of their work, in stark contrast to the more removed intellectual excitement Haraway’s work offered for those in the social sciences and humanities.

Similarly, reviews from the field of anthropology varied widely—depending on the how closely the author was aligned to biology and also, of course, to feminism. Vernon Reynolds, like other anthropologists (and even historians of science), praised Haraway’s endeavor as a “sociology of primatology,” and even expressed admiration for her particular process of “deconstruction” (Reynolds 1991). However her efforts to show how an object of knowledge such as primatology comes to be was dismissed as a “mere” act of deconstruction with limited application outside social sciences. For Reynolds, Haraway’s work showed the “the limits of deconstructionism itself,” which ultimately “has no handle on the possibility of an improved understanding of the non-human world. And so, in the last analysis, what Haraway has to say about the primates themselves, about primate visions, is in the nature of a commentary and does not touch on the real scientific enterprise” (168). Feminist anthropologists were more open to the impulse of Primate Visions, with Joan Gero praising it as a “brilliantly original postmodern study of how knowledge is socially constituted and semioticly coded” (Gero 1990:609). Approving of Haraway’s crossing of disciplines and fields of knowledge, for Gero the book transformed “how we think about the construction of gender and race, politics, science, history, and social science research” (610).

Science studies critics, while generally appreciative, were also mixed in their reception of the book. While generally approving of feminist approaches, Dorinda Outram’s review of various feminist histories of science for the British Journal for the History of Science took an oddly ambivalent position on Primate Visions. Reviewed alongside three other texts, Haraway’s is considered a much more important volume. However Outram appeared to take issue with Haraway’s depiction of her book as “replete with representations of representations of representations” (Outram 1991:362). Approving of Haraway’s focus on the way even female primatologist’s work was marked by colonialism and race, Outram concluded with a call for a different kind of history, which, by implication, she finds lacking in Haraway, that of a utopian commitment to thinking about the future. While couched in more friendly terms than some responses from the sciences, there lingers here the distrust of a form of “deconstruction” that promotes “particularism” and denies any “universalism,” which the author believes is crucial for feminist futures (367). Much more enthusiastic was Gregg Mitman’s review in the respected history of science journal Isis, which called Primate Visions a “brilliant but at times impenetrable work” (Mitman 1991:164). Although approving of Haraway’s use of irony, Mitman worried that Haraway’s prose was “troublingly elitist” and that what he called jargon would alienate readers. Such comments sit interestingly against his praise of the book as a significant work for historians of science, particularly given that the field had been “woefully ignorant of developments in feminist theory and insular in their deployment of history of science as cultural critique” (165). A few years later, Simians, Cyborgs, and Women received similarly mixed reviews (except in feminist journals). Latour wrote an odd little review for American Anthropologist that both praised and condemned Haraway—primarily for not articulating the more complex “a-modern” position they both came to assume in their later works (Latour 1992). Here, however, Latour argued that the insights of her nonmodernism were too often obscured by the politics of her modernism (i.e., her commitment to feminist politics) and the deconstruction, language, and multitextual analyses of her “postmodernism” (502).29 In contrast, feminist technoscience studies critic Maureen McNeil wrote of her pleasure in reading the collection, which she believed represented the “leading edge of feminist thought” (McNeil 1992:136). Somewhat later, a review of Modest_Witness by an anthropologist of science and technology, Michael Fischer, indicated the more stable positioning Haraway had gained in science studies more broadly: “Where would science studies be without Donna Haraway? A good deal less fun” (Fischer 1997:838). In Fischer’s view, her work “re-pays anthropology with a richness of insight, challenge, wit, and intelligence that will raise the level of discourse in anthropology, should we have the wit to respond” (838).

By the time of When Species Meet, reviews of Haraway seem, in contrast, to be almost universally positive, whether issuing from feminist, geography, or science studies journals (Mullin 2008; D. Wilson 2009; Rossini 2008). Writing for Theory, Culture, and Society, Molly Mullin describes the book as “brave, ambitious, and generous” (373). Many reviews emphasize the extent to which this book is a culmination of themes that have characterized her work since at least the cyborg: “Haraway has been asking important questions about humans, nature and culture for a long time, questions that challenge the assumptions underlying the very organization of scholarly disciplines” (Mullin 2008:376; see also D. Wilson 2009:149). In contrast to earlier reviews, which either celebrated or were cautious of Haraway’s feminist approach, Cecilia Åsberg’s review for the Nordic Journal of Feminist and Gender Research is one of the few to emphasize (or even comment on) the importance of this work in feminist terms: “I read Haraway in the light of three decades of feminist struggles to come to terms with the body, with biology, and with materialities. I believe these struggles to be crucial for the future survival and proliferation of feminist scholarship, and such a project to be intrinsic to the pioneering efforts of this particular Californian professor” (Åsberg 2008:265). Interestingly, reviewers of this book also seem to be “infected” by Haraway’s critter images and punning style—with similar plays on language or stories about dogs characterizing a number of the reviews (Åsberg, Mullin, Rossini). Another shift seems to be that the general uneasiness with the “elitism” or difficulty of Haraway’s language is underplayed—or transferred into bemusement (and, occasionally, discomfort with the highly personalized nature and form of many of the stories told in Species; Vint 2008a).

In her review of When Species Meet, Mullin writes: “If Haraway were a dog at a dog park, she would be the one playing with the widest variety of other dogs—big and small, hunters, herders, guard dogs and lap dogs. She would play with them all in the same afternoon, avoiding fights but standing her ground when appropriate, getting herself and others all tired out and ready for dinner and bed” (Mullin 2008:373). Multi-disciplinary, cooperative, playful, and thorough: this does indeed capture Haraway’s approach to theory and knowledge, which is markedly different from many of the practices of theory making and citation characterizing academic knowledge production and influence. Her method works counter to what Nigel Thrift sees as a kind of academic celebrity in which certain authors achieve prominence over all others, cited as though “they were individuals rather than collectives” and thus “at odds with the the cooperative nature of so much academic work” (Thrift 2006:190). In contrast, Thrift sees Haraway as consciously refusing such a celebrity, pursuing instead a course “that is relentlessly cooperative, one which, as a result, pays real attention to citation practices, and one which seems to me to radiate a kind of integrity” (190). The difficulties of “using” Haraway as a central theorist in a variety of political and theoretical projects are due precisely to her resistance to a universalizing, totalizing, metatheory. Her work will not do well (and is not intended to do well) in an academic intellectual climate that still operates as if best practice is a contestual, negative criticality, in pursuit of an ideal theory that provides clear, holistic answers. And yet the contours of the way Haraway works, and what she pays attention to and cares about—evident since some of her earliest work—now in many respects characterizes the concerns of recent philosophical, environmental, feminist, and science studies work.

In Praise of Inconclusion

The longevity and persistence of the Cyborg Manifesto is seen in the way the cyborg continues to be cited, not just as a foundational “marker” but also as a concept still being worked on, over, and around. Recent examples include an argument for geographers to rethink the cyborg in terms of ontology, not epistemology (M. W. Wilson 2009); an examination of “cyberwoman” narratives in popular culture in the context of organization studies (Czarniawska and Gustavsson 2008); the reimagining of a more networked cyborg (Hayles 2006); and the development of a “cyborg theory of coalition” (Bastian 2006). Yet the cyborg was a historically specific tool imagined for a particular political purpose—“to do feminist work in Regan’s Star Wars times of the mid-1980s” (Haraway 2003:4). Taken out of this particular historical and political context, the cyborg has been simplified, universalized, and sexed up to perform all kinds of cultural and critical work, which often has not followed Haraway in trying “to inhabit cyborgs critically” (4). It is continuing attempts to either “retool” the creaking eighties cyborg to do twenty-first-century critical work or, worse, the castigation of Haraway’s cyborg for failing to do this work “properly” that we find frustrating.30 Invoking the cyborg and playing with that seductive figure is a way of acknowledging and reinforcing Haraway’s position as a key player in contemporary theory, in one sense a compliment that situates her work as foundational. In another sense such acknowledgments act against the subtleties of her work, and her relentless drilling down into the continually evolving “becoming togethers” of material semiotic actors reacting to and intra-acting with shifting glocal politics, relations, and communities.

This particular performance of intertextuality’s pleasures and the ongoing questioning of what counts as critique does not sit well with the economies of exchange characterizing the production of celebrity academics. Ironically, the cyborg continues to circulate not just because of its ability to be a universal critical tool for feminist and other theory but because the production of Haraway as famous theorist keeps this figure in circulation. The result has little to do with the motivation for Haraway’s theorizing or in our theorizing along with her. Being “just about as famous as you can get” is, perhaps, not a desirable accomplishment for a committed feminist thinker like Haraway. It may mean becoming an easy “cite”—a way of signaling a facile gesture toward, rather than a serious, widespread engagement with and debate over Haraway’s ideas. For a feminist thinker, this is a double-edged sword indeed. Haraway is not alone in becoming such a critical cipher: many thousands of articles and dissertations blithely roll out the names of Foucault, Derrida, and Deleuze in the same way. However, Haraway’s star status does not necessarily translate into institutionally measurable success in the same way as male figureheads. More important for feminists, the incorporation of Haraway into this production of easily packaged names that substitute for complex conversations serves to gloss over and simplify the lived experience of producing and contesting what gets to count as feminist theory, substituting instead an apparently “consensual” narrative which charts feminist theory’s “success” (King 2001; Hemmings 2005). This is exactly the sort of model of knowledge that Haraway spends most of her time and words trying to trope and pull apart. For, in the end, the question is not who most convincingly, successfully, or loudly explains the world to us, but how, why, and to what material effects we attempt to explain it in the first place.


NOTES

1. ADVENTURES WITH HARAWAY

1.    To date, there has been only one substantial study of Haraway, Joseph Schneider’s Donna Haraway: Live Theory (2005)—an introductory overview which is part of the Continuum Live Theory series. The only other work (apart from dissertations) with Haraway as its sole subject is the short study by George Myerson, Donna Haraway and GM Foods (2001) Other important resources on Haraway are Thyrza Goodeve’s interview (Haraway and Goodeve 2000), and the oral history published by UC Santa Cruz, Edges and Ecotones: The Worlds of Donna Haraway at UCSC (Reti 2007).

2.    Sofoulis, a graduate student of Haraway’s cited in the Manifesto, is one of the few to assess the critical impact of the cyborg; see Sofoulis 2003.

3.    See Ihde and Selinger 2003:164 and our discussion of this in chapter 4.

4.    King talks revealingly of the tensions between her own approach to teaching feminist theory and the more mainstream (and much simpler) model of understanding that emphasizes “a history of influential persons and texts and the transmission of exemplary classifications of different kinds of feminist theories, intended to give students a broad overview and some ways of distinguishing theories from one another, ways of valuing some over others” (King 2001:94–95). See also Thrift 2006, discussed further in this chapter.

5.    Here, as elsewhere, Haraway notes how her institutional positioning has formed such an important context for the work she has been able to do as an academic working in the interdisciplinary History of Consciousness Program at the University of California at Santa Cruz. Invited to occupy one of the first officially recognized academic jobs in feminist theory, Haraway has worked at the Hist-Con program since 1980 and credits it as a place that encouraged and enabled moving beyond the sorts of divisions she talks of here (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:46; Schneider 2005:11–12).

6.    See the conversation about notions of criticality and argument in How Like a Leaf, in which Haraway expresses her distaste for the model where “critical” equals argument or a “negative criticality” that she sees as “rooted in a fear of embracing something with all of its messiness and dirtiness and imperfection” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:111–12).

7.    Annika Thiem, Unbecoming Subjects: Judith Butler, Moral Philosophy, and Critical Responsibility (New York: Fordham University Press, 2008); Samuel Allen Chambers and Terrell Carver, Judith Butler and Political Theory: Troubling Politics (New York: Routledge, 2008); Terrell Carver and Samuel Allen Chambers, Judith Butler’s Precarious Politics: Critical Encounters (New York: Routledge, 2008); Gill Jagger, Judith Butler: Sexual Politics, Social Change, and the Power of the Performative (New York: Routledge, 2008); Elena Loizidou, Judith Butler: Ethics, Law, Politics (New York: Routledge, 2007); Moya Lloyd, Judith Butler: From Norms to Politics (Malden, MA: Polity, 2007); Vicki Kirby, Judith Butler: Live Theory (New York: Continuum, 2006); Ellen T Armour; Susan M. St. Ville, Bodily Citations: Religion and Judith Butler (New York: Columbia University Press, 2006); Margaret Sönser Breen and Warren J Blumenfeld, Butler Matters: Judith Butler’s Impact on Feminist and Queer Studies (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2005); Sara Salih, Judith Butler (New York: Routledge, 2002).

8.    Stephen Morton, Gayatri Spivak: Ethics, Subalternity, and the Critique of Postcolonial Reason (Cambridge: Polity, 2007); Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak and Sarah Harasym, The Post-colonial Critic: Interviews, Strategies, Dialogues (New York: Routledge, 1990); Mark Sanders, Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak: Live Theory (New York: Continuum, 2006).

2. NATURES

1.    We refer here to Katie King’s exemplary tracing of U.S. feminism’s relations to the activism and writing of women of color in Theory in Its Feminist Travels. A one-time grad student of Haraway’s, King’s work on how exactly theory and theories become “objects of knowledge” have been invaluable to our thinking, as has her insistence on the importance of one’s location and situatededness on our apprehension of “theory”: “we produce the things we know, that’s how we come to know them” (King 1994:xv).

2.    While we would agree with much of the sentiment of Ahmed’s concern, after this particular comment she goes on to accuse Karen Barad of participating in such a return to old binaries—a critique that is, in our view, misplaced—see points made in response to Ahmed by Davis (Davis 2009:73–74).

3.    A similar argument has of course been put for the female “subject.” Carol Mason argues that there “is much slippage between the ideas of ‘the Body’ and ‘the self’ as historical, hence denaturalized and political ‘constructs’”; she gives as an example arguments about abortion in the sixties, seventies, and eighties, when radical feminist interrogations “of the political subject gave way to liberal feminist’s protection of the political body” (Mason 1995:236).

4.    See also Hird 2004b; Kirby 1997; Wilson 1998; Grebowicz 2005.

5.    Take the ubiquitous Rabbit Vibrator (made famous by Sex and the City), which has a soft little vibrating animal attachment working to stimulate the clitoris while the penis-shaped shaft does the work of penetration. The animals depicted are almost exclusively rabbits (hence the name) and dolphins, with occasional appearances by mice and seahorses. These products are marketed (apparently with great success) exclusively to women, arguably to sexually self-aware, adventurous, perhaps even queer or “fluid” women. The animals in play are sexy (rabbits and dolphins) or diminutive (mice and seahorses), and note the absence of any figures of masculine virility, like dogs or horses. What exactly is happening here? This is one example of a cultural phenomenon that Adams’s particular way of reading the intersection of women and animals in pop culture does not help us to analyze robustly (though, to be fair, her own analysis is concerned exclusively with the welfare of material animals, not material-semiotic puzzles like this one).

6.    This statement could easily be applied to Butler’s later series, Parable of the Sower (1995), which interrogates that other grand narrative of Western patriarchy—religion—converting it into a postmodern litany, “God is Change,” whose originator/prophet is a young African American woman.

7.    In a rather extreme example (which also misreads Haraway as an antirealist hyperconstructivist), Carol Stabile fixes on the specter of ‘biological determinism’ in Butler’s work, figuring the theme of survival characterizing many of her novels as an endorsement of the ‘inevitability of the postmodern condition’ (Stabile 1994:40). Stabile questions whether Butler’s “survivalist narratives” can “constitute new, and more desirable, relationships to nature, environments, and ultimately technoculture,” concluding that “it seems unlikely that a vision based on capitulation and cooperation can aid feminist theory in the task of reconfiguring its relation to technoscience” (Stabile 1994:44). See also Hoda Zaki’s article “Utopia, Dystopia and Ideology in the Science Fiction of Octavia Butler” (1990) and Michelle Green’s chapter ‘There Goes the Neighbourhood’ (1994).

8.    As Rose writes, “Butler’s Lilith and her son Akin are located in a feminist and postcolonial reading of the embryology and genetics of the late twentieth century, set in a post-holocaust world” (Rose 1994:227).

3. KNOWLEDGES

1.    For an introduction to standpoint theory, see Sandra Harding’s The Feminist Standpoint Theory Reader: Intellectual and Political Controversies (2004). In particular, see Harding’s introduction and the first section of the book, called “The Logic of a Standpoint,” which includes essays by other representative figures in standpoint theory, such as Nancy M. Hartsock, Donna Haraway, and Patricia Hill Collins.

2.    Creager (Creager, Lunbeck, and Schiebinger 2001:287), citing Helen E. Longino, “In Search of Feminist Epistemology,” Monist 77, no. 4 (1994), 472–85.

3.    See Haraway 2008:16–17; and Lyotard’s “Introduction” to The Inhuman (Lyotard 1991b)

4.    “Nor can experience be allowed simply to appear as endlessly plural and unchallengeable, as if self-evident, readily available when we look ‘inside’ ourselves, and only one’s own, or only one group’s. Experience is a crucial product and means of women’s movement; we must struggle over the terms of its articulation” (Haraway 1991c:109).

5.    See, for instance, Juan Carlos Gómez, “Are Apes Persons? The Case for Primate Intersubjectivity” (2006); and Mary Midgley, “Is a Dolphin a Person?” (2006:64).

6.    The animate/inanimate distinction quickly becomes obsolete, as we move away from characterizations of beings in terms of “anima,” a departure ultimately required by both Haraway’s and Latour’s work.

4. POLITICS

1.    The authors use this word in a Marxist sense. For our discussion of the terms and the tensions in feminism’s relation to materialism, see chapter 2.

2.    Unlike monsters, gods and founding heroes in mythology are not “of woman born.” On the contrary, as Rosi Braidotti writes, one of the signs of a god’s divinity is “his ability, through subterfuges such as immaculate conceptions and other tricks, to short-circuit the orifice through which most human beings pop into the spatio-temporal realm of existence” (Braidotti 1994:84). Monstrous births, on the other hand, especially by the time of the Baroque, result from specific “immoral” sexual practices by the mother, so that “all sexual practices other than those leading to healthy reproduction are suspected to be conducive to monstrous events.” Not only immoral intercourse, but specific foods, weather conditions, and the woman’s wanton imagination could result in monsters. The mother had the power of producing a monstrous child if she thought about evil things during intercourse, dreamed intensely, or even looked at an “evil-looking” creature (Braidotti 1994:85–86). Well into the nineteenth century, the first famous conjoined twins in modern history, Chang and Eng Bunker (the original “Siamese twins”) were denied entry into France because officials feared that pregnant women who so much as witnessed their traveling act would themselves bear conjoined twins (http://www.blueridgecountry.com/archive/a-hyphenated-life.html). “It is as if the mother, as a desiring agent, has the power to undo the work of legitimate procreation through the sheer force of her imagination” (Braidotti 1994:86). Since, according to this logic, the monstrous birth is the direct result of the exercise of this power, it is understood that the power ought not to be exercised.

3.    “The will to be against really needs a body that is completely incapable of submitting to command. It needs a body that is incapable of adapting to family life, to factory discipline, to the regulations of the traditional sex life, and so forth. (If you find your body refusing these “normal” modes of life, don’t despair—realize your gift!)” (Hardt and Negri 2000:216).

4.    For an excellent survey of feminist debate in this area, see chapter 4 of Jana Sawicki’s Disciplining Foucault: Feminism, Power, and the Body (1991).

5.    Braidotti’s later work moves closer to Haraway’s understanding of techno-science, see, for example, “Posthuman, All Too Human: Towards a New Process Ontology” (2006).

In general, feminist work on cyberculture and the Internet have moved away from these determinist positions on technology, while still remaining critical of the liberatory claims of early studies of Internet culture (and cyberpunk); see, for example, Hayles’s The Life Cycle of Cyborgs (1993), Balsamo’s Technologies of the Gendered Body: Reading Cyborg Women (1996), Springer’s Electronic Eros: Bodies and Desire in the Postindustrial Age (1996), and de Lauretis’s “Signs of Wo/ander” (1990). As Haraway herself notes, the work of feminist activists and artists collected under the term cyberfeminist tried out interesting experiments in feminist reclamation of and critical interventions into ICTs, both in theory and practice (Haraway 2004:325).

6.    See chapter 4 of Jana Sawicki’s Disciplining Foucault: Feminism, Power, and the Body (1991).

7.    This criticism is significant in the case of feminist epistemologists, like Longino, Solomon, and Harding, who understand themselves to have serious interests in the role of dissent and heterogeneity, which they take to be features of a scientific pluralism (see previous chapter).

8.    I thank John Mullarkey for this insight.

5. ETHICS

1.    When Species Meet refers again to Mitchison’s Memoirs, with its “sentient critters” and “several curious progeny,” as well as Suzette Haden Elgin’s Native Tongue series. More detail on this text is given in a footnote (where much of Haraway’s SF lives) acknowledging the importance of language communication and species contact around which the books revolve. Although not as foregrounded as in her previous work, Haraway’s SF sensibility continues to interrupt, impose on, and complicate the various stories she tells of companion species. The trickster Tiptree surfaces briefly—noted for her short sojourn into chicken farming, which leads Haraway to ponder “Did the luxuriating brutalities of industrial chicken production that took off in the 1950s fuel any of Tiptree’s many dark alien biological stories?” (Haraway 2008:273). And in the notes Haraway points us to some of Tiptree’s SF that “toyed mercilessly with species, alternation of generations, reproduction, infection, gender, genre, and many kinds of genocide” (272). She notes in particular the stories “The Last Flight of Dr. Ain” and (writing as Racoona Sheldon) “Morality Meat.” Haraway also refers to the recent biography of Tiptree by Julie Phillips (Haraway 2008:385, TKn20, n22).

2.    For more on Mitchison’s unusual life and work, see Susan Squier’s afterword in Solution Three (Mitchison 1995 [1975]); Among You Taking Notes … : The Wartime Diary of Naomi Mitchison, 1939–1945 (Mitchison and Sheridan 1985); and Lesley Hall’s Naomi Mitchison: A Profile of Her Life and Work (Hall 2007).

6. STORIES

1.    The key texts on feminist SF include Lefanu 1988; Barr 1987; Roberts 1993; Wolmark 1993; and Donawerth 1997. For more recent cultural histories see Larbalestier Atteber 2002; Yaszek 2008; and Merrick 2009.

2..    See, for example, the chapters by SF authors Timmi Duchamp, Nancy Kress and Nicola Griffith in Grebowicz 2007.

3.    Others examples from feminist technoscience studies include de Lauretis’s “Signs of Wo/ander” (1990), Hayles’s “The Life Cycle of Cyborgs” (1993), Balsamo’s Technologies of the Gendered Body: Reading Cyborg Women (1996), and Springer’s Electronic Eros: Bodies and Desire in the Postindustrial Age (1996). For a fuller account of the engagement between such critics and feminist SF, see Merrick 2009, chapters 6 and 7.

4.    See some of the work on feminism and utopia that refers to SF. Diane Crowder, for example, criticized authors Sally Miller Gearhart and James Tiptree (“[l]ike Gilman and Lane before them”) for choosing to “eliminate men in fantastic ways that do not satisfy our need for a concrete blueprint for action” (Crowder 1993:239–44); Anne K. Mellor concludes that all-female worlds portrayed in feminist SF represent a transparent desire for separatism (Mellor 1982: 245).

5.    Samuel Delany was the first to point out this link and to regret its “forgetting” by SF cyberpunks and their champions; see Tatsumi 1988. See also Gomoll 1986–87; Sofoulis 2003; and Merrick 2009.

6.    There are a number of reasons for the predominance of cyborg theorizing in SF criticism. First, unlike much of Haraway’s other work, the cyborg figure offered an easily transferable critical apparatus that had powerful resonances with critical readings of cyberpunk, feminist critiques of the same, and the emerging literary and critical focus on the “posthuman.” The focus on technosocial relations seemed self-evidently important, given our saturation within both computer and biotechnologies. However, the bias toward the cyborg could also be seen as leftover of a longer history wherein the science of science fiction is most often translated in/as technology (see Mathur 2004:120–21).

7.    See, for example, Zaki 1990. For a more complex reading of Xenogenesis that draws on Haraway’s cyborg precisely for its emphasis on noninnocent origin stories and the importance of dialogic interactions between different kinds of origin stories, see Peppers 1995.

8.    However, like some other critics, Haraway does comment on the reinforcement of heterosexuality evident in Butler’s work: “Octavia Butler is a very frustrating writer in some ways, because she constantly reproduces heterosexuality even in her poly-gendered species” (Penley and Ross 1990:16).

9.    It is possible here that Haraway is referencing or (as Russ does in The Female Man,) prefiguring some of the responses to her argument in Primate Visions from those working in the sciences. Compare her words here with this particularly vitriolic review of Primate Visions (not published until 1991): “This is a book that systematically distorts and selects historical evidence; but that is not a criticism, because its author thinks that all interpretations are biased, and she regards it as her duty to pick and choose her facts to favor her own brand of politics” (Cartmill 1990:67).

10.  She continues “Finally, it’s clear that the Hero does not look well in this bag. He needs a stage or a pedestal or a pinnacle. You put him in a bag and he looks like a rabbit, like a potato” (Le Guin 1992 [1986]:169).

11.  See Vint’s succinct yet comprehensive review of Haraway’s work for the journal Science Fiction Film and Television (2008a).

12.  Haraway notes a number of more recent SF works not referred to earlier in the notes of When Species Meet (Haraway 2008), and in an e-mail conversation confirmed she still read SF, including Gwyneth Jones’s Life.

13.  Indeed, a reading of Tepper against Haraway’s recent work would be very enlightening, despite Tepper’s heavy-handed stance toward human interference and often didactic use of “Mother Earth” to right the balance. One of her most interesting books in this regard is The Family Tree (1998). See also Joan Gordon on Tepper’s Six Moon Dance in the SFS special issue “On Animals and SF” (Gordon 2008).

14.  See Czerneda’s Web shifter series and Species Imperative series, in particular, and Traviss’s Wess’Har Wars. On Traviss, see also Vint’s 2006 review at Strange Horizons: “Unlike Tepper … Traviss doesn’t tend toward the sentimental or the spiritual. Her characters confront head-on the difficult moral choices that result when one acknowledges the sentience of other species and recognizes that the world is a complicated set of social relations among species, not a resource for human needs. While Tepper’s books tend to conclude with some sort of abstract enlightenment which may lead to a better world, Traviss’s work remains firmly entrenched in material, political struggle, and conflicts are resolved only through painful compromise and often sacrifice” (Vint 2006).

15.  Resembling a blue tear-shaped blob in their natural form, “the web” is both a singular entity and a collection of six semi-individuals. Their purpose in life is to study and preserve the biology and cultures of all other races, which they share amongst themselves by “assimilating”: sharing information, experience, and genetic knowledge by literally ingesting each others’ bodies and mass. The youngest, Esen, describes one such assimilation: “I sensed their mouths form and open wide, tooth ridges sharp and uneven. They closed in and began to feed” (Beholder’s Eye, 18). Their ability to take on any form once “tasted” in their shared collective memory allows Czerneda endless inventiveness and fun in exploring the multitudinous forms, passions, delights, and strange motivations of a variety of species, as Esen takes on different bodies and biologies according to need. In sympathy with companion species, Esen’s closest friend and adopted kin is a human male; their kinship survives every transformation of body and self as Esen changes races, species, sex, and sexual behaviors. Neither one nor six, member of no family but a queered cross-species kinship, the being Esen cannot be conceived of as anything but a material-semiotic assemblage.

SOWING WORLDS

1.    In everything I write about companion species, I am instructed by Anna Tsing’s “Unruly Edges: Mushrooms as Companion Species” (copyright © 2006), available at http://tsingmushrooms.blogspot.com.au/. In this wonderful short paper, without the deceptive comforts of human exceptionalism, Tsing succeeds both in telling world history from the point of view of fungal associates and also in rewriting Friedrich Engels, The Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State (1972). Tsing’s is a tale of speculative fabulation, an SF genre crucial to feminist theory. She and I are in a relation of reciprocal induction, that fundamental evolutionary-ecological-developmental worlding process that is basic to all becoming-with (see Gilbert, Rader, and Epel 2008).

2.    Deborah Bird Rose, Reports from a Wild Country: Ethics for Decolonization (2005) taught me that recuperation, not reconciliation or restoration, is what is needed and maybe just possible.

3.    Le Guin’s essay (1992 [1986]) shaped my thinking about narrative in evolutionary theory and of the figure of woman the gatherer; see Haraway, Primate Visions (1989b). Le Guin learned about the Carrier Bag Theory of Evolution from Elizabeth Fisher (1980) in that period of large, brave, speculative, worldly stories that burned in feminist theory in the 1970s and 1980s. Like speculative fabulation, speculative feminism was, and is, an SF practice.

4.    My guide with and through SF, my “mystra,” here is Joshua (Sha) LaBare, “Farfetchings: On and In the SF Mode,” Ph.D. diss., History of Consciousness Department, University of California at Santa Cruz, spring 2010. (LaBare’s term mystra begins to accrue meanings on p. 17). LaBare argues that SF is not fundamentally a genre, even in the extended sense that includes film, comics, and much else besides the printed book or magazine. The SF mode is, rather, a mode of attention, a theory of history, and a practice of worlding. He writes, “What I call the ‘sf mode’ offers one way of focusing that attention, of imagining and designing alternatives to the world that is, alas, the case” (1). LaBare suggests that the SF mode pays attention to the “conceivable, possible, inexorable, plausible, and logical” (27). One of his principal mystras is Ursula Le Guin, especially in the lure of her understanding of “talking backwards” in the postapocalyptic Northern Californian SF novel Always Coming Home (1985). Reading Parable of the Sower together with Always Coming Home is a good way for coastal travelers to fill the carrier bag for recuperative terraforming before the apocalypse instead of just afterward. Instructed in this SF mode, perhaps human people and earth others can avert inexorable disaster and plant the conceivable germ of possibility for multispecies, multiplacetime recuperation before it is too late.

5.    Myrmex is the Greek word for ant, and one story has it that an Attic maiden named Myrmex annoyed Athena by claiming the invention of the plough as the maiden’s own and so was turned into an ant by the goddess. Me, judging from the tunnels ants dig all over the world and comparing that to Athena’s more sky-looking and heady credentials, I think Myrmex probably had the stronger claim to having authored the plough. Breaking out of daddy’s brain is really not the same as tunneling and runneling in the earth, whether one is goddess, woman, or ant. For actual ants, one could not do better than Deborah M. Gordon, Ants at Work: How an Insect Society is Organized (2000), Ant Encounters: Interaction Networks and Colony Behavior (2010), and “Control Without Hierarchy” (2007): 143. One might consult Bert Hölldobler and E. O. Wilson, The Superorganism: The Beauty, Elegance, and Strangeness of Insect Societies (2009) and The Ants (1990). Based on her studies of developing behavior in harvester ant colonies in the Arizona desert, and evidence that individual ants switch tasks over their lifetimes, Gordon has been a critic of Wilson’s emphasis on rigidly determined ant behavior. For me, Wilson is the heroic Athena to Gordon’s inventive attic maid Myrmex with a seedbag and a digging tool. To get started with acacias, go to http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Acacia and then “Biology of Acacia, Advances in Legume Systematics, Series Part 11” (2003), special issue of Australian Systematic Botany 16 (1), http://www.publish.csiro.au/issue/650.htm. Lest one think all the world-building action is an ant story, check out Adam Mann, Termites Help Build Savannah Societies (2010).

6.    See, for example, Gilbert, Rader, and Epel 2008; Gilbert et al. 2010; McFall-Ngai 1998, 2002; and Hird 2009. On symbiogenesis as the driver of evolutionary change, see Margulis and Sagan 2002.

7.    See the Web site of the Global Invasive Species Program for information about troublesome Australian acacias in South America and South Africa, http://www.gisp.org/casestudies/showcasestudy.asp?id=311&MyMenuItem=casestudies&worldmap=&country= and http://www.gisp.org/casestudies/showcasestudy.asp?id=62&MyMenuItem=casestudies&worldmap=&country=, accessed June 6, 2010. Several acacia species, especially the coastal wattle Acacia cyclops, worry conservationists in California. All of these disputed travelers teach us to stay with the multispecies trouble that motivates most of my work and play these days.

8.    Bonfante and Anca 2009. This paper draws our attention to the many-faceted practices of communication among members of multispecies consortia. As the abstract summarizes, “Release of active molecules, including volatiles, and physical contact among the partners seem important for the establishment of the bacteria/mycorrhizal fungus/plant network. The potential involvement of quorum sensing and Type III secretion systems is discussed, even if the exact nature of the complex interspecies/interphylum interactions remains unclear.”

9.    http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Acacia, accessed June 6, 2010. Heil et al. 2004.

10.  David Attenborough, Life in the Undergrowth, http://www.bbc.co.uk/sn/tvradio/programmes/lifeintheundergrowth/prog_summary.shtml; and Alison Ross, “Devilish Ants Control the Garden,” BBC News, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/4269544.stm, both accessed June 6, 2010.

11.  My debts to Deborah Bird Rose are obvious here and throughout this essay. See especially her development of the idea of double death in “What if the Angel of History Were a Dog?” (2006). Double death signifies the killing of ongoingness and the blasting of generations. In her Reports from a Wild Country Rose teaches me about Aboriginal ways of crafting responsibility, inhabiting time, and the need for recuperation.

APPENDIX

1.    Journal and author impact factors and citation data are biased toward the sciences, as in most cases data is taken solely from journal citations. The most commonly used, the ISI Web of Science, focuses only on journals (whereas in the humanities books and book chapters are key publication venues) and also does not list many arts, humanities, and social science journals. Google Scholar is more extensive, but as yet is still unreliable and cannot be searched in the way that WOS or Scopus can. The software Publish or Perish uses Google Scholar to provide some citation data, mainly h-indexes.

2.    The h-index was developed by physicist Jorge E. Hirsch in a 2005 paper; see Harzing (2008b), who provides a succinct overview and comparison with other measures of academic impact. Harzing is the developer of the program Publish or Perish, which allows analysis of citation data gathered from Google Scholar. Harzing argues that Google Scholar, while far from complete, presents a more complete picture of an authors citations and h-index than ISI Web of Science (or the other more recent alternative, Scopus; Harzing 2008a) see also Meho and Yang 2007.

3.    The following h-index numbers were calculated using the software Publish or Perish, which works from data taken from Google Scholar (and not ISI’s Web of Knowledge. Harzing, A.W. (2010) Publish or Perish, version 2.8.3644 (data as at 15 January 2010). Harzing reports that even though these databases produce different numbers of citations, the h-indexes are usually comparable.

4.    Interestingly a similar picture holds for well-known science critics—Stephen J Gould scores 89, with Sandra Hrdy at 30, and Lynne Margulis at 31.

5.    And although these bibliometric data are slanted toward English-language and American/UK journals, it appears that, in terms of philosophy at least, influence outside the English-speaking centers does have a marked impact on this influence. Those philosophers like Deleuze, Lyotard, and Foucault all have significant portions of their citations in other European languages. In contrast, Haraway’s work has a much smaller diffusion outside of English: 65 percent of books and theses referring to her work are in English, with the next highest figure being Norwegian with 5 percent.

6.    The information following on citation data continues to use ISI despite these limitations primarily because at present POP and Google Scholar do not allow for more sophisticated analysis of the results, whereas WOS categorizes the data in terms of subject area, years cited, journal names, and author names.

7.    Some of the amusing misprints of titles which make calculating accurate citations records so difficult include the following: citations referring to Simians, Cyborgs, and Women include the following “variations” and errors: simians, simlans, sinfians, sintians, sirnians; Simians syborgs and women; and simians Vyborgs and women (ISI Web of Science).

8.    Thus, if an article incorrectly spells the article or journal name or gives the wrong year of publication, it will be listed as a citation to a different work. To clarify, when one calls up all of Haraway’s articles in order to track citations, each particular instance of the Manifesto, for example, may have dozens of entries due to such errors, even before taking reprints into account. One then has to manually collect together all these references. In the case of the Cyborg Manifesto, this means one has to know which journals have reprinted the article, what edited collections include it, and so forth. Due to these errors, and the numbers of people who may be citing the Simians or Haraway Reader version of the Manifesto, it is in fact impossible to gain a complete picture of the citation pattern for the Cyborg Manifesto.

9.    In contrast, a similar search of Google scholar’s data, covers a much better range of journals in the humanities as well as books and chapters. However the tool Publish or Perish cannot provide the same level of detailed analysis by journal name, etc. In the following, where possible we provide comparisons to the Google Scholar data obtained through Publish or Perish (POP).

10.  Web of Science allows analysis in terms of number of fields, including “subject area.” This figures are fuzzy, as of course a journal categorized primarily as “sociology” may also be a feminist journal or vice versa. Also it is not clear how these subject areas are defined.

11.  The detailed breakdown is geography journals 13 percent (557 articles), sociology 11 percent (452 articles), women’s studies 10 percent (415 articles), history and philosophy of science 6 percent (256 articles), environmental studies 6 percent (250).

12.  The full list of the top twenty journals citing her work are Environment and Planning D-Society and Space, 89; Signs, 76; Social Studies of Science, 64; Theory Culture and Society, 60; Women’s Studies International Forum, 56; Environment and Planning A, 52; Progress in Human Geography, 51; Science, Technology and Human Values, 51; Science-Fiction Studies, 48; European Journal of Women’s Studies, 45; Geoforum, 44; Cultural Anthropology, 41; Antipode, 39; Feminism and Psychology, 39; American Anthropologist, 36; Annals of yhe Association of American Geographers, 34; Annual Review of Anthropology, 33; Feminist Studies, 33; Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, 33; American Ethnologist, 31.

13.  A caveat to this figure is that the feminist philosophy journal Hypatia does not appear on the WOS results for Haraway in terms of journal titles, suggesting it is one of the journals not indexed by ISI. A search for Haraway in Hypatia’s back issues on Project Muse gives 60 articles, placing Hypatia as an equal fourth among journals most likely to cite Haraway.

14.  For example, Politics and the Life Sciences (9), Science in Context (8), Radical Science (seven articles), International Journal of Science Education (6), Interdisciplinary Science Reviews (5), Science Education (5), Social Science and Medicine (30), and Journal of Research in Science Teaching (9).

15.  The following citation image data was obtained from ISI Web of Science, last retrieved on 16 March 2010. As such, it provides only Haraway’s citation image based on journal publications. There are, however, few authors who would cite Haraway primarily in books without at least some presence in journals in their field. The following then are likely to be conservative estimates, as authors such as Braidotti and Birke have cited Haraway in various of their books and book chapters.

16.  ISI shows twelve articles each by Lynda Birke and Rosi Braidotti citing Haraway; others regularly citing Haraway include John Law (11), Mike Michael (11), Arturo Escobar (10), Sandra Harding (9), Sarah Franklin (7), N. Katherine Hayles (6), Sue Rosser (6), and Bruno Latour (5). To provide a comparison, data from Google Scholar (which includes books and edited collections) returns 54 results for Braidotti citing Haraway (including a number of texts in LOTE) and 22 for Birke. Other scholars scoring highly in ISI also do so in Google Scholar, e.g., Law (37), Escobar (38), Lynch (14), Latour (30).

17.  In comparison, until When Species Meet, Birke figured rarely in Haraway’s work. A joint article with Mike Michael is referenced in Modest_Witness, while in Species a number of works are referenced and she is thanked in the acknowledgments. This disparity adds another layer of complexity to citations and the extent to which they are guided by geographical and institutional location. While, as we note in chapter 1, Birke was central to a British genealogy of feminist science studies, she was not to the same extent part of the U.S. developments.

18.  The full list of these authors is J. Cheney; G. Davies; S. Helmreich (8); K. Anderson; B. Braun; C. L. Briggs; M. S. Carolan; D. Demeritt; S. Franklin; S. Hinchliffe; C. B. Jensen; N. Krieger (7).

19.  The top six journals of this set—with 5–6 articles each—are the following: Environmental Ethics, Science, Technology, and Human Values, Environment and Planning, Geoforum, Progress in Human Geography, Social Studies of Science, Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers.

20.  There are twenty-two authors who cite Haraway in at least seven articles. Of this group the top subject areas are geography (21 percent), environmental studies (16 percent), history and philosophy of science (15 percent), anthropology (14 percent), sociology and women’s studies (both 8 percent). (Given that Hypatia did not appear to be indexed, a cross-reference showed that of these top authors only one—Harding—had published an additional two articles not picked up here, which is not sufficient to skew this spread.) The picture of journals is somewhat different (and influenced by the fact that TCS ran a special issue on Haraway’s work, with five articles in the one issue): Social Studies of Science (8 articles), TCS (8), Environment and Planning D (7), Science, Technology, and Human Values (7), Environmental Ethics (6), Society and Animals (6), WSIF (6).

21.  We do not go into detail tracking this influence here.

22.  Drawing on Web of Science data, out of 4,177 records of citation to Haraway’s work, 1,473 (35 percent) are directly to the Cyborg Manifesto (excluding any general references to simians; data as at 6 January 2010). An even stronger picture of bias emerges when looking at data from Google Scholar. (This data is more difficult to analyze and, as in Web of Science, the separate versions of each work must be collected together manually). POP returns 17, 672 cites for Haraway. Of these, 6865 (39 percent) are directly to the Manifesto (including a significant number of references to its Spanish, German, Italian, and other translations; data as of 15 January 2010).

23.  Web of Science data shows “Situated Knowledges” as cited in 914 records or 22 percent; data as of 6 January 2010). POP returns 5,261 (30 percent) to Simians, Cyborgs, and Women; 2,401 (14 percent) for “Situated Knowledges”; 1,885 (11 percent) to Modest_Witness; and 1,623 (9 percent) to Primate Visions.

24.  Out of the 1,473 records citing Manifesto in WOS, 187 are from women’s studies (13 percent), 168 from sociology (11 percent), 167 geography (11 percent), 111 anthropology (7 percent), 110 literature (7 percent). History and philosophy of science account for only 56 records, and Environmental Studies 68.

25.  WOS returns 914 records of citations to “Situated Knowledges,” with 137 for seography, 136 for women’s studies, 106 sociology, 87 anthropology, 56 environmental studies, 53 education, 43 history and philosophy of science.

26.  WOS returns only 125 cites to “Promises of Monsters,” with 27 in geography, 16 anthropology, and 13 in women’s studies. “Promises” thus accounts for only about 3 percent of all citations to Haraway. POP confirms that, after the works mentioned previously, “Promises” is the next most-cited single article (not counting possible cites to Simians), with about 2 percent of records.

27.  In Schneider (2005), Haraway comments, “many of the primatologists hated Primate Visions, which was deeply disappointing to me, and there was something of a gender division in that, but not absolutely” (123). She has also talked with Goodeve of how she would approach the book differently and admits to a “methodological flaw” in the book that would have required “a much thicker engagement ethnographically [with primatologists in the field] than I gave it.” In retrospect, Haraway writes, she “would have spent more time … inviting primatologists into this book—reassuring them. Giving them more evidence that I know and care about the way they think. It became a very hard book for many primatologists. They felt attacked and excluded” (Haraway and Goodeve 2000:56).

28.  In a number of interviews, Haraway talks about her reception from scientists and the ways in which she got “produced as an enemy, which folks have found to be inaccurate when they actually engage it.” Over the years she has come to forge stronger bonds and understandings with primatologists and biologists such as Shirley Strum, Linda Fedigan, and Steve Glickman who have been reassured that she does “actually believe in the real world” (Schneider 2005:24; see also Haraway and Goodeve 2000:56–60).

29.  He finishes with an inherent rebuke to Haraway that critics investigating such questions “should write crisply and never leave the empirical field” (502).

30.  This is not to imply that the articles listed are representative of this kind of move.
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