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[ Introduction ]

New Life Forms and Functions of
Animal Fetishism

Animal Nation

In 2002, Maclean’s magazine, one of Canada’s oldest national newsweek-
lies, ran an advertisement configuring the nation as a beaver spread out
across the page like a dissection specimen.! The beaver’s internal organi-
zation is bared to encyclopedic view, with lines spoking out from its
interior to labels biologically identifying blood organs and body parts
(see Figure 1). The ad caption consists of a few pithy words tacked be-
neath the splayed sign of the animal: “Maclean’s. Canada. In depth.”
The equivalent standing of the two proper names in the caption,
“Maclean’s” and “Canada,” positions the media and the nation as virtu-
ally synonymous powers; the sober black print of “Canada” is, if any-
thing, overshadowed by the larger, bolder “Maclean’,” whose blood-red
typography chromatically resonates with the red tissues and organs of
the beaver. A third proper name and trademark appear in more discrete
red type at the top right-hand corner of the advertisement: “Rogers,”
short for Rogers Communications Inc. The Rogers conglomerate owns
Maclean’s as well as numerous other print, television, and telecommuni-
cations media. The placement of its name in the ad is suggestive of the
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Figure 1. “Maclean’s. Canada. In depth.” The visceral  figure of the nation in

4 2002 advertisement for Maclean’s, Canada’s only national weekly current
affairs magazine.

INTRODUCTION [3]
superordinate power of capital over both the press and the nation in
our current era.

Taxonomically tacking a powerful network of proper names onto
an animal anatomy is generative of fetishistic effects that Marx first
theorized in relation to the commodity form, in this case effecting a
reification of the nation form by associating “Maclean’s,” “Canada,” and
“Rogers” with the raw facticity of the specimen. Yet it is not just any
specimen to which the trinity of powers has been attached. The beaver
is already an iconic symbol, a fetishized sign of the nation whose famil-
iarity and recognition are presupposed by the ad’s “inside” joke. If the
beaver has furnished one species of animal capital for the nation as
colonial pelt, it has furnished another as postcolonial brand. Instated
as Canada’s official emblem in 1975, the sign of the beaver was deployed
as a tool of affective governance to involve Canadians in a project of
national identity building and unity. The move consolidated the eco-
nomic and symbolic capital accumulated in the sign of the beaver over
three centuries of Euro-Canadian traffic in North America, present-
ing it as a natural, self-evident sign of the nation.?

Yet, as this book sets out to show, animal signs are anything but self-
evident. Confronting their fetishistic functions in cultural discourses
of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries begins with a determination
to excavate for the material histories of economic and symbolic power
that are cunningly reified in them. Animal signs function fetishistically in
both Marxian and psychoanalytic senses; that is, they endow the his-
torical products of social labor to which they are articulated with an
appearance of innate, spontaneous being, and they serve as powerful
substitutes or “partial objects” filling in for a lost object of desire or
originary wholeness that never did or can exist, save phantasmatically.
The beaver is Canada’s fetish insofar as it configures the nation as a life
form that is born rather than made (obscuring recognition of the on-
going cultural and material history of its construction) and insofar as it
stands in for an organic national unity that in actuality does not exist.

Contrary to its fetishistic effects, then, there is nothing natural about
the beaver sign institutionally minted in the 1970s as a means of affec-
tively interpellating citizens into an ideal of national unity through
the “innocent” appeal of the animal and of construing the nation as an
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bially innocent of political designs, the Canadian beaver subtly counter-
indicates the relinquishment of white English cultural and economic
privilege pronounced by official state multiculturalism.
Heavily burdened with a historical complex of economic and libidi-
nal investments, the sign of the beaver rematerialized in a national
magazine in 2002 to reify a new nexus of knowledge, nation, and capi-
tal at the dawn of the twenty-first century: Maclean’, Canada, Rogers.®
The wit and ostensible difference of the Maclean’s discourse lies in its
literal cross-sectioning of the nation’s animal fetish. The magazine’s
deliberately literal treatment holds the defamiliarizing potential of open-
ing the organic ideology of the nation to an ironic gaze and of bring-
ing a “wry” self-reflexivity to bear on the stock image of the nation.’
Yet the biological schema of the nation’s organic constitution serves to
repress rather than open those “recesses of the national culture from which
alternative constituencies of peoples and oppositional analytic capacities
may emerge.”® Granting less an ironic analysis of the nation-fetish and
more a medicalized scopophilia arousing fascination cum revulsion
around its mock vivisection, the ad paradoxically manages to revive a
tired cliché at risk of ending up on the scrap heap of history as global
capitalism threatens to render the distinct “life” of the nation passé.
What makes animal signs unusually potent discursive alibis of power
is not only that particularist political ideologies, by ventriloquizing
them, appear to speak from the universal and disinterested place of
nature. It is also that “the animal,” arguably more than any other sig-
nifier by virtue of its singular mimetic capaciousness (a notion that
will be further elaborated over the course of this book), functions as a
hinge allowing powerful discourses to flip or vacillate between literal and
figurative economies of sense. Even in its rendering as a vivisection—
or perhaps, especially in Maclean’s raw rendering—the national fetish
hinges on the double sense of animals’ material and metaphorical cur-
rency. Here the tools of colonial discourse analysis can be brought to
bear on animal capital inasmuch as the animal sign, not unlike the racial
stereotype theorized by Homi Bhabha, is a site of “productive ambiva-
lence” enabling vacillations between economic and symbolic logics of
power.” For Bhabha, ambivalence constitutes the discursive structure
of fetishism. “Within discourse,” he writes, “the fetish represents the
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simultaneous play between metaphor as substitution (masking absence
and difference) and metonymy (which contiguously registers the per-
ceived lack).”1® As William Pietz suggests, however, couching the prob-
lem of fetishism rhetorically, as Bhabha does, risks textualizing it and
detaching it from a material field of relationships that are not reducible
to linguistic-discursive structures.!* By the end of this book it should
be clear that animal capital resists both culturalist tendencies to reduce
capitalism to an economy and fetishism of signs and materialist tenden-
cies to reduce capitalism to an economy and fetishism of substances.

Much more could be done to comparatively evaluate the produc-
tive ambivalence of the colonial stereotype and that of the animal sign.
For now, suffice it to say that it is the capacity of animal life to be taken
both literally and figuratively, as a material and symbolic resource of
the nation, that constitutes its fetishistic potency. As will be elaborated
over the course of this book, the ambivalence of animal signs is for this
reason a pivotal means of depoliticizing volatile contradictions between
species and speculative currencies of capital and between capitalism’s
material and symbolic modes of production. In the particular case of
the Maclean’s ad, the productive ambivalence of the beaver mediates a
national discourse that vacillates between a traumatic remembering
and a willful forgetting of Canada’s forced birth. While the image of a
dead specimen potentially yields a grisly reminder of the material exer-
cise of power upon which the birth of the nation is historically contin-
gent, it actually works to render the material violence of the nation
merely metaphorical for our times.

Animal Capital

The Maclean’s text helps to introduce a book intent on theorizing a
biopolitical terrain and time of animal capital that includes, but invari-
ably exceeds, the cultural discourses of the specific nation from which I
write. The juxtaposition of two terms rarely theorized in conjunction—
nmmal and capltal”——-sxgnals a double-edged intervention into two
g ; igerously universal appeal necessarily situates this
+field of transnational cultural studies. On the
eonstitutes a resolutely materialist engage-
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ment with the emergent “question of the animal,” in Cary Wolfe’s
words, challenging its predominantly idealist treatments in critical
theory and animal studies by theorizing the ways that animal life gets
culturally and carnally rendered as capital at specific historical junc-

es.!?2 On the other hand, by developing a series of unorthodox geneal-
ogies of animal capital across Fordist and post-Fordist eras, the book
seeks to rectify a critical blind spot in Marxist and post-Marxist theory
around the nodal role of animals, ideologically and materially, in the
reproduction of capital’s hegemony. While theorists of biopower have
interrogated the increasingly total subsumption of the social and bio-
logical life of the anthropos to market logics, little attention has been
given to what I am calling animal capital. This book’s double-edged
intervention suggests a critical need within the field of cultural studies
for work that explores how questions of “the animal” and of capital
impinge on one another within abysmal histories of contingency.

Against a mythopoetic invocation of animal signs as a universal
lingua franca transcending time and space, then, I seek to historicize
the specific cultural logics and material logistics that have produced
animals as “forms of capital” (in the words of Pierre Bourdieu) across
the twentieth and early twenty-first centuries. “Animal capital” simul-
taneously notates the semiotic currency of animal signs and the carnal
traffic in animal substances across this period. More accurately, it signals
a tangle of biopolitical relations within which the economic and
symbolic capital of animal life can no longer be sorted into binary dis-
tinction. This book argues that animal memes and animal matter are
mutually overdetermined as forms of capital, and its aim is to track
what Bourdieu terms the “interconvertibility” of symbolic and economic
forms of capital via the fetishistic currency of animal life.'3

A conjugated inquiry into the historical entanglements of “animal”
and “capital” not only is long overdue within the variegated field of
transnational cultural studies but arguably is pivotal to an analysis of
biopower, or what Michel Foucault describes as a “technology of power
centered on life.”** At stake in biopower is nothing less than an onto-
logical contest over what Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri refer to as
the “production and reproduction of life itself.”** Foucault was the first
to remark on how the sign of the animal emerged at the “threshold of



Lol INIRUSSLIToN

simultaneous play between metaphor as substitution (masking absence
and difference) and metonymy (which contiguously registers the per-
ceived lack).”® As William Pietz suggests, however, couching the prob-
lem of fetishism rhetorically, as Bhabha does, risks textualizing it and
detaching it from a material field of relationships that are not reducible
to linguistic-discursive structures.!! By the end of this book it should
be clear that animal capital resists both culturalist tendencies to reduce
capitalism to an economy and fetishism of signs and materialist tenden-
cies to reduce capitalism to an economy and fetishism of substances.
Much more could be done to comparatively evaluate the produc-
tive ambivalence of the colonial stereotype and that of the animal sign.
For now, suffice it to say that it is the capacity of animal life to be taken
both literally and figuratively, as a material and symbolic resource of
the nation, that constitutes its fetishistic potency. As will be elaborated
over the course of this book, the ambivalence of animal signs is for this
reason a pivotal means of depoliticizing volatile contradictions between
species and speculative currencies of capital and between capitalism’s
material and symbolic modes of production. In the particular case of
the Maclean’s ad, the productive ambivalence of the beaver mediates a
national discourse that vacillates between a traumatic remembering
and a willful forgetting of Canada’s forced birth. While the image of a
dead specimen potentially yields a grisly reminder of the material exer-
cise of power upon which the birth of the nation is historically contin-
gent, it actually works to render the material violence of the nation
merely metaphorical for our times.

Animal Capital

The Maclean’s text helps to introduce a book intent on theorizing a
biopolitical terrain and time of animal capital that includes, but invari-
ably exceeds, the cultural discourses of the specific nation from which I
write. The juxtaposition of two terms rarely theorized in conjunction—
“animal” and “capital”—signals a double-edged intervention into two
subjects whose dangerously universal appeal necessarily situates this
study within the broader field of transnational cultural studies. On the
one hand, Animal Capital constitutes a resolutely materialist engage-
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ment with the emergent “question of the animal,” in Cary Wolfe’s
words, challenging its predominantly idealist treatments in critical
theory and animal studies by theorizing the ways that animal life gets
culturally and carnally rendered as capital at specific historical junc-
tures.’? On the other hand, by developing a series of unorthodox geneal-
ogies of animal capital across Fordist and post-Fordist eras, the book
seeks to rectify a critical blind spot in Marxist and post-Marxist theory
around the nodal role of animals, ideologically and materially, in the
reproduction of capital’s hegemony. While theorists of biopower have
interrogated the increasingly total subsumption of the social and bio-
logical life of the anthropos to market logics, little attention has been
given to what I am calling animal capital. This book’s double-edged
intervention suggests a critical need within the field of cultural studies
for work that explores how questions of “the animal” and of capital
impinge on one another within abysmal histories of contingency.
Against a mythopoetic invocation of animal signs as a universal
lingua franca transcending time and space, then, I seek to historicize
the specific cultural logics and material logistics that have produced
animals as “forms of capital” (in the words of Pierre Bourdieu) across
the twentieth and early twenty-first centuries. “Animal capital” simul-
taneously notates the semiotic currency of animal signs and the carnal
traffic in animal substances across this period. More accurately, it signals
a tangle of biopolitical relations within which the economic and
symbolic capital of animal life can no longer be sorted into binary dis-
tinction. This book argues that animal memes and animal matter are
mutually overdetermined as forms of capital, and its aim is to track
what Bourdieu terms the “interconvertibility” of symbolic and economic
forms of capital via the fetishistic currency of animal life.3
A conjugated inquiry into the historical entanglements of “animal’
and “capital” not only is long overdue within the variegated field of
transnational cultural studies but arguably is pivotal to an analysis of
biopower, or what Michel Foucault describes as a “technology of power
centered on life.”!* At stake in biopower is nothing less than an onto-
logical contest over what Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri refer to as
the “production and reproduction of life itself.”?5 Foucault was the first
to remark on how the sign of the animal emerged at the “threshold of
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biological modernity,” marking a shift to “untamed ontology” or “life
itself” as the new object of power.1® The fascination in the Maclean’s ad
with the internal organs of the beaver—rather than with bodily extrem-
ities such as teeth, fur, tail, and feet—would seem to dramatize Fou-
cault’s claim that when life becomes the “sovereign vanishing-point” in
relation to which power is oriented, it is the “hidden structures” of the
animal, its “buried organs” and “invisible functions,” that emerge as its
biological cipher.!’

The role of biopower in the globalization of market life has com-
pelled a growing body of theory devoted to illuminating its diverse
means and effects. Many recent theories of biopower have migrated
away from Foucault’s focus on the discourses and technologies of the
state to scan instead networks and technologies of global capitalism.
Hardt and Negri draw on Foucault to theorize “the biopolitical nature
of the new paradigm of power” in the context of a transnational
empire of capital that, they claim, has superseded the sovereignty of
the nation-state.'® Empire, they argue, operates as a “society of control,”
a diffuse network of power in which “mechanisms of command become
ever more ‘democratic,” ever more immanent to the social field, distrib-
uted throughout the brains and bodies of the citizens” (23). In this para-
digm of power, hegemonic consent and participation in market life is
solicited by means of semiotic and affective technologies increasingly
inseparable from the economic and material conditions of capital’s
reproduction. As Hardt and Negri describe it, “Biopower is a form of
power that regulates social life from its interior, following it, interpret-
ing it, absorbing it, and rearticulating it. Power can achieve an effective
command over the entire life of the population only when it becomes
an integral, vital function that every individual embraces and reactivates
of his or her own accord. As Foucault says, ‘Life has now become....
an object of power’” (23~24).

Hardt and Negri reiterate another seminal remark of Foucault’s:
“The control of society over individuals is not conducted only through
consciousness or ideology, but also in the body and with the body. For
capitalist society biopolitics is what is most important, the biological,
the somatic, the corporeal.””® However, their analysis immediately gravi-
tates away from the body and toward the figure of a “social 4ios” in
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which “immaterial” modes of intellectual-,symbolic labor, they argue,
now predominate.?’ Hardt and Negri do carefully qualify that to claim
that immaterial production is now dominant is not to say that material
labor has disappeared as a condition of capital.?! Nevertheless, by the-
oretically privileging the intellectual-linguistic conditions of capital in
their own analysis, they risk reinforcing empire’s ether effects, which is
to say the effacement of the material-ecological platforms supporting
capitalism’s symbolic, informational, and financial networks. In privi-
leging bios over zoé in their analysis—two Greek terms for life that,
according to Giorgio Agamben, respectively signify “the form or way
of living proper to an individual or group” and “the simple fact of living
common to all living beings (animals, men, or gods)”?2—Hardt and
Negri suggest that somehow human social life (as the subject of
biopolitics) can be abstracted from the lives of nonhuman others (the
domain of zoopolitics). /Zoopoli\t';:?)}instead, suggests an inescapable
contiguity or bleed between #ios and zo¢, between a politics of human
social life and a politics of animality that extends to other species.
However, what Hardt and Negri term “the ontology of production™?—
namely, the immanent power of the multitude to constitute the sub-
stance of its life world—takes on an unexpectedly metaphysical quality
in its association with forms of “immaterial [social] labour” that no
longer appear contingent on animal bodies.?* Indeed, the “social flesh”
of the multitude is conceived in Deleuzian fashion as “pure potential”
or virtuality.”> Despite Hardt and Negri’s attempt to move beyond the
“horizon of language and communication” that contours the concept
of immaterial labor in the work of contemporary Italian Marxists (some-
thing they do by theorizing affect as the missing biopolitical link to
the animal body), there are few signs that the social flesh eats, in other
words, few signs that the social 4ios is materially contingent upon and
continuous with the lives of nonhuman others.?

This book initiates a different trajectory of biopolitical—or, we
might say, zoopolitical —critique, one beginning with a challenge to the
assumption that the social flesh and “species body” at stake in the logic
of biopower is predominantly human.?’ Actual animals have already
been subtly displaced from the category of “species” in Foucault’s early
remarks on biopower, as well as in the work of subsequent theorists of
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biopower, for whom animality functions predominantly as a metaphor
for that corporeal part of “man” that becomes subject to biopolitical
calculation. In Agamben’s influential theorization of “bare life,” for in-
stance, animals’ relation to capitalist biopower is occluded by his
species-specific conflation of zoé with a socially stripped-down figure
of Homo sacer that he traces back to antiquity.”® However, the theo-
rization of bare life as “that [which] may be killed and yet not sacri-
ficed”?—a state of exception whose paradigmatic scenario in moder-
nity is, for Agamben, the concentration camp-—finds its zoopolitical
supplement in Derrida’s theorization of the “non-criminal putting to
death” of animals, a related state of exception whose paradigmatic sce-

power to reduce humans to the bare life of their spwbly

presupposes the prlor power tO SUSPCl'ld other SPCCICS ll'l a state of CXCCP—

tion within wh1ch‘ they can be noncriminally put to death. As Cary
Wolfe writes, “as long as it is institutionally taken for granted that it is
all right to systematically exploit and kill nonhuman animals simply
because of their species, then the humanist discourse of species will
always be available for use by some humans against other humans as
well, to countenance violence against the social other of whatever
species—or gender, or race, or class, or sexual difference.”! Trophy
photos of U.S. military personnel terrorizing Iraqi prisoners in Abu
Ghraib prison in 2004 showed, among other things, a naked Iraqi man
on all fours, with a leash around his neck, and prisoners cowering
before German shepherd dogs. Cruelly, the dog is made to function as
a racist prosthetic of the U.S. military’s power to animalize “the other,”
a power that applies in the first instance to the animal itself3?

The biopolitical production of the bare life of the animal other
subtends, then, the biopolitical production of the bare life of the racial-
ized other. Returning to Foucault’s ruminations on biopower, it becomes
apparent that within “the biological continuum addressed by biopower”
there is a line drawn within the living prior to the one inscribed by

racism, a species line occluded and at the same time inadvertently re-
vealed by Foucault’s use-of the term-“subspecies” to describe the effects

of racialization:

MIRYSUwiten | Sl §

-
What in fact is racism? It is primarily a way of introducing a break into
the domain of life that is under power’s control: the break between what
must live and what must die. The appearance within the biological con-
tinuum of the human race of races, the distinction among races, the hier-
archy of races, the fact that certain races are described as good and that
others, in contrast, are described as inferior: all this is a way of fragment-
ing the field of the biological that power controls. . .. This will allow

power. .. to subdivide the species it controls, into the subspecies known,

precisely, as races.®

The pivotal insight enabled by Foucault—that biopower augurs “noth-
ing less than the entry of life into history, that is, the entry of phenom-
ena peculiar to the life of the human species into the order of knowledge
and power”*—bumps up against its own internal limit at the species
line. The biopolitical analyses he has inspired, in turn, are constrained
by their reluctance to pursue power’s effects beyond the production
of human social and/or species life and into the zoopolitics of animal

capital. *
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The “question of the animal” exerts pressure on theorists of bio-
power and capital to engage not only with the ideological and affective
functions of animal signs but with material institutions and technolo-
gies of speciesism. The material dimensions of the question are once
again raised by Derrida, who writes in unmistakably Foucauldian terms:

It is all too evident that in the course of the last two centuries these
traditional forms of treatment of the animal have been turned upside
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down by the joint developments of zoological, ethological, biological,
and genetic forms of knowledge and the always inseparable technigques of
intervention with respect to their object, the transformation of the actual
object, its milieu, its world, namely, the living animal. This has occurred
by means of farming and regimentalization at a demographic level
unknown in the past, by means of genetic experimentation, the industriali-
zation of what can be called the production for consumption of animal
meat, artificial insemination on a massive scale, more and more audacious
manipulations of the genome, the reduction of the animal not only to

production and over-active production (hormones, genetic crossbreeding,

cloning, and so on) of meat for consumption but also of all sorts of other

end products, and all of that in the service of a certain being and the so-

called human well-being of man.3

Derrida’s words intimate that it is not enough to theorize biopower in
relation to human life alone and that the reproductive lives and labors
of other species (sexually differentiated labors, let us not forget) also
become a matter of biopolitical calculation. Yet the reproductive value
of animals is by no means only biological, as the preceding passage
might suggest; animal signs and metaphors are also key symbolic
resources of capital’s reproduction. Given the soaring speculation in
animal signs as a semiotic currency of market culture at the same time
that animals are reproductively managed as protein and gene breeders
under chilling conditions of control, an interrogation of animal capital
in this double sense—as simultaneously sign and substance of market
life—emerges as a pressing task of cultural studies.

If biopolitical critique has largely bracketed the question of the
animal, critical theory and the emergent field of animal studies have,
apart from a few significant exceptions, tended to sidestep materialist
critique in favor of philosophical, psychoanalytical, and aesthetic for-
mulations of animal alterity. Ironically, in contradiction to the passage
cited earlier in which Derrida links the “over-active production” of
animal life to the machinery of capitalism, the importance of the
figure of the animal to deconstruction, which becomes explicit in Der-
rida’s later work, is a key force to be contended with in countering the
idealism surrounding the question of the animal. The Derridean text
that will serve throughout this book as a foil against which I elaborate
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a politics of animal capital is Akira Mizuta L;ppit’s Electric Animal:
Toward a Rbetoric of Wildlife (2000). If T obsessively return to it
throughout, it is because Lippit's aesthetic theory of animal affect and
cinematic transference is at once riveting and profoundly idealizing,
inasmuch as it allows capital to largely go missing as motive force and
mediating material history. I will return to the work of Derrida and
Lippit in a later section of this Introduction.

Glancing briefly back at the Maclean’s ad, I want to tease out one
last implication of the injunction it makes against the naiveté of taking
the animal sign literally. Does not this injunction enable a kind of
temporal transcoding whereby the naiveté of reading literally—and
the economic violence of literally trapping an animal specimen—gets
mapped onto the past, while the ironic stance of taking the animal
figuratively effectively establishes the current era’s distance and differ-
ence from that past? In the magazine’s positioning of its readers in a
relation of postmodern ironic distance from a past colonial traffic in
beaver pelts, there is a hint of an underlying narrative of historical
progress from economic to symbolic forms of animal capital (linked to
larger narratives of progress from colonial violence to postcolonial rec-
onciliation and from industrial to postindustrial modes of production).
There is a suggestion, in other words, that through the progress of his-
tory Canadians have left behind not only a colonial past (metonymized
by the violence of taking animals literally) but the messy necessity
of any “real,” material exploitation of nature altogether. Pheng Cheah
argues that “the canonical understanding of culture in philosophical
modernity” consists in the idealism of imagining that culture can tran-
scend its “condition of miredness” in the political-economic field, which
in the context of his argument is that of the nation-state.”’” While
Cheah discerns a “closet idealism” in postcolonial discourses of migra-
tion and hybridity that valorize transnational mobility over national
bondage, the hegemonic expression of the idea that culture can achieve
“bhysical freedom from being tied to the earth” is, as Cheah is aware,
that of neoliberal globalization.’® It is this liberal fantasy of culturally
transcending the materiality of nature that can be glimpsed, finally, in
the mock biology of the Maclean’s ad.
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apparent autonomy of the products of their labor.! “The animal,” like-
wise, has circulated in cultural discourses of Western modernity as a
generic universal—a “general singular”*—whose meaning is ostensibly
self-evident. Yet asking the simple question “What is an animal?” (as
Tim Ingold does in an edited volume of that title) can similarly reveal
that the meaning of the animal fluctuates with the vicissitudes of
culture and history and, more particularly, with the vicissitudes of a
species line that can be made either more porous or impregnable to
suit the means and ends of power. That zbe animal has regularly been
distended in the West to encompass racialized members of Homo sapiens,
as the recent example of Abu Ghraib demonstrates, belies the essen-
tialist tenet that the animal has fixed or universal referents.
David Harvey rues the “tendency in discursive debates to homoge-
nize the category ‘nature’...when it should be regarded as intensely
internally variegated—an unparalleled field of difference.” This book
attempts to intervene into the homogenized category of nature by way
of the more specific but equally generic category of “the animal.” Derrida
has eloquently declaimed the asininity of corralling “a heterogeneous
multiplicity of the living” into “the strict enclosure of this definite ar-
ticle.”* My hope is that if animal and capital are read in genealogical
relation to one another they will break down as monolithic essences
and reveal their historical contingencies.

Yet even as the chapters in this book pit genealogical specificity
against the generic force of their intertwined subjects, in the ring of
animal capital can be heard a real threat of totality posed by the global
hegemony of capital. There is meant to be a tautological ring to animal
capital; the two words are supposed to sound almost, but not quite, the
same. Indeed, much of this book is devoted to analyzing market dis-
courses that seek to effect a perfect mimicry of animal and capital,
including advertising campaigns depicting mobile phones and cars
morphing into the instinctive species-life of monkeys or rabbits. A
recent example of this mimicry appeared in “Nissan Animals,” an ad
campaign promoting the automaker’s 4 x 4 vehicles. One fifty-second
television ad in the campaign, aired in North America during the pre-
mier time slot of the 2007 Super Bowl, showed a series of Nissan 4 x 4s

changing into and out of species shapes (a computer-generated puma,
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spider, crocodile, and snake) as they traversed rugged off-road terrain.
As the ad’s tagline spelled out, Nissan animals are “naturally capable”
of navigating a landscape that requires them to “shift capabilities.”*

The tautological ring of animal capital purposefully conjures
Bhabha’s theory of colonial mimicry as “the desire for a reformed, rec-
ognizable Other, as a subject of a difference that is almost the same, but not
quite.”* Similar examples of market mimicry engaged in detail in later
chapters will be seen to be as productively ambivalent in their rendering
of species sameness-difference as Bhabha argues colonial discourses
are in their rendering of race (race and species often function as sub-
stitutes, moreover, in the discursive repertoires of biopower). Yet the
partial rather than perfect symmetry of animal and capital is meant to
suggest something else, as well: the final inability of capitalist biopower
to fully realize a perfect tautology of nature and capital. The near-
sameness of the two sounded by the title will take on greater theoretical
substance as I historicize the powerful mimicry of animal capital in
relation to Antonio Negri’s formulation of “tautological time,” a time
of real subsumption that corresponds, for Negri, to the penetration of
biopower into the entire fabric of social life in capitalist postmoder-
nity.*’ The ring in this book’s title intimates, with simultaneously omi-
nous and hopeful repercussions, that animal and capital are increasingly
produced as a semiotic and material closed loop, such that the meaning
and matter of the one feeds seamlessly back into the meaning and
matter of the other. In the nauseating recursivity of this logic, capital
becomes animal, and animals become capital. While the balance of
power seems, ominously, to be all on the side of capital, it is crucial to
also recognize the amplified vulnerability of capitalism in tautological
times. Indeed, novel diseases erupting out of the closed loop of animal
capital—mad cow disease, avian influenza—are one material sign of
how the immanent terrain of market life becomes susceptible, para-
doxically, to the pandemic potential of “nature” that early modern dis-
courses of biopower originally sought to circumscribe (see chapter 4
and the book’s postscript).*?

Unlike Negri, however, I do not equate tautological time with post-
modernity alone, and I will trace different biopolitical #imes of animal
capital across Fordist and post-Fordist economies of power. As Fredric
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Jameson notes in The Seeds of Time, the analysis of capitalism requires
“the realization (strongly insisted on by Althusser and his disciples)
that each system—better still, each ‘mode of production'—produces a
temporality that is specific to it.”*’ For Jameson, “mode of production”
is here broadly conceived in relation to late capitalism, a period whose
accelerated logic of “perpetual change” paradoxically produces an effect
of profound stasis within which actual change (i.e., alternatives to cap-
italism) appears increasingly impossible.>® The temporal effect of capi-
talist postmodernity is, in other words, that of the “end of History.”!
The more specific temporal effect linked to the production of animal
capital, I am suggesting, is that of tautological time. The time of animal
capital recurs across Fordist and post-Fordist eras, exceeding historical
containment within either one or the other and troubling many of
their periodizing criteria. Yet this is not to say that animal capital is
not rearticulated in relation to the shifting modes of production and
technologies earmarked by the neologisms of Fordism and post-Fordism
or that it remains a historical constant. It is precisely the trajectory of
its proliferation from a partial to a more totalizing time that I am explor-
ing here.

What appears in the tautological time of real subsumption, accord-
ing to Negri, is a profound indifference between the time of capital’s
production and the surplus time of social life itself, or that life time
left.over after the so-called working day. In an era of real as opposed to
formal subsumption, contends Negri, there is no longer any life time
extrinsic to the time of capitalist production (an argument taken up in
more detail in chapter 1). The tautological ring of this book’s title seeks
to make audible a related time of real subsumption effected by mate-
rial and metaphorical technologies pursuing the ontological indifference
of capital and animal life. The ecological Marxist James O’Connor
holds that, in our current era, the reproduction of capital’s conditions
of production and the very biophysical conditions of “/ife izself ” have
become one and the same thing.5? The use of the sign of “the animal”
is increasingly expedient in promoting a social fantasy of “natural capi-
talism.”3 Concurrently, the substance of animal life materially mediates
actual incarnations of this fantasy, as “more and more audacious manip-
ulations of the genome™* and as agri-, bio-, and genetic technologies
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of farming, cloning, and “pharming” implant the logic of capital into
the reproductive germ plasm and micromatter of life itself.5 Whereas
Negri initiates an “ontological turn” to joyously affirm the constituent
power and collective substance of a counterhegemonic multitude, in
what follows “the ontological” more pessimistically connotes the hege-
monic effects of capital seeking to realize itself through animal figures
and flesh.
If on the one hand Animal Capital presents the task of developing
alternative genealogies not accounted for in the history of capitalism,
then it also supplies a trope for a time of subsumption threatening a
total mimicry of capital and nature, one well underway in a Fordist era
of capitalism if not yet endemic in its effects. I am conscious, however,
that the heuristic value of supplying a metaphor for capital as a bio-
political hegemon is potentially counteracted by the danger that it could
reinforce the fetishistic effect of a coordinated global body of capital-
ism that in actuality does not exist. A perfect tautology of market and
species life is never seamlessly or fully secured but is continuously pur-
sued through multiple, often competing, and deeply contradictory exer-
cises of representational and economic power. In actuality, the mimicry
of animal capital is 2 “messy,” contested, and unstable assemblage of
uncoordinated wills to power, as well as immanent resistances to that
power.’® David Harvey argues that the triumphalist effect of end-of-
history global capitalism and oppositional discourses that inadvertently
reify a capitalist totality are equally agents of the thinking that positions
culture and nature in binary opposition and imagines that the former
could possibly exercise a sovereign power of death over the latter.5 It is
therefore crucial that “animal capital” remain tensed between its alternate
gestures, at once a metaphor that strategically amplifies the totalizing
repercussions of capital’s mimicry of nature in tautological times and a
material history that tracks the contradictory discourses and technologies
that can never perfectly render capital animal.

“In his mature thought,” writes William Pietz, “Marx understood
‘capital’ to be a species of fetish.” In the tautological time of animal
capital, finally, a redoubled species of fetishism, or a metafetishistic
species of capital, is at stake. The analogy of commodity fetishism
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becomes powerfully literal, and in this sense metafetishistic, when com-
modities are explicitly produced or worshiped as animal. This becomes
clearer when one recalls, as William Pietz does, the Enlightenment
discourse of primitive religion informing Marx’s concept of commodity
fetishism.*® “Fetishism was defined as the worship of ‘inanimate’ things
even though its paradigmatic historical exemplifications were cults of
animate beings, such as snakes,” notes Pietz.®® “The special fascination
that Egyptian zoolatry and African fetishism exerted on eighteenth-
century intellectuals,” he adds, “derived not just from the moral scandal
of humans kneeling in abject worship before animals lower down on
the ‘great chain of being,’ but from the inconceivable mystfery (w1th1-n
Enlightenment categories) of any direct sensuous perception of ani-
mateness in material beings.”®! Marx’s great insight, expressed in the
analogy of commodity fetishism, is that the commodity is sim%lafly
charismatic in its lifelike effects, because in it “the social characteristics
of men’s own labour” appears “as objective characteristics of the prod-
ucts of labour themselves.”8?

Yet Marx’s concept of commodity fetishism “bears an eighteenth-
century pedigree” inasmuch as it also endorses the enlightenment teleol,—
ogy embedded in a Eurocentric discourse of fetishism.* Inc%eed, Marx 5
genius in bringing European political economy and “primitive” religion
together in the phrase commodity fetishism—a phrase calculated to break
the irrational spell of both capitalism and religion and to jolt Europeans
to their rational senses— has risked reinforcing a master narrative of
European reason. The point I want to make here, however, is that
what was for Marx an analogy is /iteralized in the mimicry of animal
capital.* Recall the “Nissan Animals” advertisement I referred to earlier
in which 4 x 4 vehicles are depicted digitally morphing into animal
signs (a snake, a spider, etc.) on their off-road trek. The suggestion is
that the inner essence of the automobile becomes, for an instant, visible
on the outside, revealing the machine’s animating force to be, well, ani-
mal. In the currency of animal life, capital becomes most potently literal
and self-conscious in its fetishistic effects.

Yet it is because animal capital constitutes such a literal or tautolo-
gous species of fetish that it is at the same time unusually visible and
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vulnerable in its discursive operations. For this reason, it suggests a privi-

leged site from which to critically grapple with the naturalizing forces
of capitalism.

The Double Entendre of Rendering

'The tautological ring of animal capital finds echo in the double entendre
of another word in this book’s title: rendering. Rendering signifies both
the mimetic act of making a copy, that is, reproducing or interpreting
an object in linguistic, painterly, musical, filmic, or other media (new
technologies of 3-D digital animation are, for instance, called “render-
ers”) and the industrial boiling down and recycling of animal remains.
The double sense of rendering—the seemingly incommensurable (yet
arguably supplementary) practices that the word evokes— provides a
peculiarly apt rubric for beginning to more concretely historicize ani-
mal capital’s modes of production.

The double entendre of rendering is deeply suggestive of the com-
plicity of “the arts” and “industry” in the conditions of possibility of
capitalism. It suggests a rubric for critically tracking the production of
animal capital, more specifically, across the spaces of culture and econ-
omy and for illuminating the supplementarity of discourses and tech-
nologies normally held to be unrelated. Such an interimplication of
Tepresentational and economic logics is pivotal to biopolitical critique,
since biopower never operates solely through the power to reproduce
life literally, via the biological capital of the specimen or species, nor
does it operate solely through the power to reproduce it figuratively via
the symbolic capital of the animal sign, but instead operates through
the power to hegemonize both the meaning and matter of life.

The rubric of rendering makes it possible, moreover, to begin elabo-
rating a biopolitical, as opposed to simply an aesthetic, theory of mimesis.
In contrast to the literary-aesthetic approach modeled, for instance, by
Erich Auerbach’s seminal Mimesis: The Representation of Reality in
Western Literature (1968), a biopolitical approach to mimesis suggests
that textual logics of reproduction can no longer be treated in isolation
from economic logics of (capitalist) reproduction.®’ In the double en-
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tendre of rendering, there is a provocation to analyze the dis?omﬁting
complicity of symbolic and carnal technologies of reproduc‘tu?n. Re:n—
dering thus also redefines mimesis beyond its semiotic assoc‘latlon with
textual or visual “reality effect[s],” as Roland Barthes puts it, by com-
pelling examination of the economic concurrencies of signif)ting eﬂ-ect.s.66
Although rendering expands the sense of mimesis beyond its c:fmomcal
associations with rea/ist rendition, market cultures’ hot pursuit ?f the
representational goal of realism via new technological ﬁde%ltles will re-
main vital to its logic. So will other representational objectives and his-
tories of mimesis, such as those accruing to biological tropes of “aping”
and “parroting” mobilized by the racializing disc01.1rses .of European
imperialism and colonialism. Yet enlarging mime:sls.to 1nclud<=j mul-
tiple representational objectives and histories is not 1n.1tself suf:ﬁc1e'nt' to
counter its overdetermination by aesthetic ideologies invested in distin-
guishing culture and economy. Even Theodor Adorno and Max Hork-
heimer’s concept of “the culture industry,” which radically pronounces
culture’s imbrication in economy, is qualified by Adorno’s remark that
“the expression ‘industry’ is not to be taken too literally.”®’

A biopolitical theory of mimesis, by contrast, encompasses the eco-
nomic modes of production evoked by the “literal” scene of renderlr‘lg.
The double sense of rendering implicates mimesis in the ontological
politics of literally as well as figuratively reproducing capitalism’s “social
flesh” (in the words of Hardt and Negri). As I show in later chapters,
the rendering of animal figures and animal flesh can result in profoundly
contradictory semiotic and material currencies. Yet, rather thafn under-
cutting the hegemony of market life, the contradictions of animal ren-
dering are productive so long as they are discursively managed unc'ler
the separate domains of culture and economy. That said, the productl.ve
contradiction of animal capital’s metaphorical and material currencies
is constantly at risk of igniting into “real” social antagonism sh(?ulid
their separate logics brush too closely up against one another. This is
the volatile potential latent in the rubric of rendering. )

Again, rendering indexes both economies of representation (the “ren-
dering” of an object on page, canvas, screen, etc.) and resource e?on—
omies trafficking in animal remains (the business of recycling animal
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trimmings, bones, offal, and blood back into market metabolisms).
Later chapters elaborate the double sense of rendering in the more af-
fective terms of “sympathetic” and “pathological” economies of power.
This terminology is indebted to Michael Taussig’s formulation of “the
magic of mimesis,” the mysterious power of a reproduction to materially
affect the thing it copies.58 Taussig recalls James George Frazer’s an-
thropological study of sympathetic magic in The Golden Bough: A
Study of Magic and Religion (1911), where Frazer describes, among
other things, how sorcerers of Jervis Island in the South Pacific Ocean
manipulate effigies in order to affect the subjects they resemble. As
Taussig relates, “If the sorcerer pulled an arm or a leg off the image,
the human victim felt pain in the corresponding limb, but if the sor-
cerer restored the severed arm or leg to the effigy, the human victim
recovered” (49). Building on the two types of sympathetic magic distin-
guished by Frazer, “the magic of contact, and that of imitation,” Taussig
emphasizes “the two-layered notion of mimesis that is involved—a
copying or imitation and a palpable, sensuous, connection between the
very body of the perceiver and the perceived” (21-22). Rendering an ob-
ject’s likeness, in other words, is not sufficient to gain power over it;
the power to affect the other also requires stealing a tangible piece of
its body in order to establish a pathological line of communication
between “original” and “copy.” As Taussig suggests, mimetic power in
this sense involves the magic of “the visual likeness” 2nd the “magic of
substances” (50).

In a similar vein, the rubric of rendering brings mimesis into sight
as a “two-layered” logic of reproduction involving “sympathetic” tech-
nologies of representation and “pathological” technologies of material
control. Taussig’s notion of a two-layered economy of mimesis helps to
counter aesthetic theories that reserve mimesis for representational
practices tacitly held at a distance from the material exploits of a capi-
talist economy. However, there is also cause to be wary both of the
ethnographic language of sympathetic magic that Taussig resuscitates
and of his stated desire to reawaken appreciation for the “mimetic mys-
teries” in order to break the “suffocating hold of ‘constructionism’” in
the academy (xix). Such a desire suggests that exoticizations of the
Other that the discipline of anthropology sought to purge, under the
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pressure of poststructuralist and postcolonial theory, ‘have the potfantial
to reappear in sublimated form as a fascination with the alterity 'of
mimesis itself. In contrast to the language of magic favored b)-' Tagsmg,
the language of “rendering” makes it harder to re—e{lchant mimesis.
A glance at the dictionary reveals that rem{ermg encompasses a
multiplicity of additional meanings and ranges in refterence fr‘om the
building arts (applying plaster onto brick or stone) to mterpre.tlve pcr’-
formance (rendering a musical score) to surrendering or pay.mg one’s
earthly dues (“render unto Caesar what is Caesar’s”). The rubr1<:“of ren-
dering encompasses a cacophony of logics that exceed the ilouble
entendre” this book explores. Consider, for instance, the case o”f ext‘ra-
ordinary rendition,” otherwise known as “extreme rendering.” Taking
the 2001 attacks on New York’s Twin Towers as license to use state-of-
emergency measures in its war against terrorism, the U.S. Central
Intelligence Agency justifies its extrajudicial transfers of sus?pecteg
terrorists to third-party states known to inflict torture on detal‘n'ees.
The racialized terrorist suspect is subject to a relay of power, facﬂlt‘ated
by the rhetoric of rendering or rendition, in which hmFs of animal
rendering insidiously blend with other political econor.mes of sense.
The physical work of pulverizing an animal body bleeds into t}‘l‘e sensi
of rendering as a delivery of retributive justice, couched as the “return
of purported terrorists to torture cells in the lawl.ess states from Whe.nce
they supposedly sprang. Both of these connotations furthe.r bleed 1{1t0
the sense of “rendition” as an interpretive work of art to ultimately link
the turning over of detainees with the production of culture, exciti.ng
an aesthetics of torture. Here rendering appears to signify the creative
license of the powerful to interpret the law in (permanently) excep-
tional times. At the same time, extreme rendering circulates as code, in
the techno-speak of 3-D computer animation, for th'e cutting edge
of high-speed image processing. Biopower arguably hails from the' ca-
cophony of incommensurable carnal and cultural sense that rendition
accommodates. ' N
If every act of writing, every critique, produces a remainder, it is the
excessive sense of rendition that is the remainder of this book’s necessar-
ily partial theorization of the double entendre of r(:’n-derszg. Iinevitably
boil down the politics of rendering itself by theorizing its doubleness,




[24] INTRODUCTION

given that it comprises much more than the logics of representation and
recycling that I have singled out. However, these two logics are pecu-
liarly apt, as T have noted, to the cultural and material politics of animal
capital. Unlike critical race, feminist, postcolonial, and globalization
theories, which variously engage with technologies of animalization in
relation to racialized human subjects but rarely with reductions of ani-
mals themselves, the double entendre of rendering 1 evoke is designed
to make “the question of the animal” focal, Again, Cary Wolfe makes a
helpful distinction between the discourse of speciesism—a “constellation
of signifiers [used] to structure how we address others of whatever
sort (not just nonhuman animals)”—and the institution of speciesism.””
“Even though the discourse of animality and species difference may
theoretically be applied to an other of whatever type,” writes Wolfe, “the

consequences of that discourse, in institutional terms, fall overwhelm-

ingly on nonhuman animals.””! Similarly, while the practice of extraor-

dinary rendition illustrates that the politics of rendering is not reducible
to that of animal capital, like the “asymmetrical material effects” of

speciesist discourse, the material violence of rendering arguably falls
most heavily on animal life.” '

Rendering As Critical Practice: Discourse Rnalysis, Distortion, Articulation

Biological and genetic “stock” rendered from animals materially and
speculatively circulates as capital even as animals appreciate in value as
metaphors and brands mediating new technologies, commodities, and
markets. Yet the market’s double stock in animal life has persistently
eluded politicization, possibly because so much is at stake. For the
biopolitical interpenetrations with substances and signs of animal life
that help to secure capitalism’s economic and cultural hegemony also
betray its profound contingency on nonhuman nature. If animal life is
violently subject to capital, capital is inescapably contingent on animal
life, such that disruptions in animal capital have the potential to per-
cuss through the biopolitical chains of market life. One task of the critic
of animal capital, then, is to make their contingency visible. This involves
pressuring the supplementary economies of rendering into incommen-
surability and antagonizing animal capital’s productive contradictions,
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Whereas the previous section introduced rendering as hegemonic logic,
this section examines how rendering might also serve as a generative
trope for counterhegemonic forms of critical practice that strive to
illuminate the contingency of animal capital to political effect.

Given that I have sketched rendering as a logic of biopower or dis-
cursive power, its counterhegemonic deployment can be most broadly
identified with critical discourse analysis and immanent critique, albeit
with some qualifications. Postcolonial theorists such as Edward Said,
Gayatri Spivak, and Homi Bhabha and post-Marxist theorists such as
Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe have been influential in expand-
ing Foucault’s insights to an analysis of the discursive conditions of impe-
rialism and colonialism and the constitutively discursive character of
the social field, respectively. Like the many efforts of discourse analysis
inspired by them, rendering draws attention to the role that symbolic
power plays in the reproduction of market life, resisting the Marxian
tendency to privilege economic relations of production as the empirical
“truth” underlying the cultural superstructure. Post-Marxist discourse
analysis emerged, after all, in resistance to the perceived economic essen-
tialism of Marxist critique and-to the conception of ideology as false
consciousness accompanying it. Foucault’s remark that the “control of
society over individuals is not conducted only through consciousness
or ideology, but also in the body and with the body””* challenges a
Marxist paradigm of critique by locating ideology not in the so-called
cultural superstructure of ideas but in the body, that is, in a biological
substrate of desires and life drives previously held to be “beneath” ideol-
ogy, or pre-ideological. The rethinking of ideology as constitutive of
social-bodily existence is crucial to the study of animal capital, partic-
ularly in light of the conflation of “the animal” with the ostensibly
pre-ideological realm of the body, instinctual drives, and affect in cul-
tural discourses of the West (something I will return to shortly).

However, rendering also suggests a critical practice alert to the risk
of “semiological reduction” run by overly culturalist strains of discourse
analysis.” It provides a trope for a cultural-materialist analysis that navi-
gates a fine line between reductively materialist and reductively cultural-
ist approaches to the field of capital. Rendering’s evocation of a literal
scene of industrial capitalism is constantly at risk of implying recourse
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to an economic reality underlying the ideological smokescreen of animal
signs; that is, it is at risk of sliding back into an essentialist Marxist
materialism. Yet it is a risk that I hazard in order to avoid the alternate
pitfall of overcompensating for the economic essentialism of Marxist
criticism by describing all of social space in terms of a linguistic model of
discourse. Following from Saussure’s claim that “language is a form and
not a substance,” semiological approaches that read capitalism strictly as
an economy of signifiers conflate an economic logic of exchange value with
a logic of linguistic value conceived as empty and formal, one in which
the contingent “substance” of the sign is reduced to irrelevance.”
For this reason, argues Régis Debray, the semiotic turn instigated
by Saussure frees thought from the “referential sllusion” only to itself
fall prey to a fantasy of pure code.”® Debray contends that a “mediology”
is needed to remedy the “semiotic illusion, in order to again find a strong
reference to the world, its materials, its vectors and its procedures.”””
In his biopolitical approach to naturalist discourses in turn-of-the-
century North America, Mark Seltzer likewise cautions against the
“sheer culturalism” of “proceed|ing] as if the deconstruction of the tradi-
tional dichotomy of the natural and the cultural indicated merely the
elimination of the first term and the inflation of the second.””® “Rather
than mapping how the relays between what counts as natural and what
counts as cultural are differentially articulated, invested, and regulated,”
notes Seltzer, “the tendency has been to discover again and again that
what seemed to be natural is in fact cultural.””® Rendering resists both
the “sheer culturalism” of reading animals as empty signifiers and the
converse essentialism of reifying them as natural signs, following Seltzer’s
insight that biopower cannot be grasped by approaches that reduce
the natural to the cultural, or vice versa.
If there is still critical mileage to be coaxed out of the audio effects
I have been sounding in this Introduction, I would like to propose
“distortion” as the form that a dialectical practice inspired by the double
entendre of rendering might take once it recasts itself in the mode of
immanent critique, relinquishing the possibility of a clear oppositional
vantage point. Distortion, according to the Oxford English Dictionary,
involves “a change in the form of (an electrical signal) during transmis-
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sion, amplification, etc.”® Distortion disrupts what Debr?y 'ca]ls a tele-
com model of “painless transmission”! by routing the semiotic vecFor of
an animal sign through a material site of rendering, for example, divert-
ing film’s time-motion mimicry of animal phys%ology.thro.ugh the Czr‘nal
space of the abattoir (see chapter 2), or the animal mgns in a Canadian
telecommunications ad campaign through neocolonial bushmeaf and
war economies (see chapter 3). Like Mary Louise Pratt’s notion of “code-
switching,” distortion connotes a strategic switching ba.ck and ff)rth t-)e-
tween rhetorical and carnal modes of production of animal capital with
the aim of interimplicating and crossing their signals.®? o
As a model of immanent critique, distortion resists privileging elt}.ler
Jiteral or rhetorical sites of rendering as truer vantage points from which
to reckon with animal capital, emphasizing instead that bﬁ)th are'effects
of power. Like straws in water, there is no point from 1ns.1de an 1m.ma—
nent field of power at which the transmission or.rec’eptlon of animal
signs can ever be transparent, or “straight.” L%teI::lll.ty is <.)nl}" an effect of
transparency, or, as Laclau and Moulffe put it, therah.ty is, in actua
fact, the first of metaphors.”* Conversely, while rhetorical power can
efface its material conditions, it can never actually transcend them.. By
continuously interimplicating the double senses of rendering, ostensibly
literal currencies of animal life, such as meat, can be shown.to t?e
veined through and through with symbolic sense, while the mimetic
effects of filmic or digital animations, for example, can be pressured to
'reveal their carnal contingencies. ‘

This leads to a final term crucial to conceptualizing rendering as ’al
counterhegemonic critical practice: articulation. Laclau and Mouffes
theorization of articulation remains one of the most compelling ion—
temporary efforts to think contingency. Write Laclau and Moulffe, “We
will call articulation any practice establishing a relation among elements
such that their identity is modified as a result of the articulatory prac-

" tice.” In contrast to identity politics, which spawn the sense that

subjects are pre-given to representation, “politico—hegem.onic articula-
tions” acknowledge that they “retroactively create the 1ntefests t}'ley
claim to represent” (xi). Laclau and Mouffe begin from tl'le ant.1esse1Tt1al—
ist premise that social identities do not preexist their social articulations.
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The problem with dialectical thinking, in their view, is that it has his-
torically sought to reduce social life to one essential, underlying logic
(for Hegel, the historical unfolding of Spirit, for Marx, class conscious-
ness as the motor of material history) an
elements within the telos of a unified social whole. By contrast, in the
radical “logic of the social” that they theorize, “there s no single under-
lying principle fixing—and hence constituting— the whole field of dif-
ferences” (3, 111). The social field is constituted, rather, by competing
articulations vying for hegemony and is irreducibly antagonistic, or
“pierced by contingency” (1ro).

All that distinguishes rendering as hegemonic discourse from ren-
dering as critical practice, ultimately, is its self-recognition as a politi-
cally motivated articulatory practice. Without this self-reflexivity, the
act of bringing disparate, unlikely things together under its rubric risks
becoming a metaphorical exercise in suggesting that they share an under-

lying, unifying likeness rather than an effort to make their contingent
character visible. As Seltzer writes,

d to reconcile antagonistic social

the “generalized capacity of ‘com-
bining together’ dissimilar powers and objects, drawing into relation and

into equivalence ‘distant’ orders of things such as bodies, capital, and
artifacts: this /ogic of. equivalence is the ‘classic’ logic of the market and of
market culture.” Against the metaphorical temptation to reduce differ-
ence to sameness and against, too, the temptation to empirically Justify
the connections rendering makes, the critical practice of rendering
needs to self~critically foreground that it also thetorically 7enders rela-
tionships. Rendering as critical practice, no less than rendering as hege-
monic logic, is a discursive mode of production, with the difference that
it seeks to produce counterhegemonic rather th
ships and effects. Lest its own motivated labor of making connections
between symbolic and carnal economies of capital be fetishistically erased
by the appearance that they are simply revealed, the critical practice of
rendering needs to vigilantly foreground its own articulatory power.
This is not to say that there is no historical basis for the linkages
rendered in later chapters between cinematic culture and animal gelatin
or between animal ads and resource politics in the Eastern Congo; the

actual metaphorical glue that binds them within a shared logic is the
“concrete universal” of capital %

an hegemonic relation-
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i in Theory .
?::I: Ijich veins of poststructuralist thought hax.re played a partltcuijirtll)lf
influential role in the proliferation of theoretical engagen;sr;ss i
“the animal” in the late twentieth and early twenty-first cein alrsl a. he
first vein is Derridean, the second Deleuzian. In both, :;nlmr'nal : 2[:1 )
as focal figures of immanent life (in contrast to metap )"smal throuﬁ};
and thus to a large extent tracking th.e figure -of the anallm through
each vein of thought amounts to tracking two intellectual genealog

i f immanence. o
! t;ls ;E:aﬁ(;st vein, we encounter Derrida’s concept of “ar}lllmo]t) a;se ltll;z
animal trace of the text; in the second we enfoun’:cer Glﬁ es efde-
and Felix Guattari’s concept of “becoming-animal” as .a gutr; 2011 A
territorialization and multiplicity. Rather than attemRtlrj ; roe ‘ iy
comparative review of the role that these and other'aglm gll:l < (;))me
in Derridean and Deleuzian critiqllle,.l wantt }:o :l:f)k?; ec)::]r:ems ome
itical ramifications—in relation to this
:If;itr};:fcr;;if:l—of articulating animal life t:) the concept (t)i-‘l‘ l(l)a;li’rllrt:l}:
ogy” (Derrida) and to the idea of “becoming” as pure ploten i Lorvir
ality (Deleuze and Guattari). The co.ncepts of' haunt;) ogy :rnstmctures
ing purportedly unsettle the ontological preml'ses an {)ov'v b
of Western culture. Yet articulating the alter.natlv'e or.lto ogles ! .yeffec_
to and through animal signs has profound 1mphcatlor?s er-t eir -
tiveness in this regard. For starters, the figures of anim hlmtrll:: nenee
posed by each are politically unsettling only to the exten“t that fe com
inant means and ends of power indeed corresp?nd to a “metap dyG "
presence” (Derrida) and to “molar” states of Being (Deleuze an ail:laof
tari). As Slavoj Zizek contends, however, the co.ntex.nporary }:e:: inof

capitalism throws these assumptions into question u.msr‘nal];c' S

sembles what Deleuze and Guattari refer to as a detCITIFOII 21n§dp ‘

of immanence” and traffics in spectral currencies that in eff;ect \ econ_
struct” distinctions between the living and the dead.” I‘s not thel'u‘nperf
sonal circulation of affects,” asks Zizek, “the v<'3ry logic of pub 1c1t]§, zt

video clips, and so forth in which what matters' is not the mess;ge;cz i

the product but the intensity of the transmitted ilffects arlh f-us u;;y

tions?”#8 Zizek goes so far as to argue that- the.rc a.’r’z9 fea;urils ;1 e) oy

calling Deleuze the ideologist of late capitalism.”®® Whether
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dare be said of Derrida depends,
the différance (or lack thereof) th
mal capital,

Let me backtrack to the philosophical discourse of Immanence
announced in the West by Nietzsche’s radical proclamation of the death

of God, one carrying a note of joyous affirmation that peals through
the Deleuzian lineage (from the pre-

in the context of this discussion, on
at a logic of spectrality poses to ani-

ation of powers of creation that had been ceded to a metaphysical Being,

not only the Being of God but also that of his earthly representative,
Man. Zarathustra is able to converse with animals, whose immanent
existence is iconic in the work of Nietzsche, because he represents the
overcoming of the transcendental authority of both God and Man, that
is, he represents the Overman, % In the work of Foucault, the refusal of
the metaphysical foundations of Truth, History, and Subjectivity and
the proclamation of the death of Man by virtue of his recognition as a
historically contingent “invention of recent date” rearticulate a Niet-

ce.” Itis in the writings of Deleuze and
nce to metaphysical paradigms of Being
ry force of becoming-animal,

For Deleuze and Guattari, becomings constitute states of pure po-
tentiality occurring in between those fixed, identifiable states of Being
they call “molar.”%2 Becoming-animal is not to be confused with actual
animals, then, and certainly not with those “Oedipal pets” that repre-
sent for Deleuze and Guattari the most contemptible breed of molar,
domesticated animal. Nor can becoming-animal be understood without
understanding the role that affect plays in the work of Deleuze and
Guattari. Affects are the prime movers on the “plane of immanence,”
the “pure i