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ABSTRACT

The research considers and appraise®sspertaining to the human relationship
with animals, particularly in relation to companion animals, primarily focusing on
the nature of their nomerbal communication and rnual gaze. It applies a
contemporary visual arts perspective animal advocacy and to aesthetic and
ethical questions implicit in the human-animal relationship. The research is
developed from an analysis of the litera&, which evaluates interdisciplinary and
scholarly perspectives amimals across such fild as philosophy, anthropology,
psychology and ethology as well asswal art, predominantly contemporary
international and Australian art. It also builds from the context of the researcher’s
extensive experience andrabel interests inanimals, animabhdvocacy and the

arts.

The literature contextualises and defines parameters and working principles of
ethical aesthetics, impartial advocacy, imaginative insight and experiential
discipline, which are interlocked with the key principles of reciprocity and
participation, proximity, responsibiit empathetic agency, connectedness and
continuity, subtlety and restraint thédrm the conceptual framework and the

visual art questions, both of which are fundamental drivers for the research.

Specifically, the research probes the natfréhe human-animal interchange and
underlying relations, and the continuityiéent in this exchage, by means of the
reciprocal gaze, through interrogation oé #ttngagement of vialartists with the
sensitivities and aesthetics of such intéoms. At the macro level, the research
seeks to probe how a selection of comerary Australian artists contextualises
and realises the potential of the animal-human gaze in their artwork.
Conversations with these &t together with selections from their work formed
the basis for a focal exhibitiolye to Eyein which each artist interrogates the
nature of the animal-human interactipnincipally focusing on the animal-human

mutual gaze. The works also connect through their conceptual bases of the



animal-human interface within the considtion of ethics and aesthetics as well

as by their use of dital technologies.

Against the backdrop dEye to Eyeand the resultant analysis of works which
explore reciprocity of gaze between the animal and human as evidence of the
animal-human relationship, the micro level research focused on artistic work
deliberately designed to re-align animal-human interadbe&ing and mutual

gaze and, in doing so, to establish a nf@memonious balance between the two. A
critical phase in the methodology of thesearch is the prototype phase from
which the resolution, scope and directimn the focus, media and methods are
established for artistic practice. The paboutcomes of this research are the
exhibitions entitled~ace to FaceindInterrogating Gazevhich comprise a group

of installations, together with a sesi of wall works focusing on companion
animals and their humans. This research questions the moral and physical
boundaries of our relationship with ardts, and, in redressing the balance

between the two, recognisesdacelebrates the sentiermfethe reciprocal gaze.

The implications and future directions tfe research offer possibilities within
four key areas. First, the research pdesg a solid conceptual and practical base
and impetus for further and ongoingve®pment of personal art practice
addressing the nexus of animal-humaelations, particularly within the
consideration of animal sgence, animal advocacyhaéts and aesthetics. Second,
the research opens up opporties for curatorial work particularly within the
genre of contemporary visual art and animals and animal-human relations. Third,
given the dearth of publications withinettield of Australian contemporary art
and animals, potential publicatiorand/or publication collaboration on
contemporary art and animals present a viable option to address the deficiency.
Finally, within the emerging interdisciplinaarea of animal studies, the sphere of
the animal and animal-human relatiomsd contemporary art offers significant

potential for furthescholarly research.
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PART ONE:
PERSPECTIVES ON ANIMALS AND
HUMANS



CHAPTER ONE — INTRODUCTION

1.1 Companion Animals: The Pet Phenomenon

Recent pet industry researcitlicates significant changes pet ownership in that
Americans now own more pets than evethvthe highest level recorded of 62 per
cent of all households owning a pet. In 2003, Americans kept 65 million dogs as
pets (Dillon, 2005) and approximately #8illion cats with 34 per cent of
households owning at least one ¢alSUS, 2005). In 2008, in the United
Kingdom, 43 per cent of households owned a pet with 22 percent of these homes
owning a dog, a total population of savand a quarter million dogs. With cat
ownership increasing in tHegnited Kingdom, the total papation of cats is over
seven million with 18 per cent of households owning a cat (PFMA, 2008). Pet
ownership is even higher in Australia; ooiethe highest in the world, 64 per cent

of the seven and a half million householdsAustralia own pets (Petnet, 2003)
with four million dogs and two and a half million cats (ABC, 2007). Of these, 91
per cent of pet owners reported feeling very close to their pet (Petnet, 2003).
Households spend more on their petntlon child care. ABC (2007) notes that
“... what we are witnessing is the riséthe ‘fur family’” (ABC, 2007).

In addition, a 1999 surveWNSW Legislative Assembly Hansa?@03) found that
85 per cent of Australian pet owners saidt ttiheir pet was part of the family; 57

per cent said that their pet was their hgenhd; 86 per cent believed that the main

role of their pet was love and compamship, rather than as a guard dog or a
mouse catcher; 69 per cent said that their pet's death would be as upsetting as the
death of a family member; and 60 per cent said that they would put themselves in
danger to save the lives of their pets. Franklin’s (2006) survey (2000-2004) of
Australian households indicates that, on average, 88 per cent of households
ascribe family membership to their pethiese pets also have access to parts of
the house that, in the 1950s and before, were out of bounds to them. Franklin

(2006) found that over hatff the respondents in hisrsey claimed they allowed



their pets into their bedroom and alhchalf were allowed on the furniture.
Franklin (2006) noted thdt.. companion animals mdg have the run of the
house” (Franklin, 2006: 210).

In the United States, 83 per cent of petevs refer to themselves as their pet’s
Mum or Dad and over 63 per cent of dogs ownersldaye youto their pet at
least once a week (Dilloi2005). People willingly spend large amounts of money
on their pets in feeding, caring, groamgiand nursing when ill. The marketing
and consumer research carried out by Holbrebkl (2001) on the presence of
animal companions in the mundane liva#sordinary consumers concluded that
“... pets occupy hallowed ground” (HolbrooRQ01: 11) and that pets are a type

of sacredanimal beyond mundane consuraed consumption experience.

1.1.1 www.dogue.com.au: A New Perspective

Moreover,haute couturatems for thecool fashion-conscious cat or dog are now
available on increasing numierof websites (e.g., www.dogue.com.au;
www.fiflandromeo.com; www.lucytags.com; www.petcomfort.com;
www.handsnpaws.com; www.alldogsgym.com; andww.animalfair.com).
Australian-tased sites such as tWegueredolent www.dogue.com.aRlatel.1.1

aim to satisfy those dog owners desirafiggampering their pets with the latest
haute coutureand fashion clothing for all occasis, collars of every imaginable
style and colour, beauty treatments, specialist foods, bedudagl items and
toys. Websites suclwww.meowhoo.com and www.missglamourpuss.com offer a
range of item from clothing to jewkery especially for felines, while
www.animalfair.com is a site associateith a magazine, also catering for the
style-conscious pet, marketed as lifestyle magazine for animal lover&mong

the offerings on this website for both the canine and canine companion are

fashion, travel, beauty, design, wildlife and events.

www.dogster.com, theFacebook for canines, listing 363,998 four-legged

members at the beginning of 2008, is gabther recent Internet development for
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domesticated non-human animals. Felines, too, iawe.catster.com with a total
furry membership of 152,537, all of whotrave their individual profile pages
listing their personal statistics of @ggender and weight along with their
horoscope, pet-peeves, skills, favouritep repots, toys and foods as well as
photographs of the family, human and rramman animals. To what extent do
these connote a case for animals, trivealithem, or simply reflect an inchoate

desire to bring the human and t@n-human animal closer together?

Platel.1.1 Home pageyww.dogue.com.au
accessed 3December 2007

In the United States, and throughout paftghe rest of the world, not only do
people outfit their pets in designer-lalfakhions, they also feed them human
food, give them human names, celebr#teir birthdays, mvide them with
specialist medical and palliative care whbry are ill and/or aged, mourn them
when they die and bury them in pet cemetewith many of the rituals associated
with human burial (Serpel2002). Currently, pet funeral services range from pet
hearses to individual cremations abdrials to which, according to one pet
crematorium, over forty people attended one burial (ABC, 20078 report also

predicts that, in the future, there migéten be cemeteries where humans and
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their companion animals can be buriedether (ABC, 2007). Australia’s first
known bereavement support group for people mourning their animal friends was
initiated in Melbourne (aap, 2006). Anecdotal evidence abounds on the
devastation felt by pet owners when thee¢loved companion dies (Appendix A
provides one such example). Scient®, is giving comfort to grieving pet
owners. In early 2004, a California firtaunched the world's first cat cloning
service with the announcenteuf its first sale to a Texas woman for $50,000: a
cloned, male kitten named Little Nicky. The cloned kitten is a genetic twin of
Nicky, a seventeen-year-old Maine Coonéqa kept by the woman until he died

in September (Reuters, 2004).

1.1.2 PetsquaAnimals

Franklin (2006) argues that pets arenigeincreasingly broughtloser to hurans

in emotional and social terms, which suggests not only

... the surrogacy of animals for sigmdéint human relationships but also a
breakdown in the perceived difference between humans and non-humans
(Franklin, 2006: 207).

Franklin (2006) also argues that theecific bonds between human and animals
are unique to them, citing as an example the vocal expressions between humans
and their companion cats. Whereas catslamgely mute in their dealings with

other cats, according to Franklin (200@hey seem to have learned of the
significance of vocalisation between humans and the fact that humans vocalise to

them

In his analysis of the origin and evbthnary implications of anthropomorphic
thinking and behaviour in the contextair relationship with pets, Serpell (2002)

claims that

The anthropomorphic tendency tattribute human feelings and
motivations to nonhuman animals has given rise to a unique set of



interspecies relationships that hawe precedent elsewhere in the animal
kingdom (Serpell, 2002: 8).

Berger (1980) recognises theactice of keeping pet anais on a social scale as a
unique and “... modern innovation” (Bemyd980: 14), one which prompts Fudge
(2002) to pose the questi: “Is a pet an animalXFudge, 2002: 27). Certainly,
humans have deeply intimate relationships with their companion animals. Pets are
welcomed, loved and treated as a membkithe family. Pets are loved as
individual creatures and “A pet is a pet first, an animal second” (Fudge, 2002: 32)
suggesting there is a particularity about our relationship with pets. Fudge (2002)
elaborates by noting that while pet®,afor many people, the closest and most
intimate contact with non-humans, “...thisedonot mean that we can see pets as a
simple representation of all animalg¢Fudge, 2002: 32). g paradoxically,
loving your pet does not necessarily transéea more general and universal love

of all other animals (Fudge, 2002). There as® dhe statistics of animal shelters,
which evidence our ability to neglect otesponsibility towards our companion
cats and dogs. The Animal Welfare gea (AWL) of Queensland, for example,
offers a conservative estimate of 200,000rehs who are euth@ed each year in

that state’s animal pounds and shelters (Basile, 2006).

1.1.3 Animals as Enigma

Each ofus has a level of familiarity with animals. We co-exist with them; we
share the same planet and resources. Wernabshem and live with them yet they
may also seem unknowable. Animals alige like us, yet different, familiar to us

yet strange, akin to us yet alien. We eoepelled to seekndalerstanding of them

as well as answers to some basic and fomredteial questions such as: What is an
animal? (Ingold, 1994); What ig that we see whemve look at an animal?
(Rothfels, 2002). Artist, Franz Marc (1880-1916) pondered in 1914: “How does a
horse see the world, how does an eagl€loe, or a dog?” (Chipp, 1968: 178),
possibly pre-empting philosopher Nagell®74) more specifiquery of What is

it like for a bat to be a bat? (Nagel, 1974); atater, Cheney and Seyfarth’'s



(1990) What is it like to be a monkey? and Bekoff's (2004) “Whatliletto be a

dog or a cat or a mouse or an ant? and What déed liketo be a dog or a cat or

a mouse or an ant?” (Bekoff, 2004: x@), indeed, any other animal for that
matter. Furthermore, as Rothfels (2002) observes there is currently “... an
accelerating scholarly interest in anisyand their place both within and outside

of human cultures” (Bthfels, 2002: xi).

Despite these efforts, however, animals remain enigmatic no matter how much we
try to understand them or share theirridolt soon becomes apparent that our
relationship with animals igssentially paradoxical. This is borne out when we
look at our starkly differingttitudes towards, for instance, a pig and a dog, four-
legged creatures of equal intelligen@nger, 1990; PETA, 2005). The dog has
largely benefited from its welcome imslion into a relatinship with humans,
while the pig has not (Dove2004). (In some Asianountries both the pig and

dog are treated in the same way — as food). The anthropomorphism and
individualisation of a particular group or spegiof animal — pets — are, in the long
history of the human-animal relatidnp, relatively recent phenomena that
heighten and accentuate the equivocal neatf our relationship with animals
(Serpell, 2002).

1.1.4 Emotional Paradigm Shifts: Humans and Animals

A closer lo& at our relationship with pets reveals the complex, if not illogical and
specious, boundaries and taboos we have established and, interestingly, those we
are questioning and disassembling betwé&emans and animals as well as
between different species of animalscarding to Franklin (1999), a new kind of

relationship with our pets has ocmed leading to the hypothesis that

. our new behaviour to pets relates new tensions in relationships
between humans ... we are in fact, gitbsng pets for a range of close
human ties (Franklin, 1999: 5).



On the other hand, the change in our retaghip with pets has also occurred, to a
greater or lesser extent, in our attitude towards some other animals. One animal,
familiar to Australians, which has consistly been demonised and feared, is the
shark. The 1975 filmJaws confirmed and heightengauman fears about this
animal. Now, the author of the noddws Benchley, has completely changed his
ideas about sharks and has become dwsiatst about and protector of sharks. He

now works for National Geographic Magazinecampaigning for these

misunderstood animals, asking peopleptd aside their prejudices, stereotypes
and fears. Benchley even tours Asiaativocate for sharks and against shark-fin
soup (Handwerk, 2002). Rothfels (2002) observes nevertheless that, while the
media are putting forth Benchley’s nemage of great white sharks, every
opportunity is taken to promote an oldedanore fearful image of these animals.

The positioning and persuasive powerstltd media in our changing views of
animals were also evident in the BSBovine Spongiform Encephalopathy)
epidemic in the United Kingdom and otlesuntries of Europe in 2001. Amid the
grim images of burning pyres of millions céttle, pigs and sheep that were seen
on television and in the print media, a pigraph of a thirteen-day-old white calf,
named Phoenix, appeared on the front pages of British newspapers. Phoenix was
found in a pile of cattle thaitad been killed as a preventive measure on a farm
next to another on which foot-and-mouth disease had been found. She had
apparently been sedated prior to gienned slaughter but had somehow missed
the bullet and had spent five days undguile of fitteen hedahy but slaughtered
cattle. The owner appealed for her to be spared when the government
veterinarians arrived to finish the jadmd seemingly the press photographer heard
about her. The newspapers received mooe letters from readers about the

plight of Phoenix asking for her to be saved.

Tony Blair, the British gme minister at the time, on becoming aware of the
situation, might have seen a political opportunity, but he personally intervened to
give reprieve to Phoenix. Fudge (2002) olbesrthat “... this thirteen-day-old calf

came to symbolize the unrest at the nelgaghter that was taking place” (Fudge,



2002: 41). Moreover, Fudge (2002) statest tifhe anonymity of the slaughter of
cattle was disrupted by a calf with anmal’ (Fudge 2002: 41). Phoenix was now

her owner’'s pet and had turned into amdividual animal rather than an
anonymous product on the strength of the popular media. Rothfels (2002)
maintains that, indeed, “... debates about the significance and representation of
animals have become an almost constant presence in our culture” (Rothfels, 2002:
xi). He cites the media coverage Khbul's one-eyed lion and other animal
victims of the Afghanistan war and “... tiperennial stories of whales, elephants,

pandas and other charismatiesigs” (Rothfels, 2002: xi).

1.2 Consistencies and Inconsistencies

When we examine our relationship with our pets or companion animals
compared with that to other animals, paradox and ambivalence become apparent.
This is particularly evidnt in the area of food and edibility. It is highly
improbable that we (in Western socis)ievould eat a cat but we more than
happily dine on a cow. Given the abovetigan animal who also is a pet might
seem like eating one of the family. Theradox of our relationship with animals,
then, is illuminated when the inconsistencies of our relations with animals are
brought to the fore. Juxtapose those aismwe use for food, for instance, with

the anthropomorphic representations of animals in children’s books or consider
our fascination for animals in the wild with the less interested way we think about
those animals used for research amgeementation in laboratories (Dover,
2004). Arluke and Sanders (1996) suggest that when we look at our attitudes
towards animals “... one of the mostaghg consistencies is inconsistency...”
(Arluke and Sanders, 1996: 4).

For the past thirty years, many of thkilosophical, ethical and moral questions

about animals have, in the main, probedatvbh means to be human. At the same

! This is the more widely acceptable term used currently; however, Dunayer (2001) argues that

thatnon-human companicend non-human frienid preferable non-speciesist language.



time, however, the animal rights movemand animal behavioural research have
developed to the point where the animal rather than the human is located at the
centre of the debate. The expandingdfielf animal studies (Rothfels, 2002;
Wolfe, 2003, 2003a; Fudge; 2002) brings tinde variety of disciplines and the
disparate range of issues and topics tagdthorder not only to examine, talk and
write about animals but also to represtrem visually. The examination of the
relationship and connections between humans and animals and our interpretations
of these connections are in a seminal phase and, indeed, a formative period in the
long history of human-animal interactionslevertheless, it might appear that
western culture, individualer groups are still reluctant to consider the inherent
contradictions in our relationship withiarals seriously and truthfully. As Fudge
(2002) observes, a failure to thinkyloed ourselves and include ...“within the

orbit of our imagination as well as our teaal existences, those of other species

...” (Fudge, 2002: 22) would reveal a ltation to our capacities, as well as a

perpetuation of many cruahd paradoxical practices.

The complex nature of the issues surrding the human and animal relationship

is often highlighted both internationally and in Australia when some crisis or
controversy arises. Even though, forearly three decades, philosophers,
ethologists, animal behaviasts and others (Dover, 2008ave been publicising

the blurred boundaries between humand animals and pointing to the
dichotomies of human and animal relatiloips it might appeathat society only
becomes responsive or pays close attention to this research when people’s health
and well being are more directly affected by the relationship. An example of this
significant interest in the human and animal relationship and boundaries was a
major exhibition held in Dresden, Germany (from November 2002 to August
2003) at the Deutsches Hygiene-Museum. This long-running exhibition, which
was funded by the German Health Department, was titledan and Animal: A

Paradoxical RelationshigfMensch und Tier: Eine Paradoxe Beziehunghe

organisers argue that, now, the relatfopdetween humans and animals is not so
much a partnership as a precarious frontier, a concept which whestthetiv of

the Dresden exhibition.
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Yet another example of a new boundary between animals and humans being
forged is with the great apes — orang-utans, chimpanzees and gorillas. The Great
Ape Project, which was initiated by Cavaiiand Singer (1993), brought together

a group of scholars and scientists inchgddane Goodall, Richard Dawkins, Jared
Diamond, Douglas Adams and Marc Bekoffamue for the incision of all the

great apes in the basic ideal of equalityhe contributors to the project offer
varying perspectives on the status of gjneat apes from a variety of disciplines
including anthropology, philosophypalogy, psychology, ethology, education,
ethics and the law. The radical threatkgrating the different viewpoints is “... a
reassessment of the moradtsis of chimpanzees, gorillas and orang-utans and the
acceptance of some nonhuman animalpeasons” (Cavalieri and Singer, 1993:

2).

The titles of a number dhe essays in the bookhe Great Ape Projedt1993)

indicate the strength of support for the conceptatustof persons for apeghey
Are Us Teleki; Chimpanzees — Bridging the Ga@oodall; The Case for the
Personhood of GorillasPatterson and Gordofsaps in the MindDawkins; The
Third Chimpanzee, Diamonds Basis for (Interspecies) EqualitiPersson. The

editors argue that humans are also great apes and the Great Ape Project seeks

... an extension of equality that wadimbrace not only our own species, but
also the species that are our closest living relatives and that most resemble
us in their capacities and their wayfsliving (Cavalieri and Singer, 1993:

1).

DNA studies, for example, show that airopanzee's closestlative is not the
gorilla, but humans who share 98.4 pertadrtheir DNA withtwo living species

of chimpanzees. Additionally, researddy a number of ethologists such as
Goodall (1990) and Fossey (1983) has shtvam the great apes have lifelong ties
with family members as well as emotional and social lives similar to humans.
Apes not only have the ability to rédato others but also demonstrate

consciousness. Thus, the project argues, apes should no longer be considered
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objects, things or chattels, that is, theegaty of property, bube considered for

inclusion within thecategory of persons.

Furthermore, the questionsged by the issue of extend the status of the great
apes to the category of persons are dempand involve issues of law and the
legal system. Interestingly, Rutgers ikrsity School of Law in the United
States, one of the first universities éga¢h an Animal Rights Law course, presents
legal and moral materials involving eéhhuman and animal relationship well
beyond the great apes to all species of alimAt Rutgers, animal rights law is
studied in relation to “... the use ahimals for food, hunting, vivisection, and
entertainment, and working in a variety of legal and administrative contexts”
(Rutgers: 2005).

1.3 The Animal as Societal Issue

Within both the disciplines of the sciences and humanities, the animal has become
anissue (Rothfels, 2002; Wolfe, 2003&)d is often referred to déise questiorof

the animal (Wolfe, 2003a). Not surprisigigthe subject of animals in the twenty-

first century is a vast onerossing as welas connecting diverse disciplines and
often divergent discourse, reflecting th@ny and complex intersections of the
parallel lives of humans and animals.drier to map the complexity of this area
Figure 1.3.1 illustrates the extent to which human lives are interconnected with
and interdependent on animalsigure 1.3.1 references our categorisation of
animals and how we think about, live with and look at animals across the
disciplines. It also indicates the divitysand scope of animal issues which
intersect the sciences and humanities as well as the industries of food and

merchandise production and entertainment.

While the intersection with art is encompassedFigure 1.3.1, it lacks the
complex interweaving that characteriseshibmanities, for example. Yet it is also
important to consider what engexs when visual art addresshe questiorof the

animal-human relationship. To what extentleed might the visual arts offer
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Figurel.3.1  Mapping Animal-Human Interactions
alternative ways of thinking about and ebsng animals? Why and in what ways

has the animal become such a potebject in contemporargrt? Given Ingold’s

(1994) premise that “... humamasid nonhuman animals share saeeexistential
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status, as living beings or persons .afidd his understanding of the use of
metaphor “... as a way of drawing attenttorreal relational uties rather than of
figuratively papering over dualities” r{ggold, 1994: xxiv), might the animal in

some ways have become the new ipleta for contemporary life and issues?

1.4 Animals and Humans: The Gaze and the Mutual Gaze

Our encounters with animals, especially our pets, to a larngatexare mediated
through the visual realm. That is, justi@skingat other humans and being looked

at by other humans, according toyg@sologists Argyle and Cook (1976), are
fundamental in human social behaviowoKking and direct ey contact play an
important role in animal-human interawti Indeed, the importance of the eyes to
both human and non-human animals in a number of their behavioural and social
contexts such as courtship, displayi aggression, warding off threats and
establishing social order and hietlaies is well-researched by animal
behaviourists and psychologists (Argyle and Cook, 1976). The eyes played a
significant role as a social signal very edrythe evolutionary scale, so much so

that some insects and fish evolved egets and similar displays that mimic the
eyes of their predators. Later, it hbsen demonstrated that the surrounding
decoration of the eyes, termed eyegg, (Argyle and Cook, 1976) of reptiles,
birds and mammals are used as social signals to members of the same species.
Moreover, Argyle and Cook (1976) maimtathat “Whenever organisms use
vision, the eyes become signals as well as channels; the most important place to

look is another’s eyes” (Argyle and Cook, 1976: 1).

The gaze and the mutual gaze Argyle and Cook’s (1976) words, are indeed
arousing and are often used between the sanddferent species of animals as a
signal of threat or withdrawal. Hence, gaggotent in meaning as a social signal
and is therefore interpreted in sociateractions. Mutual gaze, according to
Argyle and Cook (1976), has the specmkaning that two individuals are
attending to each other, which is udyianecessary for the beginning and/or

sustaining of social interaction. Furthere, the mutual gaze is sometimes
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experienced as “... a special kind iofimacy, mutual access, and meeting of

minds” (Argyle and Cook, 1976: 170).

Well-known primate researcher and advocate, Goodall (1990), who has spent over
forty years working with chimpanzees, hgghly cognisant of the importance of
visual interchange and egentact. She observes that

For a long time | never liked to look a chimpanzee straight in the eye — |
assumed that, as in the case of most primates, this would be interpreted as
a threat or at least as a breach of good manners. Not so. As long as one
looks with gentleness, without agance, a chimpanzee will understand,
and may even return the look. And thenit is as though the eyes are the
windows into the mind (Goodall, 1990: 10).

Sometimes looking into the ey of these animals hagsen a painful experience

for Goodall. For instance, when she t@di an adult male chimpanzee, named
JoJo, in a scientific research facility, Goodall observed: “In his eyes, | read
gratitude because | had stopped ttk’tgMontgomery, 1991: 205). Goodall,
distressed by the sight of this gentle, intelligent animal’s confinement in a stark
metal cage, wept and “... JoJo starechat intently. He reached a black hand
through the bars. He touched the wetneskasrcheek, sniffed itscent, and then

licked her tears from his finger” (Montgomery, 1991: 205).

Thelossof looking at or eye contact with iamals is considered by Berger (1980)
in his essayWhy Look at AnimalsBerger (1980) suggests that

The eyes of an animal when they consider a man are attentive and wary.
He does not reserve a special lookrf@an. But by no other species except
man will the animal’s look be recogd as familiar. Other animals are
held by the look. Man becomes aware of himself returning the look
(Berger, 1980: 5).

According to Baker (2001a), the animalrhan relationship is characterised by

Berger (1980) as one of an absence of contact “...which is epitomized by the
pathos of an unrecognized looking, arperfectly-met gaze” (Baker, 2001a: 11).

15



Berger (1980) discusses thénd of look that occurs between the animal and
human. Berger (1980) argues that by no other species except humans will an
animal’s look be recognised as fitiar. While other animals might beeld by the

look of another animal, humansveaan awareness of themselvegturning the

look. According to Berger (1980), the ar@hscrutinises the human “... across a
narrow abyss of non-comprehension” (Berger, 1980: 5).

The human, too, is looking across a similar, but not identi@alow abyss of
non-comprehension. Berger (1980) suggests that the human is always looking
across at animals with igremice and fear. This contrastith relations between

two humans who might bridge the abyss with language ore#istence of
language if the two speak different languages. Berger (1980) argues that
“Language allows men to reckon withah other as themselves” (Berger, 1980:

5); however, Berger (1980) adds, iretbonfirmation made possible by language,
human ignorance and fear may alsocbafirmed. Mitchell (1994), on the other
hand, observes that “Animals can see what we see; they can look at us in the eye
across a gulf unbridged byniguage” (Mitchell, 1994: 334).

Gaze and mutual gaze, then, are ingoar in the interaction of and
communication between both humangthwother humans and humans with
animals. Argyle and Cook (1976) argue tbthat “... gaze play a central part,

indeed several central parts, in human social behaviour” and, what is more, that

Any theory or account of social behaviour thatsfdao mention gaze is
therefore completely inadequate. Itusfortunate that accounts of human
behaviourdo fail to mention it (Argyle and Cook, 1976: 167).

The animal-human literature reflects a similar dearth of reflection and discourse
on the gaze and mutual gaze betwaammals and humans. The discipline of
psychology evidences theghiest number of studies of the gaze in animals,
particularly primates (e.g., Emery, 2000arin-D’Arcy & Povinelli, 2002; Call,
Bratier, Kaminski, Tomasello, 2003nch Kaminski, Riedel, Call, Tomasello,

2005). Best (2000), in a revieaf a number of books on iamals, pays tribute to
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Griffin (1992) who is considered to like father of cognitie ethology, and his
work which is documented in the booksiimal Thinking(1984) and_Animal
Minds (1992). Best (2000) argues that Griffin (1998dk seriously the notion

that animals can think and advanced celiipg arguments to that effect. Best

(2000) also notes that much researclhim area of cognitive ethology evidences

animal behaviour, communication and intelligence

. in a spate of recent booksch the new discipline of ‘cognitive
ethology’ that studies animal intelégce, science finallys beginning to
fathom the depth of animal compix ... New studies suggest that rats
dream when they sleep and that threat apes have ‘self-awareness
neurons’ responsible for satbnsciousness (Best, 2000:1).

Best (2000) refers to the human gaze towaasémals, arguing that “The
paradigm shift from seeing animals ajects of a life ingad of objects of a
gaze has important implications” (Best, 20QQ, To what extent, then, does this
gaze travel in one direction, from humtwards animal or animal to human?

What type of gaze is the animal-human gaze?

According to Olin (2003), “Gazes a rather literary terrfor what could be called
‘looking’ or ‘watching™ (Olin, 2003: 319). In her discs®n of the term gaze and
its use in visual art, I (2003) suggests thatage can be considered a
subheading of a larger category usually calpectatorship which covers a
complex of terms with interchangeableamings but different connotations. Olin
(2003) claims that

‘Beholding’, for example, has religiounnotations, while ‘scrutinizing’
suggests the involvement of intelle¢h theoretical discussions hardly
anyone just looks at a work of aand glimpsing and peeking, watching,
glaring, or seeing have far remaindé&neath the notice of most art
theorists. Words for the agent glhzing are ‘beholder’, ‘viewer’, or
occasionally ‘spectator’ or ‘audience’,pegially if the work in question is

a film. Related terms in the complex can characterize an attitude towards
viewing. ‘Visual pleasure’ is a sightforward characterization, for
example, when compared to term#h a more academic ring, such as
‘ocularcentrism’ or the Freuadn ‘scopophilism’ (Olin, 2003: 319).
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Moreover, while the word gaze implies aaty intensity and intention in looking,
there are also implications of both pleasure and power that are taken in the

viewing and looking. Olin (2003) argues that

While most discourse about the gaze \isual art] concerns pleasure and
knowledge, however, it generally places both of these in the service of
issues of power, manipulation, amsire. There is usually something
negative about the gaze as used intlabry. It is rather like the word
‘stare’ in everyday wmge (Olin, 2003: 319).

The termgaze in the visual arts has thusnce the mid-twentieth century,
acquired a number of connotations, whinlght be both related to and different

from psychological and othstudies of this phenomenon.

Ways of SeeingBerger’'s (1972) influentiabook based on a BBC television

series, discusses works of art in r@atio ideology, gender and social class and
suggests that these are important factoteénunderstanding dhe gaze. “Seeing
comes before words. The child looksd recognizes beforé can speak”,
observes Berger (1972: 7). He also suggests that our knowledge of our
surroundings and our place in the world is also largely established by seeing.
Moreover, the relationshipetween what we see andhat we know is never
conclusive because “... we are always looking at the relation between things and
ourselves” (Berger, 1972: 9). Thus seeing and looking are affected by our beliefs,

experience and knowledge.

This is evidenced in the predominantbgect of the female nude in European
painting. Of this traditional art @me, Berger (1972) argues that

. men act and women appear. iMook at women. Women watch
themselves being looked at ... The surveyor of woman in herself is male:
the surveyed female. Thus she turns herself into an object — and most
particularly an object of vien: a sight (Berger, 1972: 47).

Berger (1972) claims that, in Europeam from the Renaissance onwards, women

were depicted as being “... aware offgeseen by a [male] spectator” (Berger,
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1972: 49). Thus, for Berger (1972), the gaze is essentially a white, male
empowered gaze, apectatorial gazeIn concurrence with Berger's (1972)
desiring, subjugating and voyeuristic viewtbé gaze, Callen (1995) further notes
that

In most images of the female nudéifestern art, the woman is ‘aware’ of
being looked at. Even where no eymact is represented, the figure’s
self-awareness is inscribed in posdsch display the body and invite the
gaze of the privileged spectator (Callen, 1995: 84).

Olin (2003) suggests that “There must be someone to gaze and there may be
someone to gaze back” (Olin, 2003: 319%cArding to Olin (2003), the mutual

gaze proposes that “... if you can look back, you cannot be possessed by the gaze
of another” (Olin, 2003: 327). Additionallgnd significantly, this returned gaze

also suggests an engagement with tiermoperson (or animal), which might give

rise to the idea of engagement with resgahty. That is, arising from the mutual

gaze might also be some level of accouilitgakand liability for the other person

(or animal) involved in this exchange. The-possessing gaze might connect the

two participants so that empathetic ddesation of the other is consequential.

Furthermore, Olin, (2003) claims, the waydzeis a useful word for “... uniting
formal and social theory because ualitopticality’, it is a double-sided term”
(Olin, 2003: 319). Interestingly, howeverli©(2003) suggests &t the choice of
terms such agazeindicates an attempod address ethical issues that can be read

through visual analysis of a work of art, and argues that

The use of the term ‘gaze’ is therefemblematic of the recent attempt to
wrest formal discussions of art fronetlgrasp of linguistic theory, to focus

on what is visual about a work oftaand yet address the wider issue of
social communication to vith linguistic theory, applied to art, opened the
discourse (Olin, 2003: 319).

While, importantly, Olin (2003) reminds dbat a work of art is to look at and
“Theories of the gaze attempt to adsréhe consequences of the looking” (Olin,
2003: 329), the shared, returned or mutiade between persomsthin the work

of art is also a significant aspect of art work to investigate: gazes can be
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exchangedetween the subjectgithin the work. Just as it might be important to
see ourselves how others see us, IM'® (2003) words, it might also be

important to understand and see ourselves looking at another being — an animal.

It is clear that the spectatorial and pietorial gaze, identified by Berger (1980),
Olin (2003) and others, is no longeppaopriate or releve to contemporary
artwork depicting the interaction of armhs and humans. What is needed is a
concept ofparticipatory gazevhich is not transmissivg.e., from the dominant to

the subjugated) but mutually interactivithe acknowledgement of this level and
type of visual, non-verbal communication contemporary artwork is important.
This would, indeed, recognise that thaldctic, both internand external to the
artwork, has shifted somewhat. Rather than being the passive focus of the
spectatorial or subjugated gaze, tijscts (animal and human) of the artwork
enact amutual gazea form of gaze which plays an important role in the growth

of social bonds between two individagArgyle and Cook, 1976). Given that the
subjects’ gazes turn to each othather than the viewer/s, theseiprocal gazes

are participatory and differ in essenfrem the mutuality discussed by Olin
(2003) in which she argues that “...thestsi espouse some form of dialogism, in
which a totalistic, hegemonic gaze iplaxed by the mutual gaze of equality”
(Olin, 2003: 327). While mutual and equal, such gazes nevertheless exist as non-
verbal communication between thiewerand theviewedand between the human

and another human @animal

Obviously thereciprocal gazebetween animal and humamthin the artwork

takes the discourse on the gaze in a different direction. The inquiry about the gaze,
relating to the viewer and the viewed (both internal and external to the work),
moves thus from one of spectatorshib being scrutinised, viewed, observed and
objectified in a context of please and/or power to one oéciprocity between
animal and human. The essence of such mutuality, sharing, participation and
connection creates a context of reciprocate and/or regmsibility, a context

appropriate to visual exploratiaf the animal-human relationship.
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1.5 Rationale for and Aims of the Research

This issue of reciprocity of gaze in viswat depicting animal-human interactions
has not yet been documented. Hence theaoeking research purpose here is to
probe the parameters of the animal-lamninterface through consideration of the

following questions:

- To what extent might the visuatterchange rad interface ofreciprocal
gazebe critical to animahuman relationships?

- What role, indeed, might non-verbalnemunication play in the shaping of
animal-human interactions, particujain relation to domestic pets?

- To what extent might there be d¢owity in this exchange, as Noske
(2004) argues or, alteatively, discontinuity?

- What, if any, is the evidence of thagagement of visual artists with the

sensitivities and aesthetics of such issues?

Specifically, the research aims to

1. explorereciprocity of gazédetween the animal and human in visual art as

evidence of the animal-human relationship;

2. investigate the ethics and aestheticgpliait in such visual reflections of

animal-human relations; and

3. utilise the data derived from 1. and 2. above to re-focus animal-human
interactive looking andnutual gazethrough the development of visual

artwork.
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1.6 The Organisation of the Thesis

1.6.1 Part One: Perspectives on Animals and Humans — Introduction

and Establishment of the Parameters of the &search

Part One comprises an introduction ttee research and establishes both the
background and parameters of tipeoject. Having acknowledged in the
introduction that the fields of animal-humeaiations and animals in visual art are
wide and complex, Chapters Two, Threw &our review the literature pertaining

to the research. Chapter Two providesoaerview as well as an analysis and
perspective on the more specific foci @intemporary animal art which depicts
both animals and humans while Chapter Three surveys and analyses the animal art
in which animals and human engage nmutual gaze. The latter analysis is
presented in a tabular format in orderfégilitate the interconnected nature and
evolution of art involving animals and mans through the art periods but also to
grasp the comprehensiveness of the fieldromals in art. Chapter Four examines

the scope of the term gaze and particulndyn the perspective of the visual arts
while Chapter Five identifies the interconrestinature of animals in art with the
areas of aesthetics, ethics and aniathlocacy and presents the working and key
principles for the research. Chapter Six presents the methodology for the research,
including the conceptual framework and k®ynciples, the direction for which is

derived from the literature.

1.6.2 Part Two: The Animal-Human Gaz Made Visible -
Documenting Creative Processes

Chapter Seven documents, presents thieniiews with the seven artists and

synthesises these interviews as well as establishes commonalities and divergences

between the artists. Chiap Eight delineates thgroup exhibition process.
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Chapters Nine documents the process of creating the artworks for exhibition from
prototype to final works while Chapter Ten analyses the planning, preparation for
and the installation of two of the threshibitions as well as the exhibitions
themselves. This comprises the choices of venues, proposals to the venue, creating
the invitations, catalogues as well as the installations of the works and the

exhibition openings.

1.6.3 Part Three: A Renewed Focus on Animal-Human Gaze: Review,

Appraisal and Directions

Chapter Eleven provides a retrospective analysis of the research processes,
together with critiques of the exhibitiomsd a consequent consideration of the
future implications of the research for the pedagogy of animals and art and for

further art practice and research.
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CHAPTER TWO — PERSPECTIVESON ANIMAL AND
HUMAN INTERACTIONS: LIFE AND ART

2.1 New Perspectives on Animal-Human Relationships

In the past three decades, ever-increasiteyest in the subject of animal-human
relations has generated a substantidlume of literature from a range of
disciplines including pitosophy, ethics, psychoyly, anthropology, ecology and
sociology and, more currently, cultlrand literary theory. Baker (2001b)
identifies the humanities disciplines bistory, art history, literary criticism,
socio-cultural anthropology and philosophy wsll as the natal sciences as
areas demonstrating a significant growthirtérest in the field of animal-human
relations. Indeed the field of human-aainstudies is burgeoning in a variety of
scholarly disciplines interested in the human relationship to animals. In the United
States, for example, in 2002, Andams (2005) notes that the American
Sociological Association recognised thewly developed Human-Animal Studies
section {www.asanet.org/sectionanimals@nd, noreover, members of the
American Psychological Association eametitioning for a similar division.

Furthermore,

The 10th anniversary issues 8bciety & Animals published in 2002,
include contributions from antbpology, the (representational) arts,
consumer sociology, criminology, economics, feminist studies, geography,
history, political science, postcolonial studies, psychology, religion, and
sociology (Anderson, 2005: 1).

In Australia, the inagural conference ofhe Animals and Society (Australia)
Study Group held in Perth, July 2004, was itetiain order to bring together
Australian-based scholars working in variety of disciplires “... to better

understand the roles and meanings laited to non-human animals in human
societies” (UWA, 2005). The establishmenf this Australian group, together
with other similar academic discussioms animals both in Australia and

internationally, reflects the enormous interest and activity in animal-human
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relations. The cross-discipline studies esmnt the diversity of perspectives on
our experiences of non-human animalgthin both the social sciences
(psychology, sociology, anthropology and political science) and the humanities

(history, philosophy, literargriticism, cultural studies and visual arts).

Following the success ofhe Animals and Society (Australia) Study Group
conference, other Australian academistitutions have taken the initiative to
launch animal-human relation study groupfe University of Tasmania hosted
the second\nimals and Society (Australia) Study Graxgnference, Animals and
Society Il: Considering Animais July 2006. This Hobart conference attracted a
greater number of participants thare thrst and with an expanded range of
disciplines including, pécularly, an increased number of visual art
representatives (including the researdigapendix B]) comprsing 12 per cent of
the presenters. With the experience thle previous conference and the
development of animal studies groups andresnn a number of universities, it is
becoming evident that this group is begmgnto work within aninterdisciplinary
framework, that is, the sciences and humanities are starting to engage within

understandings of the other’s terms and approaches.

The momentum begun by the animals anclety study group @antinues with the
third Animals and Society (Australia) Study Groopnference scheduled to be
hosted by the Universitgf Newcastle in 2009, thinternational Academic and
Community Conference on Animals and Society: Minding Animé&sorganisers
state that this conference “... will exara the interrelationships between human
and nonhuman animals from cultural, brstal, geographical, environmental,
moral, legal and political perspective@linding Animals, 2008). What is more,
this conference makes the claim of brimgtogether “... an unheralded number of
leading scientists, philosophers and social theorists, academics and community
leaders, all committed to animal protectiand welfare, but never having all met
at the one event” (Minding Animal2008), including Nobel Laureate Professor
JM Coetzee, Distinguished Professor BedhRollin, Professors Emeritus Marc

Bekoff, Tom Regan and Miael Soulé, and Professors Carol Adams, J Baird
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Callicott, Dale Jamieson, James Serpell, Peter Singer, Paul Waldau and Jennifer
Wolch.

As indicated by the breadth tfis list of distinguishé scholars, such conferences
are forums where animal-human interactions in their multifarious settings are
likely to be addressed; these include animal cruelty, farm animals and the
therapeutic uses of animals; the applieses of animals such as research,
education, medicine and agriculture; the o animals as entertainment and sport
such as dog-fighting, circas and zoos. The synthesisanimal-human relations
within diverse disciplines also tackles issues and attitudes toward animals as
affected by different agencies such astistory of the domestication of animals,

the politics of animal welfare, aningalas war machines, the animal rights
movement, the representations of ansnal literature ad, importantly, the

representation of animals in visual art.

At the beginning of 2008, listed on the online animal studies foHxAnimal,

under the rubric of H-Net (www.h-net.org/), were twenty forthcoming
conferences and eetings reflecting thencreasing worldwide engagement in the
serious exploration and study afiimal-human relations. H-Animalso has been
invested with the responsibility foupdating bibliographies, post conference
papers, exchange teaching and research questions and also links to animal studies
teaching syllabi and other resources. The @itgorts that its aim is to “... serve

as an on-line home for the growing numbéscholars across disciplines who are
engaged on the study of animaishuman culture” (H-Animal2008). As well as

being a forum for discussion and exchange for scholars across the disciplines who
study animals, its book and journal revietws help keep scholars abreast of new
writing about animals”_(H-Animal2008).

A great deal of this was, and still, ia result of Singer's 1975 (1990) seminal
writings on animal liberation, which contie to promote consdable discussion
and debate leading to significant nunmbef publications. For example, Manzo’s

(1994) bibliography includes over 1,300usces on the animal rights movement
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from 1975-1990. Alongside this and other aalimghts bibliographies (Kistler,
2000; Magel, 1989), a number of biblioghaes reference such aspects of the
animal-human interaction as thHeuman-animal bond (Allen, 1985); animal
experimentation and animal rights hi@&tensen, 1991; Friedman, 1987); and
reviews of 1,412 articles and books on vegetarianism (Dyer, 1982). A
bibliography developed in the mid-198Qkellert and Berry, 1985) lists some
3,860 publications, while another bibliograpiiglises internetechnology for an
ongoing animal bibliographic project déeped by the Department of Sociology
at Michigan State University: thenimal Studies Bibliography2008) appears on

a website which, the authors maintaincanstantly updated. In 2005 it offered
some 1,360 publications on the themeanimal-human relations. More recently,
in furthering animal advocacy discussj an online academic journal and centre

for the discussion of animal liberatioights philosophy and policy was founded

... to advance the study, researchd adialogue of the principles and
practices of animal rights and aramliberation ...[and] engage[s] in
critical examinations and philosophiaialogue through an online journal,
research databases, a speaker's bureau, and conferences on animal
liberation issues (CALA, 2005).

The proliferation of conferences, megfs and publications might well go some
way in addressing the comprehensive b$tinvestigable questions on animal
issues presented by Cunningham (1995) more than ten years ago, which he
identified under such headingsnimals as a variablen human socialisation
Animals in culture Animals in sport, recreation and leisur@nimals as food,
product and artefact and Animals as a variable in social stratification
Sociologist Franklin (1999) also recoges some areas in need of further
examination and argues for the wider scope of a sociology of animal-human
relations established by “... the increasingbntentious and conflictual nature of
human-animal relations across a number of sites in the twentieth century ...”
(Franklin, 1999: 2). Thesedtude, claims Franklin1999), animal husbandry, the
food industry, pet keeping, animals amirism, animals and sport as well as
changes in taste for animals and fishifasls. More recently, Kew (2003) asserts

that the area of media and animal ldt@n is an under-researched area in the
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United Kingdom. The emergence afiimal studieswhich is, according to Baker
(2001b), a substantive subfield within the social scieacgkis “... an academic
‘parallel’ to the ammal rights movement ...” (Bak, 2001b: 1) thus addresses

animal-human relations questions ofpiontance in the twenty-first century.

Franklin (1999) views the field of anakthuman relations from a different
perspective to that of Baker (2001ccording to Franklin (1999), the two
paradigm states of animal-human relasion the twentietltentury correspond to

the social conditions of modernity and postmodernity. In regard to postmodern
relations with animals, the “... deceadl sensibilities of postmodernity were
caught up in the acts of reflexive remodelling...” (Franklin, 1999: 189), which
broke down the certainty of anthropotism in relation to animals, and
importantly, “... new explorations into ¢hpossibilities angbotencies of human-

animal relationships were made ...” (Franklin, 1999 189).

Interestingly, the uneasiness that arises between modern and postmodern
viewpoints is also detected in contermggrart. According to Smith (2001), the
modernists’ suspicion of postmodernismailso aggravated by the practices of
some postmodern artists such as taxige and indicated by the tension between
modernist and postmodesh advocate-scholars aad 2000 animal studies
conference at the University of Sheffi. Such lively deltas and discourse on
guestions of the parameters and positions of animal studies continue within the
forum of H-Animal Issues relating to animal studies entering the mainstream
disciplines are a hot topic giving risedqaestions, for instance, on animal studies
and animal advocacy and the ethicsusing animals in art. Sorenson’s (2008)
view of animal studies and animal adagy is one example of the intensity of

discussion:

In response to Anita Guerrini's questions ('Is there room in Animal Studies
for people who, say, think eating eat is not wrong? Or that
experimentation on animals in some circumstances is somehow
justified?"), how would one respomnd someone posting similar questions
on a Black Studies network (Can lillskeep slaves?) or a Women's
Studies network (Can | still beat myfer®), etc.? If Animal Studies doesn't
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develop a strong commitment to advocacy, what's the point? (Sorenson
2007).

According to Baker (2001b), it is eaBy see how schisms might develop within
animal studies. He argues that it midie perceived thus: on one side, animal
advocates, activists and academics conckwith the actual mistreatment of live
animals; and on the other side, a gradpscholars who seem more concerned
with exploring theories of animal representation, for example, than with
addressing the actual plight thie represented animals.

However, Baker (2001b) also maintaitisat there are scholars who indicate
approaches to the representation of ahhuman relations that are ethically
informed and purposeful, addressing theditg and the political representation of
animals (Fudge, 2000, Simons, 2002). Sim{#302), for example, looks at the
question of animal rights in the context of literary criticism and, importantly, from
a declared personal commitment to the rights of animals. McKay (2002) claims
that

Simons looks for a delicate balancevibeen polemic (for animals’ rights
and for an academia that engageghwsociety at large) and more
conventional criticism thateads literature clety and as if animals
mattered (McKay, 2002).

Ingold (2001) might have forecast the veewf Simons (2002) in his critique of

the doctrine ofocial constructionism (a doctrine which states that relations with
animals and the meanings that humans claim to find in them are symbolic
projections onto animal lbérs whose source lies the domain of human

relations). He goes as far as to suggest that

A future sociology will have to mognize (as social anthropology has
already begun to do) that socialations are not, exclusively, human
relations (Ingold, 2001).

29



Ingold (2001) might indeed welcome Rkdin’s (1999) sociological framework of
the transition from modeity to postmodernity forunderstanding changes in

animal-human relations. Franklin (1999) argues that there is

a connection between some general conditions of postmodern
sensibility and the general directioh change in human-animal relations
since the early 1970s (Franklin, 1999: 60).

These broad social forces of changenklia (1999) claims, have brought about a
wide range of industrial, ethical,omceptual and emotional changes in our
dealings with animals. The ground for taehanges in animaliman relations in
the period since the 1970s was setankfin (1999) asserts, firstly, by an
extraordinary growth in the range of adies associated with animals, which has
continued to escalate; secondly, by thetpidation of aninal-human relations;
and thirdly, by the decline of meat eatiimg\Western societies. Indeed, according
to Franklin (1999),

- an increasing range of animals hasen drawn into closer, emotional
association with modern cultures;

- the categorical boundary betweennfans and animals, so fiercely
defended as a tenet of modernitys Heeen seriously challenged, if not
dismantled in places;

- the social cause of these changes calodrted in at least three processes
that frame the postmodern condition: misanthropy, risk and ontological
insecurity (Franklin, 1999: 3).

Franklin (1999) contends that ontologi insecurity is produced by a postmodern
social identity, which is dracterised by a lack of comuity and order along with

social fragmentation. While the unsettlingture of postmodernity, with its lack

of direction and planning and its mgral aversion for government and
bureaucracy creates, on the one hand,raioefreedom and perpetual state of
change and, on the other, a sense of confusion, loss, unpredictability and anxiety

arises is also a consequence.
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In relation particularly to the changes pret-keeping and practices in the last
twenty years or so, for example, Franki®99) argues that ontological insecurity
provides a useful way ohvestigating the patterns addections of change. The

idea that pets may be kept as companiori®u of a diversig of human relations
takes us only so far in explaining recent changes in the ways pets are kept. Indeed,
Franklin (1999) contends that it is notadit apparent that the extension of greater
humanity and care towards pets is simply because they are fulfilling surrogate
human roles. Also, at the same tinmew attitudes to animals are evident and
operational in other areas of animal-human interaction, such as animals in zoos
and in the wild. Furthermore, the argemh that pets are “... simply becoming
ever more anthropomorphised may be exactly wrong” (Franklin, 1999: 86).
Instead, in considering their pets asnaads with particular characteristics and
needs, pet keepers (in Rkdin’s (1999) terms) arattempting to understand the
needs of others and, in realising that the needsuofans and animals are not
mutually exclusive, are exploring the gsibilities of mutuality. According to
Franklin (1999) then,

... the human-animal relation is not onbaracterized simply by strong
sentiments, but also [is] unconscébu challenging and dissolving the
human-animal boundary it$éFranklin, 1999: 86).

Fudgeet al (1999) discuss thedessue-thin and porous boundaries between the
individual human and the animal iearly modern thought and philosophy
indicating that reflections on the ci®mn of defining the boundary between
animal and human might have long beepreoccupation of humans, if only to
answer the question of what it meansb® human. Noske (2004) suggests that
animal-human relations are beyond bourelgriarguing that there is a natural
continuity between animals and humara animal-human continuity. Both
animals and humans exist in natumedaalso in society. According to Noske
(2004),

Each and everyone of usdssentient individuak species member as well
as a ‘place’ in the world. In this worltature and society intersect. It is all
there is, nobody and nothing existsssde either (Noske, 2004: 9).
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The idea of animal-human continuity, isloske (2004) maintains, “... not just
about the ‘humanlike-ness’ of animals but also about the ‘animallike-ness’ of
humans” (Noske, 2004: 7). There is, according to Noske (2004) an existential and

crucial connectedness between the two.

Contributing to the dialoguabout animal-human relations and the breaking down
of boundaries between the two is the reégriblication by Haraway (2008), When
Species MeetWhile obviously this publicatioms too recent to have had any
impact on the current research, it is impat to include as she examines the
intersections between human andimman animals and the ideacaimpanion
speciewhile especially celebrating her ownceninters and relainships with her
canine companions. In essence, Harawg2008) argument may be regarded as
adding to the prevailing discourse rather than breaking through to new territory in
this area. She does, however, take Deradi@ask about his incurious approach to
his companion cat who looked back at hand about whom he wrote extensively
but, however, not about what “... theat might actually be doing, feeling,
thinking, or perhaps making available tonhin looking back at him that morning”
(Haraway, 2008: 20). Haraway, like Ridin (1999), Noske (2004) and others,
argues against human exceptionalism famdhe idea that human and nonhuman
animals aompanion species, in Haraway’s (2008) words. She claims that “...
we are in a knot of species coshaping @mether in layers of reciprocating
complexity ...” (Haraway, 2008: 42). jportantly, Haraway (2008) urges us “...
to think harder about encounter value ...” between theiespéElaraway, 2008:
62).

Theencountewvalueto which Haraway (2008) refeisthat between, in her terms,
ordinary beings, species of all kindacluding human beings, meeting or
encountering in places such as the house, laboratory, zoo, park, field, office,
prison, ocean, barn or factory. Accomg to Haraway (2008), trans-species

encounter value is about
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relationships among a motleyrray of living beings, in which
commerce and consciousness, etiotu and bioengineering, and ethics
and utilities are all in play (Haraway, 2008: 46).

She especially focuses on those encensntthat involve different biological
species such as dogs and humans.

In his deliberationon the paradox ofnimal-human encounters, Cox (2005)
observes that, over the past one hundredl féty years, “... the human/animal

divide has been steadily crufimy” (Cox, 2005: 18) and, moreover,

... from Kafka’'sMetamorphosigo Spiderman 2, the cultural imagination
of modernity has been filled with becoming-animals of all sorts: vampires,
werewolves, human flies, elepttanen, dog-faced boys, Playboy bunnies,
plushies and more ... we need to rethink our traditioeitionships —
biological, ethical, politial, aesthetic, affective — to animals, hence, to
reconsider who and whate are (Cox, 2005: 18).

It is noteworthy in the discussion on animal-human relations that the growing
number of humanities and social scienselsolars who have continued to explore
animal-human questions or theman-animal binarfLundblad, 2004) includes,

as Wolfe (2003a) points out, theorists who are not otherwise known for their

interest in animals such as, among others,

Julia Kristeva inrPowers of Horror andtrangers to Ourselvgghe abject,
ethnicity); Jacques Derrida a host of texts fron®f Spirit to Glass The
Post Card and essays such as ‘Eating Well’ and ‘Force of Law’ ... Gilles
Deleuze and Félix Guattari & Thousand Plateay&afka: A Question of

a Minor Literature and elsewhere (becoming-animal, the critique of Freud
and of psychoanalysis); ... Donna Haraway in works ranging from
Primate Visionsthrough Simians, Cyborgs, and Women to the recent
ModestWitness@ SecondMilldumFemaleManMeetsOncomouse

(Wolfe, 2003a: ix).

Furthermore, since Berget980) in his influential essaywhy Look at Animals?

explored the ways in which we view animals, scholarly interest in the

representation of animal-human relations (Ham and Senior, 1997; Mitman, 1999;
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Lippit, 2000; Fudge, 2002; Bake2P00, 2001b, 2003; McHugh, 2001; Rothfels,
2002; Cox & Ward, 2003) is also accelargt Baker (2001b) questions why it is
that

... representation has become suchnascapable and compelling topic in
these disciplines [social and natural sciences], and what exactly is its
significance in relation to the humarperience of other animals? (Baker,
2001b: 1).

Baker (2001b) maintains that much @nt writing acknowldges the extent to
which human understanding of animals is shapeddpyesentationsn such
domains as scientific studies, museums, zoo displays as well as in film, art,
literature and the mass media rather thanibgct experience ahem. Moreover,

art and literature employ the particular characteristics of their medium to address
perceptions of the animal. The complexitythe debate on peesenting animals,
Baker (2001b) argues, begins when it mees clear that the peesentation of the
animal does not and cannot simply representéatanimal. Moreover, Rothfels,
(2002) argues that

... the way we talk or write about animals, photograph animals, think
about animals, imagine animals — represent animals — is in some way
deeply connected to our culturahwironment, and that this cultural
environment is rooted in adtory ... (Rothfels, 2002: xi).

In witnessing the proliferation of the growth of interest in animals, Prod’Hom and
Moulinier (2006) observe thale attention paitb animals, particularly domestic
animals, has reached extraordinary dimemsin the past fewears and that there
IS
. not a newspaper, magazine, tesga programme, radio broadcast or
other type of discourse that does mbdce the animal at the centre of
current events ... From s@al phenomenon to artistic production, we are
forced to realise that a transfornuatiis taking place today and that human
beings are weaving new links in theelationship vis-a-vis animals and

their world, a kingdom about which vikaow so little but nevertheless live
alongside as familiar (Prod’Hom and Moulinier, 2006: 7).
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What, then, are the implications for the visual representation of animal-human
relations that might be drawn from thedieerse theoretical ahdpoints? It might

be suggested that the complexity of aaliihhuman relations ihe twenty-first
century is as much reflected in the thetwal debates as is in contemporary
animal imagery. Indeed, it might be pfred that contemporary discussion on
animal-human relations and contempgrart on animal-human relations are
inextricably linked. To what extent isontemporary art adessing postmodern
anxiety about animal-human interacti@ntn contemporary art that addresses
animal-human relations, theege references to and imations of the changes in
animal-human relations, which indeed challenge the animal-human borderlines

and where animals are seen as ey beyond their object status.

It might also be suggested that animal-human relations, animal advocacy and
contemporary art, but particularly the animal-human gaze and mutual gaze in
contemporary art, also remains underestigated in the Astralian context.
Several recent essays (Williams, 2004; Vasiliou, 2004) in catalogues
accompanying Australian exhibitions indicatéerest in the area of the animal in

art. However, apart from Baker's (200@xplorations of British and some
American contemporary animal imagery in relation to postmodern philosophy and
literature, there is littlavriting which offers a serious and sound framework in

which to consider the animaluman relationship in art.

While theories regarding the terms gaglance, look, the eye, scopic, vision and
visuality are incorporatedvithin visual arts’ dscourse (Berger, 1972, 1980;
Bryson, 1985; Foster, 1988; Callen, 1998jn, 2003) and most endeavour to
address the perception and importanceeefrsy and vision, little attention is paid
to the particular gaze between animals and humans as evidence of their

relationship.
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2.2 The Gaze as Evidence ohnimal-Human Relationships

Franklin (1999) argues that, in most Strn societies, looking at animals is
considered desirable and pleasurabie #hat the demand to see and gaze at
animals has grown significantly over thespawo hundred years with a dramatic
growth over recent years. Franklin (1999) claims that the zoo is an animal-human
site where the gaze is the principal if bt only objective and, thus, applies the
term zoological gazeto this looking (Franklin, 1999: 62For the looking at
animalsin the wild that is, in less contrived onanaged settings such as national
parks or similar locations, Franklin (1999) uses the teatural zoological gaze

to indicate the different context for gagiat animals in theild (Franklin, 1999:

81). According to Franklin (1999), whildne nature of the way humans gaze at

animals has been organised socially dirae, gazing at animals has been a

...significant entertainment in modernitglthough it has changed in form
from the early travelling collections @blonial exotica to whale watching
off the California coast (Franklin, 1999: 7).

Since the 1970s onwards, the zoolobigaze has been refocused and re-
examined. The presentation of zoosraed from their main purpose to provide

fun and amusement for humans — from athropocentric gaze, in Franklin’s
(1999) words, which focused on the maxsation of human pleasure, to places
which increasingly considered the interests of the animals of prime importance.
The zoological gaze was rescripted, accaydanFranklin (1999), adjusting to two
major types of innovations in zoos — the endangered animal zoos or modern ark
and thetheme-zopwhich is a simulation of complete ecosystems from whence

the animals came.

In those zoos breeding endangered animals, human visitors are aware that they
were beingallowedin to see a special operation that exists only for the animals.
While in theme-zoos, Franklin (1999) argues, the zoological gaze is no longer
humans looking in at the animals: “Here hublic join the animals in their world

and experience that world” (Franklin, 19997). Since the elyr 1970s, Franklin
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(1999) contends, “... it is possible to see a more decentred, empathetic,
ecologistic zoological gaze which reflects postmodern sensibilities” (Franklin,
1999: 83); and he identifies the almost @nsal interest opeople in gazing at
animals. But the gaze, as a number of other researchers (Argyle and Cook, 1976;
Serpell, 1986; Emery, 2000; SandeBf03) argue, is nobnly in a single
direction.

Given that vision, for both humansndh animals, is a primary means of
communication, the gaze between animatgl humans plays a part in their
relations with one another. In Sander€603) words, “gaze and mutual direction
of attention [are] central elements dhe inter-subjectivity that supports
interspecies friendship” (Sanders, 2008)7). Indeed, according to Sanders
(2003), “... the research on people’s intgi@ns with their companion animals
(e.g., Cain 1985; Sanders 1999:143) shows that mutual ‘face gazing' is an

extremely common form of nonverkateraction” (Sanders, 2003: 416).

Reference was made in Chapter Onehi® Argyle and Cook (1976) suggestion

that both people and animals look ahess with whom they are immediately
concerned, whether or not they like them: they look regardless because they need
to know about the other’s intentions, “which can be perceived from his facial
expression, and the movement of biges” (Argyle and Cook, 1976: 170). So
important are the gaze and mutual gaza,tin field studiesof primates, for

example,

... some of the conditions under whicte thnimal stared at will ... [lead to
withdrawal] rather than attack. A catént monkey that is likely to win a
threat contest, stares witlfrawn ... (Argyle and Cook, 1976: 2).

Other studies (Itakura, 2004, Emery, 2080¢gest that many animals such as the
great apes, primates, birds, dogs and Isoesggage in complex forms of social
cognition such as visual-perspective taking (the ability to empathise or identify
with the experience of another persodgception, empathy and theory of mind

(the ability to understand that others have beliefs, desires and intentions that are
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different from one's own) and have takility to follow the gaze of another and
employ shared ojoint visual attention With orang-utans, for instance, eye
gazing, according to Bekoff (2004), & important form of communication.
“Juveniles may beg for food from thamother by shifting their gaze back and
forth between the mother's eyesidathe food item” (Bekoff, 2004: 461).
However, the meanings of mutual gaze differ between species of animals as well
as between animals and humans and range from threat to affiliation depending on

the situation, the relationship and #mompanying facial and bodily expressions.

From the literature, it is evident thaaze plays a significant part in reciprocity of
audible, verbal communication or speech between people, thus making eye
contact central to all forsmof face to face interaoh. The importance of the
shared and reciprocal gaze between dmsnand its integration with verbal
communication has been examined iygtmlogical research. Recent studies on
the mutual gaze between people sEeakersand listeners in conversation
(Bavelas, Coates, Johnson, 2002, Bavelas & Chovil, 2000) indicate the
importance ofvisible actsin face to face dialoguen creating a high degree of
reciprocity in the exchange. Indeed, &fier gaze seemed to have the strongest
and most consistent relationship to ¢eliger response” (Bavelas, Coates, Johnson,
2002: 569), which becomes gaze window(in the authors’ terms) in the
conversation. The significance of reciprgaif gaze is also evidenced in studies

of human and non-human animal interaction.

Sanders (2003), for example, cites research and uses his own observations while
interacting with his compaon dogs to suggest that, together with play and
speaking for animals, mutual gaze is a key element of friendly animal-human
relations and is a “... process by whichretakers come to define the unique
identities of their animals.” (Sanders, 2003: 405). B8ders (2003) observes that

When [the dogs] look at me they usugblsty attention to my eyes. | have
noticed on walks how important loaig is to them. A common way that
one will communicate to the other that she wants to play is by staring.
During the play they have a variety whys of signalling ‘time out.” In
addition to stopping and avidly i§img some place, a player can
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effectively suspend the game by staring fixedly off into the middle
distance. The other dog typically pesds to this move by looking to see

if there is actually anything importait look at. They do the same with
me, and gaze off in the direction | am looking. This seems a fairly clear
indication of their elemental ability to put themselves into my perspective.
In a literal sense they attempt to assumy ‘point of view.’ If | look at
something they conclude that it is probably something important.
(Sanders, 2003: 425).

Sustained eye contact indicates the close nature of the animal-human relationship
and the importance of eye contact andef to face interaction between animals

and humans, especially animals and their companion humans. Moreover,

... people’s interactions with threcompanion animals (e.g., Cain 1985:
Sanders 1999: 143) shows that mutual ‘face gazing’ is an extremely
common form of nonverbal interactioAs in close human relationships,
sustained eye contact is an elemen intimacy that symbolizes and
reinforces the human-animal connectiand attention to facial expression
provides interactants — both humamdaanimal — with information about
the subjective experience thfe other (Sanders, 2003: 416).

Furthermore, Sanders (2003) cites researblth relates to aeterinary surgery
context between veterinary clients atmeir animals in a waiting room, which
notes that a person would dueently hold the animal’'séad and stare into his or
her eyes to give reassurance in muehghme way parents make eye contact with

their children.

In testing of dogs’ recognition of humaitention in two situations: (a) facing
versus not facing the dog and (b) visible versus non-visible eyes, &aati
(2004) conclude that dogs rely on the same set of human facial cues for detection
of attention, which form the behavialrbasis of understaing attention in
humans. Gasci et al (2004) ask about dogs: Are readers of our face readers of our
mind? Their research indicates the rafifative evidencingthat dogs are very
efficient in discriminating between attere and inattentive humans and rely on

the orientation of the body, the oriembat of the head and, importantly, the
visibility of the eyes. Gasat al (2004) note, particulay] that dogs are sensitive

to the visibility of the eyes becausbey showed tentative behaviour when
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approaching a blind-folded owner and thalgo preferred to beg from persons

with visible eyes.

While physical movements and action$ both animals and humans convey
information such as intention, emotion anckdtion to the othert is the eyes that

are the significant means of communication for both. Eye to eye contact
behaviours in animals and humans evidesw®ae similarity. For instance, Serpell
(1986) notes that monkeys use eye te egpntact in expressing dominance or
aggression with a simple look or anaggerated scowl being enough to establish
their dominant position and claims that such “Comparable patterns of gaze and
gaze avoidance are found in humans” f@#r 1986: 109). For humans, the stare

is generally disconcerting because of itgensity and duration, which Serpell
(1986) observes, often denotes hostility. However, also in humans, prolonged
looking might be a signal of attraction,railation and affection, between couples

or mothers and their children. Serpell986) claims that studies indicate that
people look more at those they like amdthe appropriate mumstances, being
looked at is perceived as a positive sigofainterest and attraction. Thus Serpell
(1986) argues that

The frequency and patterning of gaze and mutual gaze also play a crucial
role on relationships between peoptel dheir pets. Although they do it to
different degrees and idifferent ways, both dogsnd cats regularly
engage in mutual eye-contact witheir owners, and spend considerable
amounts of time observing their activities (Serpell, 1986: 110).

Humans also deliberately seek eye to eydam with their pets by attracting their
gaze by, for example, calling their name and then talking to them.

Serpell (1986) remarks on the differeramtween the gaze of dogs and cats with
their owners, claiming that dogs in gerdook at their owner much more than
cats do, and in a different manner. Cats, according to Serpell (1986), sometimes
exhibit a particularly frank and detachedtsof stare but when a cat is stared at
directly, at close range, he or she will generally clodeatfrclose his or her eyes

a few times before slowly looking awaThis may have a physiological basis
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because the cat’'s eyeball is incapatig¢he degree of up-and-down movement
found in dog or human eyes. Dogs who asgest at directly by their owners will,
at frequent intervals, slightly avert hislogr gaze, as if close quarters mutual gaze
Is unnerving. Additionally, the facial mudature of dogs is akin to the way
humans use this set of muscles and tierpreted with the g& as expressions of

happiness, sadness, boredom, embarrassment and so on.

Interestingly, even the angle of etheye-contact between pets and owner
communicates meaning for both animatidnuman. The size relationship between
humans and most pet dogs and cats, for example, means that animals generally
look up to humans. Serpell (1986) susfge that this gives a necessarily
subordinate and submissive status to the pet relative to theroWwhe level or
angle of human and animal gaze and itplications are little examined in the
literature but it might seem that the aaifhuman mutual gaze itself suggests eye
to eye contact with one party drawingér to other — up or down — to look
intently into the other’s eyes. Emery (20@030 raises the idezf the social gaze

in human and non-human primates being ntben just the eyes and argues, in
relation to primates particularly, thdt.. the whole head, in particular the
orientation in which it is directed (using the nose, for example) is a sufficient
indicator of attention déection (and therefore intest)” (Emery, 2000: 582).

Furthermore, Emery (2000) suggests thatsome instances, the eyes are not
visible and the only cue available foertifying information about the behaviour

is the head direction. Emery’s (2000) resbadentifies the usef eye contact or

eye gazein Emery’s words, as a sociatjgal by human and non-human primates,
which “... may have become necessdue to morphological, environmental and
habitat changes throughout primate evolution” (Emery, 2000: 599) and the shift to

visual processing for animals,

... and the gaze especially, as arpartant means for signalling, may be
related to the development of mentatribution (thery of mind) in
humans (and possibly the gregies) (Emery, 2000: 599).

41



According to Smythe (1975), in the majgrof animals other than primates and
humans, eye movements are secondaryhead movements. Smythe (1975)
suggests that, for animals with neckgedisonable length, the head can be swung
into the required position almost instantaneously. However, animals tend to carry
their eyes in the horizontal position whatever the position of the head. Smythe
(1975) claims that dogs seldom lift their eyes even when their head is held firmly
and, as in mammals with some eye movement, the two eyes work in conjunction.
Stereoscopic vision relates to the ability to visualise an object as solid. In bats,
rats, mice and rabbits, and in some insecbus animals, the two eyes are often
capable of working singly. Binocal vision, with convergence and

accommodation (the power of focusing) is present in primates including humans.

However, Sanders (2003) observes the ability of his pet dogs to follow the
direction of the gaze of both himselidahis other companion dogs. According to
Kaminski, Riedel, Call & Tomasello (2005), perhaps the most basic skill of social
cognition is gaze following and “Gaze follng is a ... skill with many potential
benefits for animals that live social groups” (Kaminsket al, 2005: 11). While

at least five primate species, Kaminski e{2005) claim, are known to follow the
gaze of others belonging to their owresies, few studies on gaze following in
other mammals have been undertaken. The studies of Kaneinak{2005) on
domestic goats found that these animals used gaze following to find food at a
level comparable to that of primates. Kaminskal (2005) hypothesise that, from

an evolutionary point of view, animals’ gaze following serves a range of

functions, thus

... food-caching birds and other animals must be able to detect eyes
directed at them at certain points time caching process if they are to
forage and cache effectively (Eme&yClayton, 2001), ad knowing when
predators are watching is important for survival (Kaminskial 2005:

17).

In concurrence with Sanders’s (2003) observations, Kametski (2005) note

that the experts at gaze followingica other human communicative cues are

domestic dogs. Kaminski al, (2005) conclude thataeting to human cues might
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be an effect of domestication for bajbats and dogs and, indeed, other animals
such as horses and that “... domesticabgrhumans in someay contributes to

animals’ ability to read hunmacommunicative cues” (Kaminskt al 2005: 17).

It is not surprising, then, that the litersglevidences the sensitivity of animals to
the gaze of humans. For example, studieshe dog by Call, Brauer, Kaminski &

Tomasello (2003) contribute to

. a growing body of research thatvariety of animal species beyond
nonhuman primates possess flexible social-cognitive skills, perhaps
especially those conceng the understanding oféhvisual behaviour of
others. Recent studies have found tbeweral different bird species are
sensitive to the visual orientatioof conspecifics (Heinrich & Pepper,
1998) (Callet al, 2003: 263).

Emery (2000) and many other resdars (e.g., Rosenthal & Ryan, 2000;
Agnetta, Hare & Tomasello, 2000; Haxgll, Agnetta & Tomasello, 2000; Karin-
D’Arcy & Povinelli, 2002; Sanders, 2003; Call, Brauer; and Kaminski, Riedel,
Call & Tomasello, 2004) suggest that gaza fundamental component of social
interaction in animals. This researhilds upon the early studies of Argyle and
Cook (1976), which recognised the centrale played by thegaze and mutual
gaze in social behaviour as social signafed contends that any theory or account

of social behaviour that neglects tomtien gaze is completely inadequate.

2.3 Issues of Anthropomorphismand Anthropocentricism

There is considerable unease, even contentiousness, in the discussions about
anthropomorphism and anthropocentricisvithin the scientific, philosophical,
anthropological, ethologist and animalhbgiourist disciplines, (Midgely, 1983;
Serpell, 1986; Griffin, 1992; Ingold, 1994; Serpell, 2002; Tyler, 2003). Tyler
(2003) observes that, across the spectaimiewpoints on anthropomorphism,

are “... those who believe it to be wientific and demeaning, and those who

believe it to be an inevitable and ugepragmatic strategy” (Tyler, 2003: 1).
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Arluke and Sanders (1996), in their effort to summarise the polarised positions on

the deliberations about anthroporphising animals, claim that

Behaviourists and many ethologisroundly condemn anthropomorphic
descriptions while everyday pet ownensd most members of the animal
rights community routinely make use aithropomorphism as a dominant
vehicle for making sense of animal behaviour (Arluke and Sanders, 1996:
80).

Furthermore, Arluke and Sanders (1996ygest that the behaviourist perspective
allows humans the psychological distaneeessary to exploanimals untroubled

by guilt. Arluke and Sanders (1996) argue that tli®@ middle ground claimed

by the ethologist Griffin (1992), Serp€l1986) and others, which emphasises the
evolutionary roots of anthropomorphiskiuman exchanges with animals, Arluke
and Sanders (1996) propose, “... involve knowing, relating to, shaping
interactions with, and resnding to the interactional awes of the animal—other”
(Arluke and Sanders, 1996: 81).

Midgely (1983) opposes the view thattlmopomorphising is a fallacious and
misleading way of reasoning, which prdg@nd applies humaexperience to
animals. Midgely (1983) maiains that “... all our reasing extrapolates from
limited experience” (Midgely, 1983: 14Zurthermore, Midgely (1983) suggests
that

The degree of mutualnderstanding which we fia@, both with our own
species and with others, is only deapossible by attributing moods,
motives and so forth to them on the rough model of our own, and
constantly correctly #nresulting misunderstandings (Midgely, 1983: 142).

In his consideration of & most appropriate strategies for the animal rights
movement to represent animals visuatlyadvocating their cause, Baker (2001a)
might well support Midgely’s (1983) premisde stresses that he favours “... the
provisional appropriation oftute anthropomorphic imagery in an attempt to
destabilize its traditional meaning” (Baker, 2001a: 232). Baker (2001a) claims

that this avoids objectifying the animahd centring the human. He goes even
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further, favouring the adoption of therianbpic — partly animal, partly human —
attributes in the representational stragsdi... in order to exploit their troubling
connotations” (Baker, 2001a: 232). Howev&aker (2001a) also admits that
“Anthropomorphism is always an uncentaindertaking” (Baker, 2001a: 230). In
reference particularly to Walt Disneyé&arlier patronising anthropomorphism of
wild animals on film through editing, msical effects and commentary, Baker
(2001a) notes that, “Much of the difficultyel with assigningry clear status to
what it is that is being seenthropomorphically (Baker, 2001a: 230).

The uncertain undertaking of anthropopiosm to which Baker (2002) alerts us

is reflected in Fudge’s (2002) analysitthe photograph of Ham, the four-year-

old male chimpanzee who was sent into space by NASA and returned in January
1961. Fudge (2002) questions and ctge the general anthropomorphic
interpretation of Ham’s smiling face ase of happiness (in receiving his reward

of an apple) and suggests that “... the brsgnof the chimpanzee is translated into
something that reflects, perhaps, teeor he felt ...” (Fudge, 2002: 27) during

the periods of weightlessness, long periods of waiting as well as of lack of oxygen
and the landing into the ocean and the one hundred minutes confined in the
capsule before he was finally resd. Ham’s poignanphotograph and story
exemplifies Fudge’s (2002) belief thaetlke are some problems with the way we
interpret animals in three main areasoofr lives — our pets, our food and our
clothing. Fudge (2002) alsaotes that anthropomorphism, notably in children’s
literature, might actually serve anh@al and positive function because
“...without anthropomorphism we are una to comprehend and represent the

presence of an animal...” (Fudge, 2002: 76).

Interestingly, Wilson (1984) offers a wiu broader perspective on our relations
with other species, indeed the whole environment, coining the hesphilia,
which he defines as “... the innate tendency to focus on life and lifelike
processes” (Wilson, 1984:1). Wilson (1984igues that humans are biological
species finding meaning in other life forms, noting that, “We are literally kin to

other organisms” (Wilson, 1984: 130) as well as being “...human in good part
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because of the particular way weilédfe with other organisms” (Wilson, 1984:
139).

In relation to pets spectally, Serpell (2002) maintasnthat anthropomorphism,

defined as

... the ‘attribution of human mentalagés (thoughts, feelings, motivations
and beliefs) to nonhuman animals’, is an almost universal trait among
companion animal caretakers ... (Serpell, 2002: 1).

However, Serpell (2002) argues that thera isost that animals, especially pets,
incur in the human-aninharelationship. Anthropomorphic selection, Serpell
(2002) contends, “... probably is responsifde some of the more severe welfare
problems currently found in companioniraals” (Serpell, 2002: 1), which sees
animals selected and moulded in appeae, anatomy and behaviour to adapt
them to “... their unusuatcological niche as socialipport providers” (Serpell,
2002: 1). There are ethical limits beyowttich we should not go. These limits,
Serpell (2002) suggests, should disallthe deliberate breeding of companion

animals

... who suffer from painful, distressy, or disabling physical or emotional
handicaps or from surgically mutilating them in the interest of fashion or
convenience (Serpell, 2002: 7).

Questioning the very meaning of arthomorphism itself, Tyler (2003) proposes
“Anthropomorphism as a notion [which] is anthropocentric in a very particular
sense” (Tyler, 2003: 5) because anthropghmm, both as a term and concept,
starts with the human. MoreoverTyler (2003) argues for suspending
assumptions, created by anthropocemtriand anthropomorphism, that restrict
“... what we can think both about tHeuman being and the being of other
animals” (Tyler, 2003: 6).

An animal that is typically anthroponpirised in children’s literature is the rabbit

and, thus, when it finds itself not only tine laboratory but in our homes as a pet
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or as food, dilemmas might come the fore. People’s anthropomorphic
tendencies towards the rabbit were the target of a website scam in 2005 and,
indeed, as Frith (2005) observed, exposed social hygodrisough an office

email chain, a website detailed a hiolei fate for a bunny called Toby unless a
total of $US50, 000 (A$64,150) was senthis anonymous owners who were
holding him to ransom. Toby'’s picture orettvebsite showed us, the viewers, his
appealing innocence and heart-melting cuteness. The website even had recipes for
Toby after he had been killed and ay into bite-sizepieces. The website
received protests and hate-mail but, restingly, also the surprising sum of
$US28, 000 before the police were calleddrinvestigate. Frith (2005) observed

that

What the misguided emotion arourtcall shows is how hypocritical we

are about our modern food chain. Thethgia about this one kilogram of
personalised adorability is out @fhack with accepted reality. We are
apparently happy to eat animals, sding them to some pretty heinous
practices on the way, but please, sseet names or faces (Frith, 2005).

The website hoax also revealed the exterwhich we anthropomorphise animals
and are thus moved enough to care altloeitn. Moreoverit reveals our double

standards, inconsistencies and confuséations when it comes to animals.

Ingold (1994) reminds us that if waccept that animals may be “... conscious,
intentional agents ...” (Ingdl 1994: 9), then we might Y& also to ascribe to
them personal and natural powers. That is, “... we are forced to recognize that
they embody attributes of personhood whic the West are popularly identified
with the condition of ‘humanity” (Ingal, 1994: 9). However, Ingold (1994) also
suggests that anthropomorphism need narbmevitable consequence of treating
animals as persons: “To understand eleghésdy), we do nohave to pretend

that they are ‘just like humans™ (Ingold994: 10). But, Ingold (1994) argues, we
may have to apply some interpretive methods, which are common to the
humanities. In addition, Ingold (1994) pts out that, in order to overcome
anthropocentricism, “... animals should nuo¢ regarded as failed — or at best

partially successful — attempts mimanity” (Ingold, 1994: 10), and our respect
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for other animals ought not to be conalital upon their ability to perform human
tasks such as reading and writing. While the human species is unique, uniqueness
is a feature common to all species. In(1994) observes that “... it is arguably

far more anthropocentric to base estioes of other species on the measure to
which they can perform as we do” (Ingold, 1994: 10).

Fudge (2002) discusses anthropomorphisnrelation to children’s literature,
films and science, and the influence ofriGtian, Baconian and Cartesian ideas in
which animals are with us on earth the advancement of human knowledge and

human lives. However, in relation particijato animal experimentation, she asks

What might it mean that we know thahimals experience the world in
ways that are not unlike ours and yet continue to experiment upon them?
What does that tell us about oursefémimal experimentation seems to
provoke this question, but refuses toswer it. It is as if a form of
anthropomorphism not unlike that foumdchildren’s books, finds its way

into the laboratoryFudge, 2002: 104).

Indeed she concludes that “Animals are usechuse they are like us, but this is a
fact that can be read against itself” (Fudge, 2002: 105).

2.4 Contemporary Animal Issues and Art Practice

In this context, it is noteworthy that, in the second half of 2004, several
contemporary art exhibitions were presertgat centred explicitly on the animal.
Curators of the exhibitionBétes de StyleAnimals with Stylein Lausanne
October 2006 to February 2007, obsethiat, over the last few years “... the
attention paid to animals, particularly domestic animals, in western culture has
reached extraordinary dimensions” (Prod’Hom & Moulinier, 2006: 7). Moreover,

they argue that the animal is presented in

. SO many artistic idioms, so my signals informing us about the
preoccupations shared by creatoasmd artists in questioning the
human/animal relationship (@’'Hom & Moulinier, 2006: 7).
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In the United Kingdom, the exhibition titled, somewhat directhnimals
presented a group of works that dims the common wgs we understand
animals and also “...question human and animal identities ...” and “... do not
anthropomorphise, trivialise or reify animal(Schneider, 2004: 5). Specifically,
these works were anti-anthropocentric and re-evaluated non-human modes of
perception. In the United &es, in 2004, the exhibitio®nimals & Us: The
Animal in Contemporary Art, showcased the work of such well-known artists as
Beuys, Dion, Coe and Wegman among others around the theme of animals. The

accompanying text notes that

Artists are also increasingly calling intpiestion the brutal aggressiveness
with which scientists and other humans treat animals, as well as the notion
that people are inherently separatarfrand superior to other species (Art

in Context, 2005: 1).

Also argued is that, while the work in this exhibition is varied in its approach, it
challenges hierarchies that have domted our relationship to animals for
millennia and raises issues that are ingoar to both the art community and the
broader society. Wegman'’s photographshif pet dogs, for example, reflect
“...the collaborative symbiosis that is thallmark of the ‘newpet’: the animal as

equal participant in a cooperatiggnamic” (Art in Context, 2005: 1).

During October 2004, at about the satimee as the overseas exhibitions, two
Australian exhibitions focused on animals, one tifRadt and the other Instinct

Pelt prompted one reviewer to comment that

... there has been a recent shift in emphasis towards a reassessment of the
links between the human body and thadg animals whare our closest
physical and cultural point ofoanection with the nonhuman world
(Williams, 2005: 56).

Williams (2005) also observed that, internationally, there has been “... a renewal

of interest in how the idea of the armilin art can be reconfigured” (Williams,
2005: 30). More recently, in 2006, another exhibitibhe Idea of the Animal
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presented as a major component of thébllerne International Arts Festival and
featured twenty-nine artisté.ccording to the directoof RMIT Gallery in which

the exhibition was held, it was at that time arguably

. the first major exhibition of its kind in Australia that specifically
explores the complexities of human-animal relations in the light of issues
raised in the fields of anthrology, social histoy, urban geography,
history and philosophy of sciencepcial theory and cultural theory
(Davies, 2006: 3).

Further afield, in the Uretd States, in May 2005 tebruary 2006, an exhibition,
titted Becoming Animalat Mass MoCA explores “... the closing gap between
human and animal existence...” (Mass Gfg 2005: 1). It wagointed out that
the twelve artists (including Australian Piccinini) exhibitingBacoming Animal

are

... fascinated by this thin membraseparating human and animal life, by
the character of animals, by our love for animals, but also by the human
capacity to treat animals with disdaand wilful negligence (Mass MoCA,
2005: 1).

One of the artists, Nicholas Lampefty example, began his Machine Animal
collages in 1995 “... as a reaction to theslaught of the human/machine world
onto nature” (Mass MoCA, 2005: 2), whilaather artist, Sam Beerson, attaches
micro video cameras to the top of various animals’ heads to present a journey
from the vantage point of that animal ether it be chickenwolf or aardvark.
These exhibitions indicate the increagsiand shifting interests, recognition and
questions about our relatidnip with and attitude towards animals in what Wolfe
(2003a) identifies as “... whad perhaps the central problematic for contemporary

culture and theory ... the question of the animal” (Wolfe, 2003a: ix).

Contemporary artists, both internationally and in Australia, have created and are
creating innovative, and sometimes urs®jt visual language giving form to our
perplexing relations with animals within the context of the current social,

philosophical, scientific rad theoretical writing and research about animals. The
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ideas of Fudge (2002) arather theoreticians suds Lyotard (1984), Deleuze
and Guattari (1988), Haraway (1991; 2008) ®errida (1999), for example, have
been drawn upon and shaped by the artrdimal writings of the British art
historian and cultural theorist, Bak€2000; 2001a; 2001b; 2003; 2004) in his
analysis of contemporary animal art.cBuexplorations have not only produced a
critical and significant basis from whi¢b consider contempary animal art but
have also created a theoretical framdwfar further deliberation and questions

about animals in art.

Williams (2005) identified some of these questions such as those relating to
Deleuze and Guattari's (1988) conceptbacoming-animal argued by Baker
(2000) for its relevance to contemporary animal art: Williams (2005) asks, “Does
the artist try to ‘become’ animal iorder to embrace its difference” (Williams,
2005: 31)? However, more recently, BaK2003) suggests that contemporary
art's exploration of the animal imore appropriately described iasitation given

that most contemporary art appeardital knowledge of what an animad less
interesting. Indeed, Baker (2003) argubst much contemporary animal art
makes no claims “... to the ‘nature’ die imitated animal” (Baker, 2003: 158).

Furthermore, these works suggest

... playful exchanges between the human and animal, or between one
animal and another, which may allueborders or distinctions but which
are not impeded by them (Baker, 2003: 158).

Baker (2003) cites a number of artists wimitate animals in their works such as
William Wegman (1943-) who takes photographs of his pet dog, Man Ray,
dressed up or imitating various other kiredsanimals such as an elephant, zebra,
bat and dinosaur; Edwina Ashton’s (1971-) videoed animal perform&heep
(1997); and Paula Rego’s (1933pg Womanpastel drawing series of 1994
showing the artist herself squatting and snarling like a dog.

If Deleuze and Guattari’'s (1988) concepthb#Ecoming-animals not thus fully

embraced, Williams (2005) raises the question as to whether the artist should “...
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take a more reflective approach by callongthe substantial weight of the cultural
traditions that have accrued to the social construction of animals” (Williams,
2005: 31). Inquiry relating to contempoy art and animals, indeed, might
embrace Williams’s (2005) important quesis but other relevant and critical
guestions might also be posed such Bs what extent has contemporary art
reflected upon the increasingly complerimal/human interface? Why is the
animal such a potent subject in art? In what ways does contemporary art address
issues about social and individualhies, responsibility and relations with

animals? Is the human/animal relasbip boundary always a static one?

In the light of Ingold’'s (1994)deas about the “... trarmimations in the relations
between humans and animals ...” (Ingold, 1994: xxii) and his premise that “No
absolute boundary ... separates the domain of human involvement with
nonhuman animals from the domain okithinvolvement with one another”
(Ingold, 1994: xxii), it is reasonable task the question: In what ways does
contemporary art respond to or chafie the culturally constructed boundaries
between human and animals? To whatent does contemporary art probe the
cultural conditions and constructions of aals? To what extent is it possible for
contemporary animal art to arrive at ddmee between ethics and the aesthetics?
What ethical and moral considerations influence the use of live or dead animals in
art? Is it possible to proselytise for amils in an aesthetic and meaningful way?
To what extent does/ought style transtecontext and vice versa? Is style or
beauty or aesthetics more importardrtithe underlying concept for the animal
artwork? Some contemporary animal atch as the work of Marco Evaristti

(1963-) urges us, pressingly, to consider these questions.

2.5 Animals and Advocacy: Ethics and Aesthetics

At times contemporary art practice foaugion animal issues might appear as
contentious as the area of animal athay itself. A number of artists are now
using the actual animal — both alive atelad — in their work in changed and

controversial ways. The artistic medf an artwork might be subsumed under
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other more divisive and contentioussues. One recent example of this
controversy is the widely publicised art work by the Chilean born, Denmark-based
artist Evaristti who featured, in an exhibition at the Trapholt Art Museum in
Kolding Denmark, ten kitchen blenders filled with water in each of which was
placed a single live goldfish. Visitors to his exhibition were invited to switch on
the blender and liquefy the fish, which aseone visitor did, thus killing the fish.
The artist’s stated intention was thatwanted to force people to do battle with
their conscience. The museum directosvpaosecuted for cruelty to animals but
was later acquitted. He told the court that artistic freedom was at stake and that it
Is “... a question of principle. An artistas the right to créa works which defy

our concept of what is right and what is wrong” (BBC: 2003). While the museum
director defended his case on the basiarbétic freedom, the success of his case
did not rest on artistic freedom but on thasis that, since thigsh were killed

instantly, killing them in a blender was not deemed to be cruelty.

It is worth noting that had the case bderard in Australia, the outcome might
have been different. An Arts Law legzfficer, Etherington (2003), examined how
the artist and the work wadiffare under Australian law disrelates to cruelty to
animals. He noted that legislation aroufdstralia prohibits cruelty to animals
and, while the legislation va$ in each state, a typlicdefinition of an act of
cruelty is to ill-treat or unreasonably, unnecessarily or unjustifiably beat, kick,
wound, mutilate, abuse, torture or terréyg animal. However, Etherington (2003)
believed that, finally, it would come dowa what the judge on the day considers

unreasonable or unjustifiable and also that

... if an artist cannot show that they have a sound explanation for why they
are killing or harming an animal — and this would have to include them
showing why alternative means wem®t viable — they are exposing
themselves to criminal conviction (Etherington, 2003: 7).

The use of live animals in art also essissues of cruelty and coercion: the

animals are clearly not in a gallery spaceartwork for their benefit, well-being
or of their choice. However, severalists use live animals in their work. A
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notable example is Jannioidnellis (1936-) who exhibitedntitled (12 horses)
which featured twelve horses tethered to the walls of the Galleria L’Attico, Rome
in 1969, for several days. He chose livedesrfor their symbology and historical
links to mythic, heroic paintings and egtrgan statues. Oth@rominent artworks
using live animals include Joseph Beuys (1921- 1986) live coydi®yote: |

like America, and America likes mE974, Mark Dion’s (1961-) more recent use
of eighteen live African finches ibibrary for the birds of Antwerpl993 and the
many wild animal and art interaction§ Olly (1971-) and Suzi (1970-).

In contrast to the use of the animatie work of Kounellis, live animal use in the
artwork of Beuys, Dion and Olly and Suzakes the side of the animal with a
more environmental or nature-centre@us, which considers the relationship of
animals and humans in the contemponaoyld. These artists share the common
ground of truthand authorshipas Baker (2000: 12) desiwes it. Dion and Olly
and Suzi have expressedeith desire to communicaté&uth in their work.
Additionally, Dion, Beuys and Olly and Sugtep out of the art studio into the
wider world environment and interaetith nature and people who are not
necessarily involved in arBritish artists, Olly and Suzi, for instance, who join
together as one artist in a hand-ovanth collaborative art-making process,
respond directly to animals their wild and natural statand in their own habitats

such as deserts, jungles and ocean wildernesses.

While the use of live animals by Beuys, Dion and Olly and Suzi brings into focus
the so-called realnature of animals rather thasn anthropocentric view of
animals, the issue of animal cruelnd coercion nevertheless remains. The
guestion of the ethics or moral statusttod artwork involvig both live and dead
animals is raised as a major and critisalie in contemporary animal art by Baker
(2004) who admits that

. it is hard to disentangle ethlcand aesthetic questions in these
circumstances: the desire of some tgtt® address a subject such as the
killing of animals may well be driven by ethical concerns, but the manner
in which they try to do so will almost inevitably bring aesthetic
considerations intplay (Baker: 2004).
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The debate about morality and ethics witlthe aesthetic realm appears to sit
more comfortably within philosophy than in art theory. Thus, when the question
of ethics aligns with aesthetic considéons in contemporgranimal art, it
represents an alliance that shifts the disseumto discussions about artistic value,
taste, qualities of cohesivess and attractiveness or gahgrinciples of beauty,
and their position in contemporary arngeally and animal art specifically.

In his book, _The Postmodern Animdaker (2000) makes a “... cautious

exploration of the aesthesicof the postmodern animand of its effect on the
human” (Baker, 2000: 76). He uses, t& basis for his explorations, the
philosophical ideas of French poststructuralist theorists such as Lyotard (1984)
and Derrida (1999). Baker (2000) claims that, while the postmodern animal is
made and encountered in many formsl anay or may not incorporate live

animals

. in considering the animal’s relation to creativity, and thus (however
warily) moving towards the questions of a postmodern animal ‘aesthetic’,
the nature of the human’s encountathmthe animal is a matter of some
importance (Baker, 2000: 50).

Baker (2000) views this encounter as adkof confrontationparticularly when

the animal and human share the same space, that is, when the animal artwork is a
three-dimensional work as sculpturestadlation or performance. Baker (2000)
does qualify this resolute statement, however, by noting that “Taken too literally,

it is of course a preposteropsoposal” (Baker, 2000: 51).

The appearance or theok of the contemporary animal art or “... the possibility

of an aesthetiappropriate to the postmodern aalm.” (Baker, 2000: 54) is also
considered by Baker (2000). The postmodern animal seems “... more likely to be
that of a fractured, awkward ‘wrong’ or @mged thing, which i®ard not to read

as a means of addressing what it ipechuman now” (Baker, 2000: 54). The term
botched taxidermy is used by Baker (2000) to suggest recent animal art practices

“... where things again appear to haye@ne wrong with the animal, as it were, but
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where it stillholdstogethet (Baker, 2000: 56)Mixed materials hybrid forms
messy confrontationsaxidermic form reworkeadnd tattinessre Baker’s (2000)
broad categories or themes of animaaiworks. In all of these, Baker (2000)
contends, materials are most impottdrecause “... they render the animal
abrasively visible and they do so regardless bbw the artist thinks about
animals” (Baker, 2000: 62). Moreover, Baker (2000) suggests, these so-called
botchedanimals also represent improvisedimexpertknowledge of the animal,
alongside the many competing disciplineserpert knowledge (of the animal and

of writing) such as zoological, anthropological, historicad éaxidermic among

others.

Baker’s (2000) views ofantemporary animal art and the questions of aesthetics,
particularly, might be viewed in ¢h wider deliberation and debate of
contemporary art and philosophy by a ten of art writers. Art theorists
(Weintraubet al, 1996) have argued that the ldisirty years or so have been
possibly “... the most abnormal, surprisimfpaotic, and troubling era in the entire
history of art” (Weintraubket al, 1996: 254). Pluralisms a term applied to the
variety of approaches and/ks in contemporary art iorder to give the sense of
coherence to the “... loss of the illusion of historical linearity to a vague
combination of cyclicity and chaos” (Weintragbal, 1996: 256). Yet among the
major changes in the postmodern perio@mfs the idea of beauty and aesthetics
as unchanging and central to art. Indeehe artist came to be the destroyer of
the idea of beauty” (Weintrawdt al, 1996: 257).

More recently, prominent art theorist§uspit (2004) and Danto (2003), have
revisited the rejection of beauty and aestts in contemporary art to argue for its
relevance to art and, indeed, to huntiée Kuspit (2004) traces the demise of
aesthetic experience in art to Maréichamp (1887-1968) and Barnett Newman
(1905-1970). Kuspit (2004) argues thatuchamp and Newman maligned the
aesthetic by separating it from the warkart and the art nkéng process and for

them, (Kuspit, 2004) claims, the work aft becomes anti-aesthetic or “... post-

aesthetic, that is, altogether strippeaud aemptied of aesthie value” (Kuspit,
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2004: 28). In his publicatiol;he Abuse of Beauty: Aesthetics and the Concept of

Art, Danto (2003) maintains that beautyree of a range of aesthetic qualities but

is the only one that is also a valdike truth and goodness, which is not only
among the values we live by but “... one of the values that defines what a fully
human life means” (Danto, 2003 15). wever, Danto (2003), less emphatic
about the demise of beauty than Kuspit (2004), maintainsaseit-gardeartists

such as Duchamp have taken “... an imsephilosophical step forward” (Danto,
2003: xv). Indeed, thintractable Avant-gard€of which Duchamp was one), as

he terms it,

... helped show that beauty was no pafrthe concept of art, that beauty
could be present or not, and something still be art. The concept of art may
require the presence of one or anotirem a range of features, which
includes beauty, but includes a great many others as well, such as
sublimity ... (Danto, 2003: xv).

Danto (2003) suggests, then, thaant-gardeart of the 1960s, which turned away
from aesthetics, helpedmrate aesthetics from tiphilosophy of art which, he
claims, “ ... has always beencdua muddle” (Danto, 2003: xix).

In contemporary animal art, Baker (20@@knowledges, the question of beauty is
genuinely difficult. For a number of tests, Baker (2002) notes, “... their
perception of animals as beautiful is cahtio their aesthetic concerns” (Baker,
2002: 93). Baker (2002) observémwever, that these asts qualify their ideas of
beauty. The artist, Frank Noelker (1958 example, aims for the strongest
combination of beauty and sadness he can achieve. Regarding his photographs of
animals in zoos and captivity, Noelker states that he tries

... to photograph the animals with gredignity and respect, but there’s
also a kind of loneliness and isolatioath feel when | see the animals in
captivity and | want that to come across. | try to use beauty and all of my
training as an artist to get intogg@e’s hearts and minds (Satya, 2004:1).

Thus, the work of Noelker and other cemiporary animal artists such as Sue Coe
(1951-), Olly and Suzi, Dion, Britta Jaschinski (1965-) and New Zealand artist,
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Angela Singer (1966-) is driven by their concern for the conservation of animals
or addresses animal mistreatment or confinement while the work of others such as
Jeff Koons (1955-) and Damien Hirst (19B®Baake “... frequent use of animal
imagery, or of animals themselves, withoetcessarily havingnything particular

to say about them” (Baker, 2001a: xxvii). Baker (2001a) refers particularly to two
artworks in Hirst's show in GagosiaBallery, New York,at the end of 2000,
which featured fish tanks in which live freshwater fish swam around furniture
from a gynaecologist’s office. Baker (200Xd)served that thartist claimed that

he really did not quite know what these works were about!

There is some indication that there is an increasing number of exhibitions of
animal art, which take the side of the aaisnor even have an animal rights focus.
In 2003 in New Zealand, for exampl@nimality brought together a group of

international artists who have created works that

... radicalise the use of animals and animal imagery to address a range of
questions about morality, responsibility and our relationship with the
natural world (artscalendar, 2003: 1).

Animalityincluded such artists as SingedaDaniel Unverricht (1965-) from New
Zealand, Baseman and David Wilkinsd®%6-) from the United Kingdom, Kate
Rohde (1971-) from Australia, Kathry®pence (1963-) and Catherine Chalmers
(1957-) from the United States, and Karl Grimes (1955-) from Ireland.

These and other animal-centred exhibitions such as those referrezi4pneflect

the developments of the 1990s when artimtgan to take ththeme of animals
more seriously and, aBaker (2001a) notes, “... imloing so found ways of
avoiding the familiar accusations of sentimentality” (Baker 2001a: xxvi). Baker
(2001a) argues that “The sheer amountaftemporary art featuring animals in
the 1990s certainly was a new phenomen@egker, 2001a: xxvii). This growth

in the 1990s coincided with the growth ariimal liberation and animal rights or,
as it is frequently termed, animablvocacy. Reflecting othis growth, Baker

(2001a) offers some representational sgiat or strategies of image-making in
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his book, Picturing the Beast: Animalglentity and Representatipmhich “...

might have a chance to modify humangagtions of the nonhuman animal and to

increase awareness of living animals’ circumstances” (Baker, 2001a: xvii).

Baker (2001a) argues that times hdwecome more complex as non-human
animals are seen to be more desgyvof imaginative human thought but, in
response to this, one group’s resolve to act upon some ethical boundaries or
principles might be seen just as untemsgable as another group’s “... conviction
that to adopt a fixed position is to ¢t imaginative thought” (Baker, 2001a:
xxxii). Baker (2001a) considers apt the opimithat calls for a healthy airing of

“... the uneasiness with which modernist and postmodernist advocate-scholars
view the theoretical dir¢ions of each other” (Badt, 2001a: xxxii). However,

significantly applicable to contgmorary art is his belief that

. uneasiness seems both productive arehtive, evincing an entirely
proper engagement with the difficuiask of continuing to reflect on
animals and figuring out how best to represent them (Baker, 2001la:
XXXiil).

In the history of art animals are payed in their multifarious roles and
interchanges with humans and, as mightkpected, visual manifestations and,
indeed, evidence of animal-human social interactions, including the gaze and

mutual gaze are found.
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CHAPTER THREE — THE VISUAL
REPRESENTATION OF ANIMAL-HUMAN
RELATIONSHIPS

3.1 Perspectives on the Animal in Visual Art

The lives of animals and humans are wovegether in the images and artefacts
from the earliest representations HEgyptian times to current postmodern and
contemporary art period. Human attitsdand beliefs over time are evident in
these works. Indeed Schneider (2004)enbss that animals have always served
humans as a vehicle or forum for quess about themselves in the world and

thus have always had a place in art largely because

... there is a deep-rooted correspormehetween the way we think about
animals and how we have thought about ourselves and our culture in
different eras and parts ofehlworld (Schneider, 2004: 3).

Schneider’s (2004) comments echo the ideas of the anthropologist Lévi-Strauss
(1963) whose concept of totemism comesetl the relations between animals and
people and the use of animals as metaploorisuman society: “The animal world

. suggest[s] a mode of thought” éli-Strauss,1963: 13). Tapper (1994)
contends that Lévi-Strag’s (1963) fundamental argent is that “... animals
figure so commonly in totemic discourse, not ... because they are good to eat, but

because they are good to think with (Tapper, 1994: 50).

Tapper (1994) extends Lévi-Strauss(1963) argument by suggesting that
“Animals are good to teach and learn wiglarticularly in those central areas of
life clouded by taboos and inhibitiongTapper, 1994: 51). Franklin (1999)
acknowledges that most so@gists and historians of animal-human relationships
have been influenced by earlier agipologists’ work, which “... found that

human conceptualization, classificationdatheorization of amals signify or
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encode social thought” (Franklin, 1999:. Bccording to Franklin (1999), the
animal world provides a parallel metapicai society in which human social

]

structures and morality is extended. Furthermore, “... the socially constituted
animal world is then used to think throughresolve social tensions, conflicts and
contradictions” (Franklin, 1999: 9). Indeed, Franklin (@P@rgues, “Animals are

therefore good to think about what it islde properly human” (Franklin, 1999: 9).

The animal or non-human metaphor, Tapp&0&) argues, allows the teacher and
learner to avoid articulating the embaseg or difficult truths about humans
such as procreation, birth, death and the like. In the not so distant past, for
example, English children weiretroduced to the reaiés of sex through stories

of birds, bees, storks and so on. These animals were used to convey human values,
morality and rules. Furthermore, Tapp&®94) suggests that animals are used as
metaphors for moralising and socialisipgrposes in two contrasting ways, as
models of order and morality and as “..etBther, the Beast, the Brute, the model

of disorder or the way things should rm done” (Tapper, 1994: 51). Hence the
animal-human relationship is bound ufthwmetaphoric and symbolic meanings
created by humans to reflect the hun@mdition in all its contradictory and

complex manifestations.

The Christian art that dominated the weies from around the early Christian
period of the fourth century to the Rassance of the 1600s, for example, is
particularly potent in terms of anah symbology and metaphoric reference.
Speake (1994), in fact, argues that tnsated the basis for a common language.
Among the numerous animals prominent as symbols in Christian art is the rat
which, as Speake (1994) notes, is a gdrgnabol of evil and destruction. She
notes also the deer which, whenntling at a stream, fountain or spring,
represents the soul’s intense thirst for the life-giving waters of the Christian faith;
and the dove, which generally represahts Holy Spirit. Other Christian animal
symbols include the eagle, with its wingssitgtched with a snake in its talons as

a symbol of good over evil; goats as symbols of souls of the wicked contrasting

with sheep which are very frequent synmbof followers of Christ; and goldfinch,
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other spiny weeds was associated with the crown of thorns).

Often animals were symbolic oficular saints or holy peopl@he mouse, for

example,was the emblem of St Gertrude and the ox, which was the traditional

symbol of St Lukeand was also associated with St Thomas Aquinas. Christian

symbols in various forms also are found in art of Igeniods in secular or nen
UHOLJLRXV SDLQWLQJV $Q H[QWBSQ#HA)|pHintingOLDP +RJI
The Graham Childre1742)(Plate3.11) which, on first viewing, appears to be a

group portrait of young children with their pets and toys.

Plate3.11 William Hogarth, TheGraham Children1742 ail on canvas
160.5 x 181 cm
Presented by Lord Duveen through the National Art Collections Fund, 1934
© The National Gallery, London

In fact, however, the animals in the painting, the cat and bird, are symbolic
representans that were favoured in seventeenth and eighteenth century painting.
According to Francocci (1997) these symbols reflect childhood as a phase of life

to be protected from the harsh outside world. In the top-hght corner of the
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painting, a cat stalks a goldfinch in a suspended gilded cage. The bird itself is a
symbol dating back to pre-Christian time#ere the soul of a man flew away
when he died. This myth continued ir@hristianity and wasnost often depicted

as a goldfinch, a favourite p&ith children. In referere to the cat in the top
right-hand corner ofhe Graham ChildrenFrancocci (1997) notes that

On closer examination of this areatbat's claws can be seen as out and
gripping the furniture. His eyes are focused solely on the fluttering
goldfinch. The gilded cage could bees as the rich protector of the
innocent, then released into a dangerous world, an allegory of the child
becoming an adult and having to death an altogether more dangerous
reality. The cord that cuts the cemof the painting and so obviously
supporting the suspended cage couldsymbolic of the fragility of life

and especially of child matity (Francocci, 1997: 1).

The Hogarth painting exemplifies the extent to which animals were utilised as
symbols of the prevailing societal, cultu@nd religious belils and values in
artworks not only of this period but also prior and subsequent periods. Vasiliou
(2004) comments that

Throughout art history, animals have bemsed to symbolically represent
human character traits, vices and virtues: as well as figuring in fantasy,
myth and the supernatural, where ansradt as mediators or harbingers of
the future or the unseen (Vasiliou, 2004: 1).

The extent to which humans have poted animals, since humans first
represented the animal, in visible andudl form, as symbols and metaphors for
human life is explored by Clark (1977). Hinvestigation of the ways in which
humans have represented animals alsdeexces both the vastness of the subject
as well as the incongruity and dichotomies inherent in animal-human relations. He
termed this adual relationshipand his analysis o&rtworks, spanning early
Egyptian art to the early 1970s, also d@strates that perceptions of human-
animal interactions are always from the vantage point of humans within a
particular historical, politial, social and cultural context. The perspective of the
animal can only ever be speculative oe fhart of humans. Accordingly, Clark

(1977) categorised artworks portrayiagimals as humans perceived them, in
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their imaginations, to be scared, dytic, admired and destroyed by humans.
Schneider (2004) also recognised thisman viewpoint in her discussion of

contemporary artworks in an exhibition title&himals(2004), observing that

... our relationship with the nonhumavorld is mediated by history and
that for us the animal, as a theme, has become a cultural construct ...
artists represented here are only to@@that the animal itself can never

be portrayed, only our notion wfat it is (Schneider, 2004: 4).

Fudge’s (2004) view is that this hardly surprising given that

. orthodox evaluations of humarand animals always assert the
superiority of the human - it is, taf all, always humans who are
performing the evaluation” (Fudge, 2004: 21).

Baker (2000) acknowledges the difficultie§ assigning meaning, interpretation
and signification in those artwks that probe the animal and the complexities of
human-animal interactions in the confgorary world. Specifically in relation to
taxidermic animal artworks, and perhajsawn directly from Lévi-Strauss (1963),
Baker (2000) suggests that “They are peshtiings with which to think, rather
than themselves being things to theught about” (Baker, 2000: 75). Moreover,
Baker (2000) contends that

Neither species, nor genus, nor individual, each one is open both to
endless interpretation and, more catipgly still, to the refusal of
interpretation (Baker, 2000: 75).

The complexities of the animal-human relationship itself might well be matched
by difficulties in understanding contempoy animal artworks. Baker (2000)
argues that

. If little has been written about @ of the most extraordinary and
compelling postmodern animal imagery ... it is perhaps because it is by no
means clear what can usefully be saidut these baffling subjects (Baker,
2000: 80).
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Baker (2000) even goes so far as to sugipest‘The problem is that, if anything,
[that] they signify too much (Baker, 2000: 80). @ing the installationsSpider,
(1997) by Louise Bourgeois (1911-) ardonogram (1955-9) by Robert
Rauschenberg (1925-) where the criticserpretation overrodéhe artists’ view

of the work, Baker (2000) contendsati‘Openness of meaning creates its own
difficulties, as in cases where criticaltenpretations conflict with the artist’s
intentions” (Baker, 2000: 80).

3.2 Analysis of Selected Works across History

Mindful of the probability for the v& range or continuum of meaning,

interpretation and, indeed, misinter@t&n of animal dawork in both the

contemporary period and the prior periods, careful examination of selected works

which engage with the animal-humanrat®nship and which span from early
Egyptian art to present day contemporary has the potential, nonetheless, to
offer a different perspective.

Table3.2.1 thus presents a chronological overview of artworks that illustrate the
different ways in which animals are penced and the variaikinds of humans
and animals interactions across art histditye criteria for secting artworks to
be included are accessibility, widepublication, commonly reproduced and/or
representative of the particulart gneriod. Hence Table 3.2.1 comprises Six

columns as follows:

(a) Column one—- the namef the artist or art period.
(b) Column two — the dateand mediunof the artwork.
(c) Column — the titleof the artwork.

(d) Column four presents a reproducedageof the artwork.

The reproduced image illustrates the work and indicates more clearly such

elements as size relationships of aalino human, configuration of animal

and human within the format of the work as well as the style, technique
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and formal elements such as colour, composition, form and spatial
relationships.

(e) Columns five and six present an analysis ofehwork relevant to this
research. Column five indicates th&ature of Animal-Human Interface
and/or Relationship To present the major features investigated in the
artwork column five is sub-divided into three columns titled Nature of
Interaction Dominanceand Human GenderThese three columns are
explicated as follows:

(i) The column titled Nature of Interactionis sub-divided into two
columns, one titled with plus signand the other ainus sign. The plus
symbol (+) indicates that the anir@aiman interface and coexistence is
benevolent, compassionate, friendbhenign, non-invasive, non-intrusive,
non-objectified and/or non-exploitativd&he minus symbol (-) indicates
the opposite of the plus symbol, that is, that the interface is exploitative,
abusive, dominating, insidious, unkind, unfeeling and/or malevolent.

(i) The column designateBominanceis sub-divided into two columns
titled A (Animal) andH (Human). The degree of dominance is indicated
by the number of asterisks. The pumosf the asterisk system is to
provide objective and non-interpretaivindicators, which specify the
evident or apparent action betwe¢he animal and human and is a
descriptor of what is actually happeg in the human and animal action —
a literal action.

- A high degree of dominancindicated by three asteks (***), indicates

an excessive level of stress or hamiolved in the action and might be
demonstrated in, for example, the animal/s being hunted, maimed or
killed. This evident act of killing or hunting is clearly depicted in the work
rather than being an interpretation of the event.

- A medium degree of dominancendicated by two asterisks (**),
indicates a less severe and invasaetion upon the animal but involves
some degree of restriction placed oa #&mimal, which might be evidenced
by the confinement or incarceration swhthe animal/s in a zoo or cage.

- A low level of dominangendicated by one asterisk (*), indicates little or
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no level of stress or harm inherent time activity. The animal, in this
instance, might be performing antiao without harsh coercion or force
such as leading or riding a horse.
- Where the interface between the aalirand human is characterised by
equality or, at least, the lack of doraince on the part of the human, or
indeed, the animal, an equal symbol (=) is indicatdzbth columns.
(iii) The third sub-columnHuman Genderassigns a column for females
(F) and a column for males (M) to indicate which gender is interacting
with the animal/s in the artwork.

(H Column six, designatedSignification/Visual Implication specifies the
overall visual message, purpose, mt®r meaning of the human and

animal interaction, which might be, for example, symbolic or metaphoric.
This interpretation of signification anudisual implication is sourced, where

possible, from art history references anthere little or no reference is offered,

from personal research.
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Table 3.2.1

Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives

Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Egyptian, Greek, Roman and Early Christian
Unknown 6" Dynasty | Hippopotamus X Human superiority
Egyptian 2350-2190 | Hunt x Animal as
BC Relief 9 ok 9 sport/entertainment
with
painting
Unknown 19" King Seti | and X Human superiority
Egyptian Dynasty his son, later "
1292-1182 | Ramesses I 9 9
BC Relief | capturing a
bull.
Unknown 20" Ramesses Il X Human superiority
Egyptian Dynasty hunting wild X Animals as
1190-1077 | bulls 9 el 9 sport/entertainment
BC
Relief
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Unknown 26" The goddess x Animals assacred
Egyptian Dynasty Hathor and
672-525 the Pharaoh 9 * 9
BC Psammetichus
Dark grey |
greywacke
Unknown 7" Century | Horsemen: X Human superiority
Assyrian BC Relief | Detail from x Animals as war
the great lion (¢} * o machines
hunt
Unknown 7" Century | Ashurbanipal X Human superiority
Assyrian BC Relief | leading horse: x Animals as war
detail from the 9 * 9 machines
Great Lion
Hunt
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Unknown c. 570 BC | Calf Bearer x Animal as sacrificial
Greek Marble (dedicated to object
goddess -
Athena) 9 9
Unknown c.490 BC | Europa and x Animal as symbol in
Greek Red-figure | the Bull narratives of
bell krater 9 _ _ 9 legends/mythology
Unknown 438-432 Young cow X Human superiority
Greek BC and herdsmen
Parthenon | from the south 9 *k 9
frieze of the
Parthenon
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Unknown 438-32 BC | Horsemen X Human superiority
Greek from the west X Human strength and
frieze of the athleticism
Parthenon 9 * 9
Unknown €.140 AD | The Jockey of X Animal as
Roman Bronze Artemision sport/entertainment
9 *x 9
Unknown 250AD Sarcophagus X Human superiority
Roman Marble of the Lion x Animals as
*kk .
Hunt 9 9 sport/entertainment
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Table 3.2.1

Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Unknown 4™ Century | Three stags X Human superiority
Roman Mosaic driven into a x Animals as
net: detail 9 ko 9 sport/entertainment
from the
‘Great Hunt’
mosaic
Byzantine c. 532-48 | Mosaic of the x Animal asreligious
Vault lamb symbol
mosaic triumphant 9 * 9
Unknown 5™ Century | Good x Animal asreligious
Early Christian | Mosaic Shepherd symbol
9 * 9




€L

Table 3.2.1

Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Early Medieval | 9" Century | In the lions’ X Animal asreligious
stone den symbol
9 * 9
Late Gothic and Early Renaissance
Limbourg 1413-16 ‘December’ X Human superiority
Brothers Vellum from Tres X Animals as
Riches Heures 9 Sk 9 sport/entertainment
of the Duke of
Berry
Limbourg 1413-16 ‘January’ from x Animal as symbol of
Brothers Vellum Trés Riches fidelity/guardianship
Heures of the 9 * 9
Duke of Berry
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Jan van Eyck | 1434 The Marriage x Animal as symbol of
Qil on of Arnolfini fidelity
panel 9 * 9 9
Antonio c.1440 St Eustace X Animal asreligious
Pisanello Tempera symbol
on panel 9 * 9
Paolo Uccello | c. 1450s Rout of San X Human superiority
Oil on Romano *x X Animals as war
9 9 ;
wood machines
Paolo Uccello | ¢.1460-70 | Hunt in the X Human superiority
Oil on Forest 9 o 9 x Animals as
panel sport/entertainment
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Leonardo da c. 1490 Lady with an x Animal as symbol of
Vinci Oil on Ermine sinister and darker
wood forces
9 * 9
Lucas Cranach | 1529 Staghunt of X Human superiority
the Elder Oil on Frederick the X Animals as
wood Wise of 9 ok 9 sport/entertainment
Saxony
Andrea 1471-74 Court of x Animal as symbol of
Mantegna Mantua fidelity/guardianship
Presco 9 * 9 9
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Andrea c.1474 Suite of x Animal as symbol of
Mantegna Fresco Cardinal status/strength/courag
Francesco e
(detail) 9 * 9
High Renaissance
Piero di €.1500 Death of x Animal as symbol of
Cosimo Oil on Procris 9 * 9 9 fidelity/guardianship
panel
Lucas Cranach | 1526 A Faun and X Human superiority
the Elder Oil on his Family x Animal as symbol of
panel with Slain virility
Lion 9 rrk 9 9
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Jacopo 1550 Creation of X Animal asreligious
Tintoretto Oil on Animals N symbol
canvas 9 9
Titian €.1553-54 | Venus and x Animal as symbol of
Oil on Adonis % virility
canvas 9 9 °
Francescoda | 1574 Noah's x Animal asreligious
Ponte called Oil on Sacrifice symbol
Bassano canvas 9 * 9
Francescoda | 1576 Garden of X Animal asreligious
Ponte called Oil on Eden symbol
B 9 * 9
assano canvas
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Domenichino 1602 The Maiden x Animal (mythic) as
after cartoon and the symbol ofvirginity
by Annibale Unicorn 9 = = 9 and chasteness
Carracci
Jan Brueghel 1613 Animals X Animal asreligious
the Elder Oil on Entering the 9 % 9 symbol
canvas Ark
Peter Paul 1615-16 Hippopotamus X Human superiority
Rubens Oil on and Crocodile x Animal as symbol of
canvas Hunt 9 b 9 strength/power
x Animals as
sport/entertainment
Peter Paul 1616 Lion Hunt X Human superiority
Rubens Oil on e x Animal as symbol of
canvas 9 9 strength/power
x Animals as
sport/entertainment
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Baroque — France, Spain and England
Diego 1632-37 La Tela Rela x Animal as sport/
Velazquez Oil on (Philip IV entertainment
canvas Hunting Wild 9 rrk 9 9 | xHuman superiority
Boar)
Rembrandt c.1637 Elephant x Animal asexotic
van Rijn Black object
Chalk 9 * 9 9
Diego 1640-45 Count Dwarf x Animal as symbol of
Velazquez Oil on Don Antonio virility
canvas el Inglés 9 - - 9
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Paulus Potter | 1646 Peasant x Animals (particularly
Qil on Family with cows) as symbol of
canvas Animals 9 * 9 9 fertility, wealth and
the earth and love of
rural life
X
Paulus Potter | 1647 Young Bull x Animals (particularly
Oil on cows) as symbol of
canvas fertility, wealth and
9 = = 9 the earth
x Cow as symbol of
nationalistic culture
and politics
Paulus Potter | 1647 Punishment of x Animal advocacy
Oil on a Hunter e x Role reversal —
canvas 9 9 animal pursuing
human




18

Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Diego €.1656 Las Meninas x Animal (three dogs)
Veladzquez Qil on as symbol of
canvas . boredom (with
9 9 9 royalty)

x Animal (one dog with
child) as symbol of
innocence/curiosity

Neoclassicism and Romanticism
Francis Barlow | 1665 Aesop’s x Animal as metaphor
Engraving | Fables of human
9 * 9 condition/follies
Alexandre- €.1699 Self-portrait as x Animal as symbol of
Francois Qil on a Huntsman power/ prestige
Desportes canvas 9 i 9 X Human superiority

x Animals as

sport/entertainment
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
William 1742 The Graham X Animal as symbol
Hogarth Qil on Children (bird in cage) of
canvas 9 * 9 9 fragility of life and
childhood mortality
and (predatory cat) o
harsh outside world
William 1745 The Painter x Animal as symbol of
Hogarth Qil on and his Pug compassion/humanity
canvas 9 * 9 / English virtues
George Stubbs | 1769 The Milbanke x Animals as symbols
Qil on and 9 N 9 9 of prestige, wealth
canvas Melbourne and leisure
Families




€8

Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Joshua 1775 Miss Jane x Animal as vehicle/
Reynolds Qil on Bowles symbol of expression
canvas 9 * 9 of human feeling,
emotion and
informality
Thomas 1781-82 Mrs ‘Perdita’ x Animal as vehicle/
Gainsborough | Oil on Robinson symbol of expression
canvas 9 N 9 of human feeling,
emotion and
informality
Joshua 1787 Miss Anna x Animal as vehicle/
Reynolds Oil on Ward and her symbol of expression
canvas Dog 9 * 9 of human feeling,
emotion and
informality




¥8

Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.

Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
George Stubbs | ¢.1793 William X Animal as
Qil on Anderson with 9 * 9 symbol/object of
canvas Two Saddle status, wealth and
Horses prestige
George Stubbs | c. 1800 Hambetonian, X Animal as
Qil on Rubbing Down symbol/object of
canvas 9 * 9 status, wealth and
prestige
Théodore 1817 Race of the x Animals as sport,
Géricault Oil sketch | Riderless . entertainment and
Horses 9 9 spectacle
Théodore 1822-23 A Charge of X Animals aswar
Géricault Oil sketch | Cuirassiers 9 . 9 machine
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Francisco Goya| 1790 Don Manuel x Animals (birds) as
Qil on Osorio symbol ofchildhood
canvas Manrique de 9 . 9 innocence
Zufhiga x Animal (predatory
cat) as symbol of
harsh outside world
Francisco Goya| 1824 Bullfight, X Animals assport/
Qil on Suerte de entertainment
canvas Varas 9 *k 9
Francisco Goya| 1746-1828 | Disparate x Animal as symbol of
Etching Puntual: from human frailties and
and the series “Los 9 * 9 folly
Aquatint Proverbios”




98

Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Rosa Bonheur | 1853-55 Horse Fair x Animal advocacy
Qil on 9 * 9 x Animal dominance/
canvas strength
Gustave c. 1859 After the Hunt x Animals as sport/
Courbet Oil on entertainment
canvas e X Human superiority
9 9 X Animal antagonism
Eugéne 1861 Lion Hunt X Human superiority
Delacroix Qil on over animals
canvas x Animals as sport/
entertainment
9 *k% 9
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Modernism
Jean-Francois | 1862-63 | The x Animal and human
Millet Charcoal | Shepherdess 9 * 9 symbiosis
and pastel | and her Flock x Veneration for rural
life
Jean-Francois | c.1864 Bringing x Animal and human
Millet Charcoal | Home the 9 * 9 9 symbiosis
on paper | Newborn Calf x Veneration for rural
life
Edgar Degas c.1870 Before the X Animal as
Qil on Start 9 *k 9 sport/entertainment
canvas
Pierre-Auguste | ¢.1875 Woman with a x Animal as symbol of
Renoir Qil on Cat femininity
canvas 9 * 9
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Georges Seurat| 1884-36 A Sunday x Animals (dog and
Qil on Afternoon on monkey) as symbols
canvas the Island of 9 * 9 9 of human
La Grande characteristics
Jatte
Paul Gauguin | 1897 Where do we x Animals as symbols
Oil on come from? . of human
canvas What are we? 9 9 9 characteristics and
Where are we stories
going?
Henri 1897 The Sleeping x Animal as symbol of
Rousseau Oil on Gypsy untamed/wild nature
canvas 9 = = 9
Henri 1910 The Dream x Animal as symbol of
Rousseau Oil on 9 * 9 untamed/wild nature
canvas
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Marc Chagall 1911 Rain x Animals as symbol of
Qil on . human spiritual/
canvas 9 9 cultural beliefs
Pierre Bonnard | 1915 Coffee X Human consideratior
Oil on Le Café 9 * 9 for animals
canvas
Pablo Picasso | 1933 (Minotaur X Human superiority
Etching Defeated) from x Animal as sport/
Suite Vollard 9 * 9 spectacle
x Animal as symbol of
virility
Pablo Picasso | 1937 Guernica x Animal as symbol for
Oil on 9 ok 9 9 Spanish Republic
canvas (horse) and General
Franco (cow)
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Balthus 1949 Nude with Cat x Animal as symbol for
(Baltusz Oilon N innocence
Kossowski de | canvas 9 9
Rola)
Postmodernism and Contemporary
Joseph Beuys | 1965 Explaining X Human
Perfor- Pictures to a communication with
mance Dead Hare 9 % 9 animal
Francis Bacon | 1969 Etude pour X Human superiority
Qil on une corrida x Animal symbol of
canvas 9 o 9 animal natureof
human
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Joseph Beuys | 1974 | like America X Human
Perfor- and America 9 _ _ 9 communication with
mance Likes Me animal/nature
William 1974 The Spelling X Human
Wegman Video Lesson 9 - - 9 communication with
animal
Paula Rego 1982 Doctor Dog x Anthropomorphism
Lithograph 9 _ _ x Challenging human
on paper - - and animal
boundaries
Paula Rego 1982 Nanny, Small X Anthropomorphism
Acrylic on | Bears and 9 - - x Challenging human
paper Bogeyman and animal
boundaries
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Sue Coe 1988 Modern Man x Human/societal
Gouache | Followed by s brutality towards
the Ghost of 9 9 animals
his Meat
Sue Coe 1991 Cutting the x Human/societal
Gouache | Cow’'s Throat brutality towards
9 o 9 animals
Carolee 1991 Infinity Kisses x Overt display of
Schneemann Photo- affection between
graphs on 9 - - 9 animal and human
linen X Challenging human
and animal
boundaries
Carsten Hdéller | 1995 Lover Finches x Challenging human
Photograph B _ and animal
9 - - boundaries
X Human
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
communication with
animal
Andreas 1996 Licking a x Challenging human
Slominski Event in Stamp and animal
Z00 with (Anfeuchten 9 — - 9 boundaries
giraffe and | einer X Human
zoo-keeper.| Briefmarke) communication with
animal
Diana Thater 1997 Broken Circle x Challenging human
Video and animal
installation _ _ boundaries
9 = = 9
X Human
communication with
animal
Carsten Hdéller | 1997 House for Pigs x Challenging human
Installation | and People a _ and animal
9 - - 9 9 boundaries
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Abigail Lane 1997 Her Life x Animal as symbol of
Ink jet print | Became themysterious
photograph| Nocturnal
on paper 9 = = 9
Edwina Ashton | 1997 Sheep x Challenging/blurring
Video human and animal
perfor- 9 = = boundaries
mance
Olly and Suzi 1997 Painting x Challenging/blurring
Drawing/ | Sharks in a human and animal
photograph| Cage, South boundaries
Africa 9 - - 9 9
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Edwina Ashton | 1998 Frog x Challenging/blurring
Video human and animal
perfor- 9 = = boundaries
mance
Xavier Veilhan | 1997-98 The Palace x Human and animal
Photograph displacement,
9 - - 9 alienation and irony
x Challenging/blurring
human and animal
boundaries
Olly and Suzi 1998 White Wolves, x Challenging human
Drawing/ | Ellesmere and animal
Photograph| Island, boundaries
Canada x Animal advocacy
9 = = 9 9
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Table 3.2.1

Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Australian Contemporary
Noel McKenna | 1988 Park Scene X Human and animal
Qil on B B rapport/affinity/
canvas 9 - - 9 communication
Noel McKenna | 1989 Yearling Sale X Human and animal
Water- rapport/affinity/
colour on communication
paper 9 * 9
Lisa Roet 1998 Ape and the x Animal advocacy
Photograph Bunnyman ' 9 Sk 9 x Challenging/blurring
series:, 3 wise human and animal
men boundaries
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Lisa Roet 1998 Ape and the x Animal advocacy
Photograph| Bunnyman x Challenging/blurring
series: The 9 . 9 human and animal
dance boundaries
John Reid 1989 Performance x Animal advocacy
Photograph | for 25 Passing x Challenging human
Vehicles, 9 = = 9 and animal
Newell boundaries
Highway 23
July 1989
Patricia 1997 Protein Lattice x Challenging/blurring
Piccinini C Type human and animal
photograph 9 = = 9 boundaries
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Ronnie van 1999 Monkey x Challenging/blurring
Hout Video Madness human and animal
9 = = boundaries
Ronnie van 1999 Sculp D.Dog x Challenging/blurring
Hout Video human and animal
9 = = boundaries
Euan Heng 1999 Juggling X Human-animal
Relief companionship
linocut 9 % 9
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Rebecca Ann | 2001 Dense and X Human-animal
Hobbs Ink jet print | Woolly . communication
9 9 X Challenging human
and animal
boundaries
Rebecca Ann | 2001 A Pseudo- X Human-animal
Hobbs Ink jet print | female Fish . communication
9 9 x Challenging human
and animal
boundaries
Patricia 2001 Science Story x Challenging human
Piccinini Type C 9 * 9 9 and animal
photograph boundaries
Kathy Temin 2002 Audition for a x Challenging human
Photograph| Pair of Koalas and animal
mounted to | (blue) Part 1 9 *kk boundaries
aluminium
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Table 3.2.1 Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Kathy Temin 2002 Audition for a x Challenging human
Photograph| Pair of Koalas e and animal
mounted to | (blue) Part Il 9 boundaries
aluminium
Louise 2002 Untitled #989 x Challenging human
Hearman Oil on and animal
masonite 9 = = boundaries and
ambiguities
Sharon 2002 Escape from x Challenging human
Goodwin Acrylic, Neverlands and animal
watercolour 9 _ _ 9 boundarieshybrids/
& foam B B metamorphose
core
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Table 3.2.1

Animal and Human Interactions in Art: Historical Perspectives cont.
Artist/ Dates/ Title of Image of Work Nature of Animal-Human Interface Signification/
Art Period Medium Work/s and/or Relationship Visual Implication
Nature of Dominance Human
Interaction Gender
+ - A H F M
Catherine Bell | 2003 “This little x Animal advocacy
Video piggy ...fades 9 — — 9 x Challenging human-
perfor- to pink” animal relations
mance (detail)
Jazmina 2003 Never Mistake x Challenging/blurring
Cininas Reduction | a Wolf for a human and animal
linocut Fox 9 - - 9 boundaries




3.3 Mapping the Changing Perspedtzes on Animal and Human

Interactions in Art

Table 3.2.1 evidences the interconnectednesarofal and human lives across
the span of history: it is indicative dhe types and trends of animal-human
relations portrayed in artwks throughout history and presents a wide array of
animals from pets, farm animals throughwdd animals, allin some form of
relation with humans. Egyptian, RomamdaGreek art, for example, depict
humans and animals interacting in manifedent contexts sth as hunting, as
sacred or symbolic and as pets in thenf@f wall relief, sculpture, mosaic, wall
painting and drawing: a multitude of these types of images exist in this ancient art

time period alone.

At the same time, the overview of anirmiman interaction artworks suggests the
enduring and continuing nature of ethinterchange. The historical and
chronological format also allows a view of each particular art period’s general
directions, inclinations or shifts in perception towards the animal-human
interchange. The intent of the artist otwaork in relation to the interconnection of
humans and animals differs according tkee artistic period, cultural, social,
political, religious and/or artistic conteand purpose of the work. In some works
such as early Christian art, for examglee animal might be incorporated in the
artwork for its symbolic religious megga Whereas in the works of say the
American contemporary artist Diana atbr (1962-), the animal and human
relationship indicated in ¢himage is used to questithe interconrsion between

animals and humans in particular spaces.

There might also be other issues to comsia relation to the variations in the
number of works represented in some @ariods such as those noted by Baker
(2000) in his observation of animal repentation in the modernist period. His
hypothesis that “... there was no modammal, no ‘modernist’ animal ... There
are therefore no animals imajor cubists works ...(Baker, 2000: 20) might
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reflect the lower incidence of animaldman artworks in modernism. Indeed,
Baker (2000) argues that

So might begin a rather tedious lgjiof the animal’s absence from much
of the twentieth century’s most adiarous and imaginative visual art.
Such a list would need to explain tleaten when the animal was visually
present, it could be exgaghed away, and that ofenction of modernist art
criticism was to do so (Baker, 2000: 20).

Furthermore, according to Baker (2002), “The modern animal is thus the
nineteenth-century animal (symbolic, sentimental), which has be made to
disappear” (Baker, 2000:22).

3.3.1 The Nature of the Interaction

Table 3.3.1 summarises the trends and dewedats in artwork depicting animals
and humans and their various associatwits one another. The columns in the
table titledThe nature of the animal-human interactiomlicate significant and
noteworthy features in thartworks such as the actual character of the animal-
human association, that is, whether ip@sitive or negative; whether the animal
or human dominates; and the gendethaf human. Percentages are used in the
columns in order to ascertain the proportiomelation to the particular whole art

period so that useful comparisdmstween the periods can be made.

Table 3.3.1 The Nature of the Animal-Human Interaction

The Nature of interaction
Art period i % - % Total
Egyptian, Greek, Roman, Early 3 19 13 81 16
Christian
Late Gothic, Early/High 13 65 7 35 20
Renaissance
Baroque — France, England, Spain 5 71 2 29 7
Neoclassicism, Romanticism 10 56 8 44 18
Modernism 10 77 3 23 13
Postmodernism 26 70 11 30 37
Total 67 60 44 40 111
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Overall, the artworks spanning art history indicate that the nature of the animal-
human interaction is more positive wiifi per cent of works depicting affirmative
associations while 44 per cent indicate muegative contacts. In the nature of the
animal-human interaction, it is appatehat postmodern/contemporary artwork
reflects more positive relations betwesmnimals and humans. Some 70 per cent of
the total artworks postmodern/contermgryr periods and 77 per cent of the
modernist era demonstrate humans with animals in benign or, at most, non-

exploitative relationships.

While there is a higher total number ofvaorks that portray human and animals

in some form of affirmative interacin in postmodern/conteuorary art than in
modern art, 77 per cent ¢ie lower number of modeast artworks indicate a
beneficial or, at most, benevolent tedaship. This contrasts markedly with
ancient Egyptian, Greek, Roman and early Christian art, which indicates a smaller
percentage of artworks depicting a postr, at most, benign interaction while a
higher percentage of works indicate agave association. It is evident that
postmodern/contemporary artworks reflectmore positive or, at most, a less
exploitative interaction than previous periods, particularly éhegochs prior to

the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

3.3.2 Who Dominates?

Table3.3.2 indicates the dominating party ire tartwork — animal or human — as
well as the degree of dominance from higiedium to low. The high percentages
of human dominance in all art periogsior to postmodernism, except the
Baroque period, contrast markedly witle tlow percentages of animal dominance.
The nearly seventy per cent of ebuar non-exploitative animal-human

interactions indicated in the postmoderm&riod also is a significant contrast

with the low percentages indicated in the previous periods.
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Table 3.3.2 Animal/Human Dominance in Visual Art

Art period A H A/H T
k%% *%* * T % *%k*% *% * T % - %

Egyptian, 0 0 4 4 6 |14 93 1 7 15
Greek, Roman

Early Christian

Late Gothic, 0 0 6 1| 12]119| 95 1 5 20
Early/High

Renaissance

Baroque — 1 1|12 | 29 1 112 29 3 43 7
France,

England, Spain

Neoclassicism, 1|1 6 3 2| 12|17| 94 0 0 18
Romanticism

Modernism 0 0 1 2 9 (12| 92 1 8 13
Postmodernism 1 p 6 2 2 (10| 24 | 28 | 68 | 41
Total 6 74 34 114

The depiction of animal-human intetn in artwork signifies the specific
relationship between the two. For examph artworks portraying a human on
horseback hunting an animal suggests that the horse is used by the human as
transport and the pursued animal is used as a sport. In both cases, the human is in
a dominant position in regards to the anirdadross all art periods to modernism,
it is apparent that humans dominatetlir relationship and interaction with
animals. However, in the postmodernfmmporary era, there is a significant

decrease in artworks portraying human dominance over animals.

The major factor in this change is thigh number of works depicting animals and
humans in an equal, or at leasthan-exploitative relationship. The work of
Paulus Potter (1625-54punishment of a Huntg1647), of the Baroque period,
however, must be singled out as one wwitkch demonstrates clear empathy for
the animal’s position undethe domination of humansThis satirical work
represents animals and humans in reveotes with the animals carrying out the
exploiting, hunting and killing upon the humans.
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3.3.3 Human Gender

Table 3.3.3 indicates the gender of the humassociating with animals in the

artworks.

Table 3.3.3 Human Gender

Male/Female M % F % M+F | % Total
Egyptian, Greek, Roman, Early| 15 94 1 6 0 0 16
Christian

Late Gothic, Early/High 13 65 2 10 5 25 20
Renaissance

Baroque — France, England, 3 43 0 0 4 57 7

Spain

Neoclassicism, Romanticism 1] 72 3 17 2 11 18
Modernism 4 31 5 38 4 31 13
Postmodernism 15| 52 10 34 4 14 29
Total 63 | 595 | 21 17.5 19 | 23 103

In relation to the dominant gender ofetilhumans who are depicted with the
animals, overall the weighting of thergker of human interacting with animals
appears to be male. The percentages ¢ésrare higher in thesartworks prior to
modernism with the highest being in the Egyptian, Greek, Roman and Early

Christian eras.

The balance of males to females appears to shift considerably in modernist and
postmodernist works with increasingly more females represented with animals in
the artworks. In modernism, theredsly seven per cent difference between the
percentage males to females app