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ABSTRACT

If politics is the study of howve do and should livevith others, then community is the lived
expression of politics. Within political philosophlyowever, community is an oft misused and
neglected tool that functions to illegitimate geraiinterspecies politics by narrowly conceiving
of the communal “with” and “we.” Following a cris¢ genealogical examination of the
dominant communal discourse, | offer the theorycommunal “ecodependence” as a fresh,
though not rootless, approach to community. | aifue that by emphasizing the irreducible and
lively nature of community, the ecodependent apgtaaot only avoids the additive, atomistic,
anthroponormative, and proprietary pitfalls of trthodox framework but seeks to repair the
damage done by these ‘four threads.” Ultimatelg, gloal of reframing communal entities and
bonds ecodependently is to generate meaningfuigadlresponse to the inter- and intra-species
injustices that so often take root in communitygemtially liberatory soils.
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PREFACE

No man is an island, entire of itself; every mam ipiece of the continent, a part of the

main. If a clod be washed away by the sea, Eurspled less, as well as if a promontory

were, as well as if a manor of thy friend's or bine own were: any man's death

diminishes me, because | am involved in mankind,tharefore never send to know for

whom the bells tolls; it tolls for thee.

— John Donnk

Community has always been about more to me tharahwoampany. My family will
sometimes joke that my passion for interspeciggcpiall started with the children’s song “Hey,
Mr. Spider,” which claimed that its protagoniss@mewhat troublesome arachnid, was “a living
thing, and he’s got feelings to. Then again, perhaps that seed took root in tHedimis
insistence of Disney’s Pocahontas that we quesiose who claim that “the only people who
are people are the people who look and think like.% In the end, it is probably much more
likely that my parent’s liberal approach to childreg and the extensive time | spent playing
outdoors with my canine brother and feline sisedpd most to put me on this path.

From my mother I learnt to talk to the plants im garden. | was wary of the vindictive
crab-apple tree and enamored with the pungent toplahts that tried to cling to my clothes.
My father imparted upon me a great love of knowtimgg names of my non-human friends—
sycamore, cicada, lichen, fisher, birch—and a rmves for the magnificent complexity and
interdependence of the natural world, our worlidund an easy, tangible intimacy with the trees

whose oxygen | breathed, the ants who tried td stgasandwiches, and the owners of the many

eyes that | knew watched me from the bracken aaddhes during my daily woodland romps. |

! John Donne, “Devotions upon Emergent Occasionstitdéon XVII,” in John Donne: The Major Worksdited
by John Carey, (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Pre$89), 344.

2 Linda Arnold, “Hey, Mr. Spider,Make Believe2005, compact disc, originally released in 1986.

3 Alan Menken and Stephen Schwartz, “Colors of thied/V Disney’s Pocahontas (Original SoundtracRp05,
compact disc.



always felt far more at home in the recovering emtorests of western Massachusetts than | did
amongst my human peers. Having taKée Loraxto heart, | wept at age fourteen when |
discovered that my best tree-friend had been cwndwy the new owners of my childhood
home. | could not understand how a swimming poatavded that kind of heartless destruction.
Somewhere along the line, | was told that my catiae with non-humans was neither
relevant to nor appropriate for academic philosofngotions can often be unwelcome in a
discipline that continues to cherish dispassionsdson above all else. The ardent animal rights
activist Peter Singer himself objects vigorouslyricorporating our love (imagine someone
spitting out a dirty word) for non-human animal®iour philosophical deliberations about their
rights and wellbeing.In one sense, | agree with him that our love, @isdndifference, etc. with
regards to non-humans should not have any beapog whether or not they ought to be
included within the political arena. In another sgn cannot imagine determining exadtbw
non-humans fit into any political schema withouaemxning what linkages (emotional or
otherwise) they have to the human world. And se them, attempting to vindicate the
connection | have always felt to plants and anirbglstegrating these beings into our
understanding of community. The first line from dddonne’s poem in the epigraph above has
been guoted often enough to become a nearly mdasindiché. The latter part is both
considerably more obscure and insightful. | amipaldrly taken with the idea that (modifying
the passage slightly) any being’s death diminishesbecause | am involved in earthkind.
Ultimately, it is this idea of ‘earthkind’ and hais made possible by interspecies communal

interdependence that lies at the core of my project

* Peter Singer, “Preface,” isnimal Liberation updated edition, (New York, NY: Harper Collinsifishers, 2009),
iX-X.



CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

At its heart, politics is about how we do and skidive together. Political philosophy
aims to critically reflect upon the realities amabspibilities of living with others. Such reflect®n
are useful when they help us live together welht@# to this process of critical reflection are
the questions “Who amee?” and“What brings udogetheP” These two questions also function
to frame the concept of community. In fact, thisra sense in which ‘community’ is the answer
to these questions, albeit a very general onéhisnwiay, politics can be thought of as the study
of community and community as the lived expressibpolitics.

From the Latin wordsom(meaning ‘with’ or ‘together’) andhunus(meaning ‘gift’or
‘duty’), community was originally framed as the igfaitory gift of living together with others.
Both the inescapable and the collaborative qualiiiecommunity have been greatly diluted in
the Western philosophical tradition, that is, tiecdurse of community | am primarily
concerned with in this project. Indeed, the tengiefgolitical philosophers (with notable
exceptions) has been to devalue and deemphasizeléiwvance of community altogether.
Instead, the autonomous individual, specificallynlViaccupies center stage in the political arena.
With the scope of communal membership (i.e., thef)\weverely restricted and communal
bonds (i.e., the ‘together’/'with’) watered downdimple arithmetic, the popular discourse of
community can only offer an incomplete and deepbbfematic understanding (with regards to
both gender and interspecies justice) of how wéhbtgglive together well. My primary

objective in this project is to offer an alternati@pproach to community that not only avoids

! In this context, | understand the ‘gift of livinggether’ to mean the dynamic processes of recipeahange
(i.e., the interdependencies) that constitute conahliving.



these pitfalls but actively aims to repair the dgemedone by the myopic and individualistic
communal methodology that has long prevailed.

Before | can propose an alternative, however, triealevelop a critical analysis of the
dominant philosophical discourse of community ameolitics it produces. For this reason, my
project begins in Chapter Two by sketching a pagemealogy of community. With this
genealogy, | intend to (a) identify the four primaomponents, or threads, of the mainstream
approach, (b) examine the ways in which these tisrage historically intertwined, and (c)
demonstrate how the vision of community woven Bsththreads is distinctly unfriendly to an
interspecies communal politics. Though the quartebmponents—the additive, the atomistic,
the anthroponormative, and the proprietary—I disgepresents but four threads in the larger
conceptual tapestry of community, together theypase the principal motif in an otherwise
jumbled composition.

Building off of this critique of the dominant disaxse, in Chapter Three, | present my
alternative approach—communal ecodependence—wethith of creating a meaningful (i.e.,
descriptively adequate and practically significantgrspecies politics. Towards this goal, | (a)
acknowledge the critics of Liberal community andhaoponormativity to whom my project
owes so much, (b) argue that, when pursued separat¢h of these avenues of critique are
incomplete, (c) put forth the theory of communalaependence as a way of merging these two
lines of thought so as to reframe community asluogble and inescapably alive, (d) situate my
project within the field of critical theory, andnélly, (e) discuss the political uses and popular
appeal of communal ecodependence.

In Chapter Four, | attempt to anticipate objectibos potential allies by addressing four

broad challenges with regards to understandingraptémenting the theory of communal



ecodependence: (a) the impossibility and undedsinabf universal resonance, (b) the
difficulties of an interspecies critical theory) (be question of individual autonomy, and (d) the
totalizing dangers of community. In this way, | ledp both sooth some of the worries that will
no doubt arise in response to my project and peogibletter sense of communal
ecodependence’s practical and theoretical boursland limitations.

Finally, I conclude by applying the theory of commaliecodependence to a concrete
instance of communal injustice. This brief sketéflers a glimpse into the kinds of response that
are possible when we take the lively, irreducildéure of community to heart. Ultimately, |
hope that communal ecodependence can provide hsheitappropriate tools to consciously and

respectfully engage with our communal partners wérethey be human or nonhuman.



CHAPTER TWO

A Genealogy of Community: Four Threads

I: Notes on Methodology

This chapter is intended as a concise genealoggramunity. What is a genealogy?
Foucault suggests that a genealogical projecttisimaut origins. Genealogy does not trace a
single chronological lineage or produce a lengthgir of biblically inspired begats. My
genealogy will not try to pinpoint the ‘birth” obeamunity either as a concept or as an
institution. Instead, it offers a critical analysisthe dominant philosophical discourse of
community and the politics it produces. | enviscammunity as a complex conceptual tapestry,
the problematic threads of which need to be prggdaghlighted within the weft and warp
before they can be unravelddhe quartet of conceptual threads—the additiveatbeistic, the
anthroponormative, and the proprietary—that | itigege here are by no means logically
independent. Rather, the various facets of commgritaming overlap and support each other
in myriad ways. | have nonetheless chosen to these threads as distinct elements in the
conceptual weave. This is done both for clarity sads to better highlight the precise manner in
which these four components depend upon each dtweuld also like to acknowledge that
there are surely many more threads that couldloekptl from the tapestry of community. The
four I discuss in this genealogy are those | carsid) amongst the most historically prominent
and (b) the most relevant to the politics of comityufinterspecies or otherwise). These are also
those aspects of community in the Western philosapkradition that most conflict with an

ecodependent understanding of communal entitiebands.

! Gary Aylesworth, “Postmodernism,” Btanford Encyclopedia of PhilosoptStanford University, 2012—,
accessed March 3, 2013, <http://plato.stanfordesdriés/postmodernism/#3>.



Together, these four threads sound the dominamtichdhe conventional anthem of
community. It is my hope that the theory of commwewdependence will be able to provide a
productive dissonance—a clarion call of sorts—spanse to this well established tune. In
order to situate and assess this aspiring heteypthaxvever, we must first have a firm grasp on
the orthodox approach and its political implicaioRor the sake of arriving quickly at the heart
of the matter (i.e., my proposed alternative), fgaealogical project is executed in broad
brushstrokes. It is not an exercise in exactingdbsm. As broad as my brushstrokes may be, it
is not my intent to offer up a patchy canvas. Therall picture must be lucid and vibrant, even
if up close there are details that get glossed.dwwm for water lilies. Thus, my genealogy is an

incomplete, albeit strategically incomplete, anthewhat impressionistic endeavor.

II: The Additive Thread
It is vain to talk of the interest of the communiythout understanding what is in the
interest of the individual.
— Jeremy Benthafm

There is no such thing as society.
—Margaret Thatchet

What can we make of this quote from Bentham’s irfagfAn Introduction to the
Principles of Morals and Legislati@nAt first glance, we might interpret Bentham asming,
rather modestly, that communal interests cannalgbermined without an understanding of what
is good for the constituents of any given commurnityfact, it seems quite foolhardy to suppose

the opposite—that we can know the interests ofransonity without having some idea of who

2 Jeremy Bentham, “Chapter I: Of the Principle affityt” An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and
Legislation in The Library of Economics and Libeity, accessed November 13, 2012, <http://www.econlilb.org
library/Bentham/bnthPML1.html>.

% Margaret Thatcher Foundation, “Interview ioman's Owig'no such thing as society’),” accessed December 3
2012, <http://www.margaretthatcher.org/documentéB%6-.



composes said community and how it is that thegadolhis modest claim, however, is not quite
what Bentham has in mind. What he would have ug\els something far more troubling,
namely, that the interests of the individual carabeertained without any reference to her
community.

That he intends the latter of these two claims, (itee troubling rather than the modest)
becomes eminently clear when we take Bentham’snlemaontext. Directly preceding the
guote | chose for the above epigraph, Bentham syrifethe community is a fictitiousody,
composed of the individual persons who are consilas constituting as it were iteembers.

The interest of the community then is, what?—tha sifi the interests of the several members
who compose it* This is not a dialectical methodology, that ise dhat would have us consider
individual and community in tandem as mutually ¢dusve entities with interdependent
interests. Rather, Bentham'’s approach forces fisstaconsider the individual ‘outside’ of the
community and then the community in a merely addiiense. By ‘additive’ | mean to express
the notion that the rights of a community are naghinore, or less, than the sum total of the
rights of the individual constituents of said commty. Bentham’s second quote above
epitomizes this additive logic with regards to coumity.

Bentham’s claim that communities are additive iios’ is not an exclusively utilitarian
rallying point, though the utilitarian tendency tands reductive philosophical arithmetic makes
that school of thought especially keen on additimeceptualizations of communityBentham is

echoed by Margaret Thatcher when she claims thatétis no such thing as society” only a

* Bentham, “Of the Principle of Utility,” 1.5. Thealics here are Bentham'’s.

®> Though considering the happiness of a communitigtiaally rather than additively is perfectly castent with
the goal of maximizing utility, from an empiricgbsidpoint, it may very well seem simpler to deterenihe
happiness of discrete individuals. Of course, déipigarent simplicity is only possible when we eronsihe
individual in a particular light, the precise natwf which | will discuss in the next section.



“living tapestry” of individual men and womérSimilarly, Robert Nozick reflects, “There is no
social entity...There are only individual people feliént individual people, with their own
individual lives.” Somewhat more colorfully and disparagingly, Ayan warns us of the
‘dangers’ of associating community with anythingrenthan a loose collection of independent
individuals, writing:

The word "We" is as lime poured over men, whick aatl hardens to stone, and crushes

all beneath it, and that which is white and thaiahhs black are lost equally in the grey

of it. It is the word by which the depraved stéa virtue of the good, by which the weak
steal the might of the strong, by which the fotdalsthe wisdom of the sages...| am done
with the monster of "We," the word of serfdom,lohder, of misery, falsehood and
shame. And now | see the face of god, and | rhisegbd over the earth, this god whom
men have sought since men came into being, thisvbodwill grant them joy and peace

and pride. This god, this one word: “E”

For these theorists and others within the domideaourse, the additive community is
quite explicitly nothing more than a sum totalpaltfor making quantitative or ‘macro-level’
claims about what really matters—the individualthis way, the macro-level is just a
convenient stand in for the micro-level. For exampMassachusetts is a democratic state.”
Massachusetts is a democratic state because #hawotber of individual democrats exceeds
the total number of individual republicans, greests, Community is a fully reducible entity, a
series of ‘1+1+1+1’ where the ‘+’s say nothing ableow individuals relate to each other. To be
a democrat, a Massachusettsan, an American, anarhbeing, requires no mention of other

individuals. To be a part of any one of these comitires means something about you

® Margaret Thatcher Foundation, “(‘no such thingasiety’).”
" Robert NozickState, Anarchy and UtopiéNew York, NY: Basic Books, Inc., 1974), 32-3.
8 Ayn Rand, Anthem(Caldwell, ID: The Caxton Printers, Ltd., 1946), 97
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independently. Members of additive communities 1siagre certain characteristics (e.g., being a
citizen of Boulder means that you have the featasades within city limits’), but determining
whether said characteristics apply to an individadhe first place is accomplished without
reference to anyone else. | am part of the Boutdermunity because my address locates me
within city limits. Others’ addresses similarly date’ them as Boulder citizens but we do not
depend upon each other for our locations withincthramunity. As a mathematical apparatus,
additive community is more like a ghost, a phanttiran a genuine part of our material
existence.

ThatBentham, Thatcher, Nozick, Rand, and others tr@aincunity as a (potentially
dangerous) fiction and the Individual as inescapédudt is readily apparentvhyandhowthey
do so, however, is not quite so obvious. In the sektion, | intend to clear up these

uncertainties by exploring the atomistic underpngsi of additive community.

[1l: The Atomistic Thread

| am not a number, | am a freean!
— Number &

Given the diversity of those who sing its praiseisat does the additive treatment of
community really depend upon? | maintain that atdbre of the additive model of community is
an atomistic understanding of human beings (ohags more appropriately, huMan beings,

Man for short)'° According to the atomistic line of thought, Marais isolated being. For

° The Museum of Broadcast Communications, “The Resg accessed March 15, 2013, <http://www.muses/m.t
eotvsection.php?entrycode=prisonerthebe Prisoneiis a British television show that ran from 1967s@rring
the legendary Patrick McGoohan as prisoner Numbérférmer secret agent held against his will ia thysterious
and utterly bizarre community called The Villagayiber 6 asserts his independence and individuaitty his
catchphrase, “l am not a number, | am a free man!”

191 will discuss my decision to refer to the atongishdividual as Man in the next section. For newffice it to say
that the atomistic individual is historically rodt& a gendered discourse that universalizes autiaged subject. |
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example, Bentham would have us believe that happirsenot a communal affair. The fact that
we may depend upon each other for happiness israt#vant, but the conditions that make
happiness possible have no direct bearing upoasagssment of an individual’s wellbeing. In
his essential capacity for happiness, Man is albiepleasures and pains are his own. Men can
feel happiness together, but sharing the experiehbappiness does not connect them in any
substantial way. Similarly, Nozick and Thatcherndéea that the lives of Men are their own. Men
may live together but they are alive individualan is atomistic because the only ties he has to
others are non-essential; relating to others doeshange anything important about who he is
most fundamentally.

As an atom, Man is incapable of fusion. He can agzamy but not merge with other
atoms, with other Meft: These social atoms are not akin to the physiditienwhose name
they share. They do not share electrons or fuskeinllen are atoms in the traditional sense,
isolated and indivisible. As such, they are muchierike marbles than the atoms of modern
physicists. We can pool marbles together; we cadiside and rearrange, but the individual
marbles never change and a marble community isrmegee than a loose assortment.
Communities are additive under the orthodox viesaoese there is no other way for such
isolated, atomistic creatures to be arranged. Wiwaie can you do with two such ‘1’s than make
an even and easily divisible ‘2'? Reinforcing th@nt Donna Haraway writes, “Smoothly
preconstituted entities do not ever meet in thet ptace. Such things cannot touch, much less

attach; there is no first plac&*”

use ‘Man’ to keep the gendered implications of asmmfront and center. | use ‘huMan’ to emphasize ttus
masculine subject is integral to our species idgnti

1 Unlike ‘Woman,” whom we are told is incomplete ldut Man, family, children, etc.

2 Donna HarawayWhen Species MeéMinneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Pre2608), 287.
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Similarly, additive communities themselves areasedl entities with regards to other
communities. After all, how could communities degp@ipon or mingle with each other in any
kind of fundamental sense when all ‘community’ gigs is ‘individual A + individual B...+
individual X'? Like two boxes of marbles, additicemmunities can be placed beside, above,
beneath, etc. one another, so to speak, but aamptito get them to converge will simply result
in a motley mass of muddled marbles. The empty baficdditive community do not allow for
communities qua communities to interact with eattteo Like drops of water, two communities
can be rearranged to form one, but they do notrratay of their old ‘selves.’ Fictions can only
mingle fictitiously.

When Margaret Thatcher claims that society do¢®xist, it is because her atomistic
understanding of the individual/family does nobullfor these ‘social units’ to be grouped in
any way to suggest interdependence. When Benthastraes community as a mere sum, it is
because he understands individual happiness a®kated, subjective affair. When Nozick
dismisses the possibility of a social entity, ibexcause, for him, an individual’s liberty is only
achieved through stark independence. Finally, wRand disparages ‘We’ as a crushing,
corrosive force, it is because she believes th® ‘Be sacrosanct. In these ways, all four authors
dismiss the idea of substantive (i.e., non-additteenmunity and privilege (at times venerate)
the individual. This cannot, however, be the wisitay; there are deeper philosophical currents
at work. Thatcher, Bentham, Nozick, and Rand atelismissive of community by accident.
Rather, they seek to minimize, diminish, or eram@munityfor the sake of the individual

In this section’s epigraph, Number 6 asserts leiedom and individuality in one breath
when he refuses to be identified by the numeralgbeves to situate him within the community

of The Village. Doubtless there are other dynarthes make his resistance meaningful (e.g., the
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‘menace’ of communist totalitarianism to the Ealt)t integral to the intelligibility of Number
6's insubordination is the belief that autonomgssential to being an individuglin the
atomistic ideological context, community is additivecause individuatseed to be atoms
order to be respected, governed, free, happy, etc.

Thus, we can see the assumed ‘who’ of communityatiing the terms of its arrangement,
that is, the ‘how’ of community. | do not objectttus general methodological strategy (i.e., the
‘who’ of community influencing the ‘how’). In facthis is the strategy that I will eventually
employ. What | do find concerning is the unyieldiagpmistic framing of individuality because
it encourages and in some ways requires us to e the individual without considering
how she is a communally situated being. To getralleson the politically problematic
foundations and implications of the atomistic indual we need to turn to the
anthroponormative theme that runs both subtly armdltly throughout the philosophical

literature on community.

IV: The Anthroponormative Thread

For as to reason or sense, inasmuch as it aloneemak men, and distinguishes us from
the beasts, | prefer to believe that it exists wltaoid entire in each of us.
— Rene Descart¥s

Reason...teaches all mankind...that being all equal inddpendent, no one ought to
harm another in his life, health, liberty, or poss®ns: for men being all the
workmanship of one omnipotent, and infinitely widaker;...and being furnished with
like faculties, sharing all in one community of tl&t, there cannot be supposed any such

13 John Christman, “Autonomy in Moral and Politi€dilosophy,” inStanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy
Stanford University, 2011—, accessed February @Q¥32<http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/autonomy-atio.
When it comes to atomism in the Liberal philosophtcadition, | understand autonomy as the capdoitgelf-
governance.

4 Rene Descartes, “Discourse on the Methgtiin.Discourse on the Method and Meditations on thetFirs
Philosophy translated and edited by Donald A. Cress, 4th(&étianapolis, IN: Hackett Publishing Company;.in
1998), 2.
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subordination among us, that may authorize us tstrdg one another, as if we were

made for one another's uses, as the inferior rasilkseatures are for ours.

— John Lock®&

Descartes believes that reason exists in its ¢épnimesach, individual Man. Though Men
taken together form a community of rational beirtgsir individual rationality does not depend
upon the maintenance of a rational community. Gamebe rationalith others, but this ‘with’
has the same empty, quantitative underpinningseftditive ‘+.” The rational ‘1’/'I' can just
as easily be rationalithoutaswith others. The quality of individuals that has mos¢rfensured
their radical independence from one another jugpéas to be the very same characteristic
associated with huMan unigueness and superioritgsene. Man depends upon masculinized
rationality to ensure hisolationand hisdlominance As Descartes suggests above, reason
accomplishes both of these ends in one fell swdbpugh it is hard to separate the two, | will
first attempt to show how rationality ensures t@ation of the individual and the species and
then go on to illustrate how this has been andicoes to be politically significant.

Before | begin, | would like to note that atomisimes not necessarily rely upon
rationality (anthropocentric or otherwise) to frameividual autonomy?® For example, insofar
as it grounds atomistic individuality in sentienaélitarianism may not be rationalistic and,
therefore, may not fall prey to the same anthroptraepitfalls as Descartes and others.
Bentham'’s utilitarianism, which was accused of geawine morality’ for failing to elevate

huMan pleasures above nonhuman pleasures, coméadd’ Perhaps happiness/pleasure can

15 John LockeThe Second Treatise of Civil GovernméAimherst, NY: Prometheus Books, 1986), 9-10.

'8 1n other words, rationalism is a sufficient by matecessary condition for atomistic individuatityd thereby
additive community.

7 John Stuart Mill, “Utilitarianism,” irUtilitarianism and Other Essaysdited by Alan Ryan, reprinted with new
further reading, (New York, NY: Penguin Books, 2@ 8. Acknowledging the critiques leveled at Bemh in
order to salvage utilitarianism, Mill writes, “Tagpose that life has...no higher end than pleasurebetter and
nobler object of desire and pursuit—they desigaatatterly mean and groveling; as a doctrine woothly of
swine...”
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be teased apart from the discourse of rational Mass. it stands, however, the vast majority of
atomistic tendrils that flourish in Western philpsg grow from distinctly rational seeds. To
illustrate this trend, | begin this section by gigia brief overview of some of the most prominent
incarnations of rational individualism.

Though the valorization of reason is by no meassietly a modern phenomenon, it was
popularized by Descartes in such a way that badttdre atomistic individual and thereby the
additive conceptualization of community. In botk kieditations on the First Philosopland his
Discourse on the Metho®escartes assumes that he can raze the structurssheman bias to
the ground in order to exist as an autonomousgcHethrational entity. He writes of his
methodology in the latter, “As regards all the apns to which | had until now given credence, |
could not do better than to try to get rid of thente and for all...I firmly believed that by this
means | would succeed in conducting my life mudhelehan if | were to build only upon old
foundations and if | were to rely only on the pipies of which | had allowed myself to be
persuaded in my youth without ever having examinbkdther they were trué® The inevitably
social nature of language—ignored. The epistemiefies of philosophical collaboration—
dismissed. Descartes believes he can start froatcbcand find truth on his own. So, perhaps it
should not at all be surprising that, as we wetiknit is Man’s purely immaterial, rational mind
that saves Descartes from floundering forever mbdoWwhen you embark upon an insular
journey for knowledge, the answers you discovel naldoubt have (at least partially) insular
foundations. With ‘cogito ergo sum’ as his philokmal cornerstone, Descartes establishes that

the rational mind, the essential part of Man, existimmaterial isolation. In doing so, he

18 Then again, as Sara Ahmed argues in her BbekPromise of Happinegserhaps happiness can only be
evaluated through value laden categories that ¢fterugh not necessarily) originate from and fumetio reinforce
the hegemonic discourse of rational Man (Ahmed 5).

!9 DescartesDiscourse 8.
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champions an isolated understanding of the huMdiviolual that has proved profoundly
influential.

Though he disagrees with Descartes on many ccamdsher iconic and influential
philosopher, Immanuel Kant, uses reason to groumcimvorth and responsibility as well as an
atomistic account of individuals. Like Descartés foundation of Kant’s philosophical inquiry
rests upon a priori principles contained within taonal huMan mind® As he makes clear in
both theThe Metaphysics of Moralnd in his correspondence with Maria von Herli€ait
believes it to be the wish of every rational beingchieve a state of blissful indiffererf¢eSuch
perfect apathy/bliss is only truly possible for KarSupreme Being, after whom Man is
fashioned. The dispassionate mind, however, meamns ta Kant than contentment. Man’s
rational will, though imperfect, is also what agsihis autonomy and admittance into the
kingdom of ends (as an end in himséffyVithout his rationality, Man could not have decési
authority over his own actions through his adheednahe categorical imperative that reason

requires him to endorgé In this way, it is reason that makes possible Maility to self-

2| ara Denis, “Kant and Hume on Morality,” 8tanford Encyclopedia of PhilosoptStanford University, 2012—,
accessed January 23, 2013, <http://plato.stanfiutbatries/kant-hume-morality/#FreWil>.

% Rae Langton, “Maria von Herbert's Challenge to #aaccessed November 9, 2012,
<http://www.homepages.ed.ac.uk/rhl/maria.html>.rAag admirer of Kant, Maria von Herbert wrote tonHor
advice in 1791 after her decision to put Kant'dggophical ideals into practice resulted in disadtagulfed by
despair and considering ending her life, von Hdarhgned to Kant for advice. Kant’s response watelicher that
she had not lost anything of value and that thillfaent she could now obtain unfettered by integomal
attachments would far outweigh any enjoyment tgdieed from companionship. In her next lettervtoch Kant
never responded, Maria von Herbert asked Kantefcghuld visit him because she wanted to ‘know vidirad of life
(his) philosophy has lech{m) to.” As someone who had experienced firsthandtwthveas like to view life with
indifference, perhaps von Herbert was startingaobd that bliss was only to be found in dispasdieexistence.

2 Josephine Donovan, “Animal Rights and FeministdFig in Ecofeminism: Women, Animals, and Nafeited
by Greta Gaard, (Philadelphia, PA: Temple UnivgrBitess, 1993), 169-71.

% Robert Johnson, “Kant’s Moral Philosophy,”Stanford Encyclopedia of PhilosopiStanford University, 2012—,
accessed January 22, 2013, <http://plato.stanfduéeatries/kant-moral/#Aut/>. Since it is his ovational will
telling him to endorse the categorical imperatkant believes that being constrained by the categlomperative
is an expression of Man'’s autonomy.
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govern. Without rationality (and thereby autononmgnhumans “are there merely as a means
to an end,’ that end being maff.”

Whether inspired by these two intellectual behématr by others in the Western canon,
schools of thought that take the ‘gold standard’ationality to heart, such as social
contractarianism (e.g., Jean-Jacques RousseauRantie), Laissez-faire economics (e.g.,
Adam Smith, John Stuart Mill), and early liberati@ism (e.g., Mary Wollstonecraft, John
Stuart Mill), conceive of community (or in their wts, ‘society’) as a distinctly rational, and
therefore strictly huMan, affair. For example, vehlile accepts that animals’ capacity to feel
pleasure and pain imposes “duties of compassiorhandhnity” upon those of us who can
participate in the social contract, Rawls maintaireg nonhumans are “outside the scope of the
theory of justice, and it does not seem possibkxtend the contract doctrine so as to include
them in a natural way?® Instead of questioning social contract theorylgnee on huMan
rationality to determine societal membership, Raadsepts that there is no place for nonhumans
within politics.

Even when the possibility of a more holistic urelanding of community is allowed by
psychologists (a shared sense of community) andlsgcsts (unity of will), the rational
component of communal membership still denies actethe vast majority of nonhumais.

Beyond the fact that both a shared sense of contynand unity of will are unavailable to non-

% Tom ReganThe Case for Animal Right&nd ed., (Berkeley, CA: University of CaliforrRaess, 2004), 18Here
Tom Regan quotes from and comments on Kdbtiges to Animals and Spirits.

% John RawlsA Theory of JusticgCambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 19A1)2.

% Raymond Weinstein, “Ténnies, Ferdinand (1855-1936)Blackwell Encyclopedia of Sociology Online
Blackwell Publishing Inc., 2007—, accessed DecerBb&012. <http://www.sociologyencyclopedia.com/faib
tocnode?query=Gesellschaft&widen=1&result_numberfréf=search&id=g9781405124331 yr2012_chunk_g97
8140512433126_ss1-30&type=std&fuzzy=0&slop=1>. ikdlassic sociological text, Ténnies differentgate
between ‘gemeinschaft’ (i.e., communal societyeaahiby natural will) and ‘gesellschaft’ (i.e., asstional society
united by rational will). It is the former (gemeam&ft) that departs from the orthodox conceptuttimeof
community. The latter (gesellschaft) epitomizesabditive communal bonds and atomistic constituehthe
mainstream model.
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sentient life forms for obvious reasons, it is @aclhow far these psychological and sociological
standards could be stretched to accommodate sentehuman animals. Octopi, for example,
demonstrate many of the same rational abilitiesHweno sapiens do; however, it is likely that
octopi communities do not possess the shared séseeial mores that generally typifies
gemeinschaft’s ‘unity of natural will’ in the sotogjical literature.

It is our (precisely whose | will discuss in a moment) kofdationality that matters to
theorizing community in the Western philosophicatition. To have the ability to enter into a
contract, to be economically self-interested, tarsta sense of belonging, to recognize unity of
will, etc. are all fairly exclusive standards fr@n interspecies perspective. Using any of these
standards as the defining criterion for communainimership restricts community to huManity.
We may be able to include the odd cetacean or peinbat these would be rare outliers. Thus,
by establishing the defining characteristic of ithdividual as rationality, not only is the
atomistic vision of community made possible butdhéhropocentric one as well.

Why should this matter? Why should we care if camity is available to our species
alone? To begin with, there has never been anythahge neutral about qualifying as a
legitimate member of community. There is poweramly part of community and a great deal of
vulnerability in exclusion. Before we can be saddfthat our species is entitled to its monopoly
on community, a story needs to be told about thisige history of community and about the
precise character of the gold standard of ratignali

One way in which community’s exclusivity has begnl continues to be justified is
through Western religious teachings. From the Rawém defined themselves and their gods in
opposition to the wide world of barbarians, to islamic and Judaic concepts of Ummabh (i.e.,

the transnational community Muslim believers) amel Chosen People, respectively, community
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has operated as a divisive fofé&the Community (there is only one) separates thdseare
made in God'’s image from those who are#idn fact, early Christians regarded themselves as
‘citizens of heaven’ not of earth; the only truemgaunity was the one that awaited them in the
afterlife® Jesus himself is depicted in the books of MattHdark, and Luke as performing a
mass exorcism by transferring the demons of posdebslievers’ into 2,000 pigs, who
subsequently flung themselves off a cliff and itite ocean to drowif. When the pigs’
caretakers, a village of gentiles, get rightfulpset at Jesus for killing their pigs, Jesus shaws n
remorse for the pigs’ or the gentiles’ Id8$\either are God’s chosen and are therefore not par
of the community that takes priority—heaven’s owstpan earth.

This trend of correlating individual value/worthttvcommunal inclusion can also be
seen in the Platonic and Aristotelian traditionse-thadle of Western philosophy. Aristotle
famously claims that Man is a “political animaltiat is, he tends “by nature to live together with
others.® Despite its notoriety, the phrase ‘political aninimonly used 108 times in the entire
Aristotelian corpus. All 108 of these uses occuhimi Aristotle’s political/ethical works, that is,
within those of his writings that deal exclusivelith the human sphere. Though Aristotle does
not maintain that Man is thanly political animal, he quite explicitly states thagMis thebest
23

political animal?® Man is the best political animal because “he &sdhly animal with rational

2" Robert A. Saunders, “The Ummah as Nation: A Reaipatl in the Wake of the ‘Cartoons AffairNations and
Nationalism14, no. 2 (2008):303—-4; Deuteronomy 14:2. Deutenoynclaims of the Jewish people, “...thou art a
holy people unto the LORD thy God, and the LORDht&tosen thee to be His own treasure out of alpleschat
are upon the face of the earth.”
28 Both bodily and intellectually being made in Goiltsage has historically meant being Man.
9 Sheldon Wolin, “The Early Christian Era: Time a@dmmunity,” inPolitics and Vision: Continuity and
Innovation in Western Political Thougt{Boston, MA: Little, Brown and Company, 1960),010
:‘l’ Matthew 8: 28-34; Mark 5: 1-20; Luke 6: 26-39.

Ibid.
32 Aristotle, Politics, 1253a2; AristotleNicomachean Ethig4.169b19.
33 Aristotle, Politics, 1253a8-10. For example, bees and other ‘gregarimisials are noted by Aristotle. By
contrast, Plato, uses the phrase (a mere 86 timesyariety of contexts including the biologicBespite this
variety, he seems to imply, as Aristotle does, kah is the best political animal.
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discourse ® Furthermore, inclusion within Man'’s political bogiye., the city/polis) is the

clearly the most valuable way of living togethecéase “anyone without a city because of his
nature rather than his fortune is either worthtessuperior to a human beind'Given that
nonhumans are most definitely not higher up tham biaeither the Platonic or Aristotelian
earthly hierarchies, it is not hard to see howdlaén that Man is the best political animal has
been most commonly appropriated to mean Mueat is the only political animal who matteta
other words, he is the only communal being (i.ee who tends to live with others by nature)
who matters. In this way, the polis functioned tavd lines not only between those who were the
best at living communally and those whose natur®wsufficiently political but also between
those who had worth and those who were worthlessv@well know, however, the polis was
never a particularly universal institution even aig&t humans; who qualified to be a citizen was
neither accidental nor apolitical.

Knowing what we do about the fraught history ofntounity, we might be tempted to
excuse the gold standard of rationality from aranie given that as community has the
unfortunate tendency to unjustly disenfranchiseidets or the oppressed. Philosophy’s
insistence that community be defined by rationatigy only be théatestincarnation of
communal exclusivity, the exclusivity being thedfeproblem after all. Perhaps the somewhat
more modern development of separating the huMamlsganeans of our rationality could be
blameless in the grand scheme of things. The blasiBand would like us to believe, could lie
with community itself.

After all, if all the gold standard of rationalignabled us to do was to treat individuals

like atoms and our species as uniquely qualifieccéonmunal living, this would not be enough

34 Ibid.
3 Aristotle, Politics, 1253a2—4.
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to call the criterion anthropocentric. Putting daubts about atomism aside for a moment,
simply recognizing differences between specie®tsnmherently problematic. Bats have
echolocation; humans have reason. We are all ‘etyoqqualified’ in one way or another. What
is so wrong with that? ‘Anthropocentrism’ is a (rea@r less) pejorative term. It implies that
one’s exclusive focus upon humanity is unfair otemable in some way. Surely, it must be the
older hierarchical understanding of community (iuesiders good, outsiders bad) that is
mucking up the political gears. Rationality couldl e apolitical, right? It is the ‘us versus
them’ dynamic that gets us into trouble, rightPhHfive portrayed these questions as desperately
grasping at straws, it is because that is precisabt | believe them to be doing.

Perhapsiumanrationality might be excused if such a thing exdsteut the gold standard
of reason is not founded upon the concegtwhanrationality. As | have alluded to several
times, in the context of additive community it sry much hivlan rationality that grounds the
criterion of communal membership. In this conteationality is not at all value, species, gender,
or racially neutral. Being rational/reasonablsasclosely tied to what it means to be Man that a
standard of community that excludes all but therat is a subtle way of excluding nonhumans
(and a good number of humans as well) without lgatansay outright that is what you are
doing. Since we have seen that how we understamdhcmity matters deeply for how we frame
politics (the way we live together), this shouldk®aus very suspicious of the supposed
neutrality of our gold standard.

What is the connection between being rationallsidg Man? In the Western tradition,
reason is what likens Man to God. Though, accortbrthe book of Genesis, Man is made in the
imageof God, modern philosophers and theologians hgglhlieason as the huManity’s true

divine inheritance. As Locke reminds us in the guattthe beginning of this section, God
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endowed Man with similar faculties to His own, n&néhe faculty of reasoff. Reason is the
very essence of Man precisely because it is thadityuhat makes him different. The divine gift
of rationality ensures that Man is set apart fragheospecies (genders, races, etc.). In fact, not
only is Man set apart, he is set above. No othecisg were given gifts comparable to the gift of
reason. No other was created in God’s own image iSlaniquely and authoritatively situated
in the ‘natural’ order. As we are so fond of sayiMan is at the ‘top of the food chain.” Man
commands the hierarchy of living beings. Commuistgbout being huMan, about being worthy
of respect.

In this way, being non-rational is equated withenndrity. Furthermore, because failing to
be rational also necessitates communal exclusiostieg apart from the community is likewise
equated with being less than. To be less than Marbethon-rational, to be without
community—is to be Animal. This is not a matteddfering abilities; it is a matter of valuing
one ability above all others. While obviously digadtageous for nonhumans, this speciesist
hierarchy and criterion for communal access has la&n tremendously harmful to historically
oppressed humans. Anthropocentrism can hurt hujnahas much as it hurts nonhumans.
When women and non-whites are denied equal commmaeadbership (e.g., the vote, medical
autonomy, fair wages), the logic is speciesidtig done so in the name of reason however
subtly. Theriomorphism (i.e., the derogatory likemof humans to animals) is a common
method for establishing and reinforcing unjust focai states of affairs. For example, currently,
the Tea Party and others who would police the bartied (both literal and metaphorical) of
American society advocate for communal exclusiangia racially dehumanizing rhetoric. The
matter is more straightforward with nonhumans;magieng to theriomorphize animals is

redundant. Lacking rationality, Animal is commugalisenfranchised by default.

3% | ocke,Second Treatis@®—10.
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This normative dynamic of communal inclusion/exatun is the reason why | have
chosen to refer to this aspect of the mainstreammmanal discourse as tla@throponormative
thread, as opposed to the anthropocentric or r@tgiit thread. Though ‘anthropocentrism’ is
indeed a pejorative term, | do not believe it deesugh to highlight the fact that not only is Man
at the ‘center’ the communal discourse—he is thaddrd by which all other living beings are
judged. Continuing the long tradition of quotingpfgoras out of context, one might even say
that “man is the measure of all thing$.Ih short, Man is the norm.

When we deign to include animals, or those hund@esned animal-like, within
communal protections if not community itself, itaken because we see something of ourselves
(e.g., rationality) in them. The dolphin-safe tuwampaign was sparked by the species’
inquisitive and cheerful demeanor. Our primate cwiare deemed ‘special’ (e.g., gorilla
poachers are condemned with a vehemence rarebtetirat cattle ranchers, fisher folk, or
mussel farmers) because they use tools and cama gstances recognize themselves in a
mirror. Giant squids are admired for being craftpegh to evade human contact. Animal rights
activists highlight the ‘surprising’ intelligencé pigs, rats, chickens, etc. to bolster the appéal
their ethical arguments to the general publicheWnited States, advocates of universal suffrage
often made their case by attempting to show thah&moand African Americans were just as
intelligent (i.e., rational) as men.

While this inclusion of ‘rational animals’ openp community in one way, in a more
important sense, it functions to reinforce thedignthroponormative criteria around which the
additive community is organized. While the circurefece of inclusion has been (imperfectly)

expanded to include women, non-whites, and Marss foiend in some instances, the gold

37 Carl Poster, “Protagoras (fi"&. BCE),” inThe Internet Encyclopedia of PhilosoplP, 2005—, accessed
March 13, 2013, <http://www.iep.utm.edu/protagor/>.
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standard of huMan rationality remains fixed firmdythe center of the bull's-eye. In order to
achieve communal and, thereby, political inclugio®, the acknowledgment that you liwéh
notfor Man), it is that bull’s-eye for which you have tiona It is not beneficial to be located on
the fringes. The closer you are to the epicentdiari the more you matter and the more fully
you are seen to participate in the community. Farrttore, those (relatively) newly included in
the community are only valued for their rationgbaaities. We may appreciate a dog’s keen
sense of smell, but we will only protect her (Iégak socially) for her huMan-like rationality.

More recently, both utilitarian and non-utilitani animal rights advocates have suggested
that sentience replace reason as the basis of mradgbolitical inclusion. While this strategy has
become increasingly popular and the larger diseoafg€ommunity has come to reflect this
trend, it is not hard to imagine how huMan senteeoould easily replace huMan rationality at
the heart of the bull’'s-ey&.Neither sentience nor rationality as abstractastaiical concepts
necessarily lead to speciesism; however, we catoratider them abstractly and ahistorically if
we want to know what has gone wrong with the agboéitics of community. For this reason,
amongst others that | will examine in the next ¢bggd hesitate to see sentience as the savior of
interspecies communal politics.

Thus, we can see that the anthroponormative ttdeasl more than just reinforce the
additive understanding of community; it also ene@@s us to see those who are not part of The
Community adess tharthose who are. In the next section, | will dischew this separation of
rational huMan superiors and irrational Animal mdes lends itself to a proprietary communal
politics. Being non-communal means being equated eisposability. Pigs, gentiles, racial
‘inferiors,” whole ecosystems—those outside the camity are only viewed instrumentally due

to their lack of ‘huManity.’ This is the fourth t#ad that | hope to highlight—the idea that

38| will discuss the possibility of anthroponormatisentience in greater detail in the next chapter.
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whatever does not fit within the additive, atontisanthroponormative community can only be
considered in an instrumental sense. As Locke isgyarsuit of political equality for Man, “we

were fiof) made for one another's uses, as the inferiorsrafikreatures are for oursY'

V: The Proprietary Thread
The mission of Wild Salmon Center is to promotectimeservation and sustainable use of
wild salmon ecosystems across the Pacific Rim. d&stify science-based solutions to
sustain wild salmonids and the human communitiesliaelihoods that depend on them.
—the mission statement of Wild Salmon Céfiter
You think you own whatever land you land on; tagheis just a dead thing you can
claim.
— Disney’s Pocahont4}
Then God said, “Let us make man in our image, andhem rule over the fish of the sea
and the birds of the air, over the livestock, oa#trthe earth and over all the creatures
that move along the ground.”
—Genesis 1:26°
Environmentalism, like many social movements, 8sestrange bedfellows. The
environmental non-profit Wild Salmon Center is xaeption to this trend. As the lone vegan in
an office full of fly fishers, | was often torn lvegen my desire to help ensure that Pacific salmon
did not go the way of their Atlantic cousins and etlgical discomfort regarding the
organization’s philosophy of ‘sustainable use.’ Thission statement of Wild Salmon Center
implies that salmon exist to be (a) eaten or (b)kfiystone species of numerous aquatic and

terrestrial ecosystems that supply human societty mvaluable resources (e.qg., timber,

recreation, biodiversity, clean watéf)After all, it would be wasteful to protect thesain if it

39 ocke,Second Treatisé—10.

“OWild Salmon Center, “Homepage,” WSC, accessed Deee 3, 2012, <www.wildsalmoncenter.org>.

1 Alan Menken and Stephen Schwartz, “Colors of thied/V Disney’s Pocahontas (Original SoundtracRpO05,
compact disc.

*2 Genesis 1:26.

3 A ‘keystone species’ is a species that playsticalj often irreplaceable, role in healthy ecosgstfunctioning.
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was neither the case that we could do somethingtvém (e.g., eat them) or that they could do
something for us (e.g., sustain our timber fore@smehow the fact that human communities
depend upon salmon is used to justify conservadraatices in which salmon are framed in
exclusively instrumental terms. We protect salmod salmon strongholds only because it is in
humanity’s interest to do so. Apparently, no one&askingfor the environment, not even the
environmentalists.

How are these inherently exploitative conservagimactices justified and what warrants
their widespread appeal? While researching thigeptathe song “Colors of the Wind” from
Disney’'sPocahontasvould frequently lodge itself in my brain. | lawgghit off—talk about
oversimplification and the essentializaton of nafpeoples—but | could not shake the feeling
that despite all its gimmicks the song held somalksnugget of truth. “You think you own
whatever land you land on; the earth is just a dieid) you can claim” is, | would argue, a
pretty apt way of summarizing the self-serving gamce of colonization, what Vandana Shiva
calls “cowboy economics**

The term ‘cowboy economics’ emerges from Shivaalygsis of the evolution of private
water rights during the process of America’s westinexpansion/colonization. Also known as
the doctrine of prior appropriationQui prior est in tempore, potior est in ju(ele who is first
in time is first in right)—cowboy economics canto&ced back (in part) to Locke’s discussion of

property in hisTwo Treatises of Governméhitin hisSecond Treatisé,ocke argues that

“4Vvandana Shiva, “Water Rights: the State, the Matke Community,” ilWater Wars: Privatization, Pollution
and Profit (Cambridge, MA: South End Press, 2002), 22.

* Ibid., 22-3, 25. In this way, Shiva argues thatheeffectively legitimized what she refers to #se“theft of the
commons.”
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property is only created when idle natural resosiare transformed through human laffodf
this transformation Locke writes,

Though the earth and all inferior creatures be camrto all men, yet every man has a

‘property’ in his own ‘person.’ This nobody has amght to but himself. The ‘labour’ of

his body, and the ‘work’ of his hands, we may sag,properly his. Whatsoever, then, he

removes out of the state that Nature hath provatsdleft it in, he hath mixed his labour
with, and joined to it something that is his owngadhereby makes it his property. It
being by him removed from the common state Natlaceg it in, it hath by this labour
something annexed to it that excludes the comngin of other mefi’

In this passage, we can see both the anthroponeeraatd the atomistic threads hard at
work to establish Man’s proprietary relationshiprtature.” By ‘proprietary’ | hope to capture
Man’s tendency to envision his world as one of stycversus property, owners versus the
owned. As one bumper sticker | saw around town so elotiyemused, “You either own
property, or you are property.” In the proprietargion, community is defined in opposition to
that which it has the right to exploit. Man’s dedence upon the ‘natural world’ does not
broaden the concept of community. The fact thateend upon salmon does not encourage us
to see them as part of our communities, quite gposite. We need them and our need turns
them into things. The only way to ‘annex’ nonhunadfiairs to Man’s is through ownership.
Salmon only become part of society as propertyerAdtl, God created Man to “rule over the fish
of the sea,” not to treat them as eqd&lEommunity is a dominion not a cooperative.

Of course, neither Locke nor the proprietary thresmte generally can be understood as

simply parroting Judeo-Christian scripture. Like tithers, this thread is part of a larger

“8 bid., 25.
4" Locke,Second Treatise0.
8 Genesis 1:26.
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conceptual tapestry. The proprietary dynamic of momity (i.e., the external ‘how’ of
community) is only made possible because the ‘vai@ommunity (i.e., Man) has been framed
atomistically and anthroponormativéfy/in his anthroponormative guise, Man ensures that
community is valued above the non-communal; hisregts are the only interests that matter.
Almost any mining proposal will take advantagelo$ tanthroponormative discourse in order to
frame the literal destruction of the environmentrasponsible’ or ‘sound’ by emphasizing the
extensive mineral deposits that stand to be coadento valuable resources for human society.
The would-be developers of the Pebble deposit Beatol Bay, Alaska, for example, frequently
call attention to the fact that the proposed mineil take advantage of the “largest

undeveloped copper-gold-molybdenum porphyry systetne world.®®

The implication is that
we sure could use all that copper, gold, and mayich and that our need makes the massive
(4,000 ft. deep, 3 mile wide) open pit mine woitP!iNot everyone agrees that the Pebble
Project will be worthwhile, however. Wild Salmonr@er believes the Pebble Mine would be
too destructive to the Alaskan environment andatmen in particular. Specifically, they argue
that the headwaters of Nushagak and Kvichak Rivétise-most abundant wild salmon fishery

in North America”—are too important to impetflTherefore, the Pebble Project would not be in
our best interests. Too important for whom? Whaserests? If it were salmon interests that
really mattered, then there would be little dounatttthe mine in question is a terrible idea. It is

not enough, however, for environmentalists to pribvad salmon are threatened by the Pebble

Project; they must also show how a threat to salmarthreat to humans. This is exactly what

“9| refer to the proprietary thread as theernal'‘how’ because | will refer to the additive threasitheinternal
‘how’ of community. While the former has to do witlow community as a whole engages with the wonhld |atter
regards the nature of the bonds between communatitigents.
*® Northern Dynasty Minerals Ltd., “The Pebble Projéiee Future of U.S. Mining and Metals,” NDM Lt@011—,
accessed March 10, 2013, <http://www.northerndymaisterals.com/i/pdf/ndm/NDM_FactSheet.pdf>.
*LWild Salmon Center and Trout UnlimiteBristol Bay’s Wild Salmon Ecosystems and the Peldine: Key
5Czonsiderations for a Large-Scale Mine Propgg®lortland, OR: Wild Salmon Center, 2012), 17.

Ibid., 1.
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Wild Salmon Center attempts to do in their envirental report on Bristol Bay’s fisheries,
tourism, economy, and native traditioiiSthough the Pebble controversy is framed as a salmo
issue, it is human interests that take center stage

In fact, the proprietary mindset makes it diffictdteven imagine beings outside of
community as having legitimate interests/needfeir town. Needs are the purview of societal
beings. As Locke demonstrates above, for $bmg (the earth or an ‘inferior creature’) to be
transformed into property is has to “be commonlitenan.”* A som@newith needs cannot be
thusly transformed because “every man has a prpjrehis own person® NonhuMans (e.g.,
salmon, women, so-called ‘inferior’ races), howewe ideally suited to become sameés
somehing. As we saw in the last section, who gets to benae®ne (i.e., an individual) is a
distinctly political affair. Individuals must possean autonomous rational will or, in other
words, be Man. By reserving individuality for huMamMan’s Others are left with no other
options than to be things or to remain ‘outsidegisty. If huMan society really were an insulated
bubble, then the latter optianightbe good for salmon; however, both choices are atgale
for Man’s human Others.

Lest we forget the additive nature of the commuamdities in question, Locke’s passage
also serves as a reminder that community’s prapiedssociations are conducted by
autonomous individuals. When someone makes songetihéirs, they simultaneously exclude
others from accessing those resources. As Loclse Sapeing by him removed from the
common state Nature placed it in, it hath by thlsolur something annexed to it that excludes the

common right of other mer’® Since Man’s body and mind are autonomous, sor@dia labor

>3 |bid., 1.
54 ocke,Second Treatis&0.
55 H
Ibid.
%6 |bid.
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and his property. In a world of scarcity, it is g&s envision competition as the default setting
for beings whose interests only incidentally (apaged to inexorably) overlap. This may be one
of the reasons why environmentalism is somewhabpualar with Americans who prescribe to a
more traditional conception of the individual. Wi&Imon Center and other environmental
organizations try to make proprietary claims fontamn communities as a whole (e.qg., the Bristol
Bay community) and, therefore, depart slightly frtra traditional proprietary model. It is
harder to grasp how you as an autonomous indiviehigiht benefit immediately from salmon
conservation than, say, from tax cuts. In his speg#the 2012 Republican convention, Mitt
Romney claimed, “President Obama promised to btegatow the rise of the oceans. And to
heal the planet. My promise is to help you and yauaily.”>” While his words have the opposite
of their intended effect upon me, many republicaese no doubt very pleased by Romney’s
Thatcher-esque approach to society’s ills. He cdyt&new his audience that night.

Thus, in his atomistic guise, Man ensures that foamal ownership’ is as empty a
concept as that of ‘additive community.’ If theditgonal concept of community accomplishes
anything, it is to justify Man’s entitlement to kedt alone in his piecemeal dominion over our
world. And so, it is not only how the literatur@fnes the internal characteristics of communities
(i.e., their constituents and bonds) as atomiahthroponormative, and additive that | take issue
with but also how community has been understoaélation to the non-communal as its

rightful owner.

VI: The (Im)Possibility of Interspecies Community

Animals...are outside the scope of the theory oicgisand it does not seem possible to
extend the contract doctrine so as to include themnatural way. A correct conception

" Fox News, “Transcript of Mitt Romney's speechhet RNC,” FoxNews.com, 2012—, accessed March 2,,2013
<http://lwww.foxnews.com/politics/2012/08/30/trariptimitt-romney-speech-at-rnc/>.
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of our relations to animals and to nature wouldrede depend upon a theory of the
natural order and our place in it.
—John Rawf®

As | hope has already become obvious, the fouatts®f community that | have
highlighted in this genealogy create a discourséitiekes interspecies community next to
impossible. What exactly do | mean by ‘interspe@emmunity’? As | understand it,
interspecies community is a way of thinking abawiht together that is neither delineated by
nor organized around the characteristics of Mantefer to a community as ‘interspecies’ might
mean that it has both nonhuman and human memhbgrstfe urban ecosystem of Manhattan).
Or, it could convey something more subtle, perhapsymmunity for which Man’s essential
features are not the only ones seen as relevaatéomine membership (e.g., a society of
persons whose personhood is not grounded in réditypakone). Then again, interspecies
community might simply be a community where Manas the normative standard, a
community where both of the traditional counterp®ito Man—Woman and Beast—are
recognized and included (Hopefully, what it means to be part of the hurosammunity is an
example of this third expression of interspeciasitwnity, that is, humanity could be about
more than being or imitating Man.) By using a cormaldens to work towards both gender
justice and a meaningful nonhuman politics, intecsgs community is a fundamentally
(eco)feminist endeavor.

As it stands, however, the dominant paradigm (ispreed in this chapter by the four
threads) is dismissive of an interspecies approatth huMan rationality at the center of the
web/tapestry, it is not hard to see why. Man isdhly sort of being that qualifies to be a ‘1’ in

the communal arithmetic. It should be noted, howehat not all of these threads are as close to

8 Rawls,A Theory of Justices12.
¥ These three iterations by no means exhaust tegaat of interspecies community.
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the center of the web as others. For instanceaddéive thread by itself does not pose an
immediate problem to interspecies community; therething inherently species-specific about
the plus sign. Of course, the additive and the atothreads cannot be untangled from each
other (a ‘+’ is nothing without at least two ‘1 link together and two atomistic ‘1’'s can only
be linked with a ‘+"). We must adopt both threadsieither. For an additive/atomistic theory of
communal to qualify as ‘interspecies friendly’ itist, at the very least, adopt criteria for being a
‘1’ that do not use Man as a template. The resgiitommunity’ would be a loose confederation
of both humans and nonhumans. Even if this wasaheof interspecies community we had in
mind (as perhaps Bentham does), as strands ofganioally spun and historically contingent
conceptual web, these four threads are not soyeiséntangled in practice.

That being said, it is not my intention to presimatse threads as four homogenous
philosophical monoliths. The quintessential additiatomistic, anthroponormative, proprietary
philosopher is an archetype not an embodied redlitgse who draw on and contribute to one or
more of these threads rarely do so absolutely witkite slightest departure from the accepted
conceptual narrativ¥. For example, Aristotle’s characterization of ttipgoes beyond the
additive framework by including the common involvemh of communal constituerftsThis
‘counterexample’ might be damning to my projeanif tactic was to evaluate individual
theorists one by one without situating them witthie larger philosophical discourse. Given that
| have provided a fairly critical analysis of theditive approach with regards to community in
general, this would be an extremely odd strategyre to adopt in my assessment of the

philosophical communityit has not, however, been my intention to procué&agmented

% Descartes might be an example of one of thoseevareptions. This is perhaps why Descartes hasyalben
my favorite philosopher to love to hate.

%1 Sheldon Wolin, “Chapter Three—The Age of EmpirpaG and Community,” iRolitics and Vision: Continuity
and Innovation in Western Political Thoug(Boston, MA: Little, Brown and Company, Inc., 19676.
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account of the conversation surrounding commudisyl said at the beginning of the section,
broad brushstrokes are the goal. | am after comiyxas a concept, as a practice, as a
communally practiced concept.

What these genealogical brushstrokes have revesasedollaborative philosophical
discourse (as opposed to an additive assortmévienfin armchairs) that has plenty to say about
Man but nothing to say about interspecies commuiiitys is why | have brought back Rawls in
this section’s epigraph—nhis quote perfectly enctgiea the casual exclusion of nonhumans
from society and community and, thus, from polificRawls assumes that if we are
compassionate people we will care about nonhuntéms.or if we do so, however, is not a
political concern, that is, a matter of justiceitNer is huManity’s place in the ‘natural order’
(i.e., where we might find a justification for amterspecies ethics) of political interest for
Rawls®® Man alone has access to the social contract tiht(a) underpins society and (b)
defines the boundaries of politics. Therefore, fasas society is an exclusively huMan affair, so
too is political community. To make this move, Rawhd others rely upon the equation of
community with society. As we have seen, in thégslophical discourse that emerges from the
four threads, community is an additive entity dasjto group autonomous rational beings (i.e.,
Man). This means that the only community that maesse (even in phantom form) is a
community that consists of a loose confederatiolividual Men, that is, society. This explains
why | have used the terms ‘society’ and ‘communsty’interchangeably throughout this chapter,

despite the fact that society and community havéhisporically been synonymous. By being

%2 perhaps, | ought to say that Rawls perfectly eswlapes thepirit of this casual exclusion, since not all those who
make society a huMan affair do so by means of @koontract.
%3 Rawls,A Theory of Justiges12.
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reduced to society in this way, the dominant imetgtion of community precludes any thought
of interspecies community or politi€8.

If society has replaced community, why then hammaoinity not simply disappeared
from the lexicon? What sense are we to make oktiegtances when community does not
simply refer to the society of Men? For example, tbiquitous mottoE pluribus Unum’(out of
many, One) certainly has the potential to jar itk additive understanding of community. As |
claimed at the beginning of the chapter, commusity complex tapestry with more than four
thematic elements. Despite the powerful reverbemadf the dominant chord, the concept of
community continues to have diverse expressiongoltid not be much of a tapestry otherwise.
In fact, the loud, brassy quality of the four-thatednord partially derives its conceptual integrity
through contrast with what its proponents considdre inferior threads. Can we trust the
judgment of the mainstream discourse in this mtee these other threads really so flimsy? If
we want community to be an interspecies affaircevenot afford to take their word for it. We

must explore what these other threads have to.offer

% Since, as | stated in the introduction, | do reltdve that you can remove the politics from comityuor the
community from politics, | prefer would prefer taink of the denial of ‘interspecies communémyd politics’ as the
denial of ‘interspecies communal politics.’
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CHAPTER THREE

Living Together in Communal Ecodependence

I: Overture

What do alternatives to the additive, atomistichemponormative, and proprietary
vision(s) of community look like? How are we tousite and evaluate these alternate visions?
Why should we be interested in alternatives infitts¢ place? These are the overarching
guestions that guide my exploration of communatiependence as a political methodology and
a critical social theory.

In the previous chapter, my genealogy, | starteahtower the last of these three
guestions. Why might we need to develop alternatteehe orthodox conceptualization of
community/society?—because we care about the plitysds interspecies communal politics.
As | already hinted at, however, making room folirgerspecies politics is about more than
simply expanding the current boundaries of comnyui¢., society) to include non-humahs.
The real challenge lies in undermining the golchdgad of huManity in all its diverse forms
whether or not they directly concern non-humatsorder for truly meaningful interspecies
politics to be possible, the focal point of commuyii.e., Man) must shift. It is with this shift in
mind that | have developed my theory of communatiependence. Building off of the work of
feminist and non-feminist communitarians, proposeaitanimal rights both academic and

grassroots-based, ecofeminists, and others, | dngiienstead of holding the concept of

! As | discussed in the last chapter, in the visiboommunity woven by the four threads, communigdmes
synonymous with human society. Thus, inclusion imitommunity translates to granting non-humansetati
protection but only insofar as they can be deemeially viable or valuable. Examples include ainvelfare
legislation, such as, laws against the abuse okdtimcats and dogs, guidelines for primate lalboyaesting, and
minimum cage sizes for chickens.

2 Remember, | argued that the shift from a huManroanmity to an interspecies one has liberatory patkfur
human and non-human communities alike insofar eis tippression can be linked to ‘failing’ to live to the
standard of Man.
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community together with the four threads discusedte previous chapter we adopt a vision of
communal beings and bonds rooted in the inevitatdssiness of living interdependently with
others.

Towards these ends, | (a) acknowledge the crifi¢sb@ral community and
anthroponormativity to whom this project owes sacmub) argue that, when pursued
separately, both of these avenues of critiqueran@mplete, (c) put forth the theory of communal
ecodependence as a way of merging these two lintéswght so as to reframe community as
irreducible and inescapably alive, (d) situate ngjgct using Sally Haslanger’s discussion of
how we ought to understand critical theory as prilpapistemically situated and secondarily

empirically adequate, and, finally, (e) discusspractical political potential of my theory.

lI: Seeking Alternative Roots
I: (Feminist) Communitarian Critiques
Feminist theorists argue that the vision of thenaitg ‘unencumbered self,’ criticized by
communitarians, is a male one, since the degresepérateness and independence it
postulates among individuals has never been the fmasvomen.
— Seyla Benhabib and Drucilla Corngll
| am far from the first to rail against the add#tier atomistic threads that weave
throughout the mainstream literature on commuidtyth feminist and non-feminist

communitarians have long criticized the atomistiderstanding of individuals and the additive

model of community in the Liberal philosophicalditon.* These two ‘types’ of

3 Penny Weiss, “Feminism and Communitarianism: CaingeCritiques of Liberalism,” ifeminism and
Community edited by Penny A. Weiss and Marilyn Friedmarhjl@lelphia, PA: Temple University Press, 1995),
162-3.

* Though the categories of non-feminist and femioishmunitarianism both encompass a wide varieppotifical
theories, | have split the field into two distimamps because of how infrequently feminists (eeanifist
communitarians) and mainstream communitarians eacohsidered allies. As Weiss points out, femirtistee
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communitarians disparage the Liberal self, belig\hre radically autonomous ‘I’ to be both
mythical and undesirabReThey argue that Liberalism “does not so much mtew justification

for politics as it offers a politics that justifi@sdividual rights.® In this way, they show us that
Liberalism is not a philosophy that is terriblyenested in helping us live together. Though | am
much indebted to non-feminist communitarians (d/gchael Walzer, Alasdair Macintyre, and
Michael Sandel) for creating a rich philosophicalague around the failings of Liberal
community, | feel | owe more to feminist communidgs for their apt recognition of mainstream
communitarianism’s tendency to idealize commumtguch a way that obscures the gendered
dynamics of so-called ‘traditional’ communal instibns (e.g., the nuclear family).

Unlike non-feminist communitarians who maintaiattthe root of our social problems is
‘fragmentation’ and ‘connection’ is their solutidieminist communitarians are much more
attentive to exactly how communal selves are ctutsti, towards what ends, and with what
costs/benefits for whorh.They do not believe, as non-feminist communitesiaften do, that
community is in any danger of dissolution. Thesaifests know that community is still very
much alive and not always for the better. In liksocietal woes to the fragmentation of
community alone, mainstream communitarians fagde that the mere existence of a cohesive
(as opposed to atomistic) community is not enoogenisure justice. As feminist
communitarians rightly acknowledge, community hlierooperated as an oppressive institution

for women by making illegitimate political demanafsthem (e.g., that women be subordinate to

historically been quite concerned with communithilesz communitarians rarely consider gender an ingur
philosophical concern (Weiss 161).

> Penny Weiss, “Introduction,” ifeminism and Communitgdited by Penny A. Weiss and Marilyn Friedman,
(Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press, 1995),

® Weiss, “Feminism and Communitarianism,” 177. Weéssguoting Benjamin Barber.

" Weiss, “Feminism and Communitarianism,” 169, 175.
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their husbands in the famil§)lt is this problematic history of Liberal commupiind not just
individualism, that communitarians usually igndBg.investing everything in the ‘healing

power’ of community, mainstream communitarianisiekiathe appropriate tools or impetus to
conduct an adequate normative analysis of comnasniti practice (those we have) and in theory
(those we want).

Feminist communitarianism, on the other hand, ry weuch aware of the historically
gendered implications of both Liberal individualismd its lasting impact on modern Western
political institutions/communities (e.g., democrangtionalism, the heteronormative family). By
seeing Man where many communitarians would justsisguided atomism, feminists (like
Benhabib and Cornell in their above quote) greatigich the critical and political relevance of
the communitarian discourse. The feminist acknogésadent of the destructive capacity of a
community/society founded upon a masculine ‘I'ngaluable for my project. Furthermore, the
entire premise of my critical genealogy—that, eiretheir denial of its existence, Liberal
philosophers and their allies have shaped commanitlyits boundaries in deeply problematic
ways—would not have been possible if | had relipdruthe non-feminist communitarian logic
that (a) Liberalism negates community and (b) comitgus good in and of itself.

ii: Critiques of Anthroponormativity

There is no ethical basis for elevating membersifipone particular species into a

morally crucial characteristic. From an ethical piof view, we all stand on an equal

footing—whether we stand on two feet, or four, or nonellat a

— Peter Singet

Academic proponents of animal rights have sougkhtdlenge the primacy and

perceived singularity of the human species in #&etsapf ways and with a variety of intentions.

& Marilyn Friedman, “Feminism and Modern FriendsHiislocating the Community,” ifeminism and
Community edited by Penny A. Weiss and Marilyn Friedmarhjl@lelphia, PA: Temple University Press, 1995),
191.

° Peter Singerln Defense of Animal§New York, NY: Basil Blackwell, 1985), 6.
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How have they generally gone about doing so? JeBenyham tells us, "The question is not,
Can they reason? nor, Can they talk? But rathar,tfey suffer?® No doubt echoing Bentham,
fellow utilitarian Peter Singer penned the abowanslabout humanity’s false superiority. Here,
we can see both Bentham and Singer challengingshal criterion for political and moral
worth—human rationality. Instead, they proposeesudfy, or to be more technical ‘sentience,’ is
what matters. Non-utilitarians are also known to@dhis general tactic (i.e., to emphasize
sentience—or some aspect of it—over rationalityargue that we are justified in thinking of
non-humans as moral patients if not moral agemsekample, Tom Regan, in a distinctly
Kantian fashion, argues for non-humans’ naturditadpy developing his ‘subject-of-a-life’
criterion! He claims that any creature who can value herwelfare has inherent value and
ought not to be treated as mere means, regardi@gsether or not she is valuable or useful to
anyone elsé? For Regan, ‘complex awareness’ (i.e., the abitityecognize one’s own welfare
as valuable) and not rationality is what mattérs.

| owe much to these moral and political philosoghasofar as they genuinely seek to
destabilize anthroponormativity, that is, the drsote practices that situate Man at the pinnacle
of the political hierarchy thereby rendering hisrtan and non-human Others unworthy of
communal inclusion. Though it can be argued (ad bdefly in the last chapter and will again
in a moment) that in some circumstances sentiengesi a convenient stand in for (huMan)

rationality, the philosophical work of shoring ugnsience frequently undermines the myth of

10 Jeremy Bentham, “Chapter XVII: Of the Limits oktRenal Branch of Jurisprudencari Introduction to the
Principles of Morals and Legislatigrin The Library of Economics and LiberiVI11.6, accessed November 13,
2012. <http://www.econlib.org/library/Bentham/bntP1.html>.

" Regan;The Case for Animal Right$44.

12 bid.

13 Donovan, “Animal Rights and Feminist Theory,” 170.
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Man* This is because valuing sentience often helpgestst there is more to humanity than
our rationality. What wéeelis also important. Furthermore, the realizaticat thther beings can
also feel allows empathy to begin the vital workedring down the walls that have kept our
species isolated and elevated for so long.

Some, Singer and Regan included, might objectdispiassionate respect is more
meaningful than empathetic connection. In factg8imwrites, “The portrayal of those who
protest against cruelty to animals as sentimeatagtional ‘animal lovers’Has meairit
excluding the entire issue...from serious politiaad anoral discussion:® Similarly, Regan
bemoans the equation of animal activism with seenitality, arguing that “reason—not
sentiment, not emotion—reason compels us to rezeghe equal inherent value of...animals
and...their equal right to be treated with respét&pparently, others’ feelings should be
thought about not felt about. | have no doubt thatperceived sentimentality of animal rights
(and all the gendered baggage that goes alongtyvtias hurt the movement in certain circles
(e.g., academic philosophy). It has been my petsxperience as both a philosopher and an
activist, however, that empathy (and emotions imegal) is a more effective catalyst tion
than reason alone. As the beloved song of my cbddhaught me to believe of spiders, they're
living things and they've got feelings td6To this day, | cannot squash a spider despitéaitte

that | now suspect (via reason) that they are iitady incapable of sentience.

% Hinting at the potentially suspect nature of theventoward sentience, one of Peter Singer's earbk® is
entitledThe Expanding CircleAs | argued in the last chapter, expanding thadecior widening the dartboard will
not be enough to produce a truly interspeciesipslfo long as Man is still at the center of thi¥beye.

!5 Singer, “Preface,Animal Liberation ix-x.

6 Tom Regan, “The Case for Animal Rights,”Animal Rights and Human Obligatiaredited by Tom Regan and
Peter Singer, (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice HB189), accessed February 2, 2013, <http://www2steztedu/
~corbetre/philosophy/animals/regan-text.html>.

" Linda Arnold, “Hey, Mr. Spider.” This song was ded in the preface.
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lii: Failure to Connect

The animals of the world exist for their own reascorhey were not made for humans any

more than black people were made for white, or woaneated for men.

— Alice Walket®

In their preface t&-eminism and Communjtifenny Weiss and Marilyn Friedman write
that “any signs of hierarchy or dominion within fiest communities are occasions for
communal self-reflection and readjustmehitAnd yet despite these impassioned words, Weiss
and Friedman’s excellent anthology scarcely mestimon-humans let alone their systematic
exclusion from community. Mainstream animal rigatsivists, on the other hand, have almost
nothing to say on the subjects of community or @eqakstice but plenty to say about non-human
exclusion from politics, ethics, etc. Beyond sudigesthat feminist communitarians and
mainstream animal rights theorists have faileduitdibridges to each other, what does this
surprising schism mean for my attempt at a genglesisve, interspecies communal politics?
Before | can answer this question, we need to laoke closely at how both feminist
communitarianism and sentience-focused challerggaathroponormativity miss the mark.

Animal rights advocates rarely engage with the ephof community. In fact, as
conceived of by the likes of Singer and Regan,ieenindividuals (even those who are non-
rational) are still very much atomistic. The hapgss of a rat colony, for example, has to be
assessed by considering each individual rat in tishould perhaps not be overly surprising
that an ‘inclusive’ utilitarianism (i.e., one thalues the suffering of animals and humans
equally) possesses many of the same theoreticakpintiings/weaknesses (e.g., a reliance on

additive communal arithmetic) as the more explcithtional’ utilitarianism of Mill and others

18 Alice Walker, forward torhe Dreaded Comparison: Human and Animal SlavieyyMarjorie Spiegel, (New
York, NY: Mirror Books/I.D.E.A., 1996), 13-4.

1 Penny Weiss and Marilyn Friedman, “Preface,Feminism and Communijtgdited by Penny A. Weiss and
Marilyn Friedman, (Philadelphia, PA: Temple Univigg$ress, 1995), xiii.
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who attempt to avoid the label of ‘swine morali§ It is disappointing but not terribly
surprising. Whether or not we value human happiongss porcine happiness, a pig’s happiness
IS an autonomous experience in the utilitarian gawrk. Once again, however, atomism and
additive community are not unique to utilitarianidRegan’s subject-of-a-life criterion is
founded upon the premise that individuals deterrtiieg own value in isolation or
autonomously. It does not matter that the individnight be valued by others or, more
importantly, that she might find her value by ligiwith others. Only that she values herself is
significant.

In this way, | believe we can clearly see the lggafaationalism hard at work in Regan’s
valuing of sentience. Though he rejects Kant’'snelthat rationality is the only way to gain
access into the Kingdom of Ends, we might wondev fao removed ‘complex awareness’
really is from huMan rationality and what is somlapecial about it While it seems likely that
the recognition that one’s welfare is valuable neself is an ethically pertinent fact, it is unclea
what makes this thenly ethically pertinent feature of a life. Like theiamality criterion, the
subject-of-a-life criterion is met by most humanBough it has the added bonus of including
most non-humans animals with whom humans develotinsental attachments (Regan no doubt
would be horrified to see it put that way), thejsgbof-a-life criterion still has Man at the cente
of the radiating circles of inclusion. Man is sthle onebestqualified for respect.

Regardless of how strongly Kantian rationalismdio® in Regan, it is clear that living
separately and respectfully, not living togetheithie ultimate aim of his interspecies politics.

The idea is that we should not ‘interfere’ with Aammans just as we do not interfere with each

2| understand Singer’s utilitarianism as truer enBam’s teachings than to Mill's insofar as hestoet
differentiate between higher (huMan) and lower (Aal) pleasures.
% Donovan, “Animal Rights and Feminist Theory,” 170.
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other?? Similarly, Singer suggests, “Once we give up dame to ‘dominion’ over the other
species we should stop interfering with them at\ak should leave them alone as much as we
possibly can? Implicit in this non-confrontational normative stiard is the perceived
possibility and positive valuing of autonomy. Tlatit is possible and preferable to not interfere
with each other. In this way, the atomistic indivadl (and thereby the additive community) lives
on in the mainstream animals rights discourse, wbtberwise has been quite helpful (if
imperfectly so) in combating the anthroponormateegures of Man.

Feminist theories of communitarian justice havedpposite dilemma; they are mute on
the interspecies ramifications of the atomisticiadel conceptualizations of
individuals/communities that they criticize. Thoutjley are quick to explore the gendered
implications of Man’s involvement in rational indilality, the speciesist corollaries of Man are
rarely commented upon. This is unfortunate givenféct that gendered oppression (not to
mention racial, class-based, etc.) is/has so &eem justified by a lack of huManity. Within the
feminist communitarian discourse, however, Man’soodine/atomistic guise tends to
overshadow or erase his anthroponormative?disights like that of Alice Walker in the above
epigraph are few and far between. In this way, camity remains a human if not a huMan
affair. Where | would like to see feminist commuamianism go further is in connecting the
oppressive realities of the Liberal ‘I’ and the aommal politics that it grounds to the broader

realm of interspecies injustice.

#2 ReganThe Case for Animal Right8].

% singer,Animal Liberation 226. Singer admits this is a simplistic view hat because he believes interspecies
community to be inevitable. Instead, he claimgyjical utilitarian fashion) that it would be cali® to not interfere
in non-human affairs when humanity’s superior kredige can prevent easily avoidable suffering (eegcuing
grey whales trapped in the Alaskan ice).

* Though | sometimes refer to atomistic Man and mptbcentric Man as two distinct guises in ordenighlight
certain aspects of Man’s visage, we should notefotigat they are really two sides of the same coin.
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There are of course exceptions to this all too cominend of total non-communication
between the critics of anthroponormativity and¢hgcs of atomistic/additive
individualism/community. Bridges have been builbedt tentatively, haphazardly, or
inadvertently. Aldo Leopold, for example, developesi ‘land ethic’ to expand “the boundaries
of community to include soils, waters, plants, an@nals” because he saw that Man had
“outgrown” the land with tragic consequené@sie argues that “a thing is right when it tends to
preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty @ Hiotic community.?® Though his concern was
for theland, Leopold’s bold interspecies vision of commungypiresents a significant departure
from all four of the orthodox communal cornerstan&4éh humans occupying just one small
part of the biotic community, the land ethic stafidaly in opposition to anthroponormativity.

By emphasizing the interdependency of all livingnlge, Leopold also troubles the additive and
atomistic assumptions of LiberalisthFinally, he dispenses with the proprietary refastuip
between community and the planet by envisioning bleapiens as not the conqueror of the
‘land-community’ but as a member of3t.

The vision and actions of a small, vegan café iril&wd, Oregon also pose a potent
threat to the four threads. Red and Black Café ialiavegan, closed union, worker cooperative
that actively seeks to be a force for social chandgbeir community whose interests they
consider inseparable from their own. As they clamtheir website, “The Red and Black Cafe is
committed to mutual aid—helping our community b#mlough providing a safer space for those

pushed to the edges of our society, for those demrd to make positive changes, for those who

% Aldo Leopold, “The Land Ethic,” ih Sand County Almanac: with Essays on Conservétion Round River
(New York, NY: Ballantine Books, 1970), 262.

*®|pid., 262

*"1pid., 239

*®Ipid., 251.
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just want to grab a good vegan meal & a warm cugpéfee.”® As explicit about their socialist
and feminist roots as they are about their vegamisdhenvironmentalism, Red and Black’s
attitude towards and relationship with/as a comnyufioth local and global, human and
interspecies) cannot be captured by the orthodogegatualization. This is because they refuse
to see themselves as an insular ‘equation’ indhgek communal formula.

Perhaps the most important bridge (with regardayqroject) that has been built
between feminist communitarianism and animal riggithe one provided by ecofeminism. At
the heart of ecofeminism lie the beliefs that @)pttempt to liberate women (and many other
oppressed human groups) will be successful witaawgqual attempt to liberate ‘nature’ and
vice versa and (b) being an individual means bgitegconnected with all life®® As will soon
be apparent, my theory of communal ecodependeramieminist in both of these senses. With
all its talk of interconnectivity, however, ecoferigm is somewhat vague about how it
understands communal bonds, constituents, andesnf@ommunity is mentioned quite
frequently but is seldom delved into with any nelilosophical rigor. This is an oversight | hope
to remedy.

Though far from perfect, it is thanks to thinkereiraments such as these that | have
come to believe my project is even possible withemnWestern philosophical framework.
Unfortunately, these bridges (especially thosédnefgrassroots variety) can lack credibility to
those in academic philosophy. With my theory of cmumal ecodependence, | hope to build a
bridge between feminist communitarianism and thmahrights discourse that is both

architecturally sturdy and credible to politicallpsophers.

? Red and Black Café, “Homepage,” accessed Feb@&rg013, <http://www.redandblackcafe.com/>.
% Greta Gaard, “Living Interconnections with Animaisd Nature,” irEcofeminism: Women, Animals, and Nature
edited by Greta Gaard, (Philadelphia, PA: Templévehsity Press, 1993), 1.



46

lll: Growing Further
I. Animating the Communal Arithmetic
a. The ‘+' Need Not Be Empty

To be one is always to become with many.
— Donna Haraway*

| have long mulled over the above passage frormAdtaraway’s bookVhen Species
Meet Her claim is both intuitively appealing and detbegly simple>? The unfortunate nature of
deceptivesimplicity is, of course, that it fades all tooiciy into unexpected complexity. What
is it that makes Haraway’s claim simultaneouslypresit and opaque? Where does the confusion
lie? Breaking her position down, it is not the ie one’ or the ‘many’ that leave me puzzled. No
matter how interconnected individuals are deterchiioebe, it still seems likely that we will be
able to talk sensibly in some fashion about tlmeor thatoneand about thenanythese ones
compose together. Rather, uncertainty arises whgrtd make sense of what it means to
‘become with’ others. As | am not terribly metapicgdly inclined, the ‘becoming’ of ‘becoming
with’ does not distress me much, though | knowei troubled many a metaphysicirt is the
‘with’ that | find far more elusive and politicallgnticing. The precise nature of this ‘with’ and
what it can tell us about the (internal) ‘how’ ahé ‘who’ of community is what | take to be the
key to understanding and wielding the concept afimanity towards an interspecies politics.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, it is the ‘with’ that I1dirmost conspicuously and detrimentally
lacking from the discourse of community shapedheydiffusive (and often fractured) influence
of the four threads discussed in my genealogyhdéncbntext of additive communal arithmetic

(1+1+1+...= the totality of community x), the ‘+’ g/nonymous with an ‘&.” A mere tool for

31 Haraway When Species Meet.
32 perhaps it is only intuitively appealing for thasfaus who grew up with tree-friends.
3 For example, Aristotle in thehysics
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summation, the plus sign presumes to create lirkagout substance. The ‘+’ can tell us that
there isthis ‘1’ and there ighat ‘1’ with quality x, but not how or ithis ‘1’ andthat‘1’ are in
dialogue with each other as ‘1’'s. There are no easjogies for the linkage involved in this
additive arithmetic. Even the marble metaphor rm@ahat misleading with its tangible
physicality. Unlike pooled marbles, ‘1's linked bys do not jostle or slide past each other.
Insofar as they are the right sorts of ‘1’s for dtmenmunal equation (i.e., the right sort of marbles
for the box), ‘1's do not contact each othEne plus sign captures nothing of relational
dynamics.

Philosophers who adhere to the additive framewaaly try to give the ‘+’ greater
meaning by appealing to the fact that a strindledf held together by ‘+’s are of the same town,
city, country, racial group, sex, species, etaelity, however, group ‘locators’ such as these
are what provide philosophers with a reason tojtestified in employing the plus sign and not
the other way around. (The other way around béiag‘l’s obtain their locators by being linked
together in communal addition.) For example, ifeug of ‘1’s all live in the same city, then
philosophers would be justified in adding up theterests, rights, happiness, etc. to get those of
the city. The ‘+’ has nothing to do with how commaililocators, such as being human, are
assigned to ‘1’s in the first place. You are hunfaiou meet certain criteria as an individual.
Determining that a being is part of the human sggeid an insular affair; only factors internal to
the individual are considered. As an additive comityithe human species consists of
individual constituents that share the characieredthumanity. Members of the species,
however, do not share this characteristic becatiaeyorelationship they bear to each other.

Since the additive ‘+’ cannot help us say anythsigmificant about how individuals

relate in community, there is no ‘with’ to speakiothe additive framework. In contrast,



48

‘becoming with’ others is not the afterthought.(ivwhat happens to ‘1’s after they are ‘1’s) that
communal addition has to be; it is the main eveet, (what happens to ‘1's to make them ‘1’s).
Rather than accommodating and maintaining rigichiblanes between ‘1’s as the ‘+’ does for
the additive orthodoxy, the ‘with’ brings ‘1’s intatimate contact with each other. Bewgh
others means being messy. In an attempt to caghtargpirit of this messiness, | will refer to
these sort of ‘with’s asticky‘with’s.** A sticky ‘with' is a ‘with' that conceives of indiluals as
continually reliant upon each other for their idees, survival, wellbeing, et€ This is why
Haraway'’s rhetoric obecomingwith is so important. Whereas the languagebefrigwith’

might lead one to believe that ‘1's chawith or without each otherbecomingwith’ makes it
clear that ‘1’s can only evére withother ‘1's.

The plus sign, however, need not be neat or entgtgs the potential to express the
gualities of the connection two (or more) ‘1’s shahould we determine that there is more to
being in a community than having one’s interesewatteristics tallied/likened with/to those of
other individuals. This seemingly bland matheméasganbol could carry far more clout than the
basic arithmetical function of addition. In a wovidhere ‘partners may not precede their
meeting,’ the ‘+’ might have to get its hands diftylo elaborate further on this point, Haraway
writes, “Once ‘we’ have met, we can never be ‘tame’ again.?’ Given a taste of life, a touch
of animation, the ‘+’ could turn out to be a stickyith’ after all.

And so, we have arrived at the crux of the matterwe want to think of the communal

bonds between individuals as anything more comigdcéhan simple arithmetidAvould argue

3 Haraway uses the term ‘sticky’ several time§\lhen Species Megt refer to the threads/knots that connect
companion species (Haraway 42, 88, 287, 296, 300, Fhough she never explicitly defines the terbglieve my
use of ‘sticky’ is in the spirit of Haraway'’s praje For this reason, | feel | need to credit her.

% | will elaborate on the nature of this ‘continualiance’ shortly.

% HarawayWhen Species Meet.

¥ 1pid., 287.
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that there are many contexts in which we most ggytdo. To begin to understand why, we
need to take a closer look at the nature of theiflquestion.
b. The ‘1’ Need Not Be Man

| am because we are; and since we are, therefam.|
— John Mbitf®

Drawing on the southern African philosophy of Uhyntohn Mbiti makes his above
claim, which is about as far from Rand’s earliartsaents as possible, about the ‘I’ and the
‘We’ of community. There is, of course, a very stfjzial way of reading Mbiti’s quote (i.e.,
that it is merely a loose causal claim regardiregdthers who must have existed before the ‘I’
for her birth to have been possible) that may bgteng to those of us most familiar with the
idea of additive community or sympathetic to Rar(disothers’) staunch individualism. For this
reason, | have included a second quotation frontthentu traditior?® The same philosophy
tells us that “a person is a person through oteesqns.*® | take this to mean that who we are at
heart (human, woman, white, queer, etc.) cannatebermined without knowing first who we
are to and with others. We only achieve persontf{bachanity, femininity, whiteness, queerness,
etc.) together. In this context (and given our klemlge of early modern philosophy), we can
clearly read Mbiti as taking a stab at Descartefgmous ‘cogito ergo sum.’ In this way, he
pushes against the atomism and rationalism tha beme to define the individual in much of

modern Western thinking often with disastrous cquaseaces (especially for those disadvantaged

% John Mbiti,African Religions and Philosophgnd ed., (Johannesburg, SA: Heinemann Publighidrs1990),
106.

39 Ubuntu is a popular (primarily sub-Saharan) Afrigehilosophy of personhood that emphasizes the aoram
and spiritual dimension of human identity (Batt)e 1

0 Michael Battle Ubuntu: | in You and You in Mélew York, NY: Seabury Books, 1990), 54. HerettBaguotes
Desmond Tutu.



50

by European colonization and its lasting legd¢yljogether, both claims encourage an
understanding of the communal ‘1’/*I’ that requiretational reference.

This meshes well with the arguments of communitei@cofeminists, and various other
opponents of Liberal individualism who would havelpsophers acknowledge that human
beings (and perhaps others) are thrust into comhnelaions from their very inception. Who a
person becomes and continues to become is detatynne communities of which she is a
part*? To know her, you must know how she stands inicelab others. This spatial analogy,
however, can be misleading. Communal relationsiatas simple as arranging the members of
a marching band. Standing in relation to othersoimmunity means that parts of an individual
(e.g., her humanity) can only be located in conjiemcwith or through (as Ubuntu suggests)
other beings. Given this, humanity is not somethwednaveas individuals but rather something
we do as a community. Determining who is human cannadm®mplished by looking at
individuals in isolation. Deciding thaheis human means understanding heaare human.

In this way and in other ways, an individual’s ety ‘external’ identity does not allow
her to be a neat, circumscribed ‘1.’ Individualiady relate to the members of their
communities in such a manner that the well-definegndaries of their ‘1's become fuzzy. This
is because, unlike the crisp ‘1’s of additive conmityy the fuzzy ‘1’s of individuals who
‘become with’ other ‘1’slepend upoiand aréonded teeach** For this reason, their

communal relationships are not well captured bytgrapmbols. The ‘+’ has to convey

“1 For example, the modern institution of racializtavery was in large part justified by the bellettithe enslaved
were not fully capable of rational thought and veheherefore, not fully huMan.

“2| use ‘determined’ loosely here.

“3| will use the terms ‘interdependent’ and ‘bondedérchangeably. The expression of these
interdependencies/bonds is manifold. Most generblinderstand these terms as capturinghtfedindividuals
have of each other. This need can be quite tangitdestraightforward, for example, the need indisddnembers
of a species have of each other to perpetuatespaitles. As a reproductive community, individuaéstzopelessly
intertwined. The need can also be more abstracexample, the need individual members of a spéwes of each
other to call themselves singular members of gaéties. One specimen, does not a species make.
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substantial linkage to be accurate or, more impdigtauseful. It must be meaningful enough to
express the fundamental (as opposed to triviag givd take of interdependent, bonfethgs.

What this all boils down to is that, as both praduand parts of community, individuals
are conceptually and physically sticky creaturdseylcannot meaningfully be atoms. It will not
do to try to understand individuals apart from tle@immunities, that is, apart from their fellow
fuzzy ‘1’s. Insofar as they are communal beingdiMidluals can only be understood
interdependently. Thus, | propose replacing thengttic model of the individual with an
interdependent one. Before we can delve deepethetdynamic that interdependent ‘1’'s have
when linked by a messier ‘+,” | want to more fullyplore what framing individuals as
interdependent means for the ‘who’ of commufitty.

In the orthodox imagining of community, atomisticlividuality, and thereby additive
community, has been firmly grounded in huMan radigy. Does this mean that without
atomism rationality will disappear from the pict@rads previously discussed, | believe that
rationalism is what feeds the atomistic understagaif the individual but not the other way
around. Though it may be hard for us to imagine,idea that our rationality is what matters
most (for justice, for ethics, for a discussiorhafnan nature, etc.) does not require that we be
atoms. Therefore, discrediting atomism does no¢searily rid us of the problematic gold
standard of huMan rationality. It might be suggdsteat interdependent beings must bond with
each other in ways afforded to them by their unigustional essences in order to form
legitimate communities. Adopting this strange nege of individual interdependence and
rationalism as the basis of community would leatadt most of human ‘society.” For example,
the Market could still ground itself in rationaleagy while accepting that individual rational

agents cannot be pried apart for accurate macroeugranalysis. Lest we begin to worry that

“ A messier plus sign is just another way of sayrsgicky ‘with.’
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this is the only path available if we dispose @aistic individuality, let us remember that
rationalism is merely a sufficient condition fooatism. This means that rejecting atomism does
not force us to either (a) adopt reason as thesusal basis for communal bonds or (b)
completely discard the possibility of rooting (sofoems of) communal interdependence in
rationality. What seems rather obvious, howevethas when it comes to the ways living beings
depend on each other, reason cannot be the wioole st

What is it then that makes communal interdependpossible/thinkable? In its most
general form, what shape does this interdependake® Instead of rationality, | offer up vitality
as the basis of ‘communal individuality.” In otheords, | propose that the fact that we are alive
should ground us as communal beings. But whalive? Since this is a large (and contentious)
enough question to easily consume an entire tk@sksook, or career), | will have to be satisfied
with either (a) providing a definition or theoryathl have neither the space nor resources to
adequately defend or (b) declining to provide aruligdn or theory at all. The rationale for
leaving ‘life’ vague (i.e., option ‘b’) might be &b any characterization of life is as good as
another for my purposes, or it might be that I§such an inescapable fact about the world that it
needs no universal definition to be useful. Whit¢hbof these claims may be tempting, neither
feels particularly satisfying. On the other haneffining life (i.e., option ‘@’) will help clarify
what it is that makes living suitable to be therfdation of communal interdependence. For this
reason, | have decided to be bold and suggeslifthi ‘the capacity to achieve autopoidsis
with others.” The ‘with’ | employ here is of thécky variety. For those familiar with the
concept of autopoiesis (i.e., the ability to se#f)produce), my choice of ‘with’s will seem
somewhat strange. Given the complex and myriaddapendencies of the individuals in

guestion, however, whatever is identified as lifg'snary aim/feature (in this case self-

45 Definition soon to follow.
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perpetuation) needs to be accomplished interagtiVdlis is because the selves involved in this
self-perpetuation rely upon each other for survarad their identities. It might be objected that
my logic here is somewhat circular. Because | anyfaonvinced that concepts are always
defined with a particular end in mind, this doestnouble me much. Life is messy because
individuals are interdependent, and individualsiaterdependent because living is a messy
business. Either way, it is the messiness of lig¢ makes the ‘with’ of community so important.
By framing the individual as interdependent anthlly as opposed to atomistic and
rational, the metaphorical gates of community Brewn wide open. No longer need the
individual be subtly or explicitly coded as (hu)Mauiving interdependently ‘with’ others is
something that many (possibly all) beings must®ois not only humanity, whiteness,
gueerness, etc. that ateneby communities; communities alsio felinity, bovinity,
broccolinity, and terrinity” There are potentially as many wayslofngcommunity as there are
kinds of living interdependencies. Communities barastoundingly complex and sprawling
(e.g., encompassing earth’s entire biosphere)agilé and miniscule (e.g., consisting of half a
dozen albino salamanders in an isolated subtemasteam)’® They can be dysfunctional and
exploitative (e.g., the dependence of America’s d&/bommunity upon the Black community for
privilege, capital, racial identity, etc.) or nuting and equitable (e.g., the Golden Girls).
Rationality can play a significant part in commuimaérdependence (e.g., the interspecies—

human and orca—community of hunters based in Edesiralia) or be utterly irrelevant (e.g.,

“®Here and elsewhere | use ‘being’ in the collog(éal opposed to the metaphysical) sense as shdritattiving
being.’

" To clarify—felinity: cat / bovinity: cow / broccility: broccoli / terrinity: terrestrial residenthumanity: human.
| would also like to note that | have consciousligided the rhetoric of ‘performativity’ in favor afioing
community.’ It may very well be the case that somags of doing community (e.g., some aspects ofdblirman)
are performative in the Butlerian sense of the wblawever, while | enjoy that Butler imagines penfativity as
necessarily communal, | do not believe that the@ss of doing community needs to be read to bérege. For
example, singular broccoli plants certainly do ‘nead’ each other as broccoli, but there may bk#lways of talking
about broccoli community nonetheless.

“*8 Thank youPlanet Earth
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the emotional interdependence of two lové&fs)othing about the nature of individuals’ bonded
vivacity suggests that community is exclusive tdMlanity, Homo sapiens, rational agents,
sentient beings, or any other subgroup of life véhaafining characteristic ‘just happens’ to be
one our species has in abundance.

DehuManizing the communal arithmetic also ensuogk [a) that community can no
longer be synonymous with society and (b) thatetgatan no longer be limited to humanity. As
| see it, ‘society’ refers to a community mérsons’® Making community a truly interspecies
affair will extend it well beyond society; most thie living beings that share our planet are not
persons. This is not, however, the sense in whiakd (a) to be a potentially contentious claim.
Rather, it is (a)’s implication that exclusivelyrhan interdependencies do not necessarily fall
under the purview of society that might make som®aous. Here, the ‘threat’ lies in daring to
suppose that human beings are bonded to eachiotwars that do not directly involve their
personhood (historically one of our most ‘distirghing’ features as a species). While
understanding the individual as lively and interglegient certainly does not rule out sticky

interpersonalconnections, it leaves ample room for other kioidsuman communal dynamics.

“9 Educational Broadcasting Corporation, “Killersiden: Introduction, PBS.org 2005, accessed February 10,
2013, <http://www.pbs.org/wnet/nature/episodes/killersenten/introduction/1048/>. During the 1800s in theak
southeastern Australian whaling community of Edemwofold Bay, human whalers (in the tradition bbaginal
natives) and orca whales cooperated in astoundéys ¥ hunt migrating baleen whales. The local ®veauld
send messengers to the humans to signal withtdiled that the rest of pod had found a baleen w(oétien several
miles away) and was detaining/harrying it until thenans arrived. The messenger would then leadadaes of
whalers (sometimes through dangerous fog or thekldénight) far offshore to the rest of the podenthe
whalers would undertake the dangerous task ofHingsoff the exhausted baleen whale with harpodnseturn
for their cooperation, the human whalers would éethe orcas the delicacy they desired but coulabhtatin
without human help —the immense lower jaw and tengithe baleen whale. Similarly, the human whaterdd
not have taken on the giant baleen whales usingtmamd thrown harpoons and long boats without thas help.
There are stories of orcas saving humans whenféflegverboard, recognizing individual human fadesding
whalers to drowned bodies, and attending humarréup@rocessions across the bay. This communal ipgisb
continued until a non-local human broke the covéebarkilling one of the pod. The majority of bothetlocal orca
and the aboriginal populations left Eden after thestayal. Here is a link to the fascinating andrh@renching
documentary: <http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=04BAXAjA>.

*| do not need to define personhood here to makeaimt. So long as we are able to agree that mosgah beings
are persons and that many, though not necessHrihoa-human beings are not, | will be able tdizei the term
without having to precisely pin it down.
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We might regard our species bond, for examplet kesaat a partially non-societal one. After all,
the fact that humans are persons should not pre¢hedreal possibility we are also alive and are
selves in ways that have nothing to do with beiagpns. The anxiety that humanity is
inevitably debased through association with ‘merienality’ will have to be set aside if we are

to accept that human individuals are not alonevmmunity and in life*

The acceptance of (a)’'s more controversial imphecet will be especially important in
order to approach (b)—the possibility of non-hursaniety—with an open mind. Expanding
community to include non-humans means that, inrihemy type of communal interdependence
is available to any living being whether they avenan or not. Mere species lines are no longer
legitimate grounds for any type of communal exdasif there are non-humans who qualify as
persons (the orca whales of Eden come to mindi, $beiety too (and not just community more
generally) becomes a potentially interspecies aresay ‘potentially’ because | do not know if
there are such things as non-human persons. Pezbeps society is entirely human simly
default It cannot be exclusively humamprincipal, however, unless we are willing to arbitrarily
define society ashumaninterpersonal communal affairs.’

Together, both (a) and (b) serve to highlight hbes¢oncept of communal individuality
(i.e., of being a ‘1’) outlined in this section hthge potential to wreak havoc on the Great Divide
of nature versus cultufé.Though the standard of personhood is upheld wéesiety is
concerned, this does not mean that non-societahornties can or should be contained by some
monolithic Other. The majority of the communal nakependencies on this incredible planet fall

under the banner of the ‘non-societal.” We will andtedly need more ways of talking about

*1| have always found the rhetoric of the searctefdraterrestrial life somewhat offensive. Are ene? Certainly
not. Just have a look around. Bernard Williams maksimilar mistake in his 2002 talk entitled ‘THeman
Prejudice,” in which he argues that we do not rteediscuss placing ‘special value’ on our speciesabise there is
no one around with whom to discuss the matter.

2 Haraway,When Species Med.
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this diverse assortment of bonds than harping @enobthe many things they are not. Accepting
that humans are not fully societal and that soagnhot fully human should hopefully have the
effect of weakening the fagade that society hdsetanderstood in stark, binasppositionto its
absence. Muddling the nature (read Animal) ancucelfread Man) divide in this way is
encouraging because it helps to undermine the @mmddic political divisions that have kept Man
dominant and our species isolated for so long.

| turn now to examine the implications that refragindividuality as interdependent and
lively will have upon the way in which we undersdamhat it means to be ‘with’ others in
community. Put more plainly—now that we know who @’s are and what we want our ‘+’s
to do, what does that get us? It is by answerirggghestion that the concept of communal
ecodependence can finally emerge.
c. ‘'1+1’ Need Not Equal ‘2’

We need a moddbf community] that allows for organic connections, some more

fundamental than others...connections of dependencly iaterdependency of many

kinds.

— Elizabeth Wolgast

In previous two sections, | outlined an alternativay of conceptualizing communal
bonds (the ‘+'s) and constituents (the ‘1's). last®f rational and atomistic, the concept of the
individual | advocate is vivacious and interdeparideler communal ties are messy not empty.
It should now be apparent that how we understaadhitividual will directly impact how we
make sense of her communal relations and vice v&rgarelationship is appropriately
dialectical, community and constituent emerge imd&an. Beings who share a common web of

interdependence are part of a community. Findiregeli affixed to these webs is what it means

to be an individual. Together, what do the reimaditwho’ and (internal) ‘how’ of community

53 Weiss, “Feminism and Communitarianism,” 174.
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mean for the overall ‘what’? How are we to makesgeof the communal equation as a whole?
In what follows, | argue that by ‘animating’ thethmetic, community changes from additive to
irreducible®® It is this irreducibility of community and howii supported by a dynamic of lively
interdependence that | refer to@snmunal ecodependence

What does the ‘eco’ stand for? From the Gredks ‘eco’ means home. Home body,
homestead, hometown, home country, home planetingosignal. Home is where you are from.
Home is where the self puts down roots. Whose hdMie@se self? Whose roots? This should
be obvious by now. Sticky and strange, life isaheswerEcdogy is an interdisciplinary field
that marries biology and the earth sciences.tliasstudy of life and where life calls home.
Insofar as nonliving beings (rocks, water, air,)etapport living communities they too must be
included in the concept of home. The ‘eco’ is a whgrienting ourselves as living beings in
relation to our environs, a way of highlighting tteands of the web with dew drops in order to
see our origins and location more clearly.

‘Home’, however, is not simply a place and so reziik the ‘eco.’ An individual’'s
origins are not fixed to a single temporal or sgdgipbint. Living communal beings are constantly
remade (sometimes trivially, sometimes significgndls the communities they are part of
undergo changes. For example, whether by the slawl of evolution or the decisive legislation
of the 13", 15", and 1§ amendments to the U.S. Constitution, what it méads humanity
undergoes frequent mutations. The ground beneathalways shifting. In this way, the ‘eco’
has a whiff of both instability and unpredictalyildespite having its toes in the dirt. If home is

where the heart is, then the heart had best bg feadnything. Home is a mess.

4 By ‘animating’ the communal arithmetic | hope teathe some life into it. Put plainly, an anima@ggroach to
communal politics would require us to take thelksticitality of communal constituents seriously.
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How can community be both so vital and so capr&fodn ecodependent community is
a complex tangle of tangible interdependenciessélage the conditions, the primordial soup,
from which the individual emerges. As Haraway pttéActors become who they ane the
dance of relating>® | enjoy the metaphor of ‘the dance’ because itires both a floor and a
partner, both something and someone solid to waitk But more importantly, it is an apt
analogy because it highlights the movement andebye the irreducibility of community. Like
dancing, community is a process not easily conthindrozen images® As | have already
suggested, community is somethingaee a way we move together. Through their movements,
communal individuals coshape each otHdt.is the totality of this coshaping dance that
constitutes community. We cannot break the danc®mimunity into pieces, into individual
snapshots, with the hope of understanding whatahd why it matters. No matter how many
‘1’s gathered in the communal equation, the rasutways a resounding One, an irreducible
whole.

When | spoke to an ecologist about my idea of ggeddence, she expressed surprise
that anyone still doubted the irreducibility ofing communities. For her, attempting to
deconstruct an ecosystem would be as futile asgryi untangle a spider’'s web (and about as
useful as an unspun spider’s web to boot). Wheatrite to ecological communities, it was
obvious to her that ‘the whole was more than tha stiits parts.” Communal irreducibility,
however, is far from obvious to political philosaph let alone metaphysicians, for whom the
idea of emergent properties is highly controverSiah the living world, irreducibility is only

entertained on the microscopic level where virugesbacteria exist symbiogenetically with

5 Haraway When Species Med5.

*%|n fact, movement is what great photographersaie to be able to capture with their art.

" Haraway When Species Meet2. | borrow the term ‘coshaping’ from Haraway.

%8 Timothy O’Connor and Hong Yu Wong, “Emergent Pndies,” in Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy
Stanford University, 2012—, accessed March 2, 2@h8p://plato.stanford.edu/entries/properties-ayaat/>.
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their hosts. In fact, it is the perceived autonarhiffe that supposedly sets it apart. Viruses, we
are told, are “organisms at the edge of [féThey do not qualify as legitimate living beings
because they lack the appropriate degree of autpnieon example, they need to commandeer a
host cell's genetic material in order to reprodi#hile | do not wish to seriously challenge the
classification of the virus, | do want to questihether viral reproductive interdependencies are
all that different from the need ‘legitimate’ li\grbeings have of each other.

Somehow, the more complex the organism, the léssdiependent it becomes.
According to the atomistic, anthroponormative etimsnans, as the ‘most complex’ beings, are
also the most autonomous. Resisting this impulseaway theorizes that “ever more complex
life forms are the continual result of ever morgiaate and multidirectional acts of association
of and with other life forms® She is able to depart so radically from the piegiogic
because she understands life as fundamentallyaypendent. Once again, how we frame the
basic conditions of life and individuality (primbriautonomous versus primarily interdependent)
will dictate how we approach the concept of comnadditively versus irreducibly). My
ecologist friend clearly subscribes to the latigoraach, that is, interdependency. Given that |
have defined life as ‘the capacity to achieve apiegs with others,” my theoretical allegiances
should also be fairly obvious at this point. Comityis alive, interdependent, and irreducible.
The sticky, living bonds of ecodependence are o sun intractable nature that it would be
futile to examine individual constituents one by awth the hope of understanding the
community in its entirety.

Does this mean that community is actually more tharsum of its parts? Sidestepping

the ontological question for the moment, | claimttbommunal ecodependence at least requires

9 E.P. Rybicki, “The Classification of Organismsta Edge of Life, or Problems with Virus SystemstiS Afr J
Sci 86 (1990):182-186.
0 HarawayWhenSpecies MeeB1.
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us totreat community as if it iS- Adopting this concept/tactic does not rule outrapphing
community from the bottom up, that is, startinghntie individual. For example, you might
choose to investigate queer communal dynamics gynbimg with individual experiences. What
interpreting community irreducibly does precludamny methodology that attempts to get a
handle on community by considering individualssalation. At best, this will result in an
incomplete (if not totally inaccurate) vision oetkommunity under investigation. Even if
community is not technically more than the sumt®fiarts, accounting for all those parts means
going well beyond a tally of individual living baja® The interactions between constituents are
also vital to the equation. The dance cannot becedl to partner(a) and partner(b). We must
know how communal partners ‘move’ together.

Additionally, treating ecodependent communitiesribelves (species, ecosystems,
families, cities, races, nations, etc.) as indepahéntities disregards their nested or fracta-lik
relations. Smaller communities goart of larger communities; however, we can no morekthi
of sub-communities as distinct ‘1's than we camadividuals. This is because communities
themselves relate to each other through all sérdiependencies. For example, feminists have
long argued that the categories (and | would atgaeommunitiesof ‘men’ and ‘women’
depend upon each other for their existence. Likedtpendence of Whites upon Blacks that was
previously mentioned, this gendered communal dyoasrighly dysfunctional. | refer to
dependencies on the level of communitie;yeercommunakcodependencies to contrast them
with theintracommunakcodependencies on the individual level. This difféation is more for

clarity and convenience than anything else. Afteméhat | deem to be the individual (or

®1 | will return to the question of ontological/deiptive adequacy in section I1I.
%2 |n fact, even accounting for all the ‘parts’ ofiadividual (i.e., an interdependent living being)l require us to
go beyond a solitary analysis.
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intracommunal) level could very easily be thougha®already several rungs up the ladder. The
human body, for example, is in many respects amystem in own right®

In this section (Il i(a-c)), | have argued that awegght to understand community
irreducibly, individuals interdependently, and bathalive. Together these three features give us
the ecodependent approach to community, whichiébekllows for organic (inter)connections
of many kinds. | think Wolgast, whom | quoted i tBpigraph, would be pleased. In the next
section, | will explore how ecodependence precludpsoprietary relationship between
community and the planet.

ii. Deconstructing Dominion with Earthkind

If you do not allow your neighbor to reach nine yaill never reach ten.
— Akan proverf*

Without the isolated, rational individual, whatchenes of the proprietary (i.e., the
external) ‘how’ of community? Remember that theitade, atomistic, anthroponormative
community was defined in opposition to that whichad the right to exploit. Or as the bumper
sticker read, “You either own property, or you preperty.” The first justification for this
outlook was rooted in anthroponormativity. As thydegitimate members of community,
humans are entitled to reap the world’s bountyr{vor inanimate) regardless of the
consequences for non-communal beings. After aly; Btan can rightfully be considered an end
in himself or capable of true suffering/happinédss mentality has long had disastrous
consequences for those considered beyond the pvetboundaries of society and, as we shall

soon see, for Man as well. It is hard to seledtgusmattering of examples from the extensive list

83 perhaps this means that we can think of allopatigdicine as tending towards an ‘additive’ approath
naturopathic medicine as tending an ‘ecodepend@nuitoach insofar as they generally regard the bediyctively
and holistically respectively.

8 Kwasi Wiredu, “Moral Foundations of an African @ure,” in Person and Communitgdited by Kwasi Wiredu
and Kwame GyekygWashington, D.C.: The Council for Research in \éaland Philosophy, 1992), 198.
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of Man’s destructive communal legacy. Suffice isty, the human race is on the verge of
causing the sixth mass extinction in our planeigsany ®°

With ecodependence, community is a comprehensintdyspecies affair. All life falls
equally under the sheltering umbrella of commurniityis should make it hard for any one
community to claim special privileges. All commue# are irreducible, interconnected
collections of living beings; precisely how theyrfothese connections (i.e., what grounds their
interdependencies) does not have any bearing upawell they qualify to be called a
community. That being said, it is certainly possifdr the degree of interdependence to vary
across communities. A lichen community (a singtbdin consists of a fungus and a
photosynthetic partner joined in tight biologicghsbiosis), for example, could arguably be
deemed more interdependent (at least biologictilgn your average human community. There
might even be vague communities (e.g., Whovians—¥ho fans—who may have not yet
established the communal identity that Trekkiesh&w instance). Claiming that some kinds of
interdependence are more valuable than others,Jaynie nonsensical within the ecodependent
framework. Human beings might be interdependemntays that lichen cannot be (e.g.,
societally), but the mere fact of difference doesprovide a legitimate basis for valuing human
interdependencies more highly.

Why even worry about the emergence of communahitihies? What makes us think
that communities will necessarily be pittegainsteach other? Perhaps this anxiety has
something to do with the other anchor of proprig@mmunal dynamics—atomism. As

isolated, rationally self-interested beings, atdiminidividuals are most readily envisioned as

% Endangered Species International, Inc., “Overviehe Five Worst Mass Extinctions,” accessed Marc208.3,
<http://www.endangeredspeciesinternational.orghoeer.html>. The five previous mass extinctions lgefihe
Ordovician-Silurian, the Late Devonian, the Permlaiassic, the End Triassic, and the Cretaceousargr
extinctions.
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locked in the throes of competition. In true atdmiashion, we all pursue our own welfare
separately in ways that either help or harm thoseral us. Ecodependent communities,
however, never exist in isolation. While | do neng that on one level communities may be at
odds with one another (e.g., the human communityte pine tree community every
December), | propose that somewhere down the lim@@amunities become interdependent
parts of a larger community, the overall welfarevbiich depends upon the success of all its
constituents. Humans and Christmas trees, for ebearape both part of the larger North
American ecosystem, for which deforestation is girggconcern. This is not a simple
instrumental claim (i.e., we should respect the mamal interests of pine trees because it is in
the best interest of humans). Pine tree integgsthuman interests to the extent that we are part
of the same ecodependent community.

Thus, the irreducible, interconnected nature otlependent community has the ability to
counter this second proprietary tendency (competitn isolation) as well. While it may make
sense (if not be just) to own and exploit those ymurely depend upon instrumentally, in the
end, you do not benefit from harming those whoserésts are your owii.By obliging us to
acknowledge our inevitable involvement in ‘earthkira properly executed ecodependent
approach should be able to ensure a more equitablspecies global community.

We (in the modern Western world) know all too weliat proprietary communal
dynamics look like. The ubiquitous nature of thesationships makes it hard to envision the
alternatives. Ecodependence may even seem faalastienpractical. Therefore, | would like to
end this section by calling attention to a commuthat | understand as consciously practicing

ecodependence. In a recent isdleture Conservancieatured an article about returning

% We may have reason to respect the interests ofrentinity regardless of whether or not their interese our
own. This is the difference between saying, ‘| Extp/ou because we are one’ and ‘I respect youusecdis the
just thing to do.’ | will explore the latter pos#ity in the next section.
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colonized land in Australia to Aboriginal hantsThe land in question has not thrived under
European ‘stewardship,” becoming more and moreyglddy devastating firé&.In the ten
thousand years prior to colonization, semi-nomadtioriginal communities shaped the Outback
by practicing patchwork burning that kept firesrfreweeping across the landsc&pBecently,
the consensus has become that “nature here neeplepét is not best left ‘alone’ and ‘puré”
Refreshingly, the ‘people’ nature needs in thisterhare not White conservationists. Though
the article uses terms like ‘traditional ownerstlas sometimes racially essentializing, the
practices and choices it describes are fascin&timg an ecodependent perspective. This is not
only because the local Aboriginals think of thenasslas ‘belonging to’ rather than as owners of
the land’* Additionally, the joint decision (i.e., one madgloth the descendants of the
colonized and the colonizers) to return the landlioriginal hands was made with both social
and environmental justice in mind. The land (wratkg fires), the Aboriginals (suffering under
the legacy of racial oppression and colonizatiany] the White population (faced with
ecological disaster and the responsibility of cottib@ their privilege) all need each other to
flourish in the modern world.

This example illustrates further how communal epethelence is at heart a theory about
how to we do and should live together. This is whakes the theory of ecodependence political.
Admittedly, my understanding of who gets includedhis ‘we’ and what this ‘how’ looks like
(both internally and externally) departs signifitarirom the mainstream political discourse.

The popular discourse, however, has proven its#it (i.e., unhelpful and often detrimental) to

address systemic interspecies injustices. Sedtiofthis chapter has been dedicated to

" Ron Geatz, “What Will Be Your Lasting Legacyature Conservancy (2012):31-37.
®®1pid., 32.
*1pid., 33.
1bid., 33.
™ bid., 35.
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describing an alternate vision of communal conetits, bonds, dynamics, etc. in the hopes of
developing a new way of thinking about communigy@itically emancipatory potential. In this
final section, | will locate communal ecodependewdgin the tradition of critical theory and

explore its potential political uses.

IV: Bearing Fruit

In the introduction to her latest anthology of warksally Haslanger differentiates
between institutional critique, ideological critejuand critical theory. The first, she says, hones
in on existing social institutions and argues thay are unjust Institutional critique, however,
will sometimes need to be bolstered by ideologititlque—a critical exploration of a concept’s
various meanings and limitatiofisHaslanger notes, “In some cases this will invalaking
attention to aspects of the discursive framewdnks we consciously employ, their history, and
their relation to the practices and institutionsytiunderwrite. This is sometimes called
genealogy " | believe this quote sums up the objective of mgvjpus chapter quite well,
though my genealogy of community is also intenaebe redescriptivE What some call
community | call interspecies injustice. Revisioeduently accompanies redescription. Or, as
Elizabeth Anderson says, “One way to expose thidtians of a concept is by introducing new
concepts that have different meanings but can flyusontend for some of the same uses to

which the criticized concept is typically pufThus far, this chapter’s aim has been to revise th

2 3ally Haslanger, “Introduction,” iResisting Reality: Social Construction and Sociatique, 3-34(Oxford,

UK: Oxford University Press, 2012), 16.

3 HaslangerResisting Realityl 7.

" HaslangerResisting Reality]9.

S HaslangerResisting Reality]l9. Haslanger defines ‘redescription’ as theaalttask of showing a social
phenomenon in new light with the intent of highligly the ways in which it is problematic or immoral
 Elizabeth Anderson, “Unstrapping the StraitjaakePreference’: a Comment on Amartya Sen’s Contitns to
Philosophy and EconomicsEconomics and PhilosopHy’.1 (2001):22.
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concept of community. To understand why this r@rsivas necessary we need to turn to
Haslanger’s discussion of ideology critique’s frequpartner in crime—critical theory.

Critical theory does not begin by asking what gesis; it assumes that the current
conditions we live with are unacceptabléds Anderson suggests, “We recognize the existence
of a problem before we have any idea of what waldest or most just® | have assumed in
this project that the current conditions of comntyiare unacceptable, particularly with regards
to nonhumans and those humans seen as less thamhiktluding all but Man (in either his
atomistic or anthroponormative guise) from commyaitd thereby from politics is unjust. | do
not make any rigorous attempts to justify this agstion. The primary purpose of my genealogy
was to illuminate the mechanisms that have madertjustice possible not to provide an
exhaustive institutional critique of the four thdsaln reimagining community as ecodependent,
| have begun the work of opening up the highly egitle, dominant political discourse. A true
remedy, however, must be able to bear succuleritgadifruit. In order to do so, the theory of
communal ecodependence must be able to (a) sHtesfyescriptive criteria for critical theory,

(b) demonstrate significant political uses, andh@ye the potential for widespread resonance
amongst those to whom the theory applies.

i. Descriptive Adequacy

A...critical theory does not attempt to be ‘neutrabut begins with the assumption that

the current conditions are unacceptably unjust andommitment to understand and

remedy that injustice...Critical theory, like all gbdheories, aims to be empirically
adequate. However...it also has a practical aimhibdd be helpful to those committed

to furthering the aims of social justice.
— Sally Haslange?’

" HaslangerResisting Reality22.

"8 Elizabeth Andersorthe Imperative of IntegratigriPrinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2030Here,
Anderson has in mind non-ideal theory more broadliynderstand critical theory as one way of daing-ideal
theory.

¥ HaslangerResisting Reality22-3.
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This chapter is entitled_iving Together in Communal Ecodependence’ partly bechuse
have always found the philosophical discourse sumaoig what it means to be an individual
(politically or otherwise) so disappointingly sterithat is, devoid of vitality and the stickiness
life. When | encountered Descartes in my first @alphy class, | was hard pressed to wrap my
mind around his efforts to extract himself from th&gicate knots that connected him to other
living beings®® As someone who grew up immersed in the rhetorpofal construction and
fascinated by the many ways in which | participatethngible webs of lively interdependencies
(e.g., the exchange of oxygen and carbon dioxitleden a small girl and her tree-friend or the
joyous, altruistic act of sending dandelion poaof® ithe summer breeze), Descartes’ project
struck me as exceedingly odd, not to mention dootoédlilure. It has taken me quite some time
to figure out how to properly respond to Descaated others who perpetuate the additive,
atomistic, anthroponormative, and proprietary cptgalization of individuality/community.
Communal ecodependence is my response. This wotilldenmy tactic if | did not consider the
mainstream account woefully lacking in ‘empiricdeguacy,’ in addition to being the cause of
numerous interspecies injustices.

In its current form, however, the alternative dggore account of community | offer in
place of the vision woven by the four threads wodt satisfy a metaphysician’s exacting
ontological standards. For example, | have argndta previous section that communities are
irreducible entities. While | do not understand thgory as necessarily committed to the
controversial metaphysical claim that ‘the wholenisre than the sum of its parts,’ | do suggest
that communities have more ‘parts’ than alloweddpthe mainstream discourse. This is
because the interactions between individuals ategjsiimportant for understanding community

as a whole as the individuals themselves. Whateead do | offer for the claim that community

8 See my discussion of Descartes in section |V efgénealogy for a refresher.
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is a dance rather than a simple tally? | provitleeary of life that would prevent us from
comprehending individuals in isolation, but thidicigion is explicitly chosen to suit my political
purposes. | doubt that this rationale would be eicgdly satisfying to those who make a career
out of the study of life (in either philosophy tietbiological sciences). Though | strongly
suspect that ecodependence provides a better giaseaccount of the ways we do community
and are individuals, |1 do not make any seriouswgits to provide empirical justification for
these suspicions or the claims that give rise¢onth

Not only would such attempts be beyond the scopkisfroject, they are also only
secondarily important to my overall objective—thevelopment of new and productive ways of
conceptualizing interspecies politics, particulanferspecies injustices. It has not been my
intention in this chapter to make definitive, unishide ontological claims. As Haslanger
suggests, empirical adequacy is not unimportaatitical theory, but “justified truth is not
enough; practical significance is an additionalditan of success® Furthermore, in the
context of critical theory, empirical inquiry musg self-consciously epistemically situated. For
Haslanger this means that “inquiry arises from sppebks to social conditions at a particular
historical moment® | came to this project assuming that there wasesioimg wrong (both
empirically and politically) with the way that huMa@ommunity thinks of itself in relation to the
rest of earthkind. | am not alone in this beliet ke have seen, the theory of communal
ecodependence has roots of its own. It is the mtoafumultiple intersecting communities. For
now, the knowledge that communitarians, ecofensneivironmentalists, and even Portland
cafés have recognized some of the same problemdeatiged similar solutions as | have must

be enough to stave off any nagging descriptive taicties. The practical significance of

8 HaslangerResisting Reality23.
82 HaslangerResisting Reality24.
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communal ecodependence is the more pressing cordaome all, my theory must be politically
useful. It must have the potential to make a defifiee.

ii. Political Uses

We are not a nation that says, ‘Don’t ask, donlit.t§/e are a nation that says, ‘Out of

many, we are one.’

— President Barack Obarfia

What is the practical significance of communal espmhdence? As the lived expression
of politics, community is practically significanthen it is politically useful, that is, when it hslp
us live together well. One of the primary assunmpgiof my project is that the discourse of
community spawned by the four threads does not ilpre together well. With Man as its
normative glue, community has been and continuée t@ politically destructive force. The
theory of communal ecodependence attempts to rdghsbihe concept of community. It is
politically useful because it allows us to re-eroisthe focal point of community as Life. What
exactly is accomplished by giving community a newteor? In this section, | explore three very
general ways in which communal ecodependence Higlpashapes the political landscape.

The first practically significant outcome of comnaliecodependence is the emergence
of a nonhuman politics that goes beyond indivicaraimal rights. By ‘nonhuman politics’ | have
in mind the application of basic political prinaisl to nonhuman affaif$.Community and
society are two such principles; justice is anatAsrwe have seen, there is a pressing need to
move away from the proprietary model of communitg atart thinking about nonhumans as

more than mere means for advancing our human dacisdependence can help motivate this

8 The White House Blog, “The President Signs Repédbon’t Ask Don't Tell': ‘Out of Many, We are Ong
WhiteHouse.gov, accessed March 13, 2013, <httpwwwhitehouse.gov/blog/2010/12/22/president-sigmsesad-
dont-ask-dont-tell-out-many-we-are-one>.

8 | am putting aside the more abstract questiontadttier or not politics of any kind can exist withbumans.
Suffice it to say, humans do exist, many of usrasponsible for our actions, and politics is a veal phenomenon.



70

shift by framing human dominion @ammunal injusticelsn’t all justice ‘communal’ injustice?
That is, don’t theories of justice almost exclugiecus on systemic issues as opposed to
isolated incidents? For example, even Liberal actaf injustice do not deny that individuals
can suffer by being a part of a socially stigmatigeoup (e.g., the working class). To qualify as
a communal approach to justice, however, it issmmtugh that a theory acknowledge the
systemic causes of individual suffering. What comalyustice offers is a way to conceptualize
intercommunal relations as (un)just in and of thelness. Exploitative modes of communal
interdependencies (e.g., human/salmon relatioesyigjust because they are destructive to
communities as a whole not just to the individwaithin them® Furthermore, a complete
picture of injustice on the intercommunal level wanbe attained by a tally of the harm done to
individuals. An irreducible model of communityasntral to the theory of communal (in)justice.
This means that insofar as individual-x belonga tmmmunity that can be treated (un)justly,
individual-x can also be treated (un)justly, redesd of whether individual-x is a dandelion, a
rat, or a humaf® Individuals are relevant to communal justice netduse they can think or feel
but because they patrticipate in a web of commuradependencies.

Of course, communal justice is highly relevantfiamans as well, and communal
ecodependence has the potential to help clarityndiby human political quandaries. The above
guote is taken from President Obama’s speech odagée repealed ‘Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell’ in
2011. In the fragment | chose for the epigraph,r@deeferences the motto on the United States

national seal-E pluribus Unum(Out of many, One). While it is clear how thisanfous saying

8 This implies that for communal justice to makesgerihere has to be irreducible communal welfaes, (i
communities have to be the sorts of entities foictvithings can go poorly or well). | know this i€antroversial
claim, but it is an assumption | am willing to makeorder to explore the potential political usés@mmunal
ecodependence.

% That individual-x can be treated unjustly as a fenof its community does not necessarily meanitttividual-
x can be treated unjustly as a singular individBakhaps things can go well for a community of @inds but not
for dandelions individually.
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could support an irreducible understanding of comityuit is less obvious why Obama choose
to use this motto in the context of social justieerhaps he just wanted the implicit authority of
the U.S. seal, or perhaps he recognized the enancgypotential of a community that is unified
in more than name, a community for whom the opjwessf one sub-community is detrimental
to the community as a whotéJustice for queer Americans is justice for all Aiv@ns. Or, so

the saying might go. This is certainly an appeabagle cry, but it is only one half of the
picture. Not only does communal justice help usgaize that it is in everyone’s best interest to
support the LGBTQ community in a “if you do notaadl your neighbor to reach nine you will
never reach ten” kind of way, this approactables us to refer to the communal
interdependencies involved in heteronormativityajsist®® The privilege of the straight
community depends upon the subjugation and inviaidaf the queer community. Together
these communities (i.e., the straight and the quembody unjust communal ecodependenties.
Though they support the privilege of Man in verifatient ways, queer communities, non-White
communities, women’s communities, etc. are alldirsataged by the straight, white, male, etc.
communities’ dependence upon them. These unjustnzoral interdependencies cannot be
reduced to the abstract mutual dependence of bomargepts. As incarnations of
ecodependence, unjust communal interdependene@dbedysfunctional dances of actual living
beings. If we stop articulating the identities loé toppressed (e.g., refuse to call ourselves
women), the communities they refer to do not disappThey keep right on dancing. Thus,
when applied to the humanity, communal justice eghoth to (a) highlight the inevitably lively

nature of communal injustice and (b) remind us flyatemic inequalities occur communally.

87| am not usually an Obama flag-waver, but he yegiit to me here.

8 iredu, “Moral Foundations? 198.

8 The fact that ‘anthroponormativity’ resembles #reinormativity’ is no coincidence. The concept of
heteronormativity has been an immensely powerfull both in my everyday life and in helping me thihkough
the irreducibility of those communities involvedsacietal injustice.
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In reality, the ‘human’ and the ‘nonhuman’ are soteasily disentangled when it comes
to communal (in)justice. This is both because Matsnism and anthropocentrism are so
tightly fused and because, as Anna Tsing musespénwnature is an interspecies relationsffp.”
| see the third (and perhaps most important) paliapplication of communal ecodependence as
the creation of a genuinely interspecies approaghstice locally, globally, and on every level
in between. | would like to write an entire chapterthis point, but, as itis, | will have to be
content with a few short remarks. Earthkind, whildaunting concept to justify as a political
philosopher, has been my goal from the beginninig. hot desire to erase difference with this
concept, but | would see the Great Divide that s&pa our species from all others disappeéar.
Communal ecodependence can seal this rift. Sometithis happens as simply as recognizing
that the boxelder bugs and fuzzy centipedes thaidi@ the first floor of your house are not, in
fact, invaders but deserving cohabitants, with whHimmndaries must be set (as with any human
housemates). Most of the time, however, the rift ndve to be sealed through the collective
actions of communities, for example, the conseovedéind social justice project currently
underway in the Australian Outback. Getting comrtiiasito mobilize towards interspecies (or
any other) political goals is by no means easyhénnext section, | explore what it might mean
for ecodependence to resonate with those whonh#wey intends to help.

iii. A Call to Community

A critique is acceptable only when it can gain atfmld among those adversely affected

by the practice or structure being criticized; ither words, it is a necessary condition on

acceptable critique that the subordinated and thadiies find it illuminating or useful,

that it contributes to their quest for social justi
— Sally Haslange¥

% Haraway When Species Me¢it1.
1 HarawayWhen Species Mee9.
92 HaslangerResisting Reality26.
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Theory can be a dew that rises from the earth asicts in the rain cloud and returns
to earth over and over. But if it doesn’t smeltleé earth, it isn’t good for the earth.
— Adrienne RicK

It is hard to imagine a critical theory being pautarly useful unless it has the potential to
resonate with those whose lives it intends to Halpderstand both Sally Haslanger and
Adrienne Rich as communicating similar messageikéir quotes above. As always, Haslanger’'s
words are crisp, clear, and to the point. If comal@todependence is to be truly politically
useful, it must be illuminating to the Others of tMand their allies. Also along these lines
Haslanger writes, “Acceptable feminist social que...must be meaningful to the women in
whose name it speak&"The implication here is that the living beingsihose name | presume
to speak need to be able to find meaning in comheowlependence. Who exactly are these
‘Others of Man’ and how might they ‘find meaning’' my theory?

Technically, ecodependence has the potential toneaningful’ to every living creature
on the planet (i.e., all of earthkind). | do noy $ais out of vanity; | have no illusions about
academic philosophy’s real world impact. It is nitvedess important to acknowledge the
expansive theoretical scope of communal ecodeperdé&very time | write ‘earthkind,’ | feel a
little queasy about it. In addition to the dauntingplications of earthkind, the Others of Man
(and their potential allies) are numerous and dati#ow then can the theory of ecodependence
be a practical and manageable tool for politicalgslophy? Before we get too lost in the clouds,
let us remember that communal ecodependence watoged contextually in response to a
specific set of systemic injustices within the Véestcommunity and philosophical discourse.
Although it is possible for the theory to havinganang in other contexts, it is vital that

communal ecodependence resonate with those for vithamginated. | imagine this community

9 Adrienne Rich, “Notes Towards a Politics of Looati" in Blood, Bread, and PoetryNew York, NY: W.W.
Norton, 1984), 65.
% HaslangerResisting Reality27.
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divided into two groups: (a) humans who have bednested to theriomorphism as a
community and (b) nonhumans at particular risk fittw proprietary actions of Man.

With regards to the first group, | believe commueaddependence and its political
applications have the potential to be very meaningfthe human Others of Man. In fact, some
aspects of my approach are already quite commompadlarly accepted. For example, | am far
from the first to comment on the collective ‘bekzation’ of people of color and women. Many
oppressed groups already connect their marginadiz& their supposed failure to live up to the
normative standards of Man. These Others knowball(and may even internalize) the
dominant communities’ assumptions that they argigfiemotional, oversexed, violent,
irrational, degenerate, or ugly. They may alsoaalyehave developed a cohesive group identity
out of necessity, due to segregation, or for thp@ses of political mobilization. Possessing a
group identity will make it easier for oppressediwiduals to understand themselves as part of
the dance of inter- and intracommunal ecodependé¢naegh the idea that vel community
may seem odd at first. The possibility of commuhai (e.g., what it means to be gay is always
changing) may also be alienating for those who tstdeding their identities as unchanging
constants (e.g., being gay means being born arcevey). Perhaps the biggest obstacle,
however, will be assuaging concerns about the dd¢taditional individual autonomyy,

Though | do not deny that there will certainly ekienges, | believe that the familiar, appealing
features of communal ecodependence will outwesgghktiangeness to those whom the theory

endeavors to help.

% | address this concern further in the next chapter
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It is somewhat trickier to assess how well my tlygarght resonate with (a) nonhumans
and (b) humans with cognitive impairments (I in@uthildren in this category)> For someone
to find meaning in communal ecodependence do tkey o be capable of self-conscious
reflection or conscious appreciation? Much of dantth can do neither. Must resonance be a
conscious or self-conscious affair? | certainlyndd want to exclude beings from this vital stage
of critical reflection on rationalistic grounds. @re other hand, if we dilute the requirement of
meaningfulness too far it might lose its bite. Rgd) allies are the key to resolving this dilemma.

| will devote a substantial part of the next chaptethis potential quandary.

V: Overview

In this chapter, | have attempted to answer tlesgons: (1) What do alternatives to the
additive, atomistic, anthroponormative, and prdangvision(s) of community look like? (2)
How are we to situate and evaluate these altekisitmis? (3) Why should we be interested in
alternatives in the first place? Section Ill wasated to the first of these three questions. Irtstea
of the empty '+’ | proposed a ‘sticky’ with, instgéaf Man we have Life, instead of a simple
arithmetic equation we have irreducible commuratyg instead of dominion we have the
ecodependent web of earthkind. Additionally, Settdd showed us some of the political forms
a practical application of ecodependence might.t8ketion Il and IV combined served to
address question (2) by situating ecodependentewis own theoretical community and
within the discourse of critical theory. | have dad around the answer to the third question

several times throughout this chapter and the Tdst.bottom line—if we care about interspecies

% | seriously debated grouping humans with cognitimpairments together with nonhumans in this parplar
Hopefully, it should be clear by now that | do wonhdone theriomorphism. That | liken human and ahibilities
in this context is not an attempt to politically igimalize members of the human community who hafferthg
cognitive abilities.
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justice, then we ought to care about alternatiyg@gches to community. The conventional
approach is lousy for earthkind. Though | belidwese three lines of inquiry form the core of my
project, there are still many questions that cdnddaised even by those sympathetic to an
ecodependent approach to community. In the nexitehd try to anticipate some of these

concerns and acknowledge the boundaries and lionigabf my theory.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Boundaries, Limitations, and Concerns

Without community, there is no liberation, only theost vulnerable and

temporary armistice between individual and her @gsion...but community must

not mean a shedding of our differences, nor théhgiat pretense that these

differences do not exist.

— Audre Lordé
I: Whose Concerns?

In this chapter, | hope to anticipate some ofrttst likely objections to my theory of
communal ecodependence. Preciseiypse concerndo | plan to address? To be honest, | am
far more interested in those critiques that magioate from within feminist communitarianism,
postcolonialism, ecofeminism, and other philosopghcommunities potentially friendly to
ecodependence than those that take root withimeiastream discourse of community. My
project explicitly rejects the four threads (theliéisle, the atomistic, the anthropocentric, and the
proprietary), and, so, | do not expect approvaifibeir supporters. Additionally, it would
worry me somewhat to rework communal ecodependeased upon feedback from this camp.
As Bernard Williams suggests, “...the acceptancejattfication does not count if the
acceptance itself is produced by the coercive povirch is supposedly being justified F
would amend this statement by adding “or whichuisposedly beingejected” One way of
capturing the spirit of my addition would be toinlaas Audre Lorde does, that “the master’'s

tools will never dismantle the master's houd&Vhile | have always been wary of interpreting

Lorde’s advice here too literally, | certainly dotrwant to use the four threads of community to

! Audre Lorde, “The Master's Tools Will Never Disninthe Master’s House,” iister Outsider: Essays and
Speeches by Audre Lor{Berkeley, CA: Crossing Press, 2007), 112.

2 Bernard Williams|n the Beginning Was the Deed: Realism and Moralisiolitical Argumentedited by
Geoffrey Hawthorn (Princeton, NJ: Princeton UniwgrBress, 2005), 6.

® Lorde, “The Master’s Tools,” 112.
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justify communal ecodependence. Furthermore, | doulich rather address the concerns of
those who are at all likely to put my theory intagtice. After all, it is communal
ecodependence’s political usefulness with whicinlnaost concerned. Towards this end, | plan
to address four broad challenges for understaraiiigmplementing communal justice: (1) the
impossibility and undesirability of universal resmce, (2) the difficulties of an interspecies
critical theory, (3) the question of individual anbmy, and (4) the totalizing dangers of
community. In this way, | hope to both sooth sorhthe worries that will no doubt arise in
response to my project and provide a better sehsenamunal ecodependence’s practical and
theoretical boundaries and limitations.

lI: Universal Resonance?

In this project, | have used broad brushstrokgsaiot a picture of ecodependence and its
rivals. Sometimes this ‘impressionistic’ approaets involved wielding the concept of
community in a rather sweeping fashion. By aimiog\viater lilies (as | suggested in the
beginning of the third chapter), do | really meanmply that communal ecodependence can
speak to/for all communities everywhere? | sur@gdnot. It has never been my intention to put
forth ecodependence as universal criterion foc@hmunities across this marvelously complex,
tiny, blue planet. | do not want to make the mistak prescribing one model of community
regardless of context. This is one of the charesties of the additive approach that I find least
appealing. Admittedly, earthkind is itself a some#kweeping concept, but (as | will elaborate
upon shortly) it is intended more to get us totdtanking about the political nature of our
interspecies interdependencies than to set thebamlfor communal membership. As | have said
before, community is a rich tapestry. This proje&s$ selected a handful of highly visible threads

to critique (Chapter Three) and suggested a ‘ragtor of sorts for some of the subtler
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background threads (Chapter Four); however, evanttogether, this assortment of dominant
and dissonant threads do not represent the eafiestry.

We might all be earthkind, but this does not haveean that lively interdependencies
are theonly way communities come to be and maintain themsel?eshaps other
understandings of communal origination and paréittgn are more productive in certain
contexts. For example, it seems likely that mutaabgnition might be a more useful concept for
interpreting the founding charter of the United iNias$, though | would suspect that
ecodependence is a more appropriate tool for frauha sticky interdependencies that the U.N.
has grown into. As | argued in the last chaptdn.@), | believe that ecodependenceapable
of accounting for communal bonds grounded (whotlpartially) in rational behavior (e.qg.,
economic markets). This does not mean, howeverittisaalways the best theory for the job.
There might very well be circumstances in whichdsgeendence is trumped by other forms of
intragroup or intergroup relations. The vitalityadmmunal constituents does not disappear in
these contexts; it simply becomes less relevatitdanatters at hand political or otherwise. We
might think of the community of nearly half a malh individuals who recently voted to name
Pluto’s moons Vulcan and Cerberus as one suchxhiespite the unavoidable (and in my
mind reassuring) limitations of a communal methodglrooted in ecodependence, | believe that
the problems of today’s world provide plenty of gedor a theory of communal justice that
takes seriously the sticky nature of living commiiyna

Even in those contexts for which my theory is itlealited, communal ecodependence
may not resonate with everyone. Drawing on Sallglatager’s work, | have suggested that it is

vitally important for a critical theory to have nmeiag for those whom it primarily intends to

* SETI Institute, “Pluto Rocks: Help us Name the $esaMoons of Pluto,” accessed February 20, 2013,
<http://www.plutorocks.com./>.
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help? That being said, Haslanger also notes that ‘#gisy to imagine that there are unjust social
structures that are so ingrained that few direatigcted can recognize their harfriThe unjust
communal structures that produce and perpetuaespecies injustice for both humans and
nonhumans are often quite difficult to discern. @wening centuries of huMan exceptionalism
is not proving to be an easy task. What are wetmdhe meantime while word of communal
ecodependence disseminates and percolates?HgdlBt questionable to call communities
ecodependent before they have come to that unddimstathemselves? Rather than presuming
to speak for communities without ‘engaging withéth in any way (e.g., socially, textually,
academically), | would propose that we (a) contittuoster dialogue to demystify communal
ecodependence and (b) listen to what communitigshage already had to say about their
ecodependencies without being fully aware thatwhis what they were referencihén this
way, proponents of communal justice can attemgptakwith and notfor the communities they
presume to help.
lll: The Challenges of an Interspecies Critical Thery

Speaking for others is an especially difficult ettlipitfall to avoid when attempting to
include nonhumans within critical theory, partialyaf the goal is to assess how meaningful
communal ecodependence is for nonhumans. Traditypn@any animal advocates
problematically assume that nonhumans are incadl@@mmunicating with humans and,
therefore, that it is their duty to speak for nomauns. What makes this problematic? In her
article “The Problem of Speaking for Others,” Lindligoff reminds us that speaking is an

individually situated activity that occurs in a comnity, the politics of which often serve to

® HaslangerResisting Reality26.

® Ibid., 27.

" Certainly, no one is going to be using the terrtgy of ‘ecodependence,’ seeing as | am fairlyaiarthat it does
not exist outside of this project.
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disauthorize some kinds of voices and empower sfh&he argues that speaking for others
means “participating in the construction of theibject-positions* With regards to nonhumans,
| believe that the anthroponormative discourseoofimunity does more than disauthorize
voices—it erases them (and the beings they bel@nigdm community entirely. Thus, in their
attempt to speak for the ‘voiceless,” well-meammogphuman advocates not only fail to be held
accountable to actual nonhuman voices, they redagathumans to the peripheries of
community or worse—the realm of property.

Good nonhuman advocacy, on the other hand, cldnaisionhumans can ‘speak’ but
that their voices are not ‘heard’ by most humansré¥ recognizing the ‘vocal ability’ of those
you claim to speak for, however, is not enoughstalgdish a meaningful dialogue. For that, you
have to be willing to listen. Citing Gayatri Spivakcoff proposes that we are better off thinking
of this sort of advocacy as speakingthers tharfor them?° Though we lose the authority that
comes with speakinfpr others, when we decide to spealothers, dialogue becomes possible.
An important part of speaking to/with is being opernearing many different kinds of voices
and ways of vocalizing beyond those you are expgdtom your dialogue partner. If you ask a
rat how she feels about yogurt treats or a fieldasfdelions how they ‘feel’ about weed-killer
and expect a human verbalization, then you arengetourself up for miscommunication.
Nonhuman ‘voices’ are often so different from otlrat we fail to recognize their owners as
viable partners for dialogue.

This is one of the major hurdles facing any imtecses critical theory—how to

conceptualize and achieve resonance with nonhumane critical theory, communal

8 Linda Alcoff, “The Problem of Speaking for Othérisy Just Methods: An Interdisciplinary Feminist Reader
edited by Alison M. Jaggar, (Boulder, CO: ParadiRublishers, 2008), 486—7.

° Ibid., 486.

% bid., 491.
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ecodependence should be meaningful to those “irsevhame it speaks$Though this is never
a simple matter, ensuring a theory’s meaningfulinessnance is especially challenging with
regards to nonhumans, particularly non-sentienhonorans. We neither (a) want to assume that
we can speak for nonhumans nor (b) dilute theraitef resonance so far that any indication of
flourishing (e.g., now the fuzzy centipedes calibitoors of my house their home) is proof that
nonhumans (or humans for that matter) can find mgan communal justice’s implementation.
The former’s (i.e., ‘a’) paternalism is deeply etily problematic and the latter (i.e., ‘b’) is
simultaneously too myopic and too vague to be padrly useful. Somewhere in between the
two lies communal dialogue, that is, the proceswhigh ecodependent communities attempt to
communicate with each other about their needst alusommunity is a dance, so too is
communal dialogue. When it comes to assessing ganimg nonhumans derive from communal
justice’s application, we will have to be very drea about the ways in which we respectfully
initiate dialogue. For example, as a community, aoity’s current response to deer
overpopulation is to encourage deer hunting. Thdbghpractice reduces the number of deer
that die of starvation during the winter monthg, titerspecies ‘dialogue’ it initiates is still
decidedly deadly. A dialogue instigated by intecs@e communal justice, on the other hand,
would be more likely to proactively address theushpcodependencies that lead to deer
overpopulation and intracommunal suffering in tinstfplace (e.g., insufficient food sources and
the lack of natural predators) than to respondtiezlg by killing deer.

Interpreting the responses of nonhuman communitig®ften require a good amount of
guesswork on the part of their human allies. Spegkiith nonhuman communities will
undoubtedly be a challenging and imperfect endedus does not mean that we would be

better off opting for one of the two alternativés) speaking for nonhumans or (b) declining to

M HaslangerResisting Reality27.



82

practically apply communal justice to nonhumanaliatSeeing as how most of the humanity’s
interspecies ecodependencies are decidedly ungisthiuman communities benefits at the direct
expense of nonhuman communities), it is hard t@ine@how instigating a dialogue around
communal justice (i.e., attempting to put commuyuasiice into practice) will make things worse.
IV: The Invisible Individual

In all this discussion afommunalolitics,communajustice,communaresonance, etc.
what is to become of individual autonomy? Withie ttontext of communal ecodependence the
individual is inseparable from the sticky bondst tt@nnect her to other communal beings.
Though community can be decidedly unjust to hee @bes not live in the utopia envisioned by
non-feminist communitarians), the theory of comnmyustice can only conceptualize the harm
done to her in the larger ecodependent contexts Eros mean that harm and injustice no longer
exist on the level of the individual? Once agaiceftainly hope not. It seems perfectly
reasonable to suggest that while many aspectsgpgthe majority) of an individual are
communally determined, the subjective experienaeaokciousness may be something that is by
definition separate and private (e.g., | would medaubt that my bout of laughter belonged to
me and not some other conscious mind). That ilgeissi experienced subjectively may very well
require us to look beyond communal (in)justicetfa full picture. While | cannot explore here
exactly what this fusion would look like, | see m@ason to assume that the theory of communal
ecodependence necessarily rules out the possibilitydividual welfare, rights, justice, etc.
There may very well be ways of understanding irdinal justice that do not preclude communal
justice; however, individual autonomy of this seduld have to look substantially different

from the rational autonomy of Man we saw in theegdagy. In fact, | suspect that the lines must
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be fuzzy, that is, we may not always know wherecbramunity ends and an autonomous
individual begins.

If individual justice and communal justice are hg&b work together, however, then
neither can be thought of as an automatic trumg. ¢dow we weigh individual and communal
claims to justice will be context dependent. | Beabvious reason for one type of claim to
always take precedence over the other. For damdglfor example, that may only have
communally based interests, the automatic trumepfrige individual over the community would
mean that in all human-dandelion disputes the damdeould be literally and figuratively
trampled upon. On the flip side, it would also lpgust for communal concerns to dominate
individual needs indiscriminately. When individuglis truly imperiled by community, society’s
conscious is often speaks to us through art aechtitre. Ursula Le Guin’s beautiful short story
“The Ones Who Walk Away from Omelaahd Yevgeni Zamyatin’s iconic science fiction novel
Mui (W8 come to mind? It is possible, nay imperative, for communal andividual justice to
work together and be evaluated fairly in contexbuigh we will no doubt have to think long and
hard about what guidelines for balancing thesedwarts of considerations might look like.

For the purposes of this project, | have chosdndas exclusively on the communal side
of justice. This decision was made in direct regeaio the kinds of interspecies injustices that
are in constant supply due to the almost exclugigaes on the huMan individual. If this were not
the case, that is, if one of the major sourcesjoktice wasotthe complete disregard of

communities as a whole, then this project wouldbeo& political priority. As it is, communal

12| e Guin’s fairytale-esque story features a utopiam called Omelas, whose near perfect beautypihaps, and
success depend upon the total suffering of onel sidd. It is wonderfully written and especiallpignant for its
discussion of the town’s dissenters—the ones wH& a&ay from Omelas. Here is a link to the story:
<http://www-rohan.sdsu.edu/faculty/dunnweb/rprntsetas.pdf>. Penned during the formation of the &dvnion
in 1920,Mw: is about one citizen’s psychological struggle nderstand himself in relation to the totalitariances
of the One United State. Unlike Rand, Zamyatinnafits to validate the ‘I’ without destroying the ‘Welis novel
inspired both George Orwell and Aldous Huxley tatevi 984andBrave New Worldrespectively.
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concerns are rarely recognized, and when theycammunal justice is seen as subordinate to
individual considerations no matter how trivialy BExample, the removal of a 200-year-old
grove of trees to build a swimming pool or the safiof a university to release any information
about sexual assault/harassment within a philosdppartment due to the perceived rights of
the accused (what of the rights of the communityagre is a pressing need for interspecies
communal justice; therefore, so long as it doesnage the individual completely, | believe that
communal ecodependence has the potential to bepeditically useful and to fill an unfortunate
gap in the philosophical discourse.
V: The Dangers of Community

There will always be those who are afraid of comityuend the ‘monster of Wé? The
‘greater good’ has been used to justify many fizaio(e.g., Grindelwald’s reign of terror in
Harry Potter, the ‘crime-free’ town of Sandford ot Fuzz and actual (ethnic cleansing,
Stalin’s purges, the bombing of Hiroshima and Naggsatrocities that tend to reflect badly on
the concept of community for some reason. In aoldito rejecting the ‘greater good,” Ayn Rand
is disgusted by the ‘We’ of community because ikesaequals of the weak and the strong and
erases the godlike ‘* While | do not deny that there are good reasometwary of the
totalizing potential of community, | do not belietreat fear of the ‘greater good’ should be
amongst them® Neither do | consider Ayn Rand’s other anxietiegarding community to be
particularly well grounded. Her first concern (i.the equalizing potential of ‘We’) is blatantly
offensive and the latter (i.e., the potential erasaf ‘1”) was just addressed in the previous

section. Community does not have to erase theioheiV from politics, though it can certainly

13 Rand,Anthem 97.

“1bid., 97.

15| understand the philosophy of the ‘greater gaasiore of a problem for utilitarianism than fonwounal
ecodependence.
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minimize the political differences between indivadisisometimes with unfortunate
consequences.

In this chapter’s epigraph, Audre Lorde remindshas the invaluable project of
communal justice cannot “mean a shedding of odemdihces, nor the pathetic pretense that
these differences do not exist.Community is irreducible but not homogenous. Sames we
may call something a community when it has no righie one or when it is detrimental to do
so. When applying the concept of communal ecodegeredto actual political scenarios, it will
be vital to keep in mind the context dependantivations forand themechanics involved in
communal irreducibility. As queer theorist ShanelBh suggests, “ldentity formation,
inevitably bound as it is to the location of comntymembership, is a matter not only of
ontology but also o$trategy”*’ If we hope to utilize communal ecodependencestfuitest
potential, we must always keep in mind these twestjans: (1) “What makes this a
community?” and, (2) “Why do we care that it is 8he

Additionally, we can never forget the sub-commusitinvolved or the unjust
ecodependencies that may link these sub-commutitgesher under the larger communal
banner. For example, the universal banner of ‘wdnsaa highly contested term. If we want to
think of women as an irreducible community, thenwiéneed to know how women are
conceived of as ecodependent and why it is padlgiceelpful to think of them as such. Let us
assume, as | do, that it is politically usefulhnk of women as an ecodependent community.
The wonderful thing about communal ecodependenttetst does not require us to find one
common thread that unites all women together. &stenderstanding ‘woman’ will mean

understanding the many dances (some equitableceme Bighly unjust) that constitute that

% Lorde, “The Master’s Tools,” 112.
" Shane Phelangentity Politics: Lesbian Feminism and the LingfsCommunity(Philadelphia, PA: Temple
University Press, 1989), 136.
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community as a whole and as smaller overlappingcambmunities (e.g., women in philosophy,
Asian-American women, queer women, working clasmeo, etc.). ‘Woman’ is a wonderfully
sticky mess!

The same is true of earthkind. Currently, earthkena bubbling cauldron of inequity. We
cannot overlook this unfortunate fact if we wanptd the concept of earthkind to good use
towards productive political ends. The interspeaiasire of our political interdependencies must
be revealed in all their marvelous and thorougl@grdssing glory. Though it is by no means a
panacea for the world’s ills, the banner of earidishould encourage us to work together to
improve upon our unjust state of affairs. The pabose of earthkind is not to smooth over
difference but to enable us to better appreciateddterences and the ways they ensure life’s
myriad interdependencies—both just and unjust.

VI: Tying up Loose Ends

The challenges to communal ecodependence | hasasdisd in this chapter are not
challenges that can be addressed and dismissey afdéhe kinds of hurdles that repeatedly and
predictably arise. This means that we can and bis¢ady for them. Proponents of communal
justice and communal ecodependence must be wagnafunity’s potential to erase difference
and provide a false sense of universality. We rasstantly seek out opportunities for
meaningful communal dialogue and resist the urggtak for communities to which we do not
belong. Individuality cannot be forgotten, but itish not be allowed to take priority over
community. Lastly, ecodependent community mustdagly to step aside in those contexts when

it is not the most appropriate tool in the phildseps box.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Concluding Notes: Responding with Communal Ecodepelence

The point is not to celebrate complexity but todmee worldly and to respond.
—Donna Haraway

In 2001, 1.5 million women filed the largest prigatector civil rights class-action
lawsuit in U.S. history against Wal-M&rThe five plaintiffs who represented this class (tare
we say, community) of women claimed that Wal-Mascdminated against female employees
on the basis of their gender by denying them epgawland opportunities for career
advancemeritin 2011, the case was thrown out by the SupremetQehich ruled five to four
that the suit failed to satisfy the most basic negnent of class-action law, that is, it did not
demonstrate that there were “questions of law ardammon to the class” under considerafion.
Writing for the majority, Justice Antonin Scaliaathed that the plaintiffs had not demonstrated
that they would provide “a common answer to theialguestionwhy was | disfavoret In
his mind, there was no “glue” holding together thilions of discriminatory employment
decisions in questioh.

Speaking as one of the four justices who disseintgdrt, Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg

lamented that the court had gone too far in “diifyuag the class at the starting gate” by ruling

! HarawayWhen Species Meet1.
2 Bethany MoretoriTo Serve God and Wal-Mart: The Making of Christiare Enterprise(Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2009), 49.
3 Andrew Martin, “Female Wal-Mart Employees File N8ias Case,New York TimesOctober 27, 2011,
<http://www.nytimes.com/2011/10/28/business/womigaxiew-class-action-bias-case-against-wal-
mart.html?_r=0>.
* Adam Liptak, “Justices Rule for Wal-Mart in Clastion Bias Case,New York TimgsJune 20, 2011.
5<http://WWW.nytimes.com/2011/06/21/business/21bizt:html?pagewanted:1>.

Ibid.
® Ibid.



88

that the women of Wal-Mart had no common issuisburg argued that both the statistics and
the personal accounts presented by the plaintiffgiged sufficient evidence that “gender bias
suffused Wal-Mart's corporate cultur®Feminist Wal-Mart scholars agree. They claim that
Wal-Mart has developed a specialty of prosperifigbfemale poverty. As Bethany Moreton
suggests, Wal-Mart treats economically and soc@ibgdvantaged women like straw to be spun
into gold—gold for Wal-Mart that i¥ It has been all too easy for Wal-Mart (amongsenghto
devalue the labor of working mothers/wives, whdskssare already undervalued by society as
a whole, in pursuit of profit. On the global lev#lal-Mart's manufacturing of cheap goods is
also problematically bound up with gendered exptmn. The presumption that cheap labor and
docile, nimble, feminine fingers are plentiful amge for the picking in the Global South has led
to a plethora of exploitative (and distinctly geret labor relations! While it is quite clear that
Wal-Mart did not singlehandedly create these urgestder dynamics, it is equally obvious that
the company relies upon and perpetuates a paratigindevalues women'’s labor and skills. In
this way, Wal-Mart’s reliance upon disadvantageddgeed communities both at home and
abroad can arguably be understood as (a) rootaddr{b) constitutinginjust ecodependenci&s
Wal-Mart, the largest company in the world andehgployer of over 1% of the U.S.
population, is mentioned here for two reasonslt(ik)the focal point of an ongoing nationwide

debate surrounding the impact of superstores upnariancommunities(2) The class-action

" Ibid.

® Ibid.

® Jennifer Scanlon, “Your Flag Decal Won't Get Ymio Heaven Anymore:’ U.S. Consumers, Wal-Mart, &mel
Commaodification of Patriotism,” ifhe Selling of 9/11: How a National Tragedy Becant@mmodityedited by
Dana Heller, (New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan, Z)0184.

2 Moreton,To Serve Gods0.

™ In her bookGenders in Production: Making Workers in Mexico®i@al Factories Leslie Salzinger claims that
multi-national corporations do not simply take auhe@e of pre-existing gender inequalities in thel@l South;
they shape (and often create) gendered inequaititheir advantage.

12.0f course, the same could be said of Wal-Martjsi@ifation of nonhuman and racially disadvantaged
communities both at home and abroad.
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suit filed against Wal-Mart represents a uniqueaspymity for the theory of communal
ecodependenc® Despite the fact that the rhetoric of communigtéees so prominently in the
popular discourse surrounding Wal-Mart, the 1.3ianlwomen who charged the superstore
with civil rights violations somehow failed to gifglas a class/community. Justices Scalia,
Roberts, Kennedy, Thomas, and Alito declined tavdige connection between Wal-Mart's
well-publicized questionable communal impact areldbmplaints of over a million women.
This astounding oversight leaves me wondering “Whikd the disconnect occur?” and, more
importantly, “How can an ecodependent approaclotonsunity help us with similar situations
in the future?”

Let us return to Justice Scalia’s remarks regarthegabsence of class status. For Scalia,
there were no “questions of law or fact” that uditee women of Wal-Mart. There was no glue.
Glue would have been present if each of the indizidvomen involved in the suit could have
provided the same answer to the question “Why veisfavored?™ This fairly strict criterion
for achieving class cohesion and diverges sigmfigdrom Justice Ginsburg’s suggestion that
the common issues faced by the women of Wal-Maraamnatter of corporate cultuf&while
Justice Scalia’s argument relies upon a distiradlgtitive understanding of class/community
membership, Justice Ginsburg’s position is quitaatible with an ecodependent approach to
communal justice given the right spin. It woulddsesy to frame Wal-Mart’s gender-biased
corporate culture as a living dance of unjust ciramunal ecodependencies. Seen in this light,
these 1.5 million women qualify as a class bec#usg are collectively disadvantaged through

their involvement in the exploitive dance of Wal-¥is profit driven and culturally situated

3 Henry Blodget, “Wal-Mart Employs 1% of America.@Hd It Be Forced To Pay Its Employees Mor8®isiness
Insider, September 20, 2010, <http://www.businessinsiden/ealmart-employees-pay>.

1% Presumably, the answer “I was disfavored becaase & woman in a professional community that psdfitm
the gendered exploitation” would not have been ptatde to Scalia.

15 Liptak, “Justices Rule for Wal-MartRKlew York Times
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corporate machinations. If this case (or one likeises through the courts again, it will not be
enough, however, to counter the Scalias of thedweith arguments highlighting the so-called
‘common issues’ thahdividualsexperience. We will have to put living bodies imotion and
refer to the dance by name—community. The woméWNafMart must form an irreducible
whole if they are to counter the question “Why wassfavored?” with one of their own—“Why
werewedisfavored? ”

By applying the critical tools of communal ecodegemce to this small fragment of the
Wal-Mart controversy, | hope to have strengthena&dconviction that this (as yet) untested
theory can attend to concrete instances of commuojuetice, especially those instances in
which the four threads are particularly influentighis brief sketch offers a taste of the ways that
communal ecodependence can aid us in our effoftsemme worldly and respond®! would
have us understand ‘becoming worldly’ as the pretgswhich we learn to consciously and
respectfully engage with living communities. Thoutis certainly pleasurable to marvel in our
involvement in earthkind, as Donna Haraway suggestebrating complexity is not enough.
We must endeavor to live together well, “or at temsll enough that care, respect, and
difference can flourish in the opel."The dominant threads of community will not unravel
themselves. To counter their sterile arithmeticnged to respond with the irreducible vivacity
of community. By coming face to face with our commalpartners in all their sticky glory, we
have the best chance of acting in ways that ensstiee for ourselves, for our species, and for

earthkind.

8 HarawayWhen Species Meet1.
" HarawayWhen Species Me&87.
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