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Abstract: From Aristotle’s scala naturae to the vast scales of animal agriculture,
from cognitive scales to moral scales to deathly scales of devaluation, from the
world-historical scale of what modernity called “progress” to the “permanent
present” to which evolutionary scales condemn animals—in these and
countless other ways, animal lives have been and continue to be shaped by
different kinds of scales and their positions on them. Yet it is difficult to think
about scales without the thresholds they skirt and implicate. In this opening
essay, we approach the multiple scales through which animal lives are traversed
by probing something of what may be involved in thinking animal life at the
threshold. What does it take to cross—or be crossed by—a threshold? What
does it mean to create and inhabit a scale? And what is at stake in becoming out-
scaled? Articulating pathways through the interventions and conversations that
make up this collection on animal scales, and at the same time complicating
what we think we know of the politics of scaling, this essay explores how animal
lives are made and unmade at the threshold between human mastery of the
earth and the planetary upheaval of human ends; at the threshold between
human and animal translation and unbridgeability of scale; and at the threshold
where scale and perspective connect and disaggregate, giving way to the
paradox of “an animal Anthropocene” as a riotous scrambling of scales.
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Introduction: The Last Dog?

t 06:07 am, on 11 April 1961, at the height of the Cold War,

the Baikonur Cosmodrome (in what used to be the So-

viet Union and is now Kazakhstan) stole the thunder of its

American counterpart by successfully launching Vostok 1:
the first human orbital space flight in history. Before the launch, in
a statement to the press, the designated pilot, Yuri Gagarin, spoke
of “the tremendous responsibility” he felt, “of being the first to ac-
complish what generations of people had dreamed of, the first to
show man the way to space.” Controlled entirely remotely from the
ground base and from other automatic systems, Vostok 1 skimmed
the upper atmosphere and in 108 minutes completed a single or-
bit around the Earth. “| see almost everything,” Gagarin said upon
reaching orbit. A first in the ongoing space race, this flight was an
event of technological, geopolitical, and world-historical scale. One
short trip fora man, one giant leap for... humankind? Gagarin wasn’t
so certain. Upon his return, the first human (though not the first
animal) cosmonaut to be thrust into space and complete that trip
around the orbit of the earth is said to have confessed to being un-
sure “if [he] was the first man in space or the last dog”.

First man, or last dog? This indiscernibility, the indiscernibility of the
threshold, is critical to the question of “animal scales”. Indeed, it is
difficult to think at a threshold without thinking about scale, just as
itis difficult to think scales without the thresholds they skirt and
implicate. Thresholds, after all, aren’t mere lines, borders, or fron-
tiers. They’re passageways or phase shifts where space trembles and
time drifts: thresholds are zones of scalar indiscernibility. They're
the event before and after the event, the flicker before the stabili-
zation of form and the atmosphere it leaves in its wake—the un-
decidable zone between above and below, the given and the with-
drawn, too early and too late, first and last, human and dog. What
does it take, then, to cross—or be crossed by —a threshold? What
does it mean to create and inhabit a scale? And what is at stake in
becoming out-scaled? It is in order to think through some of the

1 Gagarin, Soviet Man in Space, 15.
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challenges engendered by the questions this issue poses around

the notion of “animal scales” that, in this opening essay, we probe

something of what may be involved in thinking animal life at the

threshold. Clearly, human scales enact, authorize, and justify possi-
ble relations with animals. From Aristotle’s scala naturae to the vast

scales of animal agriculture, from cognitive scales to moral scales

to deathly scales of devaluation, from the world-historical scale of
what modernity called “progress” to the “permanent present” and

evolutionary tales to which animals are condemned —in these and

countless other ways, animal lives have been and continue to be

shaped by different kinds of scales and their positions on them. Yet

this is only part of it, the part that all but takes for granted that hu-
mans are subjects who scale, and animals objects to be scaled. It is

not the only part. For while every scaling operation enacts a form of

power over the threshold, it’s also the case—it’s also increasingly the

case—that itis often difficult if notimpossible to discern the thresh-
old that renders some subjects and others objects of the operation

of scaling, the threshold over which a scale is something one shapes

and under which scale becomes something that shapes who or what

oneis or becomes, whether and how one lives, and what kinds of

lives or deaths are possible or entailed.

The articles and exchanges gathered in this special issue (exchanges
that started in a seminar series organized by Mariam Motamedi
Fraser and hosted by UCL Anthropocene in 2024) explore some of
the pressures and precarities that bear on the lives and deaths of
animals at the crossroads, and at the mercy, of various temporal
(Baratay, Page, Rath), political (Donaldson and Kymlicka, Cochrane,
Mejier), economic and planetary scales (Wadiwel, Gillespie, Barry,
Pick and Arnold). And yet, when read together—for what is a spe-
cialissue if not its own kind of scale? —these interventions and con-
versations raise some provocative and difficult questions concern-
ing animal life at the threshold. It is precisely through the zones of
indiscernibility proper to thresholds that this essay seeks to open
up, frame, and introduce this collective experiment in thinking in
and across animal scales. Taking seriously the elliptical and indis-
cernible shape that thresholds assume at and as the limits of scale,

Humanimalia 16.2 (2026)
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we demur from all-encompassing pronouncements or definitive
resolutions. We proceed, instead, obliquely and in fragments—at
the threshold between human mastery of the earth and the plane-
tary upheaval of human ends; at the threshold between human and
animal translation and unbridgeability of scale; and at the thresh-
old where scale and perspective connect and disaggregate, giv-
ing way to the paradox of “an animal Anthropocene” as a riotous
scrambling of scales.

Earth at a Threshold

Earth—or less than half of it. But one earth all the same. Earth at
large, altogether and all at once, captured whole in one refulgent
image, out of the dark, rising. Gagarin claimed he could see “almost
everything” from orbit, but few images have done as much in the last
half century to render perceptible the power of scale or the act and
event of scaling than William Anders’s Earthrise, taken seven years
later, on 24th December 1968 while NASA’s Apollo 8 mission was in
orbit around the Moon. It was hardly the first photographic image
of the earth from space, and merely the then-latest instalmentin a
much longer Apollonian tradition of scaling and seeing the entire
Earth through the deployment of rational and geometric projections
that turned it into a coherent, ordered whole.? But it was the first of
such photographs taken by a human person.

For reasons that connect what and how the image represents to
forces that always lie outside its regime of representation, Earthrise
constituted less the novelty of access to (or awareness of) a previ-
ously invisible terrestrial scale, than the crossing of a threshold —a
scalar event—in and of itself: the image binding the extractive geo-
logical histories of its own photographic materials to the bodily scale
of the human eye and hand, drawing on long visual traditions and on
geopolitical forms of imagination and telemetry in order to situate
the human sensorium over the planetary curvature.? Farthrise did
not, in other words, merely reveal the whole Earth from without, on

2 Cosgrove, Apollo’s Eye.
3 Angus, Camera Geologica.
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Fig.1
NASA / Bill Anders, Earthrise (1968)
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a new scale. It staged a temporarily convergent crossing of geolog-
ical, world-historical, technological, geopolitical and cosmic scales
making it possible for a human being to make the planet suddenly
appear, from the cosmic dark, to the human eye. Of course, Laika
had seen it already. But as Eric Baratay’s essay in this issue reminds
us, the modern notion of “history” (always already world-history) is
to animals what Hegel claimed it was to the Indians themselves; nei-
ther were deemed to have one.* As Baratay argues, Western philoso-
phy and science—from Aristotle, through Christian theology, to Hei-
degger and Lorenz—has actively withheld the temporal dimension
from animals, refusing them individual biographies, histories, histor-
ical “eras”, and therefore the possibility of cultural change.

For their part, Sophie Page’s and Thom Rath’s diverse engagements
(in this issue) with Baratay’s essay illustrate the latter’s point that
the temporal scales through which animals are written into or out
of history are, as Rath puts it, “like cartographic maps”, shaped by
the interests and aspirations of those who create them.® It could
have been different, Page argues. Drawing on medieval European
accounts of hawks, cats, foxes, wolves, and whales, Page shows how
attending to long temporal scales not only reveals “patterns of ad-
aptation that are invisible when animals are studied only in a single
period”, but also illuminates the contingency of contemporary hu-
man-animal relations. Yet, the imaginative horizon is often narrowed
by what Page calls the “shifting baseline syndrome”, or “the tendency
of each generation to imagine that the environmental conditions at
the edge of their own memories represent the way the world used to
be.”” To what memories, resources and/or practices should we refer,
when “we approach the history of human-animal relations”?® This
is among the several important questions raised by Thomas Rath,
as he insists that the exclusion of animals from “History” is primar-
ily a European and colonial project. From Mexico to Patagonia, Rath

Hegel, Lectures on the Philosophy of World History, 96-118.
Baratay, “Scale: Temporal”

Rath, “Time, Species, and Human-Animal Relations”, 111.

Page, “Actorsin Time”, 127,132.

Rath, “Time, Species, and Human-Animal Relations”, 120.

co N o o >
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shows how the colonial transformation of animals into stable cate-
gorical resources (military horses, farmed ganado) —bounded and

boundaried species on which the colonial order depended —was

imposed on indigenous worldviews that otherwise figured animals

as kin, and as agents of their own histories (see also Donaldson and

Kymlicka, thisissue). Together, these papers illustrate that the histo-
ries and pasts of “the other” register only so long as they are a part

of the history of the civilized, a step on the progressive march to-
wards a future reserved for that species called “Man”?

That too was the intended beholder of Earthrise. Appearing thanks
to and in the middle of the Cold War, amidst the effervescence of
the western environmental movement, Earthrise quickly became
the visual inscription and iconic sign of its universal plight. Along-
side the 1972 “Blue Marble”, these orbital images rapidly became en-
listed into a cosmopolitan geopolitics of scale: one that sought to
make of the earth the transcendent plane and common ground for
the unity of humankind, just as it rendered the world it was said to
envelop and represent but a small, fragile, finite space on which all
are bound to dwell and which they must inexorably learn to share.
In a context “where both the United States and the Soviet Union
deployed the rhetoric of universal freedom and common human
rights in their respective political idioms,” Tariq Jazeel writes, “the
race for outer space was one key medium through which compet-
ing political universalisms were contested.”® Through this contes-
tation, such visual events of scale sought to transform the image of
the world —if never, as it turns out, the world itself —into what Paul
Gilroy once yearningly called “a different kind of object, approached
through a geopiety that operates on an earthly scale and is not ori-
ented by fundamental concern for the sovereign territory of national
states,” but by the emergence of a “novel planetary consciousness.™

Thus far, the story of Earthrise—like the history of History itself—
registers scale as visual and epistemic construct, freighted with

9 Motamedi Fraser, “Politics”; Savransky, Exology; Wynter, “1492”.
10 Jazeel, “Spatializing Difference”, 82.
1 Gilroy, After Empire, 81.
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techno-political power and characterized by techno-political vio-
lence. Anna Tsing describes scalability as the ideological “hallmark
of modern knowledge”, inextricable from the history of colonialism
and capitalist expansion, from the modern rhythm of “progress”
as an operation of homogenization that replaces the significance
of situated interrelationships with fungible elements in a logisti-
cal space of extraction, expansion, and exchange.”” “Only without
the indeterminacy of transformation,” Tsing writes, “can you nest
scales—that is, move from small to large without redoing the de-
sign.” On the other hand, the ever-proliferating scales and met-
rics through which contemporary life is captured, measured, and
governed often bring about the relationships they purport to de-
scribe. These relationships ceaselessly invent new scales and new
ways of “scaling the scalers”, enfolding human and animal lives alike
into indeterminacies of transformation that undo and redo what-
ever designs they might have sought to implement. Social science
and humanities research on scale demonstrates that sustained ef-
fort is required to make and maintain a scale, that scaling is a “pro-
cess before it is a product”’ The long history of what Lorraine Das-
ton calls “the several intellectual and cultural shifts that created the
perspectival mode™® would be an example here; as, conversely, are
the gendered, classed, and racialized power relations that contrib-
ute to what Donna Haraway describes as “the god trick of seeing
everything from nowhere”!” So transformed have we become by
the scales that shape our lives that “the scales that seem most nat-
ural to us”, E. Summerson Carr and Michael Lempert write, are also
the most “intensively institutionalized”®

Understood as a technical and epistemic achievement, scales are
perhaps best described as an operation of power first and foremost:

12 Tsing, Mushroom, 38.

13 Tsing, “On Nonscalability,” 507.

14 Lury, “How Do We Count Ourselves?”

15 Carrand Lempert, Scale, 4.

16 Daston, “Intelligences”, 53; qtd. in Despret, “Secret Agents”, 30.
17 Haraway, “Situated knowledges,” 581.

18 Carrand Lempert, Scale, 4.
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always an assembling and ordering of the world, the striation of the
living and the earth through operations of commensuration, zones
of intervention and manipulation, thresholds of presence and sig-
nification. And, as becomes apparent in the discussion that runs
through Sue Donaldson and Will Kymlicka’s contribution to this is-
sue, this very power, this capacity to scale—to zoom in and out, to
cross every threshold and move between registers deciding what
matters and what is rendered irrelevant or superfluous to the opera-
tion—is always a matter of political contestation. Central to Donald-
son and Kymlicka’s contribution is the question of what scales of po-
litical community, under what circumstances, can sustain just forms
of multispecies flourishing. Contesting the status of the nation state
as a primary political unit, they show how two Indigenous treaties,
the Haudenosaunee treaties, instantiate an entirely different scalar
framework for politics, whether through shared stewardship of place
(The Dish with One Spoon treaty), or through divergent and non-sov-
ereign coexistence in shared space (The Two Row Wampum treaty).
Significantly, in these treaties, animals are not subject to a political
order that excludes them (the sovereign nation state) but are mem-
bers of multispecies polities grounded in relation and in place.

Where Donaldson and Kymlicka show that scalar questions and
political questions are often one and the same, Alasdair Cochrane
asks, in response, what work would be required to transform their
normative proposal into a real scale of political life. In particular,
Cochrane argues that legitimacy for any new interspecies polity
depends on constructing what he calls “interspecies solidarity””?
Interspecies solidarity is never given but must always be actively
cultivated, and it is in this cultivation that the scales of individuals
and collectives are most productively enmeshed. In Eva Meijer’s
engagement with Donaldson and Kymlicka’s essay, the question
pertains not solely to what scales of political community are de-
sirable or practicable, but to what political contestation over scale
might look and feel like at its most immediate and embodied. Mei-
jer shows, for example, how the sheep of the tidal island of Erraid

19 Cochrane, “Interspecies Political Scales”, 52.
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resist human roundups by exploiting their superior spatial knowl-
edge of the terrain, thereby the scalar logic of property/ownership
(and husbandry) with a competing cartography inseparable from
their own knowledge and social life.

One might be forgiven for imagining that humans hold sovereignty
over their own scales. Yet the sheep of Erraid and the animals of the
Frontenac Arch (as Donaldson and Kymlicka discuss) suggest oth-
erwise. So too does the earth. For we know, over half a century after
Gagarin, that when one sees “almost everything”, almost is the op-
erative word. We know, in other words, that despite what Earthrise
promised and what iconic films like Powers of Ten sought to demon-
strate, those acts of scaling do not by themselves wield the power
to summon a profoundly violent and unstable earth into the ecu-
menical space of a shared terrain. If anything, “the cosmic zoom,”
Zachary Horton writes, “is, in one sense, a way to shore up the frag-
ments of the human against our (scalar) ruins.”* Indeed, to the once
pious effects of the “earthly scale” fleetingly achieved by these or-
bital images, one might today appose the frightful and devastat-
ing consequences of another kind of planetary scale: that which, as
the earth swerves and swirls, undermines modernity’s geohistori-
cal conditions and its promise to deliver a redemptive future for hu-
manity (if never anyone else).?’ That which, in the face of the geohis-
torical disjunctures we associate with the ever intensifying dynamics
of climate change and other attendant upheavals and extinctions
of life on earth, now convokes the living to a common ground and
shared existence given only in and as catastrophe.?? This is to say
that, where Farthrise represented a visual (as much as technologi-
cal and geopolitical) capture of the whole earth by “Man”, the imper-
sonal rise of planetary forces places what the Enlightenment came
to call “humanity” in the hold of geological and biological scales
and dynamics “whose force is a kind of inertia or potential paraly-
sis in the hoped-for emergence of ‘species-being’ as a recognized

20 Horton, Cosmic Zoom, 36.
21 Savransky, “Regimes of Futurity.”
22 Savransky, Exology.
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Fig. 2
A water strider
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universal human self-image.”> Climate change, nuclear weapons,
viruses, comets, capitalism, the promise of a better future that mo-
dernity keeps on making and that keeps slipping away: all render us
objects of their own scales, whether or not we have had something
to do with their emergence.

Sense at a Threshold

The first man in space, or the last dog, Gagarin asks. Unmoored by
scale, Gagarin is becoming-dog. Or rather, Gagarin is becoming-dog
from Gagarin’s perspective, from the disorienting and powerless
perspective of a space race that had already seen dozens of ani-
mals—including fruit flies, monkeys, and dogs—thrust off the face
of the earth in its name. Other perspectives remain, however. In-
deed, we would like to insist more forcefully on the alterity of per-
spectives, bringing them more explicitly into Marilyn Strathern’s defi-
nition of scales as “the organization of perspectives on objects of
knowledge and enquiry.”** To insist, for instance, that scaling per-
tains not solely to our different organizations of perspective —with
all their power-saturated, uneven, and violent ramifications —but to
other perspectives as well, perspectives that are neither by us, for us,
nor about us. Which is, in truth, what makes it difficult for Gagarin to
become dog. Alas, the concept of “species” too is a scale.?

In a 2019 study designed to test how dogs could be used in bio-
medical research, Astrid Concha and others sought to establish the
“olfactory threshold” of dogs’ sensitivity to amyl acetate (a banana
flavouring) in mineral oil. Having dissolved amyl acetate at progres-
sively weaker concentrations, the researchers concluded that the
“olfactory detection threshold for fluid mixtures [ranges] from 40
parts per billion to 1.5 parts per trillion.”® This was the first pub-
lished study —the first, if priority is measured in the scale of the
history of science —to determine the limits of odorant detection in

23 Clark, Ecocriticism on the Edge, 15.

24 Strathern, Partial Connections, xvi.

25 Motamedi-Fraser, Dog Politics.

26 Conchaetal.,, “Canine Olfactory Thresholds”.
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fluid.?” Long before it, however, dogs’ olfactory powers were (from
a human perspective) commonly made accessible through liquid
analogies.?® This should not be surprising: analogy is, among other
things, a technique of scalar mediation. In canine ethologist Alexan-
dra Horowitz’s version, a dog can smell a teaspoon of sugar in a mil-
lion gallons of water, or the size of two Olympic swimming pools.?
In the US National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) ver-
sion, itis a quarter teaspoon in a single Olympic swimming pool.*°
Of course, neither Horowitz’s or NIST’s analogies come close to the
parts-per-trillion detection demonstrated by the most sensitive dogs
in the study designed by Concha and colleagues, even though both
roughly match the dogs in the middle of the latter’s range. Neverthe-
less— “other perspectives remain,” says Strathern while immediately
adding that this is a problem “long familiar to species classification.™’

Compulsively, a sensibly meaningless ratio at the scale of human
perception (“parts per trillion”) must be metabolized into teaspoons
and swimming pools. Scaled to human bodies and worlds, the anal-
ogy implies that a dog performs a quantitatively amplified version
of human detection. But it is not just that the technique of analogy
enables a comparison between a dog’s and a human’s respective
range of perception, rendered in teaspoons of sugar and Olympic
pool multiples. It is that such scalar mediation is mediated by an-
other scale: it is mediated by the scale that “species” entails, one
that trades particularity for abstract generality, and allows a thou-
sand-fold range of inter-dog variation to be condensed into a sin-
gle figure: “a dog can smell ...”. But in relay and return, what the
analogy does not admit—what, in fact, it actively disavows —is that

27 Guestand Otto, “Editorial.”

28 Although not all dog olfactory analogies are liquid. For example, James Walker, former
director of the Sensory Research Institute at Florida State University, notes that “[i]f you
make the analogy to vision, what you and | can see at a third of a mile, a dog could see
more than 3,000 miles away and still see as well” (Tyson, “Dogs’ Dazzling”).

29 Horowitz, Inside of a Dog, 72.

30 “NIST Nose a Hit When They Smell It: A New Generation of Odor-Releasing Materi-
als for Training Dogs.” National Institute of Standards and Technology, 17 Sept 2013,
https://www.nist.gov/news-events/news/2013/09/nist-nose-hit-when-they-smell-it-
new-generation-odor-releasing-materials

31 Strathern, Partial Connections, xiv.
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dogs operate in an inaccessible, because qualitatively different, sen-
sory regime. The question, in other words, is not whether any given

analogy can accurately translate a dog’s sensorium. The question

iswhy translation by analogy is necessary at all. Which is to say that
analogy refers not to the scalar continuity between dogs and hu-
mans—canine olfaction as a scaling up, or scaling out of human ol-
faction—but to the discontinuity between radically different per-
spectives. The swimming pool, for all its vividness, is a human, not a

canine, analogy. Scaling a dog’s sensuous perspective up and down

to the world of human perception, the analogy of the swimming pool

is, in short, a record of scalar failure.

Understood thus, scales are not only or always epistemic achieve-
ments that could be constructed or configured otherwise. Often, and
perhaps especially when it comes to animals, scales are markers of
intractable difference. A violent gloss over a threshold. A gloss over
the fact that bodies matter, and they matter not only because phys-
ical forces operate differently on different bodies, but because the
composition of different forces on different bodies is what a “per-
spective” constitutes. Less point of view (point de vue) than point of
life (point de vie).?? Consider, in this sense, the radical shifts in per-
spective that are given in surface effects: for insects and other small
organisms, water is a “skin”, sticky and potentially lethal; air is vis-
cous and thick; a fall is rarely fatal. At this scale, walls themselves are
scalable. For larger organisms, water yields easily but is unforgiving;
air, at its best, is thin enough to breathe; walls may impede; falls can
be lethal. “The central insight here,” to borrow Zachary Horton’s apt
words, “is that organisms do not linearly scale: any change in size re-
quires a redistribution of organs and their functions—in other words,
a redesign of the organism.”*?

The articles in this special issue straddle the threshold between sca-
lar travel and scalar breakdown —or the emergence of scales that are
simply not navigable. Inviting us not simply to consider but to inhabit
the political scales engendered by different animal communities

32 Coccia, Life of Plants, 20.
33 Horton, Cosmic Zoom, 18.
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(Donaldson & Kymlicka, Cochrane, Meijer, Rath), the temporal scales
rendered perceptible by animals’ individuality (Baratay, Page, Ar-
nold and Pick), and even the intimate scales intimated in the inscrip-
tion of animal bodies in capitalist food systems (Wadiwel, Gilles-
pie, Barry), many of the articles in what follows probe the possibility
of scalar travel —the possibility, however fraught, of moving across
scales. But, at one and the same time, they remain critical of the op-
erative analogies performed by the cosmic zoo(m), of what is given
and what is taken away in glossing over the threshold. They are alert
to what scalar mediation erases, alive to the violence that scales
can and do engender, sensitive to the risk that in scalar travel “we
injure the other beings we encounter through our anthropocentric
attempts to force them to conform to our rules—rules developed
by us, for us, at our native scale.”** Other perspectives remain, and
just as the so-called Anthropocene reveals the forces of world-his-
tory to have become out-scaled by planetary forcings they may have
stoked but over which they can neither extend nor exert any form of
restraint, neither can any amount of scalar travel undo or repair, by
itself, the active and ongoing forms of erasure that the anthropocen-
tric scales of history, politics, species, animal agriculture, and extrac-
tion exert over the threshold of animals’ lives themselves.*® Strad-
dling the threshold between scalar travel and scalar breakdown, in
other words, the articles in this special issue also trouble the hold
that scaling can exert on our imagination. They render us sensitive
to scalar differences at their most incommensurable, to something
of what it means and what it takes to be out-scaled, to inhabit scales
that exceed (and so often frustrate and impair) the conditions of
one’s own experience and even of one’s existence.

Scale at the Threshold

The calf hutch is scaled exactly to the dimensions of a newborn calf.
Calves on Riverview are separated from their mothers immediately
at birth and kept in hutches for up to ninety days, after which they
are either used for milk production in Arizona or sold (for meat or

34 Horton, Cosmic Zoom, 2.
35 Chakrabarty, Climate of History.
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Fig. 3

A milk dispenser truck drives
between some of the thousands
of calf hutches in a massive dairy
farm’s yard. Turkey Creek Dairy,
Pearce, Arizona, USA, 2023.

Ram Daya, which is not the
photographer’s real name, is

a We Animals photojournalist.

We Animals (weanimals.org)
advocates for animals through
photojournalism. This photograph
was taken with a drone.

Image credit: Ram Daya / We Animals (2023)
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milk production).®® Sized to and enclosing one animal, the hutch is
an architecture of individuation. From above, however, an entirely
different scale becomes perceptible. The aerial view reveals the
hutch as much as the calf —a pixel in a pixellated image —as a mod-
ule in an industrial grid, a repeating unit organizing the desert land-
scape into a pattern of mass production. From this vantage point,
the hutch is a technology of proliferation that operates not at the
scale of an individual life, but at the scale of agricultural commodity
flows. This is individuation as the very condition of violent multipli-
cation, enacting the forced separation that is, as Dinesh Wadiwel’s
contribution to this issue demonstrates, the constitutive moment
of capitalist dairy production: the calf routed as raw material into a
distinct value chain, the cow repositioned as labourer whose gesta-
tional work must perpetually begin again. So modestly, and yet so
completely, the calf hutch instantiates mass-scale forced gestational
labour—the “reproduction of reproduction” —that is the structural
engine of the animal agricultural system.3’

The hutch, then, is positioned at the threshold of irreducible tem-
poral scales: the biological temporality of an individual calf’s life;
the relentless cyclical temporality of industrial dairy production
and commodity exchange; the deep temporality of domestication;
the geological temporality of intensive agriculture that reshapes
the earth itself. And it is also positioned at the threshold of irreduc-
ible spatial scales, scales which converge, as Katie Gillespie’s en-
gagement with Wadiwel’s essay illustrates, on “the geography of the
closest in” the body, the intrauterine space, the cellular, the psychic
interior. It is in these intimate registers that the forced separation
enacted by the hutch—just one realization of “external processes
of power and politics” —extracts its deepest costs, severing the af-
fective bond between cow and calf at the very moment it is first
forged.*® There is no nestling, mediating, smoothing over or resolving

36 We Animals, “Arizona’s Mega-Dairies and Water Crisis”, 16 November 2023, https://
weanimals.org/project/arizonas-mega-dairies-and-water-crisis/.

37 Wadiwel, “Industrial Scale Surrogacy”, 154.

38 Gillespie, “Working Bodies”, 183. As Mariam has noted elsewhere, drawing on the work
of Jessica Eisen, “the social relationships of most significance to cows, and the priori-
ties currently most devastatingly frustrated by the conditions of industrial agriculture
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disparate temporal and spatial scales here. Like the orbital photo-
graph of the earth, the hutch is a zone of intensity where a multiplic-
ity of scales intersperse and interlace without resolution or reserve.

The hutch is thus akin to what Gabrielle Hecht calls an “intersca-
lar vehicle,” that is, a “means of connecting stories and scales usu-
ally kept apart.”® Interscalar vehicles do not, despite their name,
facilitate scalar travel. Rather than enable one to zoom one’s way
across scales, these are “vehicles” for the unruly movement or pas-
sage of incommensurable scales. In Ram Daya’s image, the intersca-
lar vehicle is arguably an actual vehicle: the milk truck, facilitating
the passage of the scale of the individual calf to scale of the sup-
ply chain, the biological to the industrial, the somatic to the eco-
nomic, the agricultural to the planetary. The milk truck is the vehi-
cle through which Daya’s photograph (another interscalar vehicle, as
we have noted) becomes intelligible, in the same way as it is the ve-
hicle through which the scale of animal exploitation is rendered vis-
ible. It limns the commodity value of the calf, while simultaneously
marking, however spectrally, the affective bond between cow and
calf as residue, refuse, remainder—an externality none of the scales
the vehicle has been designed to serve can register or sense. The
milk truck is, in this way, the threshold between the scalar politics
of value and waste.

What if it was in and through such vehicles and thresholds—in and
through their ability not to resolve but to hold together a multiplic-
ity of divergent and interlacing scales—that we were to approach
the planetary disarray that is the present tense? Some version of
this question appears to be at stake in Hecht’s own concept of “an
African Anthropocene”. For indeed, at issue here is neither a geo-
graphical essentialization (which would create some kind of com-
parative scale between an “African”, “Asian”, or “European” Anthro-
pocene, whatever that might mean) nor exactly an intervention
into debates and contestations disputing the nomenclature or the

under which they work, are those of parent and friend.” Motamedi Fraser, Dog Poli-
tics, 150.
39 Hecht, “Interscalar Vehicles”, 115.
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world- or geo-historical scale of this age. At issue, rather, is the at-
tempt to fabricate the means or vehicle for “holding the planet and
a place on the planet on the same analytical plane”.*® Which is to say,
as indeed she herself says, that the expression “an African Anthro-
pocene” produces a generative paradox holding together in disjunc-
tion the question of perspective and scale: attention to the speci-
ficity of place —of a terrain where colonial, extractivist, racialized
histories, geographies and geologies meet particular human expe-
riences—upends the smooth politics of Anthropos or the Earth that
would encourage us to zoom out by way of interscalar travel to pre-
sumptively appropriate earth-system and species scale (the rest be
damned).# “An African Anthropocene” does not, therefore, merely
draw our attention to the uneven distribution of damage caused and
suffered across a specific continent of the earth. It renders percepti-
ble the violence and erasure that the particular form of scalar travel
“the Anthropocene” names, exerts, and entails. Thinking anthropo-
logically with interscalar vehicles such uranium-bearing rocks in their
extractive movement from Mounana, Gabon to France and Japan,
Hecht’s “an African Anthropocene” attempts to offer ways of hold-
ing together the scalar mess of the planetary present while tracing
“theinterscalar complexity” that the politics of the earth represents.*

But again: other perspectives remain. If the extraction and transport
of uranium-bearing rock opens up the perspectival unscaling that is
“an African Anthropocene”, what might the interscalar vehicle of the
calf’s hutch open up instead? Could we, in this sense, take the leap
of thinking the perhaps even more paradoxical —not to say prepos-
terous—figure of “an animal Anthropocene”? What would it mean to
take such a leap? Needless to say, it most certainly would not be a
matter of contesting the primacy of the anthropogenic causes—cap-
italist, colonial, extractivist, agricultural —that, in a perverse recur-
sion, give rise to the anthropocentrism of the name “Anthropocene”
itself. Perhaps “an animal Anthropocene” would mark an event de-
fined less from the perspective of the locus of agency than from

40 Hecht, “Interscalar Vehicles”, 112; emphasis in the original.
41 Hecht, “Interscalar Vehicles”, 109.
42 Hecht, “Interscalar Vehicles”, 115.
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the perspective of the mass scale of animal death —through indus-
trial farming, habitat appropriation and destruction, and extinction.
Holding “the planet” and “a place on the planet” on the same ana-
lytical plane would not here pose a problem or constraint. Not sim-
ply because “a place” is as much a perspective on scales as it may
be a geographical locale, but also because the Anthropocenic scale
of animal death itself produces a striated and implacable geogra-
phy—potentially, even, its own geology. In Australia, for instance,
where animal agriculture has cleared over seventy per cent of his-
toric land, the resulting fragmented, desiccated landscapes helped
light the 2019-2020 “Black Summer” bushfires that killed or dis-
placed an estimated three billion animals.* And being everywhere
and nowhere, it may be less a specific geographical setting than
the bone geochemistry and sheer combined mass of broiler chick-
ens—as well as the radical transformation of the biosphere they rep-
resent—that becomes a way of signalling where and how on earth
“an animal Anthropocene” is emplaced.**

Uranium rocks are not inherently interscalar: they require work
through and upon them. In Hecht’s framework, interscalar vehicles
(rocks, maps, photographs, warning signs, atomic bombs) become
so through human work and creative mobilization.> No animal could
pursue this political labour—at least, not as politics is currently or-
ganized.*® Rather, as Andrew Barry’s engagement with Wadiwel’s
and Gillespie’s contributions to this issue makes perceptible, it is of-
ten animals’ bodies themselves —their very “industrialized metab-
olism” —that are turned into inter-scalar vehicles through which bi-
ochemical, industrial, urban, legal, and political-economic scales
pass.’’ Nonetheless, especially when it comes to animals whose
physiological and affective lives bear recognizable similarities to
ours, perhaps the threshold forces itself upon us, unbidden. After

43 Van Eeden et al., “Impacts”.

44 Bennet et al., “Broiler Chicken”.

45 Hecht, “Interscalar Vehicles”, 115.

46 Hence the profound significance of Donaldson and Kymlicka’s analysis of animals and
politics (thisissue, and see also their Animals and the Right to Politics).

47 Barry, “Biochemical Scale”, 179.
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all, is not the grief inspired by the calf hutch already a form of rec-
ognition—of an individual body, of confinement, of separation from
a parent and social networks, of an entire life, “from eyes open to
eyes closed”, written off as waste?

“From eyes open to eyes closed” is the expression Andrea Arnold in-
vokes, in her conversation with Anat Pick in this issue, to describe
the project that became Arnold’s film Cow. Cow sits, as Pick argues,
at the threshold between individual recognition, “its [unique] en-
gagement with a single cow and her child”, and systemic exposure,
capturing the interscalar movement between one cow, 2.65 million
UK dairy cows, and 270 million worldwide. In attending to that sin-
gular life, Cow is an attempt to give back to animals precisely what
Baratay (in this issue) insists Western philosophy and science have
consistently withheld from them: recognition of a life with its own
temporal arc, the individual biography from birth to death, encom-
passing “personality, singular experience, relationships with others,
transformations over the course of a lifetime.”® In their conversation,
Pick and Arnold explore how it might be possible to cultivate the
kind of attention that aims not, presumptively, to cross the thresh-
old into an animal’s experience but to register the life on the other
side of it. Arnold, one might say, refuses the point de vue —“[t]here
is this tendency to say, let’s put a GoPro camera on top of an animal
and then shoot from their perspective, which never seems to come
off right™ —in favour of an effort to capture Luma’s point de vie, the
singular life constituted by the composition of forces on a particular
body, and perceptible, however partially, at its surface; what Arnold

«:

calls Luma’s “invisible aliveness”.

Yet, at the outset, Pick records her ambivalence: “in the process of
revealing Luma as an autonomous and sentient being, Cow itself
consumes her, converting every gesture, every ripple of the muscle,
every vocal plea into images. More than any other film of the last
decade, perhaps, Cow crystallizes cinema’s entanglement in systems

48 Baratay, “Scale: Temporal”, 106.
49 Pick, “From Eyes Open to Eyes Closed”, 207.
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of value-extraction from the bodies of living animals.”® And indeed,
the economic conditions of the film’s making compound this. Ar-
nold’s project was to film the “conscious lifetime” of a singular cow
from birth to death, “from eyes open to eyes closed”, unabridged. In
the event, however, says Arnold, “nobody was willing to fund us film-
ing for eleven, twelve years.”' Arnold was obliged to fashion a single
biographical subject out of the temporal scales of two lives—Luma’s
calf Malu (“from eyes open”) and Luma (“to eyes closed”). The irony
here is piteous: the very individual scale that the film sought to hold
up to our gaze is compromised by the timescale of filmmaking un-
der capitalism. And if these are the challenges posed by the expe-
riences of creatures with whom humans are already at least some-
what identified, what hope of even involuntarily registering, let alone
understanding, the experiences of those organisms whose tempo-
ral and spatial scales are so radically discontinuous with our own?
What form of attention, however unbidden, for bacteria, for whom a
human day constitutes multiple generations? What analogy for coral,
whose lifespans encompass geological epochs?

These issues raise for us a broader question. To what extent is “an
animal Anthropocene” dependent upon animal experience? If the
Anthropocene is understood as a geological event, then animal ex-
perience is beside the point—what matters is the measurable im-
pact on bodies, populations, and ecosystems. The broiler bone
landfill testifies to the geological scale of animal death, regardless
of how the individual chicken experienced it. If, however, the Anthro-
pocene is understood as a scalar event—an event that disrupts the
conditions of inhabiting a world at a particular scale—then the in-
accessibility of animal experience (the failure of analogies, of scalar
travel) is not an obstacle to be overcome but a constitutive feature
of the definition. For what is at stake here is not merely inaccessible
points de vue, but inaccessible points de vie: perspectives organized
through sensoria and temporalities that no analogy or construction
can capture. An animal Anthropocene, understood as a scalar event,
would thus name not only the mass scale of animal death but the

50 Pick, 201.
51 Pick, “From Eyes Open to Eyes Closed”, 205.
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mass proliferation of thresholds that matter, even when no inter
scalar vehicle has been designed to cross or straddle them. The ri-
otous scrambling of scales that “an animal Anthropocene” names

is also therefore, constitutively, a riotous scrambling of perspec-
tives—not viewpoints, but points of life whose very existence mul-
tiplies the thresholds at which our scales become inadequate and

unworkable, rendered thoroughly other to themselves.
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