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Human-Animal Studies focuses on the cultural, social and societal dimensions of non-human animals and 

human-animal relations. In this respect, Human-Animal Studies is not so much a field in its own right but 

rather a multidisciplinary research agenda which, with the help of an interdisciplinary research programme 

and methodological apparatus, aims to investigate the impact of human actions on the living conditions of 

non-human beings. At the same time, it emphasises the impact of animals upon human societies. Its concern 

is to break through the boundaries drawn between nature and culture and instead to underscore the cultural 

nature of animal existence. It is interested in what the dividing line between the species actually mean and 

what social (and in part also ethical) consequences they have. Furthermore, it asks whether and how it might 

be possible to look at animals from a non-anthropocentric point of view. In order to outline these concerns 

of Human-Animal Studies, this entry presents genealogically distinct developments in a field that is still 

characterised by its disciplinary indeterminacy. The debates are presented on the basis of the field’s defining 

question of the life and existence of animals and discusses how these can be made experienceable. The 

categories of representation/semiotics, agency, relationality, practice/practices and materiality will be used 

to present relevant fields of discourse in Human-Animal Studies, and the entry outlines how animal-human 

relations are framed in research practice in these fields. 
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1. Introduction 

The death of a vast number of species, the so-called 

“age of extinction”, has raised numerous ethical-critical 

questions about the co-existence of humans with other 

species on this planet, not least the question of the  

epochally interpreted Anthropocene’s long-term social 

and cultural impact on the relationship between human 

societies and animals (van Dooren 2018). Taking a critical 

perspective on the co-habitation of species, which it  

interprets as being in a state of crisis, interdisciplinary 

Human-Animal Studies has, since around the 1990s,  

focused on the interconnectedness of animals and  

humans. Moreover, it has endeavoured to re-orient  

research in relation to the study of animal-human relation-

ships. In doing so, the pioneers of the field initially 

aimed to make a purely theoretical contribution to the 

analysis of animal-human relations (DeMello 2012; 

Roscher 2012; Waldau 2013; Marvin/McHugh 2014). 

However, this has been complemented in recent year 

by numerous empirical works (e.g. Swart 2010; Benson 

2013; Bull et al. 2017; Reinert 2020). 

Human-Animal Studies focuses on the cultural, social 

and societal dimensions of non-human animals and 

human-animal relations. This means that Human- 

Animal Studies distances itself from a view that rele-

gates animals to the space of nature or reduces them 

to their biological functions. With an interdisciplinary 

background primarily shaped by the cultural and  

social sciences, scholars use a methodological toolbox 

originally designed for the analysis of human societies 

and their cultural constitution, and apply it to animals 

or, more precisely, to human-animal relationships. 

Human-Animal Studies is thus concerned to break 

through the boundaries drawn between nature and 

culture by pointing out the epistemological and ethical 

shortcomings of a one-sided anthropocentric view. 

The extent to which another, less human-centred 
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perspective is possible is one of the central questions 

and methodological challenges of the field. In addi-

tion, the biopolitical implications of these boundaries 

are highlighted, i.e. the techniques of exercising and 

consolidating power over the relationship between 

humans and animals are examined and made explicit 

(Asdal et al. 2016; Wadiwel 2018). Epistemological  

research on, with and about animals complements 

and extends zoological-biological or ethological explora-

tions of prevalent animal representations, symbolisms 

and stories, along with issues raised by the physical 

presence of animals in human societies. For example, 

through a spatial analysis of the coming together of 

humans and animals, such as in the practice of keep-

ing pets (a phenomenon which has been widespread 

in the Western world since the 19th century) or in the 

artificial world of the zoo, the external conditions of 

species rapprochements are explored with a view to 

their emotional entanglements and social acceptance 

(Wischermann 2017). 

The approach of Human-Animal Studies privileges  

a view “from close up” (Latour [2017] 2018: 67) or 

from below and operates empirically on the micro-

level of the everyday co-existence of different species, 

of which humans are only one. It explores the material-

semiotic influence which these species have and have 

had on cultural practices, shared spaces and social  

interactions (Buller 2015: 379). For instance, it exam-

ines how humans walking dogs (a cultural technique 

that emerged in the 18th century) had both a physical 

impact on the infrastructure of the landscape and  

a lasting influence on the value of the dog-human  

relationship (Steinbrecher 2015). Human-Animal 

Studies thus draws its inspiration on the one hand 

“from an uncertainty that no longer recognises  

the purely scientific study of animals as sufficient to 

explain animal life and behaviour” (Krebber/Roscher 

2016: 12), for example when it comes to questions  

of behavioural changes in the course of the domes-

tication process that are the result of mutual  

rapprochement between species (Russell 2014). On 

the other hand, scholars in the field point to “the  

important role that animals have always played in  

the development of human societies” (Krebber/ 

Roscher 2016: 12), for example in the transition from 

an agrarian to an industrial society. 

2. Subject Area: Inclusions and Delimitations 

Human-Animal Studies is largely a new field of research 

that focuses on historical as well as contemporary  

human-animal relations. It has set itself the agenda – one 

informed by cognitive ethology as well as environmental 

and life sciences – of mapping the cultural space which 

animals, their symbolic representations and bodily  

existences as well as their subjective possibilities of ex-

perience have and have had in the formation of human 

societies. It thus looks at a common, culturally shaped 

environment (Emel/Taves 2018). The field of Human-

Animal Studies itself is marked by constant develop-

ment. While it originally involved social scientific  

studies focussing on micro-sociology or psychology, for  

example on our cohabitation with our pets, and anthropo-

logical studies of non-Western societies, that triggered 

the development of the theory, a large part of the re-

search now takes place in the humanities and cultural 

sciences, history and literature, philosophy, and ethno- 

logy. Social scientific approaches have been expanded 

to include economic, juridical, and macro-sociological 

perspectives. 

In the course of this development, the methodological 

approaches have become differentiated, in particular 

into Multi-Species Approaches, where the observational 

perspective is directed simultaneously at two or more 

species, and Interspecific Approaches, where the focus 

is on relationships between individuals or populations of 

different species. These approaches have consequences 

for the individual disciplines influenced by Human-Animal 

Studies, with respective shifts in focus. In historically 

oriented Human-Animal Studies, for example, the aim 

is to examine the dynamic, interactive relationship  

between humans and animals from a historical per-

spective, to historicise the power of the relationship 

and to give greater scrutiny to the material conse-

quences of coexistence for the animals themselves 

(Roscher 2018). For its part, Cultural and Literary  

Animal Studies, which is influenced by literary studies, 

attempts to overcome a reading of literary texts that 

focuses solely on motifs. Instead it sees the literary  

animal as a special object of research that is always to 

be read in relation to its environment and its subject 

character, i.e. the character for which it stands supra-

individually (McHugh 2009; Borgards 2015). For example,  
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text genres are compared, and different forms of animal 

symbolism explored. By granting animals a kind of co-

authorship, literary studies of animals also break with 

overly linear representations of senders and receivers. 

Animal Geography focuses on the socio-spatial measure-

ment of spaces used by humans and animals (Buller 2014; 

Gillespie/Collard 2017), while Multi-Species Ethnography 

develops new ethnographic methods with the assumption 

of an already existing interconnectedness and insepa-

rability of humans with other life forms (Locke/Münster 

2015). The latter seeks to consider both the efficacy and 

the experiential worlds of other species, and thus no 

longer treats anthropology and ethology as separate 

fields with entirely different approaches. Finally, Archaeo- 

zoological Studies, which seeks to draw conclusions 

about earlier human societies and their interspecific 

contacts with animals through the material-bodily  

remains of animals, such as bones, feathers, fur, etc., 

point to the longue durée of the research field. As such, 

it stresses the importance of observing the long-term 

development of relationships which can no longer be 

described primarily in terms of explanatory events and 

protagonists but instead must also take into account 

factors such as landscape and climate as well as eco-

nomic and social structures and which in turn must be 

read across epochs (Hill 2013). 

Despite all their disciplinary differences, the various 

strands of Human-Animal Studies have in common that 

each strives for a decentering of the human, a science 

“beyond the human” (Cudworth/Hobden 2013) while 

not losing sight of the human being but conceiving it as 

part of a multi-relational situation. For some researchers, 

however, who often argue more ideologically, this  

decentering does not go far enough; they see Human-

Animal Studies and its methods as a mere extension of 

a humanist ideal of science, because no fundamental 

political consequences are drawn from the identification 

of anthropocentrism. These would, however, need to be 

actively expressed in a revaluation of the animal world 

(Wolfe 2009). This approach, which goes under the rubric 

of Critical Animal Studies, represents a kind of “stand-

point theory” (Krebber 2019: 313) and is characterised 

even more than other currents in Human-Animal  

Studies by intersectional questions and inspired by a 

posthumanist interpretive matrix. The term Human- 

Animal Studies thus threatens to become imprecise at 

times, because it is used both as an umbrella term to 

designate all research dedicated to animal-human rela-

tions in a broad sense, including the aforementioned 

critical-political approach, and as an independent research 

method that seeks to consider humans and animals 

equally. Consequently, it is not yet possible to defini-

tively say whether the field is a specific orientation or 

“research attitude” (Borgards 2016: 5) or rather “a kind 

of supradisciplinary research organism” (Krebber/Roscher 

2016: 11) that poses new questions to all disciplines 

equally and generates new impulses. 

As the above discussion shows, schools of thought 

have emerged that differ in their epistemological 

claims, their political aspirations, and their empirical 

applications but which, despite the fragmentation of 

the field, have been able to give themselves a certain 

overall shape. In addition to the aforementioned Critical 

Animal Studies and Cultural and Literary Animal Studies, 

this is particularly evident in the case of Multi-Species 

Studies and Animal History. What the diverse fields have 

in common is that each of them counters the prevailing, 

dualistic view of animals and animal-human relations with 

new perspectives that cut across classical boundaries and 

redesigns relationships beyond the categories of human, 

nature, culture and animal. With the declaration of the 

“Animal Turn” by historian Harriet Ritvo in 2007, this 

development has gained traction (Ritvo 2007). The Animal 

Turn has led to an interdisciplinary understanding of ani-

mals as integrated with humans in the social structures 

of an interspecies society and thus raised new questions 

about animals’ consequent status. 

3. Questions of Human-Animal Studies 

3.1 Who is Animal? 

The thematic field of animal-human relations touches on 

questions that are methodological and theoretical – in 

particular, epistemological – in nature, and certainly 

have practical and empirical consequences for the dis-

ciplines interested in them. In particular, the question 

of the subject status and subjecthood of animals and 

the animal self, which circulate “at the core of the social 

construction of the value of animal life” (Wischermann 

2009: 10), are central to the discussion of what the ana-

lytic focus of Human-Animal Studies should be, though 

this question is not usually made explicit. “The animal” 

as a collective term for everything that is non-human 
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(or so it may seem) still functions in Human-Animal Studies 

as an indeterminate “other” onto which every difference 

from humans is projected; it forms an almost hermetic, 

essentialised, ontological counterpart to humans. How-

ever, in recent years a debate has emerged about what 

should be subsumed under the term “non-human other”. 

This debate has produced several partly opposing per-

spectives. One of these perspectives, which is favoured by 

Multi-Species Studies or the Environmental Humanities, 

seeks to consider not only animals in the narrow sense 

but also other living beings, such as fungi and plants 

(Tsing 2012). Another, more practical research perspec-

tive, on the other hand, focuses on those animals that 

live in close contact with humans, usually pets and live-

stock, and almost always mammals. These animals are 

said to have “Du-Evidenz” (evidence for the thou), i.e. 

they are capable of establishing active and reciprocal 

relationships with humans (Gutjahr/Sebastian 2013: 

64 f.). Moreover, a form of individuality and thus a cer-

tain biographical capacity is assumed for these animals 

(Krebber/Roscher 2018). For them, there is no neces-

sity to prove that they are unequivocally part of human-

animal sociality. From the point of view of Critical Animal 

Studies, this is often taken as evidence that even Human-

Animal Studies does not consider all animals equal and 

thus remains stuck with a speciesist hierarchy; it would 

thereby fail to satisfy the political-egalitarian claim 

which the question of the place of animals in scientific 

debate inevitably entails. The relational approach, 

which is strongly advocated by Human-Animal Studies, 

responds to such criticism on the one hand by pointing 

out that more fundamental theoretical questions must 

first be clarified before the more complicated (because 

less well-documented) relationships with insects, am-

phibians and fish can be addressed. A debate about the 

extent to which animals are producers of their own  

experiences is therefore no longer merely ethical, but a 

practical issue (de Giorgio 2016: 169): an understanding 

of the different horizons of experience can primarily be 

reconstructed through relationships with humans. 

Since, for example, it was possible to document our  

relationships to dogs or horses over a long historical 

timeframe and via diverse source material, these rela-

tionships have naturally taken centre stage. 

In the current research discussion, too, the term  

animal – at least empirically with regard to actual  

research practice – does not refer to all animals (just 

as the term human for a long time often referred to 

only one specific instance of the human species, namely 

the white, male European). However, Human-Animal 

Studies has developed a stratagem to answer the  

question of who is an animal in the sense of the subject 

to be studied. With recourse to Jacques Derrida, who 

defined the concept of the animal as a manifestation 

of the assertion of human authority in the naming of the 

living “other” (Derrida 2003: 23), it is pointed out that 

the concept of “animal” first serves as a kind of tool, 

through which the more precise instance of “animal” 

can then subsequently be identified. The significance 

of the different species would only be revealed in  

this subsequent step. Analogous to Derrida, either  

the use of the general singular “animal” refers to the 

constructional character of the non-human as a  

hermetic counter-image of the human, or the plural 

“animals” is deliberately used to point out that  

hundreds of thousands of species are hidden behind 

the term “animals”. In addition, scholars have increas-

ingly alluded to the fact that even in this cultural con-

struction of the animal, there have always been – and 

still are – those who cross borders. How, for example, 

monkeys were to be classified, and thus where the  

human-animal boundary was set, was a matter of 

some dispute until the 19th century (Fudge 2010). The 

spatial differentiation of animal husbandry in the 19th 

century, which led to a division of domestic animals 

into pets and livestock and with this division to new 

attributions of meaning to animals, for example, of 

chicken and cats, also points to the fluidity of bound-

aries in human environments. These boundaries must 

therefore always be interpreted according to the specific 

situation. With reference to “liminal animals” – a term 

that takes up a concept from anthropology that marks 

ritual threshold crossings and extends them to animal-

human relations – such border crossings and their trans-

gressions are made productive in order to question 

the cultural constructions of animals (Wischermann 

2017; Howell et al. 2018). In other words, Human- 

Animal Studies is facing up to the challenges posed  

by questions about the definition of who is or was  

an animal. This is demonstrated, for example, by con-

ceptual approaches to the study of microbes or the 

bridges being built to Plant Studies (Turner et al. 2018), 

where one is challenged to reflect on one’s object of 

study. 
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3.2 How does it feel to be an animal? 

“What is it like to be a bat?“ asked philosopher Thomas 

Nagel as early as 1974, arguing on the one hand that it 

is impossible to empathise with another species and on 

the other hand that we need to do just that (Nagel 

1974). From Nagel's analysis it was initially concluded 

that empathy could only take the form of anthropo- 

morphisation.  

By declaring such an anthropomorphisation of animals 

inadmissible and at the same time being confronted 

with the question of how and whether an animal per-

spective can be “inferred at all from a human position” 

(Krebber 2019: 317), Human-Animal Studies find itself at 

the centre of epistemological debates which frequently 

arise from its methodological approach. An integrative 

view of animals and human society inevitably raises fur-

ther questions, such as whether and to what extent the 

methodological separation of the humanities and the 

natural sciences, the study of culture on the one hand 

and of nature on the other, is still appropriate for inves-

tigating animals in interspecific societies, along with 

their experiences and possibilities of action within 

these societies. By concentrating on the one hand on 

extra-linguistic fields of action and on the other hand 

on the recognition of certain shared spheres of experi-

ence – which can be seen, for example, in the work 

shared by a tracking dog and handler or an elephant and 

mahout (Haraway 2008; Locke 2017) and reading these 

actions and shared experiences through a lens of critical 

behavioural research (Krebber 2019: 318), Human-Animal 

Studies tries at least to soften the human-centred focus. 

This is framed as a kind of conflation of “etho-ethnology” 

and “ethno-ethology” (Brunois et al. 2006), in which  

anthropocentric exclusivity is called into question. From 

this perspective, it is suggested that not only is it possible 

for some humans to think like some animals, but that the 

concrete behaviour of animals can thereby be antici-

pated by humans – and vice versa (Fudge 2013: 23). 

Even if cows (Fudge 2017), horses (Swart 2010) and 

elephants (Locke 2017) have for now overtaken bats 

as subjects of epistemological reflection, the question 

of the animal perspective from a non-anthropocentric 

point of view remains a central core topic of Human-

Animal Studies, one to be addressed through a variety of 

methodological procedures and conceptual approaches. 

 

 Here it is not so much about the issue of feeling, 

smelling, tasting and perceiving like animals, but rather 

of accepting different ways of experiencing the world 

that is said to be required as a permanent and critical 

intervention. Categories such as intention or instinct 

are seen as insufficient or outdated for this purpose; 

instead, concepts of agency and practices are employed. 

In addition, it is pointed out that although animals are to 

be regarded as animals, they are – just like humans – 

shaped by cultural, historical transformations, which 

in turn transform their actions along with their physio- 

logy (Fudge 2017). 

4. Concepts of Human-Animal Studies 

4.1 Representation/Semiotics 

Until recently, cultural theory’s questions about animals 

were often characterised by the assumption that animals 

in literary, historical, artistic-aesthetic and philosophical 

texts only ever stand for the representation of purely 

human discourses, in which they exclusively perform 

the functions of reflection and translation. Human-Animal 

Studies contrast this so-called representational approach 

with a perspective that seeks to read the symbolicity of 

animals as indications of a material interaction. According 

to this reading, the source value of animals depends, on 

the one hand, on their cultural relevance, which, from 

an animal-sensitive perspective, is also evoked by the 

respective zoosemiotic aesthetics. It is therefore neces-

sary, as a sort of background foil, to illuminate which 

specific symbolic representations of animals are taken 

up and become effective in discourses. For example, it is 

asked why colonialist representations of power always 

reveal themselves in the symbolic control of indigenous 

fauna – elephants, lions or tigers were popular species 

in this respect. On the other hand, an attempt is made 

to show the connection between material traces and 

discursive iconographies and the extent to which material-

semiotic changes in meaning have an overall impact on 

the space of possibilities of action by animals and with 

animals (Benson 2011). For example, the question is 

raised as to what extent the discursive valorisation of dogs 

and horses as soldiers and comrades within the National 

Socialist Volksgemeinschaft affected the life expectancy 

and living conditions of individual animals (Roscher 2016). 
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4.2 Agency 

The question of agency, i.e. the possibility of attributing 

agency to animals without necessarily presupposing an 

individual self (Pearson 2013; Rees 2017), can undoubt-

edly be seen as constitutive for Human-Animal Studies. 

On the one hand, agency is interpreted here, following 

actor-network theory (Latour 2005), as distributed  

between human-animal networks. Precisely because 

actor-network theory is not a methodological pro-

gramme spelled out in every detail but is instead open 

to interpretation, animals can be lifted quite unprob-

lematically onto the tableau of agents (Roscher 2018). 

On the other hand, the aim of attributing agency to 

animals also correlates with an ethical attitude that 

cannot be “permanently excluded” from the discourse 

on animals (Krebber 2019: 314). Ethics and cognitive 

research offer the guiding discourses for this negation 

of exclusion (Andrews 2015; Grimm/Wild 2016; Petrus/ 

Wild 2013), though they emphasise the importance of 

cognitive abilities for any consideration of animals as 

actors, an issue that the reference to actor-network 

theory is intended to circumvent for fear of a renewed 

hierarchisation of actors. Subject-theoretical models 

of action that demand such proof also demarcate  

humans per se from animals. However, actor-network 

theory is not without its critics: as a research pro-

gramme, it is relatively blind to the relations of dom-

ination and conditioning and to actors’ specific  

capacities and contexts of action. For Human-Animal  

Studies, giving animals power to act and ascribing  

to them cultural and material properties of action  

thus explicitly does not mean that animals act inde-

pendently. Rather, they are to be examined as part  

of complex relational assemblages of actors (Pooley-

Ebert 2015: 152) which are located in specific historical, 

political, economic and cultural contexts. For example, 

the marketing of milk as a product of an animal that 

has undergone multiple symbolic and economic trans-

formations within the last century alone is made more 

transparent with the help of nuanced network models 

(Nimmo 2011), as is the actor role of border patrol dogs 

in the construction, maintenance, and contestation of 

borders (Pearson 2016). The aim, therefore, is always 

to illuminate the specific integration of animal actors 

within specific interspecies societies. 

4.3 Relationality 

The actions of non-human entities do not manifest 

themselves in a vacuum, but rather (and this is central 

for the chroniclers of animal action in Human-Animal 

Studies) in relationships and situations. Following Donna 

Haraway, they therefore speak of a co-production 

among “companions” (Haraway 2004). Haraway had  

argued that human and animal species only exist in  

relation to each other, within the framework of forms 

of life and of a society shaped by culture (Haraway 

2008). In a similar vein, historian Erica Fudge assumes 

that the view from above must be abandoned when 

considering animals and that instead the focus should 

be on permanent co-existence. So-called “living along-

side” (Fudge 2017: 25) takes the intermingled lives of 

humans and animals as the basic premise for demon-

strating animal agency (Shaw 2013; Wilkie 2015;  

Jamieson 2018) and places the social centre-stage; the 

focus is on social co-production. Reference is also made 

here to the spatial aspect of coexistence. It is not only 

social and cultural geography (re-oriented here as  

Animal Geography) that is concerned with the places 

where people and animals establish different kinds of 

relationships – increasingly conceptualised as “hybrid” 

spaces (Philo/Wilbert 2000; Buller 2014; Gillespie/Collard 

2017). Rather, spatial encounters are understood as a 

lens through which the location and experienceability 

of animal-human relationships can be explored. Spatial 

aspects also play a role in the understanding of animal 

environments from a philosophical-theoretical point of 

view, especially in the Environmental Humanities (Wild/ 

Hunderich 2018). As was already the case in the fore-

runners of environment-oriented research, however, 

ecosystem theory considerations are often in the  

foreground, despite the turn to the logic of things, i.e. a 

concentration on nodes and their material forms. Here, 

research is conducted into how the relationships  

between people, animals and things affect complex 

ecosystems (Bennett 2010; Huggan/Tiffin 2015). 

4.4 Praxis/Practices 

Relationships can be perceived, above all, in practices 

that are also physically inscribed in those who participate 

in them, as is the case in animal breeding, for example.  
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Following a praxeological approach, Human-Animal 

Studies therefore no longer focuses on the respective 

capacity for action of human and animal actors, but  

rather on the actions themselves (Roscher 2018; 2019). 

The focus is not on the intentional quality of an action 

but on the flow of the action, its execution. According to 

this perspective, both the relationships and the actors 

themselves are produced performatively. These only 

acquire their respective meanings in the joint practices 

and negotiations that structure the relationships between 

humans and animals and thus make them analytically 

comprehensible. Instead of assuming a fixed actor status 

a priori, Human-Animal Studies sees the hermeneutic 

potential of “non-human agency” in examining the pro-

cessuality of interspecies relations in an way that expands 

action-theory (Baratay 2015; Cockram/Wells 2018). In 

order to approach the practices of these multi-relational 

entities, here the species in interaction, ethnographic 

methods such as participant observation are increasingly 

used (Helmreich/Kirksey 2010; Hamilton/Taylor 2017). 

To ground the claim that it is observing everyday prac-

tices “from below”, in which the subject and object of 

an action can often not be clearly identified, Human-

Animal Studies therefore demands an expansion of  

theories of social life, that recognises that society has 

always already been an interspecies society (Pearson/ 

Weismantel 2010). This is relevant for Human-Animal 

Studies insofar as it points to the volatility of both the 

concept of the subject and the concept of society, 

which themselves always have a historical dimension. 

4.5 Materiality 

Thinking social practices from the perspective of the  

animal, of real animals with real bodily presences, 

opens up new ways of making visible the interconnec-

tions between human and animal worlds. Animal and 

human bodies can be experienced materially. Inspired 

by the philosophical school of “New Materialism”, 

which favours the concept of the objecthood of animals 

over the concept of embodied agency and in which the 

discussion of agency is virtually absorbed into a theory 

of modes of existence, the materiality of the animal and 

the animal-human relationship is assigned a prominent 

status in Human-Animal Studies. Objecthood is regarded 

as an active presence. This assumes that things influence 

the cultural world of humans and, moreover, that humans 

are post-humanistically stripped of their exceptional 

role (Rossini 2006; Coole/Frost 2010; Borgards 2017). 

Through the material body, historical changes become 

concrete and can be experienced and described as  

going beyond evolutionary processes (Landes et al. 

2012; Eitler 2014). Emphasising the corporeality of  

animal bodies not only clarifies debates around inter-

sectionality, i.e. the intertwining of different inequality-

generating structural categories. The different experien-

tialities of actions are also highlighted. For example, it 

is assumed that the milking of cows or the experience 

of being milked (Fudge 2013; Russell 2014) both gen-

erate different material realities that can be traced, 

without, however, having to fall back upon biological 

essentialisms according to which these actions would 

be naturally derived from the physical constitution  

of the cow. Instead, Human-Animal Studies explains  

the cultural development of milking practices that  

are and have been embedded in complicated nego-

tiations of bodies and gender: of humans as well as  

animals. 

5. Conclusion 

Human-Animal Studies’ programme is to provide empirical 

precision and theoretical grounding to transformations 

in the relationship between humans and other animals 

which concern both material bodies and their discursive 

attributions. In doing so, it is challenged by the inter- 

disciplinary perspective that the field of animal-human 

relations requires, the bringing together of research in the 

natural sciences and cultural studies, and the question of 

how the object of study, the animal, can be approached in 

an epistemologically appropriate way. In short, Human- 

Animal Studies’ aim is to think about and bring together 

the semiotic and the ‘real’ animal historically, philo-

sophically, artistically, sociologically and scientifically. 

Basic Literature 

DeMello, Margo 2012: Animals and Society. An Intro-

duction to Human-Animal Studies. New York,  

Columbia University Press. 

Haraway, Donna J. 2008: When Species Meet. Minne-

apolis, University of Minnesota Press. 

Kalof, Linda (ed.) 2017: The Oxford Handbook of Animal 

Studies. Oxford, University Press Oxford. 

https://journals.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/index.php/oepn/index
https://journals.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/index.php/oepn/article/view/85574
https://journals.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/index.php/oepn/index


 

 

Online Encyclopedia Philosophy of Nature | Online Lexikon Naturphilosophie  

Mieke Roscher | Human-Animal Studies | 2022 | doi: 10.11588/oepn.2022.1.85574 

Online Encyclopedia Philosophy of Nature | Online Lexikon Naturphilosophie  8 

Marvin, Garry/McHugh, Susan (eds) 2014: The Routledge 

Handbook of Human-Animal Studies. London, Rout-

ledge. 

Roscher, Mieke/Krebber, André/Mizelle, Brett (eds) 2021: 

Handbook of Historical Animal Studies. Berlin, de 

Gruyter. 

Shaw, David Gary 2013: A way with animals. In: History 

and Theory 52 (4): 1–12. 

Literature 

Andrews, Kristin 2015: The Animal Mind. An Introduction 

to the Philosophy of Animal Cognition. London/New 

York, Routledge. 

Asdal, Kristin/Druglitrø, Tone/Hinchliffe, Steve (eds) 2016: 

Humans, Animals and Biopolitics. The More-Than-

Human Condition. London, Routledge. 

Baratay, Éric 2015: Building an animal history. In: Mac-

kenzie, Louisa/Posthumus, Stephanie (eds): French 

Thinking About Animals. East Lansing, Michigan 

State University Press: 3–14. 

Bennett, Jane 2010: Vibrant Matter. A Political Ecology 

of Things. Durham, Duke University Press. 

Benson, Etienne 2013: The urbanization of the Eastern 

Gray Squirrel in the United States. In: Journal of 

American History 100 (3): 691–710. 

Benson, Etienne 2011: Historiography, disciplinarity, 

and the animal trace. In: Kalof, Linda/Montgomery, 

Georgina M. (eds) 2011: Making Animal Meaning. 

East Lansing, Michigan State University Press: 3–16. 

Borgards, Roland 2015: Introduction: Cultural and literary 

animal studies. In: Journal of Literary Theory 9 (2): 

155–160. 

Borgards, Roland 2016: Cultural animal studies. In:  

Borgards, Roland (ed.): Tiere. Kulturwissenschaft-

liches Handbuch. Stuttgart, Metzler: 1–5. 

Borgards, Roland 2017: Animal studies. In: Chonée, 

Aurélie/Hajek, Isabelle/Hamman, Philippe (eds): 

Rethinking Nature. Challenging Disciplinary Bound-

aries. London, Routledge: 221–231. 

Brunois, Florence/Gaunet, Florence/Lestel, Dominique 

2006: Etho-ethnology and ethno-ethology. In: Social 

Science Information 45 (2): 155–177. 

Bull, Jacob/Holmberg, Tora/Åsberg, Cecilia (eds) 2017: 

Animal Places: Lively Cartographies of Human- 

Animal Relations. London, Routledge. 

Buller, Henry 2015: Animal geographies II: Methods. In: 

Progress in Human Geography 39 (3): 374–384. 

Chimaira – Arbeitskreis für Human-Animal Studies  

2011: Eine Einführung in gesellschaftliche Mensch-

Tier-Verhältnisse und Human-Animal Studies. In: 

Chimaira – Arbeitskreis für Human-Animal Studies 

(ed.): Human-Animal Studies. Über die gesellschaft-

liche Natur von Tier-Mensch-Verhältnissen. Bielefeld, 

transcript: 7–43. 

Cockram, Sarah/Wells, Andrew (eds) 2018: Interspecies 

Interactions. Animals and Humans Between the Middle 

Ages and Modernity. Routledge, Abingdon/New York. 

Coole, Diane/Frost, Samantha (eds) 2010: New Materi-

alisms. Ontology, Agency, and Politics. Durham, Duke 

University Press. 

Cudworth, Erika/Hobden, Stephen 2013: Of parts and 

wholes: International relations beyond the human. 

In: Millennium 41 (3): 430–450. 

de Giorgio, Francesco 2016: Animal subjectivity: evolving 

ethics in animal studies. In: Olsson, I. Anna S./Araújo, 

Sofia M./Vieira, M. Fátima (eds): Food Futures. Ethics, 

Science and Culture. Wageningen, Wageningen Aca-

demic Publishers: 169–174. 

DeMello, Margo 2012: Animals and Society. An Intro-

duction to Human-Animal Studies. New York,  

Columbia University Press. 

Derrida, Jacques 2008: The Animal That Therefore I Am. 

Edited by Marie-Louise Mallet. Translated by David 

Wills. New York, Fordham. 

Despret, Vinciane 2013: From secret agents to inter-

agency. In: History and Theory 52 (4): 68–90. 

Eitler, Pascal 2014: Animal history as body history. Four 

suggestions from a genealogical perspective. In: 

Body Politics 2 (4): 259–274. 

Emel, Jody/Taves, Ilanah 2018: Animal studies. In: Castree, 

Noel/Hulme, Mike/Proctor, James D. (eds): Compan-

ion to Environmental Studies. London, Routledge: 

368–372. 

Fudge, Erica (ed.) 2010: Renaissance Beasts. Of Animals, 

Humans, and Other Wonderful Creatures. Oxford, 

University of Illinois Press. 

Fudge, Erica 2012: Renaissance animal things. In: Landes, 

Joan B./Young Lee, Paula/Youngquist, Paul (eds): 

Gorgeous Beasts. Animal Bodies in Historical Per-

spective. University Park/PA, Pennsylvania State 

University Press: 41–56. 

https://journals.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/index.php/oepn/index
https://journals.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/index.php/oepn/article/view/85574
https://journals.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/index.php/oepn/index
https://www.google.com/search?client=firefox-b-d&q=humans,+animals+and+biopolitics:+the+more-than-human+condition+tone+druglitr%C3%B8&stick=H4sIAAAAAAAAACWMQQrCMBBFcVFwowtPMOhOLKEbhR7CK5Q0iU0wnamTqS0ex1N078UMunp8eP-tt7uN6lRVtZeHPVue9_95q3h-Dc_mePBTrQzF6IwEQjVxEHHYTMT3VDsbhPhdXP3Ya0wn0Bh6HVOmhTbQQDFIMKkG8Q56YleK11j-dDCE-Z-rIIQOLI9d1vmzLMXqC5K8f4WZAAAA&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjLjZjDrYzuAhWSCOwKHf3lAyoQmxMoAzA5egQIDxAF


 

 

Online Encyclopedia Philosophy of Nature | Online Lexikon Naturphilosophie  

Mieke Roscher | Human-Animal Studies | 2022 | doi: 10.11588/oepn.2022.1.85574 

Online Encyclopedia Philosophy of Nature | Online Lexikon Naturphilosophie  9 

Fudge, Erica 2013: Milking other menʼs beasts. In: 

History and Theory 52 (4): 13–28. 

Fudge, Erica 2017: What was it like to be a cow? In:  

Kalof, Linda (ed.): The Oxford Handbook of Animal 

Studies. Oxford, Oxford University Press: 258–278. 

Gillespie, Kathryn/Collard, Rosemary-Claire (eds) 2017: 

Critical Animal Geographies. Politics, Intersections 

and Hierarchies in a Multispecies World. London, 

Routledge. 

Grimm, Herwig/Wild, Markus 2016: Tierethik zur Ein- 

führung. Hamburg, Junius. 

Gutjahr, Julia/Sebastian, Marcel 2013: Die vergessenen 

‘Anderen‘ der Gesellschaft – zur (Nicht-)Anwesenheit 

der Mensch-Tier-Beziehung in der Soziologie. In: Pfau-

Effinger, Birgit/Buschka, Sonja (eds): Gesellschaft und 

Tiere. Soziologische Analysen zu einem ambivalenten 

Verhältnis. Wiesbaden, Springer VS: 57–72. 

Hamilton, Lindsay/Taylor, Nik 2017: Ethnography after 

Humanism. Power, Politics and Method in Multi-

Species Research. London, Palgrave. 

Haraway, Donna J. 2004: Companion Species Manifesto. 

Dogs, People, and Significant Otherness. Chicago, 

Prickly Paradigm Press. 

Haraway, Donna J. 2008: When Species Meet. Minne-

apolis, University of Minnesota Press. 

Helmreich, Stefan/Kirksey, Eben 2010: The emergence 

of a multi-species ethnography. In: Cultural Anthro-

pology 25 (4): 545–576. 

Hill, Erica 2013: Archaeology and animal persons.  

Toward a prehistory of human-animal relations. In: 

Environment and Society 4 (1): 117–136. 

Howell, Philip/Steinbrecher, Aline/Wischermann, Clemens 

(eds) 2018: Animal History in the Modern City. Explor-

ing Liminality. London, Bloomesbury. 

Howell, Philip 2019: Animals, agency and history. In: Kean, 

Hilda/Howell, Philip (eds): The Routledge Companion 

to Animal-Human History. Abingdon/ New York, 

Routledge: 197–221. 

Huggan, Graham/Tiffin, Helen 2015: Postcolonial Eco-

criticism. Literature, Animals, Environment. London/ 

New York, Routledge. 

Jamieson, Dale 2018: Animal agency. In: The Harvard 

Review of Philosophy 25: 111–126. 

Kalof, Linda (ed.) 2017: The Oxford Handbook of Animal 

Studies. Oxford, University Press Oxford.  

 

Kompatscher, Gabriela/Spannring, Reingard/Schachinger, 

Karin (eds) 2017: Human-Animal Studies. Eine Ein- 

führung für Studierende und Lehrende. Münster/ 

New York, Waxmann/utb. 

Krebber, André 2019: Human-Animal Studies. Tiere als 

Forschungsperspektive. In: Diehl, Elke/Plange, Diana/ 

Tuider, Jens (eds): Haben Tiere Rechte? Aspekte und 

Dimensionen der Mensch-Tier-Beziehung. Bonn, 

Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung: 310–322. 

Krebber, André/Roscher, Mieke 2016: Spuren suchen, 

Zeichen lesen, Fährten folgen. In: Forschungs- 

schwerpunkt „Tier – Mensch – Gesellschaft“ (ed.): 

Den Fährten folgen. Methoden interdisziplinärer 

Tierforschung. Bielefeld, transcript: 11–27. 

Krebber, André/Roscher, Mieke (eds) 2018: Animal Bio- 

graphy. Re-framing Animal Lives. London, Palgrave 

Macmillan. 

Landes, Joan B./Lee, Paula Y./Youngquist, Paul (eds) 2012: 

Gorgeous Beasts. Animal Bodies in Historical Perspec-

tive. University Park/PA, Pennsylvania State University 

Press. 

Latour, Bruno 2005: Reassembling the Social. An Intro-

duction to Actor-Network Theory. Oxford, Oxford 

University Press. 

Latour, Bruno [2017] 2018: Down to Earth. Politics in the 

New Climatic Regime. Translated by Catherine Porter. 

Cambridge/UK, Polity. 

Locke, Piers 2017: Elephants as persons, affective  

apprenticeship, and fieldwork with nonhuman  

informants in Nepal. In: HAU – Journal of Ethno-

graphic Theory 7 (1): 353–376. https://doi.org/ 

10.14318/hau7.1.024. 

Locke, Piers/Münster, Ursula 2015: Multispecies ethno- 

graphy. In: Oxford Bibliographies in Anthropology. 

Oxford, Oxford University Press: 322–335. https:// 

www.oxfordbibliographies.com/view/document/obo 

-9780199766567/obo-9780199766567-0130.xml. doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1093/obo/9780199766567-0130. 

Marvin, Garry/McHugh, Susan (eds) 2014: The Routledge 

Handbook of Human-Animal Studies. London, Routledge. 

Nagel, Thomas 1974: What is it like to be a bat? In: The 

Philosophical Review 83 (4): 435–450. 

Nimmo, Richie 2011: Bovine mobilities and vital move-

ments: flows of milk, mediation and animal agency. In: 

Bull, Jacob (ed.): Animal Movements – Moving Animals.  

 

 

https://journals.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/index.php/oepn/index
https://journals.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/index.php/oepn/article/view/85574
https://journals.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/index.php/oepn/index
https://doi.org/10.14318/hau7.1.024
https://doi.org/10.14318/hau7.1.024
https://doi.org/10.1093/obo/9780199766567-0130


 

 

Online Encyclopedia Philosophy of Nature | Online Lexikon Naturphilosophie  

Mieke Roscher | Human-Animal Studies | 2022 | doi: 10.11588/oepn.2022.1.85574 

Online Encyclopedia Philosophy of Nature | Online Lexikon Naturphilosophie  10 

Essays on Direction, Velocity and Agency in Humanimal 

Encounters. Uppsala, Uppsala University: 57–74. 

https://www.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:42 

0252/FULLTEXT01.pdf. 

Pearson, Chris 2013: Dogs, history, and agency. In: 

History and Theory 52 (4): 128–145. 

Pearson, Chris 2016: Canines and contraband. Dogs, 

nonhuman agency and the making of the Franco-

Belgian border during the French Third Republic. In: 

Journal of Historical Geography 54: 50–62. 

Pearson, Susan J./Weismantel, Mary J. 2010: Does „The 

Animal“ exist? Toward a theory of social life with 

animals. In: Brantz, Dorothee (ed.): Beastly Natures. 

Animals, Humans, and the Study of History. Char-

lottesville, University of Virginia Press: 17–37. 

Petrus, Klaus/Wild, Markus (eds) 2013: Animal Minds & 

Animal Ethics. Connecting Two Separate Fields. 

Bielefeld, transcript. 

Philo, Chris/Wilbert, Chris (eds) 2000: Animal Spaces, 

Beastly Places. New Geographies of Human-Animal 

Relations. London/New York, Routledge. 

Pooley-Ebert, Andria 2015: Species agency: a comparative 

study of horse-human relationships in Chicago and 

rural Illinois. In: Nance, Susan (ed.): The Historical  

Animal. Syracuse, Syracuse University Press: 148–

165. 

Reinert, Wiebke 2020: Applaus der Robbe. Arbeit und 

Vergnügen im Zoo, 1850–1970. Bielefeld, transcript. 

Rees, Amanda 2017: Animal agents? Historiography, 

theory and the history of science in the Anthropo-

cene. In: British Journal for the History of Science, 

Themes 2: 1–10. 

Ritvo, Harriet 2007: On the animal turn. In: Daedalus 

136 (4): 118–122. 

Roscher, Mieke 2012: Human-animal studies, Version: 

1.0. In: Docupedia Zeitgeschichte, 25.01.2012, 

https://t1p.de/1ywm, http://dx.doi.org/10.14765/ 

zzf.dok.2.277.v1 (accessed 26.07.2021). 

Roscher, Mieke 2016: Das nationalsozialistische Tier: 

Projektionen von Rasse und Reinheit im „Dritten 

Reich“. In: TIERethik 8 (2): 30–47. 

Roscher, Mieke 2018: Tiere sind Akteure. Konzeptionen 

tierlichen Handelns in den Human-Animal Studies. 

In: Wunsch, Matthias/Böhnert, Martin/Köchy,  

Kristian (eds): Philosophie der Tierforschung. 

Band 3: Milieus und Akteure. Freiburg/München, 

Alber: 93–120. 

Roscher, Mieke 2019: Actors or agents? Defining the 

concept of relational agency in (historical) wildlife 

encounters. In: Böhm, Alexandra/Ullrich, Jessica (eds): 

Animal Encounters. Kontakt, Interaktion und Rela-

tionalität. Stuttgart, Metzler: 149–170. 

Roscher, Mieke/Krebber, André/Mizelle, Brett (eds) 

2021: Handbook of Historical Animal Studies.  

Berlin, de Gruyter. 

Rossini, Manuela 2006: To the dogs: Companion  

speciesism and the new feminist materialism. In: 

Kritikos 3, https://intertheory.org/rossini (accessed 

26.07.2021). 

Russell, Edmund 2014: Coevolutionary history. In: The 

American Historical Review 119 (5): 1514–1528. 

Sayes, Edwin 2014: Actor–network theory and meth-

odology. Just what does it mean to say that non- 

humans have agency? In: Social Studies of Science 

44 (1): 134–149. 

Shaw, David Gary 2013: A way with animals. In: History 

and Theory 52 (4): 1–12. 

Steinbrecher, Aline 2014: „They do something “– Ein 

praxeologischer Blick auf Hunde in der Vormoderne. 

In: Elias, Friederike/Franz, Albrecht/Murmann, Hen-

ning/Weiser, Ulrich W. (eds): Praxeologie. Beiträge 

zur interdisziplinären Reichweite praxistheoretischer 

Ansätze in den Geistes- und Sozialwissenschaften. 

Berlin/Boston, de Gruyter: 29–51. 

Swart, Sandra 2010: „The World the Horses Made“.  

A South African case study of writing animals into 

social history. In: International Review of Social 

History 55 (2): 241–263. 

van Dooren, Thom 2018: Extinction. In: Gruen, Lori (ed.): 

Critical Terms for Animal Studies. Chicago, University 

of Chicago Press: 169–181. 

Tsing, Anna 2012: Unruly edges. Mushrooms as com-

panion species. In: Environmental Humanities 1 (1): 

141–154. 

Turner, Lynn/Sellbach, Undine/Broglio, Ron 2018: 

Introducing the Edinburgh Companion to Animal 

Studies. In: Turner, Lynn (ed.): The Edinburgh Com-

panion to Animal Studies. Edinburgh, Edinburgh 

University Press: 1–12. 

Wadiwel, Dinesh Joseph 2018: Biopolitics. In: Gruen, 

Lori (ed.): Critical Terms for Animal Studies. Chicago, 

University of Chicago Press: 79–98. 

Waldau, Pau 2013: Animal Studies. An Introduction. 

Oxford/New York, Oxford University Press. 

https://journals.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/index.php/oepn/index
https://journals.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/index.php/oepn/article/view/85574
https://journals.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/index.php/oepn/index
https://www.diva-portal.org/smash/get/%0bdiva2:420252/FULLTEXT01.pdf
https://www.diva-portal.org/smash/get/%0bdiva2:420252/FULLTEXT01.pdf
https://t1p.de/1ywm
http://dx.doi.org/10.14765/zzf.dok.2.277.v1
http://dx.doi.org/10.14765/zzf.dok.2.277.v1
https://intertheory.org/rossini


 

 

Online Encyclopedia Philosophy of Nature | Online Lexikon Naturphilosophie  

Mieke Roscher | Human-Animal Studies | 2022 | doi: 10.11588/oepn.2022.1.85574 

Online Encyclopedia Philosophy of Nature | Online Lexikon Naturphilosophie  11 

Wild, Markus/Hunderich, Titus 2018: Juralandschaft 

mit Hund, Hügellandschaft mit Biber. Eine Neube- 

stimmung der ästhetischen Landschaft als Tierland-

schaft. In: Tierstudien 13: 45–55. 

Wilkie, Rhoda 2015: Multispecies scholarship and  

encounters. Changing assumptions at the human-

animal nexus. In: Sociology 49 (2): 323–339. 

Wischermann, Clemens 2009: Der Ort des Tieres in 

einer städtischen Gesellschaft. In: Informationen 

zur modernen Stadtgeschichte 2009 (2): 5–12. 

Wischermann, Clemens 2017: Liminale Leben(s)räume. 

Grenzverlegungen zwischen urbanen menschlichen 

Gesellschaften und anderen Tieren im 19. und 20. 

Jahrhundert. In: Hauck, Thomas E./Hennecke, Stefa- 

nie/Krebber, André/Reinert, Wiebke/Roscher, Mieke 

(eds): Urbane Tier-Räume. Berlin, Reimer: 15–31. 

Wolfe, Cary 2003: Animal Rites. American Culture, the 

Discourse of Species, and Posthumanist Theory. 

Chicago, University of Chicago Press. 

Wolfe, Cary 2009: Human, all too human. „Animal studies“ 

and the humanities. In: PMLA – Publications of the 

Modern Language Association of America 124 (2): 

564–575. https://doi.org/10.1632/pmla.2009.12 

4.2.564. 

Wolfe, Cary 2010: What is Posthumanism? Minneapolis, 

University of Minnesota Press. 

 

https://journals.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/index.php/oepn/index
https://journals.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/index.php/oepn/article/view/85574
https://journals.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/index.php/oepn/index
https://doi.org/10.1632/pmla.2009.124.2.564
https://doi.org/10.1632/pmla.2009.124.2.564

