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Abstract

Monsters are not confined to the realm of fiction and fantasy; there are also real
technological “monsters”, and they play a role in how we deal with the new and
with others in our culture. Moreover, as frightening, fascinating, and confusing
others, monsters are not only a threat and a problem but have a far more
constructive role than usually assumed: they help us to explore and cross
borders, probe the darkness of the unknown, and both confirm and subvert the
normal and establish ontological and political structures. In the drama of
sameness and difference, monsters play on both sides and thus contribute to
the ongoing making and breaking of cultures, making and questioning the lines
that define it. There is a dynamics of subversion and containment. Engaging
with monster theory and relating it to thinking about technology, this chapter
argues that Western philosophical anthropology depends on monsters and
other hybrid entities to define itself, and shows that these “monster
anthropologies” also have a technological face with human-like automata,
machines and cyborgs. It argues that these “negative anthropologies”, “techno-
anthropologies”, and other purifications of the human are not only “cultural” or
fictional but have a real and material side, are normative and evaluative, for
instance in politics and in the humanism/posthumanism debate, and are
indispensable for thinking about what it means to be human in a technological
‘age. For this purpose, we need not only discourse but also materjal-
E'IECI'm{JI{:ngicauI practices and artistic-scientific experiments. But if we tame and
domesticate our (techno-)monsters, do we do violence to them, is something
“*llout? Can we get beyond modern Western thinking, which relies on monster
Machines to define itself? Can art and non-Western culture offer us different
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16.1 Introduction

i ith technology. They are usually seep
i i sters have little to do wi ‘

At first lftlghitr’lm(i):rllaginary creatures that dwell in the refilm of fal;:iy and
as frlg he tg) long to “culture”, Technology, by contrast, IS seen as nging
ﬂcl:;l)n. T;e;’n dema?erial realm, such as the world of work, ;illdus:;y, ::jl ::51
e i f economy; of how we

i i ology is part o we.
e agd flJ (;l:illl;ezsr'dfzzlr];realgify. Monsters live in tales; we live in the real
“nature”, and o ,
world.

to new technologies, however, a rather
how people respond o )
When we look a;mergg& In our fear and fascination with new fECh}‘lologies,
different ,I.)lcuilrethe “monstrous” are often used as metap}l:ors. Far. instance,
“monster” an . - I — numans, is seen ag
o tic modification of plants, animals, ol [0 horro nsters. And so-callg]
. Human-like robots are experienced as mo . .
monstrous. : rsnvlvho attempt to “enhance” themselves by merging the;{msel\r_e%
S - How can
tr?nShurl?anllo —who try to become cyborgs - are seen as mons(;etr;eir 4 E
with tec nonsiyof this? What does it tell us about monsters Sn ot
2 ; G
o ml?ll:e Se(’j’ And what does it tell us about the way we think abou 0g)
our culture?
humans, and all kinds of others?

d philosophical-anthropological 1
In this chapter,‘ ! reﬂz:izfdaﬂ;,e Ctl:eléﬁrnacflirg}ic:l monsters. After inttod: :
. monSt'ez, ;I:lstzrs and responding to existing monster theo1;y, Iﬂzrlium”
teCh_m’IOglC rnsters including technological ones, are not only a prd -
B m [ re 'constructive role in cultures: ‘ they are ;lls;: .
ba".e . fall;l mr(l) the making of cultures and in thinking about w etlh;u "
oy s Iesilow that machines, cyborgs, and other. technt.)-ajils o p
ks st d to define what the human is, and that tl'ns exerc;lse o
LSgae u‘tseult al discourse” and textual interpretation bgt scI) "
| Foult (?f f d:r technological-material and artistic practices. e
| - mlcl N v:re do this in modernity - in particular \{vhat formal p
reflect Or.l. o " (we use monster machines) — and ask if the're mS}ilon o
e We'St ith being human. In the course of my discus en(,“
ways of coplr':lglj‘gnkjn about (and the concept of) alte.nty. At tlt;;n o
inFO aCCOtulIcl)tst if we tgme the monster (perhaps there is s;)nm; o hg b
nl])lgﬂ;[ fr;relonster domestication) and if there is a seﬁisse&
il(())nsters: posthuman hybrids of organisms and mac

history of monsters at the same time, Asma (2009) gives some examples of
historical monsters: ancient (griffins, hermaphrodites, hydras, centaurs,
Cyclopes), medieval (demons, dragons, ghosts, golems, witches), and modern
(conjoined twins, microcephalics, craniofacial anomalies, psychopaths,
terrorists). Indeed, each time has “theijr" monsters (Dixon 2008, 672),

When it comes to thinking about technology, monsters also play a crucial
role. A very influential myth in this domain, at least in the modern West, is the
Frankenstein story. Influenced by Gothic Romanticism ang by scientific
experiments of her day (e.g, galvanism), Shelley wrote Frankenstein (1818): I'
the story of a scientist who Creates a "monster” — constructs a body out of '
lifeless body parts, life created from the lifeless — and then flees from it. The |
“Creature” then becomes malicious and turng against him. The story is often ,
interpreted as a war, ng out of contrel, |

ning against technology goi |
Technologies, especially technologies such as genetics and robots and ':
artificial intelligence, are thus interpreted ag monstrous, something to be
feared. The monster ang its creator are blamed for thejr hybris, for “

God". Moreover, the story clearly explores the boundary be
“monstrous” Crossovers,

plans for head transplants (or body transplants,

_ depending on how you look at
it)" they are accused of playing Dr. Frankenstein

and the result — 5 head of one

bio~engineering (Midgley 2000, 10),

“Frankenstein foods” (Botting
and so on are seen as monstrous,

but also human-like robots, cyborgs

Surgeon Canavero’s

s:f!www.theguardian.coml science/2015

plan to do g human head transplant
S8Dpen.-in-2017

/oct/03/will-first-human-head-transplant-




Chapter 16
356

inati um machines are seen as
i i binations of humans and
. receive this response. Com! humar ‘
emtC retrous Autonomous robots and artificial intelligences are fearsd for
s ) :
b Onrnin monsters that “take over” or that cross the human/n(_m umas
0 . !
befmdars Thus, not only the life sciences but also computer science an
o} A : .
engineering are accused of creating monsters.

However, the emotional-hermeneutic impact of' the' Franker_lste1121();t?c’))1~3}r1 is
’ ider: it also goes beyond fear to fascmafwn.. Bottm‘g ( ( as
- muc"h o ,tein myth continues to inform fascinations W’it!l science —
argue.d ' l-riinke;'l:nce itself. For instance, contemporary genetics can Pe
?’nd mclef(; sattempts to discover the secret of life and create new, ﬂrt_iﬁmal
ﬁteerlft’r:et(jmsa Sthat such an aim is straightforwardly Frankensteinian: to infuse
ife.
dead matter with the spark of life. o |
Sometimes monsters are intentionally creatf‘:d, l?y som; i}s:)xsn;)s(t)z )pj:r tir;i’l
but also and especially by artists, for example in blOAI‘t.( , 2 Cre,ate o
isible the monsters and hybrids that already (?x1s,”t or ev
o 'e e. there are indeed “Dr. Frankensteins at work. But here a
et Stensnc,i science is seen as something positive, as Yvork that
mertgrlialr)u?isa:o a111nderstanding our monsters and explicitly creating them,
con
ing them at a distance.
i klfzvievger the meeting of art and science remains fearsome, if not
st th tL'un of the millennium, Virilio suggested in Art and Fear
mons“;‘: st. ﬁtn tlfe one hand, art increasingly uses technologica} means (he
(zoogzonsatile information revolution and the ‘v'irtual 'cybeljworld, 95-96) Eln:d
g:fclhe other hand, science in the form of genetic enuglltneen:I%;ntag:ﬁzss :ience
i ation, it becomes culture, 1
?)f :cr)tm:ss %ﬁ::gzs Ki(czgf(li?:lgcrfo Viriiio, genetics is g newfkérlldlgtfm}:l(r)r;lffi:
. - ioni n of the
jonism: the “expressionism of a MO}\IST.E-R,. or
::iperr(::lzgliberately deprived of a conscience " (Virillio 200, 50).

i ates the
Thus, for Virilio the combination art and science, on.e ﬂ};)t 1\(/:[l:nge1e e
’ . !
human, leads to horrors. It is the road to A.uschw1tz, .
- , sick world, ruled by biology demiurges — by mo .

eugenics. He sees a : N o
and science is not new. During the 19 and 20" century;

Yet this merger of art ) d; it is worth fur
. an is usually assumed; .
art and science have been closer th and explore what it means

considering those meetings of art and science, O T
understanding (our relation to) technolo.gy today. Fo L ;Nere nl‘allkot oo
myth itself shows brilliantly how, at that time, art and scien
Botting writes: . b
i i tion, are
Imagination and science, romance and reality, art and exper imentation, .

d sciences:

i ision of faculties between arts an g,

) osed in the novel. The division o s ‘perimentation
illgrslr;,lzt (:(F)) I())ccur. Poets, like Shelley’s husband, Percy, dabbled in exp

and scientific theory. (Botting 2003, 339)
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Indeed, this mixture of art and science did not only happen in fiction, As |
also show in my book New Romantic Cyborgs (2017), at the time, there was a
“Romantic science” that combined a Romantic imagination with practical,
experimental science. There was a fascination with electricity and generating
new life. Frankenstein’s monster was a Romantic monster, created in (he
imagination but rooted in real Romantic science. (Botting [2003] goes even as
far as to blame art, not science, for creating the monster [340].)

As said previously, the usual response to the myth is to blame the
which has gone out of control. The message is that one should be cautious:
one should not “play God” and one sheuld not create technology that one can
no longer master. But on a careful reading of the story, one should also blame
the creator for not taking responsibility, for abandoning the monster. This is
an important lesson for the philosophy of technology: the designer should
take responsibility for her creations. Today this is recognized in the
philosophy of technology, at least since the work by Winner (1997):
abandoning the monster is a flight from responsibility (Winner 1997, 309), He
argues that people release technology into the world with cavalier disregard
for consequences’ and ‘with no attention to the ways in which these “tools”
unexpectedly rearrange their lives. They participate in ‘megatechnical

systems far beyond their comprehension or control’ and passively accept
technologies (Winner 1997, 314).

monster,

However, the monster is not only monstrous because it is out of control,
What is so monstrous and fearful has to do with something else, something
that penetrates deeper into our culture. Here a philosophical perspective
helps to better understand the nature of the monstrous: the monster rises
when there are phenomena that do not fit our categories. This is what
frightens us so much; at the same time, it also explains our fascination. This is
what is at stake in Frankenstein and “Frankensteinian” genetics, where the
dead/alive border is crossed. This is what is at stake in the robotics and Al that
creates cyborgs and other illegitimate mergers of humans and machines, To
better understand this, let us turn to philosophy and cultural anthropology.

Derrida (1992) has argued that monsters refuse to fit. Monsters make us
aware of what is normal; they remind us what the norm is. As “disturbing
hybrids”, they refuse to participate in the “order of things” (Cohen 1996, 6).
Kristeva (1982) has argued that abjection, which arguably we feel when we are
confronted with a monster, is the result of a threatened breakdown of
neaning, caused by the loss of distinction between subject and object, and
Self and other. The monster, as abject, draws us towards a place where
“meaning collapses” (Kristeva 1982, 2). Abjection is caused by that what does

Tot respect borders, by the “in-between” and the “ambiguous” (Kristeva 1982,
4). Thus, feeling disgusted, for instance, is not only a kind of moral judgment,
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as Midgley (2000) suggests; it may also signal the threat of the collapse of
ontological order. Its meaning and significance are closer to Midgley’s
interpretation of traditional myths: “Traditional mixed monsters--minotaurs,
chimeras, lamias, gorgons--stand for a deep and threatening disorder,
something not just confusing but dreadful and invasive.” (Midgley 2000, 10).

This is also how we can interpret monstrous technology. If we think that
genetic modification of humans or head transplants are monstrous, it is
because we have difficulties in categorizing and giving meaning to crossings
of borders and categories. In our order of things, there were clear distinctions
between the living and the dead and between the natural and the artificial,
These new developments in the biosciences and medicine threaten and
shatter that order and these distinctions.

Similarly, information technology also “produces” monsters and has
difficulties dealing with ambiguity, with people that do not fit its categories and
procedures. If someone makes herself into a cyborg by modifying her body with
technological apparatus, the line natural/artificial is crossed. If a robot were to
become very human-like or if a human were to get a robot body, it would make
us question the human/non-human border and, again, the dead/alive or
material/cultural categories. We have difficulties giving meaning to these new
phenomena since they do not fit the ontological order we assumed.

At the same time, this ontological order is also a social and political one.
Monsters are also, literally, abnormal: they deviate from the norm. Some
people are stigmatized and marked as monstrous, such as immigrants or
refugees (see also Castro Verala's contribution in this volume.) Technology can
play a crucial role in this making of social and political monsters. Murray
(2007) has argued that biometric technology, while pretending to be neutral,
involves all kinds of biases and presupposes a “normal” body. She writes:
“Biometric technology claims to be able to determine who someone “is”
based on the appearance and measurement of his/her body parts.” (Murray
2007, 353) But these technologies and procedures monsters, foreign and
perhaps dangerous others (I will say more about otherness in next section),
who are not “normal” according to the algorithm or whose bodies cannot

even be “read”, are illegible:

Biometric technology is a visualizing technology, transcoding one's body into an
image consisting of a binary digital code, and it is designed to flag particular
users as dangerous; it predicts and assesses risk, and it does so through the
measurement of a user's body part. Biometric technology, as is made clear
through the illegible body, is gauged in the West for an image of normativity asa
white, white-collar male; it delegates as “Other” those who do not meet this

image. (Murray 2007, 354)
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Here technology is used in a way that sorts : i ;
anol\res social sorting. Some fit, :rhers not, Iii;ﬁieér[i}z::g;?mc household
into the social order. But some bodies resist digital identifi m? categorics
2007, 356?: they cannot (entirely) be translated into com Sraidagey
.techr.lologzes thus “produce as monstrous those bc:udivs:suier code; The
idealized, wealthy, young, white, male bodies” (Murray 2007 Othered” by
people are neither citizens nor non-citizens since they are ille :baﬁm' - o
what one could call “no-body”. Moreover, as Murray also shgl le. They are
coqtrols, some people with higher socioeconomic status hav oy DORGEC
while others have to undergo more screening. Some bodies an;  aiamek
move faster through the globalized world than others SOITlle People
tecllflologies that contribute to this sorting, or more: m'akmld it is the
possible. There are “normal” people and “abnormal” people, ,.mzn;l:;;"sorting

Yet our response to monsters is not only one o i
Smits (2006) has argued, we also try to expef the moiz‘:: 23 igatfm?iﬁom "
work Wf: try to tame it, we try to fit it. We try to force the monsteat .oes o
categories, ontologically but - heeding Murray’s analysis - also olrs‘ B
try. to force people that do not fit the standards of normality intg tlltlca.lly: i
This a}sq happens to technological monsters. For example, we t rt;1 Moot
human_md robot is a mere machine (we force it into the categorgs ofsaaxj-;tﬂflat 5
and objects) or that a genetically or technologically modified human i ; ?f‘;ts
human (we force it into the categories of humans and subjects), We us :ﬂﬂ v
to keep up the ontological and political order. Let us further (;x | i
cultural-anthropological take on this, -

Douglas (1966) has argued that ideas about impurity and danger are applied
to phenomena that do not fit into cultural categories. There is a culturalr:)prdz
and that order is also normative: what does not fit into it is “impure”, out 01‘1;
place, unnatural, etc. - in other words: it is a monster. Smits (2066] has
Hsefuﬂy applied this idea to new technologies, which are at first monstrous:

New technologies are sometimes deeply ambivalent, bringing together, as.
they do, cultural categories assumed to be mutually exclusive.” (Smits 2(;06
499) Hence first there is fear and fascination. But then, if it turns out that the:
ir:mtnst.er cam_mt be expelled, people try to domesticate it: to fit it, to adapt to

» to make it part of the cultural and societal order. Perhaps they even
em.bre?ce it Indeed, the most radical strategy, perhaps, is what Smits calls
?;smzlation: “monster assimilation refers to a strategy of adapting not only
50(1 )mIc_iIns.ter::uz also the cultura{ categories by which it is judged” (Smits 2006,
exan.1 1:wf;) e.cu.ltural categones_themselves are adapted. Smits gives the
i geﬁo.t‘ rain death, a new notion made possible by new technologies. A
e ¢ nition was necessa.ry after new technologies that keep someone

1ve”, and new transplantation techniques emerged:
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i d the
To conclude, monsters are not culturally or normatively neutfal. atsln 0u3rr
ake us question our categories and distinctions, th(.ey d.eeply toucc1 :
mult ) e and our thinking, and they are literally normative in that ;he.y ale 1n§
the ’ the ontological an
" “ ", etc. They can even change
the “normal”, the “natural”, e ; D e e oo
i its calls for “monster ethics ;
ocial order. Therefore, Smi . . o
i{owever in Smits approach, monsters are still mainly se'zen as auﬁ;orl; o o
the next ;ection I stress the constructive role of monsters 1r11l ourc e o
ini k what might be lost when we e
fining the human. I also as . 1 [0 ~
::similflte adapt to) the monster - if it can be assimilated and domesticated

at all - and ask whether we are monsters,

16.3 The constructive role of monsters in cultures and in defining t}ll:
h an Monster machines and the negative anthropology of non-machines
uman: -
in Western modernity

Monsters do not only cross the line; they also help us toddziw ;hz 11121;,
establish the very categories they questl(?r?, threate_n, an Oil(l)lt sgd;) o
example, discussions about genetically modified qrganlsms orr o e
nly que,stion but also reinforce the natural/artificial boundary, afs eg rtr;l
) i tively significant these
ly important and norma
us aware of how cultural 2
boundaries are for us, moderns. Often the monster'becomes tafine, ar;d thed
the cultural-ontological and political order is remforcgd an co; lirm n,
rather than destroyed. What does not kill the order makes it stlrongler. ) us, gn
: isti i itical orders;
ting ontological and poli
e hand, monsters subvert exis tolo, rdel
$2 ggler han,d their integration and normalization lead t.o a consolidation of
those orders. There is a dynamics of subversion and containment.

i i it is
Yet monsters often refuse to be domesticated (D{xon 2005.3, 672), S;.drolr o
questionable if they can be assimilated at all. As Kristeva writes on

the beginning of her book:

. i
There looms, within abjection, one of those violent, dark re.volts oft Sli)de; gr
directed agaiilst a threat that seems to emanate frﬁ)m ein eﬁ?rbtllt;ntth (i);lkable. It
i j f the possible, the tolerable,
inside, ejected beyond the scope o 058 : X
lies therelz quite close, but it cannot be assimilated. (Kristeva 1982, 1)

imi uld not

Perhaps the truly or radical monstrous cannot be assumlatedbor sﬁc;l e

j i e C .

be assimilated; it remains intolerable and abject, 1: cann?t D
Monsters can play this role because they are “others”, also in

i — by means

human. They are great anthropological tools to def.me t-he hudr'ne(lillss n}llonsters:

f definling the non-human. Let me unpack this claim: first, I dis .
0

i t of negative
in the light of the concept of alterity; then I introduce the CO?ESES
anthropology and show the constructive role of monster mac .
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Alterity is a concept that refers to “otherness”, It usually is traced back to jt
Toots in the philosophy of Levinas (1961, 1995) who argued that humans have
a radical difference. But the term can and has also been applied to animalg
(e.g. Coeckelbergh and Gunkel, 2014) and even to technology: Thde (1990
identified human- technology relations in which robots, for instance, play the
role of quasi-others (Ihde 1009, 97). The ethical point of using the concept of
alterity is that if we stress only sameness, we violate the difference of the other
(for Levinas: the Other). Instead of regarding others as “same’, we should

respond to their face and appeal to our res Pponsibility, understood as what one
could call response-ability.

Monsters, we could infer, are fearful and problematic because they are
“other”. Monsters symbolize and embody difference, If we try to tame them,
we might lose that difference, This may be ethically and politically
problematic. Moreover, if we domesticate them, we might lose something we
actually need. Perhaps monsters can play a more constructive role. Let us first
consider the otherness of monsters, and relate it back to what has been said
about the threat to ontological categories and social-political order.

Socially and politically, when we see others as “monsters”, we project our fears
onto them, and we refuse to recognize the stranger as singular othey (Kearney
2002, 5). Thus, such efforts of domestication are ethically and politically
problematic. Monsters are “difference made flesh” as they “function as
dialectical Other” and are “an incorporation of the outside” (Cohen 1996, 7). The
difference can be cultural, political, racial, sexual, etc. For instance, foreigners
and indigenous people have been framed as monstrous, and women have
sometimes been depicted (literally, but also for instance in Aristotle) as the
monstrous other (Gear, 2001), Thus, monsters embody difference. But at the
same time monsters confirm the norm, the sameness etc. In that sense, they
play on both sides, Furthermore, what is considered “monstrous” or “normal”
can change. For instance, Midgley (2000) gives the examples of cruel
punishments and abuse of animals: whereas first they were considered
“normal”, today they are often considered “monstrous” (Midgley 2000, 10).

Moreover, monsters, understood as others, ‘reveal the undecidable character
of many of our neat divisions and orders” and “signal a perplexing experience of
otherness which is ‘awe-ful’” (Kearney 2002, 121). Monsters signal what cannot
be charted, places where dragons reside, mysterious places. But monsters are
also within us...; we are not at home with ourselves (Kearney 2002, 50). Kristeva
(1982) also finds the abject within (Kristeva 1982, 5); in the end, the monster, the
fadically unfamiliar, is not only “out there” but is (also and at the same time) to
be found in the self. On the one hand, monsters represent what is exiled from
the self: on the other hand, the self itself is at least partly monstrous.
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However, most accounts of otherness tend to follow Levinas in assu;m‘ug and
defending the absolute otherness of the other. As we ha\{e seen, for I(nstev‘a, the
abject is the radical unfamiliar. But if we cannot recognize any-samtelness 1’n the
other, this seems to be equally problematic; then the monstell‘ is so oth’er ti.lat
itis entirely out of reach of any efforts of meaningfully al:ld EFthH”Y dealing w:tl.-l
it. One may even wonder, in that case, if the monster is sr‘ll] monstrous z'uld 1f
there is still any border at all. Then perhaps what we need in monster Ethlcls, is
not complete alterity but a more dialectical or in any case d more nuanced view,
We need some way of understanding and deciding vis-a-vis the monst.er, some
conceptual and ethical-political interface. Kearney .[2002}, fo'r instance,
criticizes absolute or inflated ideas of otherness in Levinas, Dernda.l ett?. .for
leaving us unable to act and judge; instead he deferfds a diacritical
hermeneutics that “ensures that the other does not collapse into sameness‘or
exile itself into some inaccessible alterity; hermeneutics keeps in contact with
the other” (Kearney 2002, 81). This is a good argument for not regard'u}g
monsters - including technological monsters — as totally and absolutely 'o.[h'er )
while at the same time trying to respect its difference and rhe'llermeneunc and
ethical-political challenge it poses, However, to deve%op this approach_ here
would lead to far from the main aim of this chapter. An Important conclusion at
this point is the insight that monsters are “other”, but perhaps not completely
other. This is helpful to know since this might be necessary for monsters to play
the more constructive role I will discuss now.

First, if we look at how monsters are studied in cultural anthropology, we can
discern not only the role of threatening but also a role of constructing —
including constructing the human. Cultural anthropolc:‘gy ) shOWf hm:.r
historically foreign cultures and people were underst(_)od.by" us” (the “West”,
“civilization") as monstrous: people outside ‘civilization” were seen as
barbarians, savages. (In the past, cultural anthropology even helped construct
this view of indigenous societies as barbarians.) The other was thus. us”ed to
define oneself. They indeed embodied and incorporated the “outside’, the
“other”.

Furthermore, cultural anthropology also offers studies of monster? in rhe
myths of indigenous societies. Every society has “their” monsters in their
stories (Gilmore, 2002). Note that these monsters are not alwa-lys sze
merely negative or even evil; sometimes they are al.so expenencemt:
constructed as rather seductive and fascinating, even if they are Il;le _
threaten (and teach us a lesson), We have our own myths in “the West", an
these myths, there are also monsters. In modernity, our myths typ
include machines. This brings me to the next point,

Second, if we look at philosophical anthropology, then monsters .-.. .
role — perhaps a rather unexpected role. In thinking about the hum: :

Tearful, ang indeed “monstrous” if they are experien
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What happens here is part of a more general process in Western cultures: we
tend to employ what have called ‘negative anthropologies’ (e.g. Coeckelbergh,
2014). Western philosophical anthropology has proceeded vi ! :
have defined the human by saying what the human is not. What the human *j
has been constructed by using various non-humans: fictional and real animals,
machines, and other “others” and hegatives of the human, We need others, non-
humans to define ourselves, For instance, humans have been defined as non-
gods, non-angels, hon-animals, non-wolves, and indeed .., hon-monsters, In
modernity, this negative anthropology has taken a particular form, which gives
a central role tg technology, in particular machines: we are non-machines, This
already started with Descartes and his negative machine anthropology.

respond in a “non-machine”-like way. The machine is the ne

gative of the
human, and the human is the negative of the machine,

Note that, heeding our discussion of otherness and monsters, it is necessary
that the machine-monster oy other monster js indeed an “other”, hut in order
for it to play its constructive role there also needs to be some sameness, The
machine, for Instance, needs to be a bit similar to the human for it 1o be a

’Consider also the concept of the ‘u ncanny valley' in robotics: in order for a robot (or,
We may add, any other non-human) to be uncanny, it needs to be different from a
human, of course, but at the same time similar enough. For instance, a corpse is similar
(itis a human body, human form) bug different (the human is dead), and this makes
lossible our response that it i uncanny. And humanoid robots are only uncanny,

ced as something/someone in-
PBween machine and human. As said, monsters cross boundaries; in this crossing and
&mbiguity lies (heir monstrosity.
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17). The line between hy e part-machine (Law |
31 . mans and m 2 . A 991,
dividing lines in (he order of thin achines is varigbje, There are no cleq,

Today computers, robots, Als, etc. are used as the negative of the htu'n{m. They - anthropology (hay -
are the new non-human monsters that are used to define us. They continue the that “we” are T S us as the negative of machines fS[rm]aﬂy we ¢
mach.ine monster anthropology of the West. As non-humans and others (which, we have used ip uf;u;::s SE) :‘Vtﬂmen,. elC. - using whatever others a;;d mo?,g;?:
as said, nevertheless have some lsamen'ess), they help us to construct _the of course, as it radicallly l{. ;Josw Inanew way,) This inversion js monstroyg
human. And. they are not'only fictional; lnsteac-i. Ehere a.sre very real materia]- categories of e philosophies] Mo question the very distinctions and
anthropological exercises in the lab and the artists studio. The non-human js attempt to change (j, P , -lanfhropologlcal order we have ger up, I i |
being built, and there is a lot of work and funding going into it. They are ¢ 8¢ that order, it is fevolutionary, e an ﬂ
engineered to be quasi-human in order to play the role of the new non-human in sociology, Law (1991) has argued that we 5 |

monster. They are used to show and co-constitute the human difference,

Indeed, this techno-anthropology is not just a “cultural” matter but involve | 8s. We are a place W i 5
technological and material practices, not only at the desk of the writer buf ' I‘:{Eg{;&ﬁ?;ﬁ;ﬁg“{;; EISL 19). And for Law, glis is 1?uetmo$;0$g:;;g;ﬁes
also in the workshop of the engineer and the artist. If we want to explore new thinking we shoulq o toiopeﬂd (Law 1997, 17-18). Indeed, i this kind :f
anthropologies at all, therefore, we should also consider technological y | since they liberate us fmem?,[ ovards monsters and hybrids, if nog positive
innovation and art. This includes technology and art aimed at the so-calleq liberate us from 4 s “Lf e old order of things. Or more Precisely: the
posthuman. The monstrous is not only roaming in our own self: perhaps it js ourselves, Perh 856 2 ha;f:n:,i, Z‘;Ielcepn;;} we have of thay order and oi

7t madern .

also part of the human,

' 16.4 Beyond modern negative machine techno-anthropologies, oy the
posthuman challenge: We are monsters

cyborgs subvert the Standardized: jf

If we want to think beyond the modern machine anthropologies, which define
(Star 1991, 43) then reifieq boundar;j

the human as the negative of the machine, what resources do we have? We
can explore less dualistic anthropologies by means of art, by looking at “other”
cultures, and/or by considering posthumanist anthropologies, which perhaps
do not go beyond machine thinking, but at least beyond Cartesian negative
anthropology. Here the human is no longer the non-machine; the human-
machine border is transgressed. Let me explain the challenge and innovation
of this idea, in particular with regard to monster thinking,

es break down,

“Tankenstein, .
For many authors, including Smits, monsters are mainly other, are outﬁld‘qi—: : and p robably alr eady since the |

etc. — and then they have to be tamed or assimilated, or it turns out
impossible to do so. But there is a sense in which we are monsters and
hybrids, with “we” understood as “self” but also as “human”. As we have se
the so-called “other” also constitutes the self, and that means that I am
monstrous. But this can also be applied to thinking about the human: |
other and the monster we have used to define the human (in a negative w
as the negative of the other, the negative of the monster), is “closer” than
think: it is actually already part of the human, of what the human is. This
of seeing ourselves goes beyond dualism.,

A first step to break dualism is always inversion: we can say that we a

other, the monster. For instance, to say that humans are mach h
through human-machine dualism and questions the Cartesian X ‘¢ Numan anq contemporary vieys of human.

(Lestel 2012, 267 condemned to loving monsters"
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- but she
. ism - as a fictional creature,

_ id of machine and organism - Haraway, such
cyborg . hyg:; cyborgs in science and modern medicine. Fo:a 21;1 istsyof .
also ('ilscerns ot a problem; on the contrary, they are the Sp}fo wfites'
hYb:lllds a;fl r?lyth We are all cyborgs (Haraway 2000, 292). She '
posthum .

i theorized
] hic lime, we are all chimeras,

3 tieth century, our time, a mytl - are cyborgs. The
oy Lai_t :thelfinhybrids of machine and organism. In sho.rt,a ‘Zzndencsid e of
and fal lrlC ontology; it gives us our politics. The .cy.borg is s 89U oy
A tion and material reality, the two joined cen ent for pleasure

i a . ;
2zt:;ib]$;rg$ historical transformation. ... This cbliﬁlt);ela; 1tsh Zlilr i:)gnmstrnuction. i T
. i for responsi . .
: on of boundaries and I in a postmodernist,
. thfef C(:I:f)uzlontribute to socialist-feminist culture and theory p
an effor

non-naturalist mode. (Haraway 2000, 292)

- is for
ies — typical for the monstrous - is
nfusion of boundarles. typ ism is monstrous,
T thei coulr:lble and transformative. Her p.()sthuma'lﬂilsril;tses Gl
HaraV;:aY. : 'etaz us to love the monster. And this view alSIO 11; }rlow the hum ™S
and she invite ive: they project a view o

i d evaluative: they p N
o o, S o 155 s e o
Shou.ld-be \(/\l;hnereas modernity usually sharply dlStlnngb in modern: ol
hYbn:ity d the social-cultural, for Latour we have never be
natural an -
world is full of hybrids.

! d Latour’s hybrids are a
i way'’s cyborgs an ‘ '
i 6) also recognizes, Hara o il i
.As Sr?lt ((ios(:eisi “Like monsters, cyborgs represent ter'l;-:g;: fls it 2106, B
klndO. rrrrlls and machine, or of the humarll and [!18 altu ok iy
@ braced the monster. Latour’s relauon‘ q uﬁeir e
Hamwayh(::r?ec;gnizes them but seems to want to limit e
perhapsse we have views here of the human and oflllit:?lf.aril ——————
i s i f the human, rathe :
. ed espatto i i i monsters in
bt ot to gat(l:;grl:ess to the land of alterity. While attention 'E)l e
’ e
humanl(()) ritc(e)ﬂ practices (and elsewhere) can help us 1to :;gxrzi o
i ce, as the biometric technologlest e?camp e bocause thoy shard
B ditTf;renhi,ch all humans are the same; this is so Izgt e voreana o
sense M i ional nature: what they ar |
fitheitielationa . Their existence
essence but because o tiont they e, ndliied - .
i ituted by what and w. : ( - losies o1
humanls : Cozsgcrongly S:entangled with others, with their technolog
and selves ar
with their environment.

jonal, and certainly
is a view that leads to what we could call a far more Zﬁlagl(;msm understood
Itisa VlleW thropology than the Cartesian one. In pos tﬁ relations 1 have to
less duah_st a; view, I am constituted by the others al}d ed e
Fres relti? - and néithel‘ do “they” have absolute alterlti' iil(l)nal view even cut
these others, d 1dentlty A rela e
“yn 4. i bSOlute sameness an K n ies. And -tk
I Orghwtil I:ll:;eri?yi sameness and identity/difference dichotomi
throu, e
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end, it shows that we

are monsters and need our
humans and selves tha

monsters in order to he the
t we are,

This takes us far beyond Smits’s Strategies of taming and assimilation, It

what it would mean to

monstrosity of the human,

understood in
elationality,

16.5 Conclusion

it also reminds us of the cul
their philosophical significance, Technology is more than an instrument that
is meant to do what it js Supposed to do, in the sense that it has unintended
consequences, but also that it js culturally meaningful and functions g an
anthropological tool, Ther,

e are techno-anthropological exercises that define
the human by means of technological and other monsters. This does not only

happen in fiction and the study room of the philosopher or literary critic, but
also in the lab of the scientist, the workshop of the engineer, and the studio of
the artist,

For thinking about cultures,
problem, but also play a constr
established concepts, lines,
also help to construct jt.
then, we might lose some

this means that monsters are not only a
uctive role. They challenge and corrode our
categories, and order; but at the same time, they
When in modernity we try to tame our monsters,
of the very building blocks of our world order,

For thinking abouyt humans, it turns out that we are made by monsters and
other others, and that perhaps we are monsters ourselves, Indeed, if our
modern Cartesjan way of defining the human with its focus o
the negative is problematic,

N machines as
then we can now discern a view that respects
hybridity, alterity, and indeed monstrosity,

which is then seen as something
that is not only problematic but also something we need,
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i ; lext stresses that we should also
FOF_ Vg ab‘-"_‘-lf!tl:ﬁz:;ﬂ atll;:j i?ﬁiedr: rt:::lStEI's. Alterity is not just about
— feﬂ'"ﬂ_?fogfm Coeckellbergh and Gunkel, 2014) but also technolo.gy
hllmflﬂs_m oo {ultural' it is also in the material; or rather, as being
Al'fEI‘it}" et Citse]f i; crosses these borders, Moreover, [_ha\re suggested
poarp—. mﬂ{'leIEUS nd ti'xe alterity/sameness dichotomy. This could also be
= We'caﬂ thillk Tgoiug a more comprehensive account of how we use
L : ev}:m?l relying on their difference and sameness. Monsterj
monzifll; 1:1238:;—:: congltructive role, it seems, if they are what we could cal
can
similar others.

i wide and rich
For thinking about monsters, finally, t111§ chapterl evok"iz z; ot
field of interpretation that sheds some light 0111 wwe e
hnologies, on our relation to technology, and 10W Wi ————
means gE;e ;mman The latter turns out to always involve thir ]g Lok
l ica
;:i;?zgt%ur relation to technology. We cons'ftru;r an;i l;:;srf] :ﬁct}:;?scﬁ,d po
; he human “is”, is shape :
the human; what the ' e i
t(:hs hrar[rjlimsters to which we are related, And if posthumanists are g
othe ' ,
both human and technological. Then we are monsters
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