Political animals
Thank you very much for that gracious introduction.

The last person I saw on this stage was Benjamin Zephania.

I don’t have his talent.

I don’t have his charisma.

And I certainly don’t have his hair.

But he did do a poem on turkeys – ( SLIDE) – is this a political animal?

As you saw, the title of this afternoon’s lecture is ‘Political animals’.

I work in the field of political theory, and have come to see myself as an environmental political theorist.  One of the things I hope to do today is to give you a sense, a flavour, of what doing environmental political theory involves.

Now one of the first quotations you come across when you start studying political theory is this one:

[slide]

‘man is by nature a political animal’

It comes from Aristotle, writing at around 350 BC, in his book The Politics, ushering in the dawn of what we have come to regard as the canon of western political theory.

It is a magnificently suggestive sentence – but what does it mean?

What I think it meant for Aristotle is actually quite hard for us to grasp today, because the assumptions of his time and place are so different to ours.

Aristotle is claiming that man is by definition a political being.  He is saying that part of what it is to be human is to be political.  Looked at the other way round, his claim is that if you are not doing politics, you are not fully human.

And what did he mean by ‘political’?  Well you’ll know that the very word ‘politics’ comes from an ancient Greek word, polis, and that ‘polis’ is the word that describes the ancient Greek city-state – that iconic space in which politics was done in that time and that place.

So ‘being political’, for Aristotle, meant participating in the life of the polis. This participation, this ‘doing politics’, was an aspect of your humanity. If you didn’t concern yourself with the affairs of the polis, with the affairs of the community, you were not – reckoned Aristotle – fully human.

(click) As Aristotle puts it : 

‘he who by nature and not by mere accident is without a state, is either a bad man or above humanity; he is like the, “Tribeless, lawless, hearthless one”, whom Homer denounces - the natural outcast is forthwith a lover of war; he may be compared to an isolated piece in a game of chess’.

The thought that part of being human was being political was a striking one for an undergraduate at Reading University in 1976 - me. 

I’d come to politics through my brother, Mike, active in radical left-wing politics in the early 1970s.  I still remember many late-night conversations with him when I was round about 16 or so, and for some strange reason the one I most remember was one in which he established a connection between socialism and democracy.

Perhaps I remember it because it was a radical connection to make in the context of Daily Telegraph reading household. 

That household also contained my Mum, my Dad and my sister Kate, none of whom can be here this afternoon.  My sister emigrated to New Zealand a few years ago, my Dad is in East Anglia, and my Mum is no longer with us. My brother attended a previous inaugural lecture I gave in another place, and I didn’t feel I should put him through the agony again. So my family is not here, but they are in my thoughts as I speak.

As an undergraduate at Reading, with inspiring teachers like Barry Holden and Tony Coates, I had the luxurious opportunity to indulge what had by then become a hobby – thinking about, and occasionally even doing, politics.  And that is what I have been doing ever since, and how I come to find myself here today.

But that doesn’t quite explain why I’m here today talking about political animals.

Well I’m doing so because I want to try to redress a balance.  As I’ve suggested, lots and lots has been written and said about Aristotle’s assertion that ‘man is by nature a political animal’ – but nearly all of it has been about the ‘political’, and very little about the ‘animal’.  

And even less has been written about the effect the distinction has had on our conceptions of politics itself.

So one of my questions is:

What does politics look like if we remember that humans are animals as well, as it were, as humans?

This will produce a second question, that I’ll come to later.

In the modern world this is a radical question to ask.  It is a radical because modern understandings of politics depend on drawing a contrast between the human and animal realms.  

Without the contrast between the human and animal realms, without the view that ‘humans’ and ‘animals’ are two different categories, the way we think about politics and what it should do for us, would not be possible.

This goes back a long way, but one key figure is Immanuel Kant.

Among Kant’s many achievements is his contribution to our understanding of the nature of morality. 

Before he could discuss the nature of morality, Kant had to say something about the conditions for the possibility of morality.

Kant argues that there are two preconditions:

[slide]

1. We have to have an idea of right and wrong.  

2. We also have to have the capacity for choosing between them, and acting accordingly.  There’s no point in criticising someone for doing the wrong thing if she or he couldn’t have done anything else.

So one important precondition for morality is freedom, or, to use a slightly more technical term, ‘autonomy’.

For his discussion of morality to get off the ground, then, Kant had to show that there were beings that possess autonomy.  How did he do this?

He defined autonomy in the following way:

[click for autonomy]

‘Autonomy of the will is that property of it by which it is a law to itself independently of any property of objects of volition’ (Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals (1785))

So you have autonomy, in Kant’s sense, if you can decide what you should do, irrespective of external prompts or conditions.

What kinds of beings possess autonomy?

Well, Kant makes it clear that autonomy is a peculiarly human faculty because he says that only rational beings possess it. 

[rational nature slide]

‘Rational nature is distinguished from others in that it proposes an end to itself’ (Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals (1785)).  

Since (as far as we know) only human beings can propose ends to themselves in this fashion, the circle is complete:

[click: …]

· autonomy can only be possessed by rational creatures

· rational creatures are human creatures who propose ends to themselves

· autonomy is therefore a human capacity

In this way autonomy serves as a marker of the human.

The human realm is a realm of autonomy, definitionally.

Kant contrasts this realm (human, autonomous), with the ‘realm of nature’. [realm of nature slide]

This realm is governed:

‘by laws of efficient causes of things externally necessitated’ ((Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals (1785)). 

In nature, in other words, things happen, rather than are made to happen through choosing one course of action rather than another.

So Kant’s discussion of morality and its preconditions leads to the following contrast.

[click …]

· Natural beings are dependent, heteronomous

· Human beings are independent, autonomous

This contrast is extremely important. 

Just as we need the colour black to remind us what white is, so we need non-human nature to remind us what ‘being human’ is.

And the deepest difference between the two, in the Western political tradition, is that being human is being free and autonomous, while non-human nature is a realm of dependency and heteronomy.

Humans are programmed to choose; non-humans are just programmed.

This view of the human condition reaches probably its most exotic form with existentialism – particularly in the hands of the Jean-Paul Sartre of Being and Nothingness. 

(CLICK FOR SARTRE SLIDE)
I was privileged to write a PhD on Jean-Paul Sartre’s theory of history with Dame Mary Warnock, at Oxford University, who knew instinctively what good supervision was, without the need of an ESRC-approved training programme.  It is truer of her than of anyone else in my career to say that without her I would not be where I am now, and I wanted to make special mention of her and her influence on me in this lecture.

So Kant produces for us a sharp contrast between human beings and natural beings.

This sharp contrast has two important effects:

(slide ……)

1.  Makes it hard to think of human beings as natural beings – as animals 

2. Makes it hard to think of natural beings – animals - as political beings 

It is green politics’ great contribution to contemporary political theory and practice to try, precisely, to think both these things …. to think, in other words of man as a political animal, and to think of animals – perhaps even the environment in general - as political.

Let me take these two ideas in turn.

So first, human beings as natural beings – natural in the Kantian sense, as dependent, heteronomous.

Here’s a famous picture ….

[Apollo 10 slide] 

… taken from Apollo 10 in May 1969.

At almost exactly the time this picture was taken, the work that went into an iconic book began.

[Limits to Growth slide]

This book was published in 1971, and the idea behind the book is summed up in the Apollo 10 photograph. 

The book is an intimation – flawed yet suggestive – of politics as if humans were animals, as well as humans.

No animal can do without its environment – and that includes the human animal.   

For any animal, the environment provides services for the production and reproduction of life.  

This is as true of humans as it is of other animals.  The stock and flow of these services is the context for any human project.  

The earth is limited in its capacity to provide us with goods and services – the life support system on which we depend.  There are, on this account, ‘limits to growth’.

The limits to growth thesis has its detractors.  Some suggest that the model on which its conclusions were based is fragile.  How can one accurately model such a vast range of complex inputs and outputs, taking full and appropriate account of the variables that constitute the metabolistic relationship of individuals and societies with their environment?  

Some pointed to the obvious issue of how we tell ‘environmental degradation’ (bad) from ‘environmental change’ (neutral)?  

Others focused on the variables themselves.  The report dwells on population growth as a key factor in resource use, but without discriminating between different rates of resource use among poorer and wealthier populations.  Not everyone is equally culpable, surely, of exceeding the limits set by a finite environment.  

And what about human ingenuity?  Can’t we get more from less?  This idea has spawned the idea of ‘ecological modernisation’: technological efficiencies and advances will allow us to pursue business as usual – or as near as makes no difference.

This is what the PM was referring to the other day when he said science would solve our environmental problems.  I can’t resist pointing out that it won’t - or at least not on its own.

This is simply illustrated by the next two slides.  (LEXUS SLIDES).

We need citizenship as well as science …

So Greens have responded in various ways to criticisms of the limits to growth thesis, but they’ve generally ended up holding the line at the belief that infinite economic growth in a finite system is impossible.

Most politics takes place as if this context – the context of the Apollo 10 photograph did not exist.  As if, in other words, humans were not animals as well as humans.  

Take how we measure the health of our economy as an example.  We measure it by GNP – if GNP goes up, the economy is operating successfully.  If it’s going down, it’s not.

GNP, of course, is an aggregate measure of all the economic activity which takes place.

So the cost of cleaning up after an oil spill is a sign of a healthy economy.  So is the cost of decommissioning a nuclear power station.  So is treating increases in the incidence of childhood asthma caused by motor vehicles.

These kinds of thoughts have given rise to a new political ideology; variously called ‘environmentalism’ or ‘ecologism’.  Quite a bit of my time over the past 15 years or so has been taken up describing and analysing that ideology, and thinking about it in connection with other more familiar ones such as conservatism, anarchism, liberalism, socialism.

It was a battle even to get it on board, at first.  Here’s a contents list from a standard – and very good - political ideologies text book, from 1984:

[slide of Eccleshall (1)]

It contains the usual suspects … (1984 CONTENTS SLIDE)

Here’s the 1994 version of the same text book:

[slide of Eccleshall (2)] ….

… and here’s the contents (1994 CONTENTS SLIDE)

Look what’s popped up – a chapter on ‘Ecologism’ by my friend Michael Kenny.  This is now standard fare.

In between these editions I published this book (SLIDE of GPT1), and I like it had something to do with the subsequent appearance of chapters on ecologism in political ideologies textbooks.  A fourth edition is due out later this year (SLIDE of GPT4).

If you read right through the ideologies text books, you’ll see that none of the other ideologies mentions the environment.  

The ecological point is that this is very odd, given that without it, no ideological dramas would be possible in the first place.

I believe there is a Chinese proverb that says that the fish is the last to notice the water.  Something similar seems to be true of human beings and the non-human natural environment.

There’s been quite a bit of debate about what this means for society and politics in general.

More specifically, if we are a particular kind of animal, does this mean we need to live in a particular kind of society?  Going back to a theme I raised earlier, how free are we to choose how we live, given the constraints of a finite planet?

Well there are those in the green movement who feel that limits to growth point us unerringly back to hunter-gathering; that this is the only way to live the low-impact life necessary for sustainability.

I exaggerate slightly.

But the point is that for some, limits to growth points to a determinate way of living.

This is a less popular position than it used to be in green circles.  Now the general view is that rather than ruling in particular ways of living, limits to growth rules certain ways of life out.

The rule of thumb is that unsustainable ways of living are ruled out.  Of course that tells us not very much, given that ‘unsustainable’ is one of those contested terms that has no determinate meaning.

But we can get a sight on it. Let’s take a remark made before the first Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro of 1992.

It was made by George Bush Snr., and it went like this: ‘the American way of life is not up for negotiation’.

This is the way of life that with 7% of the world’s population produces 25% of the world’s greenhouse gases.

This is bad enough.  But what if the rest of the developing world follows the American path?

The American way of life – unsustainable, heedless of limits to growth – is not appropriate for political animals.

I hope I’ve managed to offer some sense of what happens to politics if we think of humans as well as animals.

In truth all of this only gets us to the foothills of environmental political theory.  So many questions remain to be asked and answered.

Just what does ‘sustainability’ mean?  What would a sustainable society look like?  How do we get there?

Is sustainability compatible with democracy?  Do people need to be forced to be sustainable (to paraphrase Jean-Jacques Rousseau)?

What about social justice?   (CLICK for new SLIDE) Will more equality bring about more sustainability?

Just what kind of ideology is ecologism?  Is it on the left of the political spectrum, interested in redistribution, or is it on the right, driven by the demand to conserve?  

Or is it, in the inimitable phrase of our friend and colleague John Barry, ‘over the rainbow’?

Is there such a thing as ‘ecological citizenship?’ (CLICK again)

I could go on, but this gives a sense of what goes on in environmental theory, and what I’ve been up to for the past 10 years or so.

Let me conclude this section by saying that we can take this ‘humans-are-animals’ thing a little too far.

Greens have never wanted to claim that we should organise our politics as if we were only another animal. 

We can see what happens if the balance is tipped too far by looking at a book that made a massive impact quite recently– John Gray’s Straw Dogs.  

Gray is a distinguished political theorist – Professor of European Thought at the LSE.  He has done environmental politics a considerable service over the years by taking it seriously from a mainstream point of view. 

This book starts off really well; line 1 of the Preface reads like this: ‘In this book I have tried to present a view of things in which humans are not central’ (p.ix).  

You’ll see by now why I like this kind of thing.

But then a few pages later he writes that: ‘humans can be no more masters of their destiny than any other animal’ (p.4)

This is what I mean by taking the animal thing too far.

It is simply not true that we have no more control than other animals: beavers can only build dams, but human beings can build nuclear bombs, Twin Towers, and photovoltaic cells as well.

Gray’s view leads to the silence of political quietism.  He writes that: 

‘for anyone whose hopes are not centred on their own species, the notion that human action can save themselves or the planet must seem absurd’.

This seems too strong a line to take, and it’s surely undermined by the sense that different development paths are indeed available to us.

So greens walk a tightrope between the human and the animal; between freedom and necessity; between autonomy and heteronomy.

The key insight is that the distinction between the human animal and the non-human animal is unstable, and we’ve already seen the kind of effect that thinking of humans as animals can have on our views as politics as the art of the possible.

But if the distinction is unstable, then the implications move in the other direction too.  If we have to think of humans as political animals, don’t we have to think of animals as potentially political beings too? 

This is the second question, to which I referred at the beginning of the lecture.

Some time back it wouldn’t have seemed an odd question at all.

About 10 years ago an ex-colleague of ours here, Arfon Rees, thrust this book into my hand:

(CAPITAL PUNISHMENT OF ANIMALS SLIDE)

This book documents the way in which non-human animals were subject to the full panoply of medieval law.

(SLIDE)

(135) ‘Not only mere insects, reptiles and small mammals, such as rats and mice, were legally prosecuted and formally excommunicated, but judicial penalties, including capital punishment, were also inflicted upon larger quadrupeds. In the Report and Researches on this subject, published by Berriat-Saint-Prix in the Memoirs of the Royal Society of Antiquaries of France (Paris, 1829, Tome VIII. pp. 403-50), numerous extracts from the original records of such proceedings are given, and also a list of the kinds of animals thus tried and condemned, extending from the beginning of the twelfth to the middle of the eighteenth century … The culprits are a miscellaneous crew, consisting chiefly of caterpillars, flies, locusts, leeches, (136) snails, slugs, worms, weevils, rats, mice, moles, turtle-doves, pigs, bulls, cows, cocks, dogs, asses, mules, mares and goats.’

The line between human and non-human animal seems often to have been blurred beyond recognition: 

(SLIDE)

(150) ‘In the case of Jacques Ferron, who was taken in the act of coition with a she-ass at Vanvres in 1750, and after due process of law, sentenced to death, the animal was acquitted on the ground that she was the victim of violence and had not participated in her master’s crime of her own free-will. The prior of the convent, who also performed the duties of parish priest, and the principal inhabitants of the commune of Vanvres signed a certificate stating that they had known the said she-ass for four years, and that she had always shown herself to be virtuous and well-behaved both at home and abroad and had never given occasion of scandal to any one …’

The instability of the human/non-human distinction is with us today, of course.

I can illustrate this by quoting from a letter written to The Guardian newspaper:

The letter captures the ‘foot-in-the-door’ approach that characterises green attempts to make inroads into our scepticism about transgressing the human-animal boundary.  It was written in response to news that scientists had implanted an alien gene in a monkey, with a view to creating transgenic monkeys that perfectly mimic human diseases so as road test cures for them.  It’s about the ethics of experimentation.

The letter ran as follows:

(slide …..)

If the rhesus monkey really is ‘so similar’ to human beings then shouldn't we resist experimenting on it for the same reasons we resist experimenting on human beings? And if it's dissimilar enough for us not to have such ethical qualms, then why are we experimenting on it at all? (The Guardian, January 13 2001)

You can see what’s going on here: 

· we don’t like the idea of experimenting on humans – because they’re humans

· we don’t mind experimenting on animals so much – because they’re not human

· but the reason given for experimenting on some animals is that they are similar to humans

· if they are, then shouldn’t the prohibition in line 1 come into play?

a common way to frame this issue is in terms of rights.

we resist experimentation on humans on the grounds of Articles 1 and 3 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights:

(slide: …)

Article 1

All human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights …

Article 3

Everyone has the right to life, liberty and the security of person.

We all have rights; they include – as Article 3 shows - the right to life and security of the person; therefore experimenting on humans against their will contravenes their human rights.

These are powerful claims, and they underpin the work of organisations such as Amnesty International that work around the world with practically universal approval and at least tacit universal support.

You’ll note that these rights are human rights.  The recommendations and prohibitions they contain do not apply to non-humans.

Why not?

We’ve already seen how unstable the distinction between humans and other beings is, so how do we decide what ‘being human’ entails?

I left out a bit of Article 1 of the Declaration.

The full text of Article 1 runs as follows:

[slide: ….]

Article 1

All human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights. They are endowed with reason and conscience and should act towards one another in a spirit of brotherhood. 

According to this, what makes us human is our capacity to reason and our possession of conscience.

But this is unstable too:

1.  there are some humans with incapacities of various sorts that prevent them from reasoning or exercising conscience in any recognisable sense – people in a persistent vegetative state for example (note the botanical language to express this condition, by the way).

But we don’t suddenly think that it’s OK to experiment on PVS patients just because they’ve lost the ability to reason or exercise their conscience.

2. from the other direction, as it were, plenty of studies have claimed that some non-human animals have a rudimentary capacity to reason and perhaps even exercise conscience.  Certainly beyond the capacity of PVS patients and new-born infants, at any rate.

so if PVS patients and new-born infants are in the charmed circle of rights-holders, why not the higher primates too?

And here’s another question.  Why should the capacity to reason and the possession of conscience be the entry ticket to rights-holding anyway?  What, precisely, is so special about these capacities that they should determine the boundary between legitimate and illegitimate torture?

Let’s be clear that the Declaration of Human Rights is a discriminatory document.  It doesn’t think it is, though.

Article 2 reads, in part, as follows:

[slide: …]

Article 2

Everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth in this Declaration, without distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status. 

But there is a ‘distinction’ right there in Article 1 – a distinction based on the possession of reason and conscience.

There are some heroic figures in the battle against this sort of discrimination.   One of them is this fellow …

Jeremy Bentham.

He is probably best known for his ‘utilitarianism’; for his test and measure of virtuous public policy – that it should result in ‘the greatest happiness of the greatest number’.

But he also produced one of the most-quoted remarks in the entire history of animal rights thinking.  Musing on the ‘insuperable line’ that divides those beings whose welfare should be our concern, and those whose welfare we can ignore, he wrote:

[click]

‘the question is not, Can they reason? nor, Can they talk? but, Can they suffer?’ (Principles of Morals and Legislation, Chapter 17, Section 1)

The capacity to suffer is shared by more creatures than the capacity to reason or to talk.

So if this is the capacity that determines the holding of rights, the charmed circle is widened at a stroke.

In the same footnote, Bentham wrote the following – and remember that this is from 1789 –

(NEW SLIDE)

‘The day may come, when the rest of the animal creation may acquire those rights which never could have been witholden from them but for the hand of tyranny.  The French have already discovered that the blackness of the skin is no reason why a human being should be abandoned without redress to the caprice of a tormentor.  It may come one day to be recognized, that the number of legs, the villosity of the skin, or the termination of the os sacrum [large, heavy bone at the base of the spine], are reasons equally insufficient for abandoning a sensitive being to the same fate’.

Bentham deliberately relates the battle against racial discrimination to the battle against animal discrimination. Ecological politics has added ‘speciesism’ to racism and sexism as sins against which the politically correct will want to guard. 

The difficulty with confining human rights to humans is that the distinction between human and non-human animals is always unstable.

This is the crack in the door.  If humans have rights, then why shouldn’t some non-human animals have them too, so long as they are similar to humans in relevant respects?

Of course the ‘relevant respects’ clause is a key one.  What are the relevant respects, and how similar to humans do non-human animals have to be?

These are questions I could spend another lecture on.  But if any group of animals has a claim to be similar to humans in relevant respects it’s the great apes.

This thought has given rise to the Great Ape Project.

The great apes comprise human beings, chimpanzees, bonobos, gorillas and orang-utans.  (See the boundary crossing in action).

The Project, say its organisers, is ‘a book, an idea and an organisation’.

(show slide of book cover) … Here’s the book …

[next slide]

The organisation works ‘for the removal of the non-human great apes from the category of property, and for their immediate inclusion within the category of persons’.

[click again]

And that’s the idea: ‘to include the non-human great apes within the community of equals by granting them the basic moral and legal protection that only human beings currently enjoy’.

This is presumably the kind of thing Jeremy Bentham had in mind way back in 1789.

Far-fetched?

Well … no.

A key figure in the Great Ape Project is an ex-colleague of ours at Keele, Paula Casal, who now works in the Philosophy Department at Reading University.

Paula has close links with the Spanish Green party, and she was instrumental in this (SHOW SLIDE) ….

… In April 2006 a member of the Spanish Green Party, Francisco Garrido, presented a proposal to the Spanish Parliament, asking for, “… a commitment from the Spanish government to grant chimpanzees, gorillas, orang-utans, and bonobos protection against "slavery, torture, death, and extinction”.” 

This proposal was passed, but it doesn’t have statutory force of law.
Whichever way we look at it, then, the thought that human beings are animals as well as humans is an unsettling one.

We can think about the broader consequences by going back to Aristotle.  ‘Man is by nature a political animal’.

It’s well known that Aristotle didn’t mean ‘man’ in the generic sense.  Women were excluded from the citizenry of the ancient Greek city state, as were other social categories such as slaves and foreigners.

Progressive politics since then has been about widening the legitimate political community.  We disapprove of slaves; foreigners have some rights in the nation states in which they live – in very many cases not enough though –; and states that don’t give women the right to vote are very few and far between.

Historically, the range of interests that the political process must take into account has broadened.  The instability of the boundary between the human and the non-human animal suggests that this broadening should go further.

Just how far is a matter for ethical debate – litres of green ink have been spilt debating the topic.  Great apes are one thing; the smallpox virus is another.

Anyway, from this point of view, our interest in the non-human natural world has an ethical component.  

This contrasts with the pragmatic, prudential concern generated by the limits to growth analysis I discussed earlier.

In sum, the idea of the human animal gives rise to two major consequences with political implications:

· the natural environment comes to be of supreme political importance, for pragmatic, prudential reasons

· some animals seem to be due the same political rights as humans, for ethical-philosophical reasons. 

There are signs that GPT is moving away from endlessly debating where the line of political considerability between human and non-human animals should be drawn.

A key question is not so much: where should the line be drawn?  But: what work does the line itself do?

This is the question I want to explore in the months and years to come in a project currently entitled ‘Nature, Politics and the Nature of Politics’.

There’s no doubt in my mind that the nature of politics – what we think politics is – is in part determined by the nature of nature.  

Nature is invested with certain characteristics, and these characteristics become those of the non-political animal.

Characteristics such as dependence, heteronomy, muteness, instinct.

But these characteristics are shared across the species divide.  Dependence, muteness and instinct are as much a part of the human condition as of the animal condition.

So the important question is perhaps not ‘which side of the human/nature divide do we place this or that animal?’, but ‘who has common political cause with what?’

Let’s try the human/animal divide with some examples (SLIDE)

(4 CLICKS …)

Humans line up down the left, animals line up down the right.  As we’ve seen, green politics has in part been about unsettling this distinction

But two-by-twos always suggest a different kind of unsettling.

And here’s an alternative (SLIDE)

There are loud people and there are loud animals; and there are quiet people and there are quiet animals.  

Sometimes the loud people and the loud animals get together and make programmes called Extinct, for ITV.  Here you can not only drive polar bears to extinction by flying abroad when you could do your conference paper by videolink, you can also vote them into extinction by supporting one flagship species over all the others.

The Bengal tiger won, by the way.

So where does the future for a progressive green politics lie?  In getting the Great Apes into the Spanish Parliament, or in giving voice to the vulnerable: whoever, wherever - and whatever - they may be?

In sum, green political theorists are border-crossers, making forays into territory on both sides of the border that supposedly separates humans and non-human animals.  They take hostages on both sides, hold them for a while, and then take them home again.  

Except there is no home – just temporary accommodation.  And this accommodation is peppered around the territory staked out for us by Aristotle over 2000 years ago, with the phrase that got this lecture going: ‘man is a political animal’.

And sometimes you really can’t tell the difference …

[Steve Bell slide]

Many thanks indeed for listening.
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