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40 Piccinini regularly offers a back story regarding her creatures through didactics and artist
statements that suggest they represent bioscientifically created hybrids meant for various functional
purposes from simple companionship to protecting endangered species.



44 The suggestion of Piccinini’s hybrids entering the evolutionary chain can be seen in her many
examples of mother and baby pairings, which indicates that her hybrids have the capacity to
reproduce.
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105 Tripp, 260.

Scyllla is described in Hesiod’s as one of the many progeny of Echidna, a half
woman/half viper, and Typho, a multi-headed, multi-handed monster who descended from the union
of Earth and Sea.

A devourer of
sailors, Scylla has been described as having a woman'’s head, or six human heads with long necks, and
six dogs for legs. See Tripp, 523.
























These texts were was later translated into a vernacular style for urban lay readers, no doubt a
precursor of the Gothic horror and science fiction to come in later centuries. E



127 Coronato, 43.
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CHAPTER SIX
CONCLUSION

Piccinini's Hybrids and the Posthuman Debate

Piccinini’s hybrid beings suggest that the lanrbody is a social construct and that all
life forms, real or imagined, can be seen throughshifting lens of time. She is a
storyteller who mines the rich literary territorfyrayth, fairy tales, and Gothic horror
while acknowledging the visual legacy of Surreali$eminism, and Hyperrealism. Her
works mark a shift in the psychological and metahmeaning ascribed to hybrids, in
particular their power to personify both exhilapatiand anxiety about the trajectory from
the human to the posthuman condition. As such,migts art expresses a form of the
biotechnological sublime. Piccinini also bringseation to ethical issues about
interspecies research (ISR) while mourning the éddsumanity as we know it. She
achieves this by infusing her work with a sensmefancholy and nostalgia, conditions
of longing that seem antithetical to contemporaigking. In essence, her works operate
in the liminal spaces between the two philosophceitions of humanism and
posthumanism.

The distinctions between humanism and postinisiraare not always clear.
Humanism, a philosophical, religious, and morahpoif view, assumes that human
beings occupy a central position in the universkthat the world’s natural, cultural, and
spiritual resources are available for their ben&rmulated over many centuries and
cultures, humanism officially emerged as an intéllal movement in Europe during the

Renaissance, and occupied a privileged place ingdphical thinking until recent years.
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To socialist philosopher Corliss Lamont, twentiedmtury humanism is an optimistic
way of thinking that focuses on the service ofdgheater good for all humanity. It is
contingent on a naturalistic attitude toward theverse rather than a supernatural one,
ultimate faith in humankind to solve its own prabke freedom of choice and action, a
conviction to uphold morals and ethics, an apptenaf beauty, and a commitment to a
far-reaching social prograr? One of the most significant aspects of this définiis the
premise that humans are evolutionary products freaAdditionally, human
consciousness is inextricably conjoined with i@ty with no chance of conscious
survival after the body’s death.

Many of Lamont’s views on humanism echo thartanist Manifesto 1” (1933), a
document drafted by thirty-four liberal humanistghe United States who sought to
distinguish twentieth-century humanism from eaylieore dogmatic and orthodox
positions. Radical for its time, this document wammitted to reason, science, and
democracy based on the notion that religious husnais the preservation and
enhancement of all things humA Rejecting the dualism of mind and body, it asserts
the primacy of human life for all humans in a cagpige and inclusive society aimed at
the common good rather than a profit-motivatedetgcf’

Significant societal changes that came abotihd World War 1l encouraged
revisions in the original 1933 document. Still pivg, the “Humanist Manifesto II”

(1973) advocates for using technology wisely imarsed global world rather than to

Corliss LamontThe Philosophy of Humanisfirst published in 1949 (New York: Frederick Ungar
Publishing Co., 1982), 13.
2 paul Kurtz, edHumanist Manifestos | and (Buffalo: Prometheus Books, 1973), 3.
24 Kurtz, 10.
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renounce science altogether. Eschewing any sidgtdagy, religion, or economic
system, this updated view of humanism rejects titlecaity of national sovereignty in
favor of a “world law” and “world order,” and “coepative planning” of the world’s
resources as part of a single ecosystem. In this \technology is considered the key to
human progress, and all efforts to censor researchoral, political, or social grounds
should be halted. Pertinent to Piccinini’s arthe Manifesto’s caveat regarding
technological progress: “We are particularly dieed when technology and bureaucracy
control, manipulate, or modify human beings withtingir consent. Technological
feasibility does not imply social or cultural desiility.”>*> The notion of consent is
central to Piccinini’s hybrids. While her figureseanert manifestations of fantasy beings,
by virtue of their presentations as geneticallyieagred creatures, the viewer is
encouraged to believe that they have been createdier to serve humankind with no
say in their fate. In this regard, her creaturesqafy new forms of marginalization

while shedding light on how society regards thersted Other, whether human or
animal.

As areas of artistic investigation, Picciranings attention to the little addressed
issues of bioethics and biopolitics, yet governrakahd economic factors have long
been intrinsically involved in matters of the bo&forts to legislate groups of living
beings in new and particular ways emerged in theteenth century and gave rise to
biopolitics. Foucault asserts that in the Westeonldy such issues as health, sanitation,

birthrate, longevity, and race were organized urdédreral agenda following the

Kurtz, 22.
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“internal rule of maximum economy?® In other words, public health legislation was
geared to executing programs and policies at #& lgossible cost. But over time,
governments have grown, and with it the debataritassified over what technological
initiatives should be funded and who should berfadin such advances. In the twenty-
first century, new questions arise as the marke¢pdancourages new advances in
biotechnology, which only those with means can sscAdditionally, driven by the
promise of the marketplace, producers of bioteatgyoktreate new demands rather than
to simply answer the needs of the public. Picciahdresses such notions of
technological and bureaucratic control of humamg&in her fantastical works about
human-engineered life forms. Although suggestirag ghbrave new world may not
appear as envisioned, she nonetheless remaired fudbmise for humanity and the
environment in its transition into posthumanism.

Distinctions between the two philosophicaliposs that Piccinini’s works occupy
help to establish their liminal state. Humanisnthie twentieth century developed along
with liberal secular philosophies that focus ondignity of the individual and
aspirations toward harmonious evolution. Howeveme philosophers believe that in
recent times, the notion of humanism has desta&bllihe authority of humankind.
Highlighting the differences between the splendord miseries of humanism,
philosopher Andrei Plesu explains that in the conerary worldview, humanity has

begun to be regarded as weak. Thus, to be humansneée a flawed and incomplete

%28 FoucaultEthics: Subjectivity and Trutt4.
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being who lacks the capability of transcendencelaxadd anthropocentricism.
According to Plesu:
He becomes a consumer of the world instead of bsmgtio. Man does not
succeed in defining his value other than by ovetshéng the values that are
distinct from him. Represented by this speciesush&nism as a hero in perpetual
expansion, mastering elements, dominating natueedgsniurge, as a god, man
becomes the emblem of an irresponsible egoisngrdrediloquent schema of a
utopia. . . . We find ourselves within the sphera bumanism that transforms
man into an opaque screen placed between the aoddod?’
The de-centering of the human from its former prence and authority created a crisis
of identity that emerged in the postmodern erafrsguon by global consumerism and
complex technological and scientific agendas. Slestelopments, and the resulting lack
of understanding about the human condition, havergrise to the idea of
posthumanism. It is in this ambiguous space thatiRini positions her hybrid beings.
They are neither fully human nor fully animal, geich beings are indicative of the

imaginative ways humanity attempts to meet its seadl desires.

The Posthumanist Perspective

While elements of posthumanist discourse amggemuch earlier, a shift in thinking
that displaced the human from its central positiotine world emerged with the dawning
of the computer age. In his pivotal 1950 essayMi@oater Machinery and Intelligence,”
Alan Turing argues that machines can think indepatig. Before the mid-twentieth
century, machines were thought to operate basgdooninput from their human makers.
Since then, scholars and scientists have beguecapathat the human body is no longer

the only vessel of intelligence. In 1966, Foucaulinted toward humanity’s shifting

Andrei Plesu, “The Splendours and Misery of Humamiisn Humanism Toward the Third Millenniym
ed. Fons Elders (Amsterdam: VUB Press, 200Q)
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position in his examination of the history of Classthought. He explained how the
relation of similarity and equivalence betweenrliybeings influenced everything from
language and classifications to systems of excharefefor all of humankind’s
knowledge of things and their order, the humandp&mot as enduring as previously
believed. According to Foucault:
As the archaeology of our thought easily shows, mam invention of recent
date. And one perhaps nearing its end. If thossengements were to disappear as
they appeared, if some event of which we can attbent do no more than
sense the possibility—without knowing either whatform will be or what it
promises—were to cause them to crumble, as thendrofiClassical thought did,
at the end of the eighteenth century, then oneceaninly wager that man would
be erased, like a face drawn in sand at the edfeeafea?®
Just as man is a recent invention, he is also sutgeadical alterations if not total
extinction. Among the shifting assumptions of hukiad and its place in the world is
that historic binaries of normal/abnormal, beautystrosity, high/low, and
attraction/abjection may no longer define the basgyt has been known.

While posthumanism tends to sound like ardtaus state of evolution, scholar N.
Katherine Hayles stresses that the posthumantiseneintihuman nor apocalyptic.
Hayles divides posthumanism into three basic assang First, informational patterns
are privileged over material instantiation—beingat fully contingent on a physical
body. Second, consciousness regarded as the daanah identity is only one aspect of
existence. And third, the body is a mutable ent@ylonger fixed as the sole vessel of

thought and emotion, but as the “original prostietfiat we have learned to manipulate

and augment at will. As Hayles explains, “In thethoman, there are no essential

28 Foucault,The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Humaier8es 387.
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differences or absolute demarcations between bedistence and computer simulation,
cybernetic mechanism and biological organs, roleotogy and human goal3®®

Piccinini represents the de-centering of the hufmam its privileged position, but she
does so in ways that jars viewers while suggestew possibilities. Human beings are
no longer, and perhaps never were, as societyreasmed them. Piccinini introduces art
into the posthuman discussion by shedding lightopics that have been hotly debated
for decades in governmental, scientific, and plojdscal circles.

Avoiding the ironic tendencies of Haraway’s GYborg Manifesto,” Cary Wolfe, a
founding figure in the field of animal studies gmusthumanist theory, redefines
posthumanism as not entirely science based. Wjelttethe idea that the posthumanist’s
ultimate state is achieved by escaping or reprgss@ranimal origins in nature as well as
the bonds of materiality. Hayles’ focus on the harbaing’s disembodiment is a central
factor in her argument. However, Wolfe suggests pbathumanism should oppose the
fantasies of disembodiment and autonomy inheriteh fhumanism but retain the
elements of humanism that are still valued in téslagciety. In essence, the posthuman
does not mean a state that is “after” the humary bod rather after humanism as a
theoretical model. As Wolfe explains:

What this means is that when we talk about postimisg we are not just talking
about a thematic of the decentering of the humanlations to either
evolutionary, ecological, or technological coordesa(though this is where the
conversation usually begins and, all too oftensgncther, | will insist that we

are also talking about how thinking confronts tiiiematic, what thought has to
become in the face of those challeny&s.

2N, Katherine HaylesHow We Became Posthum@hicago: University of Chicago Press, 1999), 3.
%30 Cary Wolfe,What is Posthumanisn{®inneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2Q1@ji.
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Piccinini’s figures are fully realized, embodiedrfts rather than suggestions of
disembodied or transhumanist states. They areimplysarticulations of the physical
changes in the human being as the result of ewolaty, technological, and ecological
factors. Rather, in line with Wolfe’s view of poathanism, her hybrids reconfigure how
society responds to the changing concept of theanumeing in light of such forces.
The philosophical position of posthumanismng of many indicators that perhaps
society is at an existential impasse. Gender ahidralitheorists Judith Halberstam and
Ira Livingston suggest that it is among the mamgdaenic positions—postmodernism,
poststructuralism, postcolonialism, and postindalstapitalism—which mark an end to
what came before, but without a clear indicatiomnvbft is to come next. Rather than the
disembodied posthuman articulated in scientificalisse, the posthuman as embodied
form has strong cultural roots. According to Hafttem and Livingston:
Posthuman bodies are the causes and effects ohpadstn relations of power and
pleasure, virtuality and reality, sex and its capsnces. The posthuman body is
a technology, a screen, a projected image; ibisdy under the sign of AIDS, a
contaminated body, a deadly body, a techno-body; &s we shall see, a queer
body. The human body itself is no longer part di“tamily of man” but of a zoo
of posthumanitied*

In this light, Piccinini’s hybrids represent humigras it is today, not merely the

technologically enforced alterations of life intexdfor specific agendas and personal

desires. Her creatures express how humans havkeged themselves over animals

while going to extremes to save them as the resliltiman-caused environmental

trauma. They remind the viewer of humanity’s hulansl unquenchable desires, and they

%31 judith Halberstam and Ira Livingston, ed®sthuman Bodiedloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana
University, 1995), 3.
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serve as metaphors for the state of ambivalentgénmeates life today. Yet at the same
time, Piccinini’'s work does not admonish humandy its failings. Rather, through the
duality of abjection and acceptance, she pointstalternative path, one that humanity
currently travels on its uncertain journey towdrd future.

Technology is constantly changing, and witthé human body and how human
beings interact within social and cultural framek#mothing is fixed; rather, everything
is a part of an endless oscillation between thg passent, and future. As cultural
feminist Margrit Shildrick observes:

... once, however, it is admitted that both dcamal biological bodies are not
given, but exist only in the constant processdssibrical transformation, then
there are only hybrid bodies, restless bodies, lewgp-bodies, cyborg bodies;
bodies, in other words, that always resist defniti**
According to Shildrick, anxiety emerges when coasitg the mutability of the body and
the culture in which it operates. It falls into twotential responses: fear of endless
fragmentation or fear of appropriated assimilageross boundari€d® Similarly,
Piccinini’s art visualizes neither anxiety nor fémaut rather ambivalence regarding either
fragmentation or assimilation. Her figures sugdleat humans optimistically anticipate
and desire change while dreading what those changas for our immediate concerns.
Her human figures appear to be accepting beingsetimes parental in their interactions

with hybrids. But by the grotesqueness of her teettmimeras, Piccinini implies that we

are not fully ready to integrate them bodily oriatlg into our lives. She reinforces the

%32 Margrit Shildrick, “Posthumanism and the Monstr@edy,” Body & Society: 1 (1996): 9.
%33 bid.



303

dichotomy between abjection and acceptance throgyglesentations of hybrid bodies
that exist between the two.

Piccinini asserts that we are indeed alreadyposthuman era rather than heading
toward one. Yet for all the unease that she crewitdsher hybrids, she also offers hope
that the young will accept our technologically degent world with mutual respect and
caring. Her figures of children—human and interspealike—elicit the greatest
emotional response from the viewer, and this sntibnal on the part of the artist. As
Piccinini explains:

| don’t think this work is about what's going toggen in the future, but children
represent the idea of the future. . . . | wantremate a kind of empathy for the
creatures themselves, to create a kind of warmitimdof intimacy. And children
are capable of that because they don't make vatignjents>*
Haraway agrees that the underlying message inrfti¢si work is not one-sided but falls
within several positions. Calling her work narraswof “speculative fabulations,”
Haraway suggests that Piccinini’s art is predicatedhe idea that the viewer should
relate to it on a personal level. As Harway obsgri@iccinini’s worlds require curiosity,
emotional engagement, and investigation; and tleeyad yield to clean judgments or
bottom lines—especially not about what is livingnan-living, organic or technological,
promising or threatening® By presenting a state of ambivalence, Piccinifiects

society’s apparent position. Yet she also genttyearthe viewer to consider a world of

possibility rather than dystopic conclusions.

!
prn
3% Haraway, “Speculative Fabulations for TechnocelsiGenerations: Taking Care of Unexpected
Country,” in(tender) CreaturesPatricia Piccinini, eds., Orgaz, Laura Fernandez, exh. cat. (AlvatGe
Museo Vasco de Arte Contemporaneo, 2007), 100.
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Piccinini and the Biotechnological Sublime

Piccinini’s critical yet ultimately optimistioutlook can be seen as a form of the
biotechnological sublime. She places her aspiratfonthe future in technology and
bioscientific advances as they relate to the bodyewemaining apprehensive about the
repercussions and effects such technology will lawveociety. Piccinini is interested in
the liminal spaces that humans occupy between hisinégchnological realms and ones
that inch ever closer to total posthumanism. AgPldennessy explains, “Biotechnology
forms the focus of much of Piccinini’'s work, becaus many ways, biotechnology
crystallizes the particular moment where the aitifiand the natural—the organic and
the technological—begin to dissolve into each otA&Piccinini exploits the heady
moment of convergence between the organic ancettmological, which results in both
admiration for the sophistication of scientificafiect and a firm grip on the values
ascribed to nature.

The concept of the sublime, formulated ingfghteenth century by philosophers
Edmund Burke and Immanuel Kant, places an empbasiain, danger, and excitement,
passions that individuals and society elicited.K8usuggests that within these sublime
passions, three elements serve society: sympatiitation, and ambition. These are
current concepts that are revealed in the aimsiehse as articulated in Piccinini’s art.
According to Burke, sympathy is substitution, acam for others in a way that places

one human being in the position of anotfféimitation is also a passion analogous to

# Peter Hennessey, “Patricia Piccinini: Plastic Redlin Photofiles: An Australian Photography Reader
ed., Blair French, 41 (Sydney: Power Publishing Aodtralian Centre for Photography, 1999), 250.

3" Edmund BurkeA Philosophical Enquirey into the Origin of our teof the Sublime and the Beautiful
ed. Adam Phillips (London: Oxford University Pre$998), 45.
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sympathy in that it inspires a symbiotic connectiath objects and subjects and serves
as an instrument in bringing nature toward its @etibn>*® And ambition is a feeling of
inward greatness that motivates humans to excehgrathers in universally valuable
ways>*? In this light, Piccinini accentuates how sciermetechnology, operates under
these sublime passions. Reveling in bioscientfmoaplishments and aspirations, she
connects her hybrids to real-life developmentghia manner, she places her own
sublime passions in line with those of science &hlso considering how each of these
developments affects the other.

The biotechnological sublime is a twenty-ficehtury phenomenon. Its roots stem
from the “technological sublime,” an aesthetic posiin which humankind stands in
awe of humankind’s glorious command of nature. imekica, the sublime emerged in
the late nineteenth century as the fascination aithitectural forms and technological
advances. In its early manifestations, the sublmkided not only human-controlled
natural wonders such as the Niagara Falls and thed3Canyon, but also human-made
creations such as the railroad, the New York skyland the Golden Gate Bridgf@.It
was not until after World War Il that the termscimological” and “sublime” were
inextricably linked to their inherent moral implicans.

In the twenty-first century, biotechnologiesk as genetic modification and synthetic
biology have reconciled with nature, albeit witle #nduring intention of controlling its

processes. The invention of the computer is aaffex of the technological sublime,

>3 |bid.
>3 Burke, 46.
*%David Nye, The American Technological Subliff@mbridge, MA: MIT Press, 1994), xiii.
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because it facilitates advances in genetic engimgand other biotechnologies. These
developments mark the shift to the biotechnologscdilime. But this new source of
aesthetic inspiration comes with a cost. As Josldeexplains:
While technology is an expression of the grandédin® human intellect, we also
increasingly experience it as a force that contaold threatens us. Technologies
such as atomic power statifgic] and genetic modification, to mention just two
paradigmatic examples, are Janus{dicethey reflect, at once, our hope for the
benefits they may bring as well as our fear ofrtheicontrollable, destructive
potentials’**
In the face of the biotechnological sublime, Pigtimvavers between exhilaration and
trepidation regarding technology. Her hybrids cavisevers to respond in similar
fashion, because they do not know whether her \wortends a brave new world or an
apocalyptic end. Through the lenses of tendermessness, and vulnerability, viewers
are directed to the inevitability of biotechnologyontrol over society. However,
humanity has the power to respond to biotechnoilogyays that retain the human within
posthumanism.

Reflecting on how deeply technology is intégdainto postmodern lives, cyber
scholar Allucquéere Rosanne Stone expresses a semnilbivalence. Happy to avalil
herself to the benefits of computer technology, stliesees it as subtle infiltration into
every aspect of life. To Stone, the computer isrenfof prosthesis, a view in line with
Haraway'’s notion of the cyborg. But reliance orhtemlogy has its limitations, as Stone

observes when watching her daughter appear to metigehe electronic glow of her

computer. Stone comments:

>4 Jos de Mul, “The Biotechnological Sublime,” in Kihi Sasaki, ed Aesthetics Beyond ASpecial
issue ofDiogenes <www.demul.nl/nlpublicaties/publicaties-per-caieig/artikelen/item/144-the-
biotechnological-sublime> (2 July 2013).
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This implosion is her moment. It is also our moméuit different from the way it
belongs to her, here at the close of the mechaagslwhen neurology and
electronics, musculature and hydraulics, biology ethnology, all hover on the
edge of a stunning and irrecuperable mutual aratibi. She will survive that
implosion and emerge as what the New Testamergd;atl its efficient business
Greek,kaine ktisis New creature. We'll survive it too; we’ll maketd the river,
but we may not precisely cross ovef.
Because Piccinini so often places children in pasinteractions with her hybrids, she
too places her faith in future generations to eeahto the biotechnological “new
creatures” to come. Therefore, her ambivalenc&ectdd at the generations who have
set such evolutionary changes into motion, lethatcusp of radical biotechnological
change.

Although the sublime remains a primary forcg@ostmodern art, biotechnology has
inspired changes to its dimensions. Focus on thergyas the melding of human and
machine held sway in early postmodernism. Howewargcent years, the image of the
biotechnologically created being has changed frarmaehine with human characteristics
to an organic hybrid creature, its technology asated. Postmodern scholar Joseph
Tabbi suggests that the technological sublime emlsasimultaneous attraction to and
repulsion from technology derived from the pairegresentational insufficiency.
According to Tabbi, “The image of the machine presdaceless and impersonal forces

that seem to conflict with the human imaginatiom, that in their abstraction and

precision can also call us outside ourselv&$This mechanical inference keeps us

42 Allucquére Rosanne Storiehe War of Desire and Technology at the Close@Mechanical Age
(London: MIT Press, 1995), 166—-167.

%3 Joseph TabbRostmodern Sublime: Technology and American Wriiiom Mailer to Cyberpunk
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1995), 1.
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distanced from the technology that spawned it &nd humanity’s sense of emotional
responsibility.

One of the most fervent proponents of techgiokd advancement can be seen in the
theory of technological singularity, known as “@imgularity.”®** This theory of super
intelligence through technological means was firatle popular by science fiction writer
Vernor Vinge in 1993 and outlined by inventor antufist Ray Kurzweil. The first use
of the term “singularity” came from mathematiciardanformation theorist John von
Neumann in the 1950s. Von Neumann describes humogmgss through “acceleration,”
which suggests that technological advancementpsreential rather than linear, and
singularity, an explosive and profoundly transfotiveculmination of this growth into
the essential transformation of the human ratBased on a new world order of
technological singularity, Kurzweil suggests thaieav religion should be created based
on traditional religion’s respect for human conssioess and art and science’s emphasis
on the importance of knowledg&.

Kurzweil identifies three overlapping revotuis that mark the beginning of the
Singularity: genetics, nanotechnology, and roboti¢kile he considers human cloning
unethical at this time, he supports the use ofaheutic cloning to replace defective
tissues or organs with DNA-corrected cells withthé use of surgery. Yet, his

reservations about human cloning are not abouéssselated to manipulating human life.
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Rather, they are based on the understanding tbatteahnology is not yet able to work
reliably. According to Kurzweil:
If we consider the full concept of cloning, fromlde organisms, its benefits
have enormous synergy with the other revolutiortaioeg in biology as well as

in computer technology. . . . And that has profoimglications for the health and

well-being of both ourselves and our evolutionasysins in the animal

kingdom?>*’

Ultimately, Kurzweil does not see the Singularisytae threshold of posthumanism.
Instead, he sees this era as a time when humagrsdetkteir boundaries rather than
extend their limits into disembodiment. These bauras are the ones that Piccinini
addresses in her hybrid works. While not a “Siragien” like Kurzweil, she nevertheless
considers the many ethical and technological fadtwat are leading humanity to a
radical new state of being. Her narrative commeedawn the technological revolutions
underway mark her work at a critical juncture imfan identity and the world.

Posthumanism, Ethics, and Art

In a challenge to traditional artistic consgriccinini confronts issues of
compassion, nurturing, and acceptance in her aithaare little-addressed in
contemporary art. With the increasing practice whhn-engineered life and the ethical
issues it raises, her position has increased netevé&since 1997, with the advent of the
Human Genome Project, the social and ethical impbas of cloning and interspecies
research suggest a new paradigm in consideriniguman condition. As Chris Hables
Gray observes:

Artificial evolution is not just the conscious bdaeg of farm animals that Darwin
discussed; it now includes the direct modificattdinuman bodies and genes.

% &
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Our interventions are presently crude, but newreldgies promise that soon we
will be creating creatures from ourselves that camven be classified as
humans. Whatever the motivations, whether profpiawer or the maximization
of the glories of human potential, this procedsimlamentally political. Politics
will determine what values we build into posthuntgnf®
Gray places the responsibility on politics to regelbioscientific activity. Piccinini’s
provocative forms not only bring such debates &géneral public, but also invite and
entice viewers to consider their participationha tlebate and its outcome.

Piccinini mediates the ethical boundariesiostience through representational
works. However, she is not the only artist addressiuch issues. Other artists, such as
Kac and Stelarc, challenge them outright by maaiyg living tissue, thus placing
themselves squarely in the middle of ethical posgiregarding the creation of life forms
in the name of art. As bioart scholar Robert Mitchgplains, “. . . for many advocates
and critics of bioart, the use of bioengineerethfivoeings as an artistic medium seems
to cross a technical or moral threshold (or both} For example, Tissue Culture and Art
(TC&A) addresses the tenuous idea of responsildidityhhuman-created life forms by

what they term an “aesthetics of caring”In their performative works within

laboratories constructed in galleries, audiencésess “Feeding Rituals” in which live

%8 Chris Hables GrayGyborg Citizen: Politics in the Posthuman A@ew York and London: Routledge,
2002), 11.

> Robert Mitchell Bioart and the Vitality of MedigSeattle and London: University of Washington Bres
2010), 6.

*%Tissue Culture and Art (TC&A) is a Perth-basedcattective dedicated to exploring tissue technglog
as a medium for artistic expression and has ofédpeld to realize Stelarc’s and others’ projectads
founded in 1996 by Oron Catts (born 1967), antacisrator, researcher, and past Research Fellow at
Tissue Engineering and Organ Fabrication Laboratdayvard Medical School. TC&A is now based at
SymbioticA, the Art and Science Collaborative Reskd aboratory at the School of Anatomy and Human
Biology, University of Western Australia in PerBymbioticA is coordinated by Dr. lonat Zurr (born
1970), an artist, researcher, and past ResearldwFad Tissue Engineering and Organ Fabrication
Laboratory, Harvard Medical School. Catts and Zwe considered pioneers in the field of biologands.
See <http://www.tcaproject.org>, and <http://wwwrdyotica.uwa.edu.au> (4 May 2013).
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tissue cultures are nourished. As TC&A foundersndZatts and lonat Zurr explain,
“The Feeding Ritual attempts not only to demyssibyne of the processes involved in
creating semi-living entities but also to emphasimenotion that life that we have
created needs care for its survival and is whatlgeshdent on us to feed and nurture
it.”>>* At the conclusion of a project, a “Killing Ritual§ enacted whereby audiences take
part in the termination of living tissue by toucdirn, which ultimately contaminates it
with bacteria. Such an act appears simultaneoutlggs, because it terminates life, and
compassionate, because it ends it mercifully. thqaractices, the artists raise the point
that all humans share responsibility regardingagtion involving the human control of
wild or domesticated animals as well as human-exegied life forms.
Kac also addresses the role of compassiomartand therefore in bioscience. Using
artworks and spectacles to attract media attentier®ncourages a dialogue about social
issues connected to science. As Kac asserts:
... transgenic art is a new art form based omusieeof genetic engineering to
create unique living beings. This must be done grtat care, with
acknowledgment of the complex issues thus raisddabove all, with a
commitment to respect, nurture, and love the lifestcreated>?

Piccinini raises precisely this point about biotealogy in her art, albeit without the

actual manipulation of living beings. By making esrks hyperrealistic without

creating or altering real life, her works in effact as a proxy for the real thing. Thus,

51 Oron Catts and lonat Zurr, “Semi-Living Art,” irdBardo Kac, edSigns of Life: Bio Art and Beyond
(Cambridge, MA and London: MIT Press, 2007), 237.

52 Eduardo Kac, “Life Transformation—Art Mutationfi Kac, 165. First quoted in Eduardo Kac, “GFP
Bunny,” in Eduardo KacTelepresence, Biotelematics, and Transgenicektt Peter Tomas Dobrila and
Aleksandra Kostic (Maribor, Slovenia: KIBLA, 2000)01-131. See also
<http://lwww.ekac.org/ghpbunny.html> (12 Septemhb@t3).
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she circumvents the actual ethical dilemma inharehtoart and bioscience while still
commenting on it.

The relationship between artists and theiremals changes when it involves life
forms. Consider Kac’'&FP Bunny 2000 (Figure 6.1), a transgenic albino rabbit viras
bioengineered to glow with a green hue when placeter a blue light. To achieve that
effect, Kac obtained the help of geneticist LouiasM Houdebine to alter the rabbit’s
biological makeup with a gene that contained armgfemrescent protein (GFPY® Kac
considered the work of art to be a collaboratiotwken scientist, artist, and the viewing
public, not just the rabbit itself. As feminist vei Carol Becker explains:

Kac's real goal is to ‘displace the discourse thasgenic animal from a
scientific model into that of a social subject.” l¥enterested in finding the place
of public dialogue beyond the obvious polarizatiesise utopianism that can
surround bioengineering as well as the fear thahadccompanies its potential
outcomes>*
As creator of the bunny, in a reversal of Frankein& refusal to name or identify with
his monster, Kac named it Alba to personalizenitidlly intending to create a domestic
space in Avignon, France, for the rabbit to livehanim for two weeks, he planned to
have visitors witness their interactions and thbitgs luminescence under a blue

light.>>> However, when news of the project attracted latadlia in the south of France,

the former director of the French institute, whAhea was born, prevented Kac from

*3GFP is derived from a species of jellyfish foundtie Northwest coast of the United States. This
substance is often used by scientists to tracktgecteanges in frogs and mice.

%54 Carol Becker, “GFP Bunny and the Plight of thetRoman,” in Sheilah Britton and Dan Collins, eds.
The Eighth Day: The Transgenic Art of Eduardo &empe: Institute for Studies in the Arts, Arizona
State University, 2003), 42.

%% |bid.
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putting the animal on display and ultimately takintp his home in Chicago, as he had
planned.

The issues raised by Kac'’s project make thasenthan merely an anecdote about a
failed project. Through Internet campaigns, intews in the press, and public debates,
the plight of the rabbit became world news as thistavaged a custody battle over the
creature that was an integral part of his proj€be controversy ovegFP Bunnysheds
light on conflicting sentiments regarding the diffiece between allowing animals to be
genetically altered and killed for scientific exjpeents and allowing animals to be
manipulated as art. Observing the number of amsis have been prosecuted for
bioartistic works while similar activities by sci&ts have gone unnoticed, law professor
Lori B. Andrews comments, “Art can explain how l@ohnologies work. The works
created by life-science artists can emphasizertes|of these technologies and the
likely social impacts. But they can also serve gside to public policy®°® What
Piccinini, TC&A, and Kac have in common is thatyttstimulate debate about bioethical
issues, the changing notions about what constitiléggesvhat constitutes art, and the role
of art in addressing posthuman concerns.

Piccinini’s hybrids are representations of éispirations and fears of biotechnology
with a particular emphasis on responsibility. Yet fanciful myth-making is strikingly
close to real-life achievements in the bioscierarek resulting bioethical concerns. Her

hybrids are a lens through which to examine theeors of observers and policymakers

%% Lori B. Andrews, “Art as a Public Policy Mediumifi Kac, 142. Among the many artists that Andrews
highlights as controversial artists working witfelforms are Kac, Chrissy Conant (born 1965), Rick
Gibson (born 1951), and Gary Schneider (born 1984y of them have encountered legal battles for
their work.
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about ISR. Definitions of “interspecies” are asi@diin science as they are in art. For
example, in science, a chimera is broadly defireedraorganism either born naturally or
created through human intervention with cells frdifferent embryonic origins. ISRs can
also be organisms composed of cells derived frol@ast two genetically different
zygotes, which could be from the same or diffespecies®’ Chimeras can occur
naturally in animals and humans alike, most commuitien fraternal twins share the
same placenta, a result of mixing through bloos@l®hile governmental policies
prevent the creation of human to human chimerag;atconsiderations abound when
the chimeric activity occurs between humans andaorans, called human-nonhuman
interspecifics (HNHIs), like the subjects of Pigairs The Young Famil{2002—-2003).
As political science scholar Andrea L. Bonnicks&plains, “One team of investigators
reported they had transferred human ES [embrydaio]scells to mouse embryos by two
techniques and demonstrated that the human celld eagraft, proliferate, and
differentiate. . . >*® Intraspecies and interspecies chimeric experinemetsegularly
conducted without significant ethical or policyenference. When human cells are
combined with animal cells, issues of human digaitg responsibility come into play.
Like chimeras, hybrids have a particular stilendefinition that differs from artistic
understandings of the term, and with that definitome ethical considerations. In
science, a hybrid is an organism resulting frontilization of the egg of one species with

the sperm of another. Rarely occurring in naturerspecies hybrids can occur as a

5" Andrea L. BonnickserChimeras, Hybrids, and Interspecies Research: Reliand Policymaking
(Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press,027-28.
**8 Bonnicksen, 40.
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result of interference by breeders, through forqmeximity or in vitro fertilization. And
while the current lack of rationale for creatingrmaal-human hybrids in research makes
the practice seem somewhat far-fetched, the idgattbould happen if the incentive
were there, makes the topic worth considering.

Human dignity has become the overriding madfevhether or not to engage in such
practices. For example, U. S. Senate Bill 1373 kimwn as the Human Chimera
Prohibition Act of 2005, calls for a ban on theatren of hybrid human-animal embryos
on the grounds that it would endanger “respechtonan dignity and the integrity of the
human species>® In light of such discussions, policies, and reseaPiccinini’s
creatures transcend roles of artistic devices dhiogl fantasy and metaphors for
psychological states of being. Rather, they aréeroporary articulations of real
concerns in a posthuman world.

Hybridity as expressed in Piccinini’s art fses on ethical considerations of
bioscientific activity, in particular ISR. But iaa also be a catalyst for a discussion of
broader social issues. Haraway believes that “tyams border-crossing” challenges
dominant positions about the sanctity of life ame distinction between nature and
culture. As Haraway elaborates:

The discourses of transgression get all mixed upearbody of nature.
Transgressive border-crossing pollutes lineagesatansgenic organism’s case,

the lineage of nature itself—transforming nature iits binary opposite, culture. .
.. What must not be lost from sight in all of tb@mplexity, however, is that

%9 Concerned that chimeras might threaten the re$pebtiman dignity and the integrity of the human
species, a main rationale for introducing theibithe ethical objection that some types of chimépdur
the lines between human and animal, male and fempaient and child, and one individual and another
individual.” S. 1373-109 Congress: Human Chimera Prohibition Act of 2005.
<http://lwww.govtrack.us/congress/bills/109/S13725€bruary 2013).
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power, profit, and bodily rearrangements are ateat of biotechnology as a
global practice®

In this respect, Piccinini’s bioscientific hybridgpand the feminist discourses of Spero,
Smith, and Mutu, who have used mythic hybrids tanexe issues of power and
domination. Each of these artists focuses on cdaaadmbjection and difference to
underscore their concerns about society. In pdaticRiccinini looks to the structures of
power that control technology and society’s amtamak about such issues.

Piccinini’s interest in hybrids does not l@edy in their abjectness as metaphors of
oppression, but rather in their power as symbolsuohankind’s ability to accelerate or
challenge the natural order of things. In natuve)uion can be seen as an endless chain
of cause and effect, which results in the slowdteady transformation of living beings.
Foucault suggests that within evolution, new spgeemerge from “the ceaseless
background of monstrosities that appear, glimmak isito the abyss, and occasionally
survive.®® To Foucault, nature relies on constant systencagnge. Yet, what happens
when nature is not allowed to run its course, eithenyriad continually-evolving
variations within life forms or terminating in sialgr species of complexity and
perfection? When humankind intervenes in this pgecg must acknowledge its
responsibility in the outcomes. Haraway suggestswiile hegemonic powers have
shaped humanistic and technoscientific progress fttassical thought and the

Renaissance to the Scientific Revolution, therestaso been “modest withesses” who

%0 HarawayModest_Witness@Second_Millennium.FemaleMan©_ Meet!@ouse ™New York:
Routledge, 1997), 60.
%! Foucault,The Order of Thingsl54.
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have challenged the established narratives of tedience. Haraway's modest witness is

not simply oppositional to the status quo:
Rather, s/he is suspicious, implicated, knowingprgnt, worried, and hopeful.
Inside the net of stories, agencies, and instrusniiiatt constitute technoscience,
s/he is committed to learning how to avoid bothriberatives and realities of the
Net that threaten the world at the end of the Se@&mristian Millennium. S/he is
seeking to learn and practice the mixed literaaras differential consciousness
that are more faithful to the way the world, inghgithe world of technoscience,
actually works>®?

In this sense, Piccinini is a modest witness tontbdd of technoscience as she questions

the structures of power that motivate it while ramray hopeful that humanity will

assume a place of responsibility in its outcomes.

Piccinini’s call for compassion underlies ganse of responsibility for genetically
engineered life. Law and ethics professor Marth&l@sbaum explains that in the wake
of the events of September 11, 2001, compassiotearat now inform the fabric of our
lives. To Nussbaum, compassion is an emotion prednpy another person’s suffering or
lack of well-being, especially if that person ispantant to us. In order to feel
compassion, we must believe in the seriousnedseafthers’ suffering, the lack of
agency in the suffering person and, as Aristotl®jdeau, and others suggest, a shared
sense of the other’s vulnerabilities and possiedit®® Nussbaum argues that the thought
of “similar possibilities” is an important psychgjlical mechanism that elicits compassion

in our interactions with human and nonhuman aninul$ do such criteria elicit

compassion when the Other is not only nonhumaralsotan interspecies manipulation

52 Haraway, 3.
%3 Martha C. Nussbaum, “Compassion and Tergédalus132, no. 1, On International Justice (Winter,
2003): 14.
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created by human hands? In Piccinini’s tableauxattist positions humans in positive
interactions with hybrids as if to reinforce thdina of shared vulnerabilities and
possibilities that Nussbaum calls “empathetic imamj.”** Because Piccinini’s hybrids
are imbued with both human and animal, or humannaachine characteristics, she
reinforces the idea that their plight is indeed own.

Mourning and Melancholy in the Posthuman Era

Piccinini’s art expresses ambivalence andlapdtion of the biotechnical sublime and
a sense of loss about our connection to the ar@ttar and our humanness as a whole in
the posthuman era. To explain the mixed messagearied in her work, | place it in the
context of Freud’s “Mourning and Melancholia” (1914916). Freud suggests that these
two painful conditions have distinct correlatioAgcording to Freud, “Mourning is
regularly the reaction to the loss of a loved peysw to the loss of some abstraction
which has taken the place of one, such as one’stgguiberty, an ideal, and so or°®
In Piccinini’s world, this loss can be seen as@eqmtion of what is to come—the loss of
our bodies as purely human or the loss of our [soditogether.

While some people mourn over a major lossudtichately lose their attachment of
their libido to a particular person, others turmrtelancholia because they cannot let go of
their desired but lost object. This condition isrenfrequently associated with
psychological disorders, distinguished by profodegection, lack of interest in the

outside world, and loss of the capacity to lovepagiother symptoms. In particular, self-

54 Nussbaum, 15.

*% Sigmund Freud, “Mourning and Melancholy,” traresd, James Strachephe Standard Edition of the
Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund Freuodume XIV (London: The Hogarth Press, 1914-1916)
243.
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reproach, self-reviling, and the expectation ofipament distinguish melancholia from
mourning. But what is most significant in melancaas the lack of a tangible lost object,
which results in an ambivalent relationship td'iie melancholic person thus internalizes
the lost object as a critical voic&® In each case, the object-loss directly correlateke
ego-loss until the mourner or melancholic relinges emotional ties to the lost object
and attaches the free libido to a new object, aalation in the form of a substitute for
the lost object.

Within the framework of the mourner and thdaneholic, Piccinini appears to take
both positions within different bodies of work. Twmnificant works exemplify these
psychological conditions. A clear state of mournmgxhibited in Piccinini’€ulogy,

2011 (Figure 5.18), in which a man holds a dyingbbkh in his hands. By virtue of the

title and the man’s downcast gaze and kneelingipasit is clear that the artist is
mourning the loss of the real-life creature that@dly nearing extinction. In contrast,

Big Mother 2005 (Figure 4.12) is a fictional female hybiét holds a human baby. She
looks away with an expression of sadness as if mogithe loss of her own hybrid child,

or in the realization that, as genetically engierdeshe cannot reproduce. In each case, an
overriding sense of melancholia pervades this wetkch causes the viewer to consider
the downside of human engineering and the losg@fey when humans assume power
over living things. As Frankenstein laments atpghespect of creating a mate for his
hideous progeny:

| endeavored to crush these fears, and to fortifgeti for the trial which in a few
months | resolved to undergo; and sometimes | atbmy thoughts unchecked

%% judith Butler Gender TroubléNew York and London: Routledge, 1999), 78.
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by reason, to ramble in the fields of Paradise,caréd to fancy amiable and
lovely creatures sympathizing with my feelings, @hdering my gloom; their
angelic countenances breathed smiles of consoldiant was all a dream; no
Eve soothes my sorrows, nor shared my thoughtsslatone®’
While not all of Piccinini’'s works exhibit clearstinctions between these emotional
conditions, the overarching mood is melancholiaf asmething unknown has been lost.
That civilization is witnessing an unprecedentesklof species, which results in the
reduction of diversity, certainly informs her aNorld events also indicate that just as
animals exist in a fragile state, so too are hunaamisk due to environmental and
societal crises like famine, war, disease, and tdeksources due to unchecked
population growth. What Piccinini offers as a reglaent object-cathexis from this
overwhelming sense of loss—of environment, aninnardity, and embodiment itself—
is the hybrid.

Just as Piccinini mourns the loss of unalter@dire and exhibits a profound sense of
melancholy regarding the human condition, so tassdghe suggest promise for the
future, oscillating between despair and hope. imranner, she represents society’s own
ambivalence as it embarks on unchartered territotiye realm of bioscientific
discovery. We are no longer fully human but weraseyet fully posthuman—we are still
embodied. As Piccinini observes:

Strangely, there is another kind of hope in my wavkich actually comes from
my lack of faith. You see, when it comes to thifigs genetically-engineered
creatures, | am just as interested in the failthasmight occur as in the

successes. As a lover of diversity and unusualoiesgery kind, | see a
wonderful possibility in the unexpected. . . . Stimes, it is interesting to sit

%" Shelley, 117.
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back and reflect on how weird and amazing the wistlut also how fragile, and
to wonder how much we’ve learned, or how liffig.

Through her hybrid beings, Piccinini’'s ovefang tenet becomes a representation of
how society might subjectively handle the many ¢gjesnto come, and as such, her work
becomes part of the posthuman debate in artistigphitosophical discourses. She mines
the rich mythical and literary history of hybridibgs while expanding on Surrealist,
feminist, and Hyperrealist’'s expressions of thgescttmatter using real-world events.
Ultimately, Piccinini brings past and future togatho address the developments in art
and bioscience that are occurring today, and leegers to ponder these events in ways
they probably would not have otherwise considev&ewers’ initial repulsion of her
hybrids, with their fleshy folds, fur and clawsdamismatched parts, turns to recognition
as they realize that these creatures have humaaotbastics and embrace each other

lovingly, which causes them to accept that theyaimopart of an uncertain future.

%8 Messenger, 136.
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APPENDIX A: FIGURES

Figure 0.1a/b Patricia Piccininindivided 2004, silicone, fiberglass, human hair,
flannelette, mixed medium, 74 x 101 x 127 cm. Ph@i@ham Baring
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Figure 1.1 Hieronymus Bosclhe Garden of Earthly Delight4500-1505
oil, grisaille on oak panel, 220 x 389 cm
Museo del Prado, Madrid, Spain, image © MuseoNatdidel Prado/Art Resource, NY



324

Figure 1.2 PieterBruegel the Eld&he Fall of the Rebel Angels562, 117 x 162 cm
© Royal Museums of Fine Arts of Belgium, Brussels
photo: GrafischBuroLefevre, Heule
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Figure 2.1 PatriciaPiccinifliruck Babies1999, fiberglass and automotive paint,
plastic, car electrics, installation dimensionsatale
Lyon Collection, Lyon Housemuseum
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Figure 2.2 Patricia PiccininNest 2006, fiberglass, automotive paint, leather, tidas
metal, rubber, mirror, 104 x 197 x 186 cm (variable

Figure 2.3 Patricia Piccininf,he Stags2008, fiberglass, automotive paint, leather,lstee
plastic, rubber tires, 196 x 224 x 167 cm (overall)
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Figure 2.4George Grosz, EinOpfer der Geellschaft (Remembeitd ugust, the
Unhappy Inventor) 191%il, pencil, photomontage, and buttons on can®@s¢ 39.5 cm.
Collection of Musee National D’art Modern, Centrenfipidou, Paris. Photograph from
CNAC/MNAM/Dist. Réunion des MuseésNationaux/Art Bece, NY. Art © Estate of
George Grosz, Licensed by VAGA, New York, NY

Figure 2.5 HannahH6cbas schoneMadchen(The Beautiful Gidl919-20,
photomontage, 35 x 29 cm. Private collection
©2013 Artists Rights Society (ARS), New York/VG &iKunst, Bonn.
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Figure 2.6 Hannah Hocbje Stuss€éThe Sweet One), c. 1926, from the series
“Auseinemethnographischen Museflirom an Ethnographic Museum),”’photomontage
with watercolor, collection of Museum Folkwang Esse

©2013 Artists Rights Society (ARS), New York/VG &iKunst, Bonn
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Figure 2.7 Hannah Hocbje Mutter (The Mother)1930, from the series
“Auseinemethnographischen Musefiitom an Ethnographic Museum),”’Photomontage
with watercolor, 41 x 35 cm, Musée National d’Arttene, Centre Pompidou
©2013 Artists Rights Society (ARS), New York/VG &iKunst, Bonn.
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Figure 2.8 Max Ernsiwo Ambiguous Figures. 1919-20, collage,
gouache, India ink, pencil, paint on paper, 25186 cm, © 2013 Artists
Rights Society (ARS), New York/ ADAGP, Paris
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Figure 2.9 Max Ernst)ntitled or The Deadly Female Aeroplane (L’avionnemeurtrigre)
1920, collage, cut printed and photographic repetida with pencil on photographic
reproduction mounted on paperboard, 5.87 x 14.28Wwemil Collection, Houston,
© 2013 Artists Rights Society (ARS), New York/ ADAGParis

Figure 2.10 Max Ernsthe Elephant of Celebe$921, oil on canvas, 121 x 107 cm,
collection of Tate Gallery, London
© 2013 Artists Rights Society (ARS), New York/ ADAGParis
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Figure 3.1 PatriciaPiccininyVaiting for Jennifer2000
digital C-type photograph, 80 x 80 cm
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Figure 3.2 PatriciaPiccininL,aboratory Procedure2001,
digital C-type photograph, 100 x 200 cm

Figure 3.3 PatriciaPiccininkthical Issues2001
digital C-type photograph, 100 x 200 cm
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Figure 3.4 PatriciaPiccininResearch Method2001
digital C-type photograph, 100 x 200 cm

Figure 3.5 PatriciaPiccinini;hesis and Conclusip2001-2002
digital C-type photograph, 100 x 200 cm



335

Figure 3.6 PatriciaPiccininLumpland the mutant genome projed995
type C photograph, 120 x 245 cm

Figure 3.7 PatriciaPiccininRsychotourism1996
type C photograph, 120 x 258 cm
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Figure 3.8 PatriciaPiccininRrotein Lattice: Subset Red (Portraif)997,
digital C-type photograph, 80 x 80 cm.

Figure 3.9 PatriciaPiccininLitter, 2010, silicone, fiberglass, steel, fox fur,
16 x 46 x 41 cm, photograph by Graham Baring
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Figure 4.1NancySperdjother and Child 1956, oil on canvas, 122 x 69 cm
Art ©The Estate of Nancy Spero, Licensed by VAGAWYork, NY
Image Courtesy GalerieLelong, New York

Figure 4.2 PatriciaPiccininLibrary, 8:45 pm 2011
C-type photograph, 100 x 160 cm



Figure 4.3NancySper&unship 1966
gouache and ink on paper, 90.8 x 60.3 cm
Art ©The Estate of Nancy Spero, Licensed by VAGAWYork, NY
Image CourtesyGalerieLelong, New York

Figure 4.4NancySper@&lack and the Red 1111994, (detail)
handprinted and printed collage on paper, 22 paBélg 5395 cm overall
Art ©The Estate of Nancy Spero, Licensed by VAGAWYork, NY
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Figure 4.5 Kiki SmithDaughter 1999, Nepal paper, bubble wrap, methyl cellulose,
hair, fabric and glass motion-activated sound tr4@4..9 x 38.1 x 25.4 cm
photograph by Ellen Page Wilson, courtesy Pacee@GalNY
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Figure 4.6 PatriciaPiccininl;he Comforter2010, silicone, fiberglass, steel, human
hair, fox fur, clothing, 60 x 80 x 80 cm

Figure 4.7 Kiki SmithPieta 1999, ink on paper, 234 x 385 cm,
photograph by Ellen Page Wilson, courtesy PaceeGalNY
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Figure 4.8 Kiki SmithSerpent1999, fired paint on glass with brass and lead, t
glass sheets each 227.3 x 59.4 cm; overall iestal27.3 x 119.4 cm
photograph by Ellen Page Wilson, courtesy PacéeGaNY
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Figure 4.9WangechiMutilephant Womar2003, collage with watercolor on paper, 41
x 30.5 cm, courtesy Susanne Vielmetter Los Angelegects
photo credit: Robert Wedemeyer

Figure 4.10WangechiMutuntertwined 2002, collage and watercolor on paper,
41 x 30.5 cm,courtesy Susanne Vielmetter Los ArggBlejects
photo credit: Gene Ogami



343

Figure 4.11 Patricia Piccininl,he Young Family2002, silicone, fiberglass, leather,
human hair, plywood, 85 x 150 x 120 cm approx.
photograph by Graham Baring
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Figure 4.13 PatriciaPiccininBodyguard (for the Golden Helmeted Honeyeat20p4
silicone, fiberglass, leather, human hair, 151 xB8® cm
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Figure 4.14 PatriciaPiccininhhunderdromg2005
digital C-type photograph, 80 x 160 cm

Figure 4.15 PatriciaPicciningncroachment2005
digital C-type photograph, 90 x 180 cm
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Figure 4.16 PatriciaPiccininRoadkill 2005
digital C-type photograph, 80 x 160 cm.

Figure 4.17 PatriciaPiccinini, still froflasmid Region2003, single channel video,
16:9 PAL, 5.1 Sound, 20 minute loop
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Figure 4.12 PatriciaPiccininBig Mother, 2005,
silicone, fiberglass, leather, human hair, 175 x®% cm
(including satchels, dimensions variable)
photograph by Graham Baring
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Figure 5.1 PatriciaPiccininDoubting Thomas2008, silicone, fiberglass, human hair,
clothing, chair, 90 x 100 x 53 cm

Figure 5.2 MichelangeloMerisa da Caravagdioe Incredulity of Saint Thomak601—
1602, oil on canvas 107 x 146 cm, Collection of &fealais, Potsdam
StiftungPreulischeSchlésser und Garten Berlin-Brahdrg/
Photographer: Hans Bach
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Figure 5.3Duane Hansoklan in Chair with Beger1973, polyester with fiberglass,
polychromed in oil, with accessories, life-size
Collection of Yale University Art Gallery, New HawgConnecticut
Art©The Estate of Duane Hanson/Licensed by VAGAWMNérk, NY
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Figure 5.4Duane Hanso@hild with Puzzle1978, polyvinyl acetate and mixed
media, polychromed in oil, with accessories, litees Art©The Estate of Duane
Hanson/Licensed by VAGA, New York, Courtesy Vanvileghe Fine Art, New York
Hanson Collection, Davie, FL

Figure 5.5 PatriciaPicciningtill Life with Stem Cel|2002, silicone, polyurethane,
human hair, clothing, carpet, dimensions variable
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Figure 5.6 John De AndreGusan 1985, polyvinyl, polychromed in oll, life-size,
courtesy Louis Meisel Gallery, New York

Figure 5.7 Jane Alexand@utcher Boys1985-1986, mixed media, 118 x 213 x 80 cm
Collection of South African National Gallery, Capen, courtesy Jane Alexander
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Figure 5.8 Jake and Dinos Chapmaygotic Acceleration, Biogenetic Desublimated
Libidinal Model (Enlarged x10001995, fiberglass, resin, paint, wigs, and traner
150 x 180 x 140 cm, © Jake and Dinos Chapman, €syitvhite Cube

Figure 5.9 Charles Ra@dh! Charley, Charley, Charley.,. 1992, eight painted cast
fiberglass mannequins with wigs, 182.9 x 457.2 X.2&m. The Rubell Collection
Courtesy Matthew Moore Gallery, NY
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Figure 5.10 Charles Ralyamily Romancel993, mixed media, 135 x 244 x 61 cm
collection of Museum of Modern Art

Figure 5.11 RonMueckntitled (Big Man) 2000, pigmented polyester resin on
fiberglass, 203.8 x 120.7 x 204.5 cm. Hirshhorn &um and Sculpture Garden,
Smithsonian Institution,Museum Purchase with FuPidsided by the Joseph H. Hirshhorn
Bequest and in Honor of Robert Lehrman, Chairmath@Board of Trustees, 1997--2004, for
his extraordinary leadership and unstinting sertacéhe Hirshhorn Museum and Sculpture

Garden, photography by Cathy Carver, courtesy Rard¥
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Figure 5.12 PatriciaPiccininame Boys Advanced002, silicone, acrylic, human hair,
clothing, hand-held video game, 140 x 36 x 75 cm
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Figure 5.13 PatriciaPiccininBottom Feeder2009
silicone, fiberglass, fox fur, 66 x 45 x 40 cm
Photograph by Graham Baring
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Figure 5.14 PatriciaPiccininBedroom, 10.30 pn2011,
C-type photograph, 100 x 160 cm

Figure 5.15 Henry Fusellhe Nightmargl781, oil on canvas, 102 cm x 127 cm.
Collection of The Detroit Institute of Arts
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Figure 5.16 Patricia PiccininPerhaps the World is Fine Tonigl&009, silicone,
fiberglass, clothing, human and animal hair, tastided Tasmanian devils and wedgetalil
eagles, timber, polyurethane, rocks, native vegetasynthetic polymer, paint; diorama

installation dimensions variable; Audio compositanmd soundscape: Franc Tétaz

Photograph by Simon Cuthbert
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Figure 5.17 PatriciaPiccininl,he Long Awaited?008, silicone, fiberglass, human hair,
plywood, leather, clothing, 92 x 152 x 80 cm
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Figure 5.18 PatriciaPicciningulogy, 2011, silicone, fiberglass, human hair, clothing,
110 x 65 x 60 cm, photograph by Graham Baring
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Figure 5.19 Stelar&ar on Arm 2006
London, Los Angeles, Melbourne (Photographer: NBeHars) STELARC
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Figure 6.1 EduardoKa&GFP Bunny 2000, transgenic work with fluorescent rabbit,
Alba, Courtesy Eduardo Kac
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Brussels, 16/12/2013

TUCsSONMUSEUM OFART

Ms. Julie R. Sasse

c/o Tucson Museum of Art, 140 N. Main Avenue
85701 Tucson, Arizona

Dear Ms. Sasse,

In reply to your request of October 23, we are gelsto inform you that the digital illustration of
the works of art belonging to the Royal Museumgiag Arts of Belgium are exclusively made
by the photographic service of the Museum.

Enclosed you will find the conditions for obtainitige digital illustration.

In case of confirmation to your initial requestease fill out, date and sign one of the
enclosed documents and return it to us. The secopylis for your files. The invoice
will be automatically send to you after receiptloé contract (by post). Mailing of the
digital illustration will follow after receipt of qur payment.

Yours sincerely,

Michel DRAGUET, General Director.
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Lucie Amour, Rights Specialist, VAGA

111 Broadway, Suite 1006
New York, NY 10006
Tel: 212.736.6666

Fax: 212.736.6767

lamour@vagarights.com
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From: "ron mueck" <ronmuec@me.com>

To: jrsasse@comcast.net

Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2013 2:43:28 AM
Subject: permissions

Hi,

| believe you are seeking permission to use an image of my work in your
dissertation. I'm sure that would be fine. I'm not even sure you need to have
my consent... i may be wrong but | think that there’s something in the Berne
Convention that makes some kind of copyright exemption in the case of
education or research work. As you've asked though, it would be interesting to
know what in what context you are using the image and which work you are
referring to.

Regards,

Ron Mueck
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Performance Artist

Distinguished Research Fellow, School of Design & Art, Curtin
University Perth

PhD Candidate, CFI / VCA, Melbourne University

Chair In Performance Art, School of Arts, Brunel University London
+61 408 437 517

www.stelarc.org
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December 1, 2013

Dear Julie,
Thank you for your email and | apologize for the delay on the reply.

My name is Tie, I'm Eduardo Kac's Studio Assistant and from now on | will be
taking care of your image request.

It is great to hear your interest in including Kac's work in your dissertation. He
would be happy to provide the image without a fee (image in high-res
attached). Please find below the caption for the image:

GFP Bunny , 2000.Transgenic work with the fluorescent rabbit, Alba.
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Thank you and good luck!
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