
What is multispecies ethnography? In your answer outline the political significance of an approach that challenges human exceptionalism.
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If we understand Multispecies ethnography as ‘work that acknowledges the interconnectedness and inseparability of humans and other life forms, and thus seeks to extend ethnography beyond the solely human realm.’ (Munster. U, 2015) we open a discussion based around how we view ourselves and how we interact world around us. Multispecies ethnography is not only a way to better understand cultures and belief systems from around the world, but also acts to be more inclusive of all living things and challenge our beliefs about Human exceptionalism. If we understand human exceptionalism as humans being ‘removed from nature’ (Anderson. K, Perrin. C, 2018) set aside from ‘the other’ Then we can assume that with that comes the belief that human beings have some notion of superiority and perhaps regard themselves as the most important entity in the universe, then we start to uncover what is essentially a hierarchical view of species, placing humans in a privileged spot above all else. By viewing ourselves as a species in this privileged spot, our lens is set to believe human importance shadows over all other species, and we miss the nuances that show perhaps an alternative intertwined reality that we in fact share with all living entities.
By ordering and placing differing value on each living entity on that planet we suggest that there is a pecking order or order of importance, heavily supporting ideas around human exceptionalism. Ordering and Classification has long been used by anthropologists make sense of social interactions and systems. Such classification serves to differentiate and set apart humans and ‘ ‘others’ ‘who they interact with’ (Hurn, S, 2012)
When we do this, we lose sight of our role in the wider world, we ignore the daily symbiotic relations we have with plants, animals or microorganisms. By setting humans apart from other animals, we lose touch with what is it to be part of an undeniable shared life experience and begin to set ourselves aside from the intrinsic intertwined relationships we all encounter on this planet. By doing so, we lose the ability to feel responsible when we upset the natural order, or hurt the natural balance, and we become desensitised to the link between our actions and the damage they may cause. Our attitudes towards agriculture, pollution and climate change and the way we treat animals and other living entities on this planet all become morally blurred and we lose touch of what it is to be and feel connected to ‘the other’ (Hurn. S, 2012)  (other than ourselves/humans)
By challenging Human exceptionalism, we may better understand ourselves and open discussion around what we think we know about our role in the wider natural world. The idea that all species are intrinsically linked, interwoven and interconnected might spark change the way we view ourselves, and in turn create new actions that might be better served for more harmonious conscious living. Our human view of being the ‘keepers’ of this planet may need reconsideration, not only are we part of a vast interwoven multispecies system on the planet, but, we are the planet, and it is us. We breathe in materials through the air, we breath out materials, we consume and expel water, bacteria and nutrients. Our bodies host microbes and bacteria and in turn host and shed them onwards to their next destination. We are part of a complex cyclic symbiotic existence. 

To challenge human exceptionalism, we need to unpick and disassemble deep seated beliefs that have long been set in euro American cultures. How we view, categorise and order the value of species, shows to be heavily rooted in religion where the belief that God made ‘man’ [sic] immediately sets humanity up as being the main inhabitant of the planet, and animals being beneath, or in some way ‘under’ humans watchful eye. This elevated human position has been perpetuated through time, but heavily reinforced during the enlightenment, by our colonial draw to categorise, classify and order everything, including the order of species into neat, compartmentalised boxes. Possibly misconstrued from Darwin’s doodle, the Tree of Humanity plays a large role in how we ended up with such ideas of grandeur. Humans were placed, visually, at the top of the tree, and this impression has been perpetuated in the use of educations since. Impacting the way we order our society, depicted in Tree of Humanity, we stand right at the top, in peak dominance and privilege, in the role of nearly godlike importance, peering over in in control of the rest of species beneath us. 
[bookmark: _Hlk66471693]‘In the decades after mid-century, many cultural anthropologists worked to denaturalize interhuman differences…undoing earlier understandings of human taxonomy’  (Kirksey. S, Eben, & Helmreich. S, 2010,  pp550) 
Now, in the age of the Anthropocene, calls to revaluate human exceptionalism, as well as recognise multispecies ethnography bring us to question a reorganisation of thinking and perhaps a reclassification in our role on this planet. To overcome anthropocentrism, we might consider dualist ontologies using relational perspectives.
Across the globe many societies live symbiotically with other species as if there were no boundary, and may offer thoughts around challenging human exceptionalism.
In the case of the Saami reindeer herders (Hurn. S, 2012, pp52) the symbiotic relationship between human and animal challenges our understanding of multispecies relationships. We have become accustomed to the belief that humans oversee the herding animals. But, in this instance, Saami reindeer pastoralists regard themselves ‘protectors’ of the herd (Hurn. S, 2012, pp53) and follow the reindeer on their natural migratory paths. The reindeer benefit from the humans protection from predators, but also have a nutritionally symbiotic relationship. By way of consuming the salts from the human’s urine, the reindeer have a constant source of minerals throughout winter months. Whilst the humans benefit from a constant source of nourishment from the reindeer via milk and meat.
The Neur of Sudan challenged our Euro-American ideas around human exceptionalism so much so that ‘Cattle could be accepted in lieu of a human life’ (Hurn.S, 2012, pp66). Showing that human importance in this culture doesn’t exist in the way it does in Euro American thinking.
Another example, is of Melanesian women, who have been known to suckle pigs at their breast. Often referring to them as their ‘children’ blurring the interspecies boundaries in ways we might not have considered in our culture. We may find this shocking for two reasons, one being that pigs and other farm animals might be considered dirty, and secondly because breastfeeding in a European context has long been a taboo subject. Considering cross species breastfeeding is maybe a boundary beyond which we struggle to understand. However, ’ a woman sucking a piglet might be ‘weird’ by some standards, but is it any ‘weirder’ than [the common practice] of shooting newborn calves in the head and plugging their udders to industrial suction pumps to provide milk for human children?’ (Hurn. S, 2012, pp10) This uncomfortable truth not only acts to challenge our boundaries but also forces us to reconsider what is ‘normal’.
Multispecies ethnography is abundant in offering ways in which symbiotic living can enrich and enhance our relationships with the natural world. So if human exceptionalism can no longer be justified (Wrangham. R, in Hurn. S, 2012, pp203-204) and we challenge it, what might be the alterative?
If Eduardo De Castros ‘Perspectivism’ is to be explored as an alternative, ethnographic examples such as The Bororo’s claim ‘We are Macaws’ may be more straight forward to interpret than previously considered.  Creating a dilemma in anthropological interpretations, attempts to interpret how a human might claim to ‘be’ a Parrot, initially found Levy-Bruhl debase the tribe saying this showed their ‘primitive-mentality’ (Levy-Bruhl 1923) and following suit later on was Levi-Strauss commenting that it showed a level of ‘undomesticated thought’ (1966).
These derogatory interpretations showed ridged, inflexible colonialised thinking in deep seated Euro-American cosmology. Without self-reflection and unpicking ones own viewpoint, the dangers of labelling something you don’t understand in a derogatory way, paved a path to misunderstanding and cultural bias. Closing doors on furthering cultural understandings doesn’t seem to serve Anthrolopgy well.

Surrounding events rooted in Amerindian cosmological misinterpretation and inspired by his work with The Runa who communicate closely with their dogs for hunting purposes, Kohn penned an explanation to this cosmological ‘blind spot’ using the term ‘Cosmological autism’ (Kohn. E, 2007) 
Kohn suggested the cosmological blind spot anthropologists had when trying to interpret Amerindian cosmologies was owed to that of our Colonial Euro-American culture bias, and was detrimental to understanding of other cosmologies and cultures.
Rather than reflectively and subjectively seeking to be educated on matters we might not understand, challenging cosmologies can bring about a tendency to debase the subject we cannot immediately relate to. Such a lack in cosmological reference point is likely owed to the colonialised attitudes of human exceptionalism rooted in our Eurocentric obsession with order and categorisation. Whilst our lack of understanding is founded in taxonomic constraints, also perpetuating this, in the background, is the hidrotic role of Euro American folklore and tales. Cross species ideas and depictions such as werewolves and half man half animal Christian portrayals have long been demonised. Standing outside of neat classification boxes and challenging normative boundaries half human/animal entities were traditionally felt to be feared, dangerous and taboo.
Crossed boundaries and broken classifications brings an uncomfortable disorder to our Euro-American cosmology due to its basis and firm belief of human importance, superiority, dominance and indeed human exceptionalism. Immediate calls to demonise those who don’t fit into classifications is a reflection of our ‘cosmological autism’.
Castro’s perspectivism offered a way to fill that ‘blind spot’ and offered a different way to see the world, one that is inclusive of the Bororo’s claims. Castro strides out from falling down Euro-American trappings, and suggests that we may all be made of ‘the same’.
[bookmark: _Hlk66193193]Castro’s notion of Perspectivism gives insight on how Amerindian tribes understand themselves and other entities around them. Kohn comments that they hold a belief that they are in a Forest of life not separate from it (Kohn 2007) showing a direct opposite cosmology to ours of human exceptionalism.
Reconsideration of our own world views allow us a deeper understanding in connecting to the Bororos claims of being red Macaws, and may allow a opening into understanding a whole new cosmology that unlocks a greater understanding of Amerindian ontologies.
De Castros notion of Perspectivism acts as a way to decolonise Euro American thinking, inspiring and inviting us to think differently. The world is not one place, its seen through many eyes and seen in ways in which greatly differ. We can choose to see the world another way, through other perspectives. Offering an insight into Amerindian culture and cosmology, Castros perspectivism explains that the belief requires a whole new ontology and understanding. Amerindian cosmology is rooted in the belief that we are shapes all made from the same force, everything is human in a different shape. This force is the same in everything that is living, snake, grass, baby. We are merely different in appearance, like a cloak, skin or clothing, but the same in essence. Each creature regardless of appearance is the same and made of the same on the inside. We are all the same, we just look different. That is to say that ’Animals are people, or see themselves as persons [and that] the manifest form of each species is a mere envelope (a ‘clothing’) which conceals a human form’ (Castro. E.V.D, 1998)
Kopenawa named this shared life force as ‘Xapiripe’ meaning the ‘interiority or essence’  (Kopenawa and Albert 2003: 72 N28) ‘of something of shared by ‘of the animals and other beings of the forest and at the same time the other immortal images of an archaic humanity’ (Kohn 2007:155) 

So, if we are all made of the same and our species is a ‘changeable removeable clothing’ (Castro. E, 1998 pp471).
Could our species be performative?
If we take the case of Amala and Kamala in India, both born into human children’s bodies, yet behaving and performing and living as wolves. Both accepted by the wolf pack and by local villagers as wolves. I wonder if our species is in fact performative, as Butler (Butler. J, 1990) suggests ones gender can be. If a human can cross the boundary of species using behaviour to indicate which species it belongs to, and be accepted as such, then this poses a strong argument that we are more intrinsically linked as entities than human exceptionalism allows us to believe. And Castro’s theory of us all being entities made of the same substance in varying appearance may support that.
The interruption of heteronormality that is found within gender fluidity can be mirrored by our thoughts surrounding multispecies interconnectivity. Both set to challenge the rigid normative social boundaries blurring division and creating new freedoms, allowing new frameworks and possibilities to form.

Amerindian myth supports Castros perspectivism suggesting a beginning of time when everything is ‘human’ and as time changed, these humans changed their ‘shapes’ or ‘clothing’ to suit their characteristics. The myth suggests that all ‘essence’ from the beginning of time is the same but the characteristics of the species morph over time in association of the species as certain kinds of human, giving birth to the formation of varying species.



Conclusion
Castros Perspectivism allows us to grasp a different perception of nature that other ways of thinking don’t consider. It could be argued that now at this time in history, in the age of the Anthropocene, we find ourselves amidst the symptoms and consequence of human exceptionalism. It is more important than ever to consider calls to challenge normative frameworks particularly around the notion of human exceptionalism. Acknowledging multispecies ethnography may provide the key to deepening our understanding and intrinsic relationships with the natural world not only around us but in which we rely on and are a part of. As Kohn suggests, we are the forest. (Kohn 2007)








Footnotes
Recognising our symbiotic relationships with all living entities would call for us to acknowledge how we treat the planet, issues surrounding large scale agriculture, pollution of our waters and the current climate crisis would all then naturally become of paramount importance. We might suddenly find ourselves connected to these issues, reawaken our responsibilities and bring about motivations to reconsider our current practices and actions. We all share the same air, water and soil, we all rely on this sustenance to remain clean and available to us all, as an imperative life supporting force. Only with this realisation might we be able to reconsider our actions and revaluate the way we live to strike up real change with new understandings.
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