
ABSTRACT: This article engages with the animal bodies that haunt the 
transnational pet-cloning industry: the “used-up” surrogate-mother 
dogs said to be returned to dog-farms and slaughtered for human con-
sumption in South Korea. I explore how “Western” criticisms that re-
duce the problem to Korea’s dog-eating culture and lack of bioethics—
interlocking with nationalist and cultural relativist responses among 
Koreans—reiterate postcolonial relations within transnational bioeth-
ics, further pushing these animals into the shadows. I trace shame and 
disgust (as affective remainders of canine bodies) as a way to critically 
examine the bioethicalization of animal welfare as an operation of the 
biopolitical order of things among human and nonhuman bodies in 
the field of transnational biotechnology, in an effort to remind us of 
the canine others within us. 

In 2009, BioArts International—a biotech company based in Califor-
nia—announced that it had “completed delivery of healthy cloned 
dogs to all five of its clients” from its commercial dog-cloning project 
Best Friends Again.1 This project was performed in partnership with 
Sooam Biotech Research Foundation in South Korea, led by Dr. Woo 
Suk Hwang—a celebrity scientist disgraced for data fabrication and 
bioethics violations in his human stem cell research. He had also led 
the research team at Seoul National University that delivered the 

1. Lou Hawthorne, “Six Reasons We’re No Longer Cloning Dogs,” BioArts International, 
press release, September 10, 2009, http://www.bioartsinternational.com/press_release 
/ba09_09_09.htm. 
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first dog clone in the world just before his dismissal from the uni-
versity. 

However, the key point of the BioArts announcement was the 
company’s decision to discontinue cloning services. CEO Lou Haw-
thorne attributed this decision primarily to “unethical, black-market 
competition” from RNL Bio, another South Korean company that 
had joined the pet-cloning industry.2 To reduce care costs, Haw-
thorne claimed, RNL would return the retired surrogate-mother dogs 
to dog farms, where dogs are raised for human consumption. Be-
cause “the idea of dog eating is quite shocking to Westerners,” Haw-
thorne argued that such practice would not constitute an acceptable 
bioethical standard for animal welfare. He further remarked that the 
reason South Korea was first to clone dogs had “far less to do with 
scientific acumen, and far more to do with the availability of dogs as 
ova donors and embryo recipients,” supplied by dog farms.3 

In this context, Hawthorne’s criticism raises an ambivalence that 
guides my investigation into the transnational dog-cloning industry, 
while the treatment of animals has become a contentious site where 
the power relations of sex, race, species, and nation are articulated 
and re-articulated in the process of transnationalizing bioethics. On 
the one hand, Hawthorne’s sobering perspective helps us to depart 
from the prevailing frame of cloning as asexual genetic reproduction 
that often revolves around the question, “Will the clone of your be-
loved pet be the same as the original?” Instead, what matters are the 
lives left out of the frame, especially the female reproductive bodies 
that are essential to current cloning technology (especially for the 
canine, due to its unique reproductive physiology). Then, the prob-
lem emerges as a biopolitical issue: how the pet-cloning industry 
reproduces valuable lives (“the originals” and their “clones”) by ren-
dering other lives—such as surrogate-mother dogs, egg-donor dogs, 
and “defective” or “extra” clones—disposable. 

On the other hand, Hawthorne’s criticism, which evokes both 
the postcolonial repertoire of exotic food and the Western suspicion 
about pseudo-science, also arrested me with a baffling sense of shame 
at the disgust “Westerners” are said to feel toward my people, who 
“eat dogs”—a debilitating kind of affect I do not endorse but never-
theless is mine. This affect attests to how Hawthorne’s speech im-

2. Ibid. In this announcement, Hawthorne lists six primary reasons for the cessation of 
the service: the tiny market, unethical black market competition, a weak IP, unscalable 
bioethics, unpredictable results, and the distraction factor (such as exhausting media 
attention).

3. Ibid.
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mediately dis/locates various bodies—Westerners, Koreans, and the 
surrogate-mother dogs themselves (or their meat)—within a norma-
tive order of who/what constitutes the proper subject of bioethics (in 
relation to what constitutes the proper subject of meat). From this 
perspective, this article asks how Western-centric “animal welfare” 
discourse reiterates postcolonial power relations in a time of trans-
national biotechnology. In this, this article also aims to question 
the persistent perception of rapidly growing Asian biotechnology as 
“maverick” science, alongside the global expansion of bioethics as a 
biopolitical institution invested in the Western-centric norms.4

From that starting point, this article traces the used-up surrogate 
dogs haunting the transnational dog-cloning industry. In a sense, 
such tracing constitutes a practice of Jacques Derrida’s ethics of living 
with the specters of others.5 However, it does not evoke the specters 
of the original dogs but rather those of the erased maternal bodies 
that return in the form of dog-meat and its corporeal forces—leaving 
affective impressions of shame and disgust upon those who speak/
write about them. Following these affective remainders, this article 
examines how the commerce between Western-centric animal wel-
fare discourses and defensive nationalism has shaped the biopolitical 
erasure of animals within the dog-meat/biotech loop. In this sense, 
these canine forces mark the postcolonial and posthuman condition 
of the transnational bioethics—as well as that of my own writing.

Opaqueness as Theoretical Passages
However, I have not yet found concrete evidence that dogs used as 
surrogates for pet cloning have actually been slaughtered for meat. 
Hawthorne was the first to raise this issue, but his accusation pointed 
to a future possibility rather than to what had already happened: 
“For every dog cloned by RNL in the future, it is likely that a dozen 

4. M. Therese Lysaught argues that bioethics has become a mode of biopolitics, which 
creates docile bodies in developing countries for transnational biomedical research. 
M. Therese Lysaught, “Docile Bodies: Transnational Research Ethics as Biopolitics,” 
Journal of Medicine and Philosophy 34:4 (2009): 384–408. Also, Aditya Bharadwaj criti-
cizes a cartographical exercise where “maverick” science is predominantly localizable 
to the developing world and good science to the Euro-American world. Bharadwaj, 
“Experimental Subjectification: The Pursuit of Human Embryonic Stem Cells in India,” 
Ethnos 79:1 (2014): 84–107, at p. 85.

5. Jacques Derrida, Specters of Marx: The State of the Debt, the Work of Mourning & the New 
International, trans. Peggy Kamut (New York: Routledge, 2006). Derrida’s ethics of living 
with specters is also in line with his ethics of responsibility/hospitality toward the ab-
solute other. See Jacques Derrida and Anne Dufourmantelle, Of Hospitality: Cultural 
Memory in the Present, trans. Rachel Bowlby (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 
2000).
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or more will be slaughtered for food as a direct result.”6 Other than 
the existence of the dog-meat industry in Korea, his argument was 
based on the analysis that RNL’s plan to drop its pricing by 70 per-
cent would be impossible without compromising animal welfare. His 
conjecture is certainly plausible (and there might be evidence that 
he did not publicly disclose), but it nonetheless remains unproven.

I asked RNL for an interview, but received no response. The com-
pany was the first to commercially clone a companion dog, and me-
dia have since reported its success with dogs for special purposes, 
its plans to build a new dog-cloning center, and its acquisition of 
patent licenses; however, it is unclear to what extent RNL has actu-
ally engaged in cloning pet dogs. As of early 2013, the company was 
no longer (at least publicly) cloning dogs at all, and later that year 
it was reorganized as K-StemCell, a company specializing in stem 
cell therapy—leaving in the dark the fate of former surrogate-mother 
dogs.

Although the initial accusation by Hawthorne targeted RNL, such 
criticism has put BioArts’s former partner Sooam—currently a major 
provider of dog-cloning services—on the table as well. When I asked 
about this during my visit to Sooam’s facility, Dr. Hwang responded 
that the dogs are borrowed from “special breeders” and returned af-
ter they recover from the cloning process.7 Another scientist care-
fully suggested that these breeders might be those who run dog 
farms for meat, but added, “I’d like to believe that the surrogates are 
treated separately.” In a later conversation, Sooam’s vice president, 
Dr. Taeyoung Shin, explained that clients could elect to adopt the 
surrogate-mother dogs with the clones (although this had not hap-
pened yet). Otherwise, surrogates purchased by Sooam are raised in 
the company’s separate facility afterward, and borrowed surrogates 
are returned to the breeder under the agreement that they be used 
only for breeding.8

A former customer of Sooam who runs the website My Friend 
Again—which provides promotional information about Sooam’s 
dog-cloning services—responded to the allegations:9

6. Hawthorne, “Six Reasons” (above, n. 1). 

7. Woo Suk Hwang, personal communication, March 19, 2013.

8. Taeyoung Shin, e-mail message to author, September 15, 2013.

9. My Friend Again, http://myfriendagain.com. The website previously offered a promo-
tional discount code for cell-banking company Viagen, and later showed an ad for a 
similar company, perPETuate. The profits from these advertisements are donated to 
animal charities, according to the Facebook page linked to the website. However, in 
April of 2015 the website introduced a cell-banking service linked directly to Sooam.
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Sooam allowed me complete access to their entire process. . . . All animals 
under their care are treated humanely. The surrogates are never used more 
than twice for cloning purposes. They are tended to 24 hours a day around the 
clock. Once they have finished with the cloning process the surrogates are 
then sent to live the remainder of their lives at another location. . . . Sooam 
knows that there will be questions about what happens to surrogates after 
cloning. As Sooam begins to offer dog cloning services to the world they in-
tend to keep their doors wide open.10

Such testimony appeases the concerns to some degree, as it suggests 
that Sooam is invested in the welfare of the surrogate-mother dogs. 
However, it still offers no details about “another location.”

John Woestendiek, author of Dog, Inc., which offers a thorough 
investigation into the dog-cloning industry, reported that at least 
in the past “some of the surrogate dogs used in Korea have gone to 
‘farms’—meaning they were then raised for their meat.”11 However, 
in an e-mail conversation with me, he wrote, “As the industry has 
progressed, there has been a better realization of the whole pub-
lic relations side and the concerns of dog lovers and animal wel-
fare types,” and so “it’s quite possible that . . . the dogs no longer 
come from meat farms.”12 However, he added, “Sooam doesn’t spec-
ify what those places are, but insists they are not meat farms. Short 
of following some egg donor/surrogate dogs who are leaving the fa-
cility, and seeing where they end up, I’m not sure how to get the 
answer.”13

Amid this fragmentary and sometimes conflicting information, ac-
tual events remain opaque. Considering that Sooam alone has cloned 
more than 500 puppies (as of September 2014), that a surrogate- 
mother dog is used only twice for that purpose, and that the preg-
nancy rate is 10–50 percent (and if we assume that a pregnant dog 
delivers two clones on average), then there might be from 250 to 

10. “Dog Cloning Story,” My Friend Again, http://myfriendagain.com/dog_cloning 
_story.html. This page does not show the date of update. However, the author of this 
website was also concerned, but was not certain about Sooam’s treatment of surrogates, 
when we spoke about it in April of 2013. So, this page seems to have been updated 
between our conversation and my access to this page on September 28, 2013.

11. John Woestendiek’s comment is quoted from Michael Dhar, “Cloning Contest 
Seeks Worthiest UK Dog,” Live Science, May 21, 2013, http://www.livescience.com 
/37020-dog-cloning-contest.html. See also John Woestendiek, Dog, Inc.: How a Collec-
tion of Visionaries, Rebels, Eccentrics, and Their Pets Launched the Commercial Dog Cloning 
Industry (New York: Avery, 2012).

12. Woestendiek, e-mail message to author, August 31, 2013.

13. Ibid.
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1250 former surrogate-mother dogs from this one company alone.14 
Moreover, besides Sooam there have been several other dog-cloning 
projects in South Korea— sometimes on a massive scale—which adds 
up to much larger numbers of former surrogate-mother dogs.15 

Where did they all go? I find Woestendiek’s analysis of the situ-
ation persuasive, and it conforms to my own findings. However, 
instead of taking this opaqueness as something to clear up—by “fol-
lowing” these dogs as hinted by Woestendiek, or by pushing Sooam 
and other institutions to reveal the locations—I approach this uncer-
tainty as a part of the problem to be examined, and as a passage to 
more situated language and sensibilities with which to account for 
this opaque site of research.

The opaqueness surrounding these surrogate-mother dogs inti-
mates not simply a lack of clear information but an interlacing of 
epistemological effacements with the biopolitical production of kill-
able bodies.16 In this sense, the examination of disappearing dogs in 
the pet-cloning industry invites conversation between Cary Wolfe’s 
criticisms of speciesism as a paradigm of modern biopolitics and 
feminist criticisms on the invisibilization of maternal bodies in sci-
entific and technological representations.17 As such, the word bitches 

14. The pregnancy rate (numbers of dogs pregnant over numbers of surrogate-mother 
dogs) differs depending on factors such as the freshness of the somatic cell of the donor 
dogs. On my visit to Sooam on March 30, 2013, the research manager told me that the 
rate is between 10 percent and 50 percent, which was used for my calculation. How-
ever, the Sooam website also describes that in 2005 the pregnancy rate had been below 
2 percent, but in the five years since then the average pregnancy rate rose to 30 percent 
(http://en.sooam.com/dogcn/sub03.html). Considering the much lower pregnancy 
rate at the beginning, the number of surrogate mothers so far might be even higher.

15. For example, in April of 2012, JTBC (a South Korean television network) reported 
that the Korean government had launched a secret project to clone eight hundred 
special service dogs of “genetic excellence.” See Seung-Hyun Kim and Ho-jin Yoon, 
“‘Sambaek-osipeok hyogwa’ euntui apdun teuksugyeun palbaek mari geukbie . . .” [“Ef-
fect of ‘35 Billion KRW,’ top secret project with 800 special-purpose dogs before retire-
ment . . .”], JTBC, April 25, 2012, http://article.joins.com/news/article/article.asp?total 
_id=7989128.

16. To name a few biopolitical theories at work in this article: Michel Foucault, “Society 
Must Be Defended”: Lectures at the Collège de France 1975–1976, ed. Mauro Bertani and 
Alessandro Fontana, trans. David Macey (New York: Picador, 2003); Foucault, The His-
tory of Sexuality, vol.1, An Introduction, trans. Robert Hurley (New York: Vintage, 1990); 
Giorgio Agamben, Homo Sacer: Sovereign Power and Bare Life, trans. Daniel Heller-Roazen 
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1998); Judith Butler, Precarious Life: The Powers of 
Mourning and Life (London: Verso, 2004).

17. Cary Wolfe, Before the Law: Humans and Other Animals in a Biopolitical Frame (Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press, 2013).
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in this article’s title marks both the sexualized and animalized pro-
duction of abject bodies. 

However, the effacement of these animals is compounded by a 
geopolitical and historical context in which the bioethical discourse 
on surrogate-mother dogs is reduced to Korea’s “dog eating” culture. 
As Maneesha Deckha points out, the treatment of animals, espe-
cially in food practices, has often been a point of racial and cul-
tural differentiation; hence, more consideration of the racialized 
and postcolonial dimension is called for in posthumanist and femi-
nist animal studies.18 In this context, instead of jumping into the 
bioethical debate concerning lab animals in South Korea, this ar-
ticle takes a detour through the dialectical exchanges between the 
colonialist stigmatization of dog eating (in the language of animal 
welfare) and the nationalist defense of traditional food culture in 
Korea—in which the interchanges between farm-raised dogs and 
surrogate-mother dogs have been pushed further into an invisible 
zone.

In conversation with biopolitics, postcolonial criticisms, and fem-
inist animal studies, this article engages with the opaqueness of the 
research site as a space for examining embodied entwinement with 
spectral others. This project therefore also inherits feminist ethics that 
attend to entanglement with other bodies—forcefully demonstrated 
in Donna Haraway’s trans-species affiliation with the OncomouseTM 
and in Rosi Braidotti’s posthuman assemblages.19 It also draws upon 
what Mel Chen calls “the style of disappearance” as she pays hom-
age to the toads that used to hop around the yard of her childhood 
home—but which are now vanishing after contamination by a lethal 
fungus grown in labs where amphibians were studied.20 Chen’s retro-
spective accounts for the empathetic affinities with these animals in 
the web of toxicities do not, however, overwrite one’s non-innocent 
involvement in their effacement—offering a useful reference for en-
gaging with the complexity of the entanglements with these dogs. 
Emerging from these theoretical positions, this article presents not a 
comprehensive exposition of what happened to the former surrogate 

18. Maneesha Deckha, “Toward a Postcolonial, Posthumanist Feminist Theory: Cen-
tralizing Race and Culture in Feminist Work on Nonhuman Animals,” Hypatia 27:3 
(2012): 527–545.

19. Donna Haraway, Modest_Witness@Second_Millennium.FemaleMan©_Meets_Onco-
mouseTM (New York: Routledge, 1997); Rosi Braidotti, Transpositions: On Nomadic Ethics 
(Cambridge: Polity Press, 2006),

20. Mel Y. Chen, Animacies: Biopolitics, Racial Mattering, and Queer Affect (Durham, NC: 
Duke University Press, 2012), pp. vii–xi.
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dogs, but a cartography of the ontological, representational, and af-
fective landscape upon which these dogs have disappeared.

“White People Saving Yellow Dogs from Yellow People”: 
The Second Time as Farce
Although investigations into pet cloning in Korea have not proven 
that surrogate-mother dogs are consumed, some critics (such as 
Woestendiek) have persuasively demonstrated that South Korea’s 
competence in dog cloning owes much to the farms that raise dogs 
as meat—an easy source for the large number of female dogs used as 
egg-donors and embryo-recipients.21 This suggests not only that dog 
cloning as a way of reproducing memorable pets is systemically im-
bricated with the institutional reproduction and killing of animals 
for human consumption, but also that such imbrication is contin-
gent on specific techno-cultural and social contexts.

As such, Lou Hawthorne’s efforts to establish bioethical proto-
cols in the emerging industry are noteworthy. Before the partner-
ship with Sooam, he initiated companion animal projects within 
the United States—in particular the Missyplicity project (the first 
companion dog-cloning project), as well as animal cloning project 
undertaken by Genetic Savings & Clone (a predecessor of BioArts). 
Both of these projects developed codes of bioethics that were quite 
impressive in terms of the animal rights discourse.22 Further, BioArts 
tried to ensure “a certain standard of animal welfare” within South 
Korea by contractually requiring Sooam to never return surrogates 
to the farm that produced them.23 Hawthorne also offered gestures 
of cultural awareness and relativism in his accusation against RNL—
for example, after saying “obviously the idea of eating dogs is quite 
shocking to Westerners,” he added, “just as U.S. consumption of 34 
million cows per year is shocking to most East Indians.”24

In this regard, I am not arguing that white people should not 
criticize non-Western cultures, nor am I raising cultural relativism to 
defend the treatment of dogs in Korea. The problem here is the dis-

21. Woestendiek, Dog, Inc. (above, n. 11), pp. 42–43.

22. Lou Hawthorne, “A Project to Clone Companion Animals,” Journal of Applied Ani-
mal Welfare Science 5:3 (2002): 229–231. Donna Haraway offers an analysis of Haw-
thorne’s ethics in Haraway, When Species Meet (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 
Press, 2008), pp. 133–157.

23. Hawthorne, “Six Reasons” (above, n. 1). 

24. Ibid.
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cursive and affective structure through which the surrogate-mother 
dogs have become the bioethical concern in a transnational context. 
Some Western critics have reduced the problems surrounding sur-
rogate dogs to the unethical use of dogs by a “shocking” dog-meat 
industry in South Korea.25 Such a reduction appears in Hawthorne’s 
statement, and virtually all Western news reports about Korean 
pet-dog cloning cite a line or two on the dog-meat industry from 
John Woestendiek’s book. Furthermore, the possibility of surrogate-
mother dogs being returned to dog farms has become a signifier for 
Korea’s lack of bioethics and its larger illegitimacy in the global mar-
ket. When dog eating becomes an immediate deal-breaker, the lan-
guage of bioethics has exhausted the logic of cultural relativism and 
instead invokes the affect of disgust at the eating of dog meat—an 
affect that has often been integral to the production of sexual, racial, 
and other forms of “Other(s).” In this way, the discourse imposes 
a Western notion of animal welfare as the norm for bioethics, and 
thereby posits Western subjects as the ethical agents who guard bio-
ethics in the context of chaotic transnationalization of biotechnol-
ogy—belying their involvement in the social and historical structure 
in which animals are used for scientific and medical research.

This discourse on surrogate-mother dogs also echoes something fa-
miliar. What Gayatri Spivak formulated as “white men saving brown 
women from brown men” now oddly repeats in another form: white 
people saving yellow dogs from yellow people.26 Spivak’s phrase re-
capitulates how the voice of Indian women was doubly appropriated 
in the debates around Britain’s abolition of widow sacrifice in colo-
nial India, first by the masculine-imperialist discourse of saving (in 
which the women are reduced to objects of protection from their own 
kind) and then by the patriarchal Indian nativist discourse that “the 
women wanted to die” (ironically locating a woman’s agency in burn-
ing herself on her husband’s pyre, based on dubious interpretations 
of the Rig-Veda and Dharmasastra).27 Through analyzing these “dia-
lectically interlocking” discourses, Spivak discusses how the British 
and nativist positions legitimize each other as they assimilate Indian 

25. I use the term “Western” (and the “West”) not to reconfirm the fixed binary be-
tween West and East but as a strategic misnomer to refer to criticisms that claim a 
“Western” perspective or that construct their perspectives in opposition to those of 
“Eastern,” “Asian,” and “Korean.”

26. Gayatri Spivak, “Can the Subaltern Speak?,” in Marxism and the Interpretation of 
Culture, ed. Cary Nelson and Lawrence Grossberg (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 
1988), pp. 271–313, quoted on p. 297. 

27. Ibid., p. 297. 
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women’s voices. Spivak offers this analysis as an extension of her 
critical examination of Western intellectuals (such as Michel Fou-
cault and Gilles Deleuze) who profess “letting the other(s) speak for 
himself”—making their intellectual labor of representing third-world 
subjects transparent within the international division of labor.28

My reformulation of Spivak’s phrase points to both the symme-
try and the asymmetry between the original and the revised for-
mula, transposing the trajectory of the critique. On the one hand, 
the revised phrase draws upon Spivak’s insight that the colonial-
ist discourse of saving appropriates the interest of Indian women 
by opposing it against Indian men—only to consolidate the status 
of British colonialism. Similarly, “white people saving yellow dogs 
from yellow people” points to how the Western discourse of animal 
welfare speaks for the interest of yellow dogs by opposing it against 
yellow people, consolidating Western normativity into the bioethi-
cal debate. By showing this, the phrase also depicts how the original 
formula repeats in variations, re-enacting postcolonial relations even 
in a cutting-edge technological field such as cloning.

On the other hand, as a parody, my phrase plays on the folly 
of such reformulation, by intimating the critical difference between 
women in colonial India and dogs in contemporary South Korea. 
As the title “Can the Subaltern Speak?” suggests, Spivak’s formula 
raises the question of the Indian woman as the subject of represen-
tation (or the impossibility thereof), who can speak both as and for 
herself. However, with the dog—a species already defined partly by 
its inability to speak and hence by its incompetence as a sovereign 
subject (especially within the prevalent Western philosophical tradi-
tion)—this parody does not refer to the communicative ability or 
legal agency of the animal, even though there is a certain political 
value in rethinking the question of the animal through the concepts 
of linguistic and legal subjectivity (as hinted in titles like “Can the 
Subaltern Bark?” or “Can Animals Sue?”).29 Rather, this asymmetry 

28. Ibid., pp. 294, 297. In particular, Spivak refers to a text by these two intellectuals: 
Michel Foucault and Gilles Deleuze, “Intellectuals and Power: A Conversation Between 
Michel Foucault and Gilles Deleuze,” in Language, Counter-Memory, Practice: Selected Es-
says and Interviews, ed. Donald F. Bouchard (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1977), 
pp. 205–217. 

29. Aaron Skabelund, “Can the Subaltern Bark?: Imperialism, Civilization, and Canine 
Cultures in Nineteenth-Century Japan,” in JAPANimals: History and Culture in Japan’s 
Animal Life, ed. Gregory Pflugfelder and Brett Walker (Ann Arbor: Center for Japanese 
Studies, University of Michigan, 2005), pp. 195–244; Cass R. Sunstein, “Can Animals 
Sue?,” in Animal Rights: Current Debates and New Directions, ed. Cass R. Sunstein and 
Martha C. Nussbaum (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), pp. 251–262.
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intimates something about animal bodies that resists total inclusion 
into the original formula (which revolves around an ethics based on 
a certain kind of subject that can “speak” for oneself and about one-
self), and even contaminates the sentence with its doggy-ness. Here, 
the dog is not a mute/d subject but instead a carnal affect that brings 
both Koreans and Westerners into the circuits of disgust and shame 
in the event of transnationalizing bioethics. In other words, these 
circuits of affects are the traces that the surrogate-mother dogs (or 
their meat) have left within and between those who represent them, 
suggesting another passage through which to follow these dogs.

Within this discursive-affective matrix, criticism that represents 
the treatment of surrogate-mother dogs as a transparent index of the 
lack of bioethics in South Korea, even if well-intended, is nonetheless 
problematic—it reinscribes the colonial power relations within bio-
ethical discourses, and thereby obscures the complicity of modern 
bioethics in the abjection of animals in scientific practice. This ma-
trix also accounts for the circumstances in which “concern” regard-
ing these female dogs takes the form of either silence or hyperbolic 
disavowal in a (post)colonial sensibility in South Korea, responding 
to the patronizing and humiliating inscription of “bioethics” upon 
Korean science.

The “Dog Meat Issue”: Animal Rights, Nationalism, and 
Cultural Relativism
The “dog meat” issue has always been at the center of animal advo-
cacy discourse in South Korea, to the point that “most of the cur-
rently active animal advocacy organizations in Korea began with 
the fight against dog-meat.”30 However, how dog eating has become 
the animal issue—among many other problems that are (or are not) 
shared with Western culture—is entwined in the historical context 
of Western stigmatization and the reactions to it among Koreans. 
As such, this article addresses the debate surrounding dog eating in 
Korea not because it is the most important bioethical issue in the 
dog-cloning industry, but to show how the primacy of (or obsession 
with) this issue has shaped the geopolitical climate in which the 
bioethics of dog cloning and other biotechnologies is discussed and 
practiced. 

Boudewijn Walraven, a scholar in Korean studies citing An Chon 
(a rather heterodoxical historian of Korea), examines the history of 

30. Jung-Heon Jo, “Dongmul onghoui nonuiwa silcheoneul tonghe bon dongmulg-
weon damronui sahoejeok uimi” [“A study on the animal rights discourse seen through 
the social discussion and practice of animal advocacy”], Beobhak Nonchong 30:1 (2013): 
111–132. 

06_24.3 yoon_351-374.indd   361 8/24/16   4:57 PM



362 CONFIGURATIONS

the dog-eating debate in Korea.31 The first strike against eating dog 
meat in South Korea was led by Austrian-born first lady Francesca 
Donner Lee in the late 1940s. The effort was unpopular and brought 
only superficial changes, such as switching the popular name for 
dog stew gaejang-guk (dog soybean-paste soup) to the less descrip-
tive boshintang (invigorating stew).32 While disapproval of dog meat 
receded during the Korean War, a second major international criti-
cism of Korean dog consumption began in the 1980s, when a South 
Korean government established by coup d’état was anxious to offer 
a good image to the world through the 1988 Seoul Olympic Games. 
In response to a boycott by international animal welfare advocates 
of Korean commodities and the Seoul Olympics, in 1983 and 1984 
the government took to regulating “repugnant foods,” banning the 
sale of dog meat at market and prohibiting restaurants from serv-
ing boshintang in large cities (where foreigners were more likely to 
visit).33 However, these bans were not strictly enforced, and vendors 
avoided regulations by again changing the name of dog stew, this 
time from boshintang to youngyangtang (nourishing soup) or gyejol- 
tang (seasonal soup).34 

Both international and domestic criticism of dog eating resurfaced 
before the 2002 World Cup (which Korea co-hosted with Japan), 
pressing the Korean government to ban the consumption of dogs. 
French actress Brigitte Bardot wrote to Korean president Young-sam 
Kim that Korea’s dog eating was nothing but a savage practice; she 
also made notoriously racist and arguably unreasonable claims dur-

31. Boudewijn Walraven, “Bardot Soup and Confucians’ Meat: Food and Korean Iden-
tity in Global Context,” in Asian Food: The Global and the Local, ed. Katarzyna Cwiertka 
and Boudewijn Walraven (Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 2001), pp. 95–115. 
Walraven refers to Cheon An’s “Gegogi eumsikgwa gukje jeongchi munhwa” [“Dog-
meat food and international political culture”], in Yeoseong jeongchi munhwaron [Wom-
en’s political culture] (Seoul: Garasani, 1991), pp. 31–56. C. An, a professor of sociology, 
studies the Korean Empire (the state of Korea, which succeeded the Joseon Dynasty in 
1897 and was forcefully annexed to Japan in 1919) and argues for the restoration of the 
Korean Imperial Family—which is certainly heterodoxical even among nationalists in 
South Korea. However, I cite Walraven’s reference to C. An’s work because how the his-
tory surrounding dog meat (ignored by almost all scholars in South Korea) is intro-
duced into academic discourse by a Korean studies scholar is itself suggestive about the 
discursive production of dog eating in Korea.

32. Walraven, “Bardot Soup” (above, n. 31), p. 109.

33. KARA (Korean Animal Rights Advocates), Gaesigyong saneop siltaejosawa geumji ban-
gan maryeoneul wihan yeongu bogo [Report on the dog consumption industry and measures 
for prohibition] (Seoul, 2012), pp. 136–151. The Ministry of Health and Welfare desig-
nated dog, lizard, and worm stews as “repugnant foods” (p. 137).

34. Walraven, “Bardot Soup” (above, n. 31), p. 106.
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ing a phone interview with a Korean radio talk show (which she 
ended by abruptly hanging up).35 Bardot has become the symbol of 
the movement opposing dog meat in Korea, aggravating already-
existing perceptions that “dog meat = traditional culture” and “anti-
dog meat = imperialism,” resulting from the top-down policy on dog 
meat imposed by the military government in the 1980s.36

Between international pressure and the Korean government’s 
superficial responses, dog eating and the related industry have re-
mained in a grey area—dogs are officially included in the livestock 
category, and dog meat constitutes a livestock product under the 
Livestock Industry Act, but dogs are excluded from livestock by the 
Livestock Product Sanitary Control Act.37 As such, raising, slaugh-
tering, processing, and distributing dog meat is not subject to legal 
regulation, but it is also not quite illegal.38 Accordingly, as the hy-
giene and environmental issues continue to resurface, attempts have 
been made to formally legalize dog meat and put the industry under 
regulation—such as the Livestock Product Processing Act reform bill, 
submitted by Hong-shin Kim and twenty other lawmakers in 1999.39 
The amendment did not pass, however, as the assembly recognized 
that it would result in both international and domestic resistance.40 
In 2008, the Seoul city government announced another attempted 
amendment, which was criticized by animal advocates, and no fur-
ther action was taken.41 

35. “Sonsekhuiui siseonjipjung” [“Son seokhui’s focus”], MBC Radio, November 28 and 
December 3, 2001. 

36. Gyong-Ok Jeon, “Jejudo ‘sigyong-gae teureok,’ gyeolguk geugoseuro gatta” [“Jeju 
‘meat-dog’ truck, ended up ‘there’”], OhMyNews, July 27, 2012, http://www.ohmynews 
.com/nws_web/view/at_pg.aspx?CNTN_CD=A0001761491.

37. Chuksanbeop [Livestock Industry Act], Statutes of Republic of Korea, http://www.law 
.go.kr/법령/축산법. 

Chuksanmul uisaenggwanribeop [Livestock Product Sanitary Control Act], Statutes of 
Republic of Korea, http://www.law.go.kr/lsSc.do?menuId=0&p1=&subMenu=1&nwYn=
1&query=축산물위생관리법&x=0&y=0#liBgcolor0.

38. KARA, Report on the dog consumption industry (above, n. 33). 

39. Byung-Soo Kim, “Gaegogi hapbeophwa beoban jechul” [“Bill to legalize dog meat 
submitted”], Yeonhap News, August 17, 1999, http://news.naver.com/main/read.nhn 
?mode=LSD&mid=sec&sid1=100&oid=001&aid=0004458496.

40. The amendment was resubmitted in 2001 (when the World Cup was just around 
the corner), and again did not pass. J. Jo, “A study on the animal rights discourse” 
(above, n.30), p. 125.

41. Im-Gon Jo, Sigyonggyeon uisaeng cheorireul wihan jeongchaek yeongu [Research on poli-
cies for hygienic treatment of meat-dogs: final report] (Seoul: Hanguk jeongchaekhakhui, 
2012). 
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These efforts to legitimize dog consumption have often (if not 
always) gone hand-in-hand with a nationalist response against West-
ern pressure and the government’s compliance toward it. Hong-shin 
Kim wrote in a letter to Bardot that the Livestock Product Processing 
Act should be revised to include dogs because “our people’s health 
has priority over foreigners’ gaze.”42 At the same time, a group of pro-
gressive celebrities and organizations announced a “declaration of 
non-intervention” demanding that foreign countries respect Korea’s 
traditional food culture, in response to the increasing international 
pressure around the 2002 World Cup.43

In these nationalist discourses, eating dog becomes the issue of a 
“traditional food culture” (or “local food culture”) that should con-
tinue and be protected from foreign intervention. Yong-geun An, a 
professor of food and nutrition and the only scholar specializing in 
dog meat (also known as “Dr. Dog Meat”), has excavated historical 
records ranging from a fourth-century tomb painting to French mis-
sionaries’ writings in the nineteenth century in an effort to prove 
that eating dog is Korea’s traditional food culture.44 He argues that 
disavowing dog eating because of foreign criticism is “toadyism and 
neglect of sovereignty.” Koreans, he claims, should be proud of and 
actively develop and spread dog-meat cuisine throughout the world.45

While assertive nationalism regarding dog meat is a minority po-
sition among Koreans, the perception that dog eating is Korean “cul-
ture” is a prevailing perspective on the issue, often couched in the 
language of cultural relativism. This explains why a majority of Ko-
reans are against banning dog consumption even though most Kore-
ans do not actually eat dog meat.46 One survey found that 72 percent 

42. Hong-Shin Kim, “Kim Hong-Shin uiwoni beurijit bareudoege boneneun pyeonji” 
[“Hong-Shin Kim’s open letter to Brigitte Bardot”], August 17, 1999, http://www.hong 
shin.net/activity.php.

43. Bang-ryeol Hwang, “Gak-gye baekyuksipchilmyeong ‘gaegogi bulganseop seo-
neon’” [“167 from all walks of life, ‘declaration of non intervention in dog meat’”], 
Ohmynews, December 19, 2001, http://www.ohmynews.com/NWS_Web/view/at_pg 
.aspx?CNTN_CD=A0000061979.

44. Yong-geun An, Hangugingwa gaegogi [Koreans and dog meat] (Seoul: Hyoil, 2000).

45. Ibid., pp. 3–4. In this book, Y. An not only introduces recipes for various dog meat 
dishes, but also urges readers to develop recipes to fit foreigners’ tastes and habits—to 
globalize Korean dog-meat cuisine. His position is rather eccentric even among Koreans 
who support dog eating, but he nonetheless hyperbolically illustrates the thoughts and 
sensibilities underlying popular discourses in Korea.

46. The actual number of Koreans who eat dogs is difficult to measure. According to a 
poll by SBS Radio (one of the major broadcast companies in Korea) in 2007, 25.5 per-
cent of Koreans eat dogs. Quoted in Hui-kyung Cho, “Gaesigyong hapbeobhwaui ham-
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of respondents (all women, in this particular case) answered, “I do 
not eat boshingtang, but think it is a matter of individual choice,” 
and another survey showed that 69 percent of those who do not eat 
dog meat “do not agree with some foreign animal advocacy orga-
nizations’ accusations that boshintang culture is savage.”47 As these 
research results (and the rhetoric of the questionnaires) show, a cul-
tural relativist approach to dog meat entails a nationalist sentimen-
tality responding to postcolonial conditions. 

This widespread cultural relativism on the dog eating issue has cre-
ated rough terrain for Korean animal advocacy. For example, KARA 
(Korean Animal Rights Advocates) has attempted to challenge the 
cultural relativist defense on dog eating via two distinct registers. On 
one hand, KARA argues that dog eating is not a Korean tradition, but 
rather was influenced by China during the Chosun Dynasty when 
Sinocentrism prevailed. KARA also points out that the modern “farm-
ing” of dogs is itself in conflict with Korean tradition, which has never 
treated animals as mere commodities.48 On the other hand, it argues 
that cultural relativism is a method only for understanding different 
cultures, and that ethical universalism should be applied to make a 
normative judgment, especially concerning the suffering of “the weak, 
such as life [sic] and women”; it also offers the example of female 
genital mutilation in Africa and the Middle East (with pictures of 
women in veils, as the icon of the violence against these women).49

KARA makes a valid point when it notes the limit of cultural rela-
tivism for engaging with ethical and political problems. However, in 
assuming that cultural relativism is a purely epistemological project 
for understanding local culture separate from ethical and political 
judgment, KARA’s proposition paradoxically depoliticizes both “tradi-

jeonggwa gaesigyong bandae gamseongui gachi” [“The pitfall of legalizing dog eating 
and the value of the anti-dogmeat sensibility”], presented at Dongmuljayuyeondae 
(the Animal Liberation Association)’s Chobok Concert, Seoul, July 13, 2013. 

However, Y. An’s research shows that 83 percent of Koreans have eaten dog meat, al-
though his poll was taken in a region where dog eating is more popular than elsewhere. 
Quoted from I. Jo, Research on policies (above n. 41), p. 23. Cho argues that the actual 
proportion of people who regularly eat dog meat might be smaller, considering that 
these polls included only adults (and dog meat is mostly popular among older genera-
tions), and that among those who have ever eaten dog meat most do so only once 
every few years or no longer at all.

47. I. Jo, Research on policies (above n.41), p. 23. The first poll was undertaken in 1997, 
and the second in 2000.

48. KARA, “Gaesigyong FAQ 9” [“Dog eating FAQ 9”], Sum 1, emended and enlarged 
edition (2010): 90–139, esp. pp. 106–110.

49. Ibid., pp. 113, 117–118.
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tional culture” and “universal ethics.” Through such separation, the 
proposition erases the political aspects of how dog eating has become 
a traditional culture—in historical and anthropological discourses as 
well as in pop-cultural representations—in the postcolonial encoun-
ter between Korea and the West. Furthermore, KARA’s perspective on 
a universal ethics effaces its resonance with the normativization of 
postcolonial power relations.

Cultural relativism has limits—not because it offers only epis-
temological tools distinct from ethical criteria (as KARA suggests), 
but because it assumes that cultures are segmented into separate ar-
eas, diluting the political and historical construction of a “culture” 
through encounters with others. In this regard, cultural relativism 
offers a weak criticism at best against imperialist discourses, as Lila 
Abu-Lughod’s critique on the discourse of “Muslim women” sug-
gests.50 Calling attention to obsession with the cultural iconicity of 
veiled Muslim women in the post-9/11 United States, Abu-Lughod 
criticizes how the rhetoric of “saving Muslim women” is used to over-
write and legitimate the messy historical and political background 
of the “War on Terrorism.”51 In particular, she notes a resonance 
with British colonialist discourses, where colonial interventions 
into widow sacrifice, child marriage, and other practices concerning 
women in South Asia were used to justify colonial rule.52 She also 
wonders whether Western feminists are so readily mobilized to save 
Muslim women because they feel sorry for them (“to whom they can 
feel smugly superior”), which only reflects how they project their 
own pursuit of liberation onto these women without considering 
the actual meaning of veiling to them.53 However, Abu-Lughod does 
not relapse into the cultural relativism that reproduces “the imagi-
native geography of West versus East, us versus Muslims, cultures in 
which First Ladies give speeches versus others where women shuffle 
around silently in burqas.”54 Instead, she points out that we already 
live within global interconnections in which “Islamic movements 
themselves have arisen in a world shaped by the intense engage-
ments of Western powers in Middle Eastern lives.”55

50. Lila Abu-Lughod, “Do Muslim Women Really Need Saving?: Anthropological Re-
flections on Cultural Relativism and Its Others,” American Anthropologist 104:3 (2002): 
783–790.

51. Ibid., p. 783.

52. Ibid., p. 784. 

53. Ibid., p. 787.

54. Ibid., p. 784.

55. Ibid., p. 789.
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Resonating with the transnational connectedness noted by Abu-
Lughod, Walraven analyses dog eating as a cultural product of “the 
confrontation of local preferences with global pressure” from the 
intensification of East-West contact in the contemporary world.56 In 
this vein, Walraven considers the difference between the character of 
kimchi (which has earned an official symbolic status of Korean-ness) 
and of dog meat (which is still controversial, and is not important 
in the typical Korean diet), attending to how each food has acquired 
its symbolic attachment to Korea’s national identity in the context 
of multicultural controversy. In this sense, South Koreans’ defen-
siveness regarding dog meat is not a natural expression of cultural 
identity; rather, it involves complex logical, affective, and political 
dynamics, (trans)forming Korean-ness in the course of the transna-
tional debate.

Likewise, both Western-centric criticism on the status of surrogate-
mother dogs (in the rhetoric of “animal welfare”) and nationalist/
cultural relativist responses to that criticism (in the form of silence) 
extend the dog eating debates that have developed within the post-
colonial relations between Korea and the “West.”57 In the search for 
an alternative, Claire Jean Kim’s question about whether “slaying the 
beast” as an enactment of sovereignty for both imperialist and na-
tionalist regimes offers a sustainable civility—a question that arises 
as she examines the interlacing of racialization and animalization 
in debates around the live-animal market in San Francisco’s China-
town.58

Like the multiculturalist advocates of the live-animal market in 
San Francisco, Korean dog-meat advocates also claim cultural sover-
eignty over “slaying” based on a speciesist division between what is 
edible and what is not: “We do not eat pet-dogs. We eat only dogs 
that are raised for meat.” However, recurring media reports that stray 
and abandoned dogs are turned into soup—including “pet” breeds 
such as poodles and Maltese—intimate the frailty of any division 
between meat and pet, while “pet” culture as a Western transplant 

56. Walraven, “Bardot Soup” (above, n. 31), p.102.

57. For more discussion on the conflict between animal rights discourses and national-
ist/nativist discourses surrounding animals as food, see Claire Jean Kim, “Multicultural-
ism Goes Imperial: Immigrants, Animals, and the Suppression of Moral Dialogue,” Du 
Bois Review 4:1 (2007): 233–249; and also Greta Gaard, “Tools for a Cross-Cultural 
Feminist Ethics: Exploring Ethical Contexts and Contents in the Makah Whale Hunt,” 
Hypatia 16:1 (2001): 1–26.

58. Claire Jean Kim, “Slaying the Beast: Reflections on Race, Culture, and Species,” 
Kalfou: A Journal of Comparative and Relational Ethnic Studies Inaugural Issue (2010): 
57–76.
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is only ambiguously and contingently distinguished from the more 
traditional culture of raising dogs as guards.59 

However, the stories of poodle soup challenge not only the na-
tionalist claim regarding the pet/meat division, but also bioethical 
discourses in which the treatment of surrogate-mother dogs is re-
duced to the dog-meat debate. While this kind of discourse certainly 
relies on its own pet/meat dichotomy, it belies the compliance with 
other kinds of slaying. Most obviously, it erases putting to death 
of shelter animals—a systemic mass-killing of the surplus bodies of 
pet culture—and neutralizes slaying of lab animals—a slaying that 
undergirds the cultural and speciesist sovereignty of the Western/
human subject within the transnational bioethics.60

“Someone Else Farting through Your Mouth”: Affect as 
Postcolonial Ventriloquy
Cultural studies often approach certain foods as a confirmation of 
identity, binding the eater to where he belongs. In such an approach, 
the focus is on how one affirms her origin (sometimes even despite 
stigmatization), which underpins a politics of identity that calls for 
shedding shame and being proud of one’s own culture—as rather hy-
perbolically shown in “Dr. Dog Meat’s” push to globalize dog-meat 
cuisines. However, I take a different line of thought, in conversa-
tion with affect theories, and in particular with Elspeth Probyn, who 
explores eating as an event in which “we lose ourselves in a wild 
morphing of the animate and the inanimate.”61 From this approach, 
eating is a locus of transformation through visceral engagement with 

59. In South Korea, pet culture—as known by Westerners—took off only after the 
1990s, and has since become popular. As of 2014, there are about five million pet dogs 
in South Korea, whose population is about fifty million. However, more-traditional 
forms of raising dogs— raised outside as guard animals, for example—also involved 
companionship with humans. For a detailed discussion of the history and culture of 
pet ownership in South Korea, see Anthony L. Podberscek, “Good to Pet and Eat: The 
Keeping and Consuming of Dogs and Cats in South Korea,” Journal of Social Issues 65:3 
(2009): 615–632, esp. pp. 624–625.

60. According to the USDS, 891,161 animals (including 67,772 dogs) were used for 
biomedical research in 2013 in the United States. However, this number does not in-
clude rats, mice, and other animals that are not covered by the Animal Welfare Act but 
constitute the majority of laboratory animals. USDA, “Annual Report Animal Usage by 
Fiscal Year,” November 29, 2014, https://speakingofresearch.files.wordpress.com 
/2008/03/usda-animal-research-use-2011-13.pdf.

Here, my point is not to criticize the speciesism of using animals as biomedical research 
subjects, but to note how the institutionalization of laboratory animals is a backdrop 
to criticism on the treatment of the surrogate-mother dogs. 

61. Elspeth Probyn, Carnal Appetites: FoodSexIdentities (London: Routledge, 2000), p. 8.
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others, rather than consolidation of a fixed identity. Reflecting on 
her experience with anorexia, Probyn explores disgust and shame as 
the hidden face of body pride, as well as other identity politics based 
on body and sexuality—including projects of affirming the body, be 
it gay, black, disabled, fat, or old. The problem is that such a willful 
claim for “pride” does not necessarily nullify the affects of shame 
and disgust: one’s face could blush, eyes close, or stomach become 
upset, even though one tries to resist. Probyn uses these untamable 
affects of shame and disgust as measures of the body’s own reflective 
capacities to reach out, spill over, hide, and run away, revisiting af-
fect theorist Silvan Tompkins’s discussion that disgust has “evolved 
to protect the human being from coming too close,” while shame 
is in part “generated by the recognition of having been too close.”62

Affects of shame and disgust as bodily measures of reflexive dis-
tance/intimacy take a biopolitical significance given their roles in 
the production of the social and cultural abject. Julia Kristeva, for 
example, attends to corporeal responses of spasm, retching, repug-
nance, and shame as an index of one’s encounter with “the abject.”63 
The abject, according to Kristeva, is what has been ejected by “I” 
in the process of entering into the symbolic order as an indepen-
dent subject. However, as a reminder of perishable corporeality that 
has never entirely disappeared, the abject does not cease to chal-
lenge “I” and instead draws him “towards the place where meaning 
collapses.”64 Kristeva’s discussion demonstrates the primacy of affect 
(of disgust) over logos in considering the Other that wanders around 
outside the realm of representation. In this regard, the investigation 
into affects of shame and disgust is in line with Rey Chow’s observa-
tion: “the inextricable linkages between the sensorial, the aesthetic, 
and the social” provide insight into “the politics of knowledge pro-
duction in the face of large periodic markers” such as Enlighten-
ment, modernity, colonialism, and postcoloniality.65

In conversation with theories that examine affect as an analytic 
tool for measuring intimacy with and distance from other bodies 
as well as the politics of knowledge production, let me regurgitate 

62. Ibid., pp. 133–134. Probyn’s reference to Silvan Tompkins is from Silvan Tompkins, 
Affect, Imagery, Consciousness (New York: Springer, 1991), vol. 3, p. 15.

63. Julia Kristeva, Powers of Horror: An Essay on Abjection, trans. Leon S. Roudiez (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1982), p. 2. The affects of shame and disgust have 
been important subjects for both queer and postcolonial literature. 

64. Ibid.

65. Rey Chow, “Writing in the Realm of the Senses: Introduction,” Differences: A Journal 
of Feminist Cultural Studies 11:2 (1999): i–ii.
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the phrase “white people saving yellow dogs from yellow people.” 
To play with Allen Weiss’s note on a strange food combination that 
“the shock of categorical incongruity was an overture to all future 
discourse,” we can think of how the dog—in the categorically in-
congruent form of meat of pet—choreographs the affective dynam-
ics between those who have been too close to dogs (by eating dog 
meat) and those who are disgusted by it.66 These affective circuits do 
not always align neatly with the primary division between Korean 
and Western critics, East and West, but are also complicated by dif-
ferences within Korean society: the meat is associated with oriental 
maleness (as an aphrodisiac), blue-collar ethics, and rural culture. 
Therefore, these circuits are deeply charged with sexual and class 
affects as well.

In this context, what if we suspend the Sisyphean exercise of 
throwing away shame and disgust in order to recover the self-same 
subject (by being proud of the Korean custom of eating dogs), and 
instead take it as an instance of sensing the work of “the other” 
within the self, arising in the encounter with other bodies? That is, 
what if we consider the sense of shame to be an instance of canine 
affect upon and within our bodies—giving up the fantasy of the uni-
tary subject and recognizing encounters with other bodies as we ar-
ticulate bioethics? Through affect as an analytic tool for examining 
bodily assemblages, I suggest re-envisioning Spivak’s postcolonial 
critique of the politics of representation. Here, the problem is less 
that one speaks about or for the (mute/d) dogs, appropriating their 
voice. Rather, one speaks of and through one’s body, which is af-
fected by canine corporeality—being shamed, disgusted, or affected 
in other ways—that in turn rearranges the distance and order among 
speaking and eating bodies. 

On one end of this affective circuit, there are bodies that are dis-
gusted by dog meat—either expressly so, or by feeling embarrassed 
at being disgusted or even adventurous with something disgusting 
(like those trying “exotic foods”). Criticizing these bodies for being 
disgusted will not chase the disgust away if it is only displaced by 
a sense of guilt over being disgusted.67 The intractability of disgust 
points to what Tomkins has already diagnosed: disgust is a mark of 
the oppressor, which “whenever an individual, a class, or a nation 

66. Quoted in Probyn, Carnal Appetites (above, n. 61), pp. 135.

67. Probyn also questions the linear narrative that by being proud of her own body she 
makes those who categorize her as disgusting feel ashamed of themselves; they would 
feel guilty at best, but disgust, blame, and resentment would be merely pushed under 
the “surface of a sanitized veneer of acceptance” (ibid., p. 130).
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wishes to maintain a hierarchical relationship, it will have to resort 
to.”68 As such, one can problematize this affect of disgust by utilizing 
disgusted bodies as a touchstone for the normative order of things in 
the biopolitical production of im/proper bodies and relations.

From this perspective, I reflect on how “animal welfare” as bioeth-
ics is intermingled with the normativizing force of disgust, caused 
by the “shock of categorical incongruity”—echoing in variations of 
the phrase “to pet and eat” in Western discourses on dog meat in 
Korea and other Asian countries.69 For example, Harold Herzog and 
Lauren Golden argue that people with higher visceral disgust sensi-
tivity—associated with “elevated levels of ethnocentrism, prejudice, 
and right-wing authoritarianism”—are “more likely to be upset by 
animal suffering and thus more apt to become involved in the ani-
mal protection movement.” This claim is dangerously moralistic but 
it nonetheless offers a useful insight, although at odds with the au-
thors’ arguments.70 Their argument intimates that the “animal pro-
tection movement” might be contingent on disgust sensitivity and 
its sterilizing force—moralizing the biopolitical order of things, in-
cluding the hierarchies of race, class, and species as well as the cate-
gories of farm/pet/lab animals. Of course, the affect of disgust cannot 
explain away the attack on dog eating by animal rights advocates. 
However, the fetishization of dog meat as the animal question in 
Korea and the moralization of this categorization point to how the 
ethical and political arguments about animal welfare intermingle 
with the normativizing force of carnal affects against other races, 
classes, and species in a transnational context. 

On the other end of this affective circuit are those shamed for 
being disgusting (for being too close to dog meat), or ashamed of 
being shamed by their own culture. This sense of shame is not the 
direct opposite of disgust, to borrow Tomkins, because what the op-
pressor’s disgust develops in the oppressed is often “contempt for 

68. Silvan Tomkins, Shame and Its Sisters: A Silvan Tomkins Reader, ed. Eve Kosofsky 
Sedgwick and Adam Frank (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1995), pp. 133–178, 
quote on p. 139.

69. Podberscek’s article “Good to Pet and Eat” is only one among many that examine 
Korea’s dog eating culture primarily through what is most shocking about it (at least to 
Westerners)—the idea of “eating” what we “pet,” the violation of categorization. He 
explains such a distinction of animals (even among the same species) through Michael 
Fox’s concept of compartmentalization. Podberscek, “Good to Pet and Eat” (above, n. 
58), p. 628.

70. Harold A. Herzog and Lauren L Golden, “Moral Emotions and Social Activism: The 
Case of Animal Rights,” Journal of Social Issues 65:3 (2009): 485–498, quote on p. 487.
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themselves.”71 However, it is possible, if not common, for this self-
contempt to be replaced by emphatic shame—but only when the 
oppressed has internalized the democratic ideal. It is through this 
oblique space (in relation to the diagonal opposites between disgust 
and self-contempt) that I approach Koreans’ responses to the dog-
meat debate in terms of shame. And it is with this obliqueness of 
shame, combined with its self-erasing and reclusive propensity, that 
I return to postcolonial criticism of the difficulty (or even impossibil-
ity) of representation. 

In this regard, Probyn offers further stinky food for thought in 
her discussion of a short story. The protagonist discovers the joys 
of Swedish tinned herrings that smell of shit and keep fermenting 
inside the stomach. What’s more, it leads to uncontrollable burping: 
“Well, this was like someone else farting through your mouth.”72 
In the controversy around dog eating, a non/human postcolonial 
ventriloquism might also be “like someone else farting through 
your mouth.” Even though one is too ashamed to speak about one’s 
shame, and even though the dog (or meat) does not speak (or bark), 
the canine body ferments inside and generates uncanny burps— 
reminding us that we have already been contaminated. This kind 
of ventriloquism deconstructs the dominant concept of the bio-
ethical subject as primarily logocentric—as dictating the biopoliti-
cal order of various bodies—while it implodes the division between 
Homo loquens (“talking man”) and mute animal as well as between 
the speaking subject and the eating body. From this perspective, a 
non-anthropocentric bioethics in the transnational context neither 
universalizes “animal welfare” nor adds geographical specificities to 
it. Rather, it begins with looking at the other within—at the human 
as animal.

Spivak ends “Can the Subaltern Speak?” with the perplexing case 
of Bhuvaneswari Bhaduri, who hanged herself after not being able 
to carry out a political assassination (in the interest of Indian inde-
pendence) during menstruation—a gesture that both conforms to 
and reverses the native patriarchal norm.73 Through Bhuvaneswari’s 
death, which performs the impossibility of Indian women’s speech, 
Spivak offers a postcolonial feminist response to Derrida’s ethics 
of “rendering delirious that interior voice that is the voice of the 
other in us.”74 In the same vein, the story of disappearing surrogate-

71. Tomkins, Shame and Its Sisters (above, n. 67), p. 139.

72. Probyn, Carnal Appetites (above, n. 60), p. 137.

73. Spivak, “Can the Subaltern Speak?” (above, n. 26), pp. 307–308.

74. Ibid., p. 308.
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mother dogs is also my response to this call for rendering the voice 
of the specters within—or rather, the affective remainders of the ca-
nine within. As I trace the remainders of these animals, such canine 
affect as a form of non/human postcoloniality influences not only 
my own writing (and silence) but also the production of bioethical 
discourses in an age of transnational biotechnology. In this sense, 
these surrogate-mother dogs are less an object of research than they 
are my Ariadne.
 * * *
In his examination of the limits of humanist ethics, Wolfe draws 
upon a passage from Spivak:

The great doctrines of the ethical universal, in terms of which liberalism 
thought out its ethical programmes, played history false, because the identity 
was disengaged in terms of who was and who was not human. That’s why all 
these projects, the justification of slavery, as well as the justification of Chris-
tianization, seemed to be alright; because, after all, these people had not grad-
uated into humanhood, as it were.75

In this vein, while “it is understandable that traditionally marginal-
ized groups and people would be loath to surrender the idea of full 
humanist subjectivity,” Wolfe suggests that “it is not as if we have 
a choice about the coming of post-humanism; it is already upon us, 
most unmistakably in the sciences, technology, and medicine.”76 If 
the ethical universal is false because it recognizes humanness only 
in those who conform to the liberal notion of the subject, another 
manner of deconstructing the doublet of “liberal subject—ethical 
universalism” would be to recognize the non-human as well as the 
quasi-human that permeates the liberal subject. 

This article makes a critical intervention into the liberal bioethi-
cal discourses from a postcolonial and canine-affective perspective, 
engaging with the debates surrounding “used-up” surrogate-mother 
dogs that haunt the transnational dog cloning industry. In exploring 
how these bitches have disappeared through interlocking Western-
centric animal welfare discourses and nationalist reactions, the af-
fects of shame and disgust emerge as the trace of these dogs left 

75. Gayatri Spivak, “Remembering the Limits: Differences, Identity and Practice,” in 
Socialism and the Limits of Liberalism, ed. Peter Osborne (London: Verso, 1991), pp. 
227–239. I have recited this passage from Cary Wolfe, Animal Rites: American Culture, 
the Discourse of Species, and Posthumanist Theory (Chicago: The University of Chicago 
Press), pp. 1–17, quote on p. 7.

76. Cary Wolfe, “In Search of Post-Humanist Theory: The Second-Order Cybernetics of 
Maturana and Varela,” Cultural Critique 30 (Spring 1995): 33–70, quote on p. 36 (em-
phasis in original).
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upon us as they disappear. As such, these canine affects play two 
roles: while they point to uneven relations among Koreans, Western-
ers, and dogs themselves, they also refigure the bioethical subject as 
affective bodies permeable to others—therefore contingent on nor-
mative arrangements among human and nonhuman bodies. In this 
sense, the bioethical debate surrounding former surrogate-mother 
dogs is a biopolitical event whose impact far exceeds the task of ap-
plying cultural relativism or incorporating geopolitical specificities. 
Instead, it concerns the rearticulation of the liberalist biopolitical 
order of things within the transnational bioethics—the political im-
plications of which are imminent as various forms of bodies are in-
creasingly incorporated into the circuits of biotechnology. 
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