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Transcending the Anthropocentric Vision: the 
Non-human Animal as Subject in Contemporary 
Cinema 

  
Luca Lunardi, Fabiano D’Este 

  
Introduction 
fi 
The scientific and philosophical interest in non-humans has 
become central in the current debate, so much so that there is 
talk of an authentic turning point, the animal turn [Ritvo 2007], 
in redefining the themes of the human animal relationship, 
otherness, the ontological status of the animal, and the meaning 
of the human and animality.  

As argued by Salzani [2017], this turning point is more 
generally part of the crisis of traditional humanism at the end of 
the 20th century. In fact, according to Wolfe [2010], the animal 
question is part of the broader question of posthumanism. 

Looking at non-human from a non-anthropocentric 
perspective calls into question the posthumanist philosophical 
perspective. In the current philosophical debate [Ferrando 
2019], posthumanism is acquiring ever more importance, and 
here, we refer particularly to ecological posthumanism 
[Marchesini 2022]. Philosophical posthumanism is emancipated 
from humanism, from anthropocentrism, and from dualism 
[Ferrando 2019]; it aims to overcome traditional philosophical 
thought which, from Descartes to Heidegger, continues a 
humanistic, anthropocentric and dualistic perspective of non-
humans as a subordinate. Instead, posthumanism recognizes, in 
the wake of philosophers like Derrida [2006], that the human 
does not dominate the non-human, but is on the same 
ontological level; not separate, but contiguous. Marchesini says: 
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«the other species and I belong to the same way-of-being even if 
we express it with different declinations» [Marchesini 2022; p. 
65]. 

However, the dominant vision of non-humans in cinema and 
other media re–ects and reinforces a long-established cultural 
context: the anthropocentric perspective. The human places 
itself at the center and subordinates other living beings and the 
environment to its needs; the impact is there for all to see. There 
is ample evidence that the spread of zoonoses is linked to the 
consequences of typical Anthropocene phenomena, from 
deforestation to biodiversity loss. Destruction of entire habitats 
has led to the migration of wild species, increasing the spillover 
to humans of dangerous pathogens, previously relegated to 
inaccessible natural environments [Liz Paola et al. 2022, Carlson 
et al. 2022]. 

The anthropocentric gaze re–ects the invasive, destructive, 
and disrespectful way in which humans regard nature, and 
which compromises human health. In fact, it is not enough to 
take care of human health to face future health challenges, such 
as possible epidemic emergencies, but it is necessary to move to 
an integrated approach in which humans, non-humans and 
environmental health are interconnected, i.e., the One Health 
approach [MacKenzie and Jeggo 2019].1 Freeing ourselves from 
our anthropocentric perspective is a necessary step for humans 
and all forms of life. 

This reversal of our gaze on non-humans has important 
implications concerning animal representations in cinema. 
Because the dominant, stereotyped representation of non-
humans is a consequence of that anthropocentric perspective 
that has been absolutely dominant since the origins of 
Hollywood cinema.  

Furthermore, this non-human representation is mostly bent 
to logics of pure entertainment and confirms clichés and 
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stereotypes of the humanistic-anthropocentric perspective. This 
applies to international mainstream cinema, especially 
Hollywood. There, the non-human depiction reaflrms our 
domination, even on the linguistic level, so the non-human 
remains an object of vision. One example is the screenplay 
technique known as Save the Cat [Snyder 2005]; this contains a 
crucial moment in which the human protagonist saves a cat, i.e., 
performs an action that triggers a sort of emotional blackmail 
towards the viewer. 

The novelty of our contribution lies in offering an alternative 
view, by identifying some recent films that move away from the 
logic of pure entertainment and the dominant anthropocentric 
perspective to attempt a hybridized gaze. These films allow us to 
re–ect on the relationship between cinematic time and non-
human animal life [McMahon, 2021]; simultaneously, they have 
absorbed the lesson on becoming animal [Deleuze and Guattari 
2002]. Some examples are attributable to slow cinema [Romney 
2010], others are multi-species documentaries [MacDonald 
2013]. 

Here, we investigate how it is precisely the syntactic and 
formal aspects of these films that offer a different viewing 
experience, capable of re-establishing a relationship with the 
non-human that minimizes the human intervention. Even if they 
do not openly aflrm a posthumanist approach, these films carry 
the germs of change that might be awoken in the viewer. 

As Lanfranchi writes: 
  

to investigate the position of the viewer with respect to the 
anthropocentric and normative structure of the film, it is 
necessary to go beyond the exclusively figurative and content 
analysis of the filmic object […] Rather, it is a question of 
relating the textual structure of the film to the corresponding 
diegetic representation, remembering that the signifier 
articulates, precedes and provides a pre-understanding of the 
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meaning. Anthropocentrism in cinema therefore has to do with 
the linguistic modalities of reproduction, articulation and 
representation of the image. [Lanfranchi 2021; p. 20] 
  

Films like Becoming Animal (2018) and Nénette (2010) 
stimulated new perspectives of the non-human and infected the 
more traditional narratives of mainstream cinema by suggesting 
that the non-human owns its subjectivity and is not simply 
represented as an object [Past 2019]. In this cinematic form, the 
non-human does not play a pre-packaged part, is not caged in a 
forcibly human narrative, but is a narrative disruptor [Pick 2011] 
bringing spontaneity, unpredictability, and natural action to the 
screen. As we will see, these attempts are useful to create new 
perspectives, and to rethink the logic of human domination that 
subjects all animals, both non-humans and humans. 

In our study, the films represent varying degrees of success 
in demonstrating, both conceptually and in terms of 
cinematographic technique, how a pathway of dialogue and 
engagement with non-human otherness is achievable in various 
ways. Throughout history, humans have enriched their cultural 
heritage by establishing relationships with non-humans 
[Marchesini 2003]. Similarly, in cinema, it might be possible to 
draw inspiration from the non-human world to develop a visual 
vocabulary and imagine a continuously hybridizing living 
kingdom. 
  
Beyond the human gaze: the non-human animal as subject 
of vision in Contemporary cinematic Experiences 
fi 
If we quickly examine mainstream Hollywood cinema, we find 
traditional theriomorphic archetypes that highlight the 
ambiguity of the process of separation from, or continuity with, 
the non-human. These archetypes can also be understood in the 
context of the fears and desires of the human psyche that 
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characterize specific historical periods. In our analysis we have 
reduced these archetypes to two main dichotomous categories. 

The category of the monster animal [Gregersdotter et al. 
2015, Aaltola 2002] encompasses not only various non-human 
figures as threats – in this case the human characteristics, 
particularly those of darkness and evil, are projected onto non-
human creatures, as seen in films like King Kong (1933) or 
Tarantula! (1955) – but also processes of metamorphosis of the 
human into a monster as in The Fly (1986) or processes of 
overloading of powers of non-human origin to the human, as 
seen in characters like Spider-man (2022) or Catwoman (2004); 

In the category of mirror animal [Baker 1993, Zipes 1999, Burt 
2002, Moscariello 2016] the non-human animal undergoes the 
projection of purely human characteristics. This category 
includes portrayals of non-humans as friends of children, as seen 
in films like Lassie Come Home (1943) or Okja (2017), as well as 
companions and partners in adult adventures, exemplified by 
films such as Dog (2022) or Turner & Hooch (1989). 

Both monster animal and mirror animal are, in fact, denials 
of animal referentiality and assertions of full ontological autarchy 
of the human being.  

However, all these processes fall within a broader framework 
of objectification of the non-human that develops in cinema both 
narratively and linguistically. Indeed, the dominant anthro–
pocentrism has rarely given due recognition to the referentiality 
of the non-human, in the name of a presumed innate purity 
opposed to any form of contamination and asserting the 
superiority of human moral values over animal values. 

For example, in horror cinema the triggering cause of the 
threat always seems to start from a transgression committed by a 
non-human animal (or species) that attacks or infects the human 
and develops by achieving the punishment of the non-human to 
restore an entirely human order. In this way, the horror 

76



manifests itself as a direct or indirect non-human attack on 
humans. The established separation confirms that humans have 
moral (human) principles, but non-humans are without moral 
principles, implacable predators, incapable of showing mercy. 
The only way for the former to protect themselves from the 
latter is to become even more ferocious and kill them [Alaimo 
2001]. 

But the non-human is not a passive being, it opposes our 
imperialist desire to restrict nature solely for human use and 
consumption [Armstrong 2002]. Many of these films, such as 
Hitchcock’s The Birds (1963) or Spielberg’s Jaws (1975), also 
conceal an unconscious sense of rebellion against human 
domination and belong to a subgenre known as eco-vengeance. 

Although these films propose a narrative in which the non-
human object must be annihilated in order to restore the pre-
established human order, these films can also be considered a 
desperate attempt at a metaphysical revolt of the natural spirit 
against humans. Eco-vengeance film has reached our days: see 
the Planet of the Apes saga (1960ffi2017), the Jurassic Park series 
(1993ffi2022), or Rampage (Peyton, 2018), in which the real threat 
to humans becomes the very presence of non-humans on the 
planet. 

Even the stereotype of the theriomorphic child is inherently 
ambiguous, often portrayed as a pure being living in harmony 
with nature and capable of forming a special bond with human 
children due to a shared sense of original innocence. However, 
the symbolic use of this stereotype may actually conceal a 
paternalistic attitude of humans towards non-humans [Marc–
hesini 2003]. 

If the monster animal embodies qualities that humans 
perceive as degrading and inhuman, the mirror animal re–ects 
only feelings and emotions considered exclusive to the human 
experience. In this depiction, the non-human experiences 
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emotions from a purely anthropocentric perspective, lacking 
autonomous subjectivity. 

Moreover, we must not forget that cinema is in–uenced both 
by symbolic imagery and by economic output. If entertainment 
cinema originates with a purely commercial logic, the non-
human is also part of this logic and becomes itself an object of 
consumption. Consider, for example, the merchandising 
strategies typically associated with Disney production.  

To facilitate the marketability of a product like this, the 
cinematic language must conform to this logic. The technique of 
invisible editing in classical Hollywood cinema as well as 
contemporary cinema represents the best tool for conveying the 
dominant ideology: the camera continues to follow the 
characters according to the anthropocentric point of view, 
allowing the viewer to follow the progression of the narrative.2 

In this way, however, dominant ideologies and cultural 
legacies also end up in–uencing the narratives. Consider, for 
example, gender relations, racial discourse, and the 
representation of concepts such as good and evil. This logic more 
or less coincides with the same development, whether in the 
case of the monster animal triumphing over the non-human 
monster or achieving a goal, such as the alliance between non-
human and human.  

But is it possible to liberate the non-human from this 
perspective that confines it to a role assigned for the needs and 
desires of humans? Is it possible to restore a relationship with the 
non-human without imposing a pre-established narrative and, at 
the same time, utilize a cinematic language capable of valorizing 
this relationship? 

To break free from the cage of the anthropocentric 
perspective, it will be necessary to reattribute an anthro–
popoietic meaning to the non-human in cinema, recognizing it as 
a partner of knowledge and therefore of vision. 
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«Because while the human eye exerts dominance, the animal 
eye reveals the partiality of the human eye dominance; 
zoopoietic hybridization constructs an expanded domain 
bridging these two realms, allowing for a redefinition of visual 
performances» [Marchesini-Andersen 2003; pp. 124-125]. The 
human/non-human combination must become an indivisible 
reality again, in continuous evolution and transformation, being 
able to trigger processes of cultural hybridization. 

For this purpose, in our analysis we will focus on audiovisual 
experiences that depart from traditional cinema and break away 
from the anthropocentric framework. These works, keeping in 
mind the posthumanist lesson, try to adopt a perspective worthy 
of the non-human by necessarily relying on hybrid formats, 
halfway between fiction and documentary, within the field of 
experimental cinema. In the films we will analyze, human 
centrality is reduced to a minimum, to stimulate a change in the 
spectators’ approach towards non-humans. 

We can use an analogy to define this paradigm shift: just as 
harmful manifestations of anthropocentric logic, such as 
deforestation, urbanization, or the exploitation of natural 
resources, alter the environment, new sustainable practices 
could improve life on the planet. Similarly, the purely 
anthropocentric representation (the monster animal and the 
mirror animal) distorts the identity of the non-human, but new 
visual and linguistic experiences could offer a more respectful 
approach to acknowledging the subjectivity of non-humans. 

Nonetheless, if we try to break away from an anthropocentric 
point of view, we immediately find ourselves facing the impasse 
mentioned by Malamud [2010]: «We want to be in two types of 
relationships that are mutually exclusive: close to nature and 
separate from it at the same time». 

In the last phase of Godard’s cinema, the film Adieu au 
Langage (2014) stands out as perhaps his most extreme attempt 
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to transcend the limits of language and audio-visual techniques. 
Here, the image is reduced to fragments, embodying pure 
visuality as theorized by Derrida [2006].  

In fact, the film seems to follow the philosopher’s lesson; it is 
no coincidence that the true protagonist of the film is a dog, a 
symbol of resistance to the trivialization of the link between 
reality and image and, therefore, a symbol of cinema.  

Instead, the monster animal and the mirror animal portray a 
non-human subjected to human observation, constrained within 
a traditional time/space framework, thus emphasizing a 
preference for the human perspective, exemplified by 
techniques such as montage and shot/reverse shot. 

A fundamental step out of this human perspective is found in 
the thinking of Bazin [1999], who shows that the montage does 
not allow respect for the ambiguity of the real, because it does 
not leave the viewer to decide what to look at or where to look 
inside the frame. Slow cinema is linked to this historical 
re–ection by Bazin and is more than a school; it is an approach 
that unites even very different films that share the intention of 
going beyond traditional non-human representations (and not 
only these films). Since the beginning of the new millennium, 
slow cinema has stood out as a counter-trend in contemporary 
cinema: its aim is to elude the bombardment of images that 
characterizes the current digital cinematic age and comply with 
the need to slow down viewing time [ James 2010, Romney 2010]. 

A distinctive trait of this approach is the sequence shot, 
which denotes the need to abandon times, rhythms of 
observation and spaces attributable to the human gaze, and to 
attempt a different type of gaze. The static shot and the long take 
permit not to interrupt the –ow of time, which in the standard 
cinematic approach is usually achieved by eliminating all so-
called “dead time” via montage. Slow cinema utilizes as few cuts 
as possible, producing a wider segment of reality. This means 
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that there are moments in which, even though nothing seems to 
happen in the frame, different or unexpected movements 
perfectly suitable for non-humans can be recorded. The non-
human is in the foreground, it is the subject of view, but is not a 
mere object of vision or symbolization by the human [De Luca 
2016, McMahon 2021]. 

Numerous recent films used this approach to investigate non-
human gaze. In many cases, these are hybrid films that elude any 
real categorization. In other cases, these are fictional films that 
blend into documentary, such as The Tourin Horse (2011) and The 
Four Times (2010), or the multi-species documentary genre 
[Eben Kirksey and Helmreich 2010], with films like Bovines 
(2011), Cow (2021), Leviathan (2012) and Nénette (2010). Uniting 
them is the presence of non-humans that slows down/stops the 
traditional narrative rhythm, to go beyond the needs of the 
typical human observation rhythm. The most emblematic case is 
the horse protagonist of The Tourin Horse, in which the horse, 
always a symbol of movement, is a figure of death and 
immobility. Time dilation allows for a cinematic experience that 
is different from traditional editing. Manipulation of the images is 
minimal due to sequence shots. In Bovines, the observation of 
the daily ruminating cows was defined [Deleuze 1985] as image-
time or a direct representation of time, and it is detached from 
narrative cause/effect, distant from anthropocentric image-
movement. In this perspective, the human is peripheral. 
Similarly, in The Four Times, humans and non-humans, plants 
and minerals are not arranged on a hierarchical pyramid but on 
«a horizontal, –uid, sequence plan that transmigrates from one 
body to another, as souls are sometimes believed to do» [Filippi 
and Maggio, 2014; p. 122]. The same thing happens at the 
auditory level; the soundscape has no hierarchy, silence opens 
up a horizontal acoustic space, so the acoustic space is filled with 
sonic details that carry equal weight [Past 2019].  
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In slow cinema, therefore, the gaze follows the time of 
rituality, and of the cyclicality of the seasons. This different 
conception of time leads to a repositioning of the human in the 
frame. Maggio and Filippi [2014] suggest, referring to Agamben 
[2002], that if the viewing time is no longer that of the human, 
but of Zoé, or of bare life, then the non-humans’ positions in the 
world also change. The human returns to be just one among 
many other animals, with the same vulnerability and submission 
to nature. The film’s point of view is no longer anthropo–
morphized, but there are multiple points of view, one for each 
creature. This approach (call it a perspective reversal) is 
necessarily accompanied by a change of gaze in the cinemato–
graphic technique. If cinematographic techniques are formalized 
in the rigidly codified shots that always refer to an ideal human 
figure (close-up; American shot; full shot, etc.), in slow cinema 
and multispecies documentaries, the shots are reformulated on 
the basis of a non-anthropocentric multiper–ceptive gaze. 

Frammartino’s film tries to free the viewer’s gaze, inducing 
him to find the connection that animates everything that 
surrounds us. It is an approach that can be considered derridean, 
in which it is not us who look at the non-humans, but rather, we 
feel watched by them. 

The problem of which point of view to adopt reveals a 
fundamental ambiguity that is central in an exemplary film like 
Nénette (2010). Despite its good intentions, the film actually 
leaves an ambiguity in the viewer’s gaze – especially in the 
cinematographic technique used. Because on the one hand it 
suggests an approach that respects the subjectivity of the non-
human but at the same time confirms its objectification. But the 
question of feeling seen by non-humans is necessarily linked to 
other issues such as the role of the cinematographic medium and 
the spectator’s relationship with the screen. 
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Barbara Creed [2013] identifies how the film tries to 
overcome, by exploiting the language of cinema, the 
anthropocentric point of view: for the entire duration of the film 
Nénette, the orangutan who is the protagonist, is in the 
foreground inside of the fence, between the straw and the glass 
wall. The presence of the human is only given by the audio: the 
comments of the visitors and zookeepers. We never see the 
human except as an occasional re–ection on the glass wall. 

The documentary not only seeks to represent a symmetrical 
relationship between human and non-human but also reveals the 
possibility of establishing a more –uid and dynamic relationship 
between species. Precisely because he prefers long and static 
shots on the body, gestures and movements of the protagonist, 
Philibert wants to bring out Nénette’s identity through a tactile 
visualization, as Barbara Creed calls it. This stands in opposition 
to language as a human prerogative. 

But at the same time this cinematographic technique still 
seems to lead back to an anthropocentric perspective if we focus 
on the condition of mediality of the non-human that emerges 
from the documentary: according to Laura McMahon and Michel 
Lawrence [2015] the non-human present at the cinema and at 
the zoo is not simply the animal, but it is part of a hierarchical 
order that makes it the object of human observation. 

The zoo thus becomes a visual backdrop that frames the non-
human, and the cinema offers the viewer a perspective of the 
non-human that aligns with that experienced by visitors to the 
zoo. The use of long times allows us to question ourselves about 
the imprisonment and suffering of the non-human, but also 
about the very gaze to which the non-human is exposed. 

As we have seen, the question of the non-human animal gaze 
is very complex and the two interpretations proposed by Nénette 
certainly make it an emblematic case study. Nénette’s fixed gaze 
certainly undermines human cinematic structures based on the 
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hierarchization of the gaze and voyeurism. But in Nénette there is 
an immersive look into the non-human environment that could 
help restore subjectivity to non-humans and stimulate us to re-
consider the role of partnership with the non-human. 

Indeed, this immersive look proposes a different way of 
experiencing cinematography, requiring the spectator to 
undergo a «visual/auditory training to appreciate the experience 
of immersion in natural processes» [MacDonald 2017; p. 16], 
transcending the logic of mere entertainment. 

Recently, more films have used both traditional viewing 
techniques (nature documentaries like Microcosmos (1996) or 
Winged Migration (2001) and more experimental ones (mini 
cameras like GoPros, underwater cameras, camera traps) to 
evoke greater immersion in the viewer and to approach non-
humans with more respect. However, not all new technologies or 
cinematic developments produce significant or transformative 
changes. In the context of ecocriticism [Rust et al. 2022], the new 
possibilities offered by cinematic technologies do not 
automatically mean that ecological issues or underlying power 
dynamics have been addressed. 

We will now discuss three films/attempts that, while 
demonstrating greater attention to immersion and a sincere 
desire to meet non-humans at eye level, reveal some ambiguities 
that betray an anthropocentric perspective. A desire for 
immersion characterizes the documentary Becoming Animal 
(2018). In the film, the more than human world within Grand 
Teton National Park, US, is interconnected so everything is alive 
and expressive; humans, non-humans and landscapes are 
inextricably interdependent. In a conversation with Peter 
Mettler, Roberto Marchesini [2018] argues that in this film every 
entity that moves becomes an epiphany: the entity that 
expresses itself, not only manifests itself as a phenomenon but 
announces the epiphany of a widespread feeling. 
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The sensory experience of sharing the world and overcoming 
inter-species barriers is technically rendered not only by relying 
on typical characteristics of slow cinema, long shots, and fixed 
shots, but also by amplifying the audio-visual impact of nature. 
The beginning is a long sequence shot dedicated to two moose 
roaming in an autumn landscape, the next sequence is a low-
quality night shot with audio recording of their mating rituals. 
The change of scenery is also a change of technique and leads to 
great sensory immersion in the natural world. Even though the 
filmmaker wished to elicit empathy with nature, the film 
excessively follows the philosophical thinking of David Abram: 
nature is excessively manipulated, which makes the film too 
human-centric. The most extreme case of intrusion into nature 
occurs when, to share the gaze of a –ying non-human, the film 
uses aerial images taken from a camera attached to a bird.  

Is this immersive capacity really able to free the viewer from 
the anthropocentric prison? According to Schultz-Figueroa 
(2022), films like Gunda (2020) or Cow (2021) are less interesting 
as attempts at immersive experiences than as proposals for 
political imaginaries that highlight the absurd logics of the non-
human industry and suggest different political visions. Despite 
using immersive techniques (Steadicam, long takes, fixed shots, 
only ambient sound) to add empathy and get closer to the daily 
life of a sow, in Gunda «the most promising aspects of the film 
are connected to its status as a speculative work of fiction rather 
than immersive reality» [Schultz-Figueroa 2022; p. 52]. 

Cow, which also leverages formal techniques to elicit as much 
authenticity as possible – think of the continuous reactions of the 
cow, Luma, to the intrusiveness of the handheld camera – treats 
the non-human as a pretext to express ideological thought. On 
one hand, Luma lives her daily life always hidden due to 
zootechnical practices; on the other hand, Luma is a symbol-
object referring to social issues of gender, reproduction, and 
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injustice in industrial farming production systems. In other 
words, Cow opens «a space for allegorical readings of livestock as 
political subjects of an inexplicable oppressive regime» [Schultz-
Figueroa 2022; p. 56]. 

As suggested by our analysis, it is diflcult to completely get 
away from anthropocentric perspectives even when resorting to 
immersion. Still, these experiments offer representations of the 
lives of farm animals that could motivate the public to consider 
the question in more depth and to develop greater awareness of 
the industrial production system and the exploitation of non-
humans for food. 

We conclude our study by analyzing two films that appear to 
push the boundaries of immersive research, as already 
highlighted in the films previously analyzed: Leviathan (2012) 
and Animal Cinema (2017). 

Leviathan, created by two anthropologists from Harvard 
University’s Sensory Ethnography Lab, offers the viewer a 
multiperceptive experience aboard a fishing boat. Despite being 
along the coast of New Bedford where Melville wrote Moby Dick, 
the focus is not on the challenge between human and non-
human. Leviathan goes further by presenting itself as a sort of 
–oating film capable of eliciting continuous sensory stimuli 
through navigation on the open sea. This sensation is achieved 
through the use of numerous GoPros scattered throughout the 
fishing boat. Thus, there is not a single point of view, but rather a 
plurality of perspectives, ranging from details at the water’s 
surface to close-up images of fish and fishermen, all seemingly 
carrying the same ontological weight. The sources of observation 
multiply, and the film seems to almost create itself, offering an 
unpredictable vision free from the constraints of a predefined 
authorial point of view. 

The next step in this kind of immersive filmmaking could be 
an audiovisual experiment like Emilio Vavarella’s Animal Cinema. 
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Here, the technological eye is not directed by the human but 
by the non-human. It is an even more extreme attempt at non-
human perception than the films previously analyzed, a utopian 
fantasy in which, to investigate the gaze of the non-human close 
up, human technology is used, but which radically breaks the 
rules of cinematic language. It is a short film edited by the author 
using numerous videos uploaded on YouTube, in which the 
protagonists are non-human that have accidentally found 
themselves interacting with a camera. Arcagni [2018] claims that 
Animal Cinema proposes a gaze disintegrated in its normal 
functions, a visual environment where the medium is no longer 
conditioned by any author’s (or operator’s) strategy, as could 
happen, for example, in Leviathan, and which becomes 
biological art. Viewers witness movements of bodies, claws, 
tentacles, fangs, claws and paws that replace any directorial 
premeditation. The result is certainly extreme, but it constitutes 
an attempt to arouse in the viewer an observation decentralized 
from the human, more similar to a vortex of forms and ways of 
being in constant evolution: an assemblage of humans, non-
humans and technologies of which all are part. 

  
Conclusion 
  
In mainstream Hollywood cinema, the non-human remains 
trapped in anthropocentric gaze; this is both from an ontological 
point of view, because it reaflrms a hierarchical order of living 
with humans on top and non-humans below, and from a 
linguistic point of view, because the human conception of 
cinematic space/time and scene setting subject the non-human 
to the classic rules of editing and scenic requirements. Instead, 
the cinematographic approach involving experimentation and 
research goes beyond the limits of mainstream perspectives 
[Casetti 2005] by making choices that are more radical. 
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In the films we have discussed, we can observe a direct 
confrontation with the non-human, as they focus is on a concept 
of hybridized perspective of time and space shared with the non-
human. 

In films like The Tourin Horse, long shots and close-ups of 
humans and non-humans create an inclusive space for both. 
Additionally, shot durations define viewing times closer to 
natural action times. The repetitiveness of actions, that both 
humans and non-humans share, puts both on the same level and 
ontological plane. Direct sound allows the viewer to listen to the 
non-human without an interfering musical score (these lead to 
risky musical underlines). Becoming Animal, The Four Times and 
some multi-species documentaries abandon some formal aspects 
of classical cinema, exploring new perspectives. 

These films, in their more or less successful results, 
demonstrate the complexity of this topic, as they follow two 
contrasting perspectives that also distinguish recent studies on 
ecocinema [Rust et al. 2022]. On one hand, a utopian vision 
considers cinema as a tool to reconcile/interconnect with nature. 
On the other hand, a more critical and political cinematic 
approach emphasizes the urgency of addressing environmental 
damage in order to raise awareness and denunciate the current 
predicament. 
Nowadays, it is crucial to spread new cinematographic 
experiences that seek to overturn traditional logic, wherein the 
perspectives of domination and exploitation prevail. The 
proposed approaches should serve as the basis not only for 
future cinematographic visions but also to advocate for more 
sustainable practices that respect the subjectivity of non-humans 
and their environments 
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Notes 

1 One Health, a holistic healthcare model, based on different integrated 
disciplines, that recognizes human, non-human and ecosystem health are 
interconnected, is oflcially sanctioned by the EU and international 
organizations [https://www.cdc.gov/onehealth/basics/index.html]. 
2 Several authors have investigated the relationship between cinema and 
capitalist ideological logic. We can mention Jonathan Beller, who explored how 
editing and other visual techniques have been used to capture and direct the 
viewer's attention for commercial and ideological purposes, and Laura Mulvey, 
who also examined editing in Hollywood cinema through a gender lens, 
highlighting how this technique can be employed to reinforce certain 
patriarchal and capitalist-commercial perspectives in mainstream film 
production.  
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