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Abstract 
In the context of the increasingly entangled, devastating markers of this time (climate crises, unfettered capitalism, tribal nationalism, increasing borders, species extinction), this paper stakes a claim for the importance of attending to the human intrauterine as a way to connect with non/inhuman alterity. It is argued that the intrauterine phenomena, as a process experienced by all humans, has a part to play in understanding “humanness”, human connectedness to nonhumanness, which can be used as part of a wider strategy to re-imagine collaboratively and with co-response-ability ways to live and survive within multispecies landscapes. Methodologically, Karen Barad’s diffractive approach is used to explore the intrauterine as a time-space of affect and connection between the human and nonhuman. With this approach, the paper assembles selected philosophers, alongside a re-reading of Mary Kelly’s Antepartum (1973) in the proposal of an intrauterine imaginary unhitched from the biopolitical. In doing so, it seeks to re-draw some of the boundaries around the intrauterine imaginary, to propose how paying attention to the non/inhuman of the human intrauterine might generate images and ideas of connections and co-response-ability beyond birth, between humans and more than humans. 
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The Non/Inhuman Within: Beyond the Biopolitical Intrauterine Imaginary
When I say ‘Alice becomes larger,’ I mean that she becomes larger than she was. By the same token, however, she becomes smaller than she is now. Certainly, she is not bigger and smaller at the same time. She is larger now; she was smaller before. But it is at the same moment that one becomes larger than one was and smaller than one becomes. This is the simultaneity of a becoming whose characteristic is to elude the present. (Deleuze, 2004, p. 3) 

Introduction

In the face of the human-centred enmeshed markers of this current time - climate devastation, unfettered capitalism, tribal nationalism, border imperialism, species extinction - many have called for re-thinking the western preoccupation with the “human”. This desire for distance from anthropocentrism towards a more entangled human and nonhuman way of multispecies living is not new, as seen in the ways of living of indigenous, non-western and first-society peoples. But even though humancentric ways of being (which are, at the very least, partly responsible for these enmeshed crises which threaten human and nonhuman species survival) continue to endure, they are increasingly being challenged, as many people start to pay attention (shifting it backwards, inwards, towards, otherwise) and start to tell different stories (across different scales, both human and multispecies stories, geo-stories, climate stories) as ways to open up thinking, generate new ideas, and imagine differently. These moves are provocations and calls to action imploring us to (re)think, to re-listen, re-learn, re-story, to change, to act, to embrace with compassion and care, to come together with nonhumans, to think with the inhuman and collaboratively transform, to uncover, illuminate, nurture and ultimately live with not just co-responsibility but with what Haraway calls co-response-ability.  “Co” acts as a necessary foil to the rise of human individualisation of responsibility (a core tenet of neoliberalism) which defines the locus of responsibility for planetary, complex challenges as resting with the individual, thus diminishing the complexity of the discourse, narrowing collective responsibility and turning away from the dynamics of power (institutional, political, capital) at play. Response-ability retains something of “being responsible”, but rather than being rooted in an individual responsibility it is concerned with fostering collectivity and collaboration; a “praxis of care and response...in ongoing multispecies worlding on a wounded Terra” (Haraway, 2016, p. 105). Worlding practices are the name that Haraway gives to attempts to the resistant practices of “map[ping] universes, of knowledge, practice and power” (1997, p. 11), and as such are the ways in which we imagine a world and manifest the world together as “sympoiesis” (making with)" (Haraway, 2016, p. 58).
The intrauterine is the focus for discussion, but the uterus per se is not explicitly discussed. This is not to deny its historical, biological, social, political, ethical, medical, religious, and cultural significance. Furthermore, there is no definition offered of the intrauterine but when it is used it loosely refers to the material-biological human process in the woman’s uterus post-conception until birth. Moreover, the use of the intrauterine here includes the intrauterine as a time-space processes between conception to the birth. This incorporates processes that do not “start” with in-utero conception (e.g. IVF implantation) and pregnancies that do not result in a live birth. It is hoped, having made the case for the importance of continuing to think with the intrauterine process that future research will explore these further lines of flight. 

The intrauterine should really be read as always having been an entangled concept – as discourse, as experience, as an encounter, and ultimately as phenomena. The form of entanglement being called-forth here, as well as the notion of phenomena are from the physicist and feminist scholar Karen Barad's conceptual tool box for agential realism which is introduced below. Methodologically, this paper takes Barad’s material-discursive approach to the intrauterine, more specifically to the intrauterine-imaginary, by re-configuring it through a diffractive assembling of particular critical thinkers and an artwork, Mary Kelly’s Antepartum (1973).

The paper seeks to re-draw some of the boundaries around the intrauterine imaginary, to create a different story that might be generative in cultivating and nurturing connections and co-response-ability beyond birth between humans and more than humans. This venture involves a (re)turn to a moment in time, the 1960s and 1970s, when intrauterine ultrasound imagery started to become available and with it, the emergence of fetal-subjecthood, at a time when women were battling for their own subjecthood (a fight which is ongoing) as part of a growing women’s movement and “second wave” feminism. 
The paper will explore how the emergence of a fetal subjecthood came to dominate and contribute to a biopolitical intrauterine imaginary, where biopolitics is the management of life, in this context human life, and as such includes the management of “reproduction”, heteronormativity, the development of individuals and regulation of populations, subjectivity and population control which must always be seen in relation to colonial regimes. This is the biopolitics of Foucault, which Grosz reminds us is “power over life that regulates it from the outside.” (Grosz et al., 2017, p. 134). It will then explore the possibility of different intrauterine apparatuses (Karen Barad’s term, introduced below) by its aggregation of influential thinkers who mostly pre-date (as well as counter) the fetal-subject phenomena which emerged in the 1970s. The reading or “cutting together” these thinkers with Mary Kelly’s Antepartum 1973 (with a particular situated contemporary lens), works to create an alternate intrauterine imaginary.  I draw into the assemblage written texts and artwork which produce inventive provocations for re-imagining the intrauterine in ways that generate thought-images beyond the bounded human and which encourage a shift from ideas of subjectivity or the pre-subjective, towards “co-ness” and response-ability between human and non/inhumans. 
The aim of the paper is to tentatively stake a claim for the importance of attending to the all too human intrauterine, beyond the dominance of reproduction and the biopolitical imaginary of the fetal subject, towards holding onto the significance of the prenatal space-time encounter as a process experienced by all humans as having a part to play in understanding “humanness”, and human connectedness to non/inhumanness, which can be used as part of a wider strategy to re-imagine collaboratively and with co-response-ability ways to live and survive within multispecies landscapes.
A Diffractive Methodology 

Agential realism is Karen Barad’s performative ethics. It unfolds, not as a fixed ontology liberated from human practices, but concerned with the enactment of phenomena, where matter is always entangled with discourse (Barad, 2007, p. 104). The neologism intra-activity (distinct from inter-activity) is used to conjure the mutually constitutive agencies of entangling forces (discursive, material, political, and so on) that form the subjective and the social. Barad writes:
The world is intra-activity in its differential mattering. It is through specific intra-actions that a differential sense of being is enacted in the ongoing ebb and flow of agency. (2007, p. 135) 
As such, unlike inter-activity, with Barad’s intra-activity “distinct agencies do not precede, but rather emerge through, their intra-action” (2007, p. 33).
Barad also uses the concept of apparatus to fold together matter and meaning, as it refers to processes of materialisation: “apparatus' enact what matters, and what is excluded from mattering, through agential cuts” (Barad 2007, p. 148). Phenomena, which are always already entangled/inseparable, are produced through agential intra-actions (Barad 2007, p. 139). As such, for Barad, matter has agency and is interconnected with humans:
In agential realism’s reconceptualization of materiality, matter is agentive and intra-active. Matter is a dynamic intra-active becoming that never sits still—an ongoing reconfiguring that exceeds any linear conception of dynamics in which effect follows cause end-on-end, and in which the global is a straightforward emanation of the local. Matter’s dynamism is generative not merely in the sense of bringing new things into the world but in the sense of bringing forth new worlds, of engaging in an ongoing reconfiguring of the world. (Barad, 2007, p. 170) 
Barad’s reality is thus constituted by phenomena, not as “things-in-themselves or things-behind-phenomena” (2007, p. 140). Furthermore, it is through specific agential intra-actions that the boundaries and properties of the different phenomena “elements” become meaningful, thus, drawing different boundaries or making different cuts (through exclusion as much as inclusion) has different implications. Barad therefore challenges the distinction between the "humanness" or "non/inhumanness" of agency. In terms of researching phenomena (such as the intrauterine), the enactment of agential cuts temporarily stabilizes specific qualities of agential elements or components: "Agential cuts do not mark some absolute separation but a cutting together/apart – ‘holding together’ of the disparate itself" (Barad, 2012, p. 46).
As mentioned in the extract above, agential realism brings becoming into the mix. Becoming is taken in the Deleuzian sense, as, (along with difference), an alternative to “western” ideas of being and identity. Stagoll states that “[b]ecoming is the pure movement evident in changes between particular events” (2005, p 21). That is, it constitutes the very production of events. Becoming is about approaching the world anew – in continual production as opposed to presenting the same world once again (as with identity). Becoming entails knowing that is not separated from being and the world is always, already becoming through entanglements of subject and object, humans and nonhumans.
Agential realism thus speaks to the ontological and epistemological relationality of matter and discourse and that humans are always already engaged in a relationship of responsibility with the world. Barad refers to this as working towards a diffractive methodology because it entails exploration into patterns of difference while attending to specific material entanglements:

a diffractive methodology is a critical practice for making a difference in the world. It is a commitment to understanding which differences matter, how they matter, and for whom. (Barad, 2007, p. 90)

one text or set of ideas against one another where one set serves as a fixed frame of reference, diffraction involves reading insights through one another in ways that help illuminate differences as they emerge: how different differences get made, what gets excluded, and how those exclusions matter. (Barad, 2007, p. 30)
The proposal to work diffractively follows the work of Donna Haraway. Haraway's diffractive thinking is seen in her work on the material-semiotic with boundaries materializing through multiple interactions (1992, 1997). She develops this thinking across her work, and importantly (as discussed below) links to her thinking of situated knowledges (1988) - her proposition for and embrace of all knowing being partial and located, generated through interactions.  As part of this, she uses the concept of diffraction as a “more subtle vision” (1992, quoted by Barad, 2007, p. 29) than objective scientific forms of thinking. Haraway follows in literary theorist Trinh Minh-ha’s footsteps when discussing diffraction for the first time in The Promises of Monsters (1992) where she explicitly refers to Minh-ha’s idea of “inappropriate/d others”, which she relays “means to be in critical, deconstructive relationality, in a diffracting rather than reflecting (ratio)nality-as the means of making potent connection that exceeds domi​nation.” (Haraway, 1992, p. 299). Haraway describes diffraction as a “mapping of interference”, not of where differences appear, but where the effects of a difference appear (1992, p. 300). It would follow that through a diffractive analysis material objects and processes can be understood through the effects created by their difference. With this in mind, this paper sets course with a diffractive methodology, working with selected different thinkers, artworks, and theories that differently intra-act with the intrauterine.
Cutting Apart

Although this paper owes much to Bracha Ettinger and her matrixial thinking (2004, 2006, 2009), it is important to note that I have decided to not include matrixial theory here. Ettinger’s theories of the matrixial take on the intrauterine as psychic encounter-event. I have used Ettinger’s matrixial theory as a core part of previous work and thinking (McCloskey, 2013). But, by utilising Barad’s approach or method, I wanted to use this paper as a way to make a different agential cut, which to my mind not only contributes to the important work of Ettinger in terms of shifting a focus to the intrauterine, as well as her thinking on responsibility, but also offers something new, as with a different apparatus new meaning can be released or realised. Part of the rationale for this paper was trying to carve a place for thinking of the intrauterine and artwork that has been overlooked, and that when assembled offer a differential mattering of the intrauterine, which is not unconnected to Ettinger’s work, but is different. 

Interlude: Brown Envelope
Donna Haraway coined the term situated knowledge in 1988, referring to epistemological, ontological, ethical, and political domains as entangled and as such disrupting ideas of objectivity or the “view from above”. Barad expanded on this thinking with her take on diffraction and the intra-activity of phenomena, where “knowing does not come from standing at a distance and representing but rather from a direct material engagement with the world.” (Barad, 2007, p. 49).
I started to pay attention to the intrauterine when I became pregnant for the first time. This event catalyzed a long journey exploring maternal subjectivity and art encounters. My PhD focussed on how becoming a mother, and a related art-encounter with the work of Louise Bourgeois, activated an “opening” (a Guattarian schiz
) in my subjectivity - and the affects generated by this changed my subjectivity. 



Years later I had a miscarriage 12 weeks into a pregnancy. This was not a planned pregnancy; a fact which was of little comfort and it certainly did not dim the shock of hearing the freshly flushed-cheeked young male sonographer glance up from the screen to utter “I’m really sorry…” Having jumped off the trolley and in distress a woman appeared (a midwife) and she gently aided me into a side room. I sat on the blue plastic chair and looked to the beige floor. She spoke softly with a broad and reassuring Sheffield accent. She told me what needed to happen next. It was grim. She left the room for a few moments. My mind was racing: How could I not know it died? I couldn’t stop thinking of this tiny lifeless thing just floating inside. When she returned, she outstretched her arm to hand me a brown envelope: “For when you’re ready to look”. I took the brown envelope and held it to close to my body. Eventually, I stood up, put the brown envelope into my pocket, and left. 


It took a few weeks to open the small brown envelope and peep inside. I studied the image hard. Looking for signs of what, I don’t know. It looked exactly the same as the scan images of my other children. This odd encounter stayed with me. The intrauterine and its multiple entanglements, neither inside or outside but both and in-between stayed with me. This singular space-mattering-time of non or inhumanness; sometime potential humanness genesis and sometimes not. The contemplation would lead to re-focusing, re-visiting, re-claiming, re-locating and re-working the intrauterine as space-mattering-time from which to think-with the postnatal in imaginative and creative ways.

Shifting to Affect

To counter the dominant biopolitical intrauterine imaginary and move towards an intrauterine imaginary that might generate ideas and images of co-response-ability, requires a discussion of the category of the “human” with all its complex and problematic coding.  The concept of affect is introduced here to begin to move beyond the biopolitical human intrauterine imaginary.
There is both a proliferation and acceleration to challenge and complexify anthropocentrism alongside and related to thinking on the now ubiquitous concepts of the Anthropocene (denoting the global impact of “human" on the earth ecosystem), the lessor known Capitalocene (privileging the endless accumulation of capital, see Moore 2015) and the Chthulucene (Haraway’s proposal for “reworlding” see Haraway, 1997a, 2015, 2016). Writing this in the UK in the grips of a global pandemic, and as evidence gathers, consolidating the growing grim threat of climate catastrophe, more and more scholars are opening up to the necessity of thinking creatively and ever more urgently about the myriad of human and nonhuman complex entanglements, in order to generate new, alternative and expanded understandings of ethics, politics and aesthetics fit for these troubled times. An important emergence from this thinking is the need to continually problematize the category “human”, at the same time as being mindful of the perils of disavowing the human altogether, whilst so many people have yet to be recognised as “human”. For example, in the context of the now highly popular (though contested) term, Anthropocene, without critical engagement it can mask the practices of generations of imperialist, capitalist forces of particular humans (white, “western”) at the expense of other humans as well as nonhumans, and with it the continued multitude of struggles against resource extractions, gentrification, military occupation, toxic dumping and so on.  In recent years there has been a proliferation of thinkers proposing ideas and images to counter untenable anthropocentricism. These include the imperfect and broadly defined fields of new materialism (Bennet, 2007); feminist-materialism (Barad, 2007); critical animal studies (MacCormack, 2014); queer inhumanism (Hird, 2014; Barad, 2015; Luciano and Chen, 2015; Sawyer, 2007); feminist technomaterialism (Hester, 2017); neo-humanism (Brah, 1996; Shiva, 1997); post-gender sexualities (Colebrook, 2014); postvital biology (Doyle, 2003); affect theory (Gregg and Seigworth, 2012; Massumi, 2015); multispeciesism (Haraway, 2008, 2016; Tsing, 2015); geopower (Grosz, 2017); geontologies (Povinelli, 2016); and various strands of critical posthumanisms (Halberstam and Livingston, 1995; Braidotti, 2013). These works and those of their ilk, in multivalent ways, individually and cumulatively generate new thought-images that decentralize the human, and explore and complexify notions of shared understandings, the relationality between human and non/inhumans, technologies, and the earth. While some are in the business of investigating the messy, contingent entanglements which can (and do) challenge stubborn humancentricism and the porousness of the imagined boundaries of the human, for others there is a more fundamental questioning necessary of the category of human. For example, Kathryn Yusoff (2013, 2015) challenges the mythic idea of “Anthropos” as geologic world-maker/destroyer of worlds, and the material, evolutionary narrative that imagines human origins and endings as exclusively biological. This challenge to the predominance of the biological human is relevant here, and elements of which can also be seen in Donna Haraway’s recent call to “make kin not babies”; a plea for a more expanded non-biologically determined alliances of kinship (2016). Patricia MacCormack mounts her own challenge to human reproduction, of which she states: “The right to breed humans is nothing compared to the ahuman grace of not doing so.” (2014, p. 11).  MacCormack accuses posthumanism of fetishizing otherness, and proposes the ahuman as an antidote:
…ahumanity seeks the liberation of “human life” from human traits and definitions – which are increasingly destructive and malignant in relation to the connectivity of life on earth, without assimilating any one of those other forms of life. (2018, p. 41)
MacCormack (2016) asks: can the end of the human (in terms of extinction) without replacement, also be creative and affirmation of life?  She explores this by looking to affect. Affect, according to Spinoza, via Deleuze and Guattari, are “non-human becomings” (1994, p. 169). Affect on these terms are the relations within a temporary world that is being constantly produced and by which is constantly producing. It relates to the complexity of the world, in movement as an intensity:
there is no pure or originary state for affect? Affect arises in the midst of in-between-ness: in the capacities to act and be acted upon. Affect is an impingement or extrusion of a momentary or sometimes more sustained state of relations as well as the passages (and the duration of passage) of forces or intensities. That is, affect is found in those intensities that pass body to body (human, non-human, part-body and otherwise), in those resonances that circulate about, between and sometimes stick to bodies and worlds, and in the very passages or variations between these intensities and resonances themselves. (Gregg and Seigworth, 2012, p. 1)
This is affect as nonhuman, passing outside, around, through the subject and object:
Affect… constitutes a life’s specificity as a coalescence of expressive powers… rendered inhuman through the constitution of lives as nodal points entirely specific to their position and constellation of relations, resistant to genus or even species. (MacCormack, 2013, no page number)
This affective turn might be usefully deployed in thinking beyond the biopolitical intrauterine imaginary, as it conjures thinking of human life as infinite, temporal, with temporary connectivities, which are always already a result of former affects and multiple interactions, such as the intrauterine process (thereby calling into question any stable notions of “human”, instead giving the nonhuman over to the a-human). It also acts as a counter to the biopolitical imaginary in its contemplation of alternatives to biological concepts such as birth, reproduction, death and the ontologies of the event, the end and so on. Affect thus allows MacCormack to contemplate ahumanity as being generative of joy, in a Spinozist sense. For Spinoza, joy relates to the concept of affect. He wrote that all affects emanate from either sad or joyous affects; with sad affects decreasing the body's capacity to act and joyous affects increasing the body's capacity to act. Spinoza writes: “by joy, therefore, I shall understand in what follows that passion by which the mind passes to a greater perfection. And by sadness, that passion by which it passes to a lesser perfection.” (2002, p. 285) 

Braidotti also activates this Spinozist line of affect, in a material-discursive move, when she links it to a neo-vitalist brand of anti-essentialist bodily materialism, offering the concept of zoe - the material, nonhuman, prehuman generative “life” whereas she describes bios as political and discursive (2013). In doing so, Braidotti invites in a different life-death continuum to the biopolitical, the “zoe-life beyond the ego-bound human” (Braidotti, 2013, p. 133). This utilising of affect thus opens up to the idea of “the inhuman within us”  (Braidotti, 2013, p. 133). The text moves on, taking with it this idea or image of the inhuman within – the never having been human of pre-human
 all the while asking, what attending to it might do? 
Larval Beginnings: The Inhuman Within
Although intrauterine ultrasound in pregnancy, or the images created by high frequency sound waves of a developing fetus, have only been around since mid 1950s, the intrauterine imaginary has been a focus for philosophers before and since. An analysis of critical work about the intra-uterine generates ideas and images that start to reveal a complex discursive development of intrauterine-phenomena, opening up its importance to more than human thinking. The discussion here starts with the embryo phenomena. 
 Sarah Franklin describes the embryo as a basket category “describing everything from a conceptus, a zygote or a blastocyst to a reconstructed cell, a fertilized egg or an embryoid body” (2006, p. 167). The early intrauterine process from zygote to embryo is a dynamic happening over a number of weeks involving one cell (the alliance of sperm and egg) rapidly evolving to become a ball of cells, and then to transform into set of tubes. It is worth noting, as medical and visualising technologies develop, that the embryo-stage is fast becoming subject to what Sarah Franklin names as anxious attention: 
human embryos are now a vast and diverse population, imaged, imagined and archived in media as diverse as liquid nitrogen, DVDs, virtual libraries, t-shirts, logos and brandnames. (2006, p. 168)
Alongside the ever more complex political and discursive dealings of embryos, philosophers have used the process of early embryo intrauterine (not necessarily of humans) development to explore material, human and nonhuman conceptions of life.
An important thinker to pay attention to the early embryo process was Raymond Ruyer in The Genesis of Living Forms (originally published in French in 1958, see Ruyer, 2019). In his work on the philosophy of biology, Ruyer explores embryogenesis as a formative process which is inherently one of connectedness (to the female body) and autopoiesis. He refers to the process as equipotentiality, and one that is affective, referring to it as a melody that controls development and as such is key to understanding life, that it unfolds over time with its ability to make itself from the placenta material.
  From Ruyer's embryogenesis all life is at once the same and constantly changing. 

Grosz’s exploration of Ruyer emphasises that the embryo’s capacity to form itself is only possible “because there is an opening, a sense of direction, within materiality that life capitalizes on and converts to its own interests” (2012, p. 3), which is in fact more in keeping with Haraway’s later conception of sympoeisis, as opposed to autopoiesis.  This generative affective image of the embryo process, she writes, following Ruyer’s thinking, is the embryo - what Deleuze and Guattari call a becoming-brain, a fundamental and foundational affective process of new future connections and invention (although Ruyer himself distinguished the embryo and the brain, with the dynamism of the former being self-forming, and the latter looping and connecting to the exterior world). Attending to Ruyer’s exploration of embryogenesis, as analysed and developed by Grosz via Deleuze and Guattari, thus calls for a thinking of intrauterine realm as a time-space of dynamic processes, which are sustained by interior, anterior and exterior connection and material and immaterial forces. 
DiCaglio (2017) examines the embryo through a historical investigation of the embryologists’ turn of the mid-20th Century. DiCaglio explores how George Streeter of the Carnegie Institute Department of Embryology replaced the term embryo stages with the concept of horizons. This term, borrowed from geology and archaeology, was used to highlight the fact that “embryos not only develop but they must also live” (Streeter, 1942, p. 213, cited by DiCaglio, 2017 p. 9), conjuring images of betweenness and generative encounters. She writes: 

Horizons, on the other hand, represent apparent meeting points and boundaries, comings-together and divisions; as used in geology, the term horizon represents the appearance or the assumption of continuity and connectedness. A horizon is the place where the earth and sky appear to meet; the term emphasizes the appearance of distinct stages, the apparent ability to stop development in its tracks and to think of the embryo as anything but a living network of cells. (2017, p. 10) 

DiCaglio develops the notion temporal attention as a philosophical focus and one that looks to the intrauterine time and place as one of unfolding potentialities within vital matter (2017, p. 6). In so doing, building on the thinking of Ruyer, she mounts her own challenge to the biopolitical imaginary by arguing that while time (including development, evolution, etc.) appear in most forms of biological science, temporal attention differs in its regard for processes, not ends or beginnings. In this sense she argues for a shifting perspective of the intrauterine embryo phenomena as unfolding into itself over time and space, rather than being seen as only a “blueprint” (DiCaglio, 2017, p. 5) for human life. 
Staying with the image of the intrauterine as anterior and pre to the human, and/or as non/inhuman Gilbert Simondon a French philosopher writing on the “individual” posits that, there must always be a pre-individual to all things which gives rise to the intensities (affects) that set morphogenesis to work (Combes, 2012; Simondon, 2007; Leston, 2015). For Simondon, the pre-individual is to do with genesis or ontogenesis - of how things come to be, whether that be human life, objects, or society.  This idea of the pre-individual from Simondon, with its field of intensities, or multitudinous becomings has its origins in Bergson’s 1907 work Creative Evolution (2003), in which Bergson describes “life” as something which is dynamic, within and always beyond - as a virtuality. In articulating this, Bergson himself wrote of embryomorphology: 

The impetus which causes a living being to grow larger, to develop and to age, is the same that has caused it to pass through the phases of the embryonic life. The development of the embryo is a perpetual change of form…Life does but prolong this prenatal evolution. (Bergson, 2003, p. 99)
Deleuze, influenced by this work of Simondon, looks specifically to the embryo as both a material process, and as an example of “life” as intensity or affect in his development of the ontology of becoming beyond genesis. More specifically, Deleuze writes of the multiple co-transformations towards embryonic individuation in his thinking on larval subjects, as what he names pre-figurations of the individual:
Embryology shows that the division of an egg into parts is secondary in relation to more significant morphogenetic movements: the augmentation of free surfaces, stretching of cellular layers, invagination by folding, regional displacement of groups. A whole kinematics of the egg appears, which implies a dynamic. Moreover, this dynamic expresses something ideal. Transport is Dionysian, divine and delirious, before it is local transfer types of egg are therefore distinguished by the orientations, the axes of development, the differential speeds and rhythms which are the primary factors in the actualisation of a structure.  (1994, p. 32)
This thinking with the embryo relates to Deleuze’s notion of becomings, are attached, as Colebrook reminds us, “to an open a living organism or system, not to a self-creation without limit or determination, but to something that is different, distinct, and that will inflect or deflect any creative force from simply realizing itself.” (Colebrook, 2010, p. 134).  In Difference and Repetition (1994) Deleuze states that difference is not something that occurs between two identities; instead he proposes “difference-in-itself”, or difference that comes before identity and is internal to all things (1994, p. 67). This is difference not based on the dialectic of sameness/difference that is concerned with difference as a position of either the same-as or different-from that which sets up asymmetric power relations (Braidotti, 2011). This, instead, is difference within itself and which is irreducible, thinking directly connected to Ruyer’s own exploration of embryogenesis. The oppositional difference of representation – the identifying of something to the exclusion of something else is thus, for Deleuze, negative, and stymies creative thought. 

What this thinking does is to offer the intrauterine-embryo as simultaneously inhuman (difference within) as much as in some circumstances being potentially human, where humans might eventually be actualised having emerged from a complex relational creative process.  The intrauterine-embryo is thus not characterized by an event, nor does it need to be thought of as a blue print for human postnatal life (a view that allows tyrannical forms of biopolitics to capture the intrauterine), but rather offers a way to re-think the intrauterine phenomena as a time and place that has the potential to connect any humans to the prehuman or non/inhuman of the dominant imagined human.  
Biopolitical-Intrauterine Phenomena

Much more than its intrauterine predecessor, the fetus has commanded popular attention for decades, partly due to the technological advancement of ultrasound imagery, which reveals the fetus (about 8/9 weeks in) as being the time when the previously constantly changing cluster of quivering cells start to look decidedly more human.  But with the arbitrary transformation from embryo to fetus, this newly named nonhuman organism starts to, at the very least, resemble something of a postnatal human-baby. The watershed moment for the fetus was Life Magazine's frontpage image in April 30th 1965, which saw an autonomous 18-week fetus, free-floating separately from the mother. After these iconic photographic images, the fetus became the pinup for the biopolitical imaginary and would capture societal and cultural imaginations as a human subject at the expense of the woman. The rise of this intrauterine fetus phenomena marks a clear divergence from the individuation thinking of Ruyer and Simondon et al. who insisted on the creative process of individuation of all “things” (humans, and nonhumans alike) and looked to the intrauterine as a material exemplar of this process. 

Fetal images have become ubiquitous, however in 1965 this must have been mind-blowing, with the wider discourse of the time presenting the intrauterine as the other final-frontier (Franklin, 2006). But the romantic representation of the fetus was also seen by some as an act of betrayal. Feminist scholars were quick to respond to the representation and how it brought the fetus newfound subjecthood, radically problematizing the negation of the pregnant woman, as advances in embryonic and fetal visualisation picked up where western metaphysics left off in the erasure of women:
Gradually, the symbolic meaning of the fetus is being radically transformed. Where the abstract idea of the fetus once signified an invisible, unknowable potential, it is coming to designate an extant, corporal entity with a knowable autonomous identity as a baby. (Condit, cited by Karpin 2006, p. 605)
This contested territory has been extensively investigated by feminist scholars
 (Berlant, 1997; Haraway, 1997b; Barad, 1998; Petchesky, 1987; Duden, 1993; Stabile, 1994; Franklin, 1999; Maher, 2002; Morgan and Michaels, 2016). The issue raised here is the problem that “fetal-subjecthood” (focusing on fetal representations and opening up the possibility of identifying the fetus as already human – as early as 8 or 9 weeks into the pregnancy), became a particular apparatus which excluded thinking of the intrauterine and ontogenesis, or of intrauterine becomings. By ascribing the intrauterine to fetal-subjecthood, and all the associated discourses that were then activated by this new apparatus (the medical gaze, feminism, reproductive rights and laws, religion, shifting cultural discourses etc.) the idea of the intrauterine as a form of pre-individual was lost. This recalls Deleuze’s thoughts on the problem of representation - the identification of something (fetus image, fetal subject, etc.) to the exclusion of something else (pre-human; maternal subject, etc.).  I am arguing here, amongst other things, for holding onto the difference of the intrauterine, as a vital bodily material-discursive process of differencing, which seem to have been excluded from the discourse of the fetus that developed during the 1960s. 

Reconfiguring the Fetal-Phenomena

Haraway and Barad have both explored some of the problematic of the fetus-subject phenomena and its material-discursive arrangement. For Haraway, her interest in the intrauterine date back to the 1970s, in her 1976 book Crystals, Fabrics, and Fields: Metaphors that Shape Embryos (2006, p. 167).  In this text, Haraway illuminates how 20th Century scientists worked in laboratories with animal embryos in inter-actionist, materialist, ways - essentially asking what difference the way the scientists conducting an experiment imagine life make to the experiment and its conclusions? The complex entanglement of the intrauterine phenomena has featured across Haraway’s expansive oeuvre. She articulates the fetus as having been imbued with a culturally loaded, ubiquitous and constitutive coding which is tied to its visualisation via ultrasound images, which has led to what she calls the material-semiotic fetus (Haraway, 1997). She investigates how the fetus has been made an object of knowledge in world-changing practices of scientific discourse and popular culture by particular (always collective) actors in specific times and places.  Importantly, Haraway calls out the misplaced ontologically confusing issue of bodies as opposed to what she calls the false problem of disembodiment (1997). Alternatively, she offers a more expanded imaginary by talking of the fetus not as disembodied (pregnant woman) but as having a specific form of embodiment inside the apparatuses of the technoscientific. This is taken up by Barad (1998) who proffers that the material rearrangements with technology both facilitate, and are in part conditioned by, political discourses which insist upon the autonomy and subjectivity of the fetus. Barad develops this thinking on the intrauterine phenomena exploring the “fetus” in relation to her agential realism, investigating how the reduction of the visualising of the fetus, the absence of the pregnant woman and the intra-actions of medical, scientific, and legal practices constructing of the fetus (as “subject”) is tied to the specific constitution of “objects” and “subjects” in the intra-action of specific apparatuses of bodily production and not to fetal agency per se.
  She gives the example of how the formulation of the fetus around the discourse of hypermaternal responsibility is a displacement of the real question of accountability, for fetal well-being, including social and biological factors beyond the woman’s control. The real question of accountability is around the construction of fetal subjectivity, which emerges from particular material-discursive practices (health care, global neocolonialism, inequality etc.). In other words, Barad calls for the fetus to be positioned in relation to its objective referent which is, in relation to agential reality. In doing so she is suggesting ways of re-working material-discursive intrauterine apparatuses:
The fetus as phenomenon “includes” the apparatuses or phenomena out of which it is constituted: in particular, it includes the pregnant woman (her uterus, placenta, amniotic fluid, hormones, blood supply, nutrients, emotions, etc., as well as her “surroundings” and her interactions with/in them) and much more. The object of investigations is constructed through the enactment of particular cuts and not others. (1998, p. 217, my emphasis)
These last few words are important going forward as a reminder that different cuts generate different meaning and understandings. It is not only that we should “critique” existing cuts, but that we can create others, with new apparatuses or phenomena. 
Antepartum:  A Reimagining of Intrauterine Phenomena
In 1973 Mary Kelly, better known for Post-Partum Document (1973-79),
 created Antepartum, through an embodied, filmed performance of her pregnant body.  The piece generated an alternate intrauterine-imaginary to that heralded in the decade before, when Life Magazine brandished the now iconic free-floating fetus image on its front cover.  Antepartum was first presented as a dual screen in 1974, and then again in 1999. It consists of a short silent black and white film; an extreme close up on Super 8 of a woman’s (Kelly’s) pregnant abdomen, shot overlooking the domed abdomen which is ethereally lit creating a shadowy frame. As Siona Wilson states in her in-depth analysis this was Kelly’s first film as a solo artist, an 8 mm installation, which was only given the name Antepartum much later. She describes how the two looped films showed the film of the pregnant body (Kelly’s) which would later be shown as Antepartum, and the other a woman’s hands operating an industrial machine (2008, p. 79).
With the navel presented as a vanishing point, this ‘umbilical lens’ is the visual anchor that secures the imagined spectatorial position in relation to the onscreen mother’s body. (Wilson, 2008, p. 97)
The tracking movement of the camera becomes part of this new assemblage, and performs an agential cut (as does editing and so on) as decisions were made, for example, to exclude the women’s whole body - resisting not just the male gaze, but also, the biopolitical one. In doing so, Kelly offered a different imaginary, a material-discursive entanglement of different components: the intrauterine, the camera, feminism, conceptual art, touch, and so on. The camera acts, Wilson (2008) suggests, as an “umbilical lens”, the intrauterine (embryo/fetus) is not explicitly represented, neither is the woman; the pregnant belly, only partially so, as the gaze centres on the pubis line.  As we look on to the rise and fall of the linea nigra, interrupted by umbilicus scar, we are reminded of the mark all humans share from when “we” were materially sutured to the placenta, which in turn is attached to another human, and so on. By focussing on the umbilicus scar, Kelly draws attention to the presence not to the humanness of the fetus, even at this obviously late stage of pregnancy, but to the intrauterine connections and conjures the complex entanglement of organs, blood, oxygen, tissue, glucose, amino acids, flesh, bilirubin to open up thinking beyond the pregnant woman and the fetus (embryo).
The presence of constant touch as a performance gesture, is an intra-action through (and with) the materiality of the body (uterus, umbilical cord, placenta) and other transferred matter (oxygen, carbon dioxide, nutrients, hormones, and antibodies) diffractively drawing upon those material processes explored by Ruyer and Simondon. The film refuses to fetishize the fetal, the intrauterine as womb/tomb, and the complex weave of suffocating discourses around sexuality and reproduction that stymie the intrauterine imaginary. It does not shun these, for this is the context in which the work was made, and made knowingly. 

Reading Antepartum as a material-discursive-affective intra-action might also be described as form of what Deleuze and Guattari call minor literature, from their 1986 book, Kafka (Deleuze and Guattari, 2002). They describe minor literature as having three characteristics. Firstly, that it is deterritorializing of language (which is to do with making strange within language that is familiar); secondly, there is a political element; and thirdly, there is collective value/action. Simon O’Sullivan applies this to art theory and practice to explore the potential of a minor practice (2005, pp. 72–77). What marks Antepartum as a minor practice is how, as with some of Kelly’s other art, she deterritorializes the “major” (e.g. male representations of motherhood in “western Christian art”, biopolitical imagery).  In this instance, she creates a film that works with and within the context of the recent rise of the fetal subject within the biopolitical imagery, as well as challenging representations of maternity in western Christian art. She achieves this in various of ways, using different tactics. Kelly’s artwork is political, made in the context of her position as an activist in the women’s movement. Kelly, a feminist, during the 1970s and 1980s was a member of the Berwick Street Film Collective (formed in 1970) and a founder of the Artistsʼ Union. During this time, she collaborated on the film, Nightcleaners, 1970-75, and the installation, Women & Work: A Document on the Division of Labour in Industry, 1975. Thus, she made this work fully aware of debates and fights concerning reproductive rights, women’s choice, and the complex threat of emergent fetal subjecthood. 
In Antepartum, Kelly uses her heavily pregnant body, but refuses to fetishize the maternal body by focusing only on her abstracted, naked torso (making strange), while also deterritorializing the Madonna-Child phenomena. “Western” discourses (art, science, psychoanalysis, philosophy etc.) all too often repudiate the mother, silence her or use her as a prop in the development of the male subject (Baraitser, 2009). As Lisa Baraitser draws attention to, the “mother” being the “impossible subject, par excellence” being represented as “idealised or denigrated form” in a “Western philosophical tradition” that sees her as part object, part subject, ultimately abjected so the child can emerge (2009, p. 4). As a pregnant woman she would have in all likelihood had her own recent experience of an ultrasound, having one or the option of one; as an artist she would have been aware of the power of the rise of the fetal image. Thus, to focus on the intrauterine time-space, whilst refusing to use the image of the fetus and simultaneously subverting dominant representations of the mother and child was an intentional move.  
Moreover, as a minor art practice, Antepartum opens up the intrauterine, and more precisely the later stages of the intrauterine process, to the affective.  Stroking as touch is important to the transmission of affect at work in the film. The touch here might be described as being a pre-linguistic form of interaction or intra-action . It alludes to another touching, to intrauterine touching of absolute otherness. Barad writes on touching:
When two hands touch, there is a sensuality of the flesh, an exchange of warmth, a feeling of pressure, of presence, a proximity of otherness that brings the other nearly as close as oneself. (Barad, 2012, p. 206)
and

What is really at issue is not touching oneself per se but rather the possibility of touch touching itself...What is being called into question here is the very nature of the “self,” and in terms of not just being but also time. That is, in an important sense, the self is dispersed/diffracted through time and being. (Barad, 2012, pp. 212-3)

The touching and sensual stroking of her fecund form, through the camera on screen, is an affective intra-action of matter with time, a form of DiCalgio's temporal attention, one that summons the intrauterine time and place as one of unfolding potentialities.
O’Sullivan states that a characteristic of deterritorialization involves the “neutralization of sense and the foregrounding of art’s intensive, affective quality” (2005, p. 73). This is significant as it speaks to art’s potential to open us up to that which is beyond the human and subjectivity (in this instance the embryo-fetal-intrauterine and the maternal) - to the material forces of the universe:

A minor art pushes up against the edges of representation; it bends it, forcing it to the limits and often to a certain kind of absurdity. This is not to say that a minor art cannot itself work through representation (or at least through fragments of representation). Indeed, affective ruptures—which themselves utilize existing materials—are the fertile ground for new forms of representation, new signifying regimes. Deterritorialization is always accompanied by reterritorialization in this sense. A minor practice must then be understood as always in process, as always becoming—as generating new forms through a manipulation of those already in place. (O’Sullivan 2005, p. 73)
Antepartum speaks to the gaps (or the in-between-ness) of the inhuman interior to human becoming that a subject traverse. In doing so, it opens up thinking towards the non/inhuman as constituting possibilities within subjectivity that challenge oft-cited bifurcations of human-non/inhuman, subject-object human/machine and so on. This minortarian position afforded by art, and indeed by turning to the intrauterine, might then help in how to be in the time of the so-called Anthropocene. It might guide or provoke a reorientation towards non/inhuman-worlds as we grapple with the paradox of the intrauterine human as being both human and non/inhuman. This is what I encounter with Antepartum.  

Antepartum as a minor practice, is a ground-breaking political work, and an exemplar of minor art’s future orientation; calling forth audiences, and generations of women, artists and others who would go on to explore sexual difference, the intrauterine, and so on. Antepartum works with, through and beyond representation, and the politics therein, and its power lies with how it negotiates and challenges the discourses with and through the forces of affect.  This is the artist presenting her pregnant body, her experience, yes, but beyond this, there is an affective imaging of the intrauterine in processual intra-action with the camera, with the audience - Kelly offers a very particular re-claiming, re-working and re-worlding of the intrauterine. 
Providing a moment of meditation on the representational and resonating forces of the intrauterine the work employs multiple signifiers and asignifiers through form and materiality, as an intervention into the intrauterine-phenomena. Kelly’s subversion of the screen imaging of the intrauterine via the fetus, in a film which, though dynamic, is also stripped back, drained of colour, with the minimal sound to create an altogether sensual experience. The reconfiguring of phenomena according to Barad involves a recombination of existing elements already of this world – dynamic forces, both material and discursive - which through art-working can also be encountered anew through form and materiality.
We do not know what Kelly is thinking, and we cannot hear her voice or see her 
face:
Antepartum does not include any reference to pregnancy as a linguistically articulated lived experience. Kelly’s emphasis on the affective qualities of touch stands in lieu of the linguistic. I would even go so far as to say that Antepartum focuses on specifically extra-linguistic qualities. This leads me to conclude that…Kelly’s work is not solely about the maternal point of view, but it also invokes an imagined intrauterine perspective. (Wilson, 2008, p. 94) 
It is interesting that Wilson suggests an intrauterine perspective, rather than a fetal or embryonic one, for it is the intrauterine re-imagining that seems important here. The intrauterine is rendered in movement and touch provoking a response towards the stranger or strangeness within, both enclosed but also disclosing. This is perhaps what is so important about this work, as it conjures both the interior relationality of the intrauterine, as a force of alterity; enabling us to frame the intrauterine as what Yusoff calls the “insensible” (2013, 2015).
Yusoff coins “insensible” as somewhere between sense and nonsense, a way to cohabit with the alterity of the insensible and the immaterial. She argues that by bringing the insensible into relation, this points towards new tactics for our geological epoch, in our modes of exclusion and resistance in thinking with non/inhuman others that are before and beyond relationality:

 if we push beyond the boundary of life itself, to consider the inhuman as not a step beyond, but within the very composition of the human, then ecologically there exists the possibility to think different relations with the earth that – materially and conceptually – do not begin and end with the subject. (Yusoff, 2015 p. 389)
This account of that which cannot be sensible to one another resonates with psychoanalytical grappling with that which passes between in the emergence of subjectivity and the grasping for the unformulated, the unspeakable. In fact, the insensible is the “between” as “agitator, contagion and never as presence as such, only as force or motivation, which oscillates between the material and virtual, inhuman and human, organic and nonorganic, time and the untimely.” (2013, pp. 9-10, my emphasis) Yusoff’s insensible thus challenges notions of discrete subjects in favour of a complex subject that emerges through an awareness of human relationships with objects, things and entities that we can’t quite define:
That which is strange, nonintuitive, insensible—that which is remote from human comprehension or intelligibility— like phytoplankton, seeds, fungi, geological epochs, or multicelled organisms at the beginnings of time” (2013, p. 225). 

Through an analysis of rock art (and the role its history is thought to play in conceptions of becoming human) Yusoff turns to the unheeded agency of the stone - as insensible - towards the complex emergence of subjectivity as a state of indeterminacy between entities (2015). By arguing that subjectivity always contains both an anterior and interior non/inhuman excess, a “surplus to identity that opens to non-normative arrangements that queries origins to suggest a queer genealogy, rather than an exceptional model of human subjectivity” (2015, p. 383) she connects subject positions to nonhuman and inhuman forces, as both interior, and prior, to the emergence of identity. In this reading of Antepartum with the insensible, it might be said that paying attention to the intrauterine speaks to the gaps or the in-between-ness of the inhuman interior to human becoming that a subject traverse, and how attending to the intrauterine might be instructive in how we cohabit the earth with non/inhuman alterity.
Antepartum thus constitutes (or re-constitutes) a diffractive cutting of a different intrauterine morass that keeps the idea of the stable bounded human at bay with its entanglement of matter and discourses beyond binaries, to affectively invoke an ethico-aesthetic intrauterine phenomena to challenge the biopolitical imaginary. Kelly is not the subject, yet nor is the fetus as both are spared the biopolitical gaze. Kelly creates a complex material-discursive entanglement as the primary means by which new in-between relationalities and (re)configurations for a different intrauterine imaginary are produced. This artwork (made at a time when fetal representation and the political culture of reproduction was bound up with the regulation of not just sexuality and gender roles, but with allying all life to the biological), thus aligns to an ethico-aesthetics that is connected to the pre-individual embryo of Ruyer, Simondon, and Deleuze, the inhuman/nonhuman of Braidotti and Grosz, the temporal attention of DiCaglio, and Yusoff’s insensible – an intrauterine phenomena fit for these troubled times as we grapple with coexistence of others and our responsibilities for the future. As such, Antepartum imagines an intrauterine-phenomena that counters the anthropocentric approach that stresses human exceptionalism and with it, what Fishel writes as the “reversal of a biopolitical critique, one that emphasises vitality, connection and entangled responsibility” (2017, p. 21). 
An Emerg-ing Counter-ing Intrauterine-Imaginary: Art + Theory Cut Together

As a form of pre-conclusion, it is perhaps necessary to consider, in the context of the intrauterine imaginary, what art (beyond the limitations of mere representation) can do in terms of generating new practices, knowledges, and understanding of humanness. 
Earlier, we looked at Ruyer’s thinking on embryogenesis and melody, and how life in these terms is self-producing (2019). For Simondon, the focus on the pre-individual is on genesis or how things come to be or become, be that life, objects, or society, with the embryo an example of the pre-individual.  This idea of the embryo as pre-individual from Simondon, with its field of intensities, influenced Deleuze’s intrauterine embryo as a material time-space process of multitudinous becomings.
The idea of life as affect opens up the potentiality of actualisation, which is a process that might happen with the development of the embryo (or importantly might not – as all pregnancies do not lead to post-uterine human-life), and which offers a logic of creation. This is a process that has been discussed by the likes of Ruyer, Simondon and Deleuze underlying all post-natal life, and nonhuman life.
 This is more aligned to Deleuze’s ethico-aesthetic, and a concern for life without identity, life as affect, where life shares with non-living encounters, which are singular without individuality. This life is self-organized and elaborated out of matter while remaining attuned to it, resisting all forms of stasis and fixity (Grosz, 2007).  It is in these terms that Grosz declares that life can be understood as a becoming-artist in a material world, as she writes, “Life brings art to matter and art brings matter to life” (2011, p. 22). This is art as engendered through a co-becoming of the living and non-living (matter). This might be said to be one of art’s functions: to switch into this intensive register or to reconnect us with the world of pre-individual intensities through the creation of something new. Grosz continues in her thinking of Simondon’s pre-individual:
The inhuman within the human, as resistance, is the creative force that enables (some) humans to transform their conditions of existence, to make, create, invent. Moreover, this inhuman is the gel of a human collectivity that is perhaps best understood through art, which musters both the elements from the earth and from the inhuman effects of the human. (2017, p. 134)
For Grosz, the process disindividuation is inhuman within the human, as one of disinvesting of individuality, of personality or personhood, in order to summon up part of the pre-individual necessity to create, which recalls Yusoff’s (2013, 2015) notion of the insensible that is discussed above. The configuring of art and the intrauterine pre-individual, or insensible, and those that Kelly created in Antepartum, points to the potentialities of intrauterine-imaginary (re)making. For this purpose, art is larval, a processual encounter of affective creative co-becoming, open, and immanent, at the point of the actualization of the virtual. This is to hold up art, with a primary function, not of representing the world as it is from an outside, but art as being of the world. O’Sullivan suggests that art, supplementary to its representational function, might offer a fissure in representation. This too can be said of the function of thinking with or contemplating the intrauterine encounter as affect, as contemplating the intrauterine-embryo-fetal phenomena as engendering a process of affective-becoming that might lead us to contemplate dis-individuation, or a move to the insensible, which, as Simon O’Sullivan writes about art, might open us up to the “non-human universe that we are part of” (2001, p. 128).  This engagement with the intrauterine-phenomena is one that is not so much concerned with the (albeit valuable) work to explore what the intrauterine represents, but rather, what attending to the intrauterine process does in refiguring how to be or become with the world as it is.
Conclusion

“Without collaborations, we all die.”  (Tsing, 2015, p. 28)

My interest in the intrauterine was primarily sparked by pregnancy and pregnancy loss. The questioning of the intrauterine swelled from the limits of the immediate experience and thereafter rippled out further. What was I grieving for? There was no baby. The pregnancy ended at the horizon of the medically defined embryo-fetus. What was my relation to this strange thing that was never going to be any other, never going to be human or my child?  What is my relation to my own embryo-fetal process? What are any of “ours”? Can paying attention to the complexity of the intrauterine phenomena help to negotiate what it means to be human?  This initial interest and questioning, has, in more recent years, as for so many, become more urgent with the acceleration of climate change. As I write this in the UK we are in the fourth week of “lockdown” as the world struggles to respond to the Covid-19 pandemic, a global shock which makes thinking on non/inhuman and human futures an even more urgent concern. How “we” negotiate our humanism has become a question for our time. 
The place of the intrauterine in thinking of what it means to be human, has been one that others have explored, but a particularly biopolitical intrauterine phenomena has largely dominated. The intrauterine is a slippery concept, precisely because it does not fit neatly into grand “western” narratives of “progress.”  As Anna Tsing observes, “agnostic about where we are going, we might look for what has been ignored because it never fit the time line of progress” (2015, p. 21). It continues to be seen as a distinctively female realm, as such, it has become fair game in terms of the politics, practices and culture of patriarchal medico-science and the associated politics, practices and culture of reproduction bound up with the regulation of not just sexuality and gender roles, but with allying all life to the biological.
  So, with this in mind, this paper, stakes a claim for the intrauterine; not in terms of a human origin story, but one that instead looks to the intrauterine as being able to contribute to the expanded
 field of more-than-human world views. This is not about erasing the necessary feminist work in and around reproductive and maternal rights and representation. Rather, by making a different “cut”, it seeks to contribute to a different project - one that is concerned with undermining human exceptionalism as part of a wider strategy to re-imagine collaboratively and with co-response-ability ways to survive within multispecies landscapes.
  It achieves this by exploring the role of the ethico-aesthetic of the intrauterine, and proposes that attending to the intrauterine time-space process might be generative of reimaging, questioning, complexifying and re-thinking what it means to be human. Central to this approach has been invoking the sometimes-overlooked artwork of Kelly’s Antepartum as constituting or re-constituting a diffractive cutting of a different intrauterine knot that keeps the idea of the stable bounded human at bay with its entanglement of matter and discourses beyond binaries, to affectively invoke an ethico-aesthetic intrauterine-phenomena to challenge the biopolitical. The decision to use Antepartum was made not least because it was created at a time of emergent fetal representation and with it, the rise of the politics and culture of reproduction. Exploring this artwork had the dual purpose of being a focal point for the argument, the assembling of a different intrauterine apparatus towards a countering intrauterine imaginary, but also allowed for a case to be made for the importance of creative interventions as effective and affective resistant practices.  Antepartum has been shown as being more aligned to an ethico-aesthetics connected to the pre-individual embryo of Ruyer, Simondon, and Deleuze, the nonhuman and inhuman of Braidotti and Grosz, the temporal attention of DiCaglio, as well as Yusoff’s insensible. With this diffractive cut, an intrauterine-phenomena emerged fit for these troubled times, one that is fraught with questions about coexistence with others and responsibilities for the future. The reconfiguring of selected writings with Antepartum, through the analysis, has shown the potential of attending to the intrauterine phenomena as the inhuman or nonhuman within, to help us connect and cohabit the earth with non/inhuman alterity.  This move towards a different intrauterine imaginary, unhitched from some of the problematics bound up with the dominant biopolitical imaginary, might be helpfully accessed as an approach to generate yet more ideas, images, tactics as resistant creative actions of co-response-ability and future-world (re)making practices.
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� In his discussion of subjectivity, Félix Guattari writes about a subjectivity that is produced transversally across the environmental, social and psychic fields; one that is concerned with self-production (see Chaosmosis (1995) and Three Ecologies first published in 1989 (2005). As part of this thesis he considers how art might have the potential to be disruptive in terms of catalyzing a change in subjectivity, he writes: “The work of art, for those who use it, is an activity of unframing, of rupturing sense, a baroque proliferation or extreme impoverishment which leads to a recreation and reinvention of the subject itself.”� ADDIN ZOTERO_ITEM CSL_CITATION {"citationID":"4sIxILbg","properties":{"formattedCitation":"(Guattari 1995, 131)","plainCitation":"(Guattari 1995, 131)","noteIndex":7},"citationItems":[{"id":319,"uris":["http://zotero.org/users/2754215/items/BTNQA94A"],"uri":["http://zotero.org/users/2754215/items/BTNQA94A"],"itemData":{"id":319,"type":"book","title":"Chaosmosis: An Ethno-aesthetic Paradigm","publisher":"Power Institute of Fine Arts","publisher-place":"Sydney","number-of-pages":"135","source":"Amazon.com","event-place":"Sydney","ISBN":"0-909952-25-6","title-short":"Chaosmosis","author":[{"family":"Guattari","given":"Felix"}],"translator":[{"family":"Bains","given":"Paul"},{"family":"Pefanis","given":"Julian"}],"issued":{"date-parts":[["1995",1,8]]}},"locator":"131"}],"schema":"https://github.com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json"} �(Guattari, 1995, p. 131)�


� It is important to state that invoking the “prehuman” shouldn’t be misinterpreted. For starters, the intrauterine processes which will be discussed in terms of embryogenesis and fetal process might not “progress” to a human baby. Furthermore, thinking of the “prehuman” realm (for it is also this) suggests prior-to or before the human might be also misleading, as although it is concerned with a dimension of the human, it should be seen rather in terms of Deleuze’s actualization of the virtual, when virtual is what is real but not yet actualized. I find this explanation from Simon O’Sullivan of the virtual and actual in a Deleuze and Guattari context helpful: “The virtual then names a real place but one which is yet to be actualised. Whereas the real and the possible instigate a philosophy of transcendence, the virtual and the actual affirm immanence. We might rephrase this and say that whereas the possible names a logic of Being (ontology of stasis), the virtual affirms a logic of becoming (ontology of process). Indeed, it is only with, and within, the virtual that we have pure difference in and of itself (we might call this anoriginal complexity, pure multiplicity, aliquid being, or simply the realm of the undifferentiated). The virtual, or rather the actualisation of the virtual, is then the creative act – precisely the production, or actualisation, of difference and thus diversity from a pre-existing field of potentialities.” (2006, p. 103). 


�  This legacy of this can be seen in Luce Irigaray’s work on the placenta in Je, Tu, Nous: Towards a Culture of Difference � ADDIN ZOTERO_ITEM CSL_CITATION {"citationID":"DQm3KFFn","properties":{"formattedCitation":"(Irigaray 2007)","plainCitation":"(Irigaray 2007)","noteIndex":0},"citationItems":[{"id":893,"uris":["http://zotero.org/users/2754215/items/QFJIRP6S"],"uri":["http://zotero.org/users/2754215/items/QFJIRP6S"],"itemData":{"id":893,"type":"book","title":"Je, Tu, Nous: Towards a Culture of Difference","publisher":"Routledge","publisher-place":"New York","number-of-pages":"144","edition":"1 edition","source":"Amazon","event-place":"New York","abstract":"A passionate celebrator of \"sexual difference,\" Luce Irigaray was never simply after the social equality that her generation so publicly demanded. She was seeking more fundamentally a society that celebrated the differences between the genders and their coming together in a union without hierarchy. As she formulates it in this compellingly readable introduction to her own thought, Irigaray is writing about how \"I\" and \"You\" become \"We.\" Exploring along the way women’s experiences of motherhood, abortion, the AIDS crisis and the beauty industry, this book presents one of the most important thinkers of our day in her own words.","ISBN":"978-0-415-77198-6","title-short":"Je, Tu, Nous","language":"English","author":[{"family":"Irigaray","given":"Luce"}],"issued":{"date-parts":[["2007",2,1]]}}}],"schema":"https://github.com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json"} �(Irigaray, 2007)� as well as other thinkers who work with the placenta and its materialization with the embryo and its function within embryogenesis, through to the development of the fetus, for example, see, Laura Bollinger Placental Economy: Octavia Butler, Luce Irigaray, and Speculative Subjectivity (2007), Laura Green ‘Myths, Matricide and Maternal Subjectivity in Irigaray’ (2012) and Marjolein Oele ‘Openness and Protection: A Philosophical Analysis of the Placenta's Mediatory Role in Co-- ‐Constituting Emergent Intertwined Identities’ (2007).


� The early work exploring the rising subjecthood of the fetus should also be read in the context of other feminist work which called-out the tyranny of reproduction in term of women’s oppression, most notoriously thinkers such as Shulamith Firestone in The Dialectics of Sex 1970, see Lane-McKinley, 2019.


� In a later paper, Barad (2015) returns to the intrauterine, when she discusses the case of the frog embryo, caught on camera when an electrical flash seems to trace out a face on the frog to come—"a face that does not yet exist but only exists in potential for a brief moment and then vanishes!” (p. 405). This is explored as an example of embryo trying on faces and what Barad refers to as electrical patterns of differencing or diffraction patterns of differential mattering, or matter itself imaging.


� My return to Mary Kelly’s art comes some years after first working with her better-known Post-Partum Document (1973-1979) which was an important part of my PhD thesis (see McCloskey and Kelly, 2012).


�  While I am not trying to make a distinction between life and nonlife here, I think it is helpful to draw attention to a related debate taking place questioning the implications of the separation of life and non-life, and animist thinking. Povinelli’s work on geontologies makes a compelling intervention here as she argues through this form of power is a regulation of the distinction between life and nonlife and the figures of the Desert, the Animist, and the Virus (Povinelli, 2016).


� Povinelli writes about biopolitics as not something that so much governs life but something that maintains the division between life and nonlife as necessary essential and formative for difference and markets (2016, 2017).


� Although this field is expanding, it is still relatively new and I would argue that ever more ideas and images for the more-than-human are needed as necessary to counter anthropocentrism and that resist the dominance of the human. 


� There is no magic bullet when it comes to multispecies futures and how to live. Shifting thinking is one part and there is a myriad of ways to do this besides academic writing (direct action, mutual aid, campaigning, art activism and so on). All are valid and all do something different. The point is to do something. We need a veritable flood of multiple and varied forms of activism, art, science fiction, science fact, and philosophy to create new imaginaries, new forms of action, and new ways of thinking in the urgent bid to create liveable human and non/inhuman futures.














