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AN ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION OF

Dustin L. Briggs, for the Doctor of Philosophy degree in Communication Studies, presented on
March 7, 2016, at Southern Illinois University Carbondale.

TITLE: NATURALLY STRIATED MUSCLE: EXAMINING THE IDEOGRAPHIC
CRYSTALLIZATION OF <NATURAL>

MAJOR PROFESSOR: Dr. Jonathan Gray

In U.S. America and much of the Western world, natural is a venerated symbolic
placeholder for any number of assumed virtues and ideals. Present conflicts have brought
forward questions about what natural (which I argue functions as an ideograph) should mean in
contexts that seem to call for a formal, enforceable definition. In this study, I use the vocabulary
of Deleuze and Guattari (1987) and the context of bodybuilding to work towards a theory of how
ambiguous ideographs become "striated" or “crystallized.” Within this discussion I present
instances where natural has been employed as a vehicle to cause harm, and I offer an advisement

to rhetorical scholars on how we might approach striated ideographs in the future.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION: THE STAGE

On September 27th, 2013, one of the most hyped professional bodybuilding contests of
all time was set to begin at the Paradise Casino and Resort in Las Vegas, Nevada. Though a
handful of athletes were legitimately contending for the title, it had been marketed worldwide as
the ultimate showdown between two legends: Jay vs. Phil. Jay Cutler, four-time champion and
the most recognized name in the sport, was making his return from a devastating biceps injury
that had kept him off the stage and forced him to relinquish his crown. In the meantime, “The
Gift,” Phil Heath, had become the dominant presence in the sport. Today he was attempting to
defend his Mr. Olympia title for the second time. A third contender, crowd favorite Kai Greene,
was hopeful that he would finally be able to break through his streak of three consecutive runner-
up finishes. All three competitors made it to the final grouping in a field that was more
competitive than anticipated.

Ten thousand rowdy bodybuilding enthusiasts packed the Orleans Arena to capacity for
the final pose-offs and results. As the final tiered groupings were called onto the stage, fans
loudly urged judges toward their favorite for the gold medal. Kai Green appeared more prepared
than ever and received thunderous applause. Jay Cutler showed that he still had a body to be
reckoned with. However, he was unable to live up to the massive amount of hype surrounding
him and finished 6th, still not fully on track from his season lost to injury. In the end, Phil Heath
won the event again with his massive 23-inch biceps, and miniscule 29-inch waist packed into a
rock hard 5°9°” 255 1b. frame that held only 6 percent body fat (Smith, 2013). With this title,
Heath won $250,000, the largest prize ever awarded in a bodybuilding competition. This was a
part of a record $1 million total winnings given out across the seven Olympia events (Black,

2013). Commentators remarked that this result signaled a new era in men’s professional



bodybuilding, and that we should appreciate this moment where we are witness to one of the
most muscular, most symmetrical bodies of all time. As in every other Olympia event, neither
Phil nor any competitor was subjected to drug testing.

Meanwhile, just two weeks prior on September 14th, 2013, urine tests were administered
in preparation for the Victorian Natural Physique Championships being held in Melbourne,
Australia. One of the competition’s top performers and favorites, Marc Marcoccia, registered a
testosterone count of 16.9 to 1, nearly three times the maximum value. Further testing revealed
that Marc was also positive for the endogenous reference compound pregnanedio, a metabolic
result of steroid usage (“Hall of Shame,” 2013). After deliberation by the governing body of the
sport, the International Natural Bodybuilding Association (INBA) committee deemed that the
appropriate action was to ban Marc for life from competing in any other natural bodybuilding
events. Marc forfeited his chance to win the prize: a 10-foot trophy. He was also denied return of
his $150 entry fee. Never again could Marc claim to be a “natural” bodybuilder. Today his
picture is a highlighted entry in the INBA website’s “Hall of Shame.” While impressively lean
and aesthetically built, Marc’s measurements were all significantly smaller than Heath and the
other finalists of the Olympia event.

It seems that the INBA is fairly protective of the depiction of natural that is displayed on
the medal stands of their events. To this day, every instance of an adult failing a test has resulted
in a lifetime disqualification and a revocation of any prizes won. The competition for Mr.
Olympia, however, has never had an instance where an athlete has been disqualified for
performance-enhancing substance use. This is because the Olympia events do not explicitly
claim naturalness for their competitors, nor do they test to determine what substances are

entering the athletes’ bodies. To this group, natural is a plot of ground best left undisturbed. The



growth, and the process of becoming something beyond expected human limitation, is what is
held sacred. The methods of achieving these alterations are not. This dissertation project
discusses rhetorical and philosophical constructions of natural and the consequences these
constructions might offer. It seems bodybuilding, and the structures it creates around what is
natural and what is not, may hold insight into what influences larger perceptions about what a
natural human body is and is not allowed to be. If we investigate the process further, it is
possible to learn what can and does happen when we regulate powerful, value-laden words such
as natural.
Hardening the Natural Body

Perhaps some of us have noticed people cringe when they see the cover model of a
muscle magazine. Many of us have witnessed someone express disgust at the sight of a female
bodybuilder who no longer appears feminine enough to the onlooker, or have heard mutterings
about a physique at the beach that looks too good to be true. In these situations, the refrain
“that’s just not natural” often arises. Inside of the sport of bodybuilding, much of this type of
outrage is directed towards those who claim their bodies to be natural, and naturally developed,
and then directly violate the governing body’s imposed definition of natural. The sin is the
appearance of competitors’ deceit, hypocrisy, and exposure. The acts involved in illegal drug
usage are largely an afterthought. The communicative process of deciding what natural means
ends up being a delicate issue in a sport largely concerned with brawn.

Within bodybuilding circles and elsewhere, bodies are lumped into particular categories.
Within these categories they may be venerated for their appearance and accomplishments or
discarded and shamed for their actions or attributions. The difference in the categorization of

these bodies is often not necessarily factually grounded. Rather, it depends on semi-arbitrary



definitions involving subjective types of evidence. Interpreting this evidence means embarking
toward a determination of whether a body is natural or unnatural, a designation that offers a
potential lifetime of reverberating consequences. This meaning-making potential assures that the
repercussions of defining natural within bodybuilding, or choosing not to do so, will go far
beyond the awaited results of individual competitors’ urine tests.

For this project, [ will use the context of bodybuilding to provide a larger argument about
what occurs when constructions of a value-laden term, in this case natural, begin to “crystallize”
or take recognizable regulatory form. I will first discuss how natural functions as what McGee
(1980) refers to as an ideograph. Next, I intend to return the conversation to how <natural> is
deployed in bodybuilding subculture. Following, I will trace histories of formalized usages of
<natural> in order to illustrate the power this particular ideograph holds. Next, I intend to use the
vocabulary of Deleuze and Guattari (1987) to develop a further understanding of what is
happening as “striations” (or clearly developed boundaries) appear around an otherwise
ambiguous ideograph. I conclude by offering a directive for approaching crystallizing ideographs
in a “machinic” (Coonfield, 2006) way that may prove applicable across contexts.

Though the context I use to discuss <natural> bodies is bodybuilding, there are several
places in this study where I will invoke other conflicts of bodily naturalness for consideration. I
intend my argument to implicate the potentials of <natural> for their relation to issues such as
racial inequalities, gender/sexual-based violence, and discrimination based on (dis)ability status.
It is my objective to offer an analytic lens that encourages the reader to periodically “try these
issues on” to my line of argument about constructions of <natural> and locate the parallels
within other pressing issues of defined human naturalness. For this reason, I will at times, both

point to the implications of these issues directly, and at other times strategically allow the reader



to locate the parallels that he/she finds most applicable. As communication scholars, I believe
that the way we discuss and classify bodies always has meaningful material consequences both
within the immediate context of study and beyond the scope of what we may first consider.
Statement of Authorship

Before progressing further, I find it necessary to expressly locate myself within this
scholarship. I do this in an attempt show my relation to the subject, and to establish a point of
reference as I refer to observations, practices, and decisions I have confronted and continue to
interact with. I will first say that, out of respect to those who compete in the sport of
bodybuilding, I do not rightly consider myself a bodybuilder in any real way. I have for the last
three years, however, undertaken an extensive project of body re-building using bodybuilding
techniques and philosophies. These practices first emerged as a health-related hobby and then
evolved into a type of personalized approach to considering my life circumstances. At a
particularly intense period of time I ate very little and exercised away whatever I did consume. It
was a grueling process of positive self-discipline, unhealthy commitment nearing obsession, and
enlightening self-discovery. I watched as my body dropped 30 lbs (from 189 to 159) in a two-
month span. I then rebuilt my physique over the next several months through resistance training,
goal oriented planning, and a more realistic, but still restricted, caloric intake. Eventually I
achieved a weight around 175 at a lower percentage of body fat. Today my pursuit of a re-
imagined body continues, and my goals and abilities continue to shift.

I do not claim my experience to be typical, representative, or close to the standard of any
level of competitive bodybuilding. I do feel, however, that my research and depth of experience
gives me a unique, if incomplete, insight into a part of bodybuilding subculture. This experience

has also necessarily influenced the way I view and understand constructions of <natural>. I have



confronted questions of my own bodily naturalness within a culture and subculture of
muscularity and masculinity, and I have spent much time pondering its significance. From this
experience, | have learned much and realized I have much left to learn. I will, throughout this
project, commit to a scattering of personal voice that speaks to my understanding and nuanced
involvement with the topic matter. I will share vignettes and observations to elaborate my own
place within the context of this study and to illustrate my arguments. I do this as a reminder that
theoretical arguments always concern real people. Also, I intend to use my experiences to add
texture to the rhetorical vocabulary I employ throughout this study. In the following section I
begin to outline the theoretical backdrop of my study by discussing how <natural> operates as an
ideograph.
An Ideograph, Naturally

Renowned rhetorical scholar Michael Calvin McGee first used the term ideograph in his
1980 contribution to the Quarterly Journal of Speech entitled “The ‘Ideograph’: A link between
rhetoric and ideology.” In this piece, he uses ideograph to describe a mode of entry for particular
words and phrases into widespread political consciousness. He contends that a few abstract,
dogmatically drenched words enter discourse in a way that effectively captures, creates, and/or
reinforces particular ideological positions. McGee sees the ideograph as a way of understanding
how specific, pointed uses of political language relate to more abstract ideas of public ideology.
This relation draws power from the term’s linguistic standing and harnesses the power to
influence perception about concrete issues.

Ideographs are thus uniquely potent elements of persuasion. Condit and Lucaites (1993)
add, “Ideographs represent, in condensed form, the normative, collective commitments of the

members of a public” (p. 83) and they “typically appear in public argumentation as the necessary



motivations or justifications for action performed in the name of the public” (p. 84). Ideographs
are capable of encapsulating thoughts, feelings, and politics into the needlepoint of a single word
or phrase such that they become especially difficult to dismiss from a position of conventional
ideology. The term has now been employed across rhetorical studies. Ideographs (identifiable by
their encasing chevrons) continue to be unearthed in diverse areas by scholars, in some cases,
across disciplines. Examples include <liberty>, <property>, (McGee, 1980), <equality> (Condit
& Lucaites, 1993), <human rights> (Stuckey & Ritter, 2007) and even <cigarettes> (Moore,
1997) and <schizophrenia> (Kim & Berrios, 2001).

Ideographs hold special rhetorical and communicative significance because they allow
communication scholars the ability to study political ideology by examining specific enactments
of language use. Rhetorical critics can explicitly show how key words and phrases in political
discourse reveal underlying cultural commitments and values. Through the ideograph, McGee
(1980) offers a tool for understanding highly abstract concepts of ideology. This course of study
is uniquely communication driven and distinct from, perhaps, an etymological discussion of
language, the difference being that the ideograph is concerned with the creation and practice of
meaning making, not the temporal evolution of the word itself. The ideograph is a study of active
rhetorical, communicative practice.

McGee (1980) stops short of listing particular itemized standards for what constitutes an
ideograph. Rather, he leaves it up to the critic to argue that a term “shows mutability between
contexts” (p. 8) in such a way that underscores the term’s rhetorical weight. It is through
engagement with the places in which a particular term or phrase appears that proves its
ideographic qualities. I argue that due to the inherently ambiguous and rhetorically powerful

personality of <natural>, it too functions as an ideograph. In the next section I illustrate the



required mutability of <natural> in ideological discourse. I use this discussion as a precursor into
my investigation of the term’s more standardized usage within bodybuilding and its potential for
impact in contexts beyond. McGee argues that the study of an ideograph should “never be
limited to its use in formal discourse” (p. 9). I take up this challenge to explore the various
avenues where <natural> is used in this nation. I also strive to highlight the connections and
theoretical distance between <natural> and the human body. From here I will focus my argument
on how <natural>, as an ideograph, becomes potentially dangerous whenever it enters into
particular contexts (like bodybuilding and law) that dictate what it means to be a <natural>
human.

Natural in the U.S. American Cultural Consciousness

It certainly appears that <natural> and the human body are rarely more distant that one
degree of separation, even if this degree is their direct opposition. What is <natural> is
distinguished from both the human and the cultural, but also works as the concept through which
we as Westerners culturally judge other such concepts (Soper, 1998). <Natural>, as an ideal,
appears to be at once both essentially human and entirely human-averse. Thus <natural> carries
“an immensely complex and contradictory symbolic load” that continues to be difficult to sift
through (Soper, 1998, p. 2).

Thinkers such as Lukécs, Horkheimer, Adorno, Marcuse, and Habermas have long
struggled over where exactly humans and social processes fit into what is <natural> with few
agreed results (Vogel, 1996). In his own attempt, Foucault (1978) once described the distinction
between natural and unnatural (the perverse) not as any metaphysical requirement, but as an
effect of discourse. He explains, “There is no [inherent] reference to a common natural

foundation. People are not perverse or ‘mad’ naturally, but rather by way of categorization.” (p.



14). <Natural> can thus be considered a type of human byproduct. Perhaps, as a conceptual
grounding, an understanding of <natural> is necessary in some respects, but it can never be
entirely separated from the human discourse it emerges from. From Foucault’s comments we
could reason that one thing that is certainly not <natural>, is our current conceptualization of
nature and the <natural>.

The U.S. American public understandably seems to struggle with conceptions of
<natural> as well. <Natural> is as complicated as it is common. As Soper (1998) states, “its
complexity is concealed by the ease and regularity with which we put it to use in a wide variety
of contexts. It is at once both familiar and extremely elusive” (p. 1). We grasp at <natural>, but
distrust whatever it is we are able to capture. At the same time, this difficulty does not seem to
have dissolved our collective interest. In 2008, Mintel’s Global New Products Database found
that all-natural was the second most used claim on new U.S. American food products (Shanker,
2008). A recent study by the Shelton Group, an advertising company focusing on sustainability,
found that “natural” is the most popular, or at least most recognized, sales pitch when it comes to
food labeling. When the study asked, “Which is the best description to read on a food label?”
nearly 25 percent of consumers answered, “100 percent natural” (Shanker, 2008). U.S.
Americans seem to agree that putting <natural> things into our bodies is preferential action.
What exactly these <natural> things are, however, is less widely agreed upon. Those asked to
discern the qualities of a <natural> product are often unable to define <natural> beyond a
description of “not artificial” (Shanker, 2008). Our knowledge of <natural> remains primarily
defined by its contrast toward that which it is determined not to be.

One way to attempt this exclusion is by valorizing <natural> through a deployment of a

theoretical set of phenomena which are thought to be given before any prior human contact. If
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we haven’t messed with it, it is <natural> and so, better. This is consistent with Testa and
Harris’s (2005) analysis that found that “people regularly claim that the natural is superior to the
artificial or synthetic without any real grounding for the separation of the two. They know butter
is natural and margarine is artificial and thus, butter is better” (p. 178). The question remains,
how much human interference is enough to make this type of binary distinction? U.S. Americans
seem to have a longing for the natural, but have difficulty pinning down what exactly this desire
looks like.

This difficulty is likely lodged within a paradoxical historical relationship that has
produced the current understanding of what <natural> constitutes. As Eder and Ritter
demonstrate in their 1996 book The Social Construction of Nature, the conceptions of nature we
seem to operate from now find their roots in a flawed imagining of an ecological nature. This
ecological understanding presumes all of nature to be a space defined by its lack of human
interference even as nature is delineated and created through this same human interference.
Simultaneously, there is said to be an internal part of humans that must remain tethered to the
natural world. This explains, in part, the collective desire for consuming the “natural” food items
we prefer. Somehow nature is, in a sense, both that which we are not and that which we are
within.

This illogicality is also the struggle between many western Marxists and thinkers like
Engels. These parties have long disagreed about whether <natural> is an observable state or a
type of social dialectic (Vogel, 1996). Collectively, it seems we want to remain a part of
<natural> but want <natural> to be theoretically absent and untainted by humanness. Obviously,
this is a difficult proposition. Norman (1996) writes, “The injunction to not interfere with nature

in terms of the ‘natural/human’ contrast would rule out the morality of every conceivable human
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action” (p. 86). Through this logic, the ideograph <natural> is human-made, but somehow what
<natural> describes is a state devoid of humanness. <Natural> is thus a state never fully
reachable. The closer humanity comes to the <natural>, the less <natural>, and less desirable,
this thing becomes. Yet, most Western civilizations have also developed a standard for humanity
that surpasses actions found in nature. Humans are morally, and often legally, obligated to live
above the constraints of what is considered natural. John Stuart Mill once denounced instinctual
action all together as “the actions of the wickedest of men,” and Bauldelaire pronounced that we
will find nothing in the wholly natural person that “is not ghastly” (Soper, 1998).

This contradictory definition leaves an ideographic <natural> as an idea that can only be
viewed and understood from a distance. For Sider (1995), this means that analyzing perfect
naturalness is not possible, for naturalness will always remain a relative matter. From this
perspective it is more right to question to what extent <natural> can be attributed at all to nature
since its delineations are at best inconsistent and more than likely always a product of
convenience and agenda. It is unfortunate then, that when naturalness is named and enforced, it
is often done in binary ways. Legally speaking, a person is either a naturalized citizen or they are
not. Similarly, a food product is deemed either worthy of a label reading ““all natural” or it is not.
A bodybuilder’s urine and blood reveal that their body is <natural> or it is not. The disparity
between the continuum of where <natural> exists and the dualistic way it is deployed may
account for much of the confusion surrounding what the ideograph can and should mean.

Nevertheless, we continue to adore naturalness. Rozin et al. (2004) found that U.S.
Americans believed <natural> to be healthier, more appealing to the senses, and kinder to the
environment. The researchers also found that the reasons for these preferences were primarily

rooted in moral and aesthetic principles that understand <natural> as a near universal good. Testa
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and Harris (2005) interject that this positive attitude towards <natural> happens despite the fact
that “there is no reason to prefer the natural per se, as natural per se is within itself morally
neutral. Some people are naturally healthy and happy, and this is good, yet it is equally natural to
be unhealthy and unhappy” (p. 180). The impossible desire for a distinct semantic ownership of
<natural> persists, and its meaning inspires discussions across a wide variety of topics. Being
one of few places where naturalness is explicitly defined, bodybuilding is placed on the front
lines of determining what is and is not <natural>, especially in relation to the human body. This
is an especially ripe ground to attempt to answer one of the culminating questions of debates

surrounding <natural>: What is <natural> and unnatural, and does either designation constitute a

moral argument for or against it? For this reason, I look to bodybuilding in this study as an

exemplar and springboard toward grasping the potentials of a formalized <natural>, one that
attempts to come closer to answering this question.
Incarnations of Natural within Bodybuilding Subculture

To understand the breadth of the ways constructions of <natural> can escape contexts to
have a larger impact in other areas, it is first important to understand how <natural> can come to
operate in a formalized way. One place this frequently occurs is in the subculture of
bodybuilding. <Natural> exists as a less ambiguous type of threshold when it comes to weight
lifting and muscle-centric sports. A lifter is <natural>, or natty, until they are not. Once he/she
leaves this designation he/she often cannot return to it. The moment this identity of natty is
shrugged off is often the same moment when the athlete pricks him/herself to inject his/her first
dose of testosterone or other anabolic-androgenic steroid (AAS). This begins a lifter’s first
“cycle” or regimen of various substances that accelerate the muscle building and recovery

process. These substances were once referred to as “juice” and now primarily as “gear.”
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This moment is also, from a phenomenological standpoint, an intensely complicated one.
Though the threshold of <natural> is forever passed, it does not, for these lifters, always
symbolize a moment of loss. To an openly geared lifter, this moment is about moving to a
different realm of competition with oneself and others. The transition allows the body to surpass
the constrictions of genetic destiny. As insinuated in the examples provided in the outset of this
study, prize money, awards, and venues for recognition are all greater for geared athletes that
achieve bigger, more muscular physiques. This is because of the enormous revenue associated
with the untested division of the professional level of bodybuilding.

The $250,000 Phil Heath earned from winning his third Mr. Olympia was certainly a
significant monetary achievement. However, it is only possible because of the much more
lucrative business that arises from the popularity of professional bodybuilding. Sports
supplement companies use professional bodybuilders and physique models to attract customers
into what has become an $83 billion industry (“Sports nutrition,” 2008). New product lines are
launched daily, and have fostered intense competition between products and brands. The
popularity and success of a sport supplementation product is dependent on consumer belief that
ingredients will have performance-enhancing and muscle-growing effects.

When professional bodybuilders appear on the labels of these supplements, or endorse
them in advertisements, they send a message that connects the athlete to the product. Since these
professional bodybuilders are not subjected to any drug testing, a public is left with an
insinuation that these athletes have achieved their physiques through the use of the <natural>
products they are marketing. Though it seems illogical to believe that these results can be
achieved “naturally,” a general lack of understanding about the science involved in nutritional

supplementation makes it difficult to unequivocally reject the products. When this reasonable
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doubt is coupled with a desire for bodily improvement, it is easy to connect the athlete’s success
to the product if even in a small capacity.

This presumption works to the advantage of supplement sellers. Sports supplements only
have to prove to the FDA that they are safe for human consumption, and will not cause a positive
drug test, in order to make the shelves. The products sport scientific-sounding and intriguing
names like “P6 Black: Androgenic Nootropic Matrix” and “N.O. Explode: The Pre-Workout
Igniter.” Such products often do not need to authentically demonstrate that they perform any
significant muscle-building benefits, and companies are largely permitted to conduct their own
lab tests for effectiveness. For this reason, producers only need to inspire a belief that the product
could work if used correctly. The active ingredient in any of these supplements will almost
always prove to be marketing success.

These products are especially appealing to those who have not crossed the threshold of
gearing referred to earlier. Those individuals who do not want to deal with the potential effects
of AAS, human growth hormone (HGH), or other drugs may turn to supplementation as a safer
and legal way to try to increase their lean body mass, trim fat, and bulk up (Black, 2013).
Supplementation allows athletes to maintain their <natural> status both in the ways they view
themselves and externally in regard to the rules of their respective sports. This is an especially
important factor in drug-tested amateur and professional sports, and reserves a lofty place for
athletes within a plane of moral high ground that our culture’s adoration of <natural> creates.

Even holding knowledge about the limited effectiveness of the products I’ve described, I
confess I have spent a considerable amount of my restricted income on supplements that I know
are unproven to work. The desire to achieve quicker gains in strength and muscle mass is

alluring even if it exists primarily in myth. I remember being excited for the debut of the acid-
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green “Iron” series from MusclePharm brand for the sole reason that it was the first supplement
line ever endorsed by bodybuilding legend, Arnold Schwarzenegger. I have spent $40 dollars on
a small tub of “Resurrect PM” powder primarily because record 8-time Mr. Olympia Ronnie
Coleman was flexing on the label, and I have snickered to myself when I’m in a store with
someone who checks out with something I have decided is only a box of nonsense. At these
moments | force myself to ignore that a majority of my purchases were because the product was
on sale.

In making my buying choices, I perceive an opportunity to gain an advantage of growth
for a discount. This is in spite of the fact that clearance prices are generally another sign that the
product does not work. The allure of the athlete selling his/her results as <natural> is often too
much to resist for athletes who are unsatisfied with their current results or for the beginner
looking for an easy fix to an extended period of sedentary behavior. The buyer essentially hopes
to buy AAS in a form that does not legally count as AAS, does not require needles, and does not
affect any inward or outward perception of self. The ideographic power of <natural> embedded
within a muscle-building product inspires hope that a legal, safe, magic pill or powder exists that
can take an unassuming physique and craft it into the most aesthetically pleasing body in the
gym. This is often enough to try just one more product. The ideal is to be both perfectly
proportioned, perfectly symmetrical, and somehow remain perfectly <natural>. Sports
supplements claim to hold the possibility of gaining advantage without any forfeiture of moral
superiority.

Competitions that involve testing have unique and very particular guidelines toward
determining whether a competitor is <natural>. These rules, though they appear differently

amongst factions, challenge the ambiguity embedded within the ideographic <natural>.
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Bodybuilding first regulates <natural> by creating separate divisions for tested and untested
competition. Tested competition essentially determines the naturalness or unnaturalness of a
body. Until this determination is made, a competitor assumes the benefits of <natural> status
regardless of an appearance that might suggest otherwise. These competitors effectively “pass”
for <natural>. Competitors are deemed unnatural when they become caught in one of many
specific requirements that the governing bodies of the sport offer. These requirements come in
the form of long lists of banned substances such as: stimulants including ephedrine or cocaine;
narcotic analgesics such as methadone and morphine (but codeine is okay); evidence of anabolic
agents such as clotestbol or a testosterone count greater than a six to one ratio (unless for a
medical condition); diuretics such as mersalyl and mannitol; HGH; blood doping; and many
other substances and practices. Blood and urine tests can also be administered every 60 days that

an athlete remains in the professional circuit (“Banned substances,” 2008).

The striations natural bodybuilding offers have divergent effects. The regulations
supposedly provide a working definition of what <natural> means for built bodies by positing
themselves as “clean, pure, and innocent,” the antithesis of the chemically-enhanced. The
definition is only enforced in one niche of the sport and even here the definition changes between
the sports’ governing bodies. Within the natural bodybuilding world, different definitional
requirements and testing procedures create a further “moral hierarchy of difference” (Garratt,
2014, p. 2). This makes the concept of natural proliferated by the sport “not nearly as pure or
complete as it seems” (p. 2). For example, the Natural Physique Association (NPA) operates
under a “lifetime natural” policy and adheres to the World Anti-Doping Agency’s (WADA)
standards of testing. This includes a full-spectrum urinalysis for banned substances, including

recreational drugs, which is processed at the WADA laboratories in London. NPA also uses
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rigorous polygraphic and forensic testing (in the form of a 90 minute, $600 athlete-pay exam)
that has an accuracy rate above 98%.

Despite these rigorous standards, rival division British National Bodybuilding Federation
(BNBF) claims moral superiority due to the fact that they test competitors both during qualifying
competitions and after events. Of course, the NPA retorts that these tests are not WADA certified
like the type they conduct, and are thus less reliable. They also point out that BNBF is only
concerned with a competitor’s last seven years of natural/unnatural behavior (Garratt, 2014, p.
2). These arguments are further complicated by the fact that most natural bodybuilding
organizations do not have the budget to consistently test competitors up to the standards laid out
in their protocols.

The pretense surrounding the argument about whose <natural> is most morally superior
is largely defunct for one primary reason: There exists no test anywhere that can fully validate
claims to lifetime naturalness by any standard. Therefore, divisions who claim a more realistic
standard for determining naturalness have, in a strange way, a more accurate assessment of who
within their competitions is, at the moment, a natural competitor. Thus they are able to more
consistently judge a status of <natural>. Even so, even this more narrowed claim remains
inconsistent and shaky. It is the business of those creating masking agents to be ahead of current
testing procedures. Likewise, testing facilities can only search and detect the presence of
substances known to exist, and can only punish for those currently banned. At best, claims of
distinctions between <natural> and unnatural within these divisions align far more closely to
claims that they are presently unable to prove incidence of disallowed substances.

Where debates rage over what constitutes a <natural> body on the tested side of the sport,

the untested side thrives off of the ambiguity they are afforded by not attempting to regulate
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natural at all. Unbridled by constraints, testing procedures, suspicion, and infighting,
corporations and (to a lesser extent) untested athletes reap the financial benefits of the deniability
that the tested division creates in its regulatory practices.

Impact on Bodybuilding Subculture

In less regulated locations, definitions of a bodily <natural> play out quite differently.
Even so, the seeming importance of natural/unnatural status remains. In the training rooms where
muscular bodies are molded, questions of naturalness arise as bodies compare themselves to
other bodies. Here, people with different commitments to <natural> practices interact without
any clear designation of who fits where. Those who are less muscular often critique the larger
lifters, and justify their own bodies by accusing the other of being unnatural. The assumption is
that anyone could achieve that level of result if he/she were willing to make the moral
concessions that this person apparently has elected. This critique is rarely done in front of those
being “accused” for reasons relating to fear of bodily harm, inability to substantiate accusations,
and lack of consequence for any evidence that proves someone’s “unnatural” body.

Though there is certainly no formal testing done in this space, distinctions develop. I
recall asking training partners if they think “that big guy has been geared for a while” while
admiring (or ‘miring in bodybuilding circles) what I regard as the big guy’s aesthetically superior
physique. If we agree he is a longtime user, I no longer feel as much shame when he lifts more
than I am able to or if he has a more sculpted core. Though (in most cases) these individuals
likely do not care what I think of them, the practice of making these distinctions is an interesting
one. This is especially salient if we consider <natural>’s function as an ideograph. Why, as a
cultural collective, should we feel the need to determine who and what is <natural>? What does

it mean when we reassure our own bodies as permissible by painting another body as not (or
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less) <natural>? Such questions are immensely consequential, but perhaps not so easily
answered.

<Natural>, as an ideograph, remains both imminent and illusive even despite attempts to
tie it down. Though the way we have positioned <natural> as it relates to humanity makes it
theoretically impossible, we still encourage and enforce naturalness between human bodies and
on human action. When we corral the ideograph to mark which bodies are <natural> and which
are not, we engage a deeply problematic potential. Likewise, leaving the ideograph without any
formal regulation might also create potentials for harm. Thus, regulation of <natural> has proven
to be a difficult practice with a long and sometimes unfortunate history in U.S. America.

In this dissertation, I intend to specifically discuss the ways U.S. Americans formally
striate the ideograph of <natural>. I also plan to explicate the consequences and potentials of this
course of action. The following is a description of the chapters to follow.

Preview of Chapters

In Chapter Two I will examine the historical deployment of <natural>. First, I canvass
attempts to formally and/or legally constrain <natural>, and I discuss some of the motivating
force behind these actions. I trace these instances of formal naturalness as they move from
describing objects and towards living organisms. This progression culminates in a discussion of
how purposed, direct depictions of <natural> have been used to stratify and harm bodies, and
how bodybuilding has historically been directly involved in this process.

In Chapter Three I weave a discussion of Deleuze and Guattari’s (1987) smooth and
striated spaces into a consideration of steroids in bodybuilding, and further, to striated bodies in
general. Here, I make a turn through the abstraction offered by Deleuze and Guattari toward a

specific, active site of constructions of <natural> and unnatural. Through this discussion I outline
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a philosophical/rhetorical approach toward recovering the unnatural body in ways that are often
missed. I approach this, in part, by bringing into question our cultural insistence on striating
<natural>. Here I discuss inquiries into how our collective interactions with the ideographic
<natural> might be altered such that we see unnatural as not inherently shameful or morally
inferior, but productive and necessary. This chapter functions to create the argument that says: If
we center instead the <natural> body within the theo-critical gaze and understand the processes
that go into striating what is and is not <natural>, we might break our culturally embedded
assumptions of <natural> as idealized form, and productively alter our collective appreciation for

and employment of <natural>.

In Chapter Four, I center the discussion of bodies on an applied investigation into
alternative considerations of <natural> and unnatural bodies. Here, I apply the turn I offer in
Chapter Three by beginning a direct challenge to the ingrained assumptions of, and formalized
references to, “natural” superiority. I do this through contextual explanations of what a less
bodily violent <natural> might look like in given scenarios. I first bring into question our
methods of knowing and recognizing <natural> within any given context. I especially focus on
the place of natural law within broader discussions of morality. I then parallel this discussion
with my applied metaphor of “unnaturally” built bodies. I argue that within a given setting, an
“unnatural” body can become the transgressive body that we ought to strive to become rather
than a fearful specter we attempt to formally exorcise. I contend that these unnatural bodies are
bodies that might be read differently, expand notions of the possible, and challenge institutional
stagnation. Thus they are the bodies necessary for any type of real becoming [in Deleuze and
Guattari’s (1987) use of the term]. I briefly incorporate some existing conceptual offerings such

as Haraway’s (1991) cyborg as ways we can envision productive blending and blurring of the
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illusionary natural/unnatural dichotomy. I investigate how our transgression of formalized
naturalness destabilizes many of our problematic normative conceptions about bodies. It is my
intention to substantiate alternate ways of understanding how we can productively valorize the
unnatural body as resistance to a mythic, morally superior <natural>. This chapter represents my

attempt to theoretically rebuild <natural> through both new and existing vocabularies.

In my final chapter, I offer concluding remarks to unify my argument and provide an
advisement on how to approach the formal stratification of ideographs in the future. I interpret
Coonfield’s (2006) “machinic” approach to understanding the uses and potentials of objects and
concepts to ideographs. Here I explain why I believe neither a full dismissal of a formalized
<natural>, nor a clear definitional agreement on what <natural> is, provides the most hopeful
trajectory. I outline an approach that requires a different philosophic attitude toward <natural> as
well as more flexible and contextual decision and policy-making methodologies. I close by

offering a minor example and explanation of this approach in action.



22

CHAPTER 1T
HISTORY OF A CAPTURED <NATURAL>

Introduction

As shown in Chapter 1, <natural> is one of the most influential symbolic placeholders
within the English language. As an ideograph, <natural> carries a unique and powerful directive
force, especially when focused toward a specific communicative goal. Its combined ambiguity
and widely held aura of moral superiority makes <natural> a prime instrument in persuasive
arenas. There currently exist no universally accepted statutory or regulatory definitions of
“natural” that easily traverse codes of definition, regulation, or law. This lack of regulation

allows for widespread employment of a term that has been shown to be especially influential.

For this reason, both courts and governing agencies have long been forced to improvise
in order to settle disputes regarding the heavy term. This improvisation comes to primarily rely
on situational applications of an “I’ll know it when I see it” approach (Fraley, 2014, p.1). This
leads to an ever-evolving, largely unsatisfactory benchmark for what <natural> “is” that is
largely lodged in temporal cultural convention and convenience. In U.S. America and many
other Western settings, this convention often means defining nature by setting it dichotomously
against humans and their interventions or against particular humans or human actions. This type
of distinction carries numerous consequences where rulings are determined by exacting
interpretations of the ideograph. In the following sections of this chapter, I canvass the legal
history of <natural> and cite exemplars of rulings involving regulatory definitions of <natural>. I
order these subsections as I do to showcase the increasing danger of a defined <natural> as it

more closely approaches human bodies. I then move this history into conversation with that of
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the <natural> within bodybuilding. It is my intent to showcase the interrelated use and

development of the ideographic <natural> within these contexts.

Applications in Patent Law

One of the most consistent consequences of separating the human from the <natural>
involves patent law disputes. Disagreements in this realm concern designations of “natural” that
can sink the patentability of a product or process. Section 101 of the Patent Act states: “Whoever
invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture or composition... may
obtain a patent therefore...” (Patent Law, 1952). However, though this language has been
interpreted broadly, it excludes “laws of nature, natural phenomena, and abstract ideas” from
being considered for patent coverage (Diamond v. Diehr, 1981). This provision exists so that the
forces that govern all scientific advancement and behavior cannot be owned by any single entity.
For instance, there will be no patent given on the forces of gravity. However, the lines are often
not this easy to draw. Thus courts have advised caution with such restrictions saying, “too broad
of an interpretation... could eviscerate patent law as all inventions at some level embody, use,
reflect, rest upon, or apply laws of nature...” (Mayo Collaborative v. Prometheus Labs, 2012).
There will always be a part of the <natural> world contained in any product or process that
occurs within a world confined by laws of nature. The difficulty, then, is creating a consistent
surgical point where humanness can be detached from naturalness enough to forfeit ownership of
a phenomenon. As eluded to earlier, this divide has proven to be immensely philosophically
complicated. Understandably, patent courts have been quite slow to make this cut in a consistent

way, though there have been efforts.

The United States Patent and Trademark Office Aas attempted in the past to make a type

of surgical divide that would offer further reaching guidance. Under existing advices, a natural
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thing is to be understood as “the handiwork of nature” that “occurs without the hand of man
[sic]” (Fraley, 2014). However, since there are certainly no processes that have had zero
interaction with humankind before they arrive at the patent office, this advisement still must
function as a sort of partitioned spectrum. On one end, there is minimal human intervention; on
the other, a product or process that could not possibly happen without willful human interference
(Fraley, 2014). The patent office must still decide at which point on this range lies a patentable
idea. This decision process becomes a negotiation of how much deliberate human interference is

enough to claim something as “unnatural.”

At the same time, the patent applied for must not too closely approach that which is
regarded as human essence either, else it can become natural once again. Though human breath
is entirely a product of human action, a patent court could not rightly allow a patent on human
respiratory function. Devices used for breathing are likely, however to receive a patent. Similarly
the human process of sleep is not patentable, but a whole range of products, processes, and
interventions associated with sleep are granted sole ownership rights. This is all to say that any
divide between the human and the <natural> cannot be expected to remain clean and distinct.
There is a flow between humanity and natural-ness that does not easily lend itself to definite
decision-making: to be apart from humanity is to be considered <natural>, to be within or innate
of human is also largely considered <natural>, but the result of the conscious action of a human

is much more difficult to legally classify.

The purpose behind particular distinctions can be seen in differences between individual
court rulings. In Funk Bros. Seed Co. v. Kalo Inoculant Co. (1948), the Court ruled that offering
a new mixture of bacteria to apply to seeds (making them healthier and more prolific) was not

protectable by patent since it was considered only a discovery of an already natural process. This
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process, it was ruled, could have occurred in existing conditions without purposed human
intervention. However, in Diamond v. Chakrabarty (1980) the Court ruled that a genetically
engineered bacterium used to break down crude oil could be patentable since the bacteria were
not “naturally occurring” and were the result of human engineering. The result of these rulings,
and many others like them, create a murky backdrop for understanding what is and is not
<natural>. It seems that even a living creature can be considered unnatural and thus patentable if
the utility of the associated innovation has been strongly established. <Natural> thus can easily

become entwined in definitions of convenience and capitalist perpetuity.

Such patent cases showcase at least two relevant points for this study:

1. Distinctions in and amongst the ambiguity of <natural> must often be drawn to favor one
party over another since prior advisements are, at best, only situationally applicable and
they too likely once functioned to advantage only one side.

2. Once a product (or even a living organism) is deemed unnatural, it is not only
unprotected as its own entity, but it is permitted to be exclusively owned. As these
distinctions draw closer in proximity to bodies, the stakes are raised and the differences

become cloudier.

Applications Concerning Wildlife

Continued concern for a legal human/nature divide is evident in rulings concerning
protection of certain animal species. Perhaps the best examples of this are the provisions located
within The Endangered Species Act. These provisions forfeit protection for animals not living in
their “natural” habitat, that is, those who have been geographically moved by humans. This is

true even if the species is offered protection in what is considered their “home location.”



26

Relocated animals are considered “experimental” populations and thus not worthy of the same
type of conservation efforts. Examples of these experimental populations would include even the
re-introduction of formally “native” species such as the Mexican gray wolf in New Mexico and
Arizona, and the California Condor in the Grand Canyon region. This vocabulary highlights how
even a single act of human interference/intervention can affect the <natural> status of a creature,

and permanently disqualify it from protection protocols.

Policy-related definitions of natural wilderness areas are similarly affected by their level
of human interaction. The Wilderness Act of 1964 defines wilderness as “undeveloped” and
“retaining its primeval character...without permanent improvements for human habitation.” It
exists to preserve areas “where the earth and its community...are untrammeled by man [sic],
where man [sic]...is a visitor who does not remain.” The act also gives power to the office of the
Secretary of Agriculture to actively determine which areas are suitable wilderness sites. These

sites are meant to be areas that are roadless for at least 5,000 contiguous acres.

Proximity to humans and their traveling patterns forfeit a region’s eligibility for
consideration of protection. In fact, it is the primary determining factor in the <natural> worth of
a particular region. According to Jamison Colburn (2007), the way we preserve what we consider
to be natural now “bears only a passing relation to biodiversity and habitat protection,” and
serves primarily as a way of combating any blurring of the human/nature dichotomy (p. 38).
From these policy stances we can glean that, legally speaking, human (synthetic) interference in
the processes of wilderness discredits and (apparently unredeemably) devalues this wilderness to
the point where it no longer deserves association with the term. <Natural> status in these cases is
defined, valued, polluted, and then devalued all by way of human action. In real ways, the

designation of <natural> goes far in determining what lives and dies.
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Succinctly, humans have the legal capacity to make certain species of animals, and even
certain plots of land, unnatural. This is significant in that it showcases the ways definitions of
<natural> are controlled on both ends by human action. This revelation would inspire little belief
in the actuality of any type of pre-existing <natural> that can offer significant moral guidance
(even though <natural> is widely cast in this role). Perhaps it is useful to retrace the winding trail

of logical thought that provides us with this widely accepted conclusion:

a. Nature is often constructed as that which humans decide to be adequately inhuman or
at least free of significant human interference.

b. When this demarcated nature comes into significant contact with humanity, it may
very well lose its claim on naturalness.

c. Despite this forfeiture, this “new” creation is not afforded the protections of humans.

Close connection between the human and <natural> seemingly creates something that is fully

neither. This is a conceptual parameter that I will explain more thoroughly later.

Applications in Food Regulation

As was established in Chapter One, the term <natural> carries a profound market value in
the food industry. This is largely derived from the moral and health-related superiority that U.S.
American audiences still attribute to the term. Products labeled “100% natural” are widely
considered to be the best options when available. The next closest label that inspires goodwill
toward a product is similar: “all natural ingredients.” Though Western culture seems to desire a
<natural> that is outwardly and obviously distinct from humanity, we also expect our interior

being, our flesh, to be fueled and begot of the <natural>. For such reasons, <natural> foods are in
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especially high demand insofar as they can hold claim to the designation. This terminology has

also proven to be quite difficult to regulate.

In 1982, the Food Safety and Inspection Service ushered in the first modern guidance
system for food labeling as it relates to natural-ness. The guideline specified that anything that
contained ingredients that were “artificial or synthetic” should be considered unnatural. The
FDA also interpreted the distinction through an informal policy offered in 1991. This defined
natural food products as those in which “nothing artificial or synthetic (including colors
regardless of source) is included in, or has been added to, the product that would not normally be

expected to be there” (Negowetti, 2012, n.p.).

Unfortunately for those attempting to apply either of these guidelines, no additional
advisement was supplied to clarify definitions of “artificial” or “synthetic.” The FDA considered
outlining a more formal definition that would define natural in both the food and cosmetic fields,
but decided against it. The primary reason for this change, of course, is that the agency realized
there was no simple definition that would satisfy all cases, and that nearly any food or cosmetic
product is “processed” in one way or another ("What is the meaning of 'natural' on the label of
food?", n.d.). The only sufficient advisement would involve a high number of specific
requirements that would need to be adjusted for context and updated over time. It was
determined to be far simpler to allow individual decisions to be made independently. A number
of cases have involved commercial competitors who dispute one another’s specific marketing
claims. Recent battles have revolved around uses of particular ingredients such as high fructose

corn syrup and genetically modified organisms (GMOs) (Goulet, 2012).

Multiple court cases have requested that the FDA intervene and create a type of formal

statute for “natural” and ““all natural,” but to date they have refused to do so. In 2008, the FDA
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formally announced that they would leave “natural” undefined in their guidelines and that they
had no plans to ever introduce regulation on the term. This has left a number of cases pending,
unlikely to be resolved absent the power of regulatory intervention. It has also led to a large

number of out-of-court settlements, plaintiff dismissals, and concerned customers.

For example, in November 2012, a Colorado woman sued the Pepperidge farmers,
makers of many popular snack products, in relation to their line of “Naturally Made” Goldfish
Brand crackers. This was done after she claimed they were “using inappropriate and misleading
labeling” on their product by calling it “natural.” These crackers are made from flour, oil, milk,
salt, and not much else. The cheddar variety used in the product is “baked with real cheese” and
contains no artificial preservatives (Watson, 2011). As far as mass produced snack products go,
this was arguably one of the more benign options on the market shelves. The problem, the
woman said, is that the snack did not fully qualify as “natural” because it contained at least traces

of genetically modified soybeans.

Also, in the summer of 2012, lawyers sued General Mills over the contents of its Nature
Valley granola bars, claiming that “Nature” was not indicative of the contents of the food and the
advertising surrounding the “goodness” of the snack was misleading. In the same year, plaintiffs
targeted the GMOs in Kashi breakfast cereals that advertise with the phrase “Seven whole grains
on a mission.” Targeted as well have been the genetically modified “all-natural corn” in Kix.
ConAgra recently dealt with a round of accusations for making “dubious claims of ‘natural’ on
four varieties of Wesson cooking oil, all of which derive from genetically modified crops”
(Trauth, 2013, n.p.). Naked, a brand claiming to produce “all natural juice products,” has

similarly experienced accusations of GMOs appearing in their recipes.
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The abundance of these cases, and the inability to consistently resolve them, further
highlights the ideographic qualities of <natural>. It also demonstrates the socio-cultural and
political power afforded to the ideograph. <Natural> status is something U.S. Americans desire
and praise; however, it is also an abstract commitment that they feel a cultural prerogative to
protect and purify. Westerners want what they eat to be <natural>, and in turn express a rooted
desire to remain themselves biologically (understood largely as inwardly) <natural>. What is
<natural> impossibly becomes both that which we want within us, away from us, but also only
that which is not in close enough proximity to us that either party is corrupted. Humans and
nature have become both co-constitutive and co-destructive. Therefore, the supposedly separate
entities have a social and legal prerogative not to infect one another less they risk becoming
culturally devalued or morally unacceptable. This inclination to cleanse what is <natural>, both
from humanity and internally within populations of people, has incited multiple instances of

violence towards particular bodies.

Historical Human Violence of a Captured <Natural>

<Natural>, though heavily guarded, is widely observed as a term with positive
connotation. However, the formal distinctions I have highlighted have shown that <natural>’s
existence is predicated on the theoretical exclusion of things deemed unnatural by authoritative
voices or supposed majority opinion. Though these distinctions certainly can be argued to have
shown productive results on occasion, there are times when these same distinctions are
inherently harmful. The greatest harm occurs when the “items” that are distinguished between
are bodies. Distinctions of <natural> have led to many indefensible practices, and among these

are some of U.S. America’s biggest judicial atrocities. I detail these examples as historical proof
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of the ways this country has systematically employed <natural> to privilege, segregate,

physically relocate, and execute bodies.

The Indian Removal Act of 1830 was the incredibly perverse result of a preference of one
construction of <natural> over another. Under constitutional law, native tribes were to have
sovereignty over all aspects of government save "the single exception of that imposed by
irresistible power” which referred to foreign diplomacy with European governments. Chief
Justice John Marshall named these privileges “original natural rights” in the Supreme Court case
Cherokee Nation v. Georgia (“Native American Rights,” 2008). Instead of operating from this
construction, the Indian Removal Act relied more closely on an outdated precedent that
understood “natural” citizens to be “All persons born in the United States with the exceptions of
children of foreign ambassadors, Indians, and, in general, people of color.” (“Native American

Rights,” 2008, p. 3).

The definition of <natural> chosen by the court meant that Native American bodies were
not legally considered <natural>. (This is an especially hypocritical and ironic determination
considering the comparative geographic heritage of the people involved.) Since these peoples
were deemed legally unnatural, they were no longer protected under constitutional provision.
Thus, they could be forcibly removed from their homelands. President Andrew Jackson justified

this by saying the action

will separate the Indians from immediate contact with settlements of whites; enable them
to pursue happiness in their own way and under their own rude institutions; will retard
the progress of decay, which is lessening their numbers, and perhaps cause them

gradually, under the protection of the government and through the influences of good
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counsels, to cast off their savage habits and become an interesting, civilized, and

Christian community. (Chandler, 2011 p. 155).

This decision played into the deaths of at least 6,000 Cherokee on the Trail of Tears. By
choosing this legal precedent to operate under, the Supreme Court decision enforced a definition
of <natural> not based on any consensus of historical meaning, but instead on a convenient
translation begat from the utility of the decision for a particular group: powerful, land owning
Whites. In doing so, both the Court and the executive branch showcased the violent power of the
ideograph regulated in relation to humans. (For a more thorough deconstruction of the Indian

Removal Act, see Black, 2009; Cave, 2003).

Citizenship rights for Native Americans were dealt with again and further solidified in
the case of Elk v. Wilkins (1884), which denied John Elk the right to vote in the state of
Nebraska. The Court held tightly to the precedent that citizenship was established solely by the
federal government, not the states, and that Native Americans were not included in the
guarantees of citizenship. This meant these people were not extended the right to vote by the
Fifteenth Amendment. The Court emphasized that the rulings of Congress did not ever intend for
such rights to be established for Native (somehow unnatural) persons. The precedent set in Elk
would stand until 1887, when Congress approved the Dawes General Allotment Act, which
granted citizenship to Native Americans on the condition that they disavow tribal affiliation and
allegiance (Washburn, 1975). It wasn’t for another three years that Native American men were

extended the full right to vote through the Indian Naturalization Act of 1890.

The same logic that was used against native peoples in 1830 played out similarly in the
Dred Scott Decision in 1857. Chief Justice Robert B. Taney ruled that the U.S. Constitution

permitted the unrestricted ownership of black slaves by white U.S. citizens. In a 7-2 decision,
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the Court declared that slaves and emancipated Blacks could not be full U.S. citizens. Full rights
were reserved only for those considered natural citizens: a definition that was still limited only
to Whites born within the United States. The decision’s wording clearly demarcates the place of

the Negro within early 18" century U.S. America, saying:
g y y ymg

The alien is excluded because, being born in a foreign country, he cannot
be a member of the community until he is naturalized. But why are the
African race, born in the State, not permitted to share in one of the highest
duties of the citizen? The answer is obvious; he is not, by the institutions
and laws of the State, numbered among its people. He forms no part of the
sovereignty of the State, and is not therefore called on to uphold and

defend it. (“Dred Scott vs. Sandford,” 2008)

Because of this ruling, slavery was not only allowed to persist in Southern states, but the decision
insinuated that it should be allowed in all U.S. American territories. This regressed abolitionist
movements by several years. The residue of the legal distinction between the <natural> bodies of
White folks and the “unnatural” bodies of color is still felt in the legacy of racism in U.S.

America. (For more see Fehrenbacher, 1981; Graber, 1997; Luna, 1998.)

Even after the overturning of this legal precedent by way of the Naturalization Act of
1870, the U.S. American judicial system continued to actively define which peoples within the
nation’s borders were <natural> and which were not afforded this privilege. The specific
guidelines of the 1870 Act give "aliens of African nativity and persons of African descent" the
ability to become naturalized citizens of the United States. On the surface this decision appears
to be one of inclusiveness toward a population long treated as legally inferior. Unfortunately, it

was not so altruistic. The language of the Act continued to exclude Asians and Native Americans
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from citizenship along with any other non-whites of non-African lineage. Moreover, the law
became symbolically taxing and, in effect, provided a target for violence against Blacks as their
claims to legal citizenship were increasingly trumped by social and political subordination and

physical backlash.

Twelve years later, Congress addressed Asian citizenship directly in the Chinese
Exclusion Act. This was a United States federal law signed by President Chester A. Arthur on
May 6, 1882, that became one of the most significant and long-lasting restrictions on free
immigration in U.S. history. Following the end of the California gold rush and Civil War,
Chinese workers became the targets of significant racial animus from working class whites in
Western states. Despite the fact that Chinese immigrants and their children comprised less than 1
percent of the U.S. population, Congress felt they must intervene to assuage racial fears that
Asians were “stealing” jobs from white U.S. Americans (Gyory, 1998). Under this act, Chinese
immigration was restricted, and in many cases, entirely outlawed. People of direct Asian heritage
were disallowed legal naturalization, and their very presence was considered suspicious. Fear of
persecution forced Asian ethnic groups to cluster within poorer metropolitan areas, especially
San Francisco. Non-White immigrants and their families became a visual construction of the

body that did not belong, the unnatural(ized) body.

The Exclusion Act was renewed in 1892 and then ruled permanent in 1902. The Act
gained significant legal traction and formed the basis for other race-based exclusion measures
including successful efforts to deny naturalization to Hindus, Japanese, most Middle Easterners,
and East Indians. It also made possible Executive Order 9066 issued February 19, 1942. In this
order President Franklin D. Roosevelt authorized the deportation and incarceration of “anyone”

under the authority of regional military commanders. This power was used to declare that all
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people of Japanese ancestry were disallowed from inhabiting the West Coast of the United
States. This included all of California and much of Oregon, Washington, and Arizona. The only

exception was for those interned in government camps (Korematsu v. United States, 1944).

Approximately 5,000 Japanese Americans relocated outside the exclusion zone (Heine,
Harihara, & Niiya, 2002), and 5,500 community leaders that had been arrested after Pearl Harbor
remained in custody (About the Incarceration, 2014). The majority of mainland Japanese
Americans were evacuated (or, more accurately, forcibly relocated) from their West Coast homes
during the spring of 1942. In total, somewhere between 110,000 and 120,000 Japanese people
were detained, 30,000 of which were school-aged children (James, 1987). Across the 10
internment camps, nearly 2,000 deaths were recorded, primarily from diseases traceable to sub-
par living conditions. Many families suffered total forfeiture of any and all possessions they

could not carry on their person.

In 1943 the Magnuson Act was passed, which finally nullified the 1882 Chinese Exclusion
Act. This paved the way for Chinese immigration to the U.S., at a still severely tempered rate of
105 individuals per year. This Act was not based in altruism either, but rather as a response to the
wartime efforts of Japan to portray the U.S. as a racist and imperialist threat to all of Asia. It was
also an attempt to appease China, and help foster a trans-Pacific alliance with an emerging power
(Ngai, 2004). The Magnuson Act also allowed many formally restricted ethnicities to finally

apply for the naturalization they had been long denied.

Legacy of Natural

In the previous sections I detailed how a variety of U.S. American legal systems have

approached designations of <natural> in the past. I explained how patent law operates under
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definitions of <natural> that appear to be largely based on utility and profitability. I also
highlighted how our legal protection for the <natural> world is dependent on imperfect
definitional standards that enable humans to “denaturalize” nature toward possibly harmful
consequence. I then discussed the history concerning the ways this nation has legally constructed
the naturalness of bodies. From the totality of this data there appears to be at least one consistent
theme: The process of formalizing <natural> operates along a predictable pattern. Governmental
authority withholds designations of <natural> (or changes current designations) in order to
insulate a particular dominant group or ideology. The power of an ideographic <natural> is able

to be drawn upon by only a select few.

Eventually, cultural or environmental pressures accumulate to the point where definitions
must be altered. This necessary change operates as a double-edged sword. Though broadening
the definition of who can be natural(ized) appears to be a move towards equality, the concurrent
move suggests otherwise. The terminology of <natural> is rarely (if ever) dissolved. Rather, it is
only being moved. In this movement, <natural> becomes more inclusive for some, but further
distances those who it does not accept within its parameters. The distinction remains, and with it
the advantages or disadvantages of attributed status. Individuals and groups would not require
access to a legal status of <natural> if it did not carry a necessary advantage, or in other realms,
they would not flee from it if it didn’t still carry negative connotation. Even in the process of

inclusion, <natural> continues to cast negatively-read difference elsewhere.

Clearly, even with the overall positive regard <natural> yet claims, deployment by
operationalizing the ideograph can be supremely dangerous. <Natural> has a legal history
steeped in violent use as a justification for mistreatment and enforced supremacy. It is important

to understand that <natural> becomes most perilous when its ambiguous, ideographical standing
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is harnessed and thus undermined by enforceable definition. Normally, an ideograph’s power
exists in its fluidity. Any ideograph can mean many things and be attached to many things, but is
never intended to refer to any specific set of things. When it is effectively tied to a particular,
recognizable definition, ideographs should theoretically lose their latent ubiquitous power.
History surrounding <natural> suggests this is not the case. Even through instances of regulation,

<natural> has maintained its weighty influence.

Any time a body is considered unnatural within a culture that treats <natural> as an
admirable ideograph, the potential exists that this body will be disciplined or harmed for its
deviation. This potential is compounded when <natural> carries both the force of law and the
ideological/moral gravity of an ideograph. This type of conflict is illustrated now in legislative
debates concerning things such as immigration policy and LGBTQ rights. In both cases,
lawmakers and pundits call forth a discriminating <natural> in an effort to push to the center
particular viewpoints by pushing to the margins the needs and desires of other groups. The power
of a directed <natural> is both pervasive, imminent, and possibly dangerous. Thus it is important
to investigate the constitutive power of the word wherever it arises as a dividing force. I turn now
to an examination of the specific history of bodybuilding in an attempt to demonstrate how
<natural> can progress from unused term, to ideal form, to a “necessary” label used to

distinguish between bodies.

History of Bodybuilding and <Natural>

Bodybuilding and associated activities have long held unique influence over the ways
particular bodies come to be recognized. In this section, I begin to trace bodybuilding’s history

(primarily men’s bodybuilding) as it relates to Western appreciation for the aesthetic and
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<natural> male body. To properly give a history of bodybuilding as sport and practice, it is first

important to define what it is that bodybuilding describes.

In its most common treatment, the term bodybuilding can be used to cover a wide
spectrum of activities. These range from the individual gymnasium workout using weights all the
way to the professional competitions sponsored by national and international federations (Dutton
& Laura, 1989). One widely accepted way to define bodybuilding is as the use of
weight/resistance training in order to improve muscularity (in size or tone). This definition can
be used to distinguish the practice from weight bearing sports like powerlifting or Olympic
lifting that are more concerned with effective strength and technical ability to move weight
(especially as it relates to the person’s size). This definition would also then mark bodybuilding
as distinct from practices that use weights to improve performance in other sport (e.g., like a
football player lifting weights to become more explosive on the field, or a way of rehabilitating

muscles after injury).

Though this type of definition might most accurately describe what bodybuilding
effectively is on its own, the deployment of this definition would rule out the majority of people
who employ the activity’s tenets. Many people who do indeed use weight training to increase
muscularity would reject bodybuilder as a term that applies directly to them, much as I did in my
introduction. Most folks are more likely to describe their activity as “doing weight training,”
“working out,” or “trying to get/stay fit.” This is done in much the same way as a person who
occasionally plays pick-up basketball is reluctant to call themselves a “basketball player” or an

individual who tinkers with their car might not readily self-identify as a “mechanic.”

The threshold of activity frequency seems to be much higher for weight trainers than it

might be for the basketball hobbyist or mechanical enthusiast, however. If a person played
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basketball or worked on their car for three hours a day, five days a week, and also constructed
their diet, sleep pattern, and activity level around conditioning their body for the activity, it
becomes significantly more likely that this person would self-identify as a basketball player,
mechanic, or any other specialist. The difference then seems to be that people who describe what
they do as “only weight training” are not necessarily training for a particular contest of any sort.
Even someone who is only training to increase musculature will still often refrain from accepting
the title of “bodybuilder.” Dutton and Laura (1989) suggest that this reluctance can be traced to

two primary roots:

1. The individual does not want to accept any social stigma associated with
bodybuilding.
2. The individual believes the term bodybuilding is more properly restricted to

competition bodybuilding and its technical requirements and judging criteria.

I would add to this a third qualifier that, combined with suggestion two, describes my own

reasons for not accepting the title of bodybuilder:

3. The individual does not view his/her progress and/or development as up to the

standard of someone rightfully considered a bodybuilder.

Although bodybuilding is more rightly understood as a process than an achievement, there is a
certain assumption of accomplishment that accompanies the designation. Often this

accomplishment can be measured through direct competition.

Organized competition seems to be the largest (at least perceived) difference between
those who do only bodybuilding training activities, and the widely held understandings of

bodybuilding as a distinct practice. In the dominant usage of the terminology, those who actively
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compete in bodybuilding competitions are the truest bodybuilders; those who do not weight train
at all, and have no desire that relates to increased muscularity are certainly not. Between these
two poles exists a spectrum of activities that is more or less bodybuilding. For example, someone
who trains rigorously for competition, has not yet entered an event, but intends to join is a
bodybuilder to some and not others, but would likely self-identify as one. Similar is the case of
the person who made a career of bodybuilding but no longer actively competes or even trains. I
would place myself below both of these individuals on a theoretical spectrum because, although I
desire increased musculature and weight train to achieve this result, I do not currently have any

intention of competing.

This spectrum of definitional “bodybuilding” resembles the type of ambiguity that
<natural> has shown throughout its formal history. Despite the loose adaptations of the term we
are likely to encounter in its discussion, I believe it is still possible to discuss a history of
bodybuilding, as well as its interrelation of ideographic <natural>, as a recognizable set. For the
purpose of this study, I look to a history of bodybuilding as defined through its interest in the
public aesthetics of the muscular body as achieved by means of methodical training. In the
following section I describe some of the historical conditions that brought Western culture to
arrive at this practice, and I highlight the historical moments and periods where the cultural
significance of the practice has fluctuated and propelled us towards current understandings. [
begin this description with a discussion of one of the first historically significant names in

“modern” male bodybuilding, Eugen Sandow.

Eugen Sandow and Early Modern Aesthetic Muscularity: Recreating the <Natural> Body

The appreciation of the display of aesthetic muscular form in the Western tradition dates

at least as far back as the ancient Greeks. These were a people who strongly believed in the
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human body’s capability to reflect the ideal beauty of the gods. Compared to men, gods were
long depicted in works of art as more powerful and more perfectly proportioned. The gods
showcased their supreme energy in their stature, strength, and muscularity. This symbolically
represented a distinction between the two types of beings, but (as do many myths) allowed for
the possibility of direct physical interaction between men and gods. Much like the story of
Hercules, humans retained the ability to achieve similar status to gods through training and deed.
As athletic competition gained popularity throughout the Greek empire, sculptures of the gods
began to depict a transcendent human potential for strength and robustness. To become better
built—to emulate the gods—was to become more perfect. Ancient influences persist in readily
recognizable ways. For example, the pose of the subject in Michelangelo’s “The Athlete” is still
the inspiration for one of bodybuilding’s competition poses. Arnold Schwarzenegger, during his
dominant run in competitive bodybuilding throughout the 1970’s and early 1980’s, was said to

have finally brought flesh to what artists could once only imagine.

Most historians of modern bodybuilding point to Eugen Sandow as the pivotal figure in
the popularization of aesthetic muscularity in the industrial age and beyond. This is largely
because he continues to be remembered as the first recognizable bodybuilder. This recognition
is, of course, largely attributable to intuitive assessment and lack of holistic historical scope for
this era, but it is not without merit. Sandow first gained recognition in 1889 by winning
England’s “World’s Strongest Man” competition. Following the win, Sandow toured
internationally throughout England, Australia, South Africa, and Continental Europe. At first, the
majority of his touring duties were similar to the already-established circus strongman act. He
would bend iron pokers, wrestle animals, and lift large objects as spectacle. He did, however,

offer one significant addition the traditional routine: he would enter a glass booth with music
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accompaniment and perform a series of poses that highlighted his muscular frame. This part of
the routine impressed then unknown promoter Florenz Ziegfeld so much that he signed Sandow
to a ten-week contract to perform at the Chicago World’s Fair and then a new four-year contract
directly afterwards. The attraction was so successful that Ziegfeld was able to pocket upwards of

$250,000 in the short span in which they worked together (Dutton & Laura, 1989).

The significance of Sandow’s new attraction was that he was no longer being promoted
as the world’s strongest man, but instead as the world’s best-built man. This departure is
noteworthy because it marked the first modern instance of endeared muscularity for
muscularity’s sake. It was not the function of the large body that impressed audiences; it was the
allure of a superior/awe-inspiring human physique. The invention of the photograph and the
timing of its increased popularity also proved to be an important factor in the growth of muscular
aesthetics. In a time before advanced photo editing technology, this art form was progressive, but
limited in how it was only able to capture people as they were. For bodies to have a similar
impact to the classical depictions in paintings and illustrations, the body must look like a
sculpture. Sandow was one of the first to popularize the human image of a classical idealized

form.
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Figure 1. Eugen Sandow. (Sandow, 1907)

On the heels of Sandow’s popularity, many others began to try to find ways to emulate
him and his success. This included both attempts at stage careers and also those who built bodies
for display in other types of venues. In some cases, the growth was simply attempted for use in
everyday life. Later in his life, Sandow was able to turn his popularity into a successful business
career as an instructor and a promoter of muscle and fitness events. The new types of activities
that Sandow popularized gained a substantial following and piqued interest across myriad
venues. Eventually, his practices and those of his discipleship were in the public eye enough that

they began to require their own terminologies.

Though his physique remains legendary and in many ways innovative, the practice that
Eugen Sandow and his contemporaries were especially adept at was uninhibiting and making
public a type of behavior that has arguably always existed. Dutton and Laura (1989) refer to this
practice as the fundamental human trait of “natural interest in the look of the human body” (p.

29, emphasis added). In their description, humans have always been interested in how we look in
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one capacity or another. This is true whether it relates to primal genetic/reproductive favoritism,
or culturally-related class indicators. Over time, we have found ways and reasons to culturally or
religiously stigmatize the practice of looking too closely. We have even gone as far as
diagnosing the practice as scopophilia, or the questionable exercise of obtaining pleasure by
looking at bodies. The history of art and fashion can be used as simple evidences for the
argument that this behavior exists broadly, as can the way body images have been effectively
tied to self-esteem. During this first era of bodybuilding, however, training the body was best

understood as the science of perfection.
The Perfectible <Natural> Body

Using Sandow, his students, and his peers as guides, the late 19" and early 20" century
saw an uptick in bodybuilding enthusiasts, also known as physical culturists. These innovators
and their followers began work on ways to most effectively promote and create the bodies that
had become such a popular viewing attraction. This was undertaken as most things were in this
time period: as a product of expert knowledge to be captured in scientific method. A great
number of “textbooks” became available for purchase with titles indicative of the way the body
was being recognized: The Science & Art of Physical Development (Pope, 1902), Treloar's
Science of Muscular Development: A Text Book of Physical Training (Treloar, 1904),The
Construction and Reconstruction of the Human Body: A Manual of the Therapeutics of Exercise
(Sandow, 1907), and MacFadden's Encyclopedia of Physical Culture: Volume 5 (MacFadden,

1912).

This turn of the century scene was a world that might seem odd to many of us now,
especially those tied to bodybuilding activity. In this age, bodybuilders and muscle men were

“teachers” and “professors” who taught courses in “physical culture” in gyms, known as
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29 ¢¢

“colleges,” “schools,” and “institutes.” An instructor’s credibility was found through the
development of their own body and later the bodies of their students. Sandow was even bestowed

with the title “Professor of Scientific Culture to the King” (George V) in 1911 (Scott, 2008).

Beyond being the distributors of bodily knowledge, bodybuilders also became especially
useful as living models of anatomy. The maximum visibility of their musculature made easier
lessons within the context of medical school and human anatomy/physiology courses. These
bodies were not understood as markedly unusual or strange, but rather as useful enlargements of
the <natural>. Through scientifically understood practices geared at hypertrophy and body-fat
reduction, their bodies were exactly what they were supposed to be. They were the magnified
truth of human physique which was easier to observe and understand. Essentially, they were
bodies “enlarged to show texture” much like the images on the front of a cereal box. From this
realm of perception, bodybuilders/physical culturists were not unnatural at all; rather they were

<natural> more fully performed and easier perceived.

This is not to say there was a lack of hierarchies for physiques in this era. In fact, the
standards of greater perfection we relatively laid out. The perfectly built body was one that
profiled as “rationally developed,” “efficient,” and “well formed.” This is strikingly similar to
the ways a high-end industrial product might be described in this same time period. At the other

29 ¢

end of the hierarchy was the “unhealthy,” “malfunctioning,” or “misshapen” body (Liokaftos,
2012). This type of physical frame began to be understood as the product of inadequate attention
and poor process. The discourses of the time did not categorically separate these types of bodies

as pass/fail, however. Rather, both types of bodies existed on the same continuum of normality in

a way that mirrored the ancients’ perception of gods and humans. Likewise, these variations of
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body size, shape, and tone were understood to lie on the same plane. They just demonstrated

different points of arrival.

Thus, bodybuilding came to be understood as the scientific/technological advancement
that allowed bodies a process with which to traverse the hierarchy and become more “normal” in
function, or otherwise stated, more <natural>. Bodybuilding was both a practice and a science in
the minds of this era. Those who aligned themselves with this viewpoint rejected the biological
body (its genetics and current state) as the sole organizing principle that decided what should
occur. Bodybuilding was “the terrain and the vehicle for agency and change” when it came to
deciding the “nature” of the human body (Liokaftos, 2012, p. 75). Succinctly, bodybuilding was
not understood as an attempt to defy nature or a <natural> body, but rather as a way to more
fully (and more excellently) resemble a <natural> human form. This form became understood as
what humans should be, or at least should aspire to be. There existed both current and historical
models for this achievement in art and literature, and a science-endorsed outline on how it could
be achieved. The <natural> body of the industrial age became one that closely resembled the

classical body from art history. This, of course, was not a coincidence.

The newly industrialized West created the perfect backdrop for this philosophy that
venerated the built classical body for several reasons. First, as I have already shown, the
modernist tone of the day held a great appreciation for any process that could be standardized,
scrutinized, improved, and taught. Bodybuilding functions as an activity of strict process and
progression and, at the time, it offered improvement for the most fundamental unit of competing
nations: the population. Bodybuilding allowed for enhancement in outside perception both on the
level of form (aesthetics) and function (health/vitality). This same methodical process also

offered a second parallel goal of bodybuilding and modernity: championing nature. By ignoring
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the formerly assumed constraints of the human body in favor of technological improvement,
those involved with bodybuilding did not attempt to defy nature as we might call it now, but
instead to bend it to humanity’s will as a resource. By understanding bodily progress as a product
of scientific control, Western industrial-age philosophies easily assimilated bodybuilding tenets
in the same vein as they would understand building dams or digging canals. This was another

way for “man” to redirect nature toward his purposes.

There were indeed many ways bodybuilding ideals were in sync with the ideals of the
turn of the century. However, the third, and perhaps most pervasive, reason for bodybuilding’s
sudden influence in the industrialized West was because of the ways bodybuilding openly
opposed behaviors associated with this “new” modern way of life. Physical culturists of this time
strategically included iconography and vocabulary that were steeped in anti-modern rhetoric (it
should be again noted bodybuilding itself is at least a partial product of modernity) (Liokaftos,
2012). In doing so, physical culturists were able to prey on the dissonance of those
unaccustomed to the type of lifestyles now available. Weak, sickly, and “malformed” bodies
were understood as “an expression of ‘unnatural’ urban/industrial environments” (Liokaftos,

2012, p.78).

Thus the practices of bodybuilding were a way to return to the roots of humanity that
were believed to exist more correctly during the Classical Age. Classical art, and the bodies that
resembled it, were used to imagine a more “idealized ‘natural’ equilibrium” (Liokaftos, 2012,
p.78) that better transitioned bodies that worked (in the physical/scientific sense) toward bodies
that operate machines to do work. The classical body was understood as “a concrete embodiment

of an apparently transcendental standard of perfection and harmony” (p. 78). Much as there was



48

understood to be a most efficient way to work and a most proper way to solve a problem, there

was assumed to be a given ideal of bodily stature that was, quite literally, set in stone.

Figure 2. Michelangelo’s Victory. (Michelangelo, 1532)

The highest aspiration for those aligning with the physical culturists was to “attempt to
restore the transcendental aesthetic of ‘natural order and form’” (Bailey, 1998, p. 39). The early
bodybuilding community sold the pursuit of health, beauty, and strength as a type of citizen duty;
what Bailey (1998) refers to as “rational recreation” (p. 39). To choose not to make your body
more <natural> through bodybuilding was to risk being caught up in a language of individual
irresponsibility and shame. Thus influential books, such as the well-known How fo Pose (Saldo,
1914), created a lingering image of the body that, in its <natural>/ideal state, was the end result

of a process of education and cultivation of a person’s body and mind. Popular titles spoke of the
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perfect body in terms of its ability to imagine, contemplate, concentrate, and then create
perfection—imagery remarkably similar to a sculptor with an unshaped block. This perspective
offered a view of humanity whose current undisturbed, unworked bodily state (what we might
call a <natural> state now) was utterly unnatural. It was only through strenuous and continued
work that a person might produce (or more accurately in modern terminology, mechanically
reproduce) the perfect <natural> body. From this perspective, the stone was always meant to be

cut, and there was a correct way to do it.

This type of guidance marked bodybuilding’s first foray into formally (though still
vaguely) determining which bodies were and were not <natural>. The building of the body was
recognized as a <natural> remedy to industrial ills both in its goal (restoring the body to what it
should be) and in its methods. As a consequence, creating the built body involved engaging in
<natural> behaviors like “being exposed to the elements, natural therapy, avoidance of drugs and
alcohol,” and in every way possible mimicking the <natural> behavior of the human animal (e.g.
running, feats of strength) (Wedemeyer, 1994, p. 28). In tandem, these methods were designed to
combat and cure the degenerative effects of modern civilization. It was also seen as a more
<natural> way of achieving health and balance than the medical orthodoxy of the day.
Bodybuilding practices were sometimes prescribed as treatment for ailments such as “weak
constitution,” constipation, stress, headaches, lethargy, and insomnia. Building the body meant

achieving a more respectable balance in a world of rapid change.

Alternatively, bodybuilding advocates surprisingly had no tolerance for excess, artifice,
extravagance, or generally overdoing it. Though the image we have of bodybuilders now
involves men and women who have pushed themselves to the maximum possible size and

musculature and beyond, the “best built” bodies of the early 20" century looked quite different.
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“Balance” and “grace” were essential elements of the ideal body (Treloar, 1904). All-around
development was privileged over size of particular muscle groups (unlike the massive arms,
chest, and thighs required now). Bodybuilding laid claim to an elevation of human form that
most closely approached what was culturally viewed as the <natural> order of life. Overly
developed bodies were relegated to the realm of the “grotesque, disproportionate, and unnatural

bodies of strongmen” (Lambropoulos, 1989, p. 77).

These unsightly body frames denoted a type of class designation that was reserved for
unleveled specialists or even the circus side-shows which bodybuilding first worked to
distinguish itself against. By contrast, bodybuilders/physical culturists remained harmonious,
educated, balanced, and offered an air of upper-class distinction, even if it was only in
appearance (Lambropoulos, 1989). Even the desk jockey or pencil pusher could work themselves
into “the body they were meant to have.” Ideally this type of body would also appear <natural>
and at ease as if they were not overtly trying to express their superior figure. Instead these people
were expected to carry it as if it were always meant to be there. Such was the description of top
bodybuilder Otto Arco who boasted the “cut of a heroic statue, and at the same time an elegant

line of grace and movement” (Calvert, 1925).
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Figure 3. Otto Nowosielsky (Arco). (Calvert, 1925)

This early era of bodybuilding becomes especially important to this study for two primary

reasons.

1. The era demonstrates direct historical precedence for the categorization of bodies through
the use of an ideographic <natural>.
2. This era shows the propensity of bodybuilding to intervene in and influence dominant

dialogue about all bodies, especially in relation to <natural>ness.

This second reason deserves further explanation. Although only certain bodies practice
bodybuilding directly and even fewer might classify what they do as bodybuilding, all other
bodies are in some ways implicated whenever a standard emerges and moves. During this era,
bodybuilding both created and extended its influence by creating a public forum for built bodies,
by standardizing the ideal body, and by generating a scientific method of achieving this body. By
the early 1920s, nearly all of U.S. America and Western Europe incurred extended exposure to

the tangible results of the growing physical culturist/bodybuilding movement. Because of this
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new type of intense bodily awareness, witnesses could not be considered casual observers to
these built bodies anymore. They were forced to locate themselves within an aesthetic/<natural>
vs. malformed/unnatural hierarchy and adjust their behavior accordingly (or not). Both of these
factors would continue to play significant roles in the next major era of bodybuilding even as

definitions over what should constitute this <natural> form became less unanimous.

Muscle as “American Manhood” or “Muscle for Its Own Sake”: Bodybuilding’s Middle

Era

The time between the 1940s and 1970s saw a number of organizational and philosophical
changes in the physical culturist/bodybuilding movement. National and international structures
for bodybuilding competition were formed, and new governing bodies began to dictate their
specific rules and parameters. In the post-World War II era, the global shift left the United States
to take over from a rebuilding Western Europe as the center of the world’s bodybuilding stage.
This period also saw the rupturing of the physical culturist movement into factions working to
promote their own interpretations of the definition and purposes of bodybuilding and the
ideal/<natural> body. The most prominent example of this fissure can be found between the two
major bodybuilding contests held during this time. These were the Mr. America contest, which
was sponsored by the Amateur Athletic Union (AAU) and the Mr. Olympia contest sponsored by

the International Federation of Body Builders (IFBB).

In this section, I will use these two entities to briefly outline the ideological battleground
that bodybuilding created and participated in during this time. I will narrow my focus to an
examination of how differing ideas about bodybuilding and pursuits of the aesthetic body had a

significant impact on understanding what comprised culturally acceptable, and <natural>,
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behavior. It is my belief that this middle era provides further evidence both of the ideographic

power of <natural> and the influential ability to categorize that is held by bodybuilding.

The AAU and “A Champion America Can Be Proud of”

The Mr. America contest was first formed by the AAU in 1939 and had a lasting run time
of nearly 60 years (Liokaftos, 2012). Like its physical culturist predecessors, this group
maintained a focus of all-around development, still distrusting excess. In many ways, the contest
operated as an answer to the popular “Miss America” pageant which debuted in 1929. The
stated goal of the “Miss” pageant now is to “provide young women with a vehicle to further their
personal and professional goals and instill a spirit of community service through a variety of
unique nationwide community-based programs,” (Participate and Earn Scholarships, 2014).
However, at its inception this contest represented an attempt to locate perfect specimens of
womanhood, specifically in the realm of conventional feminine beauty. Similarly (and also
purposefully contradictory), Mr. America sought to showcase the “ideal representation of
American manhood” in every aspect