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Animal Pleasures: Popular Zoology
-1n Eighteenth- and
Nineteenth-Century England

Harriet Ritvo

T THE BEGINNING of the scventeenth century, knowledge

about animals was organized on more or Jess the same basis

as it had been in the middle ages. The most autharitative

zoological text available in English, Fdward Topsell’s The
Historie of Four-Iooted Beasts, was a compendium of maiterial from
medicval bestiaries.! Like them, it did not distinguish between recent
and traditional “information,” va]umg the testimony of ancient phi-
losophers as much as that of modern ohservers, so that unicorns and
manticores were scattered among the cows and pigs. And like earlier
bestiarists, lapsell made no attempt to categorize the animals he
described. The random arrangement of his entries implicitly defined
the bestiarist’s passive relation ro his material. Nature was perceived
as an unfathomable bag of wonders, and human investigators had no
way of predicting what might turn up.?

Durmg the seventeenth century, however, this approach to the
natural world was gmdual]} superseded by onec that stressed obscr-
vation and experimentation. As carly as 1629, the Sacicty of Apothe-
caries in London sponsored botanical field surveys in southern
England and Wiles, and subsequently this kind of attention was
extended to other regions and to insccts, birds, and other animals. ?

! (London: William Iaggard, 1607). Topsell's massive, densely printed work was based
on the five-volume Historia Animatinm of the Swiss naturalist Konrad Gesner, which had
I:mn published & half-century earlier.

2 On the medicval bestiary, see Monmguc Rhodcs_]ames The Bestiary, being a Reproduction
in Full of the Manuscripi 11.4.26 in the University Library, Cambridge . . . and a Preliminary Study
of the farm Bestiary as Crovent in England (Oxford: The Roxburghe Club, 1928) and T. ].
Elliot, foreword, A Medieval Be;f:ary (Boston: David R. Gaxdline, 1971).

3 David Elliston Allen, 7#e Natarahist In Britain: A Social fiistory (Harmondsworth,
Middllesex: Penguin, 1978), pp. 6-11,
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Accumulating information in this way implied a new aggressiveness
on the part of naturalists, which was enbhanced by an emerging ten-
dency not only to collect knowledge but to classify 1. For example,
the writings of Juohn Ray, the most distinguished IEnglish naturalist
of the seventcenth century, laid the foundation for a system of clas-
sification bascd on structural affinitics.* The act of organization was
an assertion of human understanding and control. Not only did such
taxonomics interpret and analyze existing information, they were also
designed to accommodate new discoveries, Thus the many new spe-
cics brought back by the heroic explorer-naturalists of the cighteenth
century, as well as thosc identified by sharp-eycd stay-at-homes who
serutinized the local flora and fauna, could be situated within estab-
lished raxonomics.

By the middle of the eighteenth century, the efforts of these natu-
ralists were appreciated not only by colleagues with specifically sci-
entific concerns but by a larger audicnee as interested in entertainment
as in cnlightenment. Natural history became pare of the increasingly
commercialized, predominantly middle-class culture of leisure.?
Thosc who wished to admire the advance of knowledge could view
extensive botanical or zoological collections, such as that of Sit Hans
Sloane (which became the nucleus of the British Muscum); they could
pay 10 admire exotic wild animals or natural aberrations like a five-
legged cow.® Or they could read popular distillations of scientific
works, like Oliver Galdsmith’s successful and heavily derivative His-
tory ‘of the Earth and Animated Nature (1774). And if these amateur
naturalists were not motivated solely by scientific curiosity, their
desirc for entertainment was not simply frivolous. To hardworking

* On early Fnglish naturalists, sc¢ Charles I, Raven, English Naturalists from Neckam 10
Ray {Camhridge: Cambridge University Press, 1947); Allen, Naturalist in Britain (note 3),
pp. 5-25; Keith Thomas, Man aud the Natural World: A History of the Afodern Sensibility (New
York: Pantheon, 1983}, pp. 51-%1.

> For an overview of this emerging culture, see |. H. Plumb, “The Commercialization
of Leisure in Fighteenth-Century Eugland,” in Neil McKendrick, John Brewer, and . 11,
Plumb, The Birth of a Consumer Suciety: The Commercialization of Esghteenth-Century England
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1982). For the development of natural history as a
fashionable pursuit, see Allen, Netaralist in Britain (note 3), pp. 26-31. ‘U'he present essay is
concerned with popular zoolagy as an aspect of middle-class culture in the eighteenth and
nincteenth centuries, not as a component of the history of biodogrical science.

6 (5. R. de Beer, Sir Hans Sioane and the British Afuseam (Londan: Oxford University Press,
1933), pp. 111, 121; Richard D. Altick, The Shows of London (Cambridge, Mass.: 1Harvard
University Press, 1978), pp. 25-30, 33-49.
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members of the bourgeoisic, who shared the recreational traditions
ol neither the rural elite nor the common people, mere leisure might
seem suspect, alien to deeply ingrained values of industry and thrift.?
"The wide appeal of the study of natural history, especially of zoology,
suggests that it was no 1dle pastime, although the rewards it offered
were generally intangible.

T'ak PoruLar STUDY OF ANIMALS

Widespread interest in the natural world, which lasted well into
the nineteenth century, was fucled in part by the desire to participate,
actually or vicariously, in an cxciting exercise of human prowess —
the reduction of the chaotic and unfathomabie variely of naturc to an
arderly, comprehensible system. Pioncering naturalists were adven-
turers, challenging the unknown dangers of uncharted territorics.
According to one resident at the Cape of Good Hope, “the majority
of the travelers who penetrated the interior . . . were , . . enthusi-
astically . . . devoted to scientific pursuits.”® The rhetoric of challenge
could also appeal to those whose encounters with nature were less
risky. In 1862 the Litcrary and Philosophical Society of Liverpool,
by way of persuading merchant marine officers to contribute to the
“furtherance of Zoology” on their voyages, described zoological col-
lecting and observation as a contest. The society stressed the excite-
ment ol matching one’s wits against nature — “the field . . . naturalist

. revels in the contemplation of the habits, manners, and instincts
of created beings” — and the gratification of “captures,” which might
produce useful observations or even whole new species.?

Natural history, and especially zoology, offcred compelling attrac-
tions for the contemplative as well. Indeed, for some naturalists, the
religious significance of their work outweighed its scientific value. To

7 In Leisure and Class in Victorian England: Rational Recreation and the Contest for Coutrol,
1530-1885 (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1978), Peter Bailey claborates this point for
2 slightly Jater period.

£ Ccorgc ‘Thompson, Travels and Adventures in Southern Africa, Comprising a View of the
Preseit State of the Cape Colony with Observations an the Progress and Prospects of British Emigraunts
(Loudon: Henry Colburn, 1827}, 1, v

¢ “Suggestions offered on the part of the Literary and PhllOﬁ‘Opth’!l Socicty of Liverpool,
to Members of the Mercantile Marine, Who may be desirous of using the advantages they
enjoy for the promotion of Science, in f urtherance of Zoology,” Proceedings of the Literary and
Philosopbical Society of Liverpool during the Fifty-First Session, 1861-62 (Liverpoo): Thoras
Brakell, 1862}, asppendix 11, 1, 2, 46,
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William Swainson, a prolific popularizer, the “great characterisuc”
of natural history was “its tendency to impress the mind with the
truths of religion”; to the compilers of a children’s zoology book, no
other subject “excites such proper sentiments of the being and attri-
butes of God.”'® These religious insights were always connected with
human preeminence and mastery. Natural history claborated a hier-
archical vision ol creation, with pcoplc at the apex. The more natu-
ralists discovered about exotic animals in distant places, the less they
doubtied that human dominance was divinely ordained. According to
William Burchell, who travcled extensively in southern Africa during
the early 1800s, this point was best appreciated in “a country in a
state of nature, where men and multitudes of wild beasts of cvery
class, roam unrcstrained. . . . Can we view animals of immense bulk
and strength, cither flying from man, or submitting to his demina-
tion, without acknowledging at once that their timidity or submission
forms a part of that wise plan, predetermincd by the deity, for giving
supreme power to him who is physically the weakest of all?”™!!

The creacores closest to humanity in the scale of nature made these
points most satisfactorily. Quadrupeds {(as they were often called in
the eighteenth and nincteenth centuries by those who found the term
mammals alarmingly technical) were refatively easy to observe and to
interact with.'? Unlike birds, fish, reptiles, and insects, they occupicd
morc or less the same space as humans and, as onc pragmatic author
pointed out, “cannot casily avoid us.”!* In addition, their similarity
to people made them both more interesting than and intrinsically
supcrior to other animals.!* This closeness could, however, be dis-
turbing., As Charles Hamilton Smith, presidemt of the Devon and
Cornwall Natural 1listory Socicty, put it, “We find some startling us
by forms and actions so much resembling our own, as to excite

1\Villiam Swainson, A Preliminary Discourse on the Study of Natwral History (London:
Longman, Rees, Orme, Brown, Green, and Longman, 1834), p. 108, William 1Holtoway
and John Branch, The British Musewem; or, Elegant Repository of Natwret History (London: John
Badcock, 1803), 1, iii.

AYilliam Burchell, Travels in the tnserior of Sonthern Africa (London: Longman, Hurst,
Rees, Orme, and Brown, 1822-1824), 11, 207.

\2 James Rennie, Afphabet of Zoology, for the Use of Beginuers (London: (hir, 1833), pp. $-
6.

'3 Mary Trimmer, A Natwral Hittory of the Most Remarkable Quadrupeds, Birds, Fishes,
Serpents, Reptiles, and frsects (18235 rpt. and abridged Boston: S. G. Goadrich, 1829), p. 4.

1+ {Srephen Jones), e Natural History of Beasts, Compiled from the Best Authorities {(London:
E. Newbery, 1793), p. il
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unpleasant comparisons; others, causing just apprehensions, from
their cvident powers of mischief.”!¥ William Swainson worried “that
man . . . should . . . be exposed to innumecrable injuries, and cven
certain death, from thosc beings which he was appointed to govern,
would appear, at first sight, anomalous, and inconsistent with the
fitness of things.”'® But its power to resolve such apparent anomalies
gave zoology much of its appeal. One atiribute gnaranteed the human
being's ascendancy. As Smith explained, “endowed with the preroga-
tive of reason, he is enabled 1o render all subservient to his wants,
and is distinguished as a being intended for higher duties, and a more
exalted destiny.”!?

Authors and publishers did not wait long to take advantage of this
appeal. Works of popular zoology began to appear in significant num-
bers in the last part of the eighteenth century.’ Most of them followed
a standard pattern, echoing Goldsmith’s. Thomas Bewick’s General
History of Quadrupeds (1790) 1s a typical example. An octavo volume
of approximatcly five hundred pages, 1t served as an encyclopedia or
guidebook to the entire furred creation. Jlach type of animal got an
entry, which was, 1n most cases, illustrated by one of Bewick’s appeal-
ing woodcuts, The entries varied in length from less than a page 1o
many pages and included any of the following information, depend-
ing on whiat had been discovered and deemed noteworthy: appear-
ance, geographical range, habitat, dict, tastiness of flesh, history of
contact with man, and temperament.  The organization, as well as
the substance, reflected the advances of Enlightenment explorers and
scientists. The animals were not arranged at random, as in the bes-
tiarics of earlier centuries, or according to such superficial criteria as
alphabetical order, geographic distribution, or the ways people used
them. Although Bewick, like most zoological popularizers of his time,
did not go so far as to use technical Linnacan taxonomy, he followed
the influential French naturalist Buffon in arranging the animals by

15 Charles Flamilton Smith, fazroduction to the Mammatia ('dinburgh: Lizars, 1842), p.
74.

16 William Swainson, Ow the Habits and Instincts of Animals (London: Longman, Qvmg,
Brown, (irecen and Longmans, 1840), p. 176.

' Smith, Iutroduction to Mammnalia (note 15), p. 74.

12 R. B. Freeman, Britich Nataral Histary Books 1993-1800: A Handlist (London: Dawson/
Archon, 1980); R. B. Freeman, “Children’s Natural 1istory Books Before Queen Victoria®
and “A Handlist of Texts," Hivtory of Education Socieiy Bulletin, 17 (1976), 7-21 and 18 (1976},
6-34.
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Muienn of Comparative Zoology Library
Thomas Bewick, A General History of Ouadrapeds (1822), p. 301
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Thomas Bewick, A General History of Quadrapeds (1822), p. 182
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“kinds,” or groups united by structural affinity. Thus the “ox kind”
included the zebu and the buffalo along with familiar domestic cattle,
and the “hog kind” the peccary and the tapir. The ordering of kinds
was similarly systematic, with the grazing and hoofed kinds— horses,
oxen, sheep, goats, antclopes, deer, camels, pigs, and elephants —
first, followed by the carnivores — cats, weascls, bears, hyenas, and
dogs — then rabbits and rodents, and finally monkeys and other
hard-to-classity creatures hike seals, bats, and armadillos. With the
exception of these final bits and pieces, Bewick presented the animal
kingdom as rationally ordered and easily comprehensible, strong cvi-
dence of the power of human intelligence.

Somewhat to Bewick’s surprise, A Geuneral History of Quadrupeds was
an enormous success; according to the modest but delighted author,
the book received “a glut of praises.” The crities liked it, although
Bewick had borrowed much of his information from familiar pub-
lished sources. {Like many writers of popular zoology baoks, Bewick
was not a serious naturalist, He was, however, a serious artise, and
had taken advantage of every opportunity to obscryve cxotic animals
touring the north of England while he was preparing the illustra-
tions.?") The public endorsed the critics’ judgment, The first ¢dition,
published in 1790, sold out rapidly, as did the second and the third,
printed in 1791 and 1792. T'he demand for new editions did not
slacken until well into the next century; an eighth edition was
required in 1824,

Bewick did not, of course, have the market to himsell during this
period. Nor did the falling off of demand for A General History of
QOuadrupeds signal the waning of popular interest in zoology. On the
contrary, this interest was strong cnough to support the first book-
sellers specializing 1n natural histery.?! Scveral publishers were
tempted to float more elzborate and sustained projects. Willlam Jar-
dine launched the (orty-volume Naturalist’s Library in 1833; before
the series caoncloded a decade later the standard edition size had been
fixed at an impressive four thousand cepics. Pardcularly popular

'? "FThomas Bewick, A Memoir of Thomas Bewick Written by Himself, ¢d. Lain Bain (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1975), p. 107.

0 Ehe Watercolonrs aud Drawings of Thomas Beewick and bis Workshop Apprentices, intra, and
ed. Iain Bain {(London: Gordon Iraser, 1981}, I, 24-27.

¢! C. Kirke Swann, “Naural Hlistory Boukselling,” fonrnal of the Society for the Bibliograpby
of Nutsoral fiistory, 6 {1972), 118.
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volumes could sell twice as many. (Such figures do not include the
share ol the market siphoned olf by imitators, such as the Misceflany
of Natural History.??) Iqually optimistic were the puhlishers who
founded monthly or bimonthly natural history magazines to transmit
to an audicnee of enthusiastic amateurs the discoverics announced in
the ponderous technical journals of learned societies, At least seven
such periodicals appeared between 1828 and 1§34.%3

The gracifications of taxonomy were not the only reasons people
liled to read about animals. The creatures, whether exotic imports
or particularly finc specimens of familiar varictics, werc fasc:lmtmg
in themselves, and people flocked to see them live in menageries and
agricultural shows. Zoological subjects were considered so intrinsi-

cally interesting that they could seduce both children and adults away
from bad habits and dangerous pursuits.>* ‘Lo satisfy rcaders’ litcral
curiosity about amimals, works of popular zoology were crammed
with miscellaneous information, Bewick’s readers, for example, could
learn that the zebra was “the most beautiful, as well as the wildest,
most timid and untameable animal” and that the flesh of the “capibara
[2 1arge rodent], though fat and tender . . . like that of the otter, has
an oily and fishy tastc.”?’ Sometimes the reports mentioned the spe-
cific animals on which observations were based; William Wood knew
that hyenas could be tamed because two tame ones had been displayed

22 Qusan Sheets-Pycenson, “YWar and Peace in Natural History Publishing: The Naturalist's
Libvary, 1833-1843." Isis, 72 (1981), 60.

2 1n (his case the publishers’ optimism was less well founded. They had apparently
overestimated the demaod, and competed too intensely for a relatively small market. Most
of thesc ventures (olded alter a few years; even the survivors could count on circulations of
only abeut 500. Susan Sheets-Pyenson, “A Measure of Success: The Publication of Natural
History Journals in liarly Vietorian Britain,” Peblishing Histery, @ (1981), 21-22, 29-31. For
an analysis of the marketing strategy of anc of the more suceessful periodicals, see her “From
the North to Red Lion Coun The Creation and Larly Years of the Aunals of Nateral History,”
Archrves of Netural History, 10 (1981), 221-249.

¥ \Villiam Bingley, Auimal Biography; or, Atthentic Aneedotes of the Lives, Manuers, and
Economy of the Animal Creation, Arranged According to the Systens of Linngens (London: Richard
Phillips, [804), I, v; Philip Henry (iosse, Natural History, Mmnmatia {(London: Society for
Promoting Christian Knowiedge, 1848}, p. jii; Edward Turncr Beonew, The Tower Meaaperie:
Comprising the Natural History of the Anbnals . . . with Aunecdotes of thesr Characters and History
(Tanclon: Robert I Jennings, 1829), p. xii.

2 Thomas Bewick, A General History of Quadrupeds {Newcastle upon Tyne: Beilby and
Bewick, 1822}, pp. 20, 348.

Harvard University - Houghton Library / Harvard University. Harvard Library bulletin. Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Library. Volume XXXIII, Number 3
(Summer 1985)



Amnal Pleasures 247

at the Tower Menagerie in 1792.2¢ Thus by the Jate eighteenth cen-
tury popular natoral history writers routinely portrayed anitmals as
real, concrete, and cxternal to people, part of the ordered richness of
naturc, in contrast to traditional bestiary literature, wherc animals
were essentially figments of the human imagination, important pri-
marily as emblems or allegories of human concerns.?” Natural history
writers asked not “what do animals mean?” but “what are they like?”

HIERARCIIY AND INSUBORDINATION

This fascination with animals was not entirely disintercsted.
Zoological information could come in handy. This was made particu-
larly clear in animal books intended for children, which usually out-
lined the practical benefits they offered in introductions intended for
parents.®® Tor young rcaders, taxonomy was a source of instruction,
One writer found in the animal world “the most evident appearances
of the Divine Wisdom, Power, and Goodness,” an example of which
was “how wisely and mercifully it 1s ordained, that those creaturcs
that afford us wholesome nourishment, are disposed to live with us,
that we may live on them.”?? Heightened religious awarencess might
lead to better behavior, in particular to improved rreatment of animals
(not generally a concern of adult natural history), a course of action
that could be recommended on pragmatic grounds as well as on
principle. According to the shrewd but anonymous author of a chil-
dren’s book called Fhe Animal Musewizz, “all the animals domesticated
by man or that come within the sphere of his opcrations arc sensible
of kindness, and but few are incapable of some return.”

26 William Wood, Zoggraphy; or the Beauties of Nature Displayed (London: Cadell and
Davies, 1807), 1, 195,

2" Beryl Rowlandson has described this aspeet of the bustiary tradition in Animals wwith
fhwnan Faces: A Guide to Animal Symbolism (Knoxville, Tenn.: University of Tennessee Press,
1973); see also, G. Evelyn Hutchinson, *Zoological Iconography in the West after a.p.
1200, The Amertcan Scientist, 66 (1978), 675-684.

28 For an extended discussion of zoological works intended specificatly for children, sce
Flarrict Ritvo, “Learning from Animals: Natural History for Children in the Eighteenth
and Ninereenth Centuries,” Children's Literature, 13 (1983), 72-93.

% [Fleanor Frere Vean), The Rutional Dame: or, Ilints Trwards Supplying Prattle for Children
{(London: [cha Marshall, ca. 18(H)), pp. 19, 22. '

0 The Aninial Musewn; or, Picinre Gallery of Quadrupeds (London: J. Harris, 1823), pp. iii-
iv.

Harvard University - Houghton Library / Harvard University. Harvard Library bulletin. Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Library. Volume XXXIII, Number 3
(Summer 1985)



248 Harvard Library Bulletin

Even those animals generally considered to be outside the human
sphere might be wilized. Thomas Varty’s Graphic {Hustrations of
Animals, a series of enormous colored cartoons, made this point con-
cerning “The Bear and Fur Animals.” Flanking 2 central illustration
of bears, beaver, lynx, and mink in a northern pine forest were smaller
picturcs of the animals transformed 1nto such useful objects as winter
coats, soldiers’ hats, royal regalia, perfume, paintbrushes, and food
(bears’ tongues and hams were considercd delicacies).’! Accurate
information combined with enterprise might expand the list of wild
animals’ contributions to human welfarc and possibly result in the
domestication of previously untamed creatures. The zebra was fre-
quently tdentified as an animal “formed 1o satisfy the pride of man,
and render him service”; that 1t had not been tamed by the indigenous
people of southern Africa was considered evidence of their indolence
and lack of 1imagination.??

But the most powerful practical function of popular zoological
literature, whether its primary audicnce was adult or juvenile, was
less explicit. Underlying the descriptions of individual animals was
a metaphor as compelling as the taxonomy that determined the works’
overall structure: the animal kingdom, with humans in the divinely
ordained position at its apex, represented, explained, and justificd
the hierarchicat human social order. Because of the gap that separated
people [rom animats, the metaphorical hierarchy remained incom-
plete; animals never exemplified the best human types. But although
animals were precluded from realizing, even figuratively, the highest
human possibilities, they were particularly appropriate representa-
tives of the less admired ranks and propensities. Embodying the lower
classes as sheep and cattle validated the authority and responsibility
exercised by their social superiors; embodying the lower classcs or
alicn groups as dangerous wild animals emphasized the need for their
maslers (o exercise strict discipline and to defend against depreda-
tions. Such identifications infermed the language used to describe
the various animals, and they were implicit in the system of values
that determined the moral judgment pronounced wpon cach beast.

Sometimes, especially when the comparison involved alien races,
these identifications were made explicit. The dichotomy between

A Narvy, Graphic HHustrations of Anfmals, Showing Their Utitity to Alan, in Their Services

During Life, and Uses After Death (London: Thomas Varty, n. d.), unpaged.
32 Holloway and Branch, 7ée British Musewem {note 10), 11, 45-48,
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domesticated and wild animals was frequently compared 1o that
between civilized and savage human socictics. Darwin speculated that
the wildness common in hybrids of domestic specics had the same
cause as the wickedness that characterized human half-breeds.??
According to Abraham Bartlett, the superintendent of the London
Zoo for almost half a century, domestic animals exhibited superior
social skills and sclf-control: “They live, as a rule, in harmony with
cach other, they can be trusted together, and may be regarded as a
happy family.”#* (Although most Victorians would have agreed on
the desirability of such qualitics, there were a few dissenters, like
Darwin’s cousin, the cugenicist Irancis Galton, who connected the
medtocrity of most people with the mindless gregariousness of herd
animals, *%)

Such comparisons could be more precisc. Darwin cited a report
that twoe Scottish collies who visited Siberia “soon took the same
supertor standing” with regard to the native dogs “as the European
claims for himself in relation o the savage.”*¢ The scatement that “the
(ld World contains the animals which are distinguished as the most
powerful and most perfect in their structure, those of the New having
for the most part a character of organization which assigns them a
lower rank in the scale of animated beings,” could easily be applied
to the American Indians.?” In casc the reader were too cautious to
make such a leap himself, Bartlett completed a comparison of the
bold and vigorous animals of Africa with their less impressive Asian
cquivalents by claiming that few Asiatic peoples “bear comparison
with your restless, wandering determined Arab racc.”3®

Whcn animals stood for foreigners, the natural world was apt 1o
be presented in the stark, violent terms of coenquest. After his explo-
rations in scuthern Africa, William Burchell concluded that the

3 Darwin, The Variation of Animals and Planss wnder Domestication (New York: D. Apple-
ton, 1892}, 11, 19-21.

MAVHd Animals in Caprivity, comp. and ed. Edward Bartlett (London: Chapman and
Hall, 1899), p. 23.

35 Galton, “Gzregariousness in Anirmals,” Aacmiflan’s Magazine, 23 (1871), 353-357.

36 “A Preliminary Notice: ‘On the Modification of a Race of Syrian Street-Dogs by
Mecans of Sexual Selection,'” in Paut H. Barrett, ed., Ve Coffected Pupers of Charles Darwin
{Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1977), 11, 279,

37 John Charles Hall, Frrteresting Facts Conuected with the Animal Kingdom ()onden: Whit-
taker, 1841), p. 51.

W Bartletr, Wild Animals in Captivity {note 34), p. 6.
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hierarchy of nature was “a succession of destruction” with “each
animated object submitting to its supcrior, and all to man. Jn him
terminates this graduated tyranny.””® But the standard metaphor
underlying popular zoology was more restricted. Neither the auchors
nor their audience understood contemporary English society as a
tyranny. It was, on the contrary, a carefully modulated and delicately
balanced hierarchy, which might be threatened with social chaos and
cconomic collapse i its members, especially its subordinate members,
failed 1o recognize their places and do their jobs. The animal kingdom
(that standard phrase was itsclf part of the metaphor) was generally
compared to the lesscr ranks of a domestic commonwealth, and
descriptions of individual animals expressed subordination in 1erms
of service. The best animals displayed the qualities of an industrious,
docile, and willing human servant; the worst not only declined to
serve but dared to challenge human sopremacy.

The divine justification of domestication made it particularly
attractive as a representation of human social relationships. It was
generally agreed that animals had been created for human use,
whether or not any function had been discovered for them. As one
sporting writer put it, “Therc are certainly an immensc number of
animais upon the face of the giobe, whosc uses arc at present unknown
to us; and to presume that they are useless would be a kind of
blasphemy.”™® In addition, subordination to human purposes trans-
figurced and clevated the animal itself; domestic animals could be
considered as “reclaimed from wildness.”! Animals could serve peo-
ple as sources of hides, horns, and other commercial products, or as
pets, but fully domesticated animals were the most useful and
expressed most clearly an acceptance ol the hierarchy of nature.
Therefore, putting animals to work was at once doing God’s will and
demonstrating the highest human capacitics.

For this rcason, popular zoology books devoted a great deal of
attention to familiar domestic beasts, even though it might have been
assumed that those who chose 10 read about nawaral history, rather

3 Burchell, Traveds i the Interior of Soutkern Africa (note 1), 11, 328-329,

30 Richard Badbans ‘Thornhill, 7he Shooting Directory (London: Longman, Hurst, Rees,
and Orme, 18(4), p. ix.

Y The Narwral History of Domsstic Animals, Containing an Aceownt of Their Habits and
Instincts, aud of the Services They Render 10 Man (Dublin: |. Jones, 1821), p. v,
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than agricultural improvement or dog breeding, were interested in
mare exotic creatures. In crude, quantitative terms, Bewick allotted
thirteen pages to the horse, fourteen to the ox, seventeen to the shccp,
eleven to the goat, cleven to the hog, and thirty-nine to the dog. The
only other animals to receive equivalent attention were the elephant,
a domestic animal in India, and the squirrel, which, although not
exactly domesticated, was often tamed and kept as a pet. 2 A genera-
tion later, The Naturalist’s Library made a similar allotment of space
in the thirteen volumes it devoted to quadrupeds. Only the synoptic
volume attempted to give equal attention to each branch of the mam-
malian class. The remaining twelve volumes included two on dogs,
one on horses, onc on goats, sheep, and cattle, and one on British
quadrupeds, which summarized much of the material covered by the
other four. Additional volumes were devoted to monkeys, felines,
deer and antelopes, elephants, whales, seals, and marsupials. Popular
natural history also slighted British wild animals — 2 relativcly mea-
ger group by the late eighteenth century, including only the decer, the
tfox, the weasel and its relatives, the wild cat, the badger, the hedge-
hog, the bat, and a varicty of rodents; wolves, bears, beavers, and
boars had been exterminated long since,

Writers concentrated on the creatures that most persuasively rep-
resented an orderly social hicrarchy. Domestic animals, described in
terms that suggested human domestics, provided the standard by
which other animals were judged. But some domestic animals offered
better modcls of the relations between human superiors and inferiors
than did othcrs. For this reason, the most appreciated domestic ani-
mals were not the sheep, or even the ox (the word used gencrically
for cattle), although the sheep was “the most useful of the smaller
quadrupeds,” and the ox offered “services to mankind . , . greater
‘than those of sheep, tor they are employed as beasts of draught and
burden.™ QOccasionally these creatures might show some under-
standing of cheir special bond with mankind — for example, a sheep
that sought human help when her lamb was in trouble or a bull that

* Squirrels were frequently peddled in the stecets of Londen by countrymen who had
caught thean. §, O, Becton, Beeton's Book of Home £ei3 (1ondon: Ward, Lock and Tyier, n.d.),
pp. 673-678; 1lenry Mayhew, Loudow Labonr aud the Londyn Poor (New Yorl: Dover, 1968},
11, 77.

3 The Natural History of Domestic Animals (note 41), pp. 84, 106.

Harvard University - Houghton Library / Harvard University. Harvard Library bulletin. Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Library. Volume XXXIII, Number 3
(Summer 1985)



Harvard Library Bulfetin

252

L.

"]

Lizo:

ve Zoofogry Labrary

i

Afrseaen of Comparat

1 (1842)

Mammal

o the

et {00

Datrodu

ith,

Sm

1ece of Charles Hamilton

I5p

Iront

Harvard University - Houghton Library / Harvard University. Harvard Library bulletin. Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Library. Volume XXXIII, Number 3

(Summer 1985)



Awimad Pleasures 253

showed gratitude to a man who saved him from lightning.** And it
was pleasant {especially in contrast o “the savage monsters of the
desert”) “to contemplate an animal designed by providence for the
peculiar benef and advantage of mankind ™+ But sheep, even at best,
were “inoffensive and harmless” (if not practically inanimate, as Buf-
fon had contended), and a professor of zoclogy at the University of
London (elt compelled to defend the ox from “the common charge of
stupidity.”¢

Spirited animals who nonctheless acknowledged human superior-
ity provided better models for human subordinates. Britons of all
ranks were known for their love of horses. Those who could afford
to kept high-spirited thoroughbreds; those who followed the plow
preferred horses to other draft animals, no matter how strong or
cheap to maintain.*’ Popular natural history sriters routinely char-
acterized the horse as “noble,” and sometimes as nobler than the class
of humans generally charged wich 1ts care. This epithet, embodied
in a flood of painrings and prints beginning in the early eighteenth
century, reflected in part the traditional association of horsefiesh with
aristocratic sport.*® It also reflected admiration for the horse’s appear-
ance; Bewick celebrated “the grandeur of his stature, the elegance
and proportion of his parts, the beautiful simoothness of his skin, the
variety and gracefulness of his mouons.”™® And it reflected the horse’s
spirit. “In his carriage,” according to another naturalist, “he seems
desirous of raising himself above the humble station assigned him in
the creation.”™®

[t was, therefore, particularly gratifying to find that this splendid
animal was made for servitude. “If there is any thing in the world of

4 Tdward |esse, Gleanings in Nataral Hisiory. Third and Lasi Series (London: John Mueray,
1835), p. 175; Animal Sagacity, exemplified by facis shouing tbe force of instinet in beasts, birds,
. (Dublin: W. Fspy, 1824}, pp. 130-132,

*> Holloway ang Branch, The British Auseen (none 10), 11, 181.

3¢ Bewick, General History of Quadrupeds (note 25), p. 46; Thomas Bell, A History of Brizish
Quadrupeds, Including the Cetacea (London: John Van Voorst, 1837), p. 416.

*? Charles John Cornish, Wild Animals in Captivity; er Orpbens at the Zoo and Other Papers
(New York: Macmilian, 1894), p. 293.

* "I'he development of this genre has been documented in Judy Egrton, British Sporiing
and Animal Fatntings 1655-1867: A Catalogie (London: Tate Gallery, 1978) and Judy Egerton
and Dudley Snclgrove, British Sporting and Animal Drawings ¢ 1500-1850: A Catalogue
(London: Tate Gallery, 1978).

1% Bewick, Generad {iistory of Duadrapeds (note 25), p. 3.

3% Holloway and Branch, 7e British Muserom {note 10), 1, 145.
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nature that seems clear, morally,” asserted Philip Hamerton in 1874
(and he was a cautious thinker who knew that it was “foolish (o carry
speculatton about Divine intentions far”), “it is that man has an
authentic right to require reasonable service from the horse”! The
zoologist "Thomas Pennant explained that the horsc was “endowed
with cvery quality that can make it subservient to the uscs of man-
kind,” including courage, docility, patience, perseverance, strength,
enevolent disposition, and “a certain consciousness of the services
we can render them.”? Tts obedience was the more valuable for being
ungrudgingly offered by a proud, powerful creature capable not only
- of “strong attachment” but of rightcous “rcsentment of injuries.”?

Even more eager and aware 1n accepting the bonds of servicude was
the dog, the favorite species of most naturalists as well as of their
popular audience. The relation between the human and the dog was
spccial — “as much foreseen and intended,” in the view of one writer,
“as that between sun and planet.”™ Jt also was a model of the appro-
priate relationship between masters and subordinates, So natural was
the dog’s servitude to humankind that, unlike other long-domesti-
cated animals, dogs did not need to be trained or broken to their
primary allegiance, Each puppy instinctively repeated the choice
made by its remote ancestors and attached itself to a human master
by “spontaneous impulse.”* This subordination defined the master
as well as the dog. As an inferior should know its station, so a superior
should for thnghtly exercise mastery. Peoples that had not yet domes-
ticated the dog might not be fully human; the extent of domestication
was an Index of the advance of civilizacion. Bewick claimed that in
“natiens not yet emerged from 2 state of barbarism the uses of the
dog are byt liude known,” and William Broderip, who was distin-
guished as a judge as well as a naturahst, noted that “their fot seems
to be the worst, if it is cast among savage or imperfectly-civilized

ST Hamerton, Chapiers on Animats (Boston: Roberts Brothers, 1874), p. 74.

32 Pennant, British Zoology: A New Edition (London: Wilkie and Robinson, 1812), 1, (1.

33 Gosse, Natural History (note 24,), p. 170; Fdward Jesse, Gleanings in Natnral History;
with Local Recollections (LLondon: John Murray, 1832), p. 244,

3% Hatnerton, Chaprers on Animals (note 51}, p. 20.

35 William Swainson, Or the Natnral History aud Classification of Quadrupeds {London:
Longman, Recs, Orme, Brown, Green, and Tongman, 1835}, . 137,
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nations.”* Dogs were often raised for food in such socicties, which
might account for the fact, recorded by Darwin, that Lnglish dogs
were intclligent and lively, whereas those of Polynesia and China'were
“extremely stupid.”?

Like horses, dogs were frequently characterized as “noble.” Unlike
horses, however, they lacked the standard cxternal attribures of
nobility: they were ncither physically majestic nor particularly aris-
tocratic in their associations.’® So the epithet implicitly offered an
alternative definition of “nobility,” one appropriate to animals and
other inferiors. It was the dog’s “ungrudging love” for man that made
it “delight to scrve” him,*? Again and again naturalists expressed their
admiration for this “humble and laborious servant,” whosc single-
mindcd devotion inspired its “congueror” with feelings close to the
“cstecem” normally rescrved for human beings. 4 Its “power of loving”
was s0 great that “to kill a dog was always felt to be a sort of murder.”!
‘The dog understood and accepted its position so thoroughly that it
did not resist punishment if it failed in its duty; it nmught even lick its
master’s hand as he delivered the corrective blows.¢? Lven the dog's
body proelaimed its profound subservienee to human will. 1t was the
most physically malleable of animals, the one whose shape and sizc
changed most readily in response to breeders” whims.

Some domestic animals had trouble meeting even the minimal
standards of obedience sct by sheep and cactle, let alone the high

% Bewick, General History of (Onadrapeds (note 23}, p. 296; William Broderip, Zoofogical
Reereations (London: Henry Colburn, 1847), p. 175,

57 Darwin, Variation of Animals (note 33), 11, 226.

58 The admiring view of canine character espoused by nineteenth-century naturalists
was af relatively recent origin, For discussions of the less flattering opinions held in carlier
periods, see William Empson, “The English Dog,” in The Structure of Complex Words (London:
Chatto and Windus, 1952), and Ronald Paulson, “The English Dog,” in Popular and Polite
Art in the Ape of Hogarth and Fielding (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press,
1979). In his autobiography (note 19}, Bewick echoaed this view, noting that although dogs
were loyal and servile to their masters, “to his own species he is ill-behaved, seliish, cruel,
and unjust; he only associates with his fetlows for the purpose of packing together to destroy
other animals™ (pp. 120-121).

5% Gosse, Natwral History (note 24), p. 81.

O Bell, Aritih Onadrupeds (note 46), p. 195; John Timbs, Strange Stories of the Animal
World, A Beok of Curious Contributions to Natural Histery (Londow Griffith and Farran, 1866),
3, 19, :
' il Hamerton, Chupters on Asimals (note 51), p. 34.
62 Bingley, Aninial Biggraphy (note 24}, 1, 202,
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standards of cooperation sct by the dog and the horse. Like disrespect-
ful underlings, they did not adequately acknowledge the dominion
of their superiors. The pig, for example, despite its incontestable
valuc as a food animal, was routincly castigated as “selfish,” “sordid,”
“brutal,” and “gluttonous.”® Sows were accused of devouring their
own young, which in turn scarcely recognized their mothers; natu-
rally, they did not recognize their human caretakers.%* 'Thc torpid
guinea pig, often kept as a fancy animal in the nineteenth century,
not least because it was a prolific breeder and not particularly attentive
to its surroundings, was for thosc reasons accused of being “disgust-

. ¥t

ing,” “devoid of sense,” and “incapable of good.”s

5 John Church, A Cafiret of Owadrupeds with Historical and Scientific Descriptions (London:
Darton and Harvey, 1805), I, n.p; Swainson, Habits aud tustinces (note 16), p- 71; Bewick,
General History of Quadrupeds (nate 25}, pp. 146-147,

¢ [Fenn), Tée Rational Dame (note 29), p. 36.

63 Bewick, Gencral History of Quadrupeds (note 25}, pp. 3435, 354-355.
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The most frequently and energetically vilificd domestic animal was
the cat. It did not seem disposed to acknowledge human dominton
and could hardly be said to have subordinated its will 1o humankind.
It served its owners by hunting mice and other vermin, and thus did
not depend on people for sustenance, It might not even acknowledge
that it had a master. Country cats {requently ran away and became
half wild; they were rumored to mate in the woods with genuine wild
cats. Often they did not distinguish between animals people desired
them 1o kill and those they were not to touch on any account, Cats
figured prominently in gamckeepers’ museums — collections of the
remains of hawks, owls, weascels, stoats, and other predators that
gamekeepers nailed to barn walls and doors, One Victorian display
was reported to include the heads of fifty-three cats.® There was no
less drastic way to break a poaching cat of its bad habit; cats were
considered both deceitful and difficult to train.®” And as the dog’s
plastic body symbolized its desire to serve, so the cat’s body sym-
bolized its stubborn refusal. Unncrvingly similar, in miniature, 10 118
most ferocious wild relatives, the cat resisted breeders’ attempts to
change its appearancc.

‘T'he attitude of domestic cats provoked even more criticism than
did their behavior. It was not even clear that cats liked people,
although they often lived with them more intimately than dogs. The
cat was suspected of having “only the appearance of attachment o its
master,” and really either “dreading” him or “distrusting his kind-
ness”; people feared that “their affcction is more to the house, than
to the persons who inhabit it.”* Those who valued the eager obedi-
ence and camaraderie of the dog considered the cat a strikingly infe-
rior domestic, “rchned and very voluptuous . . . so wanting n the
nobler qualitics as to fail in winning the sympathics of noble and
gencrous-hearted men.” This explained why distinguished artists sel-
dom used cats as subjects; they only appealed o “artists of a very
Jow grade indeed.” Derogated by men, who were responsible for
maintaining household order and public discipline, cats might be

 Jrancis T. Buckland, Crriosizics of Netural Histary, Second Serics (London: Macmillan,
1900), pp. 69, 72-73.

7 H. Sample, As? of Training Animals: A Practical Guide for Amatewr or Professional Trainers
(New York: Jesse Haney, 1869), p. 147; Pennant, British Zoology (note 52), 1, 97.

88 “Irimmer, A Nataral History of Quadrupeds (note 13), pp. 23-26; {Fenn], The Rational
Danre {nate 29), p. 38.
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favored by those who sneakingly sympathized with their desire for
independence: they were sometimes considered “the chosen allics of
womankind.”s?

If domestic animals symbolized appropriate and inappropriate
relations belween human masters and scrvants, the lessons to be
drawn [rom wild animals were much more limited. Natural history
writers dutifully recorded the many useful products that wild animals
supplicd te commerce but were unable to muster much enthusiasm
about the fact that many of them, from kangaroos to hippopotami,
could be eaten. (Occasionally they recorded the taste of various ani-
mals with the discrimination of gourmets. Irom the Cape came the
report that the vaal rhebok “has the fault common to much South
Adrican game, of being somewhat dry.” The lard of the great scal, on
the contrary, was deemed “most delicious.” Lion meat was variously
considered to “taste like veal” — a high compliment — and to “have
a strong disagreeable flavor.”"®) Some spcculations showed a degree
of sympathy for strange creatures: for cxample, the remark that,
though the sloth was “one of the most unsightly of animals, it is,
perhaps, far from being miscrable.”7!

When they were willing to acknowledge human deminion, wild
animals became more interesting. Iinglish audiences were fascinated
lry the imposition of human will on the instinets of animals, whether
within a “happy family” (these were homely exhibitions of cats, dogs,
rabbits, birds and mice that had been taught to cocxist peacefully) or
a lion-tamer’s cage. Many (ndividuals made their own attempts at
cxtending the range of human mastery by taming wild pets. The
otherwise neglected English fauna provided the most obvious oppor-
tunicies. Ierrets and otters could be taught to hune and fish for people,
but not to love them. Hedgehogs could lcarn to eat from the same

®’ Louis Robinson, Wild Trairs in Tane Animals, Being Some Famifiar Studies in Fvolnfion
(Edinburgh: Blackwood, 1897), p. 277; Uamerton, Chapters on Animals {note 51}, p. 52;
Broderip, Zoolugical Kecreations (note 56), p, 191,

® Henry Anderson Bryden, Kloof aud Karren: Sport, Legend and Natural History in Cape
Colony (London: Longmans, Green, 1889), p. 134; Robert |lamilton, Appbibions Carnivora,
fucliding the Walrus aud Seals, Afso of the Herbivorons Cetacea (Idinburgh: Lizars, 1839), p.
153; Thomas Rowlandson, foreigr and Domestic Animals Drawn from Natrere (London: Thomas
Rowlandsan, 1787); Bewick, A Gererel History of Ouadrapeds (note 25}, p. 185,

IV The Narural History of Animals: Beasts, Birds, Fishes, and Tusects {Dublin: Smith and Son,
1822), p. 53.
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dish as the family dog and cat. Moles could be kept happy in boxes,
if they were regularly supplied with hay. The badger, which had a
reputation for sluggishness and stupidicy, could also he tamed if taken
young; the zoologist I'homas Bell had onc that followed him around
like a dog.”?

To many, taming foreign animals scemed even morc attractive.
Powerful people might have lordly pets; Sir Stamford Raffles, the
founder of both Singapore and the Zoological Socicty of T.ondomn,
kept two clouded tigers (smaller and less terrilying than the real thing)
at home.” But there werc also opportunities for more modest natu-
ralists. The North American beaver, which, unlike most quadrupeds,
was cooperative by nature, was an obvious prospect. Everyone famil-
iar with Australian wildlife recommended the plump and charming
wombat, which was also good 1o eat if it became a nuisance. Bascd
on his observation of the animals at the Regent’s Park Zoo, Charles
Cornish suggested hares,” chinchillas, meerkats (a kind of African
mongoose), coatimundis (related to the raccoon), pumas, and capu-
chin monkeys as promising pets.”

Wild pets, of course, were not servants but indulged captives, The
case of the clephant, which was appreciated at length in most works
of popular zoology, offered hope that such taming might be the
prclude 10 more complete subordination. Llephants could not be
considered damestic animals. Only Indian ¢lephants were routincly
tamed, and cven they did not breed in captivity. Nevertheless they
could be trained to be useflul as beasts of burden and as mounts for
hunters (unlike horses, they were not afraid of tigers). Although an
enraged wild elephant was a terrifying adversary, the temper of tamed
animals was consistently praised as “docile” and “mild,” even “mag-
nanimous.”” Anccdotal ¢vidence, the mainstay of eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century natural history, emphasized the extent to which
the elephant had acknowledged human mastery and even grown to
love it. There were occasional reports of once-tame elephants who

2 Yesse, Gleanings, 'Third Series (note 44), p. 167; Bell, British Quadrupeds {vote 46), pp.
163, 134-135, 123-126.

3 William Swainson, Animals in Menageries (London: Longman, Orme, Brown, Green,
and Longmans, 1830}, pp. 122-123.

™ Timbs, Strange Stories (norc 60), p. 239, Gosse, Nateral History (note 24), pp. 216, 286;
Cornish, Wild Amimals in Captivity; or Qrpkens at the Zoo (note 47), pp. 278-284.

7 Bingley, Animal Biggraphy (note 24), 1, 122; Church, Cabinet of Quudrupeds (note 63),
I, n.p.
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had escaped submitting immediately to their former yoke if they
chanced to encounter their old keepers. One clephant in an English
menagerie refused to sleep unless its keeper were nearby. Another,
in Indian service, became unhappy when deprived of the company
of a certain child, who had to be placed, in his cradle, between the
clephant’s feet. 7
The only blot on the elephant’s character was its reputation for
vindictiveness and holding grudges. But naturalists insisted that ele-
phants only avenged genuine injurics.”’ In any case, these smull
reminders of its formidable wrath emphasized the impressiveness of
the animal’s submission; as one writer put it, “we cannot help being
surprised that he, who is so well able to remain his own master,
should so readily become the servant of another.””® The “perfect
subjugation™ of the elephant by “a creature so inferior in bodily
strength as man” was a powerful confirmation of the natural hicr-
archy, in which man’s “head and hand subdue ali living things, how-
ever enormous, to his will.”? Such obscrvations were made with
“relief as well as complacency, for wild animals, like unruly human
subordinates, could be threatening, As Bewick noted, “What ravages
might we not expect from the prodigious strength of the clephant
combined with the fierceness and rapacity of the tiger!”0
Beasts of prey were as disturbing to contemplate as the elephant,
the horse, and the dog were gratifying. Their carnivorous way of life
disposed them to challenge humans rather than to serve or fice them;
they were rebels who refused 10 accept the divinely ordained domi-
nance of humankind. Popular zoology books therefore tended to pre-
sent them as both dangerous and depraved, like alien or socially
excluded human groups who would not acknowledge the authority
of their superiors. {Sometimes this analogy was made explicit, as in
the statement that “in all countries where men are most barbarous,

7% Charles Koight, Kuight's Pictorial Museum of Anintated Nature (London: London Printing

and Publishing Campany, 1856-1858), 1, §3; Broderip, Zoological Recreations (note 56), p. 312;
William Hone, The Every-Day Book vnd Table Book (London: T. Tegg, 1835), I, 360.

7 George ). Ramanes, Animaf Intelligence (New York: D. Appleton, 1896), p. 387,

5 Waod, Zoography {note 26). [, 103. '

* Broderip, Zaological Recreations (note 56), p. 269; Swainson, Hubits and Instinets {(note
16), P 76,

" Bewick, Genera! History of Quadrapeds {note 25), pp. 175-176.
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the animals are most cruel and herce,” meaning Aflrica.®') Because
any tendency to disobedience was troublesome, even small creatures
that could not directly defy human authority were castigated for their
predatory propensities. The weasel, for example, was “wild and
untractable,” dedicated to “rapinc and cruclty,” and had “a natural
attachment to cvery thing that is corrupt.”® If such amimals could not
be controlied, they might have to be exterminated. “However much
we detest all cruelty to the brate creation,” intoned the author of 7he
Animal Museim, the fox “is so destructive to the property of the
farmer . . . that his destruction is absolutely necessary.”®?

Large, powerful animals were even more threatening and, with one
exception, described as unmitigatedly wicked. The exception was the
lion, whose prestige as the king of beasts lingered from mcdicval
bestiaries and was enhanced by its contemporary function as the

Bl [Jones], Nataral fHistory (note 14), p. 117,
82 Bewick, General {instory of Quadrapeds (note 25), pp. 218, 221.
R3 Animal Musenn: (note 30), p. 93,
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Edward Bennett, 1he Tower Afenggeric (1829), p. 25

cmblem of British might. Although acknowledged to be dangerous
and powerful, the lion was admired for its statcly bearing and impos-
ing mane, as well as for a relatively generous temper. Popular wisdom
held that, unlike other cats, the lion did not kill more than it needed
to cat and did nat torturc its prey for amusement. It might ignore
“weak and contemptible enemies” rather than destroy them.® And
it might be susceptible to humankind’s “moral dominion.” In the
wild, lions tended to aveid people once they observed the power of
fircarms, and [ion-tamers like Isazc Van Amburgh proved that the -
king of beasts was “by no mecans destitute of intelligent docility.”
Well-treated menagerie lions were pronc to complaisance; one was
observed to retreat before an aggressive goat.*

B Church, Cabinet of Quadrupeds (note 63), 11, n.p.; Bewick, General History of Duadrupeds
(note 25, p. I81.

% Francis T. Buckland, Curjosities of Nateral History, Third Series (London: Maemillan,
1900), p. 320, Bingley, Aninal Biography (nate 24), 1, 269; Chades H. Ross, The Book of Cuts
(London: Griffith and Tarran, 1868), p. 232; Bardetr, Wild Animals in Capiivity (notc 34),
Pp. 31-32.
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Nevertheless, many naturalists offered a less flattering image of
these creatures whose intercsts were so inimical to those of human-
kind. [Edward Turner Bennctt placed the lion at the beginning of his
claborate guide to the animals in London’s Tower Mcnageric in def-
crence to its popular reputation. But he adviscd his readers to guard
against “the gencral prejudice” in the lion’s favor by remembering
that “physically and morally, he is neithcer more nor Jess than a cat

. with all the guileful and vindictive passions of that faithless
tribe.”5 Its magnanimity — that is, its reluctance to kill unnecessarily
— was rcinterpreted as “an insidious and cowardly disposition, mixed
with a certain degree of pride.”® Travelers who had been in Africa
went so far as to debunk the lion’s majestic and commanding pres-
ence. Encountcred in the daylime, according to Dr. Livingstone,
they appearcd much like enormous dogs.*®

About the tiger there were no twao ways of thinking. It epitomized
what people had to fear from the animal kingdom. The tiger’s beauty
thoroughly misrepresented its character; some naturalists claimed it
had heen bestowed by providence “upon so despicable an animal to
prove, that when it is not attached to merit, it neither deserves to be
cstimated or prized.”® It was an “emblem of savagencss and butch-
ery,” undoubtedly “the most cruel, rapacious, and destructive animal
in creation.”® It was greedy, interrupting a meal off one carcass to
kill another animal, or slaughtering an cntirc flock and leaving them
dead in the field.®' A working modcl of a tiger eating an knglishman
graced the London offices of the East India Company. Like the wolf,
the hycna, and some other big cats, the tiger was often called “cow-
ardly,” which apparently mcant unwilling to face men with guns.”
T'he authors of The British Museuns used the language of redemption
to lament that “no discipline can correct the savage nature of the tiger,
nor any degree of kind treatment reclaim him %

8¢ Bennett, Tée Tower Menagerie (note 24), pp. 4-5.

87 Church, Cubine! of Quadrapeds (note 63}, 11, n.p.

88 Timbs, Strange Storzes (note 60}, p. 334,

8% Holloway and Branch, Tée British Meuseran (note 10), 1, p. 29.

0 Swainson, Animafs in Afenageries (note 73), p. 104; Church, Cobinet of Onadrupeds (note
63}, 11, n.p.

N Animal Musern (note 30), P 173

2 Swainson, Habits and Instincts (note 16),-pp. 78-79; Rawlandson, Foreigi and Domestic
Animals (note 70), n.p.

93 Holloway and Branch, The Britisk Musenm (note 10), 1, 22.
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The ultimate proof of the tiger’s unregencracy was its fondness for
human flesh. ‘Tigers living in the populated parts of India and Ceylon
routinely preyed on domestic animals and becamme man-caters with
some frequency. Some turned te human prey because they were sick
or had Jost their teeth and could no longer catch faster and less
dangerous prey. Most, however, were thought to be “cattle-lifting
tigers” who had once “surmmoned up courage to ateack the herdsman,”
and thereby added a (asty new item to their dict.?! The tiger was not
alonc in this predilection, All the major predators — other big cats,
wolves, and bears — were thought 10 share it. The half-tamed ferrets
that farmers kept to destroy redents might he tempted by blood-lust
Lo attack their masters’ infants, and cven rencgade pigs were occa-
stonally attracted by the same bait.”

Irating human flesh symbolized the ultimate rebellion, the radical
reversal of roles between master and servant, The animals themselves
scemced to appreciate this symbolism, for “it is said, that when a lion
has once tasted human flesh he thenceforth entirely loscs his awe of
human superiority.”” Natural history writers emphasized how attrac-
tive rebellion was to these despicable animals. Human-eating lions
were reported to relish torturing such victims; they “immediately
dispatched” most animals, but in the case of people, they would
“merely wound,” then wait before delivering the final blow.”” Accord-
ing to Swainson, it was “universally remarked, that when a carnivo-
rous animal is acquainted with the taste of human blood, it shows a
decided preference for that food.”® Corrupt buman flesh was as
attractive as fresh meat. Hycenas were said to frequent cemeterics in
order to dig up corpscs, and jackals, “real cowards,” shared this
ghastly taste.”® Such scavengers might become predators, like the
wolves of Caunpore in India, which had been first attracted by the
plentiful bodies of “poor wretches” who had died in a famine, but

3 Richard Lydekker, Tée Grear and Snali Game of Inddia, Barme and Tiber (Londan:
Rowland Ward, 1900}, p. 289.

? Bell, British Quadrnpeds (note 46), p. 163; F. P Uxans, The Criminal Prosccation aud
Cepital Punisbment af Anivials (New York: T P Dutton, 1206), pp. 160-165; Clifford Morsley,
News from the Euglish Countryside 1750-185¢ (London: Harrap, 1979), p- N9,

¥¢ “The Lion of South Africa," The farrier and Naturalist, | (1828), 417,

%7 Charles Catton, Awimals Drazon from Natare, and Eugraved in Aquatinta, with a escrip-
tion of fuch Avimal (London: 1. and ). Taylor, 1788), n.p.

%8 Swainson, Habits and Instincts (note 16), p. 186.

" 7 Bennete, The Towver Aenagerie (note 24), p. 75; Burchell, Travets in the futerior of Soutthers
Africa (note 11), 11, 285.
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having become “accustomed to human food , . . frequently carried
off children” and “actually attacked the sentries on their posts.”'™

Even if scavengers never threatened a living human being, their
diet was intolerably presumptuous. Dead or alive, human flesh was
forbidden fruit. Animals were supposed to scrve human purposes,
not appropriate people to theirs. The punishment for animals who
dared 1o challenge the principles of hierarchy and subordination was
drastic. Edward Lockwood, a retived official of the Bengal Civil Scr-
vice, called “the extermination of wild beasts in the great food-pro-
ducing districts . . . one of the undoubted benefits of British rule.”
He was proud of the part he had playced in that process; although his
publisher had warned him not to prose on, he allowed himself to
boast, “I have allowed very few of the large wild animals which [ have
scert 1n India to escape.”t?! |

Nor were carnivores the only creatures who might attack men,
Explorers reported that baboons and monkeys stole children and
attacked women carrying supplies. In his classic monograph on the
gorilla the zoologist Richard Owen somewhar skeptically retailed the
African belief that gorillas hoisted people into trees in order 10 stran-
gle them. % Such reversals of the prescribed hicrarchy could not be
allowed 10 pass without comment. Natural history writers accused
the cape buffalo of being “fierce” and “vindictive,” although it was a
vegetarian that lived in impenetrable bush, because if wounded it was
liable to charge and tear aparc the hunter responsible.'® Malice and
insubordination were widely suspected among humankind’s animal
subjects.

A DIFrFerENT (ORDER

One group of animals that received a great deal of attention from
natural history writers represented neither useful servants nor threats
to established authority. Compared wich other animals, monkeys and
apes had little to do with people. With a few exceptions, they lived
far from human scttlements and were not particularly useful,

1% Tames Forbes, Orientad dfemoirs {| ondon: T. Bensley, 1813), 1V, 81.

M Lockwaod, Netural History, Sport, and Travel (1ondon: William H. Allen, 1878), pp.
237-238, [27.

192 \Willoughby P. Lowe, The Trail That I Always New (London: Gurney and Jackson,
1932), p. 87; Richard Owcen, deweir on the Gorifla (London: Tlaylor and Francis, 1865), p.
35,

'3 Bryden, Atoof and Karaa (note 70}, p. 13,

Harvard University - Houghton Library / Harvard University. Harvard Library bulletin. Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Library. Volume XXXIII, Number 3
(Summer 1985)



268 Harvard Libravy Bulletin

although it was possible to eat some and tame others. (Monkey-cating
was a problematic pastime. Many travelers reported that monkeys
made excellent roasts, but some found “something -extremely dis-
gusting in the idea of eating, what appears, when skinned and
dressed, so like a child.”'*%) On the scale of values that determined
the characterization of most quadrupeds, they should have registered
only moderately interesting, vet they fascinated the audicnce for
popular zoology.

The source of this fascination was, of course, the similarity of other
primates 10 human beings. This was most striking in the great apes,
who [ong before Darwin were suspected to link humans and animals.
One early cightcenth-century animal book included “a natural history
of the Male Pygmy or Chimpanzee.”'% The orangutan was somctimes
called “the wild man of the woods,” and this name may have been
understood literally as well as figuratively in an age when scientists
were not sure that all human heings belonged to the same species, ¢
(For naturalists, as for taxonomists in the tradition of Linnaeus, the
notion of family was not welded to the notion of descent or evolution. )
Captive orangutans and chimpanzees, not always clearly distin-
guished from cach other, appcared in England 10 a steady trickle
during the nincteenth century. They were popular actractions before
they succumbed to the cold, damp climate. Invariably, they werce
cxhibited in ways that emphasized their likeness to people. They ate
with table utensils, sipped tea from cups, and slept under blankets.
One orangutan displayed in London’s lixeter Change menagerie
amused itself by carefully turning the pages of an illustrated book.
At the Regent’s Park Zoo, a chimpanzee named jenny regularly wore
a flannel nightgown and robe. Apes often boasted Christian names,
which heightened the suggestiveness of clothes, forks, and books.
Tommy, a chimp who lived at the Regent’s Park Zoo in 1835-1836,
was pronounced by one admirer to be greatly supcerior in “shrewdness

104 Bingley, Awimal Bivgraphy (note 24), 1, 74; Thomas Bel, The Netnralist i Nicaragua
(London: John Murray, 1674), p. 118.

1% "homas Boreman (atrib.), A Description of Some Curious and Uncommon Creatures
Onnitted n the Description of Three Handred Animels (1ondon: Richard Ware and Thomas
Boreman, 1739, p. 1.

M6 See, for example, [one, Fuery-Day Rook (note 76), 111, 758; Bewick, General History
of Quadrupeds (note 25), p. 414, l'or some more crudite proponents of this connection, sec
Arthur (1. Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being: A Study of the Listory of an 1dea (Cambridpe,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1936), pp. 233-236.
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and sagacity . . . [to thc] human infant, and . . . for that maiter,
many grown individuals.”'%

Reports of apes’ behavier in the wild, however implausible and ill-
documented, also emphasized their closeness to humankind. They
were credited with the ability 10 use primitive tools. Orangutans, for
example, were afleged to atrack elephants with clubs and to cover
their dead with leaves and branches. '™ And they seemed 1o leel an
cmotional connection with human beings. Rumor had it that orangu-
tans were “passionately fond of women” and would carry them off
by force. A young African boy abducted by chimps returned safely
alter 2 season’s capuivity; he claimed to have been well treated, espe-
cially by the females, who had (ed him and protected him from snakes
and beasts of prey.'® -

There was also no mistaking the human connection with less
advanced primates, or quadrumanes, as members of the order werc
usually called 1n the nineteenth century, perhaps so as implicitly to
exclude two-handed humans. Although captive monkeys were not as
quick as apes to adopt human manners, wild monkeys might claim
kin in extreme circumstances. Not only did they look like babies
when cooked, they often reproached hunters for thenr thoughtless
predation. According to one sporting officer who shot a monkey in
Ceylon — and vowed never to shoot another — “nothing can be more
distressing than to sce how like human beings these poor creaturcs
apply their handlike paws to the wound, and look at their assailant
with so much sorrowful intelligence and great suffering.”!"® Another
British hunter reported rhat after one of his companions had shot a
[emale monkey, the entire troop lollowed them back to their camp,
where the Icader first threatened, then “by every token of grief and
supplication, scemed to beg the body of the deceased . . . it was given
to im: with tender sorrow he took it up in his arms, embraced it
with conjugal affection, and carried it off. . . . The artless behavior

107 Bingley, Animal Bigarapky (note 24), I, 45-50; Edward Jesse, Gleanings in Natural
History, Sccoud Series {London: John Murray, 1834), p. 40; Broderip, Zoological Recreations
(now 56}, p. 250; William Ogilby, The Netweral Listory of Alonkeys, Opossums, and Lemurs
(Londen: Charles Knight, 1838), pp. 70-71.

19 Apimal Muscrn (note 30), p. 205,

19% Robert Jameson, ct al., Narrative of Discovery and Adeenture in Africa (Edinburgh:
Oliver and Boyd, 1830}, pp. 400-401.

"0 James Camphell, Excarsions, Adventieres, and Field Sporis in Ceylon (Londan: ‘1. aud W,
Boonc, 1843), 1, 333,
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of this poor animal wrought so powerfully on the sportsmen, that
they resolved never more to level a gun at onc of thec moakey race.”!!!
‘I'he only monkeys that did not inspire this kind of sympathy and
interest were those perceived to be Jeast like people in appearance and
behavior. The doglike baboons were repeatedly described as disgust-
ing and stupid, “simply hideous and repulsive.”’*? Not only were
they a travesty of humanity — they were compared to “the most
God-lorsaken of the human race” — but some naturalisis speculated
that they represented not “a primitive form of monkey life” but one
that had degenerated.’!?

These resemblances did not raise monkeys and apes to the level of
humans, who stood majestically above the animal creation. As Wil-
ltam Jardine pointed out in the introduction to Adenkeys, the first
volume to appear in The Naturalist’s Library, “a strict comparison
between the monkey and human organization” was “guite unncees-
sary”; indeed, the human being, “infinitely preeminent” and “stamped
with a bearing lofty and digrufied,” should not even be included
withun the same “system” as the other primates.’'* But primates
challenged the conventional nineteenth-century animal hierarchy,
headed by either the dop or the horse, people’s best servants.’'’
(Besides that of the bestiary tradition, which elevated the lion and
other emblems of desiralsle human qualities, there were other possible
hierarchies, such as that suggested by St, George Mivart, who wished
to rank animals according to how well they were adapted to their
function. That criterion prompted Mivart to cclebrate the efficient
carnivores of the cat family as “the very flower and culmination of
the mammalian tree.”'') The apes’ claims to preeminence rested on
quite a different basis. One of their resemblances to human beings
was their intelligence. If reason elevated man above the beasts, argued
some zoologists, then its closest equivalent should place chimpanzees
and orangutans at the head of the animal kingdom.

10 Eorbes, Orfental AMemuirs (note 100), 1, 27-28,

"2 Richard Lydckker, Amimal Poriraiture (1 ondon: Frederick Warne, 1912), p. 24.

13 “Monkeys,” Quarterly Review, 186 (1897), 419-420; Jaweson, ctal., Adventiere in Africa
(note 109), p. 405,

' William Jardine, Aewkeys (Edinburgh: Lizars, 1833), p. 39.

'3 Bell, British Quadrupeds (note 46), p. 195; Wood, Zuggraphy (note 26), 1, 1.

116 St. George Mivart, Toe Cat: Aun Introduction v the Strdy of Backborsd Animals, Especially
Meammals (New York: Charles Seribner’s Sons, 1881), p. 491,
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Throughout the nincteentls century naturalists debated the rival
claims of dogs and apes to be top animal in terms that made it clear
that the 1ssue was not simply taxonomical. In question was the morc
fundamental principle of ranking animals accerding to their utility,
as literal servants or as instructive analogues, to mankind. Intelli-
gencee, at least of the imitative and problem-solving kind displayed
by apes, was of use only to the creature that possessed it. The
intensity and duration of the debate showed that once 1t had been
suggested, mental ability seemed a compeliing criterion for ranking
ammals. But, in the view of many combatants, intelligence did not
mecan that the apes were inevitably supcrior to other beasts. Natu-
ralists who wished to promote the rival claims of domestic animals
could emphasize what they considered to be the equally impressive
mental qualities that such creatures possessed in greater measure than
primates,

Although almost everyone who wrote about animals took a stand
on this issue, it was hard to predict who would turn up on which
side. T'here was no clear trend for ape-advocates to outnumber dog-
advocates as time passed and zoological progress accelerated, nor were
scientific naturalists more likely than amatcurs and popularizers to
make the case for primates, For example, by the beginning of the
mineteenth century, Bewick, an engraver, and William Bingley, a
wriler whose most frequent subjects were travel and biography, had
acknowledged the ascendancy of orangutans,’'” On the other hand,
as late as 1881, George J. Romanes, 2 close friend of Darwin’s and a
professional aoologlbt with a spccml interest in animal behavior, cele-
brated the “high intelligence” and “gregarious instinets” of the dog,
which gave it 4 more “massive as well as more complex” psychology
than the monkey family. Two years later Romauves revised his ranking
slightly, including both anthropoid apes and the dog on level twenty-
cight of a fifty-step ladder of intellectual development, Level twenty-
cight was characterized by “indcfinite morality” along with the capa-
city to experience shame, remorse, deceit, and the ludicrous, (Steps
nwenty-ninc through fifty were reserved for humanity; worms and
tnsect larvac occupicd step eighteen because they possessed primary
instincts and could feel the emotions of surprise and fear.) Although

U7 Bewick, General History of Onads #peds (note 25), pp. 414-413; Bingley, Animal Biography
{notc 24), 1, 44-50,
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this schema gave apes and dogs equivalent rank, Romanes was far
from thinking that they posscssed identical mental actributes. Rather,
the ape had achieved its high status through inceliect, the dog on
account of highly devcloped emotions. '

At issue was how to define animal intelligence —if, indeed, animals
could be said to possess ntelligence at all. Some naturalists denied
that animals possessed any mental qualitics besides instinets. A cor-
respondent of the Zoofngical Journal asserted that although dogs and
other animals exhibited behavior that closely mimicked such qualities
as foresight, industry, and justice, in lact they were merely perform-
ing reflex actions, like Descartes’s animal machines. ! William
Swainson considered animal intelligence to consist in the ability to
work together with others of the same species, which made it morc
characteristic of insccts than of quadrupeds, whose chief glory was
their large size.’?0 Most naturalists were more generous, however,
allowing the higher animals a grab bag of intellecrual and emotional
qualities. One representative inventory included imagination, memo-
ry, homesickness, sclf-consciousness, joy, rage, terror, compassion,
envy, cruelty, fidclity, and attachment.'?' Some naturalists adapted
the complex methods of phrenclogists, who divined gualities of
human mind and character from the external conformatiaon of the
skull, to animal heads. According to one claborate version, the quali-
tics of amativeness, philoprogenitiveness, inhabitivencss, adhcsive-
ncss, combativeness, destructiveness, secretiveness, acquisitivencss,
and constructiveness, as well as the external senses, were as common
in animals as in pcople. Animals had a lesser share of such sentiments
as sclf-cstcem, love of approbation, cautiousness, benevolence, ven-
cration, firmncss, conscientiousness, hope, marveliousness, idcality,
gaicty, and imitation, and of the ability 1o perceive individuality,
configuration, size, weight, coloring, locality, calculation, ordcr,
eventuality, time, mclody, and artificial language. The “reflective

HE Romanecs, Awimal Intelligence (nate 77), p. 439; George ). Romancs, Menta! Evolniion
i Auinrads (London: Kegan, Paul, Trench, 1883), mset, 352,

19 John Oliver French, “An Inguiry Respecting the True Nature of Instinet, and of the
Mental Distinetion between Brute Animals and Man . . . )" Zoofogical Jonrnal, 1 (March 1824)
2, 9. For a survey of changing human idcas 2bout the intclligence of animals, see Steplicn
Walker, Animad Thought (Lundon: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1983).

120 Swainson, Febils and fostincis (note 16), pp. 285-289.

121 "These and other feelings were exhaustively explored in Edward Pete Thompson, 74e

Posstons of Amimals (London: Chapman and Hall, 1851),

Harvard University - Houghton Library / Harvard University. Harvard Library bulletin. Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Library. Volume XXXIII, Number 3
(Summer 1985)



274 Harvmrd Library Bullettn

faculties™ of comparison and causality were reserved “principally, if
not wholly” te humankind.’??

Such systems inextricably confounded emotional and intellcctual
capacities. Phrenological analysis revealed, for example, that large
foreheads, which indicated intelligence and tamability, were more
common in domestic than in wild animals, although the seal posscssed
“uncommon intelligence”; it also showed that the organ of adhesive-
ness was extremely pronounced in the dog, and the organ of ama-
tiveness was better developed in the males of all species than in the
females, '*} Analyses based on animal obscrvation were equally impre-
cise, Casual observers might recognize intelligence in the way a dog
hid on Sundays to avoid being chained while his master went 10
church or the way pigs, “if they hear one of their companions in
distress , . . endeavor to assist him to the utmost of their power.”124
oven serious and self-conscious mvestigators were apt to define intel-
ligence as the most impressive and appealing behavior of their pets.
Although Romanes was well aware of the pitfalls of ancedotal obser-
vation, he used his lavorite terrier Mathal 1o illustrate the “exalted
level to which sympathy has attained” and the “intelligent affection
from which it springs” in the dog.'??

An indication of the mix of mental qualities that naturalists valued
in animals — and perhaps also of their desire to distinguish clearly
between animal and human mental capacities — was the fact that
well into the last part of the nincteenth century “sagacity” was the
standard term for intelligence demonstrated by animals. An individ-
ual animal or species might be described as “intelligent,” ut the word
“intelligence” was reserved for human capacitics. Conversely, if
“sagacity” were attribited 1o human beings, 1t often had an ironic or
less than flattering undertone. Sagacity could comfortably be
stretched to describe a variety of mental phenomena, The phrasc
“animal sagacity” in the title of a book or article often signalled an
abstract discussion of mstinet or intelleet, the kind of discussion that
might conclude by appreciating the intelligence of apes. But in the

122 “xnimal Phrenology,” e Farrier and Naturatise, 1 (Febraary and March 1828), 71-75
anl 106-109,

23 fhid,, 72, 74-75, 106-107; Rennie, Alphabet of Zsology (note 12), p. 105; Hamilton,
Ampbibious Carnivora (note 70), p. 81,

123 Jesse, Gleanings . . with Local Recollections (note 53), pp. 20, 96.

123 Romanes, Merial Evelution in Amimeals (vote 118), pp. 234-235, 240.
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common usage of naturalists, “sagacity” indicated not the ability to
manipulate mechanical contraptions or solve logical problems but a
more diffuse kind of mental power: the ability 1o adapt 1o human
surroundings and to please man, A somewhat circular caleulation
made the most intelligent animals the best servants.

If doubn existed about which was the most intelligent animal, the
dog was clearly the most sagacious. The literature of natural history
(and ol dog appreciation) brimmed with evidence of ingenious loyalty.
One canine hero barked at an approaching coach until 1t stopped,
thus saving the lile ol 1its master, who lay drunk in the road; another
awakened its more admirable master, who had fallen aslecp over a
book, to warn him that the bed curtains had caught fire from the
unsnuffed candle. ‘FThe noble terrier Greyfriars Bobby watched over
his master’s grave in an Edinburgh churchyard for fourteen years,
and other dogs refused food after their masters died until they them-
selves expired of hunger and grief.’2¢ Tt was “the only animal who
always knows his master, and the (riends of the family,”!?” The only
possible rival 10 the dog on these grounds was the horse, whose
“understanding,” in the view of its most fervent admirers, was
“superior to that of any other animal.” (The mental aptitudes of the
“docile and gentle” horse were particularly well suited to assist people
and not to annoy them; though sagacious, the horse was “totally
devoid ol the cunning” of somce troublesome animals.'?®) The ele-
phant, another loyal servant, was also acclaimed for its “almost human
wisdom,” whereas the unsubmissive cat was pointedly denied “the
sagacity, approaching almost to human reason, of the Dog.”t?®

Appreciation of animal intelligence, especially as displayed by
apes, might have undermuned the structure that humanity had
imposcd on the natural world or challenged the animal hicrarchy that
valued obedient servants. But the concept of sagacity reinforeed
human dominion. [t could be defined so that the animals that exem-
plified obedient subordination had the largest measure. In addition,
the position of primates in the animal hierarchy could be made to

126 Jesse, Gleatings, Thivd Series (note 44), pp. 13-16, 34; Vorhes Macgregor, The Story of
Greyfriars Bobly (Iidinburgh: The Ampersand, 1981).

127 [Fenn), The Rational Dame (notc 29}, p. 41.

128 The Awimal Muscunr (note 30), p. 1.

129 Jameson, Nerrative (note 109), p. 423; William Rhind, The Feline Specics (Edinburgh:
Frascr, 1834), p. 147.
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scem less anomalous. Apes too were uscful to man, although in a
morc abstract way than domestic animals. T'he strongest similarity
beween people and apes was in “external appearance”; they resembled
humans closcly in the face, nostrils, ears, teeth, eyelashes, nipples,
arms, hands, fingers and fingernails. '3 But even though “the form
and organs . . . so ncarly resemble those of mankind,” according to
one writer, “we arc surprised to find (them productive of so few
advantages.”*! Apes could not talk or think, and it was frequently
remarked that young animals scemed the most Jike humans {pcrhaps,
in phrenclogical terms, because their foreheads were higher), while
“untameable ferocity and brutality . . . have been uniformly the
concomitants of age.”?? A few vocal obscervers were repelled by the
physical resemblance between primates and people, but most appar-
cently found it engaging. Not enly did they flock to see live apes on
display, but the illustrations of apes in natural history hooks often
exaggerated the humanness of their proportions and visages.!*? In a
way, apes presented a living gloss on human superiority. As Swainson
justificd the attention he had devoted to them, “we have been particu-
larly interested in Quadrinana, as their arrangement involved a ques-
tion of much higher importance — the station of Afe# in the scale of
being,”!3

A New I'OUNDATION

The publication of Charles Darwin’s On 2be Origin of Species in 1859
is usually considered to mark the beginning of a new era in the study
of life, superseding the static, human-dominated hierarchy claborated
by generations of naturalists. The very terms “paturalist” and “natu-
ral history” were soon to acquire an old-fashioned ring, as they werce
replaced by the more technical-sounding “zoologist” and “biology.”
Darwin's theory of evolution by natural selection eliminated the deity

130 Auimal Alssean (note 309, p. 204; “T. Teltruth,” ¥he Nataral Hisiory of Four-footed
Beasts (London: E. Newbury, 1781), pp. 72-73.

U Awimal Musenni (note 30y, p. 206.

'32 Jardine, Monkeys (note 114), p. 9, Broderip, Zoslogical Recreations (note 56), p. 217,

133 See, for cxample, the ovanputans in Bewick, General History of Quadrupeds (note 25);
lidward Donovan A Natwralist's Repository of Frotic Natural History (London: W. Simpkin and
R. Marshall, 1822-1824), 2 vols.; Church, Cabinet of Quadruped: (nore 63); Charles Knight,
Picrorial Muserin of Animaied Nutare (note 76); and Richavd Lydekker, Awimal Portvaiture (note
112).

134 Swainson, Nataral History aud Classification of Quadrupeds (note 55), p. 98.
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who had created the world for human convenience; it also eliminated
the unbridgeable gulf that divided the reasoning human from the
irrational brute. Ow the Origiir of Spectes dethroned God almost imptic-
itly; and rather than focusing directly on humanity, Darwin cutlined
an claborate schema in which people had ne especially prominent
place. In subsequent works, such as 7he Descent of Man (1871) and 1he
Lxpression of the Emotions tn Man and Animals (1872), he argued that
the human mind as well as the human body had developed directly
{rom animal forerunners.

Revolutionary though it was from many points of view, however,
Darwin’s theory of evolution did not prescribe any real break in the
tradition of descriptive natural history. Naturalists, after all, had
always rccognized an analogy between the human and the animal
spheres. Iiven the most outrageous feature ot The Lapression of the
Emetions — the illustrations that smplicitly compared cats and dogs
and apes to people — had Enlightenment roots. Charles LeBrun, a
seventeenth-century I'rench artist whose manuals were widely used
in cighteenth-century England, had suggested that painters could
learn to depict certain human character traits by studying animals,
Afier identilying an animal’s temper, they were to “search in their
Phystognomy the Parts which, particularly mark certain predomi-
nating Aflfections.” For example, since “swine . . . are nasty, lascivi-
ous, gluttonous, and lazy,” scrutiny of their countenances would help
artists represent similar qualities in humans.!®® Nor, in the post-
Darwinian era, was there much need to regroup on the systematic
level. Although the taxonomy established by Linnaeus and his prede-
cessors had not implied a dynamic of development and progression,
it did not insist on stasis.

[n some ways, the theory of cvolution was a natural extension of
the work of mastering the natural world carnestly begun by Enlight-
enment naturalists and their seventeenth-century predecessors. And
it was a still more poweriful assertion of human intellectual domination
— the power to perceive or impase patterns — than the systems of
classification on which it was based. Although it eliminated both the

133 The main differences between human and animal visages, according to LeBrun, were
matters of detail and praportion, such as that animals’ eyes were nearer to their noses and
that human eyebrows met over the nose, whercas thase of animals did nat. Chartles J.eBrun,

Cunference . . . upon Expression, General and Particnlar; and An Abridoement of a Conference . . .
apon Physiggnomy (London: John Smith, Edward Cooper and David Mortier, 1701}, pp. 44-
46.
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divine sanction for human domination and the separation between
man and beast, it did not diminish human superiority. Indeed, it
described the very process by which this superiority had been estab-
lished. If humans were animals, they were the top animals; and with
God out of the picture, the source ol human preeminence lay within,
Ironically, by becoming animal, humankind appropriated some attri-
butes formerly reserved to the deity. And in “the struggle for life,”
as the subtitle ol Ou the Origin of Species put it, the other animals were
still ranked according 10 their relation to humanity, This ranking was
expressed maore starkly than in most pepular natural historics — the
stakes were survival rather than approval or attention. To the extent
that people dominated the environments in which animals lived, dogs
and horses would multiply, while tigers and wolves dwindled,

This new continuity between animals and people made it even
easier to represent human competition and the social hierarchies crea-
ted by those who prevailed in terms of animals, as the line between
metaphor and simple analogy began to fade. On the Beagle voyage,
the sight of the Tasmanian tribesmen, whose numbers were dimin-
1shing as the English population increased, had led Darwin to reflect
that “the varieties of man seem to act on each other in the same way
as the different species of animals — the stranger always extirpating
the weaker.”"* Animals became the types, not just of domestic ser-
vants and other laborers, but of the many peoples Europeans subju-
gated in the course of the nineteenth century.

Nor was it difficulc to incorporate evolutionary theory within the
conventional format of popular zoology. In 1883 Arabella B. Buckley,
a friend of Alfred Russel Wallace, whaose convergence on evolutionary
theory spurred Darwin to compose Ow the Origin of Species, published
an up-to-date children’s book entitled The Winsiers in Life’s Race, or the
(rreal Backboned Fanuly. Although she announced her intention “rather
to follow the tide of life, and sketch in broad outline, how structurc
and habit have gone hand-in-hand in filling every available space with
hiving beings, than to multiply descriptions of the various specics,”
‘Thomas Bewick would have recognized most of her major categories.
He would not have been surprised to find monkeys and apes described
next to insectivores and rodents, the orders they most closely resem-

136 Fbe Voyage of the Beagle (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday and the American Muscum
of Natural History, 1960}, p. 433.
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bled, rather than “standing at the head of the animal kingdom™; that
1s where he had placed them bimself. Many of Buckley’s characteri-
zations of specific animals would alse have seemed familiar: for exam-
ple, the “cowardly™ jackal and the “dcgencrate” gorilla, “equal neither
in beauty, strength, discernment, nor in any of the nobler qualities,
to the faithful dog, the courageous lion, or the half-reasening ele-
phant.’"*” Darwin may have transformed the relation between
humans and the other animals in principle, but the egalitarianism he
had suggested by including humankind among the beasts had little
practical effect, even on the thinking of naturalists. 8 Mare influential
was his notion of the survival of “the vigorous, the healthy and the
happy,” which scemed to justify and even celebrate human ascend-
ancy.'?” Animals remained the symbols of various orders within
human hicrarchies, as well as the victims of human control.

U7 Buckley, Fhe Winners in Life’s Race, or the Great Backboned Fansily (New York: ID.
Applcton, 1883), pp. vi, 240, 285, 255.

13% For an exploration of 1the multivalence af Darwin's work, see Gillian Beer, Darcwin’s
Plots; Evolationary Narrative in Darwin, George Lhiot and Nincteenth-Centery Ficzion (London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1983), ch. 4.

137 Charles Darwin, O the Origin of Species (1859, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1964), p. 79
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looking back, he concluded: “if 1 had devoted my time to writing for
the Harbinger, in my own private room, where thought & pen could
run freely & in unison, instead of frictering away time & strength,
& in fact, destroying my Herculean health, in the mechanical details
of the office, it would have becn no worse for the paper, & greatly
better for myself.”*

8510 April 1849, in Edith Roclker Curtis, A Season i Utopia: The Story of Brook Farm
{(New York: Thomas Nelson, 1961), pp. 323-324,
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