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Abstract

Throughout the nineteenth century, a diverse array of wildlife arrived in London, the
center of both a nation and a global emp®ace in Britain, live animals were exhibited for
adoring, middleanduppeic | ass audi ences in two of the city
venues, the Exeter Change Menagerie and the London Zoological Gatdexsvisitors
interacted with animals byiewing, feeding, touching, and riding upon them, all ways
formulated to consume an animal that, unlike pets, could not actually be purchased by the
average Briton. In lieu of this constraint, these modes of interaction provided a way for visitors
to feel asense of transitory ownership over these creatures, thereby turning interactions with
animals into a sort of immaterial capital to British consumers. Many animals were already dead
before they arrived in Britad including dinosaurs harbored in the eaghdon$ or died in
London afteralife in captivity. Just as living creatures were exhibited, so too were deceased
animals displayed incgentific museums, exhibitiomenues, and entertainment halls. Britons
flocked to see and touch these enormous taxigsramd skeletons, astounded that such colossal
creatures had been captured and supplanted from their natural environment for perpetual display
in the metropolis. Bridging the gap between life and death and exemplifying the contentions of
each priorchapte, t hi s thesis concludes by examining

through London, from histimeacgn on t he st a gdeplay longhfiershisdektle | et o n €
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Introduction
Alt is quite a world of itself, 0 exclaimed au
his son, Thomas, and friend, Jeremiah, to the London Zoological Gardens irdieisomgki
Wicked London They began their visit by watching th
very artfully, o0 before moving next to the sto

gangly walk! The sea lions were delightful entertainmepgrforming a variety of stunts,

prompting Ross to claim that the seal 6s ki sse

seen in t’AbeGaprdenas eohouse was next, where RO
by standing too closetotheg@ b by monkeys. Al am not anything
as | was hal f a®Natdampenieg thaigeathusiasm, dowevergthk trio

progressed to feed a disinteredied and an elephant with an insatiable appetite before ending
the day by meeting the famous hippopotamus Oba)
middeaged, marri‘%ed gentl eman. o

The following day the tavisitedt he fAmost curious and interes:c
atthe British Museuni Ross introducethe chidrento the Museunwith an anecdote about
preserved animalprepaing them forexhibits waiting insideAs a child, Ross was exposed to
specimen§ r om an uncle who, Tfus e d°Eveosinsethe haibftepi ns t h
wondered why, and witiger to be stuck pins through and to be labelled with a hard name is the

end and object of butterfly existence. . . An

! Charles H. Rosd)icked London. A Good Guidieondon: Henry Vickers, 1881), 14.
2 Ross,Wicked Londonl4.
3 Ross,Wicked Londonl4.
4 Ross,Wicked London]5.
5 Ross,Wicked Londonl7.
6 Ross,Wicked Londonl6.



a calmer spirit, without Rossmulledweehthédeathagthed i ng an
fate awaiting deceased creatures was preservation by humarehandshhe t ook a A medi
through the British Museum, 0 while much to hi
mummies. This unwholesome entertainment upses Ros sensi ti ves by displ
ancient royal 6s c &Nameatelsss, heofoundremoymentingha Egyptianb | i ¢ .
Gall ery by Acontemplating the mummy of a sacrtr
preserved creaturés.

R o s s @unt isanotwnique among other contemporary commentators on both living and
preserved animals in nineteerg@ntury Britain. His interactions with living animals and his
curiosity for specimens place his account within a shared, collective recorded mogefieis
thesis seeks to provide a detailed account of
entertainments throughout the nineteenth centuexamines London, sinéewas wherdi T h e
nati onbs populat sc ulemahromdhalihé mirateertheehturowing to
its status as a centerloftht he nati on and Britainds gl obal em
Altick.° This thesis argues that Britons interacted with exhibited animals in a leisurely,
pleasurable, unscientific fashion wherebgividuals consumed the displayed creatures as
unaquirable commodities. Most Britons could afford neither to purai@s® maintain these
animals However interactingwith them created memorable experiences and a sense of
transitory ownership, forminigito a memory that served as immaterial capital. Despite a
growing interest in natur al hi story, the prev

and that exhibits drew their customers overwhelmingly from the ranks of the raddl@pper

7 Ross,Wicked London15-16.

8 Ross,Wicked London16.

9 Ross Wicked London16.

10 Richard Altick. The Shows of Londo&&mbridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1978), 3.



classes, Britons interacted with living animals in an unknowing manner by engaging in sensory
stimulation, artificial fright, and anthropomorphic entertainméhBEor specimens, visitors
likewise were beholden to sheakdawe tactics when gazing up at collsskeletons and
enormous taxidermies, all rendered in collections that compared the diminutive human body to
the megalithic proportions of wild behemoths. Understanding the everyday experiences of
Britons engaging with animal exhibitions aids historiatsnapting to understara moment
when a societgrappled with a burgeoning modeleisure based on interaction with other
creatures that, in under a century, shifted from a relgteseclusiveto atremendouslyopular
form of mass entertainment acrobe Western world.
Most of the research on live animal exhibitions in nineteeptitury Britain focuses on
the London Zoo, owing to its primacy as the first British zoo and its status as the foremost
zoological institution in the British Empire. Harriett®, in her groundbreaking studies of
animals inVictorian Britain,argues that both domestic and exotic animalew&wed chiefly
by nineteenttt e nt ury Britons as mani pul ative objects
Enlightenment ideology? Displayingani mal s i n Londonés early exhi
Exeter Change Menagerie, projected British dominance over foreign societies and exotic
animals, the latter which also entailed controlling nature. This dual domination was furthered in
the London Zopwhich served as an even greater projector of British hegemony over nature and

the foreign. When viewing Victorian humamimal interactions, Ritvo sees a power dynamic at

11 Bernard LightmanYictorian Popularizers of Science: Designing Nature for New Audiei@gisago:University
of Chicago Press, 2007)3l 16887,21923; Peter Baileyl eisureand Class in Victorian EnglandRational
Recreation and the Contest for Canitr18361885(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1978)% 53538, 5657,
67, 170;Sadiah QureshReoples on Parade: Exhibitions, Empire, and Anthropology in Nineteeaiiury Britain
(Chicago:University of Chicago Press, 20),12-4, 7-8, 47-98, 10708.

12 Harriet Ritvo,The Animal Estate: The English and Other Creatures in Victorian Endf@aachbridge Mass:

Harvard University Press, 1989); Harriet Ritvo, fAThe O]
Z 0 o s New Worntds New Animalsd. R. J. Hoage and William A. Deiss (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins
Uni versity Press, 1996) ; Harriet Ritvo, iZool ogi cal No |

Victorian Science in Contextd. Bernard Lightman (Chicago: University of ChicagesB, 1997).



work whereby visitors exerted dominance over a creature when interacting vatreitaimple,
when feeding an animéat.

Ritvods interpretation remains the dominan
also claims that the London Zoo served as a showcase for glorifying the imperial mission by
corralling exotic animals that Bahs consumed through sight (equivocating sight to control in
the imperial context) and which combined spectacle with imperial prestige to produce the
ii mperi al YMOmwahgeirn arteicoemn.tdo wor ks al so continue to
John Simonsragues that London6és ani madwithemgiréeand t i ons |
therefore an imperial lens of analysis must be utilized to rightfully understand its cultural
impact!® Sarah Amato understands the London Zoo as an imperialistic enterprisartadt
wild, captive beasts stationed in the civilized metropbRe s pi t e focusing on Ma
Zoo, Ann Colley likewise sees it exemplifying the ideologies of industrialization and empire,
whereby these two interconnected themes worked togethertofglgr Br i t ai no¥ i mper
Even when viewing the London Zoo through contemporary art, Diana Donald claims that
artwork depicted the subjugation of exotic animals while advancing the tripartite ideology of
empire, exploration, and sciente.

Not everyhistorian is satisfied with the prevalence of empire as an investigatory

framework. Takashi Ito, for example, argues that the imperial interpretation of the London Zoo

13 Ritvo, Animal Estate11-14, 21011, 220.

“YRobert W. JoneseatilTde Si gaitlgndohZaB modi rCdrd d umapteibon of t h
Journal of Victorian Culture? (1997), 47.

15 John SimonsThe Tiger that Swallowed thigoy: Exotic Animals in Victorian Englar(@aringdon: Libri

Publishing, 2012), x.

16 Sarah AmatoBeastly Possessions: Animals in Victorian Consumer Cufflmeonto: University of Toronto

Press, 2015), 18.

17 Ann C. Colley,Wild Animal Skins in Victorian Bain: Zoos, Collections, Portraits, and MafiNew York:

Routledge, 2014), 17.

8 Diana DonaldPicturing Animals in Britain: ¢. 1750850(London: Paul Mellon Centre, 2008), 185.



ihas been %itodams that yiewiagthe @oo as an extension of empire is

unsatisfactory since many of its animals hailed from outside the empire and that collecting and

displayingwildlife was possible chiefly on accounttbfe desire for scientific advancement.

Furthermore, |l to cont ends tperercesissisguigedsima@ i r e t

the heyday of imperialistic ideology broadcast through channels of popular entertainment

occurred |l ate in the century and cannot be re

existence&? Lastly, Ito believes the insistenoen e mpi re di stances the Zoo

leisurely venues, like music halls, wherein numerous influences manifested beyond the empire to

produce vi si £torcénendsthatdivergeet mterpretative models, such as

popular science ohe everyday experience, must be utilized to understand the extent that

i mperialism played in zoogoerds experiences.

enmphasizing an imperial lerexclusivelymise s t he average .Griggogoer s e X

proposes that Britons visited animal exhibitions to gaze upon interesting wildlife on their own

accord instead of only absorBing a foreign cr
Despite these complicating argument® insistence on an imperial perspective for

understanding preserved animal exhibitions remains prev@Al8een in this light, these

speci mens are comparable to the foreign treas

collectors?* Both imperialism and collecting arésa crucial in Sujit Sivasundandé s account o

19 Takashi ItoLondon Zoo and the Victorians, 182859(Woodbridge: The Boyell Press, 2014), 17.

201to, London Zog54.

211to, London Zog55.

22 Caroline GrigsonMenagerie: The History of Exotic Animals in Englgi@kford: Oxford University Press,
2016), 26465.

23 Simons Exotic Animals in Victorian England 71; ColleyWild Arimal Skins 4-5; Amato,Beastly Possessions
18.

24 Maya Jasanoffzdge of Empire: Lives, Culture, and Conquest in the East,-1850(New York: Vintage, 2005),
9-10.



wayfaring British missionaries serving as imperial agents in the P&udflissionaries gathered

natural artifacts for display in London that lionized the empire and condemned natives whose
existence was tightly interwoven with the natwakld.?® Sivasundana contends that Britons

took pride that industrialization had significantly distanced their society from nature. In fact, the
distance between nature and the modern, urban consumer is one broader hypothesis to explain
the rise of natwal history museums across nineteecghtury Europe. Liv Thorsen, Karen Rader,

and Adam Dodd argue that although Western Europeans distanced themselves from nature
throughout the century, many still sought a connection with it. Animal exhibitions sersed th

end, whereby Europeans equated preserved animals as fundamentally similar to living animals
and interacted with them in an unscientific fasmMbAble to reach innumerable visitors and kept

for decades, preserved animals presented a shrewd tacticeématake visiblé® Similarly,

Rachel Poliquin argues that animals transported to Britain throughout the century were so

alluring that their deaths also inspired memorializatid.o | i qui n att aches a fin
l ongingo to t hes e uvanmrs:intarhptete teriaders of theairlifee ldlineas s o
with Thorsen, Rader, and Dodd, Poliquin contends that specimens bound humans to nature, since
they manifestetl h éesir@s and daydreams surrounding human relationships with and within the
natural worldd®® The historiography thus is shifting from viewing specimens exclusively as

expressions of empire to seeing them serve as a catalyst working to splice humanity and nature in

an era when industrialization and urbanization increasingly distanced the two.

25 Sujit Sivasundaranijature and the Godly Empire: Science and Evangelical Mission iRdhific, 17951850
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 5, 12.

26 Sivasundaramiature and Godly Empirel 79, 187.

27 Liv Emma ThorsenKaren A. Radgrand Adam Dodd, edsAnimals on Display: The Creaturely in Museums,
Zoos, and Natural HistorgUniversity Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2014), 3.

28 Thorsen, Rader, and Dodélnimals on Display3.

2% Rachel PoliquinThe Breathless Zoo: Taxidermy and the Cultures of Lon@imiyversity Park: Pennsylvania State
University Press, 2012), 3.

30 Poliquin, The Breathless Zo®.



Empire and animal exhibitions were certainly interlinked. However, as Ito proposes,
other factors also must be examined to provide a holistic visitor expefiehice.
hi storiographydés overemphasis on empirye has f
adheres to Itobdéds claim that a reductionist ap
oversaturating shade of empire smothers the panoply of divergent experiences that occurred
there32 This thesis seeks to fill the gap in the literature by contendinigthmuch richer, more
nuanced visitor experience lies beneath the insistence on empire not only in the London Zoo, but
also in the Exeter Change Menagerie. By examining heemanal interaction through other
modes: sensory engagement, artificial fear,amttiropomorphization, it will show that
nineteentkcenturyB r i t eacountérs with exhibited animalere defined by more than
i mperial chauvinism, supporting Grigsonds bel
facilitated visitor interest. By uncoxiag new interactive methods, the prevailing narrative of
Britons consuming imperial ideology when attending animal exhibitions becomes one experience
among many instead of tlealy experience. Furthermore, while some historians have begun
movingaway frorLondon t o examine other British zoos,
animal exhibitions still have much to tell us about huraaimal interaction in nineteenth
century Britain.

Theimperial thesis likewise remains prevalent in the historiographprieserved
specimens in nineteenttentury Britain, bualsohas been encroached on by recent scholarship
that asserts specimens made nature visible tmnact a modernizing populace witte natural
world. Whereas previous scholarship has reiteratedging to reconnect with nature, this

research proposes that the prevalent connection was not positive in that Britons saw themselves

31to, London Zoo and the Victorian$4-15.
32t0, London Zoo and the Victorians4-55.



as but one part of an interconnected natural world, but as the apex predator subjugating all other
animal life. As Poligin asserts, connecting with nature is not inherently positive; it can manifest
as rejection and destructidhCollecting and displaying specimens to assert dominance through
a mausoleum of nature functions similarly. In this framework, specimens conBeitters$ to
nature in a selaggrandizing mode by placing Victorian humans as the preeminent living being
across eons of time and miles of earth. Dominion over nature, despite appearing to beglistanc
(as evidenced in Sivasundarp actually served ascnnection to nature. Whereas Ritvo claims
that animal exhibitions expressed British dominion over nature, historians have not claimed a
similar relationship concerning preserved spe
claim that collections seed as examples of dominating nature. It thus also strengthens Jesse
Oak Taylordéds recent claim that London represe
as nineteenticentury Londoners created a polluted sky they too made nature perpetubléy vis
in an urban metropolis through the exhibition of living and preserved animal speéfmens.

This thesis is composed of three chapters. The first examines living creatures in the
Exeter Change Menagerie and the London Zoological Gardens. It arguéetinhy creatures
contained in these venues were experienced as commodities by visitors, however, ones that had
to be engaged with only in their respective venues since they were unable to take them home.
Visitors instead engaged with and consumed thesstures through sensory interaction; both
sight and touch provided consumers interactive modes that produced a plethora of emotional
reactions that served as virtual souvenirs of their encounters. Meanwhile, visitors demarcated
creatures ifictivifAwizledl® aradp s, desiring respect

be provided by members from a particular group. Anthropomorphization helped civilize animals

33 Poliquin, The Breathless Zo®.
34 Jesse Oak Taylom,he Sky of our Manufacture, The London Fog in British Fiction from DickeWsoblf
(Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 2016)21



in Britonsd minds, |l eading to selectedscreatu
ate human food, and were reported upon in the popular press like contemporary human
celebrities. By examining living creatures throughout the century, this chapter seeks to uncover
what brought visitors to live animal exhibitions and how they interagigdanimals while
there.

The second chapter analyzes preserved specimens in the British Museum, the Hunterian
Collection at the Royal College of Surgeons, and a haofifather popular exhibitiomenues
throughout London. Just as consumers engagediwiitly creatures as commaodities by
interactions through sight and touch, they did the same with preserved speaiinaihsvith
differentresults. Sensory interactiordl®ritons to hone in on the largest specimens on display,
the preponderance of whiclalr gue served as representations o
largest creatures nature had everproduced. | i f e, an ani mal 6s habits
stir the visitordéds i magination, crenadathag f anc
ani mal 6s stati c bandngomplate raminegel of itdey explasnmgwhye d a s
Britons interacted differently with living and deceased anintatamining a diversity of
contemporary reactions to the colossal, fietailingenormousreatureémeasurements
guidebookdo recounting the astonishmenattBritons produced when gazing upgigantic
iguanodons, this chapter examines the infatuation with giant specimens that brought Britons to
exhibitions throughout the century.

The thrd and final chapter serves as a case study that builds on the insights of the two
preceding chapters by examining the life and death of the celebrity elephant Chunee. It uses the
events of his fifteetyear life in London and his subsequent postmortentenas for over a

century to support the arguments featurethe prior chapters, and by doing so it attempts to



show how Chun e e éidicative dfia widedphendmermoa. Afeer ekamining how
Chuneeds si t u areviousgontsntigothe chapter @rclades with a final claim on
the hunananimaldivide in nineteentitentury Britain. It argues that by examining the outrage
t hat occurred as the result of the pachyder mo
human and animal, ariterefore wild and civized occurred that madeany Britons
profoundly uncomfortable.

This research thus provides further insights into the complex web of human and animal
interaction, one complicated by the alienation of the natural relationship betweams and
animals that arose in modernity. Britons from across the empire experienced animal exhibitions
in London, the epicenter of tamtainments in the Anglavorld throughout the nineteenth century.
Consumers interacted with living creatures in wagsaticed from the prevalent focus on empire
through sensory interaction, artificial danger, and anthropomorphization. Visitors too found
deceased animals interesting, and ventured to see colossal specimens whose collections projected
dominance over naturBy understanding how Britons interacted with a new form of
entertainment that became commonplace by the end of the century, the field of leisure studies
and a more holistic picture of everydBritish culture can also be comprehendddw Britons
perceivedanimals, some wild and some seemingly human, some alluring and others hideous, and
somerepresenting the largest creatut@gver exist, collectively reveals insights into British
culture by understanding not just how, bigowhich, animals the Victoans found especially
entertaining.

There is no definitive reason why humans enjoy interacting with animals. However, as
this study suggests, one principal reason is that animals provide humanity with what it desires: a

sense of entertainment, an alluriigject, or a controlled body that projects a sensriofan

1C



power. Victorians used animals to facilitate numerous modes of entertainment, and their
successors largely continue this practice today. Our contemporary society is not the first to
interact withexotic or ancient animals in the confines of a zoo or museum, and we will not be the
last. Understanding the continuing evolution of huraammal interactioashows how this
phenomenon is heavily influenced by changing cultural ideologies, social coosisueind

geopolitical interactions.

11



Chapter 1
AWell Worthy the I nspection of the
Consuming Live Animal Exhibitions in Nineteenth-Century London

Alf | have cares on my mieyddohdétcomastsotthlee
| recognize my friends,®my enemies, i
William Thackeray

In the 1903 edition oBunday Reading for the Yoynmturalist Theodore Wood penned the
article AThe Zoo: Past and ZProése mti ,sd owthlyi. c Hl heex
hi ppopotamus warranted speci al attention in W

creature that produced intense fanfare upon his arrival in London in 1850:

The public was immensely interested. And men, women, and ehitdrned out

in the thousands to see it. Every station was thronged as the special train which
conveyed the animal passed by. . . At last the little hippopotamus reached the
Gardens, at a total cost of over one thousand pounds, and for many months

afterwads the hippopotamus house was the principal centre of attrdtion.

After describing the commotion of transportat
new abode. The hippods popul ar iRunchdesgripddlde d on
transformation into a cultwural 1 con, the muse
friend at the Zoological Gardens, is certainly not beautiful. Hey may be odd. He is grotesque. We

are therefore, the more surprised, to see him figureasa k of art é What his e
ford we have no?Whlatgpiegltaffable forbis adoring fans, Obaysch harbored a

temper that made keepers fearful. Perhaps this stemmed from his isolation; he was the only hippo

35William ThackerayRoundabout PaperdNew York: AMS Press, 1968), 104.
3¢ Sunday Reading for the Youfdgew York: E.& J. B. Young & Co., 1903), 76
S T h gpopbitamus is a New CharactéBunch Vol. 19 (1850), 92.

12



in Britain. To rectify this he was provided with a mate named Adhela. The pair suffered through
the deaths of two offspring before she successfully birthed and reared a calf named Guy Fawkes.
Adhela was notorialy possessive dfer calf: keepers had to blast her with a water hm$ake
the infant away for medical tests. Ultimately, this calf matured to become the animal Wood
described in his article, the | one biological

Obayschoés experience at the LonaBitsh Zoo enc
obsession with foreign fauna during the nineteenth century. His exotic image was constructed by
his location of capture, an island on the White Nile. He journeyed to England as an eminent
Victorian on steamship and railroad car. Once in Londemnwés not placed in a cage but in a
Ahomeo equipped with a Abat h, o-loegranmivest. He hen p
was attractive to the senses, especially sight. This is not say he was beautiful; most visitors
derided him as comical or hide® These practices all anthropomorphized the animal, creating a
creature functioning akin to a human in the public consciousness. Despite this, he remained
animalistic by being territorially aggressive and having tantrums, but these uncivilized behaviors
were glossed over with a facade of propriety. Viewed by zoogoers as a civilized animal, the
spectacle surrounding Obaysch6s-centuryBgitonsn capt i
consumed exotic animal entertainments.

A panoply of foreign creature@sached London throughout the nineteenth century owing
to an expanding British Empire and increased predation by animal traders. These factors allowed
middle-class Britons to experience an extensive array of interesting B&@kis preponderance

ofandacessibility to, Londonds ani mal entertain

BPaul S. White, AmhmaExper Vimefitnkiigaith AnBnals Neww Parspettivesn
Anthropomorphismed. Lorraine Daston and Gregg Mitm@ew York: Columbia University Press, 2005), 59.

13



described by Sadiah QureshiOnce in the metropolis, exoticiamals served as commodities in
themarketplace, however, not in the traditional sense as most Britons couldffexeithe

hefty purchase price of, for example, a rhinoceros. Pet keeping was prevalent in Britain
beginning with elites during the eighteenth century and spread to ruiddieconsumers

throughout the nineteenth centdfyn this context, the typicalgst was a small creature, such as

a dog, cat, other small mammal like a guinea pig, or exotic songbird. However, while these
animals became cheaper over time which democratized their accessibility to become
synonymous withhe middle clasesmost creaturethat served as attractions at exhibitions, like
the aforementioned rhinoceros, remained unacquirable to the majority of the British populace.
Unable to purchase these exhibited animals, Britons formulated ways that allowed for sensory
interaction to servas a method of consuming an otherwise unobtainable commaodity. In this
chapterés initial argument, both proprietors
based upon interaction with living creatures through visual and tactile experiences. Wheereas t
historiography of consumerism has focused on acquirable commodities, exhibited animals were
consumed in similar ways to enticing goods by relying on familiar advertising methods, like

exoticism, and harboring comparable attractive qualities examplenovelty.

Consumers desiring inter act sesand ceimtthhttha ni ma |
myriad attractive opportunities avalble in live animal exhibitionsuch as showcasing beauty or

depi ct i n gsupparstheadotien shat yvisitorattended animal exhibitions seeking

3% Sadiah Qreshi,Peoples on Parade: Exhibitions, Empire, and Anthropology in Nineteé@atiury Britain
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 20113, 2

40 Harriet Ritvo,The Animal Estate: The English and Other Creatures in Victorian Endf2achbridge Mass.
Harvad University Press, 1989ngrid Tague Animal Companions: Pets and Social Change in Eighte€ethitury
Britain (University Park: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2015); Louise E. Rdtbpisant Slaves and
Pampered Parrots: Exotic Anirtgain EighteentkiCentury ParigBaltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press,
2002); Kathleen KeteBeasts in the Boudoir: Petkeeping in Ninetee@ntury ParigBerkeley: University of
California Press, 1994).
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interactions with animalasopposed to engaging primarily social comparison with different

Britons as other scholars have argued. They contend that the London Zoo shared this tendency

with other popular Victoriaertertainmeny e nues and evefHoweverdonods str
contemporary evidence suggests instead that the animals represented the primary visitor
attraction consumed at Londonds zoos and mena
final argument ishat while attending exotic animal exhibitions, visitors were caught up in a
romanticized spectacfé Britons left exhibitions with new sights, sounds, and experiences that,

while entertaining, held little educational value despite contemporary clainsotigtit to place

them within the centuryds ideas of rational r
Victorian pastime$ Altogether, these arguments provide an explanation for how Britons
experienced Londondés | i ve emesiramaxisting gcholatlyi t i on s

interpretations.

Beginning with the first claim, in a system of commaodification where the consumer
cannot take the consumable home, watching and touching became the standard consumptive

modes. Memories acquired individuallythose expressed to others, a form of immaterial

capital, became visitorsdéd proof of purchase.
l andmar ks | i ke St. Paul 6s Cathedr al or The To
banks, a similar phemde non occurred in ani mal exhibitions

sense, was crucial to humanimal interaction since the simplest and most predominate

41 Sarah AmatoBeastly Possessions: AnimalsVictorian Consumer Cultur€loronto: University of Toronto

Press, 2015), 105; Tony B e Newé&drmatioidl (BpgingE908):i789; tynda nar y Co m|
Nead,Victorian Babylon: People, Streets, and Images in Ninete€etitury LondorfNew Haven: Yale University

Press, 2005), 623.

42 Caroline GrigsonMenagerie: The History of Exotic Animals in Englgi@kford: Oxford University Press,

2016), 26465.

43 peter Baileyleisure and Class in Victorian England: Rational Recreation and the GdoteSontrol, 1836

1885(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1978)%65
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consumptive mode was peering at the captive arfiiésual impressions were not uniform.

Percepibn depended on the animal: the beautiful zebra produced admiring gazes while hungry
lions oft inspired wideeyed terror. Londoners became so enamored with the sight of some
creatures, | i ke Obaysch, ormedfom thatlofenvddecreatunei mal 6 s

into a public pet.

While sight was a determining factor facilitating husgammal interaction, it was only
one sense that, combined with others, produced a holistic consumer experience. Tactile
encounters, such as touching or feeding arsnve¢re also frequent occurrences at animal
exhibitions. Visitors stroked animals, like wombats, and rode atop others, especially elephants.
They even fed creatures themselves, whicljasiet Ritvo has argued, allowed guests to feel
bot h f@pr camrdi edtoamwi snh iop &° Batans wedgadtheia mandsthrbugh
enclosures in hopes of touching rare beasts. However, visitors were relegated to viewing during
dangerous events, like when zookeepers fed butchered oxen to hungry tigers. Theogh skin
skin contact engendered a multitude of diverse reactions between human and animal, as Ann
Coll ey argues, visitords reactions moved beyo
ani mal 6s cul tur al i “Copposed tb the prevalensisight and touahm s oci e
auditory experiences were infrequent and typically described shocking loudness. To understand
how this method of sensory consumption differs from acquiring consumables, it isfinsefal

examire the existing historiography @opulr consumerism.

“For sightos promi nence Vidorian BabyloyChdstopheriOterfhe™ictbrign Eyes e e : Ne é
A Political History of Light and Vision in Britain, 18aD910(Chicago The University of Chicago Press, 2008).

45 Ritvo, The Animal Estate220.

46 Ann C. Colley,wild Animal Skins in Victorian Britain: Zoos, Collections, Portraits, and M@esw York:

Routledge2014), 6, 12829.
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The existing historiography of consumerism in Britain beginning in the eighteenth
century is one cleifly concerned witmaterial objecté’ Britons began widescale consumption
duringthatcenur y6s i ndu s*Thi$ tansermioeradadllyuréeorientad.lifé in
Britain into a culture of consumption by changing how commodities were manufactured
marketedand purchased, especially concerning the transitiimna cash economy where dite
was frequently extended. During this rawtbn, advertising rose and proliferatadhile physical
shopping spacalso underwent a marked reorientation Ma x i ne Ber g c¢cl ai ms t h:
revolutiono posits a situation where the midd
inew bugaogs t hat dé%0idgoeds costioually tell awaydodereplatey .
by new commodities, spurred on by a tide of constant innovation andleaeging fashionable

tastes that propelled fresh, enticing consumables out into the markéfplace.

Beyond the sensory attractions of alluring materials and designs, how one used
consumabl e goods helped create an indi®™idual o
In addition to fashion and novelty, comfort drove the consumption of numerous fjood
warm coats to soft sheetsThe emphasis on fashionable and comfortable consumer goods
continued into the nineteenth century, when increasedanéttion allowed for commoditid¢e
be produced in larger quantities and even quicker frequenciestdbeBohen has detailed how
Victorians acquired goods in an exgreater quantity, particularly for the domestic interior

which became the site of mideédtass indulgence wherein possessions expressed identity,

47 Maxine Berg,Luxury and Pleasure in Eighteti+Century Britain(Oxford: Oxfard University Press, 2007), 12.

“®T. H. Breen, fABaubles of Britain: The Amer Pastand and Cor
Presentl19 (May, 1988); Jan De VrieShe Industrious Revolution: Consumer Bebaand the Household

Economy, 1650 to the Preséftambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008); Beuyury and Pleasure

4 Berg,Luxury and Pleasures-7.

50 Berg,Luxury and Pleasure25354.

51 Frank Trentmanrimpire of Things: How we Became a WafdConsumers, from the Fifteenth Century to the

TwentyFirst, (New York: HarperCollins, 2016), 1, 3.

2John E. Crowl ey, 0T hTee Alerigas Histdridali Rewetds rio. 3¢Jone,f1990)t 75
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morality, and sociability® This trend contined steadily into the twentieth century with mass
consumerism becoming a crucial element in the culture of modern, industrialized societies where

citizens defined themselves by what they consurfied.

Advertising and imagination both drove the rise of consismerRomantic tropes, like
exoticism or uniqueness, frequently contributed to commaodity desiraiilityis is no different
from animal exhibitionswhich offered fanciful experiences placed within domestic confines.
Just as Londoners browsed numerousestor their favorite Wedgewood tea sets or pinchbeck
shoe buckles, searching until they found just the right item, visitors paid to browse the living
collections at the Exeter Change Menagerie and the London Zoological Gardens, perusing the
collections util they found the creatures that satisfied their own tastes and desires. In each case,
the commodities on display shared a set of values Berg identifies as being common to all
consumer goods, including: #fn e The hainyifferencar i et vy,

was that the animals could not be taken home.

There is no coincidence that the first private menagerie in Landtwe Exeter Change
Menagerigd placed prominently alondné Strand, inhabited a building that also served as a
shoppingneccatolie ci ty of L on dfsshowneil TthemadElarkaveps motieeed s
a naturalist, but a cutlery merchant by trade. The ability to transition effectively from selling
physical goods to sensory commodities suggests that the relationship betweabbcgoot
unacquirable consumables was at least somewhat interwoven in contemporary British minds.

While certain goods were attainable only to particular social classes and, after purchase, helped

53 Deborah Cohertiousehold Gods: The Britisand Their Possessiofidew Haven: Yale University Press, 2009),
Xi, X-Xii.

54 TrentmannEmpie of Things 1; CohenHousehold Gods170-201.

55 Colin Campbell,The Romantic Ethic and the Spirit of Modern Consume{@xrfiord: Basil Blackwell, 1987)1-

2.

56 Berg,Luxury and Pleasure250.
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construct their identities, so too was entry into theseb#idmary venues. For example,
admittance into the London Zoo was restricted to Zoological Society members until opening to
the public in 1847. Long afterwards, however, a combination of entry fees and cultural mores
continued to bar undesired visitorsrfr@ntering the Zo®’ While the historiography of British
consumerism focuses on how acquirable objects function within society, a holistic history also
must consider the physically unaquirabli| this context, purchased experiences like attending

exotic anmal exhibitions.

What exactly did this sensory engagement <c
experiences with animal exhibitions fell into three common formats: sensory pleasure, illusory
fear, and anthropomorphized entertainment. The exanbiogy of sources thus paints a
different picture from that offered by Sarah Amato, who contends zo@grarary interests
waslooking ateach other rather thatthe creatures on displa¥yInsteadthis research contends
thatexotic animals regsentedhe principal focusf attention. Much like seeing a beautiful
necklace or stroking a new woolen coat, visitors relished the sensory aspects of animal exhibits.
Londoners expressed a range of emotions when viewing animals, exemplifying Colin
Campbeluméstafg@gr a romanticized consumerism wh
indulged in for the i n?tVisitorsswere capiédawaywith@ whi c h
ani mal 6s beauty, thrilled from an inyeresting
exploration thus played a major role in consting humaranimal interaction byacilitating

consumption through experiences.

57 Ritvo, The Animal Estate212.
58 Amato, Beastly Possessions, 105.
59 Colin Campbell,;The Romantic Ethjc141.

19



Beyond the aversion felt toward certain creatures, visitors experienced fearful reactions
during carnivorous animal feedingde spi t e safely remaining out of
perceived a very real danger from the creatures that Ritvo claims were perceived by Britons as
bot h fAdanger ot Bhespecthclecbeapimadfgedings aligns with the framework of
violent Victorian pastimes that Rosalind Crone demonstrates remained at the center of popular
urban entertainments, suggesting they were not holdovers from preindustrial life, but new bloody
entertainments with a specific nineteen#ntury appedl* Preindustrial entertaments relying
on violence towards animals, like bdaaiting, fellaway early in the century.eé\v
entertainments constructed for spectators, for example, Carnivora feedings, replaced these older
popular tradibns. These earliefolent entertainments we attacked throughout the 1820s and
1830s by reformers spreading a culture of distaste for inhumane spectacles and by the Royal
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animakgich successfully lobbieaf the passage of
laws providingrights for the afety of animals and to maintain social order and propffety.

While some historians claim that these new entertainments pushed violence to the peripheries of
Victorian culture as part of a Acivilizing pr
reollections indicates that violent entertainment remained attractive in certain cGpiaftie

the violent attraction of public feedings thrived, it was bolstered by numerous peaceable
pastimes, I|ike riding and pealtentetainmentsivere cr eat

characterized by a mix of both gentle and violent lei§tire.

80 Ritvo, The Animal Estate?5.

51 Rosalind CroneYiolent Victorians: Popular Entertainment in Nineteef@bntury Londor{Manchester:
University of Manchester Press, 20128 7

52 Ritvo, The Animal Estatel 44-66.

53 Crone,Violent Victorians2-3; Norbert EliasThe Civilizing Process: Sociogenetic and Psychogenetic
InvestigationgLondon: Basil Blackwell Publigers: 1994).

64 Crone,Violent Victorians 6.
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Finally, visitors anthropomorphized animals. While carnivores were depicted as
untamable and dangerous, herbivores and omnivores were viewed in the opposite fashion.
Visitors treated the latter categories as acquaintances and celebrities, placing them in gender and
class structures since they performed distinc
anthropomorphism is crucial for understanding huadmal interactions in ninete¢h-century
Britain, expanding Paul Whiteds claim that th
individual and in persons unschooled in scientific knowledge and methods. Indeed, among a
substantial and influential portion of Victorian societytr@mopomorphism was rife, resistant, and
even hostile to sci®%Nineteenthcdntary Lomdoners useddninsalstoac e i
iperform [their] t ho Gdithropomorphized kreatugesoften hetaime f a n t
stars, as Ritvo observeSDiverging from her claim that these creatures were popularized by
scientific or imperialistic qualities, however, this study views celebrity animal notoriety arising
instead fronplacing human qualities on top thfe creatures in a fantastical guise. Higa
influenced by anthropomorphic ideas, herbivores and omnivores existed in a limbo whereby their
human qualities differentiated them from othemaat$, placing them abové@ b ar bar ous 0

carnivores but still below civilized human Britons.

Throughout the mieteenth century, animals were exhibited in numerous venues that had
divergent missions and that relayed equally varied messages from proprietors to consumers. The
stated purpose of these exhibitions did not a
menaeries were principally designed for entertainment, the London Zoo embodied numerous

ideological layers. According to Ritvo, it served as an elite institution where-algssrvisitors

55 White, Thinking with Animals59.

%_Lorraine Datson and Gregg Mitman, @ TTiekinglwitwAnimald Why of
13.

87 Ritvo, The Animal Estate217.
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scrutinized encaged foreigners in a hegemonic projection of Britiserial power?® Beyond its

connection with empire, the London Zoo also was designed to project scientific authority.

Despite this, in practice the Zoo functioned similarly to menageries in that visitors primarily

watched or fed animals instead of appreo@their scientific or imperial value. Although the

Zoo conformed to the Victorian ideology of rational recreation, a concept undergirding

numer ous contemporary pastimes as instruction
remarks rarely mentionestlucational qualitie® Attempts to move zoogoers away from basic

sensory reaction failed completely. Like the nineteesthtury exotic human entertainments

described by Qureshi, animal exhibitions were
any, scientific Bolghows cmem. ®©hi s claim that A
entertainments, |l i ke the Zoo, were fAwere mor a

entertaining, 0 ‘must be reconsidered.

Exotic animals had been held in the Toowf London as part of the Royal Menagerie
since roughly 1204 CEIn the closing decades of the eighteenth century, former exhibitionary
practices, namely beasts belonging to royalty as a show of personal grandeur, changed with the
growth of popular animl menageried. ondonés menageries catered to
to see a panoply of strange beasts, forgoing much instruction along tH&®waing to its
extensive collection of animals and prominent London location, the most popular menagerie was
the Exeter Change Menagerie, located inside the Exeter Exchange along the Strand. Thomas

Clark first arranged his collection here in 1778, admitting customers from 8 A.M. to 8 P.M. for

58 Ritvo, The Animal Estate209-210.

59 Bailey, Leisure and Class in Victorian Englajt6, 3537.
0 Qureshi,Peoples on Paradét.

"t Amato, Beastly PossessionkS, 105.

2 Grigson,Menagerie 1.

73 Ritvo, The Animal Estate206.
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one shilling’* Venturing inside Exeter Change, a visitor could shogtitlery or perfume in one
of its many small shopping spaces before journeying up to the grand ballroom on the second
floor to mull over the animals and select their favorite. The menagerie occupied Exeter Change

until 1828.

The London Zoological Society 4S) formed in 1826 under the leadership of Sir
Stamford Raffles. Society members desired an institution to rival the Jardin des Plantes in Paris,
and one that featured a collection of exotic animals to study breeding practices, acclimatization,
and possil# usefulness to societyWith these goals in mind, the London Zoological Gardens
opened in 1828, only admitting LZS fellows and their gu&sts 1847 the Zoo opened to the
British public, which dramatically increased its popularity. It grew substantatiyg the
nineteenth century, expanding from five acres and a scant collection of animals in 1826-to thirty
one acres and a population of 2,413 animals by 1908is gradual growth set in motion the

downfall of the Exeter Change Menagerie.

Menagerie ower Edward Cross, facing urban redevelopment, established the Surrey
Zoological Gardens outside London at Walworth Manor in 1830. Unlike the London Zoo,
Cros®s ventur e poctpdationshatgrecludeeérgsrnoc gl t] may be | oo
as a rgular commercial speculation, having for its aim to attractaandse the millions of

Londonby purse, however, and most |®flgeitvioi mat e me

4 Grigson,Menagerie 98-99.

> Amato, Beastly PossessionB09.

"®Wiliam Kidd,Ki ddds Netve Gi L de n s ¢gLonddn: CLWhittithgham, 1832), 54.

"Hannah VeltenBeastly London: A History of Animals in the Qitpndon: Reaktion Books, 2013), 170;

C. V. A. Peel,The Zoological Gardens of Europe: Thelistory and Chief Feature@ ondon: F. E. Robinson &
Co., 1903), 187, 190.

8 Charles KnightPictorial Half-Hours of London Topographiondon: Charles Knight, 1851), 111; Lee
Jacksonf Sur r ey Zo ol digeiDetohary & ¥ictati@nriendqdnttp://www.victorianlondon.org/index
2012.htm accessed September 30, 2017.
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institutions competed until Crossodtotheeat h i n

London Zoo.

Visitors to both the Menagerie and the Zoo sought out three unscientific tendencies alll
focused on humaanimal interaction: sensory stimulatjartificial danger, and watching
anthropomorphized animals. Commodification of the unisahle was achieved through sensory
stimulation that elicited experiences linking visitors to animals, ranging from feelings of
friendship, ownership, desirability, and awe. These experiences functioned as immaterial capital
in that they connected visitots animals: timespent interacting with a creatuatowed the bond
to grow between the two disparate parties. Sensory stimulation typically arose from gazing upon
an a n icaongplexios or movements, tohing them, or riding atop themelrly allwere
ecapsul ated by author Richard Doyl ebs astute
three main activities: fAstar][i nYAhalyarngthesand f ee

actions in order, we wil/| begin with Astaring

Journalist Blanchardedrold noted, upon visiting the Zoo, the preponderance of guests
absorbed in judging the captive creatures: A [
cage to cage and house to hous%heguestsJeriodg t he
described | eisurely browsed the Zoods wares, |
favorite objecs, scouting the field while mentally rating each one before deciding on a purchase.
Their gaze registered ascmeodt uroed s ef asvi sri & loirldis
movedon to the next, forever ratirgnd remembering each creature as they went. Similarly,
zoogoers examined animals, categorized them, and then visited thefawarstl creatures for

closer scrutiny across multgvisits. Before any favorite could be selected, visitors were forced

" Richard DoyleManners and Customs of Ye English, Drawn From Ye Quakdon: T. N. Fouls, 1849), 70.
80 Gustave Dore and Blanchard Jerrdaldndon, A PilgrimagéLondon: Grant & ©., 1872), 111.
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to reckon with the immense variety on hand. In the Zoo, geographic space was radically

collapsed as an astonishing array of creatures lived in one confined area.

Visitors to the Menage and Zoo saw not just a random assortment of wildlife, but, as
William Wordsworth claimed when recounting his experiences in London, a prodigious
assortment of fAbir ds® Wil Drbvwe ansAmesicam Visitoetother y nat u
Great Exhibitm of 1851, procl aimed that the London Z
journey to visit,o in addition to asserting t
attention t o al %DrewtarnativegpieMaise, was imienselg iogwed dith
the entire collection, and believed that all visitors to London, regardless of background, must lay
their eyes on AThe greatest [zoo0o] in the worl
Ant wer p, %BWhilehot explicity naded by Dew, his account can be paralleled with
nineteentkcentury department store shopping. Visiting the London Zoo was akin to visiting the
Harrods Department Store in 1880s Londlanstore that combined an unparalleled variety of
purchasable goods withanopulendi spl ay and whose motto proudlI
things, for al P‘Akndocthelaterc e ever ywthepar Dment st or .
assortment of wildlife situated in an elaborate pleasure garden placed it above all other

exhibitionary \enues for living animals in Britain, and no doubt many other across the globe.

More than any other group, children were depicted as being spellbound when witnessing
the stupendous variety on display at the Zoo.

procl ai med that AThe youngsters revel i n this

81 William WordsworthThe Pr el ude, Or, Growth of a @Eadon:&dwarMi nd: An
Moxon, 1850)181.

82William A. Drew, Glimpses and Gatherings, During A Voyage and Visit to London and the Great Exhibition in

the Sumrar of 1851(Augusta: Homan and Manley, 1852), 129, 301.

83 Drew, Glimpses and Gathering801.

84 CohenHousehold Gods56-57.
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they find every forest creature they have pondered over in their picture books, or made
acquaintances SUNotmattei whichragingabazchilsh gazadon in a book,

chances were they could see a living, breathing example at the London Zoo. Similarly, the

chil drenbés author Mary Seymour proclai med how
chiefly because they contained so many strange animatsféreoff lands, which he could not

have seen unl es®Whiel éh asde sgiomge arhiemal.sO i n a book
interest, it was incomparable to the astoni sh

from all cl i mdiredspdcd’ Justds Walter Benjamarguesrhat the Parisian

arcades functioned as dizzying dream worlds full of color and excitement, the Zoo possessed the

fantastical ability to make colorful illustrations of exotic creatures come té Mehile the
voluminous collection allured children and adults alike, many were drawn to the individual
megafauna in particular, as Drew claimed, ngtin hos e whi ch seem t o

attention are th€arnivora, or Wild Beasts and theachydermata®

Carnivorm was the contemporary term for large, carnivorous animals. Within this group,
visitors dedicated considerable attention to the big cats, perpetually among the most popular
animals on display owing to their striking beauty. Naturalist Andrew Lang summs&atamely
how many felt watchingthenit A | i on has only to gaze for

completely fMschnhi &se homdonds fantastic

attr

a f e

stor

Nead that bewitched s hop paptivdiesl vimvgrejsstasonce not i

85 C. L. MateauxRambles Around London Towloondon: Cassell & Company, Limited, 1885), 48.

86 Mary SeymourlLittle Arthur at the Do and the Animals He Saw Thét®ndon: T. Nelson and Sons, 1892), 9.
87 Drew, Glimpses and Gathering8p2.

88 Beatrice HansseWalter Benjamin and the Arcades Projé@dew York: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2006), 23B.
89Hanssenyalter Benjamin301.

9 Andrew Lang,The Red book of Animal Storiggondon: Longmans, Green, And Co., 1899), 65.
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intensely®! From their initialdisplay at the Tower of London é&nagerie in the eighteenth

century, visitors were consistentlgtaralled by the magnificena# large, exotic cats.

In his 1808 account of the Tower Menagerie, Richd Phi | i ps i ndividually

i mpressive physical b eRuchesga remarkably handsome | e, he |
|l eopardess brought from the Mal abar coasté Th
beauti ful i n t Mess Reggyablackileopardess. This|agimal is a great

curiosity: although her skin is black, it is varied with spots of a deeper black, and her form is the

most delicate t%ubsti ncgani nbtee nisnea gdiensecdr.iopt or s | i ke
antheid form is the most delicate that can be i
t hat | anguage proved inadequate to wholly des
a satisfactory i mage i n t lymstilleceviedeesiwibhsa mi nd, bu

temptation to lay their eyes on an incomparably majestic animal through their own personal

experience.

Similarly to Phillipsés account, one anony
the most beautiful of all the animai§the cat tribe. Its form is very graceful, and its skin is
covered wit h%PbhepoettardByrbn wasgnoptesseddy another enormous feline
atthe Menagerie iThe handsomest ani mal%Nomeroasaisitorh i s or
remarkel on the stupendous beauatiybig cats, whether attractias a commodity or handsome
as a human an. Regardless, these alluricrgatures overshadowed thalo, domestic animals
of the everyday and their pulchritudeas described akin to a commodity, metmkg them as one

would an immaculate piece of porcelain. For example, similar language can be detected in

91 Nead,Victorian Babylon 86-87, 179180.

92 Richard Phillips,1808; Being a Correct Guide to all the Curiosities, Amusements, Exhibitions, Public
Establishments, and Rankable Objects, in and Near Lond@lrondon: W. Lewis, 1808), 1223.

9 pictures of NaturaHistory (London: T. Nelson and Sons, 1870), 13.

% Thomas MooreThe Life of Lord ByroifLondon: John Murray, 1844), 200.
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Charl es L ®lthGhing whers s @gscribed a recently purchased, lovely ancient blue

tea set as fi especinsa miraclia®® Whilg striking &nthd mamen, the
Menagerieds | ions produced enduring memories,
Change, as childrendéds author Mary Lamb (siste
friend: Al nev e nkingaf you, because pou seenteth so pleaset Wwith the sight

of them, and said your young companions would stare when you told them you had seen a

| i &®While familiar to Lamb, such a revelation remained impressive to those who could not

visit the spectadar collection. This is an example of how an experience turned into an

immaterial commodity; by expressing this view to others ignoraeverf gazing upon a real

Il i on, Lambdéds message broadcasted sociimd statu
single tale.
While alluring, big cats were not the sol e

a favorite at the Zoo, known to arouse visifmnsriosity concerning their beauty and grace, as

well as for fAtheirs gletnhdte], malod ftefi@oogeeese Mmamale rf
consistently sought them ofor their gratifying featuresi And t hough | ast, not
or in beauty, t PelLitdrarymraic LeighrHdnt oaimedgyiraffes wefree s . 0

Ai nt e froengheii navglty, and from a singular look of cleanliness, delicacy, and refinement,

mixed with a certaigaucherie *®®To Hunt, the gira embodied a multifarious attractiveness

running the gamut of material, aesthetic, andahappropriateness. Thehared the novelty and

cleanliness of any new metallic home good, ranging from tea urns to tongs, that flew out of

9 Charles LambQld China and Essays of EI{New York: Houghton, Mifflin, and Company, 1895).

% Anne GilchristMary Lamb(Boston: Roberts Brothers, 1883), 265.

9" The Land Creation: From the Monster to the Moirfadndon: R. Yorke Clarke & Co., 1845).

9 Knight, Pictorial Half-Hours of London®.

9 eigh Hunt,Men, Women, and Books: A Selection of Sketches, Essays, and Critical Memoirs, From His
Uncollected Prose Writingd.ondon: Smith, Elder, & Co., 187042
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Birmingham and into the homes of desirous British consumers attracted by not just their
function, but by their shiny, alluring beaufff. The giraffes remained beautiful in a delicate

sense and were even refined, their supposed manners appearing morally pleasing.

The giraffedos African compatriot, the zebr
writing a guide to Exeter Change, claimedth At he di sti ngui shed wor ks
wonderfully displayed in the beatffThezebrad el ega
rose above the lion, reaching a divine level of beauty evidencesldisipes (fashionable and
novel) and graceful ovements. Garner was not alone in lauding the animal in such a way.

Anot her commentary on the Menagerie shifted f
physicality: A[lt is] so wild and remarkably
great rarity, and a pr e s®bDirectlyweferencad hérdasa accept a
commodity available only to the purview of royalty, the zebra remained unobtainable for most
Britons, viewable only in captivity. Both the giraffes and zebraswa#iuring and impressive,

albeit for different reasons. Visitors found contrasting aspects to enjoy in different animals. Just

as variety grew to satisfy the desires of T.
both the Menagerie and Zoo desl a plethora of displayed choices to browse through until

staking a claim as to thgi#ersonafavorite. %

While sight played a major i®in facilitating pleasurableensory enjoyment, touch was
also prevalent to an extent that would shock tw4ingy century zoogoers. Tactile experiences

occurred in both the Menagerie and Zoo. Some animals were explicitly exhibited with the

100 Berg, Luxury and Pleasurel6364.

101 Thomas Garner Brief Description of the Rmcipal Foreign Animals and Birds, now Exhibiting at the Grand
Menagerig(London: G. Pidcock, 1800), 19.

P2Tommy Tripds Museum; or, A (Pondop JHatrisdndSon, (827, 8r uped Race
3Breen, fABawh788ls of Britai
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intention of being touched by guestghile others featured keepers that oversaw interaction.
Furthermore, though some creatunesse intended to remain untouchable, visitors frequently

flouted these constraints. Touch was another way that visitors commoditized asintaéshese

interactions were remembered countless years later and often regaled to listeners as impressive
tales.While seeing a favored animal was aiwspiring, it was another act entirely to touch an
exotic creature, even -en@drer s®@ Toduch whass |l ndmadi
component of the consumer process throughout the century, showinggthats s | ong mar ¢

progress as the chief sense employed in zoos today took a considerable time to achieve.

Evidence of both gazing and touciexhibited animals is founehrly in the century in a
print (Figure 1.1) depicting the interior of Exeter Chatfj&leven out of sixteen guests concern
themselves with the lions, tigers, and boars placed in cages that towerupthen6 s r i ght w:
Standing at a distance as they collectively view the tiger is enough for a gaggle of guests in the
foreground, whiletiose in the background are not so satisfied to play it safe. This group stands
directly upon a barrier between them and a boar while a keeper inserts his hands into the cage.
For the other guests distracted by the numerous bragiityed birds along thett wall, three of
them attempt to insert their fingers into the cage to either touch the birds or perhaps offer food.
Regardless of their position, men, women, and children are all dressed in loud, stylish clothing,
further delineating the bourgeois crottt consumed the spectacle of animal menageries in the

early 1800s.

Beyond this print, textual sources also indicate that numerous other animals were

touchable at Exeter Change. The Menagerieods |

104 Exeter Chage, ca.1820.

30



survivingc ub was fAperfectly tame da%fAhotferoanodymeud i n t h
aut hor included a nearly identical report in
and patted by the c¢omp'®aommentvnipntheshetdelighte | eas't
afforded byinteracting with the cubs, it was noted in a press releaBearSphynk hat A Not hi n
can exceed the fondness displayed by this Queen of the brute creation, nor the delight of Ladies

and Children, when allowed to take one in theirag®’ o

Unlike the helpless cat, touched whether it wanted to be or not, the burly rhino was noted
as possessing AA peaceable dispositi®mr and a
the price of just one shilling, therefore, guests touchedatvimals from the wilds of Africa, an
impressive return on investment. Separated from the lovable lion or the docile rhino that allured
visitors with sleek fur and a rugged hide, were large snakes. Henrgleton labeled the
Menagerico®d®s t Bliakttwisted,and@elf nvol vedo creature that
shudder creep t%Despiteprdducegdescomforpdaerta its @normous size
(fourteen feet long) or its piercing, devilish eyes, visitors eagerly queued up to touch the

serpent® Touch was not just for animals deemed pleasant to caress. Pleasurable touch existed

independently in each visitordéds mind as they
visit. Each one was <coll ected ioficskingthatweresi t or 6
part of enjoyabl e experiences spent in London

105 Grigson,Menagerie 199.

106 ondon Scenes, or a Visit to Uncle William in Tdivandon: John Harris, 1825), 120.

107The Sphynx. Journal of Politics, Literature, and Nédsvember 10, 1827 304.

108 Garner A Brief Description of the Principdoreign Animals and Birdsl7.

109Terence Templetn, A The Wi | doilBTéeaNew ManthlBNMagagineeaurtd Literary Jourrdbl. 11
(1824), 364.

WTempleton, AThe Wil-d Beastés Banquet, 0 364
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Touchbased consumption was just as common at the London Zoo. Caressing was
tempting, especially considering that some animals appeared to be built especiallyrfor pett
For example, take the case of the wombat, an unlikely creature to win the hearts of nineteenth
century Britons on account of it lackluster size, lack of physical uniqueness, and general docility.
The first wombat in England, however, made a quitér avlien displayed at Exeter Change in
1807, where it fAall owed children to pull and
to do it in ang&venwhen the wdmbat bit bagK, thisapparently failed to
diminish the attractioand desire to touch it; instead this was played off as inconsequential.
Once the London Zoo acquired a specimen of the diminutive Australian creature, it quickly
became a favorite. The Rev. Charles Williams informed potential zoogoers in his 1840s natural
hi story book that AWombats, when tamed, appea
in general, than to distinguish or know them as individuals. All their motions are excessively
slow. They suffer themselves to be carried off without resistamcewhen set again on the
ground they move whidtkesombatwas hoaaspetiadlyfinapressived a
sluggish, restrained, affable creature, never
petted it, forging a deeper bond in grecess. For example, William Thackery claimed that he
and his sons headed straight for the wombat w
pl aces. Our dear wombat came upPJloanalidt had hi ms
Blanchard Jerroldthusi d not exaggerate when he procl ai me
of t he YWaccoessible, tactile experience ensured that this could be the case, showing

how sensory stimulation turned an animal likely to be an afterthought into a notabléoattract

111 Grigson,Menagerie 119.

112 Charles WilliamsC h i INatdra History of BeastéPhiladelphia: Loomis and Peck, 1847), 119.
13 ThackerayRoundabout Paperd,04.

14 Dore and Jerrold,ondon, A Pilgrimage110.
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While touch was commonly employed, interaction at exhibitions could also go one step
farther: riding atop. Both elephants and camels were available to ride by 1800 at Exeter
Change'!® At the London Zoo, camels also featured there since its openingeptthnts and
alpacas were added later in the century. The elephant was the most desirable form of leisurely
mobility at both venues. At the Menagerie, the elephant was praised for its reliability, skill, and
intelligence: @[ hedrthdaecammodatioh af thdsewhd mduntlsm; k ne e s
allows himself to be clothed, and seems highly gratified when covered with gilded harness and
bril | i an¥%Unparalgeo in size svith@ther vehicular animals, the elephant was trained
to not oy be a afe means of conveyanbat also a proper gentleman in both decorum and
dress. With this anthropomorphism in mindsitinderstandable that te&ephant rose to be

vi si t gedferth offexatic eransportation

There was perhaps no greater means tdecgeeomanticized consumerism whereby
consumers could Aindul ge temporarily in the f
substitute their familiar mount for a humongous pachydéfriihis trope was employed early on
and lasted throughout the centuas early as 1799 an advertisement for Exeter Change depicted
a group riding atop an elephant (Figure 1.2). On the playbill, a man surmounted a jovial
pachyderm on a tremendously tall ladder as a woman beckoned him up. Another woman sat
behindthe elepmat 6 s head and removed its top hat, pro

gentlemant'®

115 Grigson,Menagerie 108.

118Thomas SmithT he Nat ur ali st 6s Cabi net HistaryVoll 1London:gdames ng Sket ch
Gundee, 1807), 126.

117 Rosalind WilliamsDream Worlds: Mass Consumption in Late Nineteenth Century Fr@der&eley: University

of California Press, 1991), 91.

18Thomas BewickPost er f or Pi dLondon:RoGendhing, 4799, Mhe @ritish Museum.
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Both children and adults rode atop el ephan
consisted of two perpendicular benches holding twelve guests at oné%iman 1898
photobook detailing major London attractions, zoogoers were depicted riding atop two elephants
(Figure 1.3). The elephants pass near one another, each walking in opposing diédions.
child al most runs into t he efluprAndtheranioteepam@d nt 6 s p
child walk in front of an oncoming el ephant,
passengers look out in every direction. Guests on benches gaze at the unfolding scene that
appears reminiscent of city traffic: the eleptsapass one another on opposite sides of the street,
pedestrians scamper across the path, while nu
Inside the Zoo, a mock experience of traffic combining sensory pleasure with artificiality created

a pleasanattraction for visitors riding atop an exotic moualbeit for just one short trip

On rare occasions riding an animal diverged from the prescribed methods. The celebrated

actor John Kemble wandered home drunk one night and decided, emboldened bits)isospir

ride atop the Exeter Changeb6és rhinoceros. Aft
hi m, fAGent lraytheras icrr.usThyi souifsf er; i f you makes hi
rip you up.o0o Kemble respomedpdt, Hah Wehevwdeld! abou
assembled in the intervening moments that watched Kemble ride down Southampton Street
before di smounting and boasting that, Al have
a c ¢ o mp [**? Dedpite theing forbidden, Kembleed his fame and wealth to haggle until he

finally succeeded, producing an unheralded interactive experience in the process.

119The Juvenile: An lllustrated Penny Magazine for Children V@L@ndon: Houlston and Stoneman, 1853), 124.
22The Queends London, A Pictorial and Descriptive Recor
Great MetropoligLondon: Cassell & Company, 1896), 1267.

i The Portfolio of Mr. Benhe¢l el dp kNG I7E7R dalicaiagrigimh) No
22 The Portfolio of Mr. B®ter Popkin (Deceased) No
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As we have seen thus far, significant attention was directed at admiring animals through
the senses, such as watching a graceftiomar feeling a pleasant touch of fur, that made
interactions with exotic animals serve as transactions whereby wildlife served as unacquirable
commodities. Diverging from these pleasurable emotions, sensory stimulation also produced fear
that provided isitors a different emotional experience. While praised for their beauty, big cats
simultaneously produced apprehension, as evid
Zoobs tiger that Athough t he moldstinblwaaand i f ul |,
though gorged to excess, will s'¥Beyondwdtehing r oy f
the beast, hearing produced a further sense of dread. One anonymous menagerie visitor claimed
that, AThe roar of itthd sl idared W@redlidstratogRiciaeias . D0 |
Doyle agreed, claiming that, @dATheir y¥lling a
Big cats attracted viewers with their beauty while at the same time repulsing them with their
frighteninglywildc har act eri stics, sidoithar treltahéeé oncmd @[
viewers reject an object as morally reprehensible but remain enchanted by its charged nature, as
proposed by Peter Stallybrass and Allon Whf&Consumerism does not always ehtai
purchasing an experience that is peaceable. Just as numerous different styles of furniture with
different woods, finishes, and styles were produced to satisfy desirous Victorian consumers, a
diversity of entertainments from tame to thrilling existedatusate a heterogenous

marketplaceé?’ While Victorians admired the beautiful hides and graceful movements of certain

123E, wallis,A Stroll in the Gardens of the London Zoological Society; Describing the Various Animals in That

Interesting CollectiorfLondon: Samuel Bentley, 1828), 16.

22Tommy Tripds Museum; or, A P(eoadore JohndHarristlB32),Quadr uped Ra
125Doyle, Manrers and Custom§0.

126 peter Stallybrass and Allon WhifEhe Politics and Poetics of Transgressitthaca: Cornell University Press,

1986), 5.

127 Cohen,Household Gods37-39; CroneViolent Victorians 1-2, 5-11.
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animals, they too sought an unsettling, emotional rush when interacting with more frightening

creatures.

Beyond the big cats, numerous otheratures produced sensory discomfort in much the
same way. The hyena, a popularly despised animal owing to its perceived cowardice, also
featured an unpleasant voice: Alts howl i's ve
terrible of all q@ d r u P& Tdhesdiminutive hyena sounded worse than the giant cats, placing it
on the mustee itinerary at the Zoo. An even smaller creature, the Tasmanian Devil, only
received mention due to its fearsomeempgee il
It will dash at the bars of i¥Besptatgedactshatar | i ng
the elephant was typically praised for its obedient nature, it too had a frightening demeanor. One
anonymous aut hor excl aratihes meetafioh thankan amdcy elephano u |l d
When anything has put him out, you should see
trumpeting, as it ¥ Tkisaffoaded agale,viewwif thehelephantthat, r age . 0
despite its anthropomdnjzing, showcased its everesent animality in frightful fashion in
another exampl e of Sotharlelatomshipa Bear wasmat the/ékciusive 6 s | o
reaction to the megafauna or Carnivora, but was produced by a variety of factors inckeling si
ferocity, and noi se. Even creatures that hard
snakes made cotless visitors squeamish, includibpp y | e, who recall ed fAWit

horror, did view the snakes and lizards in the reptile housegand d t hey cou¥ d not

2Tommy Tripds,Museum Part 2

129 SundayReading 141.

10 Bears, Boars, & Bulls, and Other Animals, True Stories for Childeemdon: Seeley, Jackson, and Halliday,
1870), 129.

31 Doyle, Manners and Customg0.
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While Doyle was thankful that the reptiles were safely cordoned off from him, numerous
visitors forwent the barriers, reaching into cages in hopes of touching a dangerous animal.
Regardless of the potential for danger,teis extended their arms through bars in hopeful
anticipation of experiencing a rare and exciting rush of adrenaline. While many reached inside,
numerous other visitors stood against the containments and lacked the courage to go further. In a
scrapbook cpping from the 1850s (Figure 1.4), two guests stand directly against an enclosure,
grasping its bars, as they gaze at two kangaroos. Given that kangaroos were known to be
powerfully strong creatures, this was not the best place to Standanother clippig (Figure
1.5), a family leaned up against a cage holding a lion, which, for added protection, has a ring
around the enclosure. The father, however, reached past it, inching his hand into the cage without
fear as his family idly looked off? In a similar fnotograph of the Carnivora house at the London
Zoo later in the century (Figure 1.6), visitors also queued up to peer at one of the numerous lions.
One guest leaned over the railing, hoping to get as close as possible to the capthiits.
proximity was enough for many to excite the senses, other unsatisfied visitors reached inside the

creaturesd® abodes.

Visitors certainly sought their moneyds wo
touching a forbidden animal. William North, when recountingatlful Zoo visit, recalled
pulling a tigerbés tail hanging out from its e
while a keeper removed young North from its proximity. North was not fearful of harm when he

pull ed t he t i gabautGhe potestial to touch antexote heast that atted as his

132 Scrapbook1852, Lilly Library, Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana; Willian@&shi | d 6s Nat ur al Hi s
Beasts99.

133 Scrapbook1852, Lilly Library, Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana.

B¥4The Queentos97London,
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muse for so much of his youtf Similarly, a popular postcard from the Zoo depicted a child

sticking his hand into the rhinoceros enclosure, a wanton act that makes the viewer fearful of an
impending hand being 108t Beyond reaching in, some visitors provided animals with snacks
smuggled in from outside the Zoo. In a woodcut tieshday Afternoon at the Zoological

Gardeng Fi gure 1.8), two bourgeoi s wo,stiekimgteeirand di
delicately gloved hands within, nonchalantly feeding Obaysch as they look away without fear of

l osing any fingers despite the beastos®frenzi
Similarly, an article inThe Timegletailed meoe disregard to caution. Owing to their inebriation,

two young men tricked numerous animals into ingesting gin at the Zoo by reaching into cages
harboring wolves, esquimax dogs, and even a badisrh the duo proceeded to kick as it

writhed in agony afteingesting the unpleasant substahit&Vhile visitors desiring an

exhilarating experience got extremely close to captive animals, these events also served as
unrivaled stories and popular memories, fascinating those who had never visited the Zoo and

bestirg those of other visitors not bold enough to take the same risks. In addition to these wanton
acts, there were daily, sanctioned attraction

public Carnivora feedings.

While visitors frequently remadd on their discomfort owing to loud and erratic animal
behavior in general, this occurred to a greater extent during public feedings. Visitors were not
curious over educational particulars like dietary science or feeding habits; they were enthralled
by wéching a frenzied animal tear into flesh. Anthropomorphism was absent during these

feedings; once the lunch bell sounded the animals literally went wild. Much like the Punch and

Wil liam North, fAEast and West: Rhemnardfanal moMeeklyof t he O
Journd of Literature, Science, Art and Newsol. 27 Quly 2, 1853, 84.

136 Depicted inColley, Wild Animal Skis, 122.

137 percy McQuaidSunday Afternoon at the Zoological Gardéeauty and the Beasit853.

138 The TimesSeptember 29, 1852, 7A.
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Judy shows or violent theatrical productidike The String of Pearlé§Sweeng Todd), visitors

to the Zoo watched an artificially violent act unfold that served primarily as entertaihthent.
Despite spectatinigp close proximity to violent amusement, viewers nonetheless remained safe
from the carnage. However, many still felt a rdahger emanating from the feeding frenzy, as

hungry animals served as both popular entertainment and a sensationalist bloodbath.

Whereas violent, earlier animal entertainments fell away throughout the nineteenth
century, feedings, a new entertainment hewg around violence, was a notable attraction at the
Menagerie and Zoo. Natwuralist James Rennie wa
chasti sement of | aw, or the power of public o
flourished*°While he apprdated that cruelly inhumane sports, like bbaiting, were dying
out, he still found fault that Britons fAabsol
contests of animals who pa¥%y¥isitorsveatchedlionsgjgesse en ar
and other creatures fed raw meat (or | ive ani
chagrin.Feeding times were featured prominently in London guidebdaksexampleB| a c k 6 s
GuidetolLondom el i neat ed t he Zo o 6ass, alcg aré fgd atshgdfistavwebu | e :
obclock; the otter spasatt tthhrreeee;; atnhde “fdheeg |leiso n sa,t
Golden Guide to Londoi(1879) reproduced a similar schedule of feedings, adding that snakes
wer e f ed at Astmany ef¢he animdls ohlyrsadw themselves at meal times the
visitor will do we |*¥Thissuggestedtbamdyven visitbrqwdsoaredh our s .

little about feedings must attend to see their favorite animals. Featuring feedings in guidebooks,

139 Crone,ViolentVictorians 1-3, 6, 40, 124.

140 James RennigdheMenageries: Quadrupeds Describadd Drawn from Living Subjectsondon: Charles
Knight, 1831), 188.

141 Rennie,The Menagerig189.

142 adam Black and Charles Black,| ac k 6 s Gu i dés Environdlliostratenl by Maps, Plans, and
Views(Edinburgh: Adam & Charles Black, 1870), 168.

143The Golden Guide to Londg¢hondon: Lambert and Co., 1879), 66
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wedjed in between sensory descriptions of animals and anthropomorphic updates on their
favorite public petsagain suppostthe claim that viewers visited exhibitions to, above all,
experience animals. In this case, especially to see them gorge.

Another guiggbook,A Comprehensive History of Londaiso echoed the draw of
feedings, claiming thegot only wereentertaining bualsofeatured animals at their most
ferocious intensity: AThe voracious and savag
displayedduring the feeding time, and particularly as contrasted with their familiarity to their
keeper “bFeefeodrien.gss absol utely must be on the vis
animals acting savage. While the act of feeding was marketed, the Bpbetgan even before
any meat was thrown to the hungry tigers. A visitor to Exeter Change recalled their fright at
watching a |ion react to a horn signaling the
sounded, than he sprung up, endeavored takhomse, lashed his tail, and appeared to be
enraged and furious, so muc H Despitetharghasily al ar m t
nature that alarmed visitors, |lion feedings w
girls can hear thedn roar without the need to tremble, and stand quite near the cage to see him
and his |lioness fed RAlthongh humerous @wmematastiabeletl ey | o
these events frightening and grotesque, they were nonetheless recommended for yiewing b
children, suggesting that their inclusion in guidebooks made Carnivora feedings function as a
Victorian family entertainment.
In contrast to big cat feediagvere the large snake feedings whesdars gazed intently as
pythons crushedttlhyeior omree-geraucipRIé $ |li chr ean &ns dp er i

notedia snake gazes steadfastly at [a pigeon], é

144 George GrantA Comprehensive History of LondpnDu bl i n: James M6 Gl ashan, 1849).
145 Quoted in Grigsorivienagerig 208.
146 SeymourLittle Arthur at the Zop10.
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bl ow i s The writereeken addaimed that the snake hypnotized its prey, striking oace in

trance; a sight not afforded to visitors watching lions blindly devour butchered oxen. Not
everyone was enthralled by the snake feedings
the Boa Constrictor s w&iThaothe sake didinat déevourabving t : b u
creature in front of Doyle disappointed him, no doubt because he had read or heard about this

event and ventured to the Zoo hoping to see one animal ingest another. While snake feedings

were interesting, no other violent anineaitertainments were more popular with Victorians than

lion feedings.

A detailed commentary on the pleasures of public feedings comes from writer Terence
Templeton in a letter detailing his visit to the Exeter Change Menagerie with his country cousin.
While Templeton delighted in the collective variety of feedings on offering, proclaiming that
AThe Lord Mayordés feast is a fool hdalforomwnt ; and
ordinaryi n comparison, 06 he was mosng*fTempleters sed wi t |
described the frightening scene as the dinner
almost every den at the same moment; and the inhabitants of each rush against the bars, rampant,
and with their eyes flashing fire, and seem onpibiat of tearing their way into the open space
where the spec t%Mie this picture eonjerésamaddanuly helish
at mosphere, the visitors remained safe from b
pleasantest of all segties, which exists in the presence of, and almost in contact with, danger

and d¥ath. o

147 The Juvenilgl24.

148 Doyle, Manners and Customg0.
“WTempleton, AThe W3
Templeton, AThe W3
BlTempleton, AThe W3

I.d Beastb6és Banquet, 0
Beastds Banquet, 0O
bd Beastds Banquet, O
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Danger and safety were the two paradoxical conditions that Templeton experienced
during the feeding, comparing his situation to sailing upon the ocean on a plaakdingtwith
a lit match in a firedamp coalminé each situation presenting one simultaneously with safety
and impending doom. However, Templeton understood this feeding also remained different, as
in each previous situation the actor was in dahigestorm vould distance the board from the
sailor and the flame could cause the mine to explode. In contm$tating was different by
remainingsafe:i We ar e here surrounded, and as it were
frightful form; and yetwe holdor | i fe as securely as i% we wer

However, e then reneged dris earlier presumption

But here, the danger is visible to our &yetrings and rattles in our edrst

actually moves our whole frames; for the roarings and nagnpi the beasts

shake the very building in which we stand. And yet here we stand, as if it were a
mereperformancdhat we were witnessiidgan imitation, and not the real thing.

But that itis the real thing, is the secret of the pleasure, or whategetathe

called that we derive from 13

One point lost on Templeton was that thissa staged act of an artifad nature; a poor

simulation ofeating habits in the wild at best. Yet, Templeton could not decide if the feeding he
witnessed was real or ham. Regardless, it conjured up genuine emotions in his heart. As his
narrative winds down, Templeton concluded that Londoners watched these events to harden a
Adegree of healthful strength of nerve, 0 a co

habits of modern |ifed have destroyed fithe ne

B2Templebn, fAThe Wild 3B*astodos Banquet, o
BTempleton, AThe W36b6ab, itHiesinorigida, Banqgquet , 0
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inervousness an i ndi spen $S4Tbmpketonposiidnedfhimselhasi on f
one of modernityds di scont e ntombatsafgladiatoryanch g o f
athletae, and battles of wild beasts, as they
jolting Britons, these violent entertainments
n e r ¥°&Vhile most viewers would notave approved of reintegrating these archaic

bloodsports, the new attraction of live animal feedings provided viewers with a violent

entertainment that was intensely frightening and yet completely safe, and one that allowed

animals to act out on their owoaord incited but no langer attackedl by human hands

Thus far, we have seen exhibited animals consumed through numerous modalities; they
were adored by countless visitors, fondled in the arms of children, fed by eager guests, and
watched with horror durgpmeal times. Just as Victorians enjoyed watching pandemonium
unfold in front of their eyes during orchestrated feedings, they enjoyed more peaceable
entertainments that allowed for personal interaction through the feeding or caressing of their
favorite ceatures. Returning our attention to Obaysch, we will now examine how numerous
popul ar animal 6s actions and t e mp ewhiahnfugtet s wer
contributed to their popular appeal. Zookeepers did this by having animals peréésndat
foods, and act in contemporary mannerisms. | believe that this was in part to facilitate
consumption, since zoogoers more readily related to animals that mirrored themselves. This
supposition served as a tway street whereby visitors also pldyi@to anthropomorphizing
ani mal s, owing to consumer6s romanticized bel

t hought s, f e el Depgite thedactdhatitha Ziob adkered to andeducational

B“Templeton, AThe W6bd Beast
Templeton, AThe W6bd Beast
156 Daston and MitmanThinkingwith Animals 13.
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mission that sought to lead visitors toesuie, zoogoers instead transplanted their own wishes
and imagery onto animals. While Carnivora were understood, and therefore treated, as wild
beasts, herbivores and omnivores were anthropomorphized, turned into creatures that visitors

both adored and apgriated for their novelty and artificialyonstructed humanity.

For animals harboring a sweet tooth, feeding again represented one of the key modes of

anthropomorphized visiteea n i ma | interaction. As William Tha
quiteofisel f, this Zool ogi cal GardenséWhere | ions
6at homed all day Il ong, and happy to see you,

b i s cld’Ta Thackeray, the Zoo was not a containment center for wild creatutes, b
neighborhood where each animal was happy to see guests sharing savory treats among friends.
The most popular feeding area at the London Zoo was the bear pit (Figure 1.9)udste,
purchased buns, fruits, and cakes to place on the end of a pi&edle over the pit. The hungry
bears surmounted their pole and, once in range, snatched off thé>f&atslength of the pole
minimized the potential harm for visitors; if the bear became aggressive it was blocked by the
fence!®® Still, visitors leanedri over the pit to ensure the bear could reach their snacks, which
appeared to not worry many participants since
buns, provided by the liberality of visitors, for which they were always prepared to make an
asceh t o t he s um¥fiSihce thd bedrsrexhibited uman eharacteritibey

were omnivores, and followed their appropriate queue up the &ddkgtors felt safe to interact

with them in ways impossible with the Carnivora. As a result, the beadsa life of plenty in

the Zoo. Theodore Wood asserted, fino more con

157 CharlesH. Ross,Wicked London. A Good Guideondon: Henry Vickers, 18§115.

198 Kidd, Ki d d & Suidy 80.

9George ScharZ ool ogi cal Gar d®B8s, Regentés Park

180D, W. Mitchell, A Popular Guide to the Gardens of the Zoological Society of Lofldmrdon: R S. Francis,
1852), 28.
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day long they loll about in their cages, or sit up begging for the buns and biscuits which the
visitors are always ready to throw to therif*

While feeding the bears was all in good fun, writer Leigh Hunt offered a witty

supposition of what might occur I f they usurp

he mused, -doatéd crediuaetwhiphreatd atcgke so gmidredy, were suddenly out
of its cage, and thecrywereheard A t i ger | oose! 0éFancy the
pole upon the cake h o'f? Hult left the reader to ponder what a tiger escaping from its cage
might entail. From the evidence provided in gi®r section, it would likely send visitors into a
panic, fearing the threat of a sharp set of feline teeth and claws. In contrast, the bears, so

familiarized with metropolitan life, were depicted forgoing carnage and instead ransacking the

unattended ba shop. Since the bears only sought sweet buns, no visitor need fear offering them

a treat; if they fell in the pit, the cake would be seized upon as prey. If the bears once harbored a

taste for human flesh, their confinement turned them into slaves oivitizing sweet bué at
least in the eyes of contemporary human visitors.

The bears were not the only animals that visitors frequently fed human foods. Whether
this arose due to anthropomorphized animal diets or a lack of understanding about proper
nutrit i on, a substanti al amount of human food
common practice for visitors to Exeter Change to pay keepers for small foodstuffs for
distribution to the animal&/isitors, for example, participated in a mock saation where the
el ephants fitake a piece of money from any

to a boy who attends for the purpose, and return the benefactor a printed bill, with his

161 Sunday Reading 87-89, 252.
162 Hunt, Men, Women, andd®ks 37.
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d e s cr i'pNaturalist Francis Bucklandrecalledi si ti ng the menagerie a
taken to feed Billy [a hyena] with cakes, and of later years | paid frequent visits of inquiry,
al ways with satisfactory r e¥*Thistwasnotjuga was al wa
onetime event, butoccude at numer ous occasions throughout
that a cake was the last thing Billy, an oddly anthropomorphized carnivore, probably needed.
Describing a similar transactio@harles Ross reminisced how during his childhood he fed a
mork ey, Joe, fichocol &toen sdrampds han du sleidq u'®m rs hbadkne
each instance, visitors provided human foods to an animal to formmaediate bond, turning an
unfamiliar beasinto a £eming friendhat was recalled warmly latenr life.

Beyond feeding animals human foods in orderly, predictable fashions,
anthropomorphized creatures also performed in popular shows. These performances typically
consisted of interesting tricks and innovative acts that went seemingly beyond the bbund
normal animal behavior. They overwhelmingly lacked scientific value or educational
explanations, instead relying amusement, creating familiarity, sihock and awe to entertain
visitors seeking an anthropomorphized experience ranging from eleghastgng, kangaroos
boxing, or hippos bathing.

There was no more frequently mentioned dar

attractive elephants, 0 which received®Taenri val

naturalist Willam Chdres, f or exampl e, was not al one when
the El ephant iIs the most interesting to the <c
Asupposed sensibility and intelligemtde have ¢

183 Garner A Brief Description of the Principal Foreighnimals 4.

%4 Francis T. BucklandCuriosities of Natural History, Volume(2ondon: Richard Bentley, 1860)05
165 Ross,Wicked Londonl4.

166 Knight, Pictorial Half-Hours of London19.
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refl ec t% wWhile visitors wailched animaisctlike humans, elephants were viewed as
more tharjustmere actors, but oddly similar, prompting questions of how different elephants

were from humans?

Elephants displayed their profound intelligemt@umerous feats at Exeter Change. The
Menagerieds first elephant was!®®Theppehyddrmd as fis
performed numerous tricks, such as wusing his
pockets and grasping a brodosweep his cag&he elephant professed an awareness of its

surroundings and developed maneuverability, as well as expressing abstract thought by adapting

a manmade implement for use by a creature lacking hands.

The Reverend Thomas Smith was delighaédr watching the elephant correctly answer
her keeperds questions ¢ ondasinghentginkloexpressany ¢ a
her cound and later in the performance even unlocked her cage. He was even more shocked by
how she grasped aneotrec h coi n whil e remaining stationar
strongly and repeatedly in such a curious direction that every blast drove the shilling from the
wal | towards her, tild/l at | ength it came with
feat, fseemethoughta nrde dywimaen % Numeeonswconmentators also
noted that the elephant possessed an intellectual capacity at levels approaching a human, placing

the elephant above the majority of wildlife and below only humanity.

Whil e t he el sqgvin@skils ere hghlyaévelaped, so too was its dining
etiquette. While we have already learned how Terence Templeton was impressed with the

Carnivora feeding, he was al so catwtlievamdoed by

®7Wwilliams,Chi | dés Natur aB History of Beasts
168 The True Briton(December 12, 1795), quoted in Grigsitgnagerie 108.
169Smith, The Naturd i s t 0 s, 16Q. Habcs in @riginal.
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banquets: AWhich of them all, |l say, can in t
Elephant, who takes off a cddad of carrots by way of dess@nvashes them down with a

washingtub of wated and then wipes his trunk on a tsusf hay by way of a towel, and eats it

af t er WirenpetBnowvas astounded not just by watching the elephant eat, but also by how
he ate, specifically viewing it akin to an elite Londoner. He was satisfied, and even appears
proud, that the elephant dimdt mindlessly gorge itself but devoured its food with gusto while
remaining prudent enough to clean up afterwards. Further evidence that the elephant, unlike most
animals in captivity, would not blindly devour its food was provided by Charles Ross. When
visiting the Zoo in the 1880s, his son gave an elephant a bit of chewing tobacdo At h e

el ephant [di d] nt%The eepharadidnot dgvquiritmor spit ibofit, bt triedd

it, considered it, and then did not approve of it. The elephastandiscerning diner at least in the

eyes of the typical Victorian observer.

Beyond its intelligence and etiquette, elephants were believed to express a pronounced
morality. Thomas Garner described how one elephant emotionally touched the audience at the
Exeter Change Menagerie. The el ephant dAwill t
particularly ale, blow it into his mouth, and in return for favours received, make a bow to the
audi ence, which shews &?Dsscribiogaglepbamtrawaege amdf hi s g
gracious of his adoring audience, the el ephan
interaction as well. Menagerie owner Gilbert Pidcock was moved hisenale elephant
returned from tour to see his new female counterparteHea | | ed how t he pachyd

a very long bow; and the female, with all the sagacity and complaisance imaginable, returned

170 Templebn, New Monthly Magazine361.
171 Ross,WickedLondon 14.
172 Garner A Brief Description of the Principdforeign Animals and Birds3.
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hi m a hands YmEs elephantwasnstpnlygespectful to humaoseven with

other elephantdut through a distictly human etiquetteOwi ng t o t he el ephant6
Garner professed praise unattributed to any o
an approach to man a sThiaduotaiorencapsuatealpowthe® ach s pi
elephant was biglved to possess a developed intellect that almost breached the bonds of what
constituted human intelligence. The elephant served to delight audiences who came to see it
exhibited throughout London, whereby its intelligence allowed for its anthropmoriphizoet

levels not associated with other creatures.

While the elephant performed numerous peaceable entertainments relying chiefly on
intelligence, the boxing kangaroo was a violent aberration foundadwtural trope still
pertinent in contemporary sety. In 1805, a kangaroo in Exeter Change was trained to box with
its keeper, literally pitting man against nature. When visiting the Menagerie in 1806, Thomas
Smith watched the pair spar for upwards of fifteen grueling minutes. During this time, the
kangaroo showed profound skill and strategy,

Turning in every direction to face his opponent, carefully watching an opportunity

to close with him, and occasionally grasping him with his fore paws, while the

right hind leg was employed in kicking him upon thiegh and hip, with equal

force and rapidity. The struggle was indeed obstinate, and the keeper

acknowledged that the animal was sometimes almost superior in point of

strengtht”™

13 The True Briton(December 12, 1795), quoted in Grigsitgnagerie 108.
174 Garner A Brief Description ofhe PrincipalForeign Animals and Birdst.
175 Smith,The Naturh i st 6 s,23Babi net
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According to Smith, the kangaroo did not enter the fray as a clumsy brusidoed skill,

dexterity, and strength, almost besting his keeper. While inhumane and comparable to archaic
animal entertainments like bebaiting, this duel also represented an unusual instance of a

human fighting an animal comparable in size and strefidh keepers must have felt that the
kangaroo displayed enough intelligence and athletic acumen to learn boxing, and that it fought
skillfully begged the question of where exactly thadgaroo fit between civilizednd savage,

animal and human. Thoughtkea ngar oo was descri bed harrowingl
is said to be of such strength as to break a
got into the ring and, typically, came out the winhé’lthough distanced from older violence

towards animals, savage entertainment thus did not fade away entirely. Instead of animals
abusing one another in the past, for example, in bear and bull baiting, now humans directly
committed the act against an exotic, upright, bipedal animal. An engyagsiatacle for

viewers, this performance further asserted dominance over the kaddeeoally through

physical conta@ after already colonizing its homeland, transporting it to London, and teaching

it to fight.

While the kangaroo was forced into a spetd of vidence, monkeys served in a more
relaxedrole as miniature human imitations. Acting like an eminent Victorian at the London Zoo,
the monkey Happy Jerry seated himself in an armchair, smoked a pipe, drank grog, and dined on
veal with roasted vegales. Jerry did not just eat or drink as numerous other exhibited animals
did, but uniquely smoked from a pipe, an act that required training, skill, and experience.

Another captive monkey, Sally, performed a variety of tricks relying on intelligence. For

example, she discerned the lengths of cut fruits and vegetables, picking the ones her keeper

6wiliams,Chi | dés Natur ab9. Hi story of Beasts
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instructed her to select. Additionally, she had two contrasting ways of drinking water; one

sloppily and wild and the other refined and civiliZétiSally was a nee anthropomorphic hybrid

in that she behaved as both civilized and wild on command. While ninetssitiry spectators
enjoyed watching monkeys on display, and vVview

according to Jerrold, the primates were evenmed upon their death’® Charles Ross claimed

t hat when his favorite monkey died, he Amourn
brot!FeRo®s found consolation in that®)hoe went
animal exhibits, monkeys weretch® t o act as humans in |ife, fo

they journeyed to another realm in death, again underscoring how creatures with similar

likenesses to humans were depicted by numerous ninetsamitiry Britons.

The Victorians were preoccupiég the boundary between human and ape, especially the
thought that the former naturally arose from the latter, which was engendered by ongoing debate
bet ween evolutionists and traditionalists in
The Orign of SpeciesBritons went so far as to label other peoples they perceived as subhuman
brutes capable of violence and destrudiaspeciallythelrishas fApr ognat hous bru
enormous jaws and tiny br %Viewngthedisreimrelatiantoi c at ur
primates eased contemporary moral panic by having them serve as a barrier between civilized
Victorian and savage ape as argued by L. Perry Cuarti€omparatively, watching an encaged

chimp mirror human actikewiseprovidedddficientdistaneecfrone r 6 st

7Lang The Animal Story Bogk 93.

178 Dore andlerrold,London, A Pilgrimagel10.

1% Ross,Wicked London14.

180 Ross,Wicked London14.

1811 . Perry CurtisJr.,Apes and Angels: The Irishman in Victorian Caricat(New York: Smithsonian Institution
Press, 1971), 102.
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real human qualities so that an anthropomorphized charade allowed for primates to serve as a

popular entertainment for visitors to both the Menagerie and%oo.

Like contemporary celebrities, certain animals pogskasremendous popularity, even
inspiring popular followings outside of the Zoo. Again not unlike popular consumer goods, these
animals functioned akin to a new, stylish, fashionable commodity that was all the rage. These
animals became so popular thayttoccasionally became autal sensations, turning into a
iPubl i ¢ Pet 0¥lnsteadohcaringpabonittheisworth as scientific specimens, visitors
were most interested in their daily activities as reported in the popular press which transformed
these animalstoant hr opomor phi zed cel ebrities. There w

the Victorians than the hippopotamus, Obaysch.

Despite frequent ridicule in satirical journals liRanchwhi ch | abel ed hi m .
heavy, stupisd hadnsi malr,idc yObpdyaced him in the cen
his droll antics made himastf#The London Zoods attendance ro0s
captivity from 168,895 to 360,408°Once on di splay, Obayschods i ma
of consumables, from sculptures to coat buttons. To allow for numerous guests to see their
dearest animal, Obyasch received a pool that allowed for 1,000 spectators to watch hif§ swim.

So elaborate was this tdilie space that one zoogouepild asked his i st er wher e Obay
bath towel was once he stepped out of his fddunchr e port ed t hat, fAs man

readers naturally feel anxious to know how the hippopotamus passes his time in a strange land,

182 Curtis, Apes and Angel403.

183 punch Vol. 74 (1878), 132.

184The Juvenilel27.

185 punch Vol. 74,132.

18 A Full and Interesting Account of the Great Hippopotamus or River Horse: From the White Nile! By a

Distinguished ZoologigiNew York: Steam Books and Job Printer, 1863), 19.

187Quoted indJohn TomanKi | vert 6 s Wor |l d of \ictorae Ergdand (Camloidge: ig up i n  mi
Lutterworth Press, 2013), 78.
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where he is so far away from home and alreiations, we have gone to the expense of
procuring the f¥®Thewwnigtearproaoatadsedoto | i st
ending the article by claiming Obyasch was so overworked he needed a relaxing, seaside
vacation sinee Olod sleasy eiiBodn atth observersdé and
whol e meObapsch, ohaving wor ked adisdttingcmads t o p
the journal 6s authors argued, deserved the sa
working, middleclass Londoner.

After three years in captivity, Obaysch was provided with his mate Adhela. To complete
their |l ove story, t hé®Howewer théirimargade wasnptalivdysy ev er
congenial. A squabble forced the nurturing neotto defend their offspring, tossing Obaysch
into the pool during the altercation, and this incident was reported as if describing domestic
violence as opposed to raw, animal aggressibiihough thirty years had passed since
Obayscho6s ar rhéweredableihippo temaineédpopular €nough for Charles Ross to
include him in his 1881 London gui daged, To RoOsSs
married gentl emané and sociable and harml ess
over in life, hs death was treated as one afforded to an English dignitary. His death inspired a
sorrowful, eloquent dirge iRunchl abel ed t he AHIi ppobs Farewell , 0

Farewell the gazing crowd, the chil
The lavish apple, the superfluous bun,
And all the toothful memories of the Zoo,
Methinks that not a few
Of old and young admirers will be loth,
TobidUr mé p! o @ tomgdmdlast goelye,

Piping regretful retrospective eye,
To Behemoth!

8 punch Vol. 19, 20.

189 punch Vol. 19, 50.

190 pMateaux,Rambles Around London Tow®o.

BLA, D. Bartlett,Wild Animals in Captivityed. Edward Barlett (Lonaio Chapman and Hall, 1899), 84
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In death, Obaysch was not remembered as a rare spemiraprobject of study. Instead, the
memories of his sights, sounds, and actions that distanced him from animals and likened him to

Victorians were what remai ned forever i n Vvi si

For celebrity animals like Obaysch, the Victorians construateglaborate,
anthropomorphic framework in an effort to make him or her appear almost human. Londoners
throughout the nineteenth century turned a host of animals intolgu@asins by transplanting
their thoughts onto an animal, attempting to change a wélatare from what it was to what it
should or could be. While expected in the Exeter Change Menagerie, a venue where science
possessed a negligible influence, the same dynamic was equally visible at the London Zoo, an
institution championing a scientificigsion that most visitors ignored. This rampant
anthropomorphizing suggests a society not content to see a Zoo full of wild creatures. Instead, it
depicts a society testing the boundaries of the huan@nal divide by incorporating human
traitsintoacaptv e c r e a tledorgaugesf cdrtairf apirmaisgmely herbivores and
omnivores, could mimic humans if exposed to shared cultural elements. It appears that, to a
considerable degree, these animals twtbk on hu

unigue personalities, bonds of friendship, and happy memories spent together.

While Victorians attached their identities to anthropomorphized animals, they sought no
bond of commonality with the wilder carnivorous ones, instead viewing them asstirigr
commodities for expressions of violence. The Carnivora existed beyond the realm of human
comparison, remaining truly wild creatures botttamable and furious. Thisde¢o these
dangerous animals eliciting fear in visitors during public feedinggubtias they did this they

paradoxicallyalsobroadcast beauty. Meanwhile, numerous other creatures, whether dangerous
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or not, were viewed as alluring commodities to the senses, owing to their brilliant hides,
fantastical movements, or eagerness to hetraan ride atophem. However, since Britorteuld

not take these creatures home, sensory experien&es lconsumers to these animals which
became &orm of an immaterial capitdhatprovided evidence of asit to the Zoo or the
Menagerie. These semgactivities, encompassing seeing, hearing, touching, feeding, and
riding, brought numerous visitors to animal exhibitions to consume their sights, sounds, and
tactilities, leaving with nothing but memories to show for their entry fees. In these spaces of
exhibition, visitors reveled among a romanticized collection of animals that, through
commodification and anthropomorphization, manifested as comfortable friends and frightening
foes, as alluring commodities and repulsive brutes, and as terrifying savabegnified

gentleman.
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Chapter 2

Grand Monuments of Nature:
Exhibiting Colossal Ecological Specimens in Nineteent@entury London

AA party of scientific men, artists and pr
the body of the Iguardon, and Professor Owen sat not only at the head of the
table but in the head of the counterfeit monster, as he does at the head of the
science which has compassed a knowledge of the monster and of the world in
which he lived. The scene, indeed, wasype of that power which henceforward
must command the world; that power, of which even those who aid it do not yet
thoroughly appreciat® the nature or the in
On May fourth, 1859, a coterie of hucksters ran an advertiseme&heifimesinconspicously
wedged between notices for two of the most popular entertainments of the day, the London
Zoological Gardens and the Crystal Palace. Their product was a dead whale, or, as they
described it, AThe Wonder of the Mihadlkileg, Deepé
dragged to the coast, and anchored on the b&&€hey were not selling its oil, a fluid used to
light homes and lubricate steam engines, or whalebone, a rigid animal product needed to
manufacture crinolines. What they sold was the chancestarsenormous whale in the flesh, a
rarity unafforded to modritons Owi ng t o Gr avese-andikesfiomcati on
London,the promotersioped to attract middielass vacationers curious enough to take a
weekend trip to gaze #ie titanic etacean. To help get across its size to a possibly unfamiliar
audience, it was noted as AWeighing upwards o
sense of urgency: f@ACaught May ¥é Now exhibiti
Naturalist Francis Buckland wamong the curious Londoners that responded to the

notice. While visiting the whale, he took measurements of its length, inquiredhgoature of

its death, and then climbed atop, just as an intrepid climber surmounted a towering peak, even

92 Progresy/iewed from the Head of the Iguanodoithe Leader(January 7, 1854), 14.
193 The TimesMay 4, 1859, 1C.
94 The TimesMay 4, 1859, 1C.

56



thoughthevh a loevnser was f ear f ul it might explode. B
climb[ed] up. It was dangerous walking, as the skin had become loose and very slippery from
decompositioné which felt unaleindiarhud bfedeetdo | i ke
visited ittwice more before RoshenaliGardens purchased the carcass to permanently display its
skeleton The Gravesend Whale was not an aberration, buingtence that illustratebe British
p u b linfatuétisn with gigantic natural specimehsdughout the nineteenth century.

As we have seen in the preceding chaptegvarincreasing number of exotic animals
reached London during the nineteenth century to fill zoos and mena@eiiess did not
typically discar d ettheed d anrpdiediscaptisitytthbedth didenotr fic o v
remove animals from the loop of consumerizum just shifted their stage, demonstrat8ayah
Amatcdb s cl|l ai mMTheaée objects reflected the Victori
should be useful o humans, @ Justaslivemninhle werelintetesting due to their
novelty, exoticism, and anthropomorphic qualities, so too wereerved creaturexhibited in a
plethora of London venues. Death had advantages for displaying witifeColley claimsthat
A empared to a struggling and-&dlo-vulnerable living creature, hides and feathers seemed more
durable and portable: it was thought that they could more easily be labeled, displayed, or
storfr®d. o

Deceasednimalsreconstructed by zoalistswere not the onlattractions. As the field

of paleontologyprofessionalized over the course of the century, scientists collected and analyzed

95 Francis T. BucklandCuriosities of Nattal History, Volume 2(London: Richard Bentley, 1860), 333.

1% Rachel PoliquinThe Breathless Zoo: Taxidermy and the Cultures of Longingversity Park: Pennsylvania
State University Press, 2012), 3.

197 Sarah AmatoBeastly Possessions: Animals in Victorian Consumer Cuffimeonto: University of Toronto
Press, 2015), 183.

198 Ann C. Colley, Wild Animal Skins in Victorian Britain: Zoos, Collections, Portraits, and M@esw York:
Routledge2014), 4.
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fossilized remains$®® Nineteenthcentury collections distanced themselves from the old cabinets
of curiositythat wee regular features of the earhyodern era. Instead, museums that featured
categorized collections increasingly became the standard embodiment of scientific exhibitions.
As Barbara Black observe,t he ni net eent h ¢ ent uursye ugm voe wbhierrtehi
a multitude of cultural factonstersected i ncl udi ng ABritish involven
exploration, and tourismé, advances in scienc
and commod? y culture.o

What was the particular appeslexhibitions ofdeceased animafer nineteentkcentury
Britons, especially given the notoriety surrounding some of the largest displayed specimens?
This chapteargues that Britons were infatuated with exotic and ancient colossal specimen
exhibitions lecause they not only exemplifilie world of heightened consumer choices
associated with the modern gbaut also because they expresdethinance over nature, a
defining characteristic of the Anthropocene. In the nineteenth century, massive animals were
rendered, preserved, and displayed in excess. Londoners funneled large natural specimens into
museumsand other popular venuagere they served not just as imperialistic trop(essColley
has proposédbutalsoas trophies of modernity inthe strugggleo t r i umph over natu
manifestationg®*

What Britons sought when interacting with living animals as opposeédaased
creatures differed substantialvhile they colorediving creatures in a sizable palette of

descriptors, including (but hdimited to) theshades of civilized and wiléttractive and

199 A, Bowdoin Van RiperMen Among the Mammoths, Victorian Science and the Discovery of Human Prehistory
(Chicago:University of ChicagdPress, 1993); Gowan Daws@how Me the Bone, Reconstructing Prehistoric
Monsters in Nineteert@entury Britain and AmericéChicago:Universty of Chicago Press, 20L8Ylichael
FreemanVictorians and the PrehistoricTracks to a Lost Worl@New Haven: Y& University Press, 2004).
200Barbara J. BlackOn Exhibit: Victorians and the Museui@harlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 2000), 9.
201 Colley, Wild Animal Skis, 4.
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repulsive, andheavilyanthroponorphized deceasedreatures largely forwent comparable
labeling. Instead, Britons, &achel Poliquin clais, sought to preserve animals to serva as
souvenirthat told only bits and pieces of théfe story2°?| contend that beyond nineteenth
century wildlife, this mode of thougilalso informedBritish responses to fossilized remains,
creatures that no human ever witnessed alive and that, therefore, no enezed. Whereas a
living c r e a thabits evéresframed iways that enriocbdthe Victorianimagnation, a dead
creature remainestatic and devoid of personalitgft with nothing but its skeletoor skin2%3
Accounting forexoticand ancient specimertbe attetion afforded to living animabhabits,
movements, and actiofall away to be replaced with a reverence for what wa8 liefthis case,
their enormous size that tantalized visita | magi nati ons when vi ewing
over theirbodies In spite of this gulf in size and power between Briton and animal, the
enormous creature had been defeated by the minute, fragile human and displlaged
museumsinspiring awe in theninds of countless visitors who ventured to gaze upon the
prese ved remains of naturedbds giants.

Londoners experienced preserved specimens similarly to live, exotic amrtizs
specimens represented an unaquirable commadgitors paid a fee to enter a museum and
engage with exhibits duringeir allotted timeOnce customernished their tours, they left
with nothing more than memories proof of purchase. Middielass consumetiewise
experienced specimens through a combination of the segseschiefly via sight and touch.

Visual consumptionvasthe prmary mode of sensory consumption promoted by propriefans

example, playbills detailed extraordinary lengths and weglpposedlyncomprehensible

202 pgliquin, The Breathless Zo@-8.

BLorraine Datson andwGaedgWMy t ond nT h fiThhkng with Animtals, Ani mal s
New Perspectives on Anthropomorphjigd. Lorraine Daston and Gregg Mitm@ew York: Columbia University

Press, 2005), 13.
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without seeing the specimen in pers@ueatures frozen in time allowed for individualized
examinationAs Will Abberleynotes A Anat omi c al model s displ ayed
structures and details through their stasis and permanence, which enablegh cfors¢racted
s ¢ r u %%Addigionally, gigantic specimens required inspection from a multitudegés to
grasp them, which allowed ftie act of making nature visibleupporingBl ack 6s i nt er pr
thatthe enormous variety of odditesimu s eum col | ect i onsualiyofhoed #t h
Victorian London Lif®@ f ound i n t h-ehangiegtcityscapé™ i so6s ever

Just as Victorian visitors experienced both living animals and preserved specimens
through sight, this investigatory method was shared by Britons who were not content just to use
their eyes to examine specimens. They also frequentihsoa touch the exhibitesbecimens,
allowingtheir fingers to construct a holistic sensory experieGeazing the surface of an
enormous animal that dwad the visitor or running his or héngers over ancient bones the size
of tree trunkdantalizedv i si t or 6 s Furtheanprie,ioadh is mdicativeGfo | | ey 6s cl a
that, Athis desire to |link skin t@é&%Thikin gave
sensorycombinationallowed for Londonerso holistically experience theemains of gotic and
ancientbeasts, stripped from nature and supplanted in numerous metropolitan exhibitionary
venues.

What attracted visitors to exhibits, as well as what they remarked uponantikfter
they visited, were the colossal natural specintéhis shoud come as no surprise that just as

visitors sought out large creatures like elephants and lions at animal exhibitions, they looked for

204Wi Il Abberl ey, f@Repl iCerduryiSciegce Brdd i £ B9r laterdisdiplinarg $Stieiesnirt h

the Long Nineteenth Centubyt (May 2017): 29.

205BJack, On Exhbit, 24.

206 Colley, Wild Animal Skis, 6.

207 Enormityappears to@mmand attention even today. It is telling that Stephen Assgins his introductioby
detailing the enormity of Charles O6Brien, the I rish Gi
book Stephen Asmé&tuffed Animals and Pickled Heads: The Culture and Evolution of Natural History Museums

(Oxford: Oxford University Press 2013).
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enormous dinosaurs and mammoths inside museums serving as wildlife mausoleums. Largeness
served to attraatisitorsin two modalities. Firstmassive specimeifisom one region of the globe
stood near other comparable creatdiresh other continentsThis method of display collapsed
space by allowing creatures that lived thousands of miles apahatit the same exhibipace,
much like the reorientation of space in the Crystal Palace Exhibiticincumvented geographic
constraints by corralling objects from across
material so or Ascul pture¥Yowawmg themms aatBhloueprei
bor der | €¥Whemeaaminidg pteserved specimens in the museum setting, this method
of display created both a world without borders and senskeasédime. Additionally, it
allowed for gargantuan individual specimeéasompare with one another and with proximate
diminutive specimensJlawing for a visitor to juxtaposa delicate starling to a gargantuan
mammoth imbnegazeBot h pr omoti onal gui debooks and cont
recollections overwhelmingly netl the megafauna when indicating major attractigistors
sought out gigantic beagipped from nature and transplaniednuseumstestimony to
Britainds p davgestcreatwes Fomitheienatirdi environmemtfom deep
withintheeath,t o sati sfy Britonsd curiosities.

The modern, Western fascination with thgamtic is the subject of Darcy Grimaldo
Gri gsbyods apCbldssal Grigshy foeuses dn oneghlithic structures that teder
upward andn gargantuan building projectisat drastically attredlandscapes, both serviag
manifestations of Western ideals of progress and modernity. While neither a giant sloth nor

Greenland Whale dwarf a human in comparison to the Eiffel Tower, scale rectifies this problem

208 paul YoungGlobalization and the Great Exhibition: The Victorian New World Oi@aw York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2009), 630.
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she arguessincefical e has al ways been @dhwhenragplyiogschlet o b e
to preserved animal exhibits, most specimengted over Britondn this way, the spectacle of
natureds giants in the nineteent hologssdntury par
manmade public workAdditionally, this stugt describes an instance in whiclkwdture
highlights size even when consuming an unacqu
argument angushing itback to an era of imperial infancy, demonstratingthait o | ook at
Western modernism in conjunction with capitalism is to see that immense size became a
supercharged value at t%hilethis argumenthasibeep split to a | e X
examine the two interconnectplenomenanamely sensory intaction and veneration of size,
these two claims wil!|l be spliced in the narra
stupendous reaction to the colossal; one event did not occur without the other.

The exhibition of gargantuan specimens likefigth e r s s adahme thaa muselum
collections harnessed and expregseder in an age whegremodern spectacles of power fell to
the wayside. However, whereas Tony Bennet argued this served to dominate citizenry, this
interpretation shifts to view nseum collections as a means of dominating n&tdi@ollecting
and displaying gargantuan animals decreed a mastery over nature writ large, reminiSagnt of
Si vasundar arsgardingdhe gpllectienroftnatural artifacts in the London Missionary
Mus e u m. Here, as in other Victorian museums, A
benchmar k for a<$'%Beys scionlgl eccitviinlgi snaattiuorne.60s gi ant s

hegemony over both the natural world angeotsocietiesDisplaying numerousxamples of

209 Darcy Grimaldo GrigsbyColossal: Transcontinental Ambition in France and the United States During the Long
Nineteenth Century(Pittdurgh: Periscope Publishing010), 17.

210 Grigsby,Colossal 19.

!Tony BdadmeetEx hii bi t i dcNewaForgnatiGhet (8prihge1298)078.

212 gyjjit Sivasundaraniature and the Godly Empire: Science and Evangelical Mission in tbiéid?d 7951850
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 179.
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earthés enormous wildlife functioned as not |
penetrated into the realm of death by disobeying natural decomposition to crabtetural
memorial?!3 It too served as a provocation to other Wiestadustrializing nations in a race to
showcase the broadest, most thorough collections of scientific specimens.
Thus, exhibiting preserved specimens ditsointo the wider narrative of Britasd
grasping hold of nature to showcase their power overaigitocesses, much likbe electrical
experimenters i Fr aBw&e nRBh g 496K Humahted Badyr fer n
example, positedthai | f we | ook with wonder upoifwitilhe gr e
how much deeper a feeling of admiratimust we consider those grand monuments of nature,
which mar k the r e3°bdvy a dordribuing éofce it theeestaiplistonere of o
the London Zoo, likely attributed his admiration to the diverse biological varietem®ad when
displaying ararray of faunaTo gaze upon exhibitions of colossal natural specimens was
likewise productive of admiration, but perhaps not in the sense Davy envisiBritmhs
admired these creatures, lidoing so they were also idolizing the@presentation diuman
triumph over nature as opposed to appreciating thee ¢ i suientifié \&alue.
In pre-nineteentkcenturyLondon, a multitude of house museums existed largely as
cabinets of curiosity crammed full of oddities both rare and valiableany division of
artifacts existed, it was typically a separation between natural and artificial curiosities, with the
Anatural 06 defi ned ashéd hii anrgtsi fair casslobedpardifacturadarn autr eec

by humans. Throughout the seventeenth centumyatermuseums became more widespread

213 Jesse Oak TayloThe Sky of Our Manufacture: The London Fog in British Fiction from Dickens to Woolf

(Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 2016)65

214Rhys lwan MorusFrank e nst ei nds Chil dren: EI ect ri-blinetegnthiCeltxyhi bi t i o1
London(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1998), 44.

255ir Humphr ey Da vyinArcand of Galeyce, arfd AilaRegistereof the Useful Args(London:

John Limbard, 1829)29.

216 Richard Altick, The Shows of Londd@ambridge Mass. Harvard University Press, 1978), 8.
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owing to an increase in wealth and heightened education of the domestic elite, as well as a
pervading sense of antiquariani$hin the eighteenth century royal societies and prodigious
collectors, like John Hunter, cdnscted early museums that emphasized sciemtdiegorization
of specimensThese museums allowed both the curious to gawk and the studious to learn,
althoughentrance was limitethainly to society fellowsr otherelites. In the nineteenth century,
however, museums opened to professioratsl the middle clasbroadening the scope of their
influence.

The tvo museums examined closely here areHbaterian Collection at theoyal
College of Surgeons and the British Musedohn Hunter, surgeon, anatomeastdcollector of
naturaloddities, amassed a substantial collection that, upon his death, was purchased by
Parliament in 1799 and offered to the Corporation of SurgddresHunterian Collectioapened
in 1813 and was enlarged in 1836 and 18b2. n t enmehse cdllectionontained 13,683
specimens and filled mosf theavailable spacét® The British Museum originated with the
co l ector Hans Sloaneébds body of amtli53foawhats ,
was an idea to place them togatin a museum that wast opened until 1759, iMontagu
House in London. Thougihe museumemained in its original locatigit expanded
dramatically over the nineteenth centukithoughthesetwo museums promoted scientific

classification and educatial ideology adhering to the idealsf rational recreation, thevidence

presentedh this chapter suggests that the educational influence of these museums wad limited

just as the goals of rational recreatfaited to impress upon the minds of visitotdiang

animalexhibitions, it too foundered when Britons visitsgientific museums.

217 Altick, The Shows of LondohO.
218 Synopsis of the Contents of the Museum of the Royal College of Surgeons of Emgidod: Taylo and
Francis, 1867)4-7; Altick, The Shows of Londpg8.
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Other institutions devoid of any scientific principles also exhibited preserved animals in
leisurely venues across London. These localities were comparable to mesthgee&hibited
living animals;bothweredesigned for consuming an entertaining spectacle and promoting little
additionalknowledge adng the way. These exhibiti@paces displayed some of the most
popular specimens that featured in the metropolis ttawigthe century. For examptée
Kingdbs Mews at Char i ngeitCwhichhesneraus semaendduslys hi onab |
popular whale specimsenvere exhibitedA diverse array of preserved creatures &stured
prominently in numerous other spactleat pomoted spectacle and awe. There were, for
exampledinosaur models displayed at the elaborate Crystal Palace Exhdnitioatthe
Cosmorama, a building known prominently for featuring panoramashatalso displayed
whales and other large aquatic ¢teas. These venues, along witliseums anchany other
smaller spaces, displayed a multitudewimalspecimens to popular audiences.

Before discussing the impressive nature of individual colossal specimens, museum
visitors first reckoned with an immse variety of contrasting scalhis exhibitionary technique
affected viewers both visually and tdety. Differentiating scale amorgpecimens was crucial
to exhibitionary practices and was even featured as part of museum procedure. During the British
Museumds renovation in the 1880s, for exampl e
new edifice ample space will enable the Curat
the purposes of cZ®Bvapirgrsdals produceslfi immsging ariayo$ sizé o
throughout tle overall collection and amomgofoundly large specimens. As Black claims, the

diversity of artifacts ® bewitched with their

2% Herbert FryLondon in 1887London: W. H. Allen & Co., 1887), 127.
220 BJlack, On Exhbit, 3.
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Differentials of scale invited comparisons both between the viewer and tmepeand
with the individual specimen and numerous oth
collective assortment of creatures produced an immensely variegated landscape all within an
individual gallery, simultaneously awing and overwhelminguisédor. The author of the
guidebook.ondon Scenedescribped@g al | er y of t he Br i Abeautiful Museum
collection of birds, beasts, shells, and minerals, with some truly interesting petrifications, and
ot her f o s?8While thissdessigtion rovitles a sense of the variety of objects on
display, the description from an 1851 guide to the Gallery of Organic Remains at the British
Museum provides a better description for gauging the diversity of monumental exhibits, which
t he guiawtblhobamrk 6cso mpar ed ctoou pa isipésy nmposiagyfarthe A T h e
model of the gigantiblegatheriumarrests the attention of the visitor on entering the apartment
and beyond it stands the fine skeleton ofMestodonof the Ohio; and between these grand
monuments of a former state of the globe, is the skull with its enormous tusks, of an extinct
species of EI| &jThisserampld detailsithelprofdundavariety on exhibit while
diverging fromlisting every displayed creaturimsteadthe author cataloged the abundant giant
specimens all within one gallery, each competing for tiénton While thevariety itself was
impressive, the multiplicity of enormous creatures was especially alluring.

The visual spetacle created by the divengtscales between a plethora of colossal
creatures is visually represented in an image from the 1830s (Figure 2.1) depicting a busy day in
the Hunterian Collection in the Royal College of Surgedtisike those of the British Museum,

this gallery also coainedmultiple large specimens that compared with one another in height

221 ondon Scenes, or A Visit to Uncle WillianTiown(London: John Harris, 1825), 138.

222 Gideon Algermn Mantell,Petrifications and Their Teachings, or, a Hand Book to the Gallery of Organic
Remains of The British Museytrondon: Henry G. Bohn, 1851361.Italics in original.

223 Hunterian Collection, Royal College of Surgeores. 1830.
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and girth while contrastingith the many smaller specimens inside ¢ases. A groupf visitors
stare upwards to the plethoramégafaunawhile one lone visitor dressed in whitke focal
point of the printgazes intently at ongpecimenn paricular: the giant sloth. The mas planted
at a distance from the sloth, allowing him full view of the gigantic skeleton frozen in an action
pose, climbing upon a giatree limb. Furthermore, the emphasis on the focal point allows for
the printés viewer to contrast the scale betw
captivatingly eyes the enormous beasts, others in the background gaze upward at the numerous
other gigantic specimenmcluding an elephant, the giant Moa, and the Irish elk, among others.
Heads turn in every direction since the variety provided visitors with an imposing showcase of
enormous ancient and exotic specimens.

A similar image from later in the century (Figu2.2) depicted a bevy of specimens also
serving to showcase contrasting scale in the British Mugétimthe center of the room, open
to scrutiny and touch, are the glorious specimens of contemporary megafauna: an elephant, a
rhino, and two giraffes, onetaining its skin and the other a skeleton. A gentleman and his wife
gaze upward at the skeletal giraffenile on the opposite side of the room a child points
excitedly to the clustered behemoths, attempting to drag his rooted mother over for closer
inspection. These giant creatures are the focal point of the image, and yet, in the background, a
gigantic gorilla perched upon a branch, frozen in a frightening gesture, looks down upon two
interested visitors. Another rhino and a hippo are planted on thlsibpgide, and they too
feature a crowd thronged around them. Scale between giants themselves, as well as amongst
larger and smaller specimens, is showcased throughout this print. Additionally, the visitors
overwhelmingly hover around the colossal exlsibggain suggesting these were the chief

attractorsof musewlgpoer s6 admiring gazes.

224 Mammalia SaloonBritish Museumca. 1860.
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This print mirrored contemporary guidebook
Mammal i a Sal oon. The megafauna, the awthor no
At he | arger quadrupeds, which are too bul ky t
pedestals or p? Aactherguidebooktedh@ed thid aesthetic ¢hoice while also
detailing the larger specimens a visitor encountered throughoutéthe m: A Some of t he
mammalia are placed on the floor, such as giraffes or cameleopards, and morse or walrus from
the North Sea. Over the cases are placed the horns of oxen, the largest of which are those of the
arnee, or gr eat floordre @arangdd thé different speci€srof rhinboeros, an
el ephant, antLmisppypotiames.c@&nter of this room
rhinoceros, the African hippopotamus, the Cape buffalo, and the celebrated wild Chillingham
b u 1??I Thedlagest specimens were thus placed in the center of the floor for immediate access,
unobstructed scrutiny, and the abilibytake in the collective in a single gazéeTattractive,
enormous specimerisu | f i | | ed v iirdense vsuad Kimutbi#osSight, baveverowas
not the only exploratory mode available to, or employed by, visitors.

Much like contemporary zoos and menageries, ninetemmttury Britons not only
wished to gaze upon a plethora of preserved megafauna, they also wanted toetouch th
Taxidermy exhibitions were often places where tactile experiences occurred. Buckland, for
exampl e, noted how Avisitors to musdethisnss ar e v
an itching whi ch 2%@ne exhibitiorethatalioadivisitor®to hoth sea &ntl . 0
touch specimens was the Pantherion inside Bul

the early decades of the nineteenth century.

225 Charles KnightPictorial Half-Hours of London Topographi.ondon: Charles Knight, 18$,1196.

226Edward RobertKellyk e | | ydés Post Office Guide to London in 1862,
Companion to the Directy (London: Kelly & Co.), 207

227 The Golden Guide to Londghondon: Lambert and Co., 187205

228 Buckland,Curiosities of Natural History60.
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Pantherion by highlighting its assortmentofermous wi | dl i fe, since it A
altogether grand and interesting. Various animals, as the lofty Giraffa [sic], the Lion, the
El ephant, the Rhinoceros, &c. are exhibited a
whole being assistedwit a panoramic effect of ?Thest ance an:t
Apanoramic effect of distanceo was intended t
surprised visitor finds himself suddenly transported from a crowded metropolis to the depth of an
| ndi an?°Mach as énthe guide to the British Museum, placement influencing scale was
identified as a desablecomponent in the visitor experience.

The Pantherion received its own mguide within a larger book dedicated to the
museum, providing t horough description of the exhibit
unl i mited vi ewi nhgspdciynens]latehe gamantigne ih thedr olasgic
arrangement, and preservi n§'An 18&0mprinfdepicimgte he i nj
Pantherion (Figure 2.3) once again illustrates numerous visual and tactile expéefeniess.
area was full of wildlife haphazardly crammed
snake is fixed slithering up a tree to attack a perchedtbivitl never reach. A wooden
enclosure strictly demarcated this environment from the outside space, creating a barrier that
distinguished an otherwise orderly museum from the exotic, tropical wild. What was most
prominently depicted however, once againfemtie megafauna. In the background, a man
reaches out with his cane to touch an elephant, the largest and most prominent creature in this
variegated exhibit. On another side of the enclosure a couple chat while they lean slightly over

the railing, cominglose to touching a water buffalo. Perhaps the oddest member among this

229 illiam Bullock, A Companion to the London Museum, and Panthetiomdon: Whittingham and Rowland,
1816),iv.

230 Bullock, A Companion to the London MuseL88.

231 Bullock, A Companion to the London MuseLoi.
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group of tropical megafauna, a polar bear, juts outside of the enclosedllamgimg for constant
touching by visitors either from choice or from accidently bumping into it.

This same image also highlighted the effects of scale as the Pantherion. Chairs are
depicted throughout the venue which provided mggtilaces for visitorg/hile also enhancing
their sense of wonder by allowing for a different viewpoint. A woman depictediag sittone
of these seats placed her arms upon the railing and gazed upward at the numerous specimens
around hed whether at zebra towering over her, the emu towering over it, or the elephant
reigning supreme over all of the other inhabitants of the Baoith Meanwhile other visitors
stand back and look at the assortment with an eye to the collective scene.

While nineteentkcentury visitors to the galleries of the Hunterian, British Museum, or
the Pantherion were fascinated by the sheer volume of magsugnens on display, gazing at a
collective assortment, comparing individual specimens within this collective unit, and reaching
out to touch stuffed exotic creatures, this was not the only mode of inquiry available. Certain
monumental individual specime commanded particular attention throughout the nineteenth
century. These enormous specimens of ancient and exotic beasts provided Britons with the
experience of gazing upon a preserved megalithic creature that dwarfed their diminutive human
bodies. Despe the significant physical gap between Londoner and behemoth, the outmatched
humar® the exhibit implied by using their brain to circumvent size constraints, proved to be
the victor in the perpetual contest to best nature.

Owing to their enormity, @ossalspecimensvere usually placed upon pedestals in a

museum galleryés center or hung from the ceil
the British Museum. Both methods were orchest
these objectsasthelcd ect i onsé crown jewels. While these
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thus available to touch), smaller specimens w
edges to ensure their safety. Ancient megafauna, ranging from the Irish elk that tioamadh
in the nottoo-distant Pleistocene to the Iguanodon, a truly primeval creature from the depths of
the Cretaceous, were among the most popular specimens on display. Ancient specimens catered
to a growing Victoriant icapcehiasioni wi war hdt] o
Michael Freeman, that also showcased the emerging field of paleontology that scouted, dug, and
rebuilt creatures in a way that %ramped scien
mundane shells washing upBritainb s sandy beaches to giant | iza
Asupernatur al d r acigation svith @xhibiteceanciént creatugsokatoa f a s
nation captivated by extinct wildlife, who consumed them in a variety of formats ranging from
their depictions inthe popular press, books featuring colorful illustrations, and in numerous
museum collections, as well as the gardens of the Crystal Palace ExHildition.

Numerous noteworthy ancient specimens originated from British localities. The Irish elk
was a populaattraction throughout the century at the British Museum due to its enormous body
that was further complemented by a colossal set of aftfaxsimerous nineteentbentury
guidebooks showed its attraction over time by consistently remarking on its prosizgenn
Samuel Leighds 1819 guide to London, he procl
perfect specimen of the skull and horns of the large Irish elk, by far the most remarkable known
fossil remai ns ?2%feighwasinfaiuatedtwithahelk, betievirsg it was not

just an interesting ani mal on account of its

233 Michael FreemarVictorians and the Prehistoric: Tracks to a Lost Wd(titew Haven: Yale Uiversity Press,

2004), 46, 148; Bernard Lightman/ictorian Popularizers of Science: Designing Nature for New Audiences
(Chicago:University of Chicago Press, 2007),32

2% FreemanVictorians and the Prehistorjd48161.

Records of the Copyr i gh ny Rhbtdgiaghglondon, 1898, 831.St at i oner so6 Co
2%6g5amuel LeighL ei gho6s New Pi(londenrVe €lowed, 1819), 868.0 n
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fossil .0 From the entirety of specimens in th
remarked on only two creaturesbynama 1825, one being the el k (7
skull and horns of the colossal Irish &3’ In crafting his 1851 London guide, W. J. Adams
al so described the el kds height and weight in
for r &S&kkdredonii of the gigantic extinct deeré T
straight |l ine between the extreme tips, 1is ei
skull is, seven feet six inches; weight of the skull and antlers, sesierppurd s238 §Vhile
detailing its immensity in a guidebook, it is unlikely most Britons familiar with contemporary
deer could fathom a realistic depiction of its ancient relative that featured afficgiggpan
between its antlensithout gazing upon it in perso Owing to its immensity, this supsized
deer attracted visitors throughout the century. While the solitary elk attracted countless visitors,
it was not the exclusive resiaeof its gallery. ltwas stationed among other preserved megafauna
including anelephant, an American elk, and a giraffe to facilitate a variegated scale amongst
other impressively large creatures, providing the enormous deer with a variety of competitors for
visitorsé gazes.

Another domestically discovered ancient specimen thanhteeapublic sensation was
the Iguanodon. Unearthed in a Sussex cave, the dinosaur fascinated Victorians both due to its

local origin and substantial size. In his popular book of geological anecdotes, J. L. Comstock

noted the 1 guanodonnsd sasi nbperiensgs ifivteh rdeiemeonrs ifoour t
crocodil e, having jaws e q @3Anothemautisoi echeedhaw t hos e
At he |l guanodonéwas much | arger t ha+donesny repti

237 London Scened 38.

2BW.J.AddamsAdamds Pocket L(bondbro B L. Glaricidre, 18b),01&6.

239, L. ComstockQutlines of Gelogy: Intended as a Popular Treatise on the Most Interesting Parts of the Science
(New York: Pratt & Co., 1843), 228.
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having been fountb measure, in the smallest part, twetwy inches in circumference, which is
a greater dimension than is p#%Eackasentabtled t he
the Iguanodon as unparalleled in size to any existing creature, featuring teounslgs
frightening jaw and gargantuan legs. Shocking depictions such as these potentially tantalized
visitords imaginations with the possibility o
simultaneously attract iaonnd awlithwtotepiationshipn of St
evidenced in the previous chapter when zoogoers viewed carnivorous animals, Britons were
attracted to learn more about this creature desipgtéactthat it was physically immense and
depicted as profoundly terrifyirf* Inquisitive Britonswere finally given a glimpse of what this
creature looked like in 1853.
A scale model of the Iguanodon was one of the stars of the Crystal Palace Exhibition.
Though the Crystal Palace originally opened in 1851, it took until 185&faralistsculptor
Benjamin Waterhouse Hawkins to craft the Iguanodon. An article in the London radical political
newspapemlhe Leadecommented upon the many fantastic ancient creatures held at the Crystal
Palace, emphasizing their tremendous sizedhald frighten and bewilder even the most
prudent and courageous Britons. fASeeing is be
Among great specimens at the Crystal Palace in Sydenham, will be those of the
gigantic animals that p e o Bdsandnd bfiMess wor | d é E
Edgeworth might be forgiven for screaming if she saw jumping towards her a frog

as broad as three buffaloes abreast; and the Duke of Wellington might have

fFRambl es ofTle G6@®h tolg ¢ Augudtsl87d B3ur n a l
241 peter Stallybrass and Allon WhitEhe Politics and Poetics ofdnsgressior{lthaca: Cornell University Press,
1986), 5.
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hesitated if he had met on the banks of the Thames the Iguanodon lizard, thirty

five feet in lengtt?*?

The enormous lizard was of such a colossal size that the journalist believed it possessed the
ability to frighten members of both sexes, whether they be a prudent fictional character or a
heroic national icon. Regardless of its propgnigr inducing shock and awe, countless visitors
flocked to see the Iguanodon. Its popularity spawned a host of other enormous dinosaur exhibits
to complement the lone colossal reptile at the Crystal Palace. The Iguavasharttracted
nationwide attentin later in December of 1853 when a group of more than twenty scientists held
a dinner party inside the creature. The extreme novelty of dining inside the massive prehistoric
beastleadhe Leadet o ponder, AWhat woul d odnewihiretkeder s s
carcase [sic] ¥fTha oodelsamondst subiefea hdightal | en
of twentythree feet, and girth of twenfywe feet allowed for Hawkins to invite his fellow
scientists for dinner sidethe Iguanodon, andhé¢ meal attracted notoriety in the press as an act
of supreme novelty coupled with elitism and decadéffddot only were scientists
reconstructing the bodies of colossal ancient creatures, but owing to their size they were
simultaneously colonizing theinnards as they saw fit.
Beyond naturalists, leiswigeeking Londoners, and visitors to the metropolis, even Queen

Victoria and Prince Albert were taken aback by the Iguanodon and accompanying dinosaurs

when visiting the Crystal PalacEhe Leadenotedh at @A The gigantic I guano
|l cht hyosaurusécreated no ordinary i mp#essi on
The Il guanadonés visitors, from commoner to ro

222 fProgress Viewed from the Head of the Iguanod@hge LeadefJanuary 7, 1854), 14.
243 fDinner to Professor Owen in the Iguanodofe Leade(January 7, 18546.

244 ADinner to Professor Owen ihé Iguanodom, 6 .

245 fiThe Queen at the Crystal Palacehe LeaderNovember 5, 1853), 3.
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writing a guide to the British Museur@ideon Mantell described the Iguanodon by comparing

its individual parts to extant megafauna. @ATh
with no fit objects of comparison. Imagine an animal of the lizard tribe, three or four times as

large aghe largest alligator, with jaws and teeth equal in size to those of the rhinoceros, and with

l egs as massive in pr op o’ Mdntellirdepitsd the hgeanodddnasb s o f
a frightening monster that combined numerous colossal partdliehargest existing animals

and placed them, some supersized to even larger proportions, together to create this new

dinosaur. Regardless of whether it delighted or upset its viewerkyuhnodon was one of

Br i tfavorige primordial giants. Mantelirght Iy c¢cl ai med that, AFrom
bones of these animals, their remains have ex
Their dimensions are sufficiently stupendous to satisfy the most enthusiastic lover of the

ma r v e #* dtsuesrmiy baffled countless viewers as it made its way to becoming a Victorian
sensation. However large and intimidating the Iguanodon may have appeared to nineteenth

century Britons, another ancient creature was believed to be so stupendously gigahig that t

mighty reptile would have easily fit in the space between its four wooly legs.

While the Irish Elk and Iguanodon were extinct locals, numerous other extinct, colossal
animals also filled Londonés exhi busandooh hal | s
miles from Britainbds shores. There was perhap
imagination more than the mammoth. Over the course of the century, paleontologists discovered
large elephantine bones from Siberia to the Rocky¥ins, and debatnsued concerning

whether these bones were from Biblical giants or an extinct crédtuxejuote froman article

246 Gideon Algernon MantelPetrifications and Their Teachings, or, a Hand Book to the Gallery of Organic
Remains of The British Museyirondon: Henry G. Bohn, 1851337.

247 Mantell, Petrifications 226.

248 Edward J. WoodGiants and Dwarve@_ondon: Richard Bentley, 1868), 3.
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in The Saturday Magazirdescribed the bewilderment still being created among nineteenth
century Britons by the discoveryofa mmot h bones, observing that,
huge species of elephant have be%Rurthkenmgre,up, wh
discerning whether the bones hailed from a mythical creature or from one that lived alongside
early man, Bld startling ramifications for both natural history and the Victorian Christetric
worldview2*° The earliest mammoth remains in London were featured in the British Museum,
where the mammoth was noted for jawasdothert ai | an
bones of the fossil Siberian elephant which is the real mammoth, and of the gigantic North
American mammal , which | i k% Ruitherenordy thesMubeare n ¢ a | |
was noted to possefisarious bones of the fossil Siberian elephamich is supposed to be the
real mammotlir>2 Unsure whee exactly the bones originatetgeir megalithic size caused them
all to be labeled as part of the new, exciting giant known as the mammoth.

Not to be outdone by the British Museutme tRoyal Collegef Surgeonslso exhibited
mammoth bones. An 1860s museum guidebook noted how the collection possemsety of
pieces from the different species of ancient pachyderms, notably ingladiimge specimen of
the entire tusk of Mammoth, showingitsare si ze and ext efEvene doubl
without a complete skeletpone large piece from thebemoth remained a laudable acquisition
Despite the impressive nature of mammoth remains in London, including individual pieces but
also complete and péal skeletons, Rembrandt Peale, son of the American paleontologist

Charles Wilson Peale, noted ruefully in his treatise concerning recently discovered fossils in Asia

A The Uti |l it yTheSaturGay Mdgazipgolurae the Sixteenfrom January to Juné_ondon: John
William Parker, 1840), 53.

250van Riper,Men Amongst the Mammotl&10.
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that fAThere are several specimens ohi®heése in
The competition to collect ever | arger specim
well as the prehistoric creatures that humans had once coexisted with. For example, A. Bowdoin
Van Riper argues that a pronounced competition occurredgshgeologists, paleontologists,
and historical archeologists from across Great Britain, Western Europe, and the United States,
who all attempted to bring the prehistoric past to Ifi§hin this spirt of competition, Peale
promoted the newly discoveredsiils from other regions that dwarfed those already on display
in London. He believed that larger could always be larger, and many nineteatuiny Britons
agreed with him.
German showman and fossil hunter, Albert Koch, took notice of the contemposagy de
to continually witness bigger and bolder exhibits. In 1841 at the Egyptian Hall in London, the
stakes were raised considerably when Koch dis
Leviathan, o0 or, the AMi ssour ihabonmevon&tww adthat ed |
United States before sailing across the Atlanticotatioue thetour in Europe. The playbill
promoting the behemofffrigure 2.6t at ed i n its opening |ine tha
Gigantic remains, when its huge frame wksl with its peculiar fibrous integuments, and when
moved by its appropriate muscles, was Monarch over all the Animal Creation; the Mammoth,
and even the mighty Il guanodon®may easily have
The Missourium thus was a direct compatin the battle of bigness that relegated the
laudable Iguanodon to status as a puny lizard and the newly discovered mammoth as its

di minutive wooly cousin. Further more, it proc

254 Rembrandt Peal@éccount of the Skeleton of the Mammitndon: E. Lawrence, 1802), 43.
255Van Riper,Men Anongstthe Mammoths13-14.
256 Missorium TheristrocaulodoRlaybill (Dublin: C. Crookes, 1842).
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grandeur, the beholder willbetos i n wonder and ast CYRegaldessnt , at
of comparisons to other creatures, Koch made a definite claim that, once scale was applied
between the viewer and specimen, the viewer would feel absatiwelyed in the enormous
creaturé s dewhaad in awe of its enormity.

Koch marketed the Missourium similarly to the Iguanodon in that he compaoeather
enormous animaldike the whalg to articulate contrasting scale. The book length description
Koch authored opened by emphasizinglibea st 6 s g ar g a n tfuTahni smegai sguar net m ecl
skeleton measures 30 feet in |l ength and 15 in
dimensions ending with its molars, a startling 7 inches long by 4 incheg¥/Net satisfied
with bankingonitsenormiy t o ensure the creatureds popul at
threw his hat into the ensuing religious debate to publicize his specimen by devotiiftharfe
his manuscript to Biblical scripture in an effort to connect the Missourium to the QlhTerg
ABehemot h. o

Throughout the eigkenth century and continuingdnthe nineteentharge bones
discovered acrogbe globe were believed to point to the existence of giants, supporting Biblical
Scripture. However, owing to the development of thiel§i@f anatomy and zoology, naturaljsts
like Hans Sloandncreasingly labeled these enormous batethe lone survivingelics of
extinct animalsand as aresulttheeeat ur al i sts often faced ridicul
contradi ct o?%Whattifiesetbdnes ofyindield #Fomdeld profound implications for

the Victorian worldview and for Briton& unde

The debate (still occurring atidcentury) between naturalists asserting that fossilized bones

257 Missorium TheristrocaulodoRlayhbill.

258 Albert Koch,Description of the Missourium, or Missouri Leviath@mondon: E. Fisher, 1841);9.
29\Wood,Giants and Dwaves 40.

260Van Riper,Men Among the Mammoth46.
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werepart of an ancient wooly elephant and clergy asserting that these bones were proof of the
Behemoth allowed Koch and otherkiarative audiencéor their exhibitions.

Naturalist William CI i f tandwarysoftiselstapertdous al o f
claims that American showmen often made when touring in Britain. He sent a letter to his friend

and paleontologist Richard Owen in response to hearing of the Missourium that showed,

nonet heless, his interest in t hestlyigipodedfrom A A pe
America the fossil remains of a gigantic anim
| anguage featured in the playbill, Abetween w

mighty iguanodon, may have strutted with ease. Simeautrival of this huge skeleton, it has
attracted the attent i? Desutéhistskemicismudlifivasi s and sc
awestruck wupon visiting it, writing AYesterda
| 6ve eYosdemaw. d aged over whether Kochods creat
Owen were some of Kochds notable antagonists)
to gaze at what was likely the largest terrestrial creature they hail evemould eved witness.

For nearly two years the skeleton perambul at e
the curious, and the skeptical all turned out to gaze up at the breathtakingly colossal Missourium,
enchanted by its immensity.

Before ending the discussio of al |l uring ancient creatures
and imaginations, it is worth taking a moment to examine how British connections to areas both
inside and outside of the empire facilitated an enereasing number of specimens flowing into
Londondéds museums. Without the gl obal framewor k

would have never made their way to Britain. Numerous historians argue that imperial

261 william Clift to Richard Owen, August 31, 1841, Digital Repository Research Library of the American Museum
of Natural Historyhttp://hdl.handle.net/2246/66@accessed April 5, 2018).
262 Clift to Owen,August 31, 1841.
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connections represented the vital source by which specimens flowed into Lonidiisn
shaped how they were understood by visitt¥Vhereas Ritvo argues that captive animals
functioned as representationsdafminion over nature and foreign societimsmerous fossilized
specimens served these dual roles as3t®lust as Britain reirented itself from a marginal
nation to a world power by collecting precious foreign artiféassargued by Maya Jasanoff
collecting enormous specimens showcased British attempts to establish global hegemony by
usurping the rights of other foreign sdas and seeking to best other competing European
power® while simultaneously asserting dominance over nature all in one sweeping
movement®®

For example, in the (a8t atéhe enmantethengrth s peci me
gallery of the Britsh MuseunrAn 1862 guide to London noted tha
Bird Gallery and the Gallery of Minerals and Fossils, is a restored model of the shell of an
extinct fossil tortoise, of g%°fmenarnogstustle ze, fr
shell from British-controlled India served as the centerpiece in the entryway to the gallery
di splaying the museumdébs entire collection of
of dominion over both nature and the Indian populace by relocapnecaus ecological
treasure from the colony to the metropole. Comparable to the many exhibited treasures from
Ti pu Sultan, ranging from the infamous pipe o

adorned chias and tables frorhis palace, once dispfed in Britain these artifacts served as what

263 Simons,The Tiger that Swallowed the Bdy71; ColleyWild Animal Skins4-5.

264Harriet Ritvo,The Animal Estate: The English and Other Creatures in Victorian Englaachbridge: Harvard

University Press, 1989), 205.

265 Maya Jasanoffcdge of Empire: Lives, Culture, and Conquest in the East, 1850 (New York: Vintage,

2005),9-10.

266 Edward RobertKellyk e | | yds Post Office Guide to London in 1862,
Companion to the DirectorfLondon: Kelly & Co.,1862), 208.
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Jasanoff describes amperial propagand®’ The sentiment was replicated with Australia, as

Britons brought home, Al arge extinct quadrupe

been recently discovetean tertiary formations in Australia, the most gigantic is@iygrotodon

Australis t he skull of which measi#res upwards of t
In theGolden Guide to Londofi1879), the author also described an assent from the

museum includingpecimens from SottAmerica, Britain, and Africd a plethora containing

objects from within and outde the empire i [ Middle Nluseunis entirely devoted to the

fossil remains of extinct vertebrated animals, including a skeleton dehatherium Cuvieri

t he most gigantic speci men of the extinct gro

Robustus (giant sloth); the outer armour of the extinct gigantic Armadillo; a skeleton of the male

l rish Elk, also extinct; &YTleeseddssilsaosgnedyimnt i ¢ f o

similar ways to Annie Combesés artifacts from

trophies whose entertainment value extended a

throughout its divergent social class$é&&For example, this array of fossils form both within and

outside of the British Empire was comparabl e

Museum, whereby an impressive assemblage of ivory carvings from Africa, China, India, and

Inuit tribes, alongvith carved deities from India, Peru, and Scandinavia were all featured

together, marketed in guidebooks and understood by visitors as both interesting curiosities and

trophies of the civilizing imperial proce$8.Paleontological networks informed British

267 JasanoffEdge of Empirel78-183.

268Kelly, Kel | y6s @®uidg209.0f f i ce

269 The Golden Guide232.

270 Annie E. CoombesReinventing Africa: Museums, Material Culture, and Popular Imagination in Late Victorian
and Edwardian Englan{New Haven Yale University Press, 1994);3.

271 CoombesReinventing Africal15-16.

81



scientists of discoveries across the globe, and their political and financial resources ensured that
the fossils featured in these discourses ended up in London.

One of the oddest specimens that became a star attraction, the giant sloth (labeled the
A Metgeeiumo ) f eat ur e dthepldeo(Figure @.h) 18335 varsion and the updated
1840s version (Figure 2.5) of the same print, both depicting the Hunterian Collection at the
Royal College of Surgeond?While the lone visitor in white, servingasthena ge 6s f oc al
stared up at the sloth in Figure 2.1, the updated, 1840s depiction placed allisitding in the
room,save one, gazing up at the Megatherium as they gesture to itenbadgd in hearty
debateln the intervening yearthe majaty of specimens haeither been rearranged or
disappeared entirelfDespitet he decadeds difference dloth ti me b
remained a focal point for both the visitors
overtaking theeountless smaller specimens and its massive competitors clustered throughout the
gallery. Another contemporary guide pointed visitors in the direction of the Megatherium as the
most interesting specimen at the Royal College of Surgeons, with the seaaypddancient
cousin placed in close proximity, the Mylodon, both unearthed near BuenogAEsen when
naturalists could not connect a scattered assortment of bones écteated skeletothey
displayed the boneasdividually for their gigantic prportions. The London Museunf Natural
Hi st o r wriolssdedmeris\of the whale tribe, of fossil remains, those vestiges of a gigantic
and unknown race of animals existing before the flood; the examples are numerous, such as
teeth, bones, horns, andet relics appertaining to animals resembling the elephant, mammoth,

hi ppopot amus, and o t?’hvghethesfiom mearty Gwsses or ihe distartt ur e s .

22 Hunterian Collection, Royal College of Surgeorss, 1840.

213The Golden Guides5.

274 Richard Phillips;1808; Being a Correct Guide to all the Curiosities, Amusements, Exhibifoiic
Establishments, and Remarkable Objects, in and Near Lofwdmdon: W. Lewis, 1808), 284.

82



Argentinian River Plate, the largest creatures to ever wander the globe were excavated by British
paleontologists who shipped them home for exhibitions that excited curious +oiiaske
audienceswhile also providing tools of study to the growing field of professional naturalists and
paleontologists.

Colossal creaturdsom eons ago, however, weretrioe only enormous attractions that
captivated nineteenttentury Britons. Preserved specimens of existing species were also
prevalent, none more so than whales. Exhibiting whales was a European phenomenon during the
nineteenth century, with prominent Wwaaxhibitions occurring in Britain, France, and Germany.

Alluring from their physical immensity and mysterious from their life spent countless fathoms
beneath the sea, most Britons would never see a living whale. In lieu of this constraint, their
skeletors, and occasionally a preserved body, were frequently displayed in London. While many
Londoners were captivated by a dead whale, some remained unimpressed. One anonymous mid
century Londoner could not wait for the time when living leviathans featuree iootidon

Zoobs aquarium, wishing that APerhaps the day
public will flock wild!@ be 6the Whale and her
Ma mmo t h Puwnmtikthattpoird, however, Britons had be satisfied with reconstructed

skeletons and, very rarely, by a sgmméserved leviathan.

One of the earliest (and most notorious) w
on Charing Cross in 1831. Her e, ediahbnermdua vi | i on
skeleton(Figure2.7iwhose size may be formed from the fc
of the animal isé 95 feeté Weight of t?8#e anim

Beyond these noted statistics, a plethora of additioreasurements and weights were provided

AA Gl ance at the Zod®leogi ealos@ahliany & @352684my 1852, 0
218 Wiliam Kidd, Ki ddés New iAQ.uiiodnes ot oldddbhed.Mditingham, 1832), 3910.
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by the promoters to depict the monstrous nature of thesksegiant exhibited in the heart of
metropolitan London. To provide a better comparison than listing a series of incomprehensible
numbers, a detailed adwisement for theame whale exhibition (Figure 3.8ortrayed a family
and an individual in relation to the whale in order for visitors to gauge the impressive scale
between human and leviath&A This handbill went as far as to claim that this creature nea
just any ordinary whale, but fAProcl ai med, by
in the poss?®dustiikeKro cdhfo smawi.ssouri um, the whal eds
hat into the contest for largeness by not just proclagnits immensity, but by claiming its
enormity over all others. Just as a competition to build the tallest building or construct the most
ambitious canal spurred forward a colossal building race amongst nineteatihy Western
imperial powers, a similatynamic also took place within the museum gallery and popular
exhibition space’®

Price of admission to gaze at the leviathan was one shilling, while for two shillings guests
had the option to |literally ventiuthedellyaitte de of
Wh a 1?880née visitors sauntered inside, they found many books and pamphlets to entertain
them during their stay. Tea was even served to encourage visitors to stick around longer, and
while not a regular event, the playbill notedtbat o ne o c¢ ¢ afeur MusiciafisT we nt y
performed a Concert 0o 2% 'Nwsnerdusisitork recalled rebhingtheire 6 s r e
hands over the boneghile inside the interior of the Charing Cross Whahleo neerdo-wells
even carved short epitaphs gokles on the ribs. While access to the interior of the Iguanodon

was offered only to scientists as a dining room (and on just one occasion), any customer paying

217 Gigantic WhalePlayhbill, ca.1832.

28 Francis T. BucklandCuriosities of Natural HistoryVolume 2(London: Richard Bentley, 1860), 315.
2% Grigsby,Colossaj 15-19, 170.

20Kidd, Ki d d @& Suids 40.

281 pavilion of the Gigntic Whalg(London: T. Brettel, 1831).
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just two shilling could venture into the belly of the atjc giant and take tea thete.this way,
entering the interior of the largest extant creature became a democratized experience for a
significant swath of curious, middi#ass Londoners. They entered a place no humanvead e
previously ventured, a sitely opened owing to the progressimarch of science.

The Charing Cross Whale received enthusiastic reviews in the popular press. A journalist
for TheMirror visiting the whale claimed that, enticed by both the prospect of viewing it and
wal king inside, @At he BRaneofthe measardekt plachsevelaveg ant i ¢
visited 4Farbeyomaktlzepurview of the scientifically inclined, to many the whale
was | ustana of g lee & praducedysucly aesengadion that the area featured the
moni ker AA eéaborf orpar Mhwilng the British royal
Whal esd many year s af?3&hisletidthan wasksh populaitthatthes r e mo
Greenland whale becanBgita i n6s f avor it e ltsmetdrietycwasasignificamtn c ef or t |
enough for Herman Melville to remark uponMoby Dick published over twenty years after the
whal eds i niftTihael Gerxeheinblidtredo afeithalt @eeridal, was to them
[the British]the monarch of the seas. But the time has at lasé doma new proclamation. This
is Charing Cross; hear ye! Gopdople ally the Greenland whale is deposkedhe great sperm
whale now?®Regagnedtbass of Melvilleds bold procl
had usurped traditional British allegiasce t he Gr eenl and whal e remain
well into the nineteenth century.

The Charing Cross Whale was not an isolated exhibition, but just an immensely popular
precursor to what became an increasingly common phenomenon. The Cosmorama, @ venue f

panoramas and exotic entertainments, hosted a whale exhibition in 1837 where again the

282 The Mirror (August 13, 183}, quoted in BucklandCuriosities of Natural History316.
283 Buckland,Curiosities of Natural History316.
284 Herman Melville,Moby Dick(Boston: The St. Botolph Society, 1892), 127.
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ani mal 6s gigantic proportions were conveyed o
remains of an enormous head, 18 feet in length, 7 feet in breadthbeamdg hi ng 1, 700 po
noted one such notié& A popular site for exhibiting other enormous sea creatures as well, the
Cosmorama hosted an exhibition of the AWonder
Sea Ser pe?This enomoustlBedofgaldish was displayed in a preserved form as
well as by AAn i mmense oi l paintingo that des
wild.?8” Owing to its extreme length, an article frétanchcommenting on the hubbub
surroundi ng t Wehaw baerprefarred tg aslbseduent page for the continuation
of his ver y®lakbhadisgayea at¢he same time as the serpent, another handbill
described a whale exhibited at Charing Cross:
andfesh as when caught, measur i n°TheQroprietms, i n | e
using a sense of urgency that echoed the advertisement for the Gravesend whale, hauled a rotting
carcass into London that presented a unique opportunity to see a whaits kin, if only for a
brief time. As a rare sight that was substant
visitors had to prioritize examining the rotting behemoth in all its fleshy glory before the beast
wasted away.

Almost as rare aseeing a freshly deceased whale, a preserved whale with skin intact
offered a more truéo-life image and feel unafforded by only seeing its gigantic skeleton.
Buckland visited one such preserved whalé/hitechapel in 1857. Upon a@ming, he was taken

aback by both the whafliterédainigdkizié| a@nt ¢cheldespetc et

285 Buckland,Curiosities of Natural History319.

286 The Wonder of the Seaa.1849.

287 The Wonder of the Seala .1849.

28 punch Vol. 16 (1849), 220.

2893, Holden CarmichaeT,he Story of Charring Cross and its Immediate Neighborl{boddon: Chatto &
Windus 1906), 328.
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recalled fiand for the first time in my life enjoyed a full and uninterrupted view of the monster. |

had expected to have seen a skeleton; but instead, theeppopad preserved, stretched on a
framework, the skin entireé 1t was a?®Heuffed
continued, #Alt rarely happens that Londoners
animal in creation. Picture®rainly convey an idea of a whale; but to have a notion of its huge

bulk, the thing itself must be seen extended on the ground, examined by the eyes, and felt by the

f i n ¢g?@While itiwas one thing to see a whale on a handbill or depicted in a baplsits
immensity and appropriate scale one had to see the behemoth in person, and, if possible, touch it.
This experience wadifferent from the other preserved whales Buckland had visited, and he
believed that every interested Londonaust gaze uporése remain® understand the

|l eviathands true nature, something a skeleton
examined the megalithic beast he grappled with its immensity by comparing its organs to
manmade implementes grasp its scajeontrating its heart to a washb or its liver to a horse

cart?®? Incomparable to seeing just a skeleton, a gEeserved whale that could be touched, as

well as seen, added another sensory experience to aid the human mind in grappling with its
enormity.

Beyondstreet exhibitions that exhibited whale carcasses for popular entertainment and
public spectacle, whales also were the crowning jewel in science museum collections. Museums
hung impressive skeletons at their entrances or in their main galleries thatasefoedl points
of the entire collection, promoting attitudes of wealth and power through immense skeletal
displays. Upon entering the British Museum, for example, one visitor immediately noticed that,

AThe Great Entr ance Ha lad otheoabjectsiregugingplentylofet ons o

290 Buckland,Curiosities of Natural History32021.
291 Buckland,Curiosities of Natural History321.
292 Buckland,Curiosities of Natural History322.
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rooiffAdditionally, in the eastern sect-ion of t
grown Sped®*Bywhhkendneteenth cent hadgmdssedc| os e,
such an extensive collection of whalbattthe administration opened a specific Cetacean Gallery
where visitors passed by fia | arge ®Thal | of a
preoccupation with exhibiting colossal whales appeared to never abate, persisting and expanding
as the decadepassed.

Just as the British Museum exhibited whales, the Royal College of Surgeons followed
suit. In 1866 the College exhibited a Greenland whale suspended upon poles that promoted an
intimate inspectio” A print featured in an article detailing the éxh(Figure 2.9) depicted a
crowd surveying the whale from a multitude of angles: in front, behindlage, at a distance,
and from underneath. A guidebook noted how the giant was prominently placed to attract the
attention of t hemaunteduppruss iron Goluimres, issa lstekingabjechon
entering first of 2 Rraducingsbockpandiawecta tipeaawaseavisitoro n's . 0
the fAstrikingo skeleton interested visitors d
guidealso noted its weight of over two tons and length of fsixyfeet, as well as the
AExtraor di nar $Teipartieulaneimphiasis ®n tie @ronous size of its head
compared to the whalebds body showedadnthehat t he
different parts of a single organism, creating a gradation of scale when viewing the creature

itsel f. AThe i mmense size of the head, 06 one g

293 Fry, Londonin 1887, 127.

2%4The Golden Guide232

295 A General Guide to the British Museiatural History)(London: William Clowes and Sons, 1882},1.
2% The lllustrated London NewEebruary 14, 1866176.
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and especially the great development of the upper andloweaws, cannot fail t
attenrfion. o

When Herbert Fry visited the Royal College of Surgeons in his London guidebook, the
only exhibits he mentioned by nhame were those of enormous créasimese ci f i cal | y, wh
the center [ofthecentra gal | ery] i s a sk ePaaimimtheEéstera Gr een |
Gallery, AFrom the middle of thetBadklandng i s h
likewise journeyed to see whales not only in temporary exhibitions throughout London, but also
at museums as well: fAAt the College of Surgeo
contain three heads of the Whi’’Pesfiteaaithd whal e
megafauna Buckland had seen by this point, visiting this whale Riolys College of Surgeons
astounded him still because of its immense size, dwarfing the previauseps he had viewed
on earlieroccasions. To him, each new whale presented the chance to encounter a creature larger
than the last, and the pursuit of@arerlarger behemoth served to perpetually pique his curiosity
and amazement . Even Pidcockbés Menagerie, the
prominently displayed a whale skeleton despite normally only exhibiting live anifdals.

Overall, the whad uniquely removed the megalith frahe exclusivity othe museum
gallery and placed it into the popular street entertainment of the day. It also remained as one of
the crowning centerpieces of museum collections, however, which sought to acquire more
species of whale skeletons as the century progressed. As the largest living creature during the
nineteenth century, it comes as no surprise that the whale had a multifarious existence in

numerous exhibitionary venues iphysidquewititsn . Comb

29 Synopsis of the Ceents 6.

30 Fry, London in 1887147.

301 Fry, London in 1887147.
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mysterious nature of life in a treacherous, alien environdnente that made its capture even
more difficultd the preserved whale served as the paramount example of the growing human
power to circumvent natnneteebtscemuyl ti pl e constra

In addition to the enormous denizens of the briny deep, impressively large terrestrial
ani mals also were in no short supply in Londo
Among the most notable of megafauna for its odd physical apdkproving that enormous
could still be delicat@ were the giraffes. Until the Zoological Gardens opened to the public in
1847, the artist Thomas Landseer noted that 0
no other opportunity of forming any judgenier the general appearance of the living Giraffe
than the notions they may have formed from th
Mused#T.hoe British Museumds giraffes were origi
hisguideitwasprougl not ed t hat these ani mals were fby
guadrupeds, measuring the extraordinary height of seventeen feet three inches from the hoof to
fore foot to lGeaffaswae diffiCultto $hip tohomdon alivie and to keep
healthy in captivity, but as a preserved spetirthey remained constantly availatdehe
upturned heads of visitors who were eager to see a creature that reached higher than other
megafauna, like the Iguanodon or the Irish elk, and yet proved delightdlaring, and that thus
served to enlarge the parameters of what constituted colossal.

A herd of towering giraffes had beptaced prominently on the grand staircase of the
British Museum by the 1820s. These giraffes were depicted, for example,imiagpy
George Scharf (Figure 2.10) where visitors, whether standing close or at a distance, craned their

necks upward to examine the creatures, showing the differing vantage points that make up the

304 Thomas Landsee€haracteristic Sketches of Animals Principally from the Zoological GardexggiRs Park
(London: Moon, Boys, and Graves, 183P),
305Bullock, A Companion to t London Museuyi23.
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expression of scaf®® A child pointed up in wonder whilhis mother followed his gesture
upward with her eyes. Even the specimens themselves gazed upward, the smallest giraffe
looking up longingly at its superior. Additionally, these giraffes were placed together to create a
sense of scale between them, ad a&with a proximate rhinoceros. While the rhino was a
substantial specimen in its own right, it appeared utterly diminutive compared to the enormous
giraffes. Finally, these specimens were placed atop the staircase, at a natural spot for visitors to
exanine as they walked up the stiThus, the museum proprietdmethod of display was
calculated to make these creatures appear eve
their size.

Scharfwas not the only visitor moved by the giraffes. Armaymous narrator described
how during his trip to t Museum in 1825 he spottéda mal e and f emal e Camel
ascended the stait®’ The staircase, a focal point all visitors traversed during their visit to the
Museum, was a space reserved lydier the megafauna. The giraffes were accompanied with
polar bears and a musk ox to further provide differing scale between the numerous large
specimens. The same exhibition strategy was employed in other London institutions. A print
depicting the LondoMissionary Museum (Figure 2.11) portrayed a studious man and a woman
with a childd three out of five characters in the pénll gazing intently up at the giraffe who
towered over every other exhibit in the room, including even the shefffigis print deicts a
scene where the colossal specimen almost reaches the ceiling, dwarfing the other natural
specimens in the room, rangingiin a vulture to a snake. Amoad the treasures returned from
the exotic localities visited by missionaries, the girafferedysupreme, having to be placed

beneath what appears to be a skylight due to its height. The Royal College of Surgeons also

306 George ScharfStaircase of the Old British Museum, Montague Hp847.
307 _London Scened37.
308 | ondon MissionanBociety Museumca. 1853.
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di splayed a fiSkeleton of a |l arge male3iraffe
Owing to its above average size, tlimffe ensured it perpetual postmortem notoriety by
rendering it important enough to stand beside the body of the famous elephant Chunee. While the
giraffes captivated visitors, odd creatures whose spindly legs and necks rose mightily above most
other ammals, its neighbor on the African savannah, the elephant, was anotkghibited
specimen that, while still enormous, embodied distinctly different qualities.

Elephants, noted for their intelligence, ingenuity, and complaisance, were prominent
features in exotic animal exhibitions throughout the nineteenth century. Some Britons even
believed they were the lone remnants of primordial life on earth, as the naturalist Andrew Lang
claimed in his 18n8lekeaststlireamhbinked te tellitbory lofdhode strangeO
old times, and that was the eleph&fif.The infatuation surrounding elephants shifted from
highlighting its intelligence in life to its size in death, as elephant specimens were frequently
found in a variety of venues, from museumpopular fairs. These enormous pachyderms were
even intermeshed with living collections; in addition to the whale described previously, the only
other skeletal speci men dithstpfamneleehdntiEarlyiRthed c o c k 6
century, Bartbo | omewdéds Fair featured a variety of anirt
owner George Wombell lost his elephant, his star attraction, just as he began the trek to London,
ruining his chances of financial solvency. In a moment of brilliance (or esajiniWwombell
painted a sign advertising the only dead elephant at the fair that stole the spotlight from
competing attractionst A | i ve el ephant was not a great rar

el ephant came onl y[acoropetingnendgerte bvenesias dederted; n s 6 s
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Wombel | 6s w¥She enormaus ceedturé@was a popular draw alive or dead, but this
time the rarity afforded to a dead giant won out. Scrutinizing the deceased animal at closer range
and placing the control firmly irhe eyes and hands of the viewer made a dead elephant
tantalizing in a way a living one could never be on account of the agency possessed by the living
creatures (even those in captivity).

Taxidermized elephants were frequently centerpiece attractionidotions and
exhibitions. The Crystal Palace Exhibition of 1851 was no exception where the star of the Indian
Court was a preserved elephant outfitted with vibrant trappings. The grand elephant was the
subject of numerous prints, and even featured imtpminently when he was clearly not the
subject, as demonstrated in one contemporary print. (Figure*3That the speimen was
notably featured iprints whenit did not even represent the primary focuses of the image
showed its immense notoriety, ¢er ng as an oddity that might pic
they noticed a giant pachyderm lurking in the
specimen literally impossible to ignore. Notably, in another contemporary print from the Crystal
Palace Ehibition (Figure 2.13), a group of visitors gaze down from the balcony, placed at an
opportune vantage point that allowed the visitor to tower above the behemoth; a rare experience
indeed®'* Looking down on the elephant provided another sense of powartlyahe Crystal
Palace Exhibition, a microcosm of modernity and empire that crammed the world into one
exhibitionary space, could provide.

This same elephant was featured in prints with ankdowitpeople, and in the ones that

feaured visitorgt dwarfed the humans in tremendous fashion. In yet another print depicting the

312Thomas FrosiCircus Life and Circus Celebritigbondon:Nsley Brothers, 1876), 786.

313 ouis Haghe, dseph NashandDavid Robertspi c ki nsondés Comprehensive Pictures
1851(London, 1854), 14, 16.

314Haghe, NashandRobertsDi ¢ ki ns o n 6 $ve Ricturegilé.e h e n s
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exhibition (Figure 2.14), the artist used their artistic license to depict the elephant towering over
humans in an unnatural way, building up the creature to anlaxgar extent thar was in
reality. Elephants were even featured in recreated scenes in the Indian section of the 1875
Colonial Exhibition, where Frank Cundall recalled the two notable exhibits that possessed
megafauna: Athe two trophige dfavkRumaglte alcitfea a
attenti on. I n the Jungl e are specimens and gr
hunting elephant, preceding the DP%®@Whletres, whi c
scenes attracted considerable atterfitortheir entertaining scenes depicted with taxidermized
creatures, each one prominently featured the elephant, in addition to other notable megafauna,
that without such inclusions would have been lost in the countless unmentioned wildlife displays.
Known for their sagacious tricks and affable personalities in life, the enormity of the elephant
ensured many ended up in exhibitionary displays upon their inevitable demise.

Britonswere forced to reckon with immensity in the nineteenth cenAAsythe nationla
capital grewin size and scope over the century, Londoners contended with a megalopolis that no
longer served as the center of a nation, but of a global empire. Many monumental public works
that made harrowing effects on the modernizing cityscape reshapeon, like the
Metropolitan Railway or the Thames Embankm&iMi r r or i ng Londonds ur ba
gargantuan builing projects, a size revolution alsocurred in museums and exhibitionary
spaces. NineteenttenturyBritonsvenerated megalithic mastmas, enormous elephants, and
gargantuan giraffes. They went to lengths to experience d@nenpaido sit inside the bodiesf
skeletal behemoghDespite the fact that they could not own these specimens, visitors were

enchanted by thiesize. Theywithess d nat ur eds giants and grappl e

315 Frank CundallReminscences of the Colonial and Indian Exhihiicondon: William Clowes and Sons, 1886),
24.
316 | ynda NeadVictorian Babylon(New Haven: Yale University Press, 2000);5&
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that separated human from megafauna. Exotic bebtamed from the coloniebehemoths
acquiredfrom theoceandeep, and monsters thatl&ed a primordial worléxcavated from the
earth and rassembled eons later, were all displdfpr the consuming eyes of eager Londoners
and the city o fermaoantrdisplagalavedthe siewerdordecide when they were
satisfied to saunter over to another creature, beginning the processragdargest wildlife
werecollected and exhibited for desirous consumers infatuated with the colossal in all its forms,
whether natural or artificial.

In conclusion, we return to Francis Bucklaomk finaltime. Never tiring of
describing whales, Bucklarimegan a chapter in a book of musings on wildiidiielished in 1882,
with the observation that, AThere is somethin
educated or not, about the word OWhale.d It m
and strength as composed to many gigantic ani
|l ooks upon the whale as v e3Bykidinghpeseivinpgand of s
displaying the whale in an exhibitionary space, these traditional sbiéed forever. The whales
Buckland adored dwarfed a human in both size and strength, and yet, whnadsaurs,
mammoths, and countless other colossal creatures were displayed throughout London. In
modernity, the puny human body became the dominace o nature, ushering in the ensuing
Anthropocene. Britons could not tame the whale, but by exhibiting it, they nonetheless
articulated their power over ithe colossal whale, like other megafauna emahtless other
creatures, struggled in vain agaitis tide of modernity. Caught in the riptideindlustrial
capitalism it washed upon the shore, where its enormous size served as the prime attractor in the

commodficationof natureds giant s.

317 Francis BucklandNotes and Jottings from Animal Lifeondon: Smith, Elder, & Co., 1882313.
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Chapter 3

A Fallen Star:
A Case Study of the Celebrity Anmal Chunee

ANot the cure of Kehama,
The Protection of Bramabh,
Nor Ganesa the wise,
Could save.
The great and noble beast
From Sivaods3®l oody feast. 0

AAnd | too weep! A dozen of great
| could have spared without a single tear;
But, then,

Theyare enewabl e from year to year é
But not ano®her Chunee! 0
-Thomas Hood

The Londoner Robert Burns traversed down the Strand on a wintry March afternoon alongside a
friend. The duo planned to partake in spirituous libations at the Edinboro Castle Tavern.
However, once near the Exeter Change Menagerie, the pair encountered an enormous crowd
clogging the street. Moments later Burns, a veteran of the Napoleonic Wars, recognized the
unmi stakabl e booms of dischargi ng smusvwkhdats .i sPéat
mur deri ng o #°Mpre shotd rang aui befgre?hé received an answer from another
Londoner captivated by the hullaballoo: an elephant was being killed. Bewildered, Burns
responded, AKilling an el ep lptadals, I'Thinle jovr e mad
could the cr et ur Whie ereteheddiving cordaidnshveould nralee rareoné
unhappy, an excited Burns sought to know just why the elephant deserved such treatment. The

anonymous pedestrian responded thatitwasr ul y and destructive. Bur

SBiDeat h of Ol de€h & tireltied eisufe Haug@adon, Stevens and Co., 1852p2.
31%Hood, The Complete Poetical Works of Thomas Haatl Walter Jerrold (London: Oxford University Press,
1911), 41314.

3%Robert Burns,

iThe EI| ep h d8hetMgnind\Post(Logdo®),Marehm d1826,186.s Epi st |
2’Robert BEtephEMNTHS
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historyd that it had spent eleven cooperative years in the menagerie, and that now when it
desired fliberty and his ain [own] pl3%asure, 0
A Ma c ons ciseashrieked'a®he Beard yet another bullet penetrate the
pachydermés fl esh. He exasperatedly asked his
humane. Burns believed oneexpefily aced hit t o the el ephantds |
unconscious, thereby eng its suffering. No such shot occurred. It took nearly two hours and
hundreds of shots before the pachyderm finally fell. Before closing his remarks detailing his

abject sorrow, Burns remarked on the brutality and rashness of killing the elephant,icgrpar

to his experience on the battlefield. A[l 6vel]
our | iberties; but we hade nae time to think
spirit; we habde a 6daasebdb fboughtloag®hbsastpoo

Burns, despite seeing carnage in battles across Egypt, Spain, and at Waterloo, felt a deep sorrow
for a creature who touched the hearts of cogatleondoners during hamicable years at the
Exeter Change Meamerie. This was not a chaotic battlefield where decisive action reigned

supreme. It was a metropolitan menagerie, a leisurely space of popular entertainment where men

and women could indulge in prudent jadgement
di sturbed with the creatureds inhumane treatm
his deat h. He was not the only Londoner | eft

death; his was but one voice among many.
After examining the exibition of both living and deceased animals in the preceding
chapters, one unique exhibited creature possessed a pronounced fame throughout his life that

followed him beyond the grave. He wia celebrity animal and public pet of nineteectntury

?2Robert Burhan3Ejdhe EIl ep
SRobert Bur nasnt3EfidThe EIl eph
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London whose fame surpassed all other creatures. This animal was the elephant Chunee. From

his arrival in London, destined for Covent Ga

Exeter Change Menagerie, to his death in 1826, and finally duringtéikfafon display in the

Royal College of Surgeons, this parteupachyderm remained on Brigiminds by inhabiting

their physical dayo-day realities and literary imaginings. However visitors interacted with

Chuneé whether watching him perform in aghodrama or gazing at his skelefohe was

L o n d o n 6 dived publigpetsholding this role for over a century from his ypelblicized

arrival in 1810 to his skeletonds unfortunate
Owi ng t o Chun esibtisworthexamibingthé histosographyiwconcerning

celebrities in nineteentbentury Britain  Leo Braudyés concept of fam

subjectbés perpetually developing image that i

through a vaety of mediums, ranging from a likeness featured on a coin to a story broadcast in

newspaper, and that is latched upon by the consumer who finds something intriguing about the

famous persof?* Whereas the celebrity phenomenon had previously occurredtairBplacing

supremely influential individuals, such as Lord Nelson or Napoleon Bonaparte, into the public

consciousness, Edward Berenson contends that the celebrity phenomenon failed to explode until

the advent of cheap literatdrenamely book8 and easil\communicative methods, like

newspapers and other periodicals, to transmit information quickly and easily throughout

society®?® This failed to occuuntil post1867 after the secorritish Reform Bill, which by

increasing the range of suffrage also progtidepetus for the growth of the press and popular

media through a spirt of democratizing public education. Thereafter influential individuals who

appeared to unite a nationébés disparate popul o

324 eo Braudy, The Frenzy of Renown, Fame dtslHistory(New York: Vintage Books, 1986);6, 9.
325 Edward RerensonHeroes of Empire: Five Charismatic Men and the Conquest of Afgieekeley: University of
California Press, 2011), 5;10, 1819.
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entirety (& well as inculcating its citizens in proper character) latched onto this phenomenon,

utilizing their networks of fame to become enormously not¥#§lB.e s pi t € Ber ensonos
this phenomenon occurred | ater isaccounhareadye nt ur y
intimates that it was occurring throughout Britain earlier during the nineteenth century. The

notoriety surrounding his ded@hreported in newspapers far from London in localities as diverse

as Bristol, Ipswich, Hull, and Edinburdhattestgo literary networks already spreading news of

famous individuals and notable occurrences throughout BFitain.

Crucial to the concept of fame is the charismatic individual, described by sociologist Max
Weber as possessi ng a,updrhuman,ersat ldast specifiallye A super
exceptional p é&Fartheamooeschagisma, las uhderst@od ly philosopher
Sephen Tur ner , psconceived epedationd, makiegrthen believe more than
they previously thought possibi€ With these two understandings of charisma in mind, it is
possible to see how Chunee, an elephant that appeared supernatural by acting on the stage,
displaying intelligence and skill by performing numerous tricks in the Menagerie, and serving as
a friend whileengaging in seeminglgjuman actions, served in this capacity as Britons who
visited the pachyderm received far more than they bargained for once encountering the shrewd
elephant.

Chuneeb6s |l ifecycle provides hheargumenisans wi t

featured in the preceding two chapters. Britons experienced Chunee through sensory modes of

326 BerensonHeroes of Empirg6, 89.

2"fiDeat h of Mr . Tbe Rristd MescurfiMaretpohl82fht , ARestruction of the Elephant at

Exet er Tk pswghelounaMarch4,182 2B; fADeath of the TRdHupbhant at |
Packet and Original Weekly Commercial, Literary, and General Advelfidarch 7,182 4 C; fADeat h of t
Elephanta E x e t e r Cateddhian MgreuryEdinburgh)(March 6, 1825, 2E.

328 Max Weber Economy and Society: An Outline of Interpretive SocigledyGeunther Roth and Claus Wittich

(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978), 241, quotdBdrensonHeroes of Empirel6.

St ephen Turner, MACharisma and Ohdedhip®oacterlyt, nos.3Ri sk Cogni
(1993): 24647, quoted in Berensohleroes of Empirel6.
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consumption, chiefly sight and touch. Visitors watched him act capably upon the stage and
touched him while he performed interactive tricks (or lamlyain the Menagerie. Chunee
remained a paramount attraction regardless of his venue. Londoners ventured to the theater and
the Menagerie to see him perform; he was feat
of the show. Beyond any other atttion, including other animals and human entertainers,
visitors sought him out when visiting Londono
anthropomorphized. Visitors cared little for his value as a scientific specimen. Instead, Britons
adored s elephantine intelligence manifested through captivating performandesnovative
tricks. Theytreated him like a dear friend, as one of the finest actors to grace the London stage,
and as an extraordinary figure whose presence perpetually enriehiedtheE metropolis.

After his death, visitors to his skeleton, on display in the Hunterian Collection of the
Royal College of Surgeons Museum, also experienced him through sight and touch and were
attracted to his gargantuan size. Visitors interacted hiththrough the senses, gazing up at his
enormous skeleton that towered over other adjacent specimens while rubbing their hands over
the mighty pachydermés bones. While Chuneeobs
behind his postmortem displaygtie was another major rationdl€hunee was an exceptionally
large elephant. Just as largeness ensured numerous other specimens were painstakingly shipped
to Britain, assembled, and displayed, Chuneed

prominerte as his fame owing to his tricks and personality ebbed away with each ensuing

generation.

Whil e Chuneebds I|ifecycle exemplifies each
arguments, the elephantds moment i rmentuyndon al
Britons related to animals in another respect
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reversed the traditional Western roles between wilchahand civilized man, which deto
widespread expressions of condemnation and shock from the Britiib. Britons placed
animals into a variety afonceptuaboxe® the bookends beinfjamed andiwildod with
themselves firmly stationed atop the summit of the great chain of being. This classification
diverged from the previous uncertainty and fluidity timairked humaanimal relations that had
existed throughout much of the eighteenth centwhere the boundaries between humanity and
animality could be, and were, crossédThis fluidity began to change into a rigid divide
between the two factions at thedeof the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. While
menageriegoers sought out animals that appeared to act civilized in ways similar to themselves,
like Chunee, or those wild and barbaric who were likenesdtagebrutes, like Nero the lion,
visitors were uncomfortable when humans, now segregated from animals with a firm, impassible
line between civility and animality, degenerated intowildiés€ hunee 6s per sonabl e
and endearing nature produced an anthropomorphized character that matlolboe r 6 s per c e
the elephant not as an alien brute, but as an oddly similar and familiar acquaintance.

Owing to this prevalent sentiment, it is understandable that Britons were shocked when a
public pet with citywide renown and a legion of fans anefrils fell victim to a raving,
uncivilized contingent of Londoners who, driven by panic and fear, murdered the encaged
creature inside a metropolitan menagerie with lethal weaponry. Numerous Britons labeled
Chuneebs deat h a gr os act oneunmertaldetfomagorrmalyd unci vi |
cooperative and benign creature. The outpouring of emotion on the part of the British public was
indicative of a society mourning a pitiable creature while simultaneously vilifying his human

killers as wild, ignorant,and a s h . Chuneebs death resonated wit

330 Dror WahrmanThe Making of the Modern Self: Identity and Culture igHEgenthCentury EnglandNew
Haven: Yale University Press, 2004), 143.
331Wahrman,The Making of the Modern Setf4041.
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ways that questioned animal cruelty and the human conscience, causing an othgmarise
incidentto developnto an infamous act that lived long in Bsih memory.

Chunee features iime historiography of numerous influential books on nineteenth
century Britain. In eachtudy he serves as a highligatnotable examp]éut he isnever given
prolonged scrutinyGiven the existence @flargecache of undetilized material, Chunee
featuresasthe sole focus of this chaptétis historyis used to support thgreceding two
chapter sdé ar gume nifesenca imtd thecuiturahasskngtiohsudenyirdiagr
British societgy s r el at i o nCGhineepaprdafoondlg importaatiinseteenthcentury
cultural icon, deserves a prolonged examamato understand how he relates to, and how he
differs from, thenumerous other exotic animals displdye nineteentfcentury London.

Chunee reached the national capital by boat on a hohsunhay in 1810, fresh from
Bombay and just five years oféf He was purchased by Thomas Harris, owner of the Covent
Garden Theatre. This was the route that Chunee followed to begin acting, first performing later
that yearr>3One ofthet h e at e r 0 sitor§ ane ayvoee af the Exdter Change Menagerie,
Stephen Polito, took a pronounced interest in the pachyderm. Polito paid to share Chunee with
the theater, housing him at his menagerie when the elephant was not performing on the stage.
Upon Pol iintl®14, sis fdrmmea superintendent, Edward Cross, purchased both the
menagerie and Chunee, wheniceforth remained solely Exeter Change Menagerie.

Once on display, Chunee be é&Omeroutelbstarddennager
involved performinga multitude of captivating tricks relying on his intelligence and dexterity

that wowed audiences. In addition, his affable, gentle nature allowed for intimate contact with

332 Henry GoddardMemoirs of a Bow Street Runn@tew York: William Morrow And Company, 1957), 36.
333william Hone, The Everyday Bod and Table Book; or, Everlasting Calendar of Popular Amusen{keatzlon:
Thomas Tegg & Son, 1838j23-324.

334Richard Altick, The Shows of Londd@€ambridge Mass. Harvard University Press, 1978), 310.
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visitors, typically by caressing and feeding him, and this further enhanced tnisti@p and

fame when not performing. Chunee lived in the Exeter Change Menagerie until 1826, rarely
having any violent outbursts or mishapslate February of that yeanowever, he began acting

odd. At first, keepers treated him with copious amountftédrent drugs, hoping to cure his
supposed malady. The medicine had no effect,
behavior degenerated from odd mannerisms into violent actions.

Chunee became increasingly aggressive and destructive in theifglldays.
Contemporaries offered a range of different a
infected molar or tusk, an annlyabccurring paroxysm, or even that he was rutéigonce
dead, it was determined that one of his tusks in facshbstantially decayed, giving poor
Chunee a marvelously painful toothacfHowever, since his keepers were unable to isolate or
alleviate this problem while he was still living, Chunee became ever angrier, furiously ramming
himself into his speciallortified cage. The bottom floor of Exeter Change was evacuated for
fears that the eldgant might fall through the ceiling and despite his cageds
(featuring bars Aupwards of three f eChuneein gi r
smashed open an upper part of his cage, making menagerie staff fear of impenditig harm.

The unruly pachyderm thus raised understandable concerns for Cross. After some
trepidation, he ordered Chunee poisoned with arsenic. To€0s chagrin, the el

the arsenic in both raw form and mixed with strychnine and siphoned inside his favored oranges;

335 Rutting is a common phenomenon when an elephamirbes aggressive and destructive, typically during mating
season. Tame elephants oft exhibited a violent paroxysm at some point during the year, typically let loose to work
of f their frustr at nda GeoligmOrveell deseribésithemhannhe Killed ekhibimgtthesr | a
behavior in his essayhooting an Elephanfound in: George Orwel Collection of EssayédNew York: Harcourt,

1981).

3% Dos age Ex tTheaDentallRecoedi ArMenthly Journalol. 16 (JanuaryDecember 1896384
¥'iDestruction of t he ThdTenmefMach2, 18253 Ex et er Change, 0
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the wise creature knew better than to willfully ingest the t8%fHad Chunee foreseen what

fate ultimately awaited him,hgoul d have | i kely eaten the poi sc

obstinacy, Cross ordered the elephant eliminated. Cross left the Menageniquire for help,

which led him to procure a handful of rifles for his staff before inquiring with anatomist Joshua

Brookes on how best to use their weaponry when eliminating the elephant. He returned to the

Menagerie where, finding Chunee even angrier than when he left, he rushed out again to find

more help. Cross journeyed to nearby Somerset House where a smalhgaassperpetually

stationed, which could spare only two setd who were providetb help eliminate the

perturbed elephant. Despite searching for more hired arms this was the only military assistance

he received. Once assembled back at the Menagerieglterg group composed of zookeepers,

concerned locals, and redcoats all armed with muskets and spears began the onslaught,

showering Chunee with an estimated 260 musket balls before the elephant ultimately was

killed.2*® The elephant shrieked in pain as thullets entered his flesh for nearly two hours. As

keepers jabbed him with pikes accompanying each volley, Chunee furiously rammed against his

cage until his exasperated keeper yelled the command for Chunesetakd hoist his head

upwardd a position lhat normally promised him incoming treats and affection. Chunee did as he

was told, and the keeper entered his cage and bayoneted his exposed neck. The elephant was no

more. Londoners had brutally murdered Chunee, the wildly popular public pet, overachmot
Chuneebs massive carcass that weighed nume

to remove it from the Menagerie. Many London businessmen, ranging from tanners to butchers

to anatomists, immediately began bidding for his body the day afthetelnitially unsure of

what to do, Cross all owed Chuneeb6s body to be

B¥HDestruction of t he ThdRolidalaEraminefLonddhk(atcle5,1826B8B.nge , 0
BWilliam G. FitzGeral d, 0 TheetraRlbMagzinec January to Juteel89Btl s e u ms , 0
George Newnes (London: George Newnes, Ltd., 1896), 180.
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anatomist who he inquired upon how best to kill the pachyderm, Joshua BitftBasss,

willing to cash i n on tilgeublxitychbeded Chuiiestoddody an
public dissectiod a fate that was normally reservedlyforLondonodés exe®i@s ed cr i
Chuneeds body was taken apar ¥Hisskie, weighidggad up i n
astonishing one ton and taking @mlpnged twelve hours to strip from his body, was purchased

by a Mr. Davis, a tanner, before a team of anatomists and surgeons began the dissection, one
undertaken with Auncommon precision and cel er
dissecting thenormous beast for nearly twelve hours in tétaln the process, two steaks were

cut from his rump that were shared by anatomists and other curious attendees that, while not
abhorrent, were not the recipi elgske@torfthev or i t e

| argest one ever seen in Britain, despite a b
Continent, 0 wo ujauing thatthé RogalvCellede nfdurgearmdild want to

secure the skeleton for their own collectiéhHis predction proved to be prophetic. Despite
initially remaining in the Exeter Change Mena
was subsequently purchased by the College for exhibition amongst their other anatomical models

as part of the Hunterian @ection. Once secured by the Royal College of Surgeons, Chunee

served as one of their prime attractions, standing boldly in their Hunterian Gallery for over a
century, beginning in 1829 when the Exeter Ch
until 1941, when his skeleton, still on display in the gallery, was destroyed by a German bomb

during the Blitz that also razed a considerable portion of the overall collection.

APubl i c Dissect The Morning PosflordonEWaech 3 488 3E.0

341 Tim Hitchcock and Robert Shoemakeondon Lives: Poverty, Crime and the Makiof a Modern City, 1690
1800(Cambridge: Cambridge University Preg619, 196.

/A Di ssecti on ®he Moring ChFohiedghdndon)March 6, 1825 3E

AiDi ssection of the Elephant, o 3E

fADi ssection of the Elephant, o 3E.
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Long before Chuneeds colossal skeleton was
el ephantés | ife experiences in London shared
exhibited animals which lacked comparable fame to the pachydéwenthe countless other
animals exhibited at the Exeter Change Menagerie and London Zoo, visgtactidans with
Chunee also produced numerous sensory experiences arising from both visual and tactile
interactions. The acquistional mode that endeared Chunee to Britons, physical engagement with
a living being that produced experiences that turned, over into memories, likewise
exemplifies another instance where consumers acquired the unacquirable. Within a few months
of his arrival in England, Chunee had already taken to providing captivating theatrical
performances on the London stage. John Nixjngifor The Strand Magazin@most a century
later,pr ocl ai med that, fAFor elephantine intellige
enjoyed so much popularityé Chunee had pl ays
a c t P“nThe pkagoing public swooned to see such an odd performer, an anthropomorphized
Afreak, 06 taking him beyond t he r mhpihthatobsb ani ma
calledhuman oddities, like the Hottentot Venus or the Elephant Man.

Chunee was promed similarly to other notable nineteesthe nt ury fAfreakso a
human performers by relying on novelty and cu
from his actions upon the London stage, entertainments involving humans were often promoted
byhi ghlighting the spectacle of the performer6
how proprietors advertised their exhibitions by promising shows of entertaining religious

ceremonies and ethnic perf or manalsagstoNatiengi ng f

#5John Niwsi 9if d dndihe StRaadsMiagazine: February, 1902, to July, 1942 George Newnes
(London: George Newnes, Ltd., 1908%3.
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Americans performing a mock battle complete with a depiction of scalffifgrthermore,
Chuneebs status as a Afreako by existing beyo
attract attention in ways beyond just serving as an elf&apon of exoticism. Numerous other
contemporary Afreakso owed their popularity t
deemed normal and appropriate in Victorian society. For example, Madame Polahadhesky
infamous bearded ladycombined senslly alluring bodily features, a cultured decorum, and
articulate speech with the oddity of a fublgarded face. Although in strikingly different fashion,
Chunee mirrored the qualities of going beyond what was expected from an entertainer, in his
case hw an elephant was expected to act in the minds of contemporary Bfitons.

Chunee did not perform alone, but played alongside two female actors who served as his
rider and accomplice in the pantomiidarlequin and Padmanaba, or the Golden Fislside
from peforming capably alongside his compatriots, Chunee was the main character in over
twenty scenes throughout the play. He later perform&iuebeardwvhere his character was
i mportantly tasked with saving the entdaned dam
how the el ephant had delighted audiences. ACh
i mpersonation of character di st *fdlgaughsheed f or

pachyder mdéds expert act iemptionahgealitiesthatmgsdnatefd vidhd t hr

the public. Furthermore, Ni x claimed that Chu
emotions in the audience; NAAs became a great
emotions of love, pity, fear, angercet whi ch woul d be n%°Bayona | t o s

346 Sadiah QureshReoples on Parade: Exhibitions, Empire, and Anthropology in Nineteé@ertiury Britain
(Chicago: The Uniegrsity of Chicago Press, 2011), 124.

347 Nadja DurbachSpectacle of Deformity: Freak Shows and Modern British CuliBegkeley: University of
California Press, 2010), 1a8)7.

SN x AnSi deshows of
S¥Ni x, fASideshé&¥Ws of

Past, 0 693.
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creating emotions by acting,thesemg i t er Thomas Hudson comically
to best all other actorso6é deci bel |l evel s, so
onCovent Garden boards, HWdespite dtfirstappearmgasanoar 6d | o
unl i kel y rumpingpi n(atruyr,niing oneds backside to the a
professional actor) in his first performance, Chunee improved and, in time, gracsat Co
Gardends stage as o n é'Hisperftrmamaoimplastedhisadaringi t e ac
audience with numerous feelings and emotions.
short years before he became the star attraction at ExetereClkarge there, visitors no longer
watched him from afar, but instead intimately
After his brief foray into acting ended in 1814, Chunee became the Exeter Change
Menagerieds princi p allerecehow Lormianérs imdenactedvithithe r adi c a
elephant since they were no longer distanced by the physical barriers or space involved in live
performances. Annie Stuart, recollecting her

St. Nicholasrecalledthe pleasant days she spent with the elephant when visiting her aunt in

London. She most of alll enjoyed feeding the p
and, when fed, fAso gratef uPAfnoorn gt hCeh ungreeddsi & se.p
of tricks, Stuartés favorite involved placing

her before ringing a bell to signal his keeper. Once he arrived Chunee depositelis jpocket

whil e fial ways trumpet i reg vRidast@as Stims visked rmned f or

350 Thomas HudsorComic Song¢lLondon: Gold and Walton, 1830), 26.

351 Altick, The Shows of LondpB11.

2Annie F. StuarimSt .i Poiooh cClhausn:eeScroi bner s |11l ustrated Me
1875, to November 1876d. Mary Mapes Dodg(New York: Scribner & Co., 1876§40.

353 Stuart,St. Nicholas740.
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regul arly, so-btowtu mildo Micorerohiwled, 0 a®dNotr di ng t

only were children delighted by his intelligence and thoughtfulness, so too were many adults.
Countless other visitoiateracted with Chunee in thedvlagerie. Chunee, for example,

Ahad kept up an i n[acionamuad Keangvhani hewoaldhfendle with t h

his trunk, i n r et ur®Chiineernotanlykrewthd famaus acsor, louftheb r e a

pair shard an intimate bond where delicious gifts were frequently exchanged in return for a

|l oveabl e caress. Similarly, in poetthehled mas Ho

Address to Mr. Cr,osshe ofoeHXx entoetre dérl@ foradidchbsh e h a d

his trunk compliant; Whenever | approachoéd, t

bent hi*Chineeemssessing the mental faculties to perceive friend from foe,

supposedly bowed to acknowledge Hood as an acquaintanieealda providing him with the

ability to caress histrunEven Lord Byron was delighted with

quippinghi The el ephant t ook aa& tokgfamybad openedaydodnoney a

trunked a whip and behaved so well that | wishe wa's ntY Thb pathyderd s 0

prudenceand compliancevere so ponounced that Byron felt the elephéoitowed orders better

than dida humarservant Interactions lavishing praise upon Chunee when watching or feeding

him both originated in, and ctiibuted to, his stardom, as individual pleasurable experiences

accumul ated in personal memories and public e

as a jovial character and as Exeter Changeods
Regardless of the venue, Chunee sdras its paramount attraction. There was no greater

ani mal t hat commanded Londonerds interest. Jo

354 Altick, The Shows of LondpA11.

355 Edward WalfordOld and New London: A Narrative of Its History, Its People, and its Pldaasdon: Cassell &
Company, 1890)116-17.

3%6 Hood, The Wmplete Poetical Work#12.

35" Thomas MooreThe Life of Lord ByrorfLondon: 1844), 200.
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succinctly in his history of popular céye animals, noting that the elephdinvas a f avor i t e

animalwithh e  Br i t i*8Tientyfirsb-dentucy.hiétorian Caroline Grigson agrees,

claiming that the el ephant fAbecame the talk o

al most daily i r®Takingtothestageomthingust p few reontbs isf drrival

Nixprocl ai med that, fAOne of the strongest Oattr

remar kable performing %I ephant namedé O6Chunee
Chunee was no different once encaged in the Menagerie. Harriet Ritvo argues his fame

grew tremendoug once there, becomingfen at i on a | pet, 0 comparabl e t

a public pet, further supporting my contention that Chuneehegsublic pet of nineteenth

century Britain.Upon his introduction to Exeter Change, Chunee was prominentiydean

hawker 6s cr i easdreIsbédasfaux Peofeated gelied to the crowd

perambulating up and down the Strand thafitieh e wonder f ul Chueratoewaph

inside3®* The Times when noting his de atdéand bdastoithei bed Ch

welkk nown menager i e 32Fhis sénknent was ecBdedilimed_eisuré Hour

where an anonymous author recalled Chuneebds a

to visit the rattlesnakes, and Nero the lion, and tiker wild beasts of the menagerie, but longer

than with all the res*® we |ingered with old C
Chunee was so popular that hel tittle patience for any woulde competitor. In

Thomas Ho od Remobstrary5Odgemmeewrote the actor Charlathews,

cai ming that, fktth malges sme 0r t drmatwChuneebs cr o

358 John Fortune NotiVild Animals Photographed and Describgandon: Sampson Low, Marston, Searle, &
Rivington, 1886), 293.

359 Caroline GrigsonMenagerie: The Historgf Exotic Animals in EnglanfDxford: Oxford University Press,
2016), 191.

360 Jo Nix, The Strand Magazin@€93.

361 Goddard Memoirs of a Bow Street Runnab.

¥2fiDestruction of t he ThdTenmefMVach2, 1825 3FEx et er Change, 0
fiDeat hdo€h®nee, ofinTh«leisueHouCl8soglen, Skevens And Co., 185362.
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Mathews performed next door at the English Opera H8d&hunee fumed that no matter

which anthropmorphized entertainment he actad, includingpurchasing food from children,

singing AGod Sav e rrenbyeMatews gopudarityodrew Biocrowvd andg ¢ u

therefore needetd change venues. Since Chunee was larger and therefore harder to move, he

claimed Mathews should go. In a sportsmanlikewgese , Chunee I mpl ored tha

person (and we are both great | % Tlepachydesn way s

need not fear Mathews overshadowing his faiorethe elephanivould be dead whin a year.

With his deathExeter Changebot it s i con. I n Edward Wal ford6s

belief that the Menagerie forever lost its gravitaseoite star took his last breafi:Th e gr eat n e

of the Exeter 6Chanfe departed with Chunee. 0
WhileC h u n death ended his stintastheM ger i eds st seletomttracti c

prominently displagdat theRoyal College of Surgeons, became a major attraction in its own

right Much of the textual i nformation concerning

this chapter when highlightg his enormity. However, utilizing pictorial sources as evidence of

his skeletonds pr omthepemsemmined inchapteswo. Cellectively, t o r e

these prints feature Chunee as the gnayl | eryos

with artistic rendering that ensured his notoriety radiated off his pedestal. The first print, noted in

the previous chapter as emphasizing the attractive Megatherium, depicts a busy day in the

Hunterian Collection in the 1830s (Figure Z2&)While the solitary visitor in white gazes up at

the giant sloth, behind him sits the largest single contingent of museumgoers. Numerous

individuals in this crowd gaze up at Chunee from a distance while even more visitors in the

%Thomas Hood, fARemonstratory Ode, From the Elephant at
House) The London MagazingMay-August 1825, 190.

% Thomas Hood, fAReMd.nstratory Ode, 0

366 Walford, Old and New_ondon 117.

367 Hunterian Gallery at the Royal College of Surgears 1830.
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extreme background huddleoand tte giant pachyderm. The elephanimmands attention,
from both the illustrated visitors and the viewer of the print, since he dwarfs the surrounding
specimens, including a giant Moa, a camel, an American and Irish elk, and even the famed Irish
Giant.t Even@uneeb6s positioning in the back center ¢
directly opposite the galleryds entry, all owe
entering visitor. In an updated print from the 1840s (Figure 2.5) the crowdeastathe only
visitors examine the MegatheritifHo wever , Chuneed6s enor mous ske
scene. While numerous other adjacent specimens were replaced in the intervening years, the
elephant nonetheless towers over their replacementsdingla giraffe and an unidentifiable
guadruped. Remaining the largest specimen inthe sceneandpla again i n the fre
the viewer cannot examine the image without their eyes being led straight to the enormous
elephant.

Years removed from thegrints, another image from 1854 (Figure 3.1) depicted an
entirely reoriented gallersf° Once prominent attractions, like the Irish Giant and the elks, have
been replaced with more fashionable megafauna to captivate Victorian tastes, now obsessed with
dinosaurs like the Ichthyosaurus. However, one notable specimen remains planted in the exact
same location: Chunee. The gigantic skeleton reaches up past the second story, placed upon a
pedestal to further highlight his prominence. When other attractioris thk wayside as time
deteriorated their fame, the elephant successfully weathered the passing of fads and changing
tastes. Throughout the century, Chunee remained on display as the chief specimen exhibited at

the Royal College of Surgeons, a testamehigdame that lasted long after his death.

368 Hunterian Gallery at the Royal College of Surgears 1840.
A New Museum of t he RoThallustréien Ldndog ewdldy 265 1853g465% ns , 0
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Chunee remained a star attraction even when his body was not physically present. For
example, in W lliam Gardineroés collection of
was saved for the bodks c Iiiwmax:annot <c¢cl ose our history of
account of the death of that which?3Wwas for se
Although nearly 200 pages were covered by this point, Gardiner framed his book to lead up to
one story thaif left untold, he argued, created a gaping hole in elephantine history. Furthermore,

i n a poem | ame n,the primacydi therekeghdnswaghia showtased with his

body entirely devoid from t he\ddsesge MreCross I n Tho
both ABrutal and rati on a@%Hobdalepetadta panopyof( t he el e
creatures in mourning: AThe Hyaenads | augh i s
a complaining whine, 0 e vheena dt,h ea nvdu |Ipti uYéBothii sfhoark et
humans who worked at the Menagerie and the an
mind, lamented aceet ur e 8 s p a s ot likely havehmaurneditteem if tthe inverse had

occurred. To Hood, the remaigicreatures in the Menagerie were but mere sidekicks to the

lordly superstar and rightfully sent their condolences when their superior passed away.

Diverging from literary representation, Chunee even remained the star in contemporary
artwork. Stephen Potitwas so infatuated with the elephant that he had Staffordshire potters
create for him an el aborate mantel piece (Figu
brought him such good fortud& Framed with other creatures including lions, tigeesrqis,
and monkeys, once again in the center, Chunee reigned supreme over the piece. The

pachydermdéds | i keness as the ceramicbs chief f

370william Gardiner,The Four Footed Monarch, or, Anecdotes of the Eleptizaoidon: Thomas Tegg, 1826), 199.
3"l Hood, The Complete Poetical Work&l3.

$2Hood, The Complete Poetical Work&l3.

S3P o | i Royal&enagerie Mantelpiececa. 181114, Victoria and Albert Museum.

11z



ani mal, was comparabl e t o hi dnersdherewas indicativet he M
of Politobs own sense of the elephantds power
moneymaker . Regardless of Chuneeds station in
on display at the Royal Collegé Surgeons, and even featured in the pages of a book or on a
ceramic collectible, he remained the focus of attention, attracting the eyes, the fingers, and the
minds of countless consumers to the pachyderm regardless of the venue or medium.

C h u n e e $as thestar attraationwas in large part du® his anthropomorphized
characterChuneelike the majority of exhibited elephants in nineteeoé&mtury Britain, was
considerably anthropomorphized. Whether serving as an efficient butler, a confidgnbraator
l oving friend, we have already seen numerous
However, the pachyderm fitto still more human roles, like that of a banker. Unique from other
exhibited creatures, Chunee was said to have acquired wedlth digcerning eye. Author
William Gardiner recalled a viisto Exeter Change where the elephanwa s s o sagaci ous
could distingui s h®*“Bersoaded yahe wily kekperpan.ondaner and a
French tourist both threw in a halfown fran their respective nations. Chunee, after examining
each coin, picked the English one up and deposited it ix.eB®yond acting miserly, the
pachydernserved as a good Briton and loyal subject by refusing the French coin at the expense
of grasping the Btish one. After performing the trick, the offended Frenchmen wanted his coin
back since Chunee refused it. The keeper detlio€o so, claiming that the elephguost like

his fellow man, did not enjoy people taking away his feathed money. After lalif forced to

s74william Gardiner,The Four Footed Monarch, or, Anecdotes of the Elepiaoiidon: Thomas Tegg, 1826), 126.
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relinquish it how would Chunee pay for the sweet treats andrufie brought to him by
childreneager to see the giant pachyderm devour their sndeks?

Beyond collecting and using money, Chunee possessed a palette for human foods. Author
John Thomas Smith recollected in Bisok for a Rainy Dawhen he and a friend passed a
drowsy Chunee led by keepers into Exeter Change in the middle of the night. The pair followed
the groupand once the obedient pachydesas secured in his cage the twere cajoled by the
keeper fithat if he would offer the beast a sh
and dr i nk &’ Thedlephart geptly todk the coid and eagerly awaited the return of
a | arge pot o fladirdgadarkcdliepn and mocdeaed to sluepcup the majority in
one giant snort while kindly saving just enough for his purchasers to share. Chunee worked
capably, used money, and ate human foods, acting as a humanebghtal contemporary
Britons

Even afte his death, Chunee remained the target of anthropomorphic discourses. One
advantageous way to examine this phenomenon is to scrutinize the titles attached to Chunee by
numerous authors throughout the century. Writers labeled the pachyderm with numerous
monikers definitively reserved for humans. Perhaps the earliest example appédredlimes
on March 2, 1826: his obituary. Having an obituary not only placed the elephant firmly in the
realm of human affairs,bith e aut hor al s o rvayfineExeteeCGhangemsa h un e e
sort of prison sentence, noting he *fHelpidg been
to further craft his image as confined against his will, the article detailed his period of captivity

as if Chunee was serving timar fa crime. However, Chunee had never committed a crime to

3 Thomas Garnei Brief Description of the Principal Foreign Animals and Birds, riéxhibiting at the Grand
Menagerig(London: G. Pidcock, 1800), 4.

376 John Thomas Smitl®y Book for a Rainy Day, or Recollections of the Events of the Years1833§London:
Metheun & Co., 1905), 107.

S"iDestruction of t he Thd impstivacht2, 1825 3FEx et er Change, 0
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wind up imprisoned, except, perhaps, being an animal. When detailing his death in an issue of

The Popular Science Monthily 1882, the author also chose to use the original language used in

Ch u rseltdary inThe Times again referringWhileCdptvmee as 0
creatures were referred to with a variety of monikers, typically wild beasts or animals, Chunee
received the uniquely human descriptor as an inifate.

While at times labelewith somewhat derogatory descriptors, Chunee was styled
respectfully in other formats. I n an 1876 art
magazineSt. Nicholas he was r ef er r &dWerhaps, owiag tdithd audienCay it n e e .
was feltproper to dress up the adult elephant (a mature twegaold pachyderm upon his
death) with an air of authority when detailing his events to a youthful audience. In another work
l ong after his death highlight hniNxddsdritked t i me on
Chunee not as an animal, but instead as fdan a
performers as &4oNix, Chineadwasnst just a petfarngng animal, doing
tricks and acting silly for the cheers and treatarofdoring crowd. Instead, the elephant was
depicted genuinely as an adioand quite an accomplished one atdhhy comparing him to the
immensely influential English actor and playwright David Garrick. Beyond all other terse
descriptions labelinghimage | e man or actor, Thomas Hoodbés d
sorrowful dirgeAddress to Mr. Crossast the elephant as a dear, gentle friend while showcasing

sensory pleasures of touch, sight, and anthropomorphizing all in one poem:

To think of itld No chumscould better suit
Exchanging grateful looks for grateful fruit,

SAndrew Wil son, inhAHe Papular EcieregMoathiiol. 21, May to October, 1882d. E. L.

Youmans and W. J. Youmans (New York: D. Appleton and Company, 1882),

0xford English Dict i(RefindionyB a0d2JEx amp | s . &) , i |l menae £sed Apr
http://www.oed.com.spot.lib.auburn.edu/view/Entry/96219?redirectedFrom=inmate#eid.

¥FThe Greatest ToantStacHhNd cthwdmsKndSwnrd bnerds Il lustrated
Novemler 1875, to November 1876d. Mary Mapes Dodge (New York: Scribner & Co., 1846p-63.

%INji x, NnSideshows of the Past,o 693.
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For so our former dearness began
| bribed him with an apple, and beguiled
The beast of his affection like a child;
And well he loved me till his life was done
(Except when he was wild):
It makes me blush for human frier@$ut none
| have so truly kept or cheaply wdfA
While beginning with a pleasant look that engendered compassion between Briton and animal,
the relationship further blossomed by Hood offering the pachyderm favored fruitsthi@nce
relationship was established, Hood derived an intense affection by interacting with Chunee, and
received his love untihearlythep a ¢ h y dvery emd Gomparing this relationship between
el ephant and Englishman, i dthavldood fatds irpmediateo u nc e d
connection aneénduring strengtproduced a bond unafforded to any relationship with his fellow
humans. For those who might <call i nto oguestio
romanticized theifi ¢ h u mmiH©Deosds6,s0 son | at er wrtodordirmitheir an e d
relationshipfi The friendship spoken of betfeChuneemy f at
labeled with human terms as he performed distinctly human actions, was not perceived as a wild
anmal by numerous Londoners, but instédike Hood®d as a worthy friend.
The origins of many of these previous beliefs, from friendship beginning with a gentle
caress to astonishment engendered by seeing an elephant perform upon a stage, lay in
accumulated sesory experiences. Chunee fits into the tripartite argument laid out in the first
chapter in that visitors interacted with him in ways gratifying to their senses. Visitors watched

him on the stage and within his cagleey noticed him do numeus tricks ad innovative feats;

and they touched and were touched by him physically and emotiddallyas the star attraction

382Hood, The Complete Poetical Work&l3.
383 Thomas HoodThe Works of Thomas Hogetl. Thomas Hood the younger and Frances Fge@&ioderip
(London: Ward, Lock, & Co., 1882)59.



regardless of what venue he was stationed in, and his identity and actions were
anthropomorphizety Britons
Whi | e Chune e @iesheeh exmanecetiwue fartthe ndtable pachyderm
remained famous far longer in death than in life. Once his skeleton was displayed in the Royal
College of Surgeons, Chunee was interauetithl like countless other megalithic specimens,
from whales to mastahs.T h e e | e p matent aéiractiopowiag to his gigantic size and
experienced chiefly through sight but also towatsured his afterlife as an attractive natural
specimen |Iived |l ong in the British publicbs <c
Chuneeds e n csranely mentiobed in kfe, avarshadowed by his personality.
However, once his characteristic disposition suffered @datidn in death, he was increasingly
identified and understood chiefly by means of his enormous size. In line with the numerous other
col ossal specimens exhibited throughout London
incomplete reminder of his past life, his personality and tricks steadily vacating public
consciousness to be replaced by his enormity with each ensuing genéfatiua.
representational shift had already manifested in the days immediately following his destruction.
So great was Chuneeds weight that wupon deat h,
writer for The Political Examinen ot ed t h e ¢ o nderabte diffiouity is ail toc o n s
exist as to the disposition of 3®tAgmevibushdy, wei ¢
noted, in order to dispose of his body, a dissection was held by a coterie of scientists and his
remains sold to the highest biddeLater in the century Edward Walford noted both the weights
and measurements of mulgparts of the butchered pachydehighlighting his immensity just

days after his deat h: AThe el ephant weighed n

384 Rachel PoliquinThe Breathless Zoo: Taxidermy and the Cultures of Lon@ingversity Park: Pennsylvania
State University Press, 2012}87
BRiDestruction of t he Thd Rolichl&xaminedlonddhx(atcle5,1826B8B.nge, 0
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bons wei ghed °3¥Despitetieedant that more than six years had passed since
Chuneebs skin was stripped from his carcass a
completed it warranted a brief noticeTihe Observeon account of its immese weight at 269
pounds®®’ After his flesh was sorted and sold, his skeleton was purchased by the Royal College
of Surgeons. Naturalists reconstructed his skeleton and displayed it prominently in the center of
the Hunterian Gal | er tpitsinnensity,®recé agairsbkcarmedhe star, o wi
attraction.

It was here Chuneeommanded attention as one of the largest skeletons on display, as
well as owing to his prominent location inside the gallery. His immense size, coupled with his
fame, ensured ¢gons of guidebook authors and curious visitors noted Chunee when examining
the Hunterian Collection. The following are a small sample, taken from accounts throughout the
century, that highlight Chuneebds skremhaet on whi
guide from 1851: AThe | arge skeleton in the <c
ElephantChunee®'Beyond noting the skeletonds i mmensi
will know who Chunee was, not bothering to explain hist jp@éstory nor his greater significance.
Anot her guide echoed this claim in 1879, emph
death: AThe skeleton [is that] of the | arge m
C h a n%¥°elerbert Fry alsdighlighted the elephant when visiting the museum in 1887; as he
gazed up at the colossal whale hung from the ceiling he looked down to the ground floor where
towered, fAThe skeleton of *%PBayend ealling it to atterttiono f o | d

Fry provided its enormous measurements: AThe F

38 Walford, Old and New London116.

¥fHSporting I ntell i gen@he ObsénefOeabdr 15511832102 of t he Odds, o
S8E. L.BlanchardAd amés Pocket L(bondbroW.JRdamd, é858,d6&6k

389 The Golden Guide to Londghondon: Lambert and Co., 1879), 233.

3% Herbert FryLondon in 1887London: W. H. Allen & Co., 1887), 147.
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i nc h e s Whengdbtailiag the impressive collection for W@ ma n 6 s iff1000,b u n e
Chunee was the only specimen noted by the journalist aside from the skéléterrish Giant,
Charles Byrne. Finally, a reference work from 1896 also echoed the other measurements, noting
that AThe skeletoné is 12 feet 4 inches high,
bold claim that t heakpead hhyidse raridéasi mgiasntb &irmgnen tst
brought t3% Engl and. 0o

Beyond textual sources, Chuneeds i mmensity
previously examined prints. However, one last print focusing soleGhamee and a visitor
(Figure 3.3 is worth mentioning®*Compar abl e to the previous chaj
comparedhe Briton to the leviathan,thisr i nt depi cted Chuneeds exce,|
solitary visitor who gazed up at his skeleton, dwarfed in its shatlogscale depicted allowed a
contemporary viewer to grasp a sense o0of Chune
person. However, there are no accurate descriptors measuring height that accompany the image.
While the gentleman only reached theinmee el ephant 6s breastbone, i
to visit the skeleton to test their own heigh
immensity was an impressive attractor in its own right, featuring prominently in numerous
guidebooks that inaicted both visitors to, and the inhabitants of, London how to best spend a
day in the metropolis.

Beyond his sheer size, numerous commentato
This interesting addition, and the reason for his demise, addedhaefurt | ayer t o Chune

mystique beyond his fame and colossal stalBire.a ¢ k 6 s G u ifod 701 far exanwple,d o0 n

PIAEdi tor 6s WaTlks Wama o @dywB,18D0)MA. e

32E CobhamBreweT he Reader 0s lkbaspReferenads, Plots, and Btofiesadon: Chatto &
Windus, 1896)187.

393 Chunee, The Royal College of Surgearas 1850.
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noted how the ASkeleton of the gigantic el eph

displayed, and still prominently featured hidirhi med t usk that had resul't

rage, so that it b é%tLkense Walter @wmmbany yoted bbaunked | | hi m
Londont hat the fivast skeleton of Chunee, the fam
College of Surgeons,andeat it notably featured evidence of
of his tusk is still shown, wi8Bhhiglaightngthec ul a o f

decayed tusk, authors like Walford suggdst lingering uneasiness with putting dowe th
sagacious pachyderm. The displayed tusk provided a defense teladgnlination that
showcased proof of the animal és madness, flyi
murderers that had administered his inhumane death.

Beyond reactionsfond i n gui debooks to seeing Chunee
authors commented on his skeleton in poetic verse. His afterlife provided impetus to the mind of
l yricist Thomas Hudson to compose a song wher
imploring the lion Nero to take his body off display,

There was a time when life | hauth, no Beast could be provider,

And when on Covent Garden boards, no Ac

They put a stop to all my roaring, when my life they ended,
Theytookmybonre t o pieces first, and now theyo
See there | stand (my boné% | mean), an
Viewed in an anthropomorphic framework, Chune

Agood deat h. 0 Huds on bdssiresl a praper bumg tb pravide atsdnse ofe | e p h
closur e, and yet, Chuneebs bones were display

size while entertaining visitors who never saw him alive. The songster suggested that the

3% AdamBlackand CharlesBlackB| ack é6s Gui de t o KEdinbdrghnAdamadd Charles BlEck,v i r o n s
1870), 148.

3% Walter Thornbury,Haunted LondorfLondon: Hurst & Blackett, 1865), 184.

3% Hudson,Comic Songs26.
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anthropomorphized elepht would never rest until, just like a human, his remains were off
display and buried beneath the earth. Thomas Hood, in his Addrass to Mr. Crossletailed
the el ephantds enormous bul k upon his deat h:

Well! He is dead!

And thereds elepmap i n Nature of
Feet high by sevén
Five living tons® and | remaid nine stone
Of skin and bone!
It is enough to make me shake my head
And dream of %he graveds brink
Despite noting previously that Chunee was irr
anics, tricks, or general friendliness are unmentioned, and yet, he notes his padtitigts,
height, and weight. Characteristically of the British infatuation with megafauna, he then
compared the creatures enormous size to himself, bewildering hismmeprocess. Lastly,
turning back to his |living weight having been
cyclical revolution, moving from | amenting th
inevitable death. However, while biaimed to conteplate his demisat is likely he too
pondered over Chuneebds fate being carved up a
Hood, will never have postmortem bodily integrity, not afforded the luxtiagency over his
body in lifeor death.
Similarly pityingChuneeds | ack of afte death,wnaoonyemoushi s cor

comic poet remarked on the pachydermdés fate a
on elephant chops, which did occur as he was parceled out during his public dissecdmu n e e 6 s

Amour nf ul ghost, that has its body | ost, | ook

g r a ¥®Agaih, Chunee serves as one example within the larger concept of the culture of

397 Hood, The Complete Poetical Work&l4.
¥R Lay f or TBehAssn @reWeekly Beast of Burdesues 116 (London: Cowie and Co., 182%456.
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remembrance concerning preserved animals as articulateddhelRPoliquin. His skeleton
expressed a fAndesire to remember in a physical
up at t he pac*¥pldemainthat werekusefuldrt life were useful in death, both
figuratively in the pages of stdvgpoks and actually in the form of skin and meat, even the one
of-akind pantomime pachyderm that had once graced the London stage. However, death was not
all bad for Chunee, or so Hudson claimed, since it provided him the appearance of being a bit
taller snce his girth was shed,
| thought he was quite done with me, as living Beasts his trade is,
How foolish 6tis to show my ugly foot
| should not ingimealfootohtaotidertadE’ t hi n k

Whether from appearing taller since bigh was shed, leaving nothing but his ghostly white
bones, or that he was placed upon a pedestal like other impressively large natural specimens,
Chunee, Hudson claimed, would appreciate appearing a bit taller. In death, Chunee received a
heightened boadghat ingratiated him to his many visitors, or at the very least, just to the ladies.
Visitors familiar with Chuneebds sad story exp
from gazing at his enormous height, remembering him in life, and wantsgge the famed tusk
that brought about his demise. He remained on display until long after anyone living
remembered seeing him alive, his colossal skeleton preserving his presence into the twentieth
century as his notoriety and enormity captivated Bstfor generations.

By exemplifying eaclttomponent ofthe r e cedi ng chapter 6s ar gume
an individual, microhistorical actor that sheds light on a wider phenomenon by gauging how one
creature lbwedthrough thissystem of commodificatioand consumption. Accounting for his

relationship within the collective, the remai

399 Poliquin, The Breathless Zo®03.
400 Hudson,Comic Songs26.
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death suggested a uniquely unsettling reorientation of the human/animal divide within British

society. Harriet Ritvo argudkat animal entertainments functioned projections of powever

lesser forms of life. On this basis, she contendsGatu nee 6s deat h served as

animals suffered vicious repri £hisstudyhen di sob

d verges from this claim since it views Chunee

frenzy, not as an example of punishing an insubordinate credthesevents surrounding his

death encapsulate a situation where Britons turned from acting aseciabzetakers to wild

aggressors, inhumanely eliminating an otherwise obedient creature. The suffering elephant

became a martyr after succumbing to the ravin

vile, callous, and excitabdeattributes the Victoriamdid not associate with the civilized, but the

wild and the savage. A pronounced contingent of Londoners was disturbed by these events,

feeling that an obedient servant, a docile creature, and, above all else, a friend had been viciously

kiled. Thekeepes supposed to contain the creatureds

and human virtue, acted from their base instincts instead of their rational minds. One

commentator, naturalist Charl es F. Blelated, ngt on

humane execution, but instead one characterized by cruelty and impetuousness. Partington

astutely stated that the ev@®nts appeared to b
Before even considering the ghastl yonnatur e

its own an astoni shing o &eerydaydayBookighlightedthee met r

event 6 s whaernuldeagdrtiybi nAigT hCeh unmoesetd sr edneaartkha bl e i nc

metropolis, since 6the pani c @e,indanuarip #8826 )was gh b or

401 Harriet Ritvo,The Animal Estate: The English and Other Creatures in Victorian Endf@achbridge: Harvard
University Press, 1989), 226.
402 Charles Frederick Partingtofihe British Cyclopedia of Naturalistory (London 1835, 402.
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the death of the cel ebf%Thealeatheflaregepham, the shrieking x e t e
beast and the incessant gunfire, were comparable to the bustle and dismay afforded to the panic
of 1826 financial crisis, another dtacally different yet entirely shocking event in its own
right.*%* That the death of a solitary creature encaged within a menagerie is comparable to a
market crash following financial misappropriation itself provides striking evidence of the degree
of Chune6s notoriety. Remarkable and unexpected e
spread like wildfire throughout the Strand and the rest of London (and beybed)imesoted
how fArepeated discharge of mus kagohizeggroansbfe noi s
the poor beast, being distinctly heard in The Strand, caused such immense crowds to
as s e MmBA ceowdof curious Londoners huddled around the entrance desiring to see the
events unfolding inside. Despite in some cases even offerpaytall eager withesses were
forbidden. They would not wait long for information, however, as the gruesome event flooded
the next dayods papers.

The el ephant 6s death was commented on heav
cl ai m t h a tspidunmecealantechnationalrattention and an outpouring of public
gr i‘®Owidbng to Chuneeds rampant anthropomorphi z:
featured in the obituary section, typically reserved for human deaths, including in papers, like
TheMorning Chronicle and even those distanced from Lond
Caledonian MercuryAfter mentioning the events leading to his dedtie Timeslescribed the

gruesome scene when the el ephant fifromhithy expi

403william Hone, The Everyday Book and Table Book; or, Everlasting Calendar of Popular Amuseiihemidon:

Thomas Tegg & Son, 1838321-322.

404D, Morier EvansThe History of the Commercial Crisis, 1858, and the Stock Exchge Panic of 1859

(London: Groombridge & Sons, 1859), 13.

WRDestruction of t he Thd enmefvach2, 1825 3FEx et er Change, 0
Harriet Ritvo, AThe Order of Nature: Ne@WoorklgNew ct i ng t he
Animals eds. R. J. Hoage and William A. Deiss (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996), 49.
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was very considerable, and f*oomaenthgdnthe den t o
moment foll owing the d&hedMprhirggPdstctsoedthe himes e, a Wwr i
However,T h e Mo r n iaccaunt Ras $at ndoe gruesome initsdgstrii on: A Soon it
like another Leviathan in its own gory ocean, indeed, so great was the quantity of blood, that
keepers were obliged to procure wherry boats from Waterloo stairs, in order to row about the

place to save the rest of the wild beastsiit bei ng dr o wrf®Alcoricetned hei r den
Oxford ci ti zen ( A GrTheaVorniigd’asteiaimingthatta waveler from London

had described to him a comparable scene with
was gui t e soimuaheodhattc@achesdad to take an alternate route to not get mired in

the gore!®® Imagining the scene where blood spewed forth from Chunee, splattering upon the

faces of his killers and piling up around their ankles, turning Exeter Change into ebkeadof

depicts a putrid scene that represetibedvery essence of inhumardtylirectly the opposite of

how any humane execution supposedly took place.

Beyond press reports detailing the disturbing nature of his death to the British public,
numerous contepmor ary etchings showcased the event 6s
majority of images depicting Chuneebs death (
of redcoats and townsfolk firing projectiles into the pitiable entrapped elepithriilood
spewing from his numerous wounds. In a-egatury article on biggame hunting featured in
Bail yébs Mont hly Madgimetheramonymdus ighar aptlysotea hosv
Chunee was killed by fia ¢ oncuwonttorcary eutcapitad | | ey ,

punishment in time ofwaféd®Thi s aut hor was not alone in |ike

WHiDestruction of the Thd emefvach2, 1825 3FEx et er Change, 0

i The Great Elephant . T ooThehvmrnikgdos(Landon)Marchtchi@2p M r ni ng Pos
CRThe GreatlDEl ephant, o

“WAiBorneo and Basl|l WosdM&pbhky oMaga z\Voln3® (Anghist, 8218 s and Pa

12¢



firing squad each prindepicting his death showcasedane reminiscent of the ordeal whereby
frenzied Londoners lined up, each witleithown weapon in han@ndworked together to

eliminate the poor, trapped elephdftamed in this manner, these prints likely contributed even
more to the already uncomfortable situation
Br i t i s hextperneldistaste fosfiringquad executions. Capital punishment overall was
relatively rare in the British army during the early nineteerghtury,and death by firing squads
wastypically reserved for deserters who joined the opposing fatééisthesetwo corollaries

were connected in the contemporary Britonods

even more reprehensible action.

o

m

I n the assortment of prints depicting Chun

eachartwork. Each prit@s focal point depicts a&isibly enraged elephanattling against his cage

while blood pours from his wounds. Meanwhilegrawd composed of layman and soldiers,

typically arranged in an orderly line, fire away while an enormous cloud of smoke collects.
Orange blazes sheout from each musket in the colored prints, insinuating motion and

deafening noise. Closer to the elephant stand keepers wielding pikes, some neadoyeand

wedged into the pachydermhe entire collection showcasa pronounced violare in action as

a unit of Londoners slays an encaged elephant. While the prints appear similar, there are notable
differences featured in each print that further depict abject brutality. In two prints (Figures 3.4
and 3.5), the enraged elephant was degiati¢h his foot having smashed open a hole in his

cage. This is mentioned in no textual source, yet was likely depicted to add a sense of excitement
and validation for the brutality evidenced by killing the creature in such a way as it appears

likely to bust free at any moment. Perhaps more affecting than any other rendition, in multiple

1John R. Grodzinski, @fA6Bl oody Pr €anadian Militay Bisteyd6, mol4 ne Dur

(2012): 30.



depictions (Figures 3.4 and 3.5) the anthropomorphized elephant cries tears of blood from his
enraged eyes as he gazes in horror at the frenzied crowd, frightened ammgyfearthe unjust

onslaught to end. Beyond blood streaming from his eyes, in a final gruesome image (Figure 3.6)
Chuneeds stomach has been wounded from musket
out from his torso as the crowd continued their amght. In each print (and there are even more
prints available, but these proviwae a strong
represented ag chaotic action as his killers shot away at the poor pachyderm. While there were

key differences, some pléiag for the sad creature while others romanticizing the event to

decree it just, they all depicted brutal inhumanity toward the captive elephant.

Beyond harrowing newspaper accounts and frightening sketches, numerous individual
reactions were recounted the dayd and decadésf ol | owi ng Chuneebds death
outraged Scotsman Robert Burns, he ended his lengthy letter regarding the inhumanity of killing
Chunee tarhe Morning Posby contendingii Par don t hi sMa niéboe rReieel,i nbgut
MACKENZ 1 E, my countryman, taught me to feel for
could na prevent tears o006 sorrow frae fabding,
l evel l ed at a defencel es $2Jastds Harlgyhelprotagonispire r f or m
Henr y Ma dHe&anzoi Feelingwept bitterly when seeing how the mentally ill were
exploited during tours at Bedlam Hospital, Burns felt tremendous sorrow for another poor
creature locked up for the enrichment of Edward Crosstendritertainment of countless other
Britons**Bur ns cared for Chunee as a wild ani mal,
anthropomorphized one, as a Apublic perfor mer

tears and disgusted at how his fellow Britons gddhe animal.

“2Robet Burns, f#ABHEe Elephant, o
413 Henry MackenzieThe Man of FeelingLondon: T. Cadell, 1771), 6G6.
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Annie Stuart, who we encountered previously when she recalled visiting Chunee often as
a child, also commented how years | ater his d
How badly | felt when, sseavderdddRBveprafitacths cremtiire er é |
had long succumbed, it nonetheless made her sorrowful to hear such dreadful news.

Compared to the relatively obscure accounts of Burns and Stuart, the literary luminary
Charl es Dickens | i ke Wtheselephanbwasalgreatsheck todisTwee de a't
knew him well; and having enjoyed the honour of his intimate acquaintance for some years, felt
grieved d e e p | y ¢ Dickens grievedat the loss of an intimate acquaintance, words and
sentiments reserved fohau man, not an ani mal. Chuneeds deat
Dickens who understood Chunee as a dear acquaintance, not an animal whose life needed to be
violently extinguishedHistorian Diana Donald argues that Londoners were disdihgat an
anthrgpomorphized animal reverted to a wild state, and once there, deserved his punishment.
However, since Chunee followed orders to kneel before his death, she claims he recaptured his
civility and t her eb$°Honevenr thepteeeding hamtsdhom er 6 s pi t
Londoners that pitied the pachyderm were not swayed by his paroxysm; they believed the
inhumane treatment was unfounded regardless of his momentary uproar.

Condemnation of the perpetuators as inhumane and barbarous continued deep into the
centuy , appearing i n numerous SourThedsisuneH@®m r ec ou
an article described the el ephantdéds death as

brute running madly around hi sshrila@iespfo and feve

414 Stuart,St. Nicholas740.

415 Tamara Ketabgiarhe Lives of Machines: The Industrial Imaginary in Victorian Litera and Culturg/Ann

Arbor: Universty of Michigan Press, 2011), 63, quoted in Alti@hows of Londqr816, quoted in John Butt and

Kathleen TillotsonDickens at WorKLondon: Metheun & Co., 1957), 55. Butt and Tillotson claim that a quote

about Chunewwvas part of Dickenés | amentation of the changing
of the introduction to the st GketghesibgBodhey cantedd thdtanoabgy i n t h
of this second edition remains.

416 Diana Donald Picturing Animals in Britain: ¢. 1750850(London: Paul Mellon Centre, 2008), 172.
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a g o fYAside from depicting the horrendous nature of events, numerous other periodicals

described the impetuousness or ignorance of his kiléhenrecollecting the story in the

publicationAll the Year Roundhe anonymous authornotech at i n squel ching Ch

excitable state that @t h6%Aaotherauthortpradagned howf hi m

killing Chunee in such a way proved the rash action and lack of knowledge on the part of the

executing crew. As shot aftershotéadl t o bring him down, AThis ac

anatomy of the African head, was %%dhwerely com

inhumane treatment of Chunee, highlighting the multifarious weaponry that brought him down,

was also discussedwhenc ount i ng Chuneebds death wusing hind

event: Aln the present time, when we read of

right and the left barrel, the above description is sickening, and exhibits gross stupidity an

i gnor‘®bDespdte the passage of time, Chuneeds i

numerous authors to critique the foolish way that Chunee was forever silenced, hoping it would

never occur again in a more ficivilizedo ti me.
Justas any eminent Bigh public figure elicited numerous sorrowful dirges upon his

death, Chunee was no exception. His demise inspired numerous requiems from both poets and

lyricists. In one fronThe Ass: Or, Weekly Beastof BurdenChuneeds death was |

Crossway i | i fied as a vile man, a AMost wungratefu

and compliant ani mal kno'wéi asefiCSoowel haga@hung

7R D e aftOll Chuneg i The Leisure Hoyr36364.

418 All the Year Round, A Weekly Journdblume 3, From January 4, 1890, to June 28, 1@@ddon: Crystal

Pdace Press, 1890)52

“WHiBorneo and Basl WosdM&pbhky oMaga z\Vion3® (Aoghist, 18§9p2d& s and Pa
420 John Fortune NotiVild Animals Photographed and Describgandon: Sampson Low, Marston, Searle, &

Rivington, 1886), 297

2 Lay f orTh&sswub.ee, 0
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his blooming prime, 0 the author cMahepeeth Exet e
utilized hyperbole to paint a gruesome pictur
fury of warfare where his killers appeared as a troop armed with enough weaponry to ensure a

bl oodbath. The event wa sdwhik the authar loelieaed thaCCrass s 6 s
rejoiced in victory by ensuring his buildingé
a horrendous loss:

Your Waterloo,
You yet shall rue,
To your loss.
With words,
And swords,
And pikes,
And bludgeos, bars, and spikes,
With watrriors,
And carriers,
And foot guards,
And brute guards,
With leaders
And feeders
And lions roaring,
And bullets pouring,
Pierced by ten thousand balls,
And fifty swords,
Without more words,
Drowned in his blood,
Li ke Naodho6s fI
He falls:
Alas! Poor Chuneé#

This poem depicted tremendous caches of weapons, from fifty swords to ten thousand balls, that
were gathered and used to eliminate a captive elephant. The gassidgnbled contingent of

killers were portrayed as hare veterans, regimented and organized with varying levels of

command, plowing into the battlefield to carr
the ordeal 6s conclusion, mirroring the newspa
2R L a for46Chunee, 0

y
2 Lay for46Chunee, 0O
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fury, is comparable to the cataclysmic flood of the Old Testament. This anonymous author thus

perceived Chuneeb6s death not as simply killin
Whil e the previous poet focused on Chuneeb
concerned himself with Chuneebds irreplaceabil

close friend, and claimed that the magnificent deceased elaphatwouldbe equaled:
Fate might supply
A second Powell if the first should die;
Another Benet, if the sire were snatched;
Barne$ Might be matched;
And Time fill up the gap
Were Parsloe |l aid upon the green ea
Even Claremont might be equaded could hope
(All human greatness is, alas, so puny!)
For other Egertorgs another Pope,
But not amther Chuneé?*
While numerous great men fell away into the shadows to be overtaken by fresh new luminaries,
Hood believedhe sensational creature Cross had kilteer coulde replaced. Chueed s v oi d
forever lurked in the Mnagerie, leaving a gapingladhat no other elephant could ever
adequately fill. Before these stanzas, Hood n
keeper working in Exeter Change morosely gl an
fell into her tea as she wept irgpair, and the numerous captive animals, from lion to vulture,
all expressed an overwhel ming sorrow for Chun
and r at i on al*°Reganesstof stcial statibnp gersder,cspecies, or biological

charateristics, Hood described a condition wherein everyone, from Briton to beast, missed the

attractive elephant.

424Hood, The Complete Poetical Work&l4.
425Hood, The Complete Poetical Work&l3.
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Even after a quarter of a century had el ap
sadness. Recounting his death in an article penned fareitdy-fifth anniversary, an anonymous
author began his prose with a heartbreaking, poetic verse:

Some sights there are that melt the soul with ruth,
Eben though the gazerds heart be ne
Some tales, so full of terror and of truth,
They blanch th cheek and make the blood run c¢fi.

So grizzly was Chuneeds death that the passag
pl acing this warning at the articleds introdu
blood chilling tale too fightening to the unforewarned reader. Chunee was even depicted as a
ghostbysongvr i t er Thomas Hudson, an assured though:
i maging the vengeful elephantdés wraith. His s
finds fault with Cross for inhumanely killing him, dissecting his corpse, and for exhibiting his
skeleton. Chunee believed he had suffered a grave injustice, unable to rest until his skeleton was
properly buried in the JudeBhristian sense of bodily integyitHe told the lion Nero that if
Cross was not sufficiently punished he will take matters into his own hands, threatening him with
a potenti al haunting: -iThbé newnatPhdmbomsEDbd
bedchamber , e nas ttdfféNos doresddt.wih hidocruel death or his corporeal
fate, Chunee has returned to seek vengeance w
' yricists with inspiration to compose numerou
life and his inhumane and unjust death while forever placing him into the canon of popular
literature.

Il n an ironic twist, a play ran on the Lond

gruesome death titled fiChuneekahpCbangéhe Bea

4261 D e aftOll Chuned) The Leisure Hour362.
427 Hudson,Comic Songs26.
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Well Theatre*?® In his memoirs, Thomas Dibdin recalled how the idea for the play was

formul ated: fithe proprietors thought the deat
attract full gal |l edi @4 fOo samad et hei wasstistue cied e
n i g K?tThe déceased acting elephant had once again sustained his legacy in yet another

met hod beyond the printed word. Chuneebs deat
the star of metropolitan culturappearing as a popular topic in metropolitan papers, numerous
etchings and prints, in journals and periodicals, and even upon the London stage. These

medi ums, as well as seeing his bones displaye
grotesque deatim nineteenttc e nt ury Britonsé hearts and minds
other animal, possessing a gravitas owing to his affability, intelligence, and interactivity that

made his cruel death horrendously shocking for such a sagacious creature.

Afterdg ai |l ing Chuneebs gruesome death, one <co
many Britons expressed throughout this chapte
E n g | &Nahetenthcentury Britons placethemselves upon the summit of civility,
sefrated by a firm line abowanimal characteristics, including rashness, brutality, aipove
all, wildness. However, as journalists, artists, individual commentators, and poets noted,
Chuneebs death was a grossly thailmdanteache act, on
cooperative and benign for the majority of his time in London. Chunee had been a faithful
servant, earning his owners a significant amount of money while touching, both physically and
figuratively, the hearts of generations of Londonerdasstar attraction wherever he went, even

when nothing was left but his ghastly white skeleton. While enjoying watching relatable, captive

428 Altick, The Shows of Londgi15;Allardyce Nicoll, A History of English Drama 1660900, Volume 4
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970), 278.

42 Thomas DibdinReminisces of Thomas Dibdinondon: Henry Colburn, 1837333.

BAndr ew Wi | s o nnTheEddctie Mdgazime: Boreign LiteraturBecience, and Ariyolume 36July to
December 188PNew York: E. R. Pelton, 1882}196.
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creatures like Chunee, Londoners attached their identities to anthropomorphic animals while they

sought no bond of ecomonality with the wild ones, instead viewing them as interesting

commodities for expressions of violence. Chunee, a considerably pontmoophized public pet

with nationwide renown and a large body of both fans and friends, became the victim of a

raving,uncivilized contingent of Londoners who, driven by panic and fear, massacred an

encaged creature in a menagerie with weaponry afforded for use on the battlefield.
Chuneeds death reversed the British roles

deeypy disturbing numerous Londoners over both how the elephant was treated and how his

killers reacted. The responses to his slaughter depicted a society mourning a creature as they

would a human while vilifying those who carried it out as wild animals. Dhattess exotic

animals transported to Britain throughout the nineteenth century were useful in both life and in

death, but Chunee, whose fame transgressed hi

throughout the century, proved uniquely serviceabMid¢torian society”**Wh en Chuneeo6s |

gasping, gurgling breath escaped from his nostrils and he fell to the floor, never to rise again

under his own power, his fame did not die. His infamy had just begun. Chunee remainéd a star

albeit, a fallen star.

431 Sarah AmatoBeastly Possessions: Animals in Victorian Consumer Cu{flmeonto: University of Toronto
Press, 2015), 183.
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Conclusion

Throughout this thesis, we have examined the variety of living and preserved animal exhibitions
available to Britons in nineteenttentury London, offering up numerous insights into why these
exhibits appealed so strongly to curious vigit@s well as asking what this phenomenon tells us
about the role of exotic animals in a modernizing, industrial society. From those who ventured to
the London Zoo in the hopes of catching a glimpse of the infant hippopotamus Obaysch, to those
who gazed ujat the skeleton of an enormous whale hanging from the rafters of the British
Museum, to the grief and outrage expressed over the brutal killing of the celebrity elephant
Chunee, we have repeatedly witnessed ninetesarttury Britons utilizing animals fgrleasure,

entertainment, and emotional fulfilment, but rarely for education or enlightenment.

Ani mals of all shapes, sizes, and col ors i
entertainment venues and scientific galleries throughout the centuryatdsati c ons umer s &
to watch and touch their favorite creatures on display. Exotic animals were captured and
transported to the metropolis from areas under imperial control as well as from areas where
Britain lacked formal political power. An evexpartding network of animal traders ensured that
interesting creatures continually flowed into the metropolis throughout the century, populating its
numerous exhibitions, menageries, and zoological gardens with wildlife from every continent.
Creatures that wellglled in foreign localities, as well as those that died after serving their time
in captivity in Britain, also were taxidermized for display in museums or other popular exhibition
venues. As the century progressed, the fossilized remains of ancient tlegesaareatures, and
reptilian dinosaurs | i kewise began popul ating
locales. To middland uppeiclass consumers, encountering exotic and ancient animals through

advertising playbills, London guidebooks,sute museums, menageries, zoological gardens,
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and other popular entertainment destinations, huamamal interaction became an increasingly

common leisure activity available to a substantial swath of British society. Ninetasritiry

Britons ventured oub caress wombats and gaze up at the skeleton of a giant sloth just as they
attended music halls and football mat ches. Wh
experience at animal exhibits as one that glorified empire by showcasingenaldtifspecimens

as imperial trophies, the evidence examined here demonstrates that the ways that Britons

interacted with these exhibits were characterized by a more multifarious nature, relying on

sensory interaction that produced mostly pled@samtd yet smetimes also frightenirdg

reactions to the displayed creatures.

Nineteenthcentury Britons interacted with exhibited animals in a leisurely, pleasurable,
unscientific fashion whereby individuals consumed the displayed creatures as unaquirable
commoditiesMost Britons could afford neither to purchase nor to maintain these creatures.
However, interacting with them created memorable experiences and a sense of transitory
ownership, creating memories that served as immaterial capital. Despite a growingimterest
natur al hi story, the prevalence of rational r
drew their customers overwhelmingly from the ranks of the educated mégdi@ipperclasses,
Britons interacted with living animals in an uninformed andaientific manner by engaging in
sensory stimulation, artificial fright, and anthropomorphic entertainments. In the case of
preserved specimens, visitors likewise were influenced more by a sense of shock and awe than
rigorous intellectual engagement whgaring up at colossal skeletons and enormous
taxidermies, all rendered in collections that compared the diminutive human body to the

megalithic proportions of wild behemoths.



When interacting with living creatures in the Exeter Change Menagerie and tthen_on
Zoological Gardens, Britons experienced these creatures as commodities, however, ones that
could be consumed only in their respective venues since visitors were unable to literally acquire
animals and take them home. Visitors instead engaged witlbasdroed these creatures
through sensory interaction; both sight and touch provided consumers interactive modes that
produced a plethora of emotional reactions that served as virtual souvenirs ehtioginters.
Meanwhile, Britonglemarcated creaturesont Awi | do and #Acivilizedo ca
entertainments that only could be provided by members from a particular group.
Ant hropomor phi zation helped civilize ani mal s
becoming so notable they featdrhuman names, ate human food, and were reported upon in the

popular press like contemporary human celebrities.

Just as Britons consumed living animals in the Exeter Change Menagerie and the London
Zoo, they also interacted with preserved specimensiBtitish Museum, the Hunterian
Collection at the Royal College of Surgeons, and a handful of other popular exhibition venues
throughout London, including the Crystal Palace Exhibition, the Kings Mews at Charing Cross,
and the Cosmorama. In these venuegpBs also engaged with creatures as commodities
through the use of sight and touch, albeit with different results. Sensory interaction led Britons to
hone in on the largest specimens on display, the preponderance of which served as
representationsofhuann i t y6s triumph over the | argest <cre
Whereas an animal és personality could be used
they could then transfix upon the crmewatsur e, i
an incomplete reminder of their | ife. This | a

differently with living and deceased animals. From featuring weights and heights in guidebooks
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to draw in visitors, to the same visitors commentinigftjhhon enormous specimens while
visiting the exhibits, accounts from both proprietors and visitors emphasized the ninreteenth
century British infatuation with giant specimens that brought them to exhibitions throughout the

century.

Accounting for the ingjhts uncovered in these previous two chapters, the prior
argument s6é parameters were tested with a case
particularly ndable animal displayed inineteenthcentury London: the elephant Chunee.
Chuneeds inntLroondduocnt iuogpnroni Covent Gardendés stage,
Change Menagerie, and his postmortem display in the Royal College of Surgeons all
demonstrate how the case of this one creature was indicative of a wider phenomenon of London
animal ehibitions throughout the nineteenth century. In addition to exemplifying the arguments
of the two preceding chapt er s esheciallg kisedeath t he h
also offers important insights into British conceptions of the huamimd divide in the
nineteenttt ent ury. The outrage that occurred as the
seemed to shift the assumed roles of humans and animals, and with them the wild to seemingly
civilized, making Britons profoundly uncomfortab\&hereas normally Britons placed
themselves above all animals, demarcating the remainder into factions ranging from wild and
seemingly civilized, they were not comfortable when the tables turned and some of their own
countrymen shifted to become the callbustes and the animal shifted from wild and impetuous

to a restrained martyr.

While this thesis has drawn upon a substantial amount of primary source evidence to
produce new insights into the humam i mal i nteraction i nce@r eat Br

scholarship that has focused on nineteeethtury animal studies has distanced itself from the



bright lights of London. Instead, it has moved to examine exotic animal menageries that traveled
around the British Isles, analyzed zoological gardenseiasaas diverse as Manchester,

Hamburg, and Calcutta, and probed museum collections that displayed elaborate collections of
taxidermies and skeletal, fossilized remains from Edinburgh to Philadelphia. The diversity of

histories being written has a varieg@tarrative of human interaction with animals that becomes
increasingly more complicated over time by adding further layers of information onto an already
complex history. In addition, the contemporary focus on animal studies is helping to produce a
consierable amount of innovative and insightful scholarship on a burgeoning topic that has long
been neglected by the academy. However, in this progressive wave of inquiry, the contemporary
scholar must not lose sight of the locality where a substantial partithis scholarship
originated. While Londonds ani mal entertainme
researched by Wilfrid Blunt, Richard Altick, and Harriet Ritvo decades ago, and followed in the
intervening years by other historians, therichhisfo of Londonés ani mal ent

means exhausted.

As this thesis shows, there remains an abundant historical record of human experiences
with animals in nineteentbentury London that diverges from the majority of the past imperial
centric stiolarship. This study reveals that a deeper, more nuanced historical experience
occurred when nineteentientury Britons interacted with animal exhibitions during a period
when a rapidly modernizing populace grappled with the implications of enjoyinthanaef
newly available entertainments. Instead of turning away from London, believing that scholarship
on ani mal entertainments in Britainbés capital
historians must continue to analyze its entertainmentsas thmuch more waiting to be found

that will add further layers of understanding to the complex phenomenon of taummaal
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interactions both then and now. Future scholarship will no doubt add to the insights that have

been produced in this thesis, whitiis moved beyond understanding wildlife exhibited in

London exclusively as artifacts of empire. For Britons traveling to these exhibits, seeking to

interact with the displayed creatures since they were unable to purchase them, visitors instead
experiencedhem by taking in the evagiresent sights, the fleeting moments of tactile enjoyment,

and the often frightening noises offered up by these living creatures who served as alluring
commodities, quagiumans, and wild beasts and likewise by engaging witlepred specimens
which functioned primarily as col ossal natur a

industrial age.

The nineteenth century witnessed the drastic reorientation of human relations to and with
nature in Great Britain. Modern sociehcreasingly viewed the natural world as a commodity,
asking what it could produce that would benefit humanity, and then taking these products as they
saw fit. Virgin forests were felled for precious timber and replanted with hselaoted species
that forever reoriented the natural ecosystem. Mountains were split open for railways to pass
through and were bored deeply into to tear out coal and other precious minerals, while farmland
expanded across wide swaths of open territory owing to innovative impgkemegchanized
equipment, and artificial fertilizers. With these drastic environmental changes in mind, it should
come as no surprise that the | ivdanigal® br eat hin
suffered a similar fate. Animals, in life and deathrewsrenched from their native habi@tand
from their natural lifecyclé to serve as commodities, even though these exhibited creatures
were unable to be purchased by most miathss Brions. Instead, alive or deceasttey
popul at ed L onwrues that cateredhto the desiredfar entertainment, pleasure, and

power in the hearts and minds of nineteerghtury Britons.
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Appendix of Figures

Figure 1.1 Exeter Change Menageriea. 1820. A busy day in the Exeter Change Menagerie
where a pleth@ of visitors interact with animals by both viewing and touching them.
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Figure 1.2: Thomas BewicRo st er f or Pi {London:Mb6GEendvieing,algod)r i e
The British Museum. An early playbill for the Exeter Change Menagerie where tigptsameis,
and other exotic beasts were featured as the major attractions.
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SCENE IN THE ZOOLODICAL QARDENS

Tae elepdhianis fores sne ul 1he mow popolar featares of the = s Men aie ot chibires of 2 burper growth,” and thes wbo ride on the lndl aasis’ bech
littde ofem, 38 o a charaneyistic soene (9 the Cardems on & sama®er & Say show The dlapi e in
b 12 the punsd Tent 150 wenibey bi warm, i

alooad i e e sxsl of 1Be erdley’ aratims

Phae ¢

Figure 1.3 The Queendés London, A Pictorial and Descr
Parks, and Scenery of the Great Metrop@lisndon: Cassell anGompany, 186), 197. A busy
day in London Zoo where elephants perambulate up and down the sidewalk, each carrying a

coterie of guests.
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Figure 1.4:Scrapbook1852, Lilly Library, Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana. Two
visitors to the London Zoo loolpon kangaroos while grasping the bars.

)

Figure 1.5:Scrapbook1852, Lilly Library, Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana. A family
gets close to a sleeping lion and the father circumvents the barrier by reaching his hand into the
cage.
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Ao Pasty by Covmd & &x, b

THE ZODLOGICAL GAMDENS! THE LIONS WOUSE

Without qusisise, oon of the chled attractionn of 1he Zoskglead Gardati b the Lo’ flosse,  The presest ballding bs 3y foet Jorg by 90 foet wide, aal bs sdeirabily adajted

The eages are tootny, aod separated frem takag viton Ly teoad barrier.  Every afteronos whes the lives ase

for tex purpose, belag well warmed and veotilwed
fed the houe b cromded. 1o caach w0 that warsings o leware of phekpockets * atv peoemwetly ihisplayed | bet on Seadapy, when sdmiudon 1 the Gandets ca coly
codty, I the LSoak" Phowse bs n Lt of the st Troddynt of ‘the Zeakspial

Lo abtntned o0 presentation of a Fellow'sonder, the = function * cin le oo with Jow Qi
Socity, S Suamfond Batbes  The Loadon lhows, altboogh et a nurmross collsction. ane spdendid ssceimsss of their trile

Figurel6:The Queends London, A Pictorial and Desc
Parks, and Scenery of the Great Metropdlisondon: Cassell an@ompany, 1896), 196. While
many guests at the Carnivora house are satisfied to sit back and taksighthiesome lean over
the railing to facilitate intimate contact with the encaged lions and tigers.
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Figure 1.7: Percy McQuai&unday Afternoon at the Zoological Gard@&eauty and the Beast,
1853. Despite the hippo ofdloffdaggerikeieetld twe y e s
bourgeoise guests at the London Zoo look on idly as they hand a treat through the bars to

Obaysch.
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ZOOLOGICAL GARDENS.
Hegents Park

e

Figure 1.8: George Scha#,o ol ogi c al Gar d¥3bsVisitoR ergog theeBeéas Par k
Pit, one of the London Z@s most popul ar attractions thr ouc
was a family affair, males, including a father feeding a bear directly and a boy dangling a treat

into thepit, werefrequently the only visitors depicted feeding the animals.

14¢



>3 0§

Figure 2.1:Hunterian Collection Royal College of Surgeonsa.1830.A busy day at the

museum where the Megatherium, Moa, Irish elk, Chunee, and other specimens are all on display.
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Figure 2.2Mammalia Saloon, British Museuyma. 1860. Note theumerous large exhibits from
throughout the globe, ranging from a walrus in theriigint corner to a hippopotamus in the left,
all displayed in one space.

15C



Figure 23Bu |l | o c k 6 SuneMl, 48 QU m

151



Figure 2.4Records ofthe Cgpr i ght Of fi ce of the Stlandinoner so
1898.The Irish elk in a private collection, attached to showcase its enormous antlers.
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Figure 2.5Hunterian CollectiorRoyal College of Surgeorsa. 1840. The same background
with a new crowd all interested in the enormous sloth. New additions include a giraffe in the
background and a large carapace in the foreground.
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Figure 2.6 Missorium TheristrocaulodorDublin: C. Crookes, 1842. An advertisement for
AlbertKoc hdéds i nfamous AMi ssourium. o0 Note the
pointing upwards, as well as the elephant fit snugly within its gigantic frame.
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Figure 2.7Wiliam Kidd, Ki dddés New Gui de t qlLoidbneC.iLi onso
Whittingham, 1832, 39.An early depiction of the Charing Cross Whale, with numerous visitors
circling it and the gangway is in place to venture inside.
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GLEGANTIC “WEALE,
The Greenland Whale/zfaluna Museutns),
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Figure 2.8:Gigantic Whale Playbillca. 1832. A far more elaborate print advertising the Charing

Cross Whke. Note the contrasting scale between the whale and the humans as both a living

organism and skeleton. Also, a model of the exhibition is provided, as are numerous other
enormous measurements.
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Figure 2.9The lllustrated London NewBebruary 141 8 6 6. Thi s whal eb6s skel
at the Royal College of Surgeons while visitors circle around, taking in the sights afforded to
such a unique exhibition.



STAIRCASE OF THE OLD DRITISH MUDSZUM, MONTAQUE HOUSE

Figure 2.10: George Scha8taircase of the Old British Museum, Montague Hpli847.
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Figure2.11The London Mi ssi onpciu83. Soci etybds Mu
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Figure 2.121 ouis Haghe, Joseph Nash, and David RobBris,c ki nsonds Compr eh
Pictures of the Great Exhibition of 18flondon, 1854), 14.
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Figure2.13:Louis Haghe, Joseph Nash, and David RobBris,c ki nsonds Compr eh
Pictures of the Great Exhibition of 18flondon, 1854), 16.
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Figure 2.14Crystal Palace Elephanta. 1851.
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Figure 3.1: fANew Mus e une oonfEBhetlbhstrateRloopdari Co | | ¢
News May 20, 1854. Although the exhibits have changed remarkedly in the years since the
previous print was drawn, Chunee remains standing in the same location, towering over all other
displayed specimens.
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Figure 3.2Poli t o6s Royal Me na.d@lild, ¥ictdiamamd Adberp i e c e
Museum. Stephen Polito had this mantelpiece manufactured during the latter years of his life to
celebrate his menagerie which has won his both substantial wealth and tremendous rdi®riety.
major attraction, Chunee, commanded a central location and large size on the piece.
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Figure 3.3Chunee, Royal College of Surgepcs 1850. A visitor to the Hunterian
Coll ection gazes up at Chunee, baborel y reach
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DESTRUCLION OF THE FURIoTS ELEPHANT .,\"'J’“. ETER (HANGE

Figure 3.4Destruction of the Furious Elephant at Exeter Charige 1826.
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Figure 3.5The Death oChuneeca. 1826.



