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Old Sows, Gamey Mares, Black Brutes, and Mangy Mongrels: Animals in Ulysses
A common understanding of Ulysses is that it is a text about life: within Ulysses, all the major and minor occurrences of human life—sex, love, death, birth, song, food, defecation, art, commerce, friendship—are represented.  According to this reading, Leopold Bloom is the “everyman, a full representation of what it is to be human” (McCracken 80).  If Bloom represents the meaning of human life, that he is introduced in terms of his relationship to nonhuman animals 
 becomes rather significant.  The first piece of information Joyce reveals about Bloom is that he eats “with relish the inner organs of beasts and fowls” (4.1-2).  The first conversation he has in the novel is with his cat: “—Mkgnao! —O, there you are, Mr. Bloom said” (4.17-18).  Ulysses is a text wholly preoccupied with animals, from Haines’s black panther to Molly’s “poor donkeys” in Gibraltar (1.57, 18.1590).  Not to belabor the point, but Ulysses has a nearly unaccountable frequency of animal references under a vast array of species: seahorses, geese, storks, turtles, rabbits, dogs, horses, panthers, cows, foxes, snails, lions, whales, ducks, minnows, cats, pigs, ferrets, goats, apes, toads, sheep, donkeys, rats, oysters, oxen, cocks, gulls, turkeys, swans, elephants, octopi, lobsters, snakes, bulldogs, crocodiles, monkeys, poodles, owls, tigers, alligators, wolves, bees, stags, fish, bears, and parrots
— and even this list is very far from complete.  Ulysses is a novel teeming with life—both human and animal—and it is quite an extensive literary menagerie.  
Although much work on Ulysses has been done using the various “-isms” of literary criticism and cultural studies, the issue of speciesism—discrimination based on difference of species—in Ulysses has been generally ignored.  Therefore, I intend to explore human-animal relationships throughout Ulysses and posit the argument that Joyce’s mammoth modernist novel contains a critique of speciesism.  To this end, Joyce employs the method of describing marginalized groups in animalistic terms, thereby creating a connection between human and animal oppression.  The text of Ulysses also effectively transgresses the human-animal divide by incessantly anthropomorphizing animals and animalizing humans.  Through the confusion of humans with animals, human pain with animal pain, human desire with animal desire, Joyce illuminates the false justification of animal oppression based on species alone and stands in firm opposition to speciesism.  As further evidence to this argument, several moments within Ulysses overtly discuss the moral implications of animal cruelty and animal rights.
The omission of discussions of speciesism in the critical work surrounding Ulysses is not wholly surprising; as Cary Wolfe explains in his groundbreaking piece on animals and the posthuman, Animal Rites, “debates in the humanities and social sciences between well-intentioned critics of racism, (hetero)sexism, classism, and all other –isms that are the stock-in-trade of cultural studies almost always remain locked within an unexamined framework of speciesism” (1, emphasis original).   Although the term has been around for decades
, speciesism is still in the process of becoming a commonly acknowledged form of discrimination.  In the introduction to their human-animal studies anthology, Knowing Animals, Philip Armstrong and Laurence Simmons credit the last decade of the twentieth century and first decade of the twenty-first with giving rise to what they call the “‘animal turn’, comparable in significance to the ‘linguistic turn’ that revolutionized humanities and social science disciplines from the mid-twentieth century onwards” (1).  As several critics point out, the Cartesian belief in a dichotomy separating thinking, feeling man from mechanical beast is finally being removed from discussions concerning human-animal relationships. 
 This shift in thought has begun to affect not only how we look at animals but how we view our own human identities; Cartesian dualism and the Enlightenment idealization of rational man are part of a long “history of metaphysics,” in which “the essence of human has been repeatedly determined in opposition to the animal where the former is understood to be in possession of a certain capacity or trait (language, reason, spirit, subjectivity) the latter lacks” (Simmons 39). Though intellectual history can be a stout opponent, ideas about the human-animal bond are finally catching up to a contemporary mindset that claims to be egalitarian.
A reexamination of our ideas about animals has yielded an apprehension that the old dichotomous categories do not provide a space reflecting the nature of the beast.   Jutta Ittner’s article in Figuring Animals explains that philosophical and psychoanalytic dialogue has begun to place animals within a third spectrum of understanding—not “things” or “people”—a “separate realm within the universe of human knowledge” (98).  This shift has come about because of immense developments in several related fields: we now understand much more about the biology, psychology, and behavior of animals, and a rise in both postmodern ideology and concern for the effects of human manipulation of the nonhuman on the natural world has drastically altered attitudes toward the animal other.  Enlightenment and Cartesian ideas exalting the rational human mind above the physical animal body are no longer at the forefront of the human-animal condition, and these relationships are now finally beginning to heal and grow.  
Wonder What I Look Like to Her: Anthropomorphism and the Animal Gaze
Throughout Ulysses, Joyce transgresses the human-animal divide both through the anthropomorphism of animals and the animalization of humans.  He represents the animal as a being recognizable to humans and one with which Joyce’s characters and readers can easily identify.  Likewise, he describes people in ways that highlight their resemblance to animals and draw parallels between the marginalized animal and marginalized humans.  Animals are anthropomorphized, humans are animalized, and the two are even literally transformed into one another; the text is rife with instances of confusion between what is animal and what is human.  Bloom introduces this idea himself when he explains to Molly, “Metempsychosis…is what the ancient Greeks called it.  They used to believe you could be changed into an animal or a tree” (4.375-6).

The instance of anthropomorphism that most invites a speciesist reading concerns Bloom and the family cat.  As previously stated, Bloom’s first conversation takes place with this feline, with Joyce privileging the cat with an actual voice
.  Though the voice is catspeak consisting of “Mkgnao!” and “Gurrhr!” her “words” are given the same long dash and line break as Bloom’s and other humans’.  In Bloom’s mind, the cat is also given the power of agency, an attribute rarely conceded to animals, according to Armstrong.  He explains that a reluctance to ascribe animals with even the ability to have agency stems from a definition based on Enlightenment assumptions of the superiority of human beings—agency “necessarily requires a combination of rational thought and conscious intention” (3).  For Bloom, the idea that his feline companion has a mind that is able to make choices and act with intention is not so far-fetched.  Bloom’s thoughts run thus as he contemplates the cat: “They call them stupid.  They understand what we say better than we understand them.  She understands all she wants to.  Vindictive too.  Cruel.  Her nature” (4.26-8).  Bloom not only believes the cat capable of an understanding that in some ways may be superior to that of humans, he insists that her treatment of mice is intentionally malicious.  This picture of a cat is certainly not in line with the Cartesian idea of a mechanical body with no interior life.
The second half of Bloom’s consideration of the cat introduces the idea of the animal gaze.  He thinks curiously about her perception of him: “Wonder what I look like to her.  Height of a tower?  No, she can jump me” (4.28-9).  As Ittner explains, this type of imagining about the feelings and thoughts of animals “is an acknowledgment that animals are subjects, which puts them into not a ‘lesser relationship [but] an other relationship’
 to the world” (107).  Bloom’s inability to picture himself in the cat’s eyes reflects Ittner’s claim that, “No matter how hard we try to imagine ‘being’ tiger, we seem condemned to meet only our projections” (108).  Although Bloom’s efforts to see the world through a cat’s eyes may have been unsuccessful, his attempt prefigures theoretical work by Levinas and Derrida, who would both later attempt to puzzle out the meaning behind the animal gaze.
Derrida’s experience with the gaze of a cat, recounted in “The Animal that Therefore I Am” and discussed in Simmons’s “Shame, Levinas’s Dog, Derrida’s Cat (and Some Fish),” actually mirror’s Bloom’s in surprising ways that shed light on the import of this moment to the animal question in Ulysses.  Derrida’s cat looked at him while he was naked, and he immediately felt shame under the animal’s gaze.  According to Simmons, “The gaze of Derrida’s cat serves to undermine the ontological security of the human animal that so confidently distinguishes itself from it” (37).  In other words, even the projection of one’s own emotions and thoughts into the animal gaze, while not revealing much truth about that animal’s interior, reveals a truth about the human doing the projecting: his assumption that he is distinctly different from the animal is probably incorrect.  What is at stake here is the whole of human-animal relationships, which rest on the foundation that a distinction exists.  As Simmons puts it, “The scandal of that [human-over-animal] relation begins with the enormous presumption of an opposition between a single species (‘man’) and millions of other living species reduced to a single denomination (the animal)” (36-7).   Therefore, Bloom’s acknowledgment of his cat as thinking being, agent, and subject has broad implications for Ulysses as a speciesist text.
The Old Sow That Eats Her Farrow: The Animal, Racism, and Colonialism
As Joyce (and his characters) lived in a colonized country where discussions of oppression by an imperial power and lamentations of the subjugated were commonplace, it is only natural that colonialism is a frequent thread throughout the weave of Ulysses.  What makes this theme especially interesting is its constant connection to the oppression of animals and nature by the dominant power of man.
Houyhnhnms

In “Proteus,” Stephen’s ruminations lead him to remember a text fraught with human-animal issues: Swift’s Gulliver’s Travels.
  The specific section of the text that pops into Stephen’s mind is Gulliver’s time with the Houyhnhnms, a race of rational horses (33.109).  The relationship between horses and humans has arguably been the central human-animal relationship until just a few decades ago; horses have been domesticated and invaluable to man for centuries as a means of transportation, production of goods, vehicles of war, and sometimes, companions.  
And since early hominids depicted horses on the walls of caves, horses have carried symbolic meanings: power, wealth, freedom, and so on (Baker 27).  Consider the image of Bloom in his hallucination of himself as the leader of Ireland: “He is seated on a milkwhite horse with long flowing crimson tail, richly caparisoned, with golden headstall” (15.1444-5).  Like most animals, however, horses have not consistently enjoyed associations with desirable attributes.  Philip Armstrong, in What Animals Mean in the Fiction of Modernity, describes another, less flattering instance of the horse as signifier: “According to a long-standing convention, a man on horseback represents reason reining in the passions, while the inverted form, a horse comically riding a man, signifies the overcoming of reason by the passions” (7).  This image is a part of the aforementioned Cartesian dualism of mind/body, in which animals are the body and humans the mind; animals are machines without interior minds, and humans are rational beings, above the body in many ways.  Furthermore, in “The Whatness of Somehorse in Ulysses,” Thomas Vogler explains that the subjugation of horses has traditionally been equated with the rise of human civilization: the modern horse and human relationship produced a “simultaneous separation of the ‘human’ from the ‘beast,’ but unit[ed] them in a special bond,” and symbolized “man over nature, will over passion, and cunning over strength” (617).  In light of the historic use of horses as pictographic representations of the brute body and their long and varied affair with mankind, Stephen’s reminiscence on Gulliver’s visit to a land where the horse and human tropes are conflated is worth examining.
As Armstrong explains, this particular episode asks the reader to imagine a world in which horses (Houyhnhnms) are the intelligent and rational animal and hominids (Yahoos) are the “embodiment of irrational, carnal appetite” (8).  Because horses are connected to a history of symbolizing the body in opposition to the mind, Swift’s imaginary world plays with these traditional connotations to explore the logic behind them.  In turning the complex horse-human relationship, one that exists as an emblem of human mastery of animals and the irrationality and “usefulness” of all nonhuman species, on its head, the Country of the Houyhnhnms raises several significant questions.  If such a thing as a rational horse existed, would we let him into our society?  Even more importantly, if an entirely irrational, base human being existed (not a very big if) would we be comfortable using his skin for shoe leather as Gulliver does?  Furthermore, after learning about the Houyhnhnms and their absurdly rational ways of life, including the development of a plan for the destruction of their fellow “inferior” species, should rationality be the deciding factor over who can live and who must die?
With Stephen’s reference to Gulliver’s time among the rational Houyhnhnms, Joyce introduces a connection between human-animal issues and the Irish colonial issues of his time.  While Gulliver is living in the Country of the Houyhnhnms, the equine leaders of that country propose a plan to castrate the young males of the less-developed Yahoo culture in order to eventually (and “humanely”) wipe out their race.  According to Armstrong, because of the earlier descriptions of the Yahoos as human-like in appearance, this proposal “cannot help but evoke genocidal implications—an effect not far removed from the black humour of Swift’s ‘Modest Proposal’ (1969 [1729]), which recommended the consumption of Irish infants as a way of easing that country’s poverty while at the same time answering its demand for food” (10).  
Swift’s “Proposal” is not the only connection between the Houyhnhnms and the British imperialists: Armstrong points out that the genocide-through-castration Assembly discussion makes an allusion to “debates in England about eradicating the Irish, and more specifically, a statute proposed in 1719 that would have allowed their castration” (25). Within this allusion, Joyce makes a sympathetic connection between the Irish and the Yahoos, his countrymen and the oppressed other, himself and the animals.  Animals and the colonized people of Ireland share in the misfortunes of cruelty, injustice, degradation, and discrimination.   The reference to Houyhnhnms is therefore not only an indictment of the malice of the British against their colonized people, it is also a recognition of the common bond between human and animal.  
The Yahoos are at once human because of their anthropomorphized form and nonhuman animal because of their lack of rationality and their inferior status to the Houyhnhnms, making their potential mass extinction all the more problematic.  Because they are “in-between” man and beast, it is nearly impossible to ignore the connection between animal and human rights. Their position calls to mind a common justification of slavery, colonization, and genocide traditionally used by the oppressors: that these practices are acceptable because the victims are not fully human.  
Whelps and Dams

In “Scylla and Charybdis” it is just this animalization of colonized people that Stephen brings up, and it is no accident that the imperial power in his example is Britain.  This episode is largely devoted to a discussion of Shakespeare, and as M. Keith Booker explains in Ulysses, Capitalism, and Colonialism, “Shakespeare functioned in the nineteenth century as the central icon of a British cultural heritage that itself served as one of the central justifications for British rule over the ‘primitive’ cultures encountered in places like Africa and India” (93).  Undoubtedly, the appropriation of Shakespeare as an icon of imperial superiority is on Stephen’s mind when he completes Mr. Best’s sentence about Mallarmé’s prose poem on Hamlet with the phrase “The absentminded beggar” (9.125)—the title of Rudyard Kipling’s poem written to raise funds for the British troops fighting the Boer War in South Africa (Gifford and Seidman 201).  Stephen takes the allusion further thus:

A deathsman of the soul Robert Greene called him…not for nothing was he a butcher’s son…Nine lives are taken off for his father’s one…Khaki Hamlets don’t hesitate to shoot.  The bloodboltered shambles in act five is a forecast of the concentration camp sung by Mr. Swinburne…


Whelps and dams of murderous foes whom none


But we had spared….. (9.130-139).
Tellingly, this quotation is rife with references to animals.  Stephen misremembers Robert Greene’s assertion about Shakespeare: lust is the “deathsman of the soul,” according to Greene.  What he actually calls Shakespeare is “an upstart Crow, beautified with our feathers…” (quoted in Gifford and Seidman 201).  In other words, Stephen is inadvertently alluding to an animalization of the Bard.  Next Stephen refers to the tradition that Shakespeare’s father was a butcher, and in doing so, makes the connection between the slaughter of animals and that of humans.  Then he either intentionally or inadvertently miscounts the number of deaths in Hamlet; as Gifford and Seidman explain, there were only eight deaths in exchange for Hamlet’s father’s, but the slip may be “a rhetorical flourish on ‘every cat has nine lives’…”(201).  “Khaki Hamlets” refers to the British troops in the Boer War who were fitted with khaki uniforms, and the subsequent line “don’t hesitate to shoot” was a “rallying cry for Irish anger at the English policy of coercion in the 1880s.” The origin of this phrase was purported to be a British captain who gave it as a command against a rioting Irish mob in Mitchelstown (202).  
Finally, Stephen recalls a poem by Swinburne supporting the British concentration camps for Boer civilians and lamenting the death of Colonel Benson, who died in a Boer POW camp.  It is significant that Stephen remembers the line “whelps and dams of murderous foes” as this line deals directly with the animalization of colonized peoples by their oppressors: the “whelps and dams” Swinburne refers to are the Boer women and children in the concentration camps.  This particular line caused public outrage: one person responding to the poem wrote, “It is not necessary to call the women and children ‘whelps and dams’” (Gifford and Seidman 202).  Despite the criticism of Swinburne’s characterization of the women and children of Boer as animals, Booker suggests that this line “may indicate a significant truth about the contemptuous attitude of the British to the non-British inhabitants of their colonies in general” (94).
Stephen’s mini-rant does much to further the idea that Joyce (at least within the test of Ulysses) recognized the parallels between human and animal oppression.  His dialogue, although ostensibly about the connections between Shakespeare and colonialism, necessarily includes an animal connection, since nearly every line references animals in some form.  Shakespeare, colonialism, and animality are all simply swirling through Stephen’s words at this point, drawing clear lines between human brutality toward animals and other humans.  Stephen’s final remembrance of Swinburne’s line sharing the status of animals with colonized people provides the final link: it is wrong for humans to mistreat one another because of differences (in power, culture, appearance, beliefs, etc.), and it is also wrong for humans to mistreat animals because of their collective differences in species.
A Perfect Pig

A further connection between the colonized Irish and the animal Other is drawn in “Circe”.   This episode of Ulysses corresponds to Book 10 in the Odyssey in which Odysseus’s men are transformed into hogs by the enchantress Circe (Gifford and Seidman 452).   The men’s transformation is echoed in “Circe” by the hallucinated transformation of several characters into swine along with multitudinous references to pigs throughout the chapter.  Before the hallucinations truly begin, Bloom visits the pork butcher’s where he buys a snack of “lukewarm pig’s crubeen” thereby introducing the swine theme with his entrance to the “stage” (15.155-158).  Soon, Bloom’s legs are described as “hams,” linguistically transforming his human body parts into something like those of the animal he has just purchased (15.241).  Throughout the rest of the episode, swine imagery figures prominently: the “new Bloomusalem” is shaped like a pork kidney (15.1549), Bloom shows up on stage “leading a black bogoak pig” (15.1961), Zoe recalls “Hog’s Norton where the pigs play the organs” (15.1983), Virag speaks “in a pig’s whisper” (15.2412), Bella has a “sowcunt” (15.3489), and Stephen’s payment to Bella is a “silken purse…made out of the sow’s ear of the public” (15.3533).
Like horses, pigs have a long and varied history with mankind.  Unlike horses, the symbolism surrounding swine is almost never positive.  Pigs are generally associated with gluttony, greed, and filth.  Further implications of porcine imagery are explored in Eric Smith’s “‘I Have Been a Perfect Pig’: A Semiosis of Swine in ‘Circe’.”  Smith explains that pigs are often linked with refuse, feces, sexual obscenity, poverty, disease, and death.  However, these symbolic meanings of the pig are actually negative takes on a tradition of affection for these animals.  
According to Smith, prior to the creation of the modern bourgeois society, pigs lived in close proximity to the human household and ate its leftovers, making them almost a part of the family.  Pigs represented overabundance but not in a gluttonous sense; they were symbols of fertility.  The association of pigs and sexuality also has a long tradition, but in the pre-modern age, they were connected to puberty and coming-of-age rituals (133-134).  At the onset of modernity, however, the image of the pig took on new sociopolitical meanings; in the new sanitized and homogenized modern culture, pigs became a “symbol of hybridity, marginalization, and transgression in Europe” (132).   Interestingly, pigs also came to represent anti-capitalist sentiments.  As Smith explains, pigs are unique among livestock in that they can be kept by the poor; they can feed off of scraps and require very little land.  Their meat must be eaten quickly after slaughter and was therefore often shared throughout the community.  Because of its ability to resist capitalist systems based on property, the pig was adopted as a symbol by the French revolutionaries (138-139).  Perhaps the most significant symbolic meaning in terms of Ulysses, in England the pig was a symbol for the Irish.
Smith explains that Stephen’s description of Ireland as an “old sow that eats her farrow” (15.582-3) comes from the representation of the Irish as pigs by their British colonizers.  Pigs were often fed on barley drains, the fermented refuse rendering the animals drunk, and a large part of their diet consisted of potato peelings.   Therefore, the pig diet corresponded exactly to the British idea of the typical Irish diet.  Furthermore, the British were aware of the old Gaelic name for Ireland: Hog Island.  With these connections in hand, the British propagated a sentiment that equated Irish citizens with pigs, thereby giving them the status of not just an animal, but one associated with filth, waste, disease, and grotesque physicality (135).
As Smith points out, the troubling nature of the pig to modern society is partially due to its almost-humanity.  Pigs have human-looking skin, eat human food, and have traditionally lived close to the family.  Smith claims that, in earlier times, pigs were often said to resemble human babies (133).  In part, it is this transgression of the human-animal divide that makes pigs objects of revulsion: they remind us of our own animality.  In this way, pigs and the colonized Irish shared an especially interesting relationship: pigs are almost-human, the Irish almost-animal.  
Circus Horse


In relations between oppressive powers and marginalized groups, there is almost always a commodification of the oppressed in one form or another.  Animal bodies have been transformed into commodities like those of no other group; they are used for food, work, clothing, decoration, transportation, and entertainment.  The horse, whose importance to society has already been explained, appears frequently throughout Ulysses as objects of amusement for the men interested in the horse races.  For my purposes, the richest type of animal entertainment discussed in the text is the circus.  The subject is introduced by the book Molly has been reading, Ruby: the Pride of the Ring, which prompts Bloom to think, “Cruelty behind it all.  Doped animals” (4.349).  In “Circe,” Bloom’s indictment of animal cruelty leads to a consideration of the circus, “All tales of circus life are highly demoralizing” (15.701-2), followed by a hallucination of a circus master who says he trained a horse with his “patent spiked saddle for carnivores.  Lash under belly with a knotted thong.  Block tackle and a strangling pulley will bring your lion to heel…even…the Libyan maneater.  A redhot crowbar and some liniment on the burning part produced Fritz of Amsterdam, the thinking hyena” (15.709-14).  The circus master describes clearly the cruelty of the circus against its animals.

The connection between the circus animal and the colonized man is clearly drawn in Tanja Schwalm’s “‘No Circus Without Animals?’”    Circus animals were necessarily often brought from colonized lands, as these were the sites of the “primitive” and “exotic” nature fans would pay to see. As can be seen in the above quotation from Ulysses, circus animals were often directly associated with their place of origin: “the Libyan maneater” and “Fritz of Amsterdam.” Schwalm explains the historically political connections between the circus and imperialism thus:
In line with imperialist ideology, the circus appropriated nature to reflect imperial geopolitics and affirm social values and attitudes.  Animal acts fulfilled a triple function in this regard: first, they symbolized political control of the colonies; second, they allegorized the supposed social and evolutionary superiority of white Europeans over indigenous colonized peoples; and third, they embodied human mastery over animals and legitimated the colonization of nature. (82)

Additionally, the human beings from colonized lands were often included as part of the show along with their bestial neighbors and were able to attract large crowds due to the public fascination with Darwinian theories and “primitive” man (83).  Once again, a correspondence exists between the positions of animals and the human marginalized, colonized racial other.
A Black Panther

For a more complete discussion of colonialism and animals in Ulysses, I must now turn to the first animal reference in Ulysses: Haines’s black panther.  In “Telemachus,” Stephen is rattled first by Haines when, because of a nightmare, he keeps Stephen up all night “raving and moaning to himself about shooting a black panther” (1.61-2) and then when he dismissively claims that “history is to blame” (1.649) for the mistreatment of the Irish.  In “Nestor,” Stephen connects these two incidents when he tells Deasy, “History…is a nightmare from which I am trying to awake” (2.376).  As John Gordon explains in “Haines and the Black Panther,” the connection is made because “the nightmare is of English-Irish history” (589).
According to Gordon, the panther symbolizes Stephen, who, dressed in black for mourning, is a fearsome figure to Gordon because he is “an implacable Parnellite, snarling Anglophobe, nursing God knows how many centuries’ thickness of grievances in a tower constructed during a violent rebellion against Haines’s people by his people” (588).  In other words, Haines is afraid that Stephen would see doing Haines harm to be Irish retribution against the British.

Although Gordon’s argument concerning the dynamic between Stephen and Haines seems a little thin—is there any real evidence that Haines is afraid of Stephen?—that Haines’s nightmare about a black panther stems from imperialist guilt seems more than plausible.  The nightmare involves an exotic and frightening other and an attempt to conquer and protect oneself against this other.  Gordon links the image of the black panther with Mulligan’s discussion of Haines’s father, who supposedly made his money “selling jalap to Zulus or some bloody swindle” (1.156-7).  Although Mulligan may not be remembering the situation exactly, the text at least implies that the money putting Haines through school comes from a British imperialist enterprise in Africa.  Gordon speculates that his father “may even have shot a black, or a black panther, and told the story to his not particularly plucky son” (589).  Whether or not these events transpired, his nightmare of hunting a black panther connects three central ideas: colonialism, animality, and racial otherness.
Black Brutes

As previously mentioned, speciesism has been used against groups that actually are members of the human species to justify their subjugation.  Along with the connections that are made between the Africans in the Boer Wars, the colonized Irish, and animals, Ulysses references the racist tradition of referring to the racial/ethnic other as nonhuman a handful of times.  Connections are first drawn between animals and blacks.  In “Cyclops,” the unnamed narrator reads a headline, “Black Beast Burned in Omaha, Ga.” (12.1324), which refers to the burning and lynching of a black man.  Bloom associates “Negro servants” with “Othello black brute” in “Circe” (15.409), recalling the sexualized and animalized image of Shakespeare’s Desdemona and Othello making “the beast with two backs,” an allusion that occurs a few times within the text, as on line 9.469.

Equation of the other with animals occurs fairly frequently in dialogue on anti-Semitism that occurs throughout the novel.  Although anti-Semitism can be seen as an issue of religious discrimination, I think it is safe to argue that anti-Semitism acts primarily on ethnic and racial grounds.  Although the topic of anti-Semitism in Ulysses could fill volumes, a few instances from the texts of conflation between the positions of animals and Jews will suffice.  Arguably the most blatantly anti-Semitic character in the novel is the citizen, who would like to “brain that bloody jewman” (12.1811).  Additionally, the citizen is arguably the character who exhibits the most animal cruelty: to the personified Garryowen, speaker of poetry: “the citizen gave him a kick in the ribs” (12.264).  Joanne Rea in “James Joyce’s Bloom: The Mongrel Imagery,” equates the physical brutality of the citizen against Garryowen with the psychological brutality directed against Bloom in this scene.   In this conversation where racist and speciesist ideas are moved around interchangeably, the roles of Jewish people and blacks in America are swapped by exchanging “jew” for “coon” in a popular racist American song of the day: “If the man in the moon was a jew, jew, jew” (12.1801).  This example merely highlights the recognition in the text that one form of discrimination is essentially synonymous with another.

Bloom himself illustrates the analogous nature of discrimination in his conversation with the citizen: he associates the animal condition with that of the Jews, the people of Ireland, and enslaved peoples.  During a discussion of colonized Ireland, Bloom says, “And I belong to a race too…that is hated and persecuted…Robbed…Plundered.  Insulted.  Persecuted.  Taking what belongs to us by right.  At this very moment…sold by auction in Morocco like slaves or cattle” (12.1467-72).  This identification of suffering between groups often does not occur; groups are most frequently concerned with the plight of their own members.  However, such a narrow viewpoint fails to recognize that the sanction of one form of oppression and cruelty effectively endorses all other forms.  This sentiment is elegantly stated in Isaac Bashevis Singer’s Enemies: A Love Story: “As often as Herman had witnessed the slaughter of animals and fish, he always had the same thought: in their behavior toward creatures, all men were Nazis.  The smugness with which man could do with other species as he pleased exemplified the most extreme racist theories, the principle that might is right” (quoted in Adams 40).
The Leg of the Duck: Animals and Sexuality

Many Joyceans may be surprised by this proposal, but there seems to be ample evidence that Ulysses carries some ecofeminist sentiment, according to Karen Warren’s definition of the term as the identification of  “the connections—historical, empirical, conceptual, theoretical, symbolic, and experiential—between the domination of women and the domination of nature”  (quoted in Seeber 223).  As we have seen, Joyce certainly draws connections between the oppression of animals and the oppression of certain groups; now women must be added into this dialogue.  Throughout Ulysses, women and animals are equated in various ways: some through the mere confusion between the two or the imagination of the woman as animal and vise versa, and some through the sexual objectification of women through animalization.
One early example of the conflation of women and animals occurs inadvertently through Bloom’s vague use of pronouns and similar concerns for his wife and his cat.  In thinking about his cat, Bloom wonders, “Nothing she can eat?  He glanced around him.  No.” (4.48).  Two lines later, he passes his bedroom door and thinks, “She might like something tasty,” though this time, he’s referring to Molly (46).  Bloom’s concern for the nourishment of both cat and wife serves to put the two in the same position: they are Bloom’s responsibility; he must feed and care for them both.  I would be loath to claim that this is evidence of some sinister sexism lying within Leopold Bloom, for his thoughts in this instance are, in and of themselves, kind and possibly even submissive.  Instead, I bring this instance forward to show that women and animals are often equated even in relationships based on caring and kindness.  Interestingly, the text itself later equates Milly and the cat, explaining that “in passivity, in economy, in the instinct of tradition, in unexpectedness, their differences were similar” (17.906-8).  
A Gamey Mare

The more disturbing conflation of women and animals is the latter: their animalization for sexual objectification.  The instances of sexualized and animalized women are numerous throughout the text.  One of the animals used frequently in sexually imaging women is the goat: first Buck Mulligan declares, “Redheaded women buck like goats” (1.706), Bloom notices Molly’s “bubs, sloping within her nightdress like a shegoat’s udder” (4.305), and Bello’s hoof prompts Bloom, “Smell my hot goathide” (15.2820).  The goat also reappears as a voyeur during Molly and Leopold’s tryst on Ben Howth (8.911).  According to Samir Elbarbary in “The Image of the Goat in Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man,” goat imagery carries many connotations: “a natural symbol of lust…, a definition of the vile, disgusting, condemned, and inhuman” (261), and the image of the goat “produces ridicule and censure by its association with sensuality and vileness…” (262). Elbarbary mainly considers the goatish descriptions of priests and other sinister figures in Portrait and largely ignores the goat’s sexual associations.  However, from his list of attributes signified by goats, the use of such imagery to describe female sexuality is obviously anything but flattering.

As with representations of colonized peoples, women are often described as equine or equestrians in Ulysses.  Bloom begins the equine sexualization of women with ruminations about “horsey women”: “Sit her horse like a man. Weightcarrying  huntress” (8.343, 345).  These ruminations lead him to remembering a woman at the butcher’s who he eyed lasciviously and later recalls as “that horsey woman” (15.206).   Then, a conversation between Lenahan and M’Coy moves from a horserace featuring a “game filly” (10.511) to an erotic memory of Molly as “a gamey mare” (10.566-7).  Boylan’s “gallantbuttocked mare” (11.885) anticipates Molly’s memory of him “slapping me behind…I’m not a horse or an ass am I” (18.122-4).  Reconsider the symbolism connected with horses; they have traditionally represented the animal body in opposition to the human mind, and the image of horse and rider signifies the defeat of the passions by reason and the subjugation of nature by man.  Therefore, by equating women with horses, the text is associating women with the body, passion, and nature, which are in fact typical associations made with women.  As Bloom notes of Gerty and women in general, “Of course they understand birds, animals, babies.  In their line” (13.903-4).  In many ways, to male society, women and horses are remarkably similar in what they mean.  According to Vogler, “The poor ‘horse’ is one of the most used and abused of all signifying creatures, a domesticated beast of burden forced as signifier to carry an enormous linguistic freight.  It shares this niche with women…” (619).
An additional aspect of the symbolic relationship of rider dominance and horse submission that relates to female sexuality is the erotic control involved.  Vogler explains that the image of horse and rider evokes “not merely the physical ‘riding’ of copulation, but the domination and control by the one in the rider’s seat” (618).  This symbolism of erotic control becomes especially significant in Molly’s tryst with Boylan; throughout “Sirens” Boylan’s approach to the Blooms’ house is heralded by the movement of his horse through the town.  In tandem with themes of sexual dominance, the horse imagery in this episode parodies the “most hackneyed subject of all for the nineteenth-century Europe novel: adultery, with its persistent tropes on women and horses and passion” (Vogler 626).  A constant refrain of ringing hooves sounds throughout the episode, and the reader hears of his “mare’s glossy rump atrot, with flick of whip” (11.525) and that the mare is “[t]oo slow for Boylan, blazes Boylan, impatience Boylan, joggled the mare” (11.770-1).  In this way, their affair is firmly settled in the language of the equine, with Molly as mare and Boylan as driver.  Vogler claims that “Molly resists this eroticized equine identity in ‘Penelope’” by her distaste for Boylan’s slap on her rump.  However, further examination of this portion of the episode shows that Molly is not quite as subversive as Vogler believes: although she doesn’t like the slap, she laughs anyway and then later imagines sex as “a Stallion driving it up into you” (18.152), thereby reinforcing the eroticized image of woman as horse.  
A rather weak but entertaining conclusion to the employment of horses in the Molly-Boylan affair is posited by Rafael García León in “Reading Ulysses at a Gallop.”  García León connects Bloom to the horse Throwaway because of their shared status as “dark horses” and Bloom’s interaction with the throwaway pamphlet and associates Boylan with the racehorse Sceptre due to Molly’s phallic memories of him.  Because Throwaway beats Sceptre in the race, Bloom beats Boylan, and he and Molly will be reconciled on the next day (6).
A Cockhorse
In “Circe,” the understanding of the erotic dominance and submission between horse and rider extends to cover both animal abuse and masochistic fantasy.  Bloom is threatened with “ginger” (15.1104), which refers to the “horse trader’s practice of putting ginger under a dull horse’s tail to make the animal look lively” (Gifford and Seidman 467) and gelding, the castration of male horses (15.1105); finally, Bloom is transformed into a steed by Bello who “bends sideways and squeezes his mount’s testicles roughly” and “horserides cockhorse, leaping in the, in the saddle” (15.2945-7).  Bloom is also accused of asking Mrs. Talboys to “bestride and ride him, to give him a most vicious horsewhipping” (15.1072-3). Although Bloom is definitely a man in these scenarios, his gender shifts throughout “Circe,” and Bello is a man as well while “riding” him.  Joyce thereby constructs a sexualized image of man’s dominance over the beast; as with the “horsey women,” there is something sexually arousing about the degree of control humans have over the animals in their lives.  
These masochistic episodes are significant to the animal question because they highlight the lowly and brutalized position of animals in society.  Freud once said that masochistic fantasies consist of “being…painfully beaten, whipped…forced into unconditional obedience…” (quoted in Rea 41).  That masochistic fantasies portraying the sufferer of the mental and physical cruelty as an animal often occur in Ulysses identifies the position of the animal in society as a being that is commonly treated with brutality and sadistic levels of control.  In Rea’s article, the link between animal abuse and masochism is considered obvious: “Physical brutality is connected with the masochistically tinged image of the mongrel Garryowen…” (39).  Rea goes on to include the incident with Tatters, the mongrel dog in “Proteus,” as part of the narrative of masochism in Ulysses.  Although there seems to be little that is titillating about these instances of animal cruelty, Rea’s associations between abuse and masochistic fantasy is telling.  Her argument appears to be that Bloom identifies with the downtrodden dogs; as she writes, “The dog image conveys brutality on the animal and human levels, such as the brutality Bloom experiences directly in Barney Kiernan’s pub, where he is psychically abused and debased by the citizen and his cohorts” (42).  Rea’s claim seems to be that, in Ulysses, the human and animal experiences of maltreatment are equated.
Like many fantasies, however, Bloom’s masochistic imaginings are ultimately about enjoying a situation that, if nonconsensual and undesired, is horrific.  Rape fantasies illustrate this idea nicely; while rape may be titillating if it isn’t “real,” actual rape is feared and reviled.  Similarly, when Bloom pictures himself as an animal suffering, the divide between fantasy and reality is maintained.  The scenarios presented only serve to remind us that, like rape, actual animal cruelty and domination are not sexually exciting phenomena but instances of cruelty, intimidation, and assertion of the hegemony of man over a marginalized group.
Prime Sausage


Within the text, there are several discussions of the transformation of animal bodies into commodities in the forms of meat, clothing, and entertainment.  Joyce’s treatment of meat is varied and complex; sometimes these products are desirable and devoid of problems, and sometimes they are inseparable from their problematic nature and recognized as morally wrong.  For instance, although Bloom is introduced as a meat lover, in “Aeolus,” he seems almost committed to the superiority of vegetarianism.  The consumption of meat carries vast implications in our society, as it is the “most extensive destruction of animals” and is therefore the focal point for all the issues surrounding human-animal relationships (Adams 23).  My discussion of meat will concern animal cruelty but mainly within the context of feminist and sexual discourse.  A general argument for the consideration of meat in this context can be found in Carol Adams’s The Sexual Politics of Meat:

The texts of meat which we assimilate into our lives include the expectation that people should eat animals and that meat is good for you.  As a result the rendering of animals as consumable bodies is one of those presumptions that undergirds our attitudes.  Rarely is this cultural text…closely examined…[because of ] the patriarchal nature of our meat-advocating cultural discourse.  Meat’s recognizable message includes associations with the male role; its meaning recurs within a fixed gender system; the coherence it achieves as a meaningful item of food arises from the patriarchal attitudes including the idea that the end justifies the means, that the objectification of other beings is a necessary part of life, and that violence can and should be masked. (24 italics original)
 That the seemingly obvious connections between feminism and vegetarianism are largely ignored prompts further examination into the sexual side of meat in Ulysses.



There are several conspicuous passages from Ulysses that deal directly with the inhumane practice of raising animals for meat and the alternative, vegetarianism, that are worth mentioning.  The first is Bloom’s consideration of A.E. and his companion leaving a vegetarian shop.  He thinks, “Don’t eat a beefsteak.  If you do the eyes of that cow will pursue you through all eternity” (8.535-6).  Although in this instance, Bloom’s tone may be humorous or even mocking, Bloom later returns to this subject with serious thought.  He soon begins to ruminate on the meat industry: “Pain to the animal too.  Pluck and draw fowl.  Wretched brutes there at the cattlemarket waiting for the poleaxe to split their skulls open.  Moo.  Poor trembling calves.  Meh. Staggering bob
…Give us that brisket off the hook.  Plup.  Rawhead and bloody bones.  Flayed glasseyed sheep hung from their haunches, sheepsnouts bloodypapered…” (8.822-8).  Bloom’s imaginings of meat are horrific and make the connection between living animals, their deaths, their carcasses, and meat.  

This move is rather uncommon, as most consumers of meat perform a mental separation between the once-living animals that were slaughtered and the meat on their plates.  Linguistically, we perform this separation when we refer to the bodies of dead pigs as “pork” or those of cows as “beef.”  Our language changes for animals when they become food; “we no longer talk about baby animals but about veal or lamb” (Adams 53).  That Bloom keeps the reality of meat clear and pictures it within his own mind as a horrific vision of death indicates that he has some guilt, or at least some sympathy, connected to animals raised for slaughter.  Furthermore, he passes up the various meat options available to him for lunch and picks a cheese sandwich.
However, an earlier incident clearly links women with the business of meat in the mind of Bloom.  While at the butcher’s buying some kidney for his breakfast, he eyes a woman at the counter in front of him.  Not only is the language of erotic attraction comingled with that of meat, slaughter, and animal farms, Bloom mentally refers to her legs as “moving hams” and to her body (or that of her lover, it is never made clear) as “Prime sausage” (4.172, 4.179).  The arousing image of the female body is equated with meat: a product disembodied from a whole being, intended for consumption.  Adams points out that feminist discourse has long used the imagery of animal slaughter to explain women’s roles in society: images of women as pieces of meat, animals in cages, and livestock undergoing inspection (57).

The dialogue of feminism, masochism, and animals in Ulysses must extend to a dialogue of meat as well, since part of Bloom’s masochistic fantasy involves Bello’s threat to butcher and eat him:  “Very possibly I shall have you slaughtered and skewered in my stables and enjoy a slice of you with crisp crackling from the baking tin based and baked like sucking pig with rice and lemon or currant sauce.  It will hurt you.  (He twists her arm.  Bloom squeals, turning turtle)” (15.2898-2902).  Significantly, in this part of Bloom’s fantasy, he is female and his potential butcher and consumer is male.  Sexual violence against women and the slaughter of animals for meat are symbolically joined in this passage.  

In “Penelope,” Molly reinforces the sexual politics of meat when she associates Boylan’s virility with his consumption of animals.  She reminisces, “I never in all my life felt anyone had one the size of that to make you feel full up he must have eaten a whole sheep after” (18.149-51).  She equates his masculinity and the size of his penis with his eating a large amount of meat.  This association is fairly typical.  Men who eat meat are considered rugged, healthy, and big; vegetarianism is often associated with women or emasculated and effeminate males (44).  Adams explains the gendering of meat as a direct connection to a history of male dominance and control of economic power in society: “In many ways, gender inequality is built into the species inequality that meat eating proclaims, because for most cultures obtaining meat was performed by men…If men were the hunters, then the control of this economic resource was in their hands” (45).  The politics surrounding meat is therefore a holdover from old patriarchal societies.

Beyond the further connections between feminism and speciesism, the most significant link is a common thread of oppression and secondary citizenship.  Rights for animals must be argued for alongside rights for women, just as they should be included in arguments against the oppression and discrimination of any group.  If a difference in species justifies such treatment, why does a difference in gender, race, age, religion, class, or sexual orientation forbid it?  That we are alive, that we feel pain, have desires, experience pleasure, and want to live should be enough common ground.
I am Doing Good to Others: A Call for Kindness to Animals
Although the animal question is most often discussed in a subtle or tangential manner within Ulysses, several overt discussions of animals take place within the novel, and these moments reinforce my previous arguments.   Bloom is known for his kindness to stray dogs (16.1607-8), he feeds seagulls because he doesn’t want them to be hungry (8.73-9), and he scolds cab drivers for mistreating their horses (15.699-700).  Of course, Bloom’s relationship to animals is problematic in some ways, but he demonstrates an empathy and an ethical consideration of the animal as subject that positions him as somewhat of a champion of animal rights.  
Likewise, though Ulysses is certainly not a didactic narrative on the proper treatment of animals, the text should not be excluded from the important body of literature that explores the animal question and ultimately comes out in favor of a kinder attitude toward the animal other.  In many ways, perhaps Ulysses is a novel about life, but if it is, it is about life in all its variants.
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Notes:
� For brevity’s sake, I will refer to nonhuman animals by the more common referent “animals” from this point forward.


� An example of each animal in this list can be found at the following lines: 3.56, 3.164, 4.384, 4.386, 3.165, 3.310, 2.284, 1.57, 2.324, 2.115, 2.142, 2.429, 3.144, 15.72, 3.476, 4.15, 4.144, 4.152, 4.305, 4.464, 6.591, 6.598, 6.837, 6.973, 6.1031, 7.212, 7.663, 8.52, 8.85, 8.80, 8.164, 8.520, 8.855, 9.541, 9.863, 11.1054, 11.1093, 12.255, 12.511, 12.977, 12.1627, 12.1666, 12.1717, 12.1718, 12.1724, 13.1185, and 13.871. 


� “Speciesism” was coined in 1970 by psychologist Richard D. Ryder and later popularized by philosopher Peter Singer (Castricano 1).


� Although many critics have explored the gradual removal of Cartesian dualism from the animal problem, two such examples are Ittner in “Who’s Looking?” and Armstrong in What Animals Mean.


� In Brian Boyd’s “Tails Within Tales,” part of Simmons and Armstrong’s collection (217-243), he recognizes that Bloom has a “marvelous dialogue” with his cat, “in a way that shows his humaneness perhaps better than anything else could” (229).  However, he then goes on to claim that only in children’s stories are animals privileged with a voice.  I would argue that Bloom’s cat does have a voice—an appropriately cat-like voice.  Additionally, Garryowen and several animals in “Circe” have lines of dialogue in English, effectively disproving Boyd’s theory.


� Ittner is quoting Derrida in Bennington and Bowlby’s translated Of Spirit: Heidegger and the Question.


� For an in-depth discussion of human-animal relationships in Gulliver’s Travels, see Armstrong’s What Animals Mean in the Fiction of Modernity.


� Among the terrible images in Bloom’s imaginary slaughterhouse is a “staggering bob,” which refers to a calf not yet a month old and too young to be fit for consumption.  There were usually laws against the slaughter of these babies, but Bloom may be imagining an illegal operation (Gifford and Seidman 179).





