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Abstract

A case study of images found in popular Americadabimagazines demonstrates how women'’s and nonfiuma
animals’ bodies are linked. This linking is evitlanimages that pair brides with animals, animakts, or items
that refer to animals. Of a convenient sample4 f&rcent of images that contained such links phihe bride
with birds and/or feathers. An analysis of imagkews that, when paired with the bird, the bridénked to a
dominated and controlled species. As extensiomsioire and symbols of the transcendent, birds pssit and
affirm the bride’'s supposed fertility and ethergali Unfortunately, such proscriptive gender catég® insist
that ideal woman, when imagined as bride, is valioeder farmability, or reproductive capabilitieghile at the
same time associate her with a mystical yet unadtale femininity. The bridal industry is an exaenpf one of
the many stages on which speciesism and sexistiofuirt concert to link women’s and animals’ bodies
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1. Introduction

Images found in bridal magazines demonstrate homems and nonhuman animals’ bodies are linked. At
times, part of the construction of the bride inedthe incorporation of the denigrated animal thattions to
create and affirm her as an ethereal and farmabiean.

Much feminist scholarship in this area focuses ow lwomen and animal links function to devalue, alire,

and degrade either the woman or both the womamantuman. The woman is aligned with a specieslthsit
been conquered again and again, yet because datysiscsexist and speciesist, these associatidgtiswomen

and animals remain largely unquestioned. Pracsoel as the wearing of furs and feathers are basatdese
associations; they reflect existing ideologies, hadause they are familiar, they are successfulisketed and
capitalized upon in the bridal industry. Traditdly, the wedding has been a place of public displagender
difference, and the bride’s femininity has beeressed through the piling on of various fancy, féngn
accoutrements such as a white dress, high he#@tsyar bouquet, manicured and pedicured nails, aneil or

hairpiece. The process of linking animals with biele not only differentiates the bride from thre@m, but also
plays a vital role in the presentation of the bridean ideal woman within the prevailing patriatdr@mework.

The physical linking of animals with the bride’sdyodemonstrates her associations with nature dirchafher

supposed ethereality. Further, this linking affrithe bride’s ability to reproduce—or, in other dmr her
farmability (a concept largely developed by JenmifieWeeny). This study is important for those wdesire to
better understand the varying and complicated cpresees that result from associating women witmalts.

2. Review of Relevant Literature and Theory: Wom&ature, and Nonhuman Animals

In The Second S€4949), Simone De Beauvoir sets out to discoveatwilas been made of what she calls “the
human female” (37). The focus of many theorist® idllowed has been the relationship between theafe
body and nature. However, analyses of this reiahipp and the associations between women, natodeihe
body have been refined, and many argue that tiégiomship is more accurate when understood aditke
between women’s and nonhuman animals’ bodies. @&isgory, nonhumans, includes sentient beingdl of a
sorts, from insects to apes.
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2.1 Women and Nonhuman Animals

The associations between women and nature are awortgate when understood as links between womeid's a
specifically animals’ bodies. Both women and angvae associated with devalued nature and theopempand
are likely to be used to describe one anotheernhthis process of association or connectioniakifig.”

Marian Scholtmeijer, in “The Power of Otherness:imAals in Women’s Fiction” (1995), details why it is
important to see how women are specifically assediavith animals and not simply all that the umlaréérm
“nature” encompasses. “The identification of wonweth nature and the inferior social status enthiby that
identification has been reviewed and contestectcafeminist literature,” she writes. “The positetkmtification
of women with animals represents a more substattisgdat to women than identification with nature”
(Scholtmeijer, 233). This is because nature imdjcse and a source for awe. It is that place slogre can
escape from the ills of modern society and, sorgaarreconnect with the divine. At the same timan is at
constant battle with nature— tornadoes and tsunaraisleave one powerless at any moment. The tioémmen
versus nature illustrates that nature remains @athn man’s imagination. Surely nature is valless than
culture, but it remains a revered force.

Animals, on the other hand, are clearly viewed rdsrior and have been successfully conquered by. man
Certainly some animals such as the lion provideeliér contest for man, but they too have beercessfully
hunted, caged, and displayed. It is these symbblsiature-the hunted, the caught, the displayed, th
domesticated, the farmed, those exploited for tregroductive capabilities— with which women arsoasated.
Thus, it is often the case that the linking of womath nonhumans is a pejorative act and servedfeatively
degrade women more powerfully than linking wometh category of nature alone.

2.2 The Links

If, as Scholtmeijer argues, the linking of womernhaénimals truly does pose more of a threat to wothan
identification with nature, then it is necessaryuioderstand how these links manifest in culturaagl and
imagination. Here | will focus on three ways suictking occurs— through the linguistic, the visuahd the
physical. Not entirely distinct, these three catégs bleed into one another, and different waylinking can and
often do occur simultaneously. However, tracingsthlinks may offer new ways of conceptualizing ls@xism
and speciesism function in concert and allow forae extensive critique of patriarchal society.

In “So, is Female to Male as Nature is to Culture?” (1996)r8/ Ortner illuminates how language often gives
voice to the relationship between nature and wom&ender,” she writes, “becomes a powerful largguéor
talking about the great existential questions dtirrmand culture, while a language of nature arthiy when
and if it is articulated, can become a powerfublaege for talking about gender, sexuality, andaépction, not

to mention power and helplessness, activity andipi&ag and so forth” (Ortner, 179). Animals, whenderstood
as components as nature, serve as a way to articafal problematize female sexuality, to make iblgs
women, and to justify women’s abuse.

Carol J. Adams provides a look at how gender, dayxuand more specifically, nonhumans are lingadaty
linked. InThe Pornography of MedR2003) and e Sexual Politics of Meatl990), she elaborates on the ways
linguistic links manifest via what, in she calletprinciple of theabsent referent The absent referenis the
unnamed subject (typically a woman) who is forgotihen ontologized and thus spoken of as a violabject
(typically an animal). The result of a functionialgsent referenis that the subject, or woman, is made invisible.

In The Pornography of MeaAdams explains what happens when nonhuman dessrigre applied to women.
“Exploitative language moves women and nonhumamsdbe Great Chain,” she argues. “Women are caled
the names of other beings who are not free to mter their own identity” (Adams, 31). Through lingtic
linking with animals, woman'’s identity is subsuniatb a more general category of devalued nonhumans.

Joan Dunayer, in “Sexist Words, Speciesist Roat§96), offers perhaps the most cogent explanatfotien
ways in which sexism and speciesism merge in laggua-or Dunayer, the application of terms for diesd
animals labels women as inferior and justifies rttediuse, especially when women are associated tivitbe
farmed animals exploited for their reproductiveataipties such as chicks, cows, bitches, etc
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In a discussion of the hen, Dunayer notes thahéiis were not held captive and treated as nothmg tihan
bodies, their lives would not supply symbols foe tives of stifled and physically exploited womenThe hen’s
defaced image derives from her victimization” (1®he notes that like sexist language, speciesigfulage also
legitimates and normalizes animal oppression, ébgtion, and abuse.

Alice Echols, in “Nothing Distant About It: Womenisberation and Sixties Radicalism” (1994), tehe tstory of
the 1968 Miss American Pageant in which liberastsprotested the colonization of women’s bodigbéname

of beauty. The protestors crowned a live sheep “padaded it on the boardwalk to parody the way the
contestants, and, by extension, all women, ‘areaapgd and judged like animals at a county faietHols, 180).
Though the use of an animal for human politicalngaiay be rightfully viewed as exploitative, theigsts
highlighted the crucial truth that women and ansrake also visually linked.

In The Pornography of MeaAdams explores how women and animals are visliakgd through pornographic
objectification in advertising and in actual porreqgghy. Through this process, women, present bulema
invisible, become consumable objects, or more pdigt pieces of meat. Adams argues that envisipwiomen

as consumable objects is central to our culturbe &plains the consequences that result when weraed
animals’ bodies are used with and as visual profoesone another. “Showing women with nonhumans or
showing themas animals is one way to convey that women are aniikaldess than human, unruly, needing to
be controlled,” she argues. “Placing them in pos# of subservience is another. Implying besyialihat
women are having sex with an animal is another’aid, 46).

Adams further argues that the principle of #iesent referentunctions in what she calenthropornographyor
the depiction of animals as sexualized women and versa. Such substitution allows one body todsta for
the other while disguising and justifying misogyitisdeas about women. Throughthropornographyit is the
objectified and feminized animal (e.g. a pig wegrnbikini on a restaurant menu) or the animalizedhan (e.g.
a woman wearing a skimpy Halloween cat costumdierathan a respectable human subject who is misttea
“Because women are not being depicted, no oneeis as being harmed and so no one has to be acbtjhta
Adams writes. “Everyone can enjoy the degradatibmomen without being honest about it” (Adams, 115
Again, the woman is made invisible, made absemt,i@associated with the lesser world of the nordrum

After examining the linguistic and visual linking women and nonhuman animals, it should come asurrise
that these groups are also physically linked. Wotan-Battering and Harm to Animals” (1995), Adams
demonstrates that woman-batterers often first hdren woman’s pet in an effort to warn the woman of
punishment to come. The pet is placed in a prolg and is forced to physically experience the degtion and
devaluation the batterer feels towards the woman.

Jennifer McWeeny explains the physical links betw@emen’s and animals’ bodies through what shes call
corporeal exchangeability. In “The Reversible kRle§ Women and Nonhuman Animals: Thinking Connettio
and Difference in Feminist and Decolonial EthicR012), she analyzes Toni Morrison’s 1987 noBeloved
McWeeny notes that through a process she calloomspexchangeability, both the black female cheraand a
goat experience their milk being stolen, and boéhraped for the pleasure of the white male. Tdreysimilarly
objectified and violated. Their flesh, McWeeny wg, is reversible, or subject to the same tredtinecause
both bodies are viewed as farmablcWeeny points to the interplay of speciesism agxdssn when she writes
that the fact that the black character is “...cogaled as a farmable object is enabled by ourud#g and
practices towards animals and vice versa” {12).

! McWeeny makes the salient distinction that notaalimals are equally objectified and equally linkeShe discusses the
work of Karen Davis, who, in “Thinking Like a Chiek: Farm Animals and the Feminine Connection” (3988gues that
men seek to emulate wild, liberated animals, whitenen are associated with domesticated farm animiats Davis, it is
because both women and domesticated animals’ batkereproductively exploited and managed that greymore likely to
be linked. Linking is context-based, and like Modg, S. S. Riley in “Ecology Is a Sistah’s IssueT{1993), specifies
that because of the exploitation of black womergdies under slavery and the resulting attitudes bihck woman is more
often in a linked relationship with farmed animaés both are viewed as accessible and able to jpleitex. InThe
Pornography of MeatAdams adds that people of color, homosexuals,cther marginalized groups are often associated
with sexualized, seemingly ignorant, or dangerauisnals, while white women are more likely to bekbad with smooth,
pink pigs. If a man is associated with a nonhunitae,often an animal that is admired for its Nyi
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In conclusion, many theorists have demonstrated nigative consequences for women when linked with
animals. | will now show how such linking funct®in the American bridal industry.

3. Methodology and Material

In order to demonstrate how the larger phenomefftinking occurs in the particular bridal contektjtilized the
case study method of social research. By looking specific instance in which a wider phenomenceucs, |
aim to develop a better understanding of gendénarsocial world. In order to make sense of theafsanimals
in the bridal industry, however, | first used thgstematic methods of content analysis to gathedecand
categorize my findings.

A convenient sample of images exhibits the linksveen women and animals. These images show anithals
body parts, or items that refer to nonhumans (sschird cages) physically placed on or near brid&gslooking
at magazines created for traditional, heterosektides, | aim to trace how the industry presentsitlealized
bride. Specifically, | pay close attention to thede’s dress and accoutrements in order to degeaeler
messages meant for American women. | derived g fdam two popular bridal magazines that are awéal to
the general public and do not explicitly targetubset of the U.S. populatioBrides (published monthly) and
Bridal Guide(published bimonthly).

According to its websiteBridesis the foremost media brand reaching engaged wpiinbas a print audience of
5.6 million and is the world’s largest bridal maiez (2012). Bridesis “for the woman who wants style and
substance in a chic, sophisticated publicationL@0 DemographicallyBrides readers are 17 percent male, 83
percent female, a median age of 32, and have aamédiusehold income of $72, 003 (2012). Forty gr@rare
college graduates, 73 percent are employed, 5kpeace single, and 49 percent are married (20TBg cover
price per issue is $5.99 (2012).

Bridal Guideboasts on its website that it has an audiencemfoximately 4.3 million, has 28 readers per copy,
and has “the highest pass-along readership of aaganine” (2012). Bridal Guideis “committed to helping
brides and grooms have their dream wedding on eipahbudget,” and its readers have less money Bnales
readers with a median household income of $57,(2262). DemographicallyBridal Guidés readers are 15
percent male, 85 percent female, and median ad8.0{2012). Sixty-nine percent are college edukaf®
percent are employed full-time, and 77 percenteagaged or have never been married (2012). Riides the
cover price per issue is $5.99 (2012).

| surveyed 12 issues from each publication begoimnsummer or fall of 2010 and ending spring answer of

2012, documenting the percentage of both editandl advertising content for each publication thkkdd brides
with animals (see Figure 1). Further, | specified types of animals, parts, or items found in ¢hiezages (see
Figure 1).

Due to financial restrictions and publication a&hility, | examined only two years of past issuesif the two
magazines. Thus, my data set and subsequent snialyisnited. Additionally, | elected not to agaé animal
links with other groups such as men, and | did @etonstruct my data based on each pictured brides,
nationality, age, or class. | did not explicitlpeuthe American wedding ritual as a mode of anslgsi rather
focused on the specific presentation of the bridiggestions for further study include historicablgses of
various magazines (including alternative or fentifisgdal publications), specific deconstructions bafth the
linked women and animals, and tracings of the waayd conditions in which components used in bridehm
such as feathers and fur— are taken from nonhumgnsther, one may wish to look at the use of atsnaad
their parts in all components of the American waddior a more complete understanding of the waysliith
women and animals intersect in this ritual.

4. Case Study
4.1 The Data

Based on the issues surveyed, issueBriafes contained at least four and up to 33 woman/anlinks, with a
mean of 20.2, a median of 17.5, and a mode of 32.

% No data regarding racial demographics of subsisibereaders for either magazine was available.
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Issues oBridal Guidecontained at least 16 and up to 39 links, withemmof 23.8, a median of 22.5, and modes
of 16 and 17. Together, the magazines had a mie2?, @ median of 19.5, and a mode of 32. BotHipations

had the greatest number of links per magazine pteBaer/October of 2011. The September 2011 isue
Brides contained 23 images of women with feathers andrE@es of women linked to other animals such as a
horse, a rabbit, coral, clams, dogs, and furs. Ségtember/October issue Bifidal Guidecontained 34 images
of women with feathers and four additional imagest finked women to dogs, coral, and birdcagesthdpes
autumn, that time of seasonal transition when thiegdprocesses and cycles of nature are most eyiden
signaled by the inclusion of symbols of nature—aém Feathers, the tools of flight, especiallylevéeelings of
movement and change.

As noted in Figure 1, 6.9 percent of images foun@rides contained woman/animal links, and 7.6 percent of
images found irBridal Guide contained such links. Together, 7.25 percenbt#l tpages examined contained
woman/animal links. Of the images that containleesé links, 75.3 percent included feathers, 4.2gmer
included or depicted butterflies, and 4.1 percantuded or depicted birds (not a subset of the p&r8ent that
included feathers). 16.3 percent included or degiother animals or items that referred to otimmals.

The prevalence of feathers in bridal wear (on haas, pieces, corsets, skirts, gowns, belts, andgs) perhaps
affirms the assertion, as one upscale bridal boatgmployee informed me, that feathers have bepulgoin the

past few years (Felicé Bridal Salon employee, pescommunication, May 8, 2012). Surely, a largeaie

study of the specific use of feathers in bridal miganecessary to accurately document whetherighisdeed a
trend and, if so, which cultural curiosities or eomic motives such a trend serves.

4.2 Analysis

I will now turn to an analysis of the use of wonaimal links in bridal magazines to explore how kiigle is
represented in and by popular media. | have faimad when presented as ideal woman, the bride te: of
associated with nature in the form of flowers, $remutdoor settings, etc. However, my researah gtews that
the bride is at times associated—or linked—withmehs.

In the wedding setting, the bride is presented sygrabol of ideal womanhood. Charles Lewis, in “Elegny in
the Ideal: Wedding Photography, Consumerism, angtiaPehy” (1997), demonstrates through a study of
gendering in wedding photography that when the ebti@comes an ideal, she is also objectified. “She
‘beautiful bride’ in the spotlight rather than thedividual human being about to consummate an itambr
relationship,” he writes (Lewis, 183). The samegass of objectification occurs in images used ridab
magazines. Here, the bride is no longer viewedramdividual woman but is rather as a reflectidrsacietal
ideas about ideal womanhood.

Those things that present or affirm the bride aglaal woman can be understood as her associatitmsature.
Such associations reaffirm existing ideologies timkt women with nature and men with culture. Ptarigrese,
in “The Union of Nature and Culture: Gender Symé&mliin the American Wedding Ritual” (1991), examittes
nature/culture binary influences gender roles @ tibterosexual American wedding. For Frese,titrisugh the
wedding ritual that the bride, first as a pure getuctive goddess-like figure associated with eatmd its
processes, transforms into a fertile yet virgin meotfigure® Frese examines the flowers used, clothing ward, a
gifts exchanged to explore the qualities assignegenhder in the context of the wedding.

In her analysis of flowers used in the weddingalitishe notes that a bridal bouquet signifies “fienia ‘full
bloom'... a woman at the height of her beauty aattility” (Frese, 103). Fertility, often considersomething
sacred, is that quality that has been valued aaaliméd in women. The traditional use of a whiteldd gown
attributes to the bride qualities of purity and redoess; however, she is often in her gown destridme
otherworldly, ethereal, mystical, or seductive.eThide is simultaneously virginal yet sexual.

% Frese asserts that such figures or aspects déthale originate from Christian, Greek, and Romasthwiogies and belief
systems. In the wedding ritual, men undergo lithange and instead, as father and groom, simpiiaerge the bride.
Thus, “it is control over what is perceived as natand natural cycles that is represented by thergras ideal male” (Frese,
100). Frese does not address change-based titaalsoys go through to in order to transition iatulthood.
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These contradictory characteristics operate arquachises of fertility; as virgin, the bride remaiagpure being
who saves herself for her husband, yet when sedcthe advertises her sexuality and potential dariity.
Finally, Frese notes that gifts from the bride oftge in themselves gestures to fertility. Theldwften gives to
her guests and attendants egg- and swan-shapednesatthat hold birdseed, flowers, or egg- andyeshaped
almonds. Frese concludes that “the symbolism efiwtbedding equates female with container of life atetnal,
cyclical natural processes... the ritual is a pdwdprce for the reinvention of traditional gendeategories in
American culture” (109). | will examine a specifiomponent of this ritual, the presentation of tiele, to
understand how the use of animals plays a pahiatidal industry’s reinvention of the categorywafmanhood.

If indeed the bride is idealized for her ethergadihd fecundity as evidenced through her assoomtuoth nature,
then what is one to make of the linking of the brwith animals? As extensions of nature, animatsonly act

as symbols of the fecund and the ethereal, but gregent the woman who is linked with the dominated
controlled, and farmed creature as ideal. As presly discussed, much has been made of the negative
consequences for women when linked with animalg. tligy linguistic, visual, or physical, it is themdinant
position that these links objectify and exploit amdke woman invisible, inferior, violable, consunegband
manageable. Surely the linking of women and argnfiahctions through the channels of both speciesiath
sexism, and one must look at the consequencescbf Isiks to truly understand their power and fuoietin
society.

As previously noted, 75.3 percent of the imagesainimg woman/animal links included feathers, arfdpkrcent
included or depicted birds. As Frese notes, figrig a key force in the American wedding rituatdavery much a
revered component of traditional womanhood. Beeabisds are associated with eggs and because eggs
symbolize fertility, it comes to no surprise thaat birds and their feathers together make up at gnajority—

79.4 percent— of the woman/animal links in the iesaghat | examined. Additionally, though birds &er
prevalent in the autumn issuesBxfdesandBridal Guide they are often associated with spring, as theymeo
green lands during nature’s most fertile time dadryeThe fecundity signaled through the use ofsbgan also be
understood an homage to the bride’s farmability,her ability to be used for her reproductive caloizds.
Further, birds are creatures of flight and are @ased with the heavens. Here, birds gesture ¢osticred,
mystical, otherworldly, and ethereal qualities dmemt to bride when imagined as a virginal goddess.

Nowhere did | find brides as overtly associatechwither animals, nor did | find brides associatéith @nimals
valued for their strength or intelligence suchlasdolphin or lion. In fact, birds are often asated with people
of low intelligence, as illustrated in the insuliirtdbrain.” Those who maintain a small or weak sibgl mass
because they eat so little are also associatedbivitls, as evidenced by the idiom “eat like a Birdlso notable
is that, amongst the images that linked brides Wiittls, | did not come across any eagles, hawksulbures and
found reference to only one predatory bird, the &k Figure 4).

Before proceeding, it is important to note that Ibhiele exists at the threshold, or in what Victarrffer calls the
liminality, of the American wedding ritual (46). sfride, the woman bridges contradictory stateshagprepares
to transition from virgin to sexually active wifeCuriously, in this liminal state, the bride is sitaneously pure
and fertile and is thus defined by symbols thatresent her “ambiguity and paradox, confusion ofth#
customary categories” (Turner, 47). Birds, as scohboth pure ethereality and farmable potentegresent the
bride’s “peculiar unity... that which is neithéig nor that, and yet is both” (Turner, 49).

Turner elaborates, noting that both the death efsiate and growth of another is captured in timebsjyism of
the liminal. He notes, for example, that bear sgiisin captures autumn hibernation or death andngpri
awakening or rebirth; | argue the same could be feaithe use of birds as symbols, for they tooratig, or die,
in the autumn and return in the spring. Here,datso symbolize the bride’s transition from singleman to
wife, or the death of one state and the birth oftlaer.

I will now show how, through an analysis of imagestaining woman/bird links, these symbols of thieldis
liminal state degrade her and function to presentatfirm her as an ethereal yet simultaneouslijléebeing—
surely an unattainable and limiting version of waimaod.
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4.3 Analysis of Images

Figure 2, from the November 2011 issueBrfdes shows two young women in what appears to be a chi
domestic environment. This image is unique in thatwoman on the right is wearing a shirt thatsed ast
Night Out.” The viewer is to understand that thesenen intend to soon enter the public realm—arestaurant,
or club—to celebrate the woman'’s last night asxaay available single person. It is implied tishie soon will
engage in the American wedding ritual and no lorgeavailable to anyone else but her spouse. tBethride-
to-be and her friend are young and beautiful, &iedviewer immediately notices their smooth, bronegs and
arms. Exposed legs especially communicate seyua$tdoes the body language of both women. Ofethehe
friend leans forward into a seductive, welcomingipion, while the woman on the right opens herselthe
viewer. Her eyes are closed, and she smiles &latéthough situated indoors, the bride-to-be kdid with
nature through her feathered skirt. The skirt létevand foreshadows the gown that she soon widlrve¢ her
wedding. As a symbol of her liminal state, it gets her as pure but is worn over her womb, thuasltaneously
emphasizes her fecundity. Further, the skirt scdbed as “cheeky” and connects the woman witlzdirayet
celebratory sexuality. She wears a necklace thabinprised of a number of phallic-shaped crysialstones,
again suggesting that she is prepared to enterhieterosexual relations and physically please hen-o-be
husband. Both women have curly hair and appebe tshoeless, exhibiting their “wild” nature anceimtto flirt
as public, seductive bachelorettes before they acebihe roles of domestic, fertile wives.

Figure 3, an advertisement from the May 2012 issididdrides demonstrates the typical use of feathers in the
bridal hairpiece (Figure 7 demonstrates more exesngl the various ways in which feathers are ino@jed into
bridal wear). The feathers are situated on the avdsnhead near the top of the photograph; it ig tmiough the
hairpiece that the viewer is aware that she isebri@ften paired with flowers, the feathers areteyhwispy, and
feminine. The type of bird from which the feathemsre taken is unclear, as is whether they areoresynthetic.
Whether plucked from an ostrich, dove, cockatoareated in a factory, they signify fertility, ligress, loftiness,
and the ethereal. The woman in the image is cenfjdseemingly topless or scantily clad, by moahdards
beautiful, and with her mouth slightly agape, shggests seduction and advertises her farmabilbex, a
process of nature and one that can be sometimdsagean act of animality, is also an exercise itilifg. This
image illustrates the transition the bride makeshesmoves from pure, spiritual being into thateofile wife; as
bride, she exists in the liminality that lies beémevirgin and mother. In this image, the feathdrauipiece is a
key symbol of both her purity and sexuality.

Figure 4, from the November/December 2010 issu®radal Guide consists of a six-page editorial spread
entitled “Twilight.” The subtext on the first twaages reads: “Poised for an enchanted eveningsg€hame of
these sumptuous gowns and own the night!” As guie 5, magic and the ethereal are invoked. Tiiedare
both wearing white gowns and are set against aymikite and blue backdrop. The image on the &e#rititled
“Spellbound,” and a description of the gown promise “mesmerize him” and “make you queen for a high
The described earrings “add sparkly wonder.” Agdiiis as bride that woman is presented as quaeideal,
and associated with the seductive powers of thersagural. From the bride’s right hand hangs aaimam
(stork) jacket, and it cascades down alongsidegbem. The jacket, not worn as such, allows fornthehuman
to become a sort of extension of the bride hergbl;, nonhuman remains faceless and vanishes imto th
presentation of bride. Here, the bride and theldtark are one in the same. The jacket unobtelstonnects
the woman with the powers and processes of naturdeatility as well as with the animal’s victimitzan.

In the image to the right, the bride is heavily @fefd by what seems to be mist. The subtext dessrcertain
features of the dress as “illusion” and as progdiladylike refinement.” The bride reclines agaiasvall, looks
dreamily into the distance, and though she appeackent, holds one arm up in a position of sexmicement.
Again, as ethereal and pure yet seductive bridewbiman can promise sexuality and fertility once shwife.
Though there is no mention of the bird (which appé¢a be fake) poised on her right hand, the ¢iflthe image,
“Night Owl,” gestures to this obvious woman/aniniak. Owls have traditionally been considered lexspof
special powers that enable them to see and flygat.n These powers extend to prophecy and witdhaad by
labeling the bride herself as a “Night Owl,” she ie given mystical powers. Beyond signaling hitieeeality
and advertising her farmability, the owl refererisesignificant in that it affirms that the woman derrectly
presenting herself as bride (she is mystical, lieduand pure yet simultaneously seductive).
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The owl is often associated with protection, wisdamd guidance, and since it is mentioned on theasip one
can imagine that it blesses her participation engandered heterosexual wedding ritual.

In three of the following four pages of the spretd featured brides are linked to animals throtighuse of
feathers. Two of the featured brides hold floweaed feathered bouquets, and another bride holdathered
clutch. Terms such as “sublimely luminous,” “drearmeaver,” “ultra-feminine,” and “fairy tale” are ed to
describe the brides. To describe bridal gowns arwkssories, terms such as “magic,” “dreamy,” “dlad
loveliness,” and “incandescent shimmer” are invokethese terms allude to the ethereal qualities Fnase
argues the bride shares with the bird, such asdheection to mysterious yet natural processedlidgat. Birds
signal that the brides exist in an unrealistic (a@hddish) dream world, as can also been seen enbédow
analysis of Figure 5. Here, to be a bride is tditdeed with animals and their seemingly mysteriaidities or
characteristics; these links allow the bride todmee a phantasmagoric being who is at the sameaifaemable
object.

Figure 5, from the March 2012 issue Bfides is an advertisement for Disney’s Fairy Tale Weddi and
Honeymoons. Pictured is a groom affectionatelypgetsessively touching the bride’s face. The eosnds in
front of a castle, suggesting that the bride hérsel sort of queen or princess. She holds flepand the cartoon
birds and mice one might recall from DisnegZmderella(1950) can be seen to the left. The mice, Cintiesel
confidants and helpers who in the film sew a dfesfer as she anticipates meeting her princeloaténg upon
the couple, grinning with approval at the succdssfarriage ritual. The text spanning the imagedsedYou
grew up with Disney fairy tales. Now it's time tod one.” Below, the subtext reiterates the cohoépvedding
as fairy tale and asserts that Disney has “the enmgimake it come true.” The couple is surroundgdvhat
appears to be fairy dust. The theme of magic msrkack to Frese’s analysis of the bride as othdayo

Surely the birds in the image, associated witthfligranscendence, eggs, and spring, are symbdlsediminal

bride’s supposed ethereality and farmability. Heerethe birds also function to degrade the bndether ways.
The birds exist for the viewer’s entertainment jastare real caged and displayed birds. Domestidaitds—
taken from their native environments and renderdgdlbss— are considered unintelligent, fragilekilag in free

will, and requiring of the protection of their owse Here, the linking of the bride with the birdisrives from

what Dunayer describes as birds’ victimization (1B) this scene, the birds reiterate the assurepértiency the
domesticated bride has on the groom. She toonisidered unintelligent, fragile, lacking in freeliwand in need
of protection. The bride cooperates in this pgatas she smiles at the groom who is physicaliydathan her;
the viewer is meant to understand that she detephysical protection that he is capable of mhoy. The

birds act as a benevolent force in the construatiotihe helpless bride; they extend her veil tqhedr take up
more space, demanding that the viewer recognize$er figure of ideal womanhood, however unrealiatid

limiting this category may be.

As idiotic creatures all atwitter, the fictionalrddé continue to infantilize the woman. Their cartish presence
stresses the fact that the desire for a fairyaadeding is an irrational and childish trait attriéd to the bride
(certainly the advertisement is not meant for treom). One can hardly imagine taking this bridapvongs to
exist in some protected, patriarchal fantasylaadpasly.

Finally, Figure 6, from the May 2012 issue Brides consists of an opening spread for the featureck@als,
Anyone?” and is meant to educate the reader abmatinly a wedding reception. Instead, it picturaawader
scene. The photo editors cropped the image taupeod decapitated and de-legged bride to the $fe wears a
white, feathered dress that, on following pagesiescribed as “fun and fashion forward.” Like thied from
which the feathers were taken, the bride’s idertidg been erased from the scene. Her right hapdised to
grab a “sunny-side-up” quail egg from the tray tthaminates the centerfold; it would be easy to imader as a
participant in culture and a conqueror-murdererscomer of nature, if only she had a face (in faog only
portion of a face one can see is that of a whitd|-dressed male in the upper right corner of theead). This
bride has no value as an individual. Insteads through the feathered dress overlaid on her srgasociated
with reproduction—her breasts and womb—and heripalyproximity to eggs that she valued solely deréile
object. Her left hand is displayed to show her dieg ring, that symbol that proves she has takethermole of
farmable wife.
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4.4 An Alternative Reading

Those who understand women'’s links with natureasitipe or even emancipatory might suggest anrsatére
reading of the bride who is associated with animalsestra King, in “Healing the Wounds: Feminidacology,
and the Nature/Culture Dualism” (1990), focusesradical cultural feminists and notes that they daadi that
“women’s side... is also the side of nonhuman mdt(iing 111). Radical cultural feminists are afteeparatists
and have no desire to enter the cultural realm eh;nit is through their identification with natutieat they are
instead liberated from it. They associate femingith ecology and, for some, earth-based spirityaliThis
spirituality, notes King, recognizes “women as edibd, earth-bound living beings who... celebrateirth
connection to the rest of life” (King 112). In Big with nonhumans, one might imagine liberatioanira
patriarchy that has long sought to dominate andrebnature, animals, and women. Unfortunatelg, ithages |
found largely associated women with weak or daamimals and do not support such a reading. Instbag
affirm the limited perception of degraded brideidsal woman and show how the bride, when linkechwit
animals, is absorbed into rather than separatea ratriarchal society and its ideas about gender.

These links may not necessarily be pejorativeoif ekample, the bride were not connected with glaimeak, or
domesticated creates and instead associated wittalsrrevered for their strength or intelligendeurther, if the
magazine reader were provided with a variety oiomgstin bridal dress, accoutrement, etc, she wbeldiven the
opportunity to practice her agency in choosing v will look and with what she will surround héfskiring
the wedding ritual. Instead bridal magazines ifiste rather homogenous, proscriptive ideas abenider
displays in the American wedding and leave littiice for a bride who may want to venture beyoaditronal
categories. Finally, animal links in the weddiitgal could be understood very differently if thegre expanded
and associated with all humans, not just womeron# of the aims of the animal in the wedding iafform the
bride’s fertility, is it not impossible that bothd bride and groom (or bride and bride or groom gmm) be
linked with animals? A celebration of both menfelavomen’s fertility does not seem so silly, espligiif the
couple wishes to reproduce or adopt children.

Despite the abundance of harmful images in bridagazines, | did find reason to believe that theaisimals

in the reinvention of dominant gender categories hatimes, been appropriated in playful yet stdive ways.
In Figure 8, an advertisement from the Januaryikaetyr2012 issue dridal Guide,one can see a pink-feathered
boa draped across the shoulders of three chargetbis appear to be a woman escorting two men—aahdi
image in itself, as one traditionally associateswkedding ritual with a bride escorted by a fattvegroom). The
advertisement is for a musical based on the 19684 Tihe Adventures of Priscilla, Queen of the Dessttich
tells of the escapades of a transsexual and twgp glraens as they travel across the desert inlthsijrPriscilla.
With this knowledge, the image takes on new meaniFige fertility icon graces the shoulders of thcearacters
who altogether reject heterosexual gender categjorie

The viewer is left in a state of uncertainty wherames to the gender or sexual orientation ofctieracters.
This association of feathers with gender-bendirgyatters can be read as an act of defiance agapetiarchy
that not only offers confining gender expectatidmst that dominates and degrades animals as Wéle boa
gestures to the theatrics and flamboyance of th&iqalgenre, and the text across the top of thgémé@rides
and Priscilla...the perfect marriage!” encourades reader to join in the fun. Even the marriageaatiitself is
complicated and suggests that a bride might chtmsedulge in a musical act-here, an homage to meadd
patriarchy— over a union with a heterosexual m&teen the title of the musicdPriscilla Queen of the Desert
plays with the category of queen; here, it is het bride on her wedding day, but the homosexua¢ meatho is
glorified as ideal. Though this was the only ima@eund that used animals in a celebration of @ubus gender
categories, it still provides a glimpse at therlgtsubversive potential that human/animal linkgticontain.

5. Conclusion

This study reviews how recognition of the links ioeén women and nonhuman animals provides a better
understanding of the associations between womematule more broadly. It illuminates how the pajrof the
bride with animals, as symbols of her liminal staiet only degrades the bride but also plays aipdhe creation

and affirmation of bride as a figure of ideal worhaad. The links she shares with nonhumans dedradéy
associating her with a dominated group valued mdstl its farmability. Further, linking the brideith the bird
suggests that she is a mystical, ethereal createmainly an unattainable standard for all women.
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Thus, the gender category presented in populagrdeetxual American bridal magazines can be undetsie a
degrading and limiting one.

This study lends itself to a critique of the pettmmps and uses of animals and may allow for a bette
understanding of the belief systems that are ctiyrarapitalized upon in the name of fashion or itiad.
Specifically, it offers a critical look at prosctiye gender categories presented through magathaeseflect the
interests of the popular American bridal industryrhrough this study, | hope to open the door fowne
investigations of the ways in which sexism and msem interact as women and animals continue fmked.

Figure 1: Woman/animal links broken down by contentand nonhuman type

Publication Percentage of editorial | Percentage of advertising | Total percentage of
pages that show woman/| pages that show magazine pages that show
animal links woman/animal links woman/animal links

Brides 8.4% 6.5% 6.9%

Bridal Guide 9.1% 7.4% 7.6%

Based on information abov8,75% of total editorial pages examined contain womainiah links, 6.95% of
total advertising pages examined contain woman/aniinks, and7.25% of total pages examined contain
woman/animal links.

Publication Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of
woman/animal links that woman/animal links thaf woman/animal links thatf woman/animal links thai
includes feathers includes or depicts birds includes or depicts includes and/or depicts

butterflies other nonhumans*

Brides 69.4% 4.8% 4.0% 21.8%

Bridal Guide | 81.2% 3.4% 4.6% 10.8%

* Includes cats, dogs, chicks, swans, horses, licasbits, mice, elephants, circus animals, drdggmfcoral,
clams, horns, furs, bird cages, animal tattoos, laather as well as shake-, zebra-, leopard-, &eétah-print
items. Also included is the depiction of a bridetlae fictional yet dinosaur-like “BridezillaBfides May 2012).

Based on information abov&5.3% of total links examined include feathedks1% of total links examined
include or depict birds4.3% of total links examined include or depict buttiedl and16.3% of total links
examined include and/or depict other animals.
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ht Out

THIS PAGE From left: The MOH flaunts sensa”
tional shoulders in Haute Hippie’s sexy merlot-
hued bias-cut dress, featuring a low-scooP
cowl neckline and an open back; $495. haute
hippie.com. Earrings, isabellatropea.com
Ring, bchg.com. Wear your heart on your
shirt; Combine Nina’s black tee with a choehlv
BHLDN feathered skirt. Top, $45, ninabrida
.cam. Skirt, $850, bhidn.com Necklace,
isabellatropea.com.

OPPC You're white-haute in a He
by Max Azria banded minidress; $1

a similar style, herveleger.com Earrings
beckdesigns.com. Cuff, dannijo.com

anna

Figure 2: Brides November 2011
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Figure 3: Brides, May 2012
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Figure 4: Bridal Guide, November/December 2010
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Figure 5: Brides, March 2012
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Figure 6: Brides, May 2012
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Figure 7: Bridal Guide, November/December 2011
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Figure 8: Bridal Guide, January/February 2012
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