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Chapter 3 references legal debates about marriage to the deceased wife’s sister. Chapter 4
reads Brontë in relation to nineteenth-century anthropological work about the family: the
writings of Henry Maine on adoption and of John McLennan on marriage. Chapter 5 links
discussions of family identity in George Eliot’s The Mill on the Floss to Darwin’s, Galton’s,
and George Henry Lewes’s writings on breeding. Here, the biological and racial implications
of narratives about endogamous as opposed to exogamous exchange that Corbett has raised
from the beginning of her argument become explicit. As she notes initially, Victorian po-
sitions on cousin marriage and incest were inflected by class difference. It was acceptable
for the upper classes to marry their own kind but not the working classes. Using the work
of Anna Laura Stoler, Corbett refers to unions such as cousin marriage as a form of “white
endogamy”(13), a joining that binds like to like and maintains social differences.

By the 1860s, novelists had become increasingly aware that “kinship is and always was a
made thing” (60). Elizabeth Gaskell’s 1864 novel Wives and Daughters raises the issues
found in Austen, Martineau, Skene, Brontë, and Eliot: cousin marriage, attachment to a
sister who is not quite a sister, adoption, and interbreeding. But in Gaskell those ties are
represented not as facts but as fictions that can be manipulated. In chapter 6 and the next,
the family also becomes more complex as novelists consider not just first and second but
also third families, the social groups formed when a person remarries. In chapter 7, Family
Likeness returns to its own origins. Corbett’s book opens discussing Woolf, incest, and
marriage to the deceased wife’s sister. Woolf marks the appropriate historical end to Corbett’s
study since the act that legalized marriage to the deceased wife’s sister and the Punishment
of Incest Act were finally passed in 1907 and 1908, respectively.

Woolf is particularly useful because the novelist’s life and work have been read in terms
of modern conceptions of incest and family trauma. Family Likeness shows that, even with
a novelist like Woolf, writing when the modern conception of kinship was beginning to
emerge, we need to understand such concepts as historically inflected. Recognizing the
fluidity of nineteenth-century models of kinship lets us see that Woolf, like the other novelists
in Corbett’s study, “seeks to reconstitute, recuperate, refigure, and reimagine family life in
affectively gratifying egalitarian forms, such that individuals will have the opportunity to
reconceive their relations in new ways on new models” (200). Corbett’s work is important
because it asks readers to resee not just the nineteenth-century novel or even nineteenth-
century models of kinship but the conception of the family on which so much modern
criticism has been based.

Elsie B. Michie, Louisiana State University
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Today, the botanist Joseph Dalton Hooker (1817–1911) remains overshadowed by his close
friends and allies, Charles Darwin and Thomas Huxley. But, as Jim Endersby shows, he was
much more than a sidekick: his “career helped define the key issues concerning the status
of nineteenth-century science” (5). Historians of science have largely overlooked Hooker’s
importance because the glare of theory and public controversy have blinded them to the
mundane but fundamental daily activities of naturalists: “we have a rich history of scientific
ideas but almost nothing on the scientific practices that made those ideas possible” (6).

Imperial Nature: Joseph Hooker and the Practices of Victorian Science successfully digs the
larger history of Victorian natural history out from under “an avalanche of isms” (326) and
reorients it toward quotidian practical and material culture. Endersby does not originate
the careful examination of practice—Robert Kohler’s study of Drosophila genetics, in par-
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ticular, pioneered the study of doing in biology—but this meticulous case study of Hooker
provides one of the most compelling and sophisticated illustrations of the approach.

Hooker’s father, William, a regius professor of botany at Glasgow University and sub-
sequently director of the Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, bequeathed to his son extensive social
connections, one of the world’s most valuable herbaria, and an enormous botanical research
library. These assets shaped Hooker’s career, but they could not by themselves keep him
or his family housed and fed. He had to find the income to maintain gentility without—
and this was the delicate part—violating the exacting cultural norms that defined a gentle-
man. Take a truly disinterested approach to financial reward, and he starved. Appear mer-
cenary, and his social status collapsed. Lose status, and his intellectual authority leeched
away with it.

During the formative years of his career, institutional affiliation and formal credentials
had not yet become powerful markers of scientific credibility, “so good manners, courtesy,
and an aura of respectability had to do the work” (29). This was not just Hooker’s dilemma
but, as Endersby rightly notes, one that faced a rising generation of Victorian men of science.
Hooker’s own career remained on a knife edge until early middle age. He and his allies
benefited from the transformation of science into a secular, reputable, paid profession, but
Endersby insists that their success in establishing “science as a respectable way for a gentleman
to earn a living” was never inevitable (5–7).

Once we understand the social pressures Victorian men of science like Hooker faced, we
can better grasp the choices they made in their daily lives, Endersby convincingly argues.
Those choices, in turn, created the defining constraints for higher-level theorizing. The
concerns of earning a respectable living from science influenced the work and ideas even of
those who did not feel the dilemma acutely themselves. The independently wealthy Darwin
never had to worry about his bank account, but he did worry about his friends, and their
concerns deeply influenced the development of his theories. Everything he wrote after 1850
is covered in Hooker’s fingerprints.

In Hooker’s individual case, the gravitational center of his ambition was his father’s
herbarium. A herbarium is a collection of dried plant specimens for research purposes, and
none in private hands achieved such comprehensiveness. The ability to examine a compre-
hensive global suite of specimens was key to the classificatory work that built reputations.
“As the herbarium grew,” Endersby observes, “so did Hooker’s authority” (110). Acquiring
useful specimens required the complex craft skill of countless botanists who painstakingly
transformed innumerable natural objects into artifacts suitable for scientific study.

The Hooker herbarium, and analogous collections of both plant and animal specimens,
depended absolutely on the infrastructure of European imperialism. Hooker deeply exploited
the institutions of British imperial governance on several foreign expeditions. But no one
could personally collect more than a miniscule slice of the world’s flora. The Hookers used
their position at Kew to build one of the century’s most formidable networks of corre-
spondence and exchange. Dozens of individuals collected plants for their herbarium. Only
a distinct minority expected to be paid.

The friendly, noncommercial nature of Hooker’s relationship with colonial botanists pre-
sented a challenge, however. He could not simply order them about. Endersby demonstrates
that at the nexus of Hooker’s life, work, and ideas was the problem of getting overseas
collectors to create specimens that were useful to him and, in particular, to dissuade them
from doing the naming, classifying, and theorizing he felt passionately were the exclusive
reserve of those, like him, with access to large herbaria. Endersby shows that Hooker’s
combination of sweet talking, gift giving, arm twisting, and compromise ultimately worked
because these exchange networks were glued together by the values of Victorian male
friendship.

Endersby deliberately pushes Darwin to the background until the concluding chapter.
This decision makes ample sense. He rightly notes that Hooker evaluated evolution primarily



202 � BOOK REVIEWS

in light of “the practical difficulties of earning a living from science” (6). To place theory
at the start rather than the end would invert and undermine the core argument about the
primacy of practice. But this decision carries a cost. It does not allow him to demonstrate
his provocative claim that “a history of everyday, mundane scientific practices forces us to
reevaluate even” the eminent Darwin (316). One of the biggest gaps in the history of
biology is an adequate understanding of the vital relationship between the “origin of species”
as material artifacts created for and held in collections like the Hooker herbarium and
Darwin’s theoretical “origin of species by means of natural selection”; Endersby sets this
story up but does not tell it.

Imperial Nature has other gaps. Hooker’s close friendship with Huxley is treated cursorily.
Endersby does point out that Huxley’s enjoyment of public brawling frequently offended
Hooker’s notions of scientific etiquette; it is unclear whether this simply reflected different
temperaments or exposed, more profoundly, divergent strategies for earning a living and a
reputation. The book’s imperial theme rarely engages the perspectives of non-Europeans,
which leaves the unfortunate, if obviously unintentional, impression that native collectors,
informants, and artists were as passive as Hooker wished them to be. The Hooker women
also remain absent, even though both his mother and his first wife were married explicitly
for their considerable scientific skills. Scientific practice was a family affair for the Hookers.

The occasional hole does not undermine the success of Imperial Nature’s broad and
important argument. Endersby does not simply paint in a few details about a well-known
but little-understood Victorian naturalist. His sophisticated attention to the impact of daily
scientific practice forces us to reevaluate our understanding of, and historiographical ap-
proach to, Victorian British natural history. It will provoke and inform much fresh research.

Richard Bellon, Michigan State University
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The Church in Durham was a power in the land. At one time the prince-bishops governed
as viceroys; the bishop retained a temporal jurisdiction until 1836. The reforms of that
period left the temporal assets of the diocese almost unaffected, however, and it seems safe
to say that the church remained the largest single landowner in County Durham. When the
size of its estates was finally revealed in the 1873 Return of Owners of Land, it emerged
that the Durham church, in one form or another, owned over 60,000 acres, or about 11
percent of the entire county. As the owner of the surface, the church was also, under English
law, the owner of the minerals that lay beneath. Of these, by far the most valuable was coal.
Lying close to water, the coal had been mined since at least medieval times and shipped
down the coast to London and abroad, where it found a ready market.

Until the coming of iron rails and steam power, the Church in Durham was little disturbed
by coal mines and colliers. But with the growth in output came not only a pleasing growth
in income from rents, royalties, and wayleaves but also a growth in employment, population,
and the number of souls in need of succor and ministration. It was then that the Church
of England in Durham lost its way. By 1860 it was evident that those pitmen and their
families who professed any ardency in their love of God were largely Methodists or, in some
cases, Catholics. For very many others, their Christianity had become “nominal” or, in the
more hopeful term of some historians, “diffuse.” Whatever the terminology, the Church of
England had become marginalized in one of its richest dioceses.

The year 1860 marked a turning point, or so it was hoped. In that year the church,
recognizing that it had become an alien institution in its own land, launched a mission to


