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Abstract 

A biographical approach to the working life of Thomas Jeffery Parker FRS (1850-

1897) provides scope for an in-depth investigation of how zoological knowledge 

became visible in late-nineteenth century New Zealand. A noted zoologist, Parker 

arrived in Dunedin in 1880 to a joint appointment as Professor of Biology in the 

University of Otago and Curator of the Museum. He had spent eight years working as 

demonstrator in Thomas Henry Huxley’s (1825-1890) laboratory in London. He 

brought with him a conviction that evolution provided the fundamental organising 

principle of biology. Once in Dunedin he set about making evolution visible. This 

study examines the various facets of Parker’s work that achieved this goal.  

I explore the lively debates arising from the public lectures he gave, in which he 

promoted evolution. In Dunedin, founded by Scottish Free Church Presbyterians in 

1848, public interest in science-and-religion remained high throughout the late-

nineteenth century. This study suggests that Parker’s own religious sensibilities lay 

between the agnosticism of Huxley and the faith of his Wesleyan father, the 

anatomist William Kitchen Parker (1823-1890).  

I also investigate Parker’s role in disseminating popular versions of biology, from 

the podium and through articles, to various audiences. His roles in the sociable side of 

scientific activities included organizing exhibits for conversaziones and international 

exhibitions. Parker’s efforts are placed within the context of Dunedin’s vibrant 

rational entertainment scene. 

Parker exchanged, bought, sold and collected specimens for the Otago University 

Museum in order to provide a comprehensive teaching collection. I appraise Parker’s 

previously little-understood role in museum collection building and explore his 

material practices in creating objects and their display according to evolutionary 

principles.  

Parker’s embryological studies of kiwi and phylogeny of the moa formed a major 

contribution to New Zealand biology. Methodologically speaking, he followed a 

traditional path of comparative anatomy. A close-reading of his more than forty 
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papers of technically dense work reveal a conservative mind and a dedication to 

developmental morphology. Aware of changing epistemologies, he incorporated a 

statistical approach to his analyses. 

In this study, I suggest Parker created knowledge through drawing. Analysis of his 

illustrations reveals his concern with clear exposition. I show how the he used 

illustrations as part of the process of visual communication not simply as an adjunct.  

Generations of students learnt zoology using Parker’s system of ‘types’ a pedagogy 

he inherited from Huxley. They assimilated evolutionary principles via A Textbook of 

Zoology, which organized the animal kingdom in a typically late-nineteenth century 

progressive fashion. This two-volume book, co-authored with William Aitcheson 

Haswell (1854-1925) in Sydney and published posthumously, remains in print. An 

analysis of its creation shows how disciplinary shifts within zoology were fixed to the 

page.  

This study also uses Parker to explore wider concerns in the history of science. 

These include praxis and materiality, the popularization of science, the rise of the 

learned journal and broader aspects of print culture, and the geographic location of 

knowledge creation. 
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Introduction 

Thomas Jeffery Parker (1850-1897) 

This history of science is set in late-nineteenth century New Zealand. The subject, 

Thomas Jeffery Parker FRS (1850-1897), arrived in Dunedin in 1880 to take up an 

appointment at the University of Otago. He had just spent eight years in London 

working for ‘Darwin’s Bulldog,’ Thomas Henry Huxley FRS (1825-1890), as 

demonstrator. Parker was one of the first generation of zoologists who possessed 

formal qualifications in the subject and sought appointments in the expanding world 

of university education. Parker’s place in the story of New Zealand science is 

reclaimed from the ranks of the forgotten with this study. My aim in revitalizing this 

historical figure is to shed light on the cultural aspects, the social processes and the 

practices surrounding the creation of scientific knowledge. Minor figures are alluring 

subjects for study, as they more closely resemble ordinary folk. Such an investigation 

can assume significance, it is hoped, no matter how ordinary or run-of-the-mill the 

subject might appear.1 Despite his academic qualifications Parker was ordinary. Even 

Huxley damned him with faint praise, ‘he is not by way of being a man of genius … 

[but] his fundamental scientific work is all exact and careful.’2   

Firstly, however, a few biographical details are in order. Parker, born on 17 

October 1850 in Pimlico, London, was the oldest of seven children.3 His father, 

William Kitchen Parker FRS (1823-1890) was a surgeon and general practitioner who 

in his spare time devoted himself to the study of vertebrate anatomy.4 William 

Kitchen’s friend, Huxley, visited the home often, guided William Kitchen’s researches 

on the skull in a self-described ‘father confessor’ fashion and watched the young T.J. 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 W.H. Brock, “[Book Review] Roy MacLeod, Archibald Liversidge, FRS: Imperial Science under the Southern Cross. 
Sydney: The Royal Society of New South Wales and Sydney University Press, 2009. ,” British Journal for the 
History of Science 44, 4 (2011): 610-11; J. Endersby, “A Life More Ordinary: The Dull Life but Interesting Times 
of Joseph Dalton Hooker,” Journal of the History of Biology 44, 4 (2011): 611-31. 
2 Thomas Henry Huxley, to Principal Ward, 2 May 1894, (OCA/19/96), The John Rylands University Archive, 
Manchester. 
3 Anonymous, [Birth Certificate T.J. Parker] 1850, (1850.D.01.471), [United Kingdom] General Register Office. 
4 T.R.J and J.E.H, “Obituary Notices of Fellows Deceased [William Kitchen Parker],” Proceedings of the Royal 
Society of London 48, January (1890): xv-xx. 
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Parker grow up.5 Parker graduated from the Royal College of Chemistry and the 

Royal School of Mines in 1871 with a BSc. For a short period he taught science in a 

Yorkshire school. In 1872 he returned to London to a job as Huxley’s demonstrator 

in the Normal School of Science, South Kensington.6 In 1874, he married Charlotte 

Elizabeth Rossell (d.1893), the daughter of a Wesleyan Minister, at Bramley Chapel, 

Yorkshire.7  

Whilst at South Kensington Parker undertook original researches ‘on his own 

initiative, the great master [Huxley] being far too engrossed in his own special 

occupations’ and began to establish his reputation as a careful and thorough 

biologist.8 Over a period of eight years and ‘in the intervals between the courses of 

instruction he organized a teaching collection.’9 In 1880 the University of Otago 

appointed him to the newly created dual post: professor of biology and curator of the 

museum.10 His predecessor Captain Frederick Wollaston Hutton FRS (1836-1905), 

professor of zoology and curator of the museum, had resigned on 31st December 

1879 and left Dunedin for Christchurch early in 1880 for the chair of biology at 

Canterbury College.11 Parker’s appointment was made in London by a commission 

chaired by Huxley and which included, Sir Julius Vogel (1835-1889), the New Zealand 

Agent General, William Benjamin Carpenter (1813-1885) the Unitarian invertebrate 

zoologist and friend of Parker’s father, and Charles Wyville Thomson (1830-1882) 

marine zoologist and best known as the chief scientist of the HMS Challenger 

Expeditions. Thirteen other candidates applied for the position but who they were 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
5 Beryl Iris Brewin, Thomas Jeffery Parker 1850-1897 [Unpublished Manuscript] 1948, (MS-0195), Hocken 
Collections, The University of Otago; Thomas Henry Huxley, “to William Kitchen Parker 3 December 1865,” 
in Life and Letters of Thomas Henry Huxley, ed. Leonard Huxley (London: Macmillan, 1900). 
6 The name was changed to the Royal College of Science in 1890. Hannah Gay, The History of Imperial College 
London 1907-2007 (London: Imperial College Press, 2007), 49. 
7 Anonymous, [Marriage Certificate Parker/Rossell] 1874, (1874.D.09b.565), [United Kingdom] General 
Register Office; Anonymous, “Deaths,” Otago Daily Times, 13 December 1893, 2.  
8 G[eorge] B[ond] H[owes], “Obituary Notices of Fellows Deceased [Thomas Jeffery Parker],” Proceedings of the 
Royal Society of London 64(1898): i-vii. 
9 ———, “Obituary Notices of Fellows Deceased [Thomas Jeffery Parker],” Proceedings of the Royal Society of 
London 64(1898): i-vii. 
10 Anonymous, “University and Educational Intelligence,” Nature 21, 4 March (1880): 432. 
11 Charles Chilton, “Obituary Notices of Fellows Deceased [Frederick Wollaston Hutton],” Proceedings of the 
Royal Society of London B 79(1907): xli-xliv; Anonymous, “News of the Week,” Otago Witness, 8 November 1879, 
18. ; John Stenhouse, “Darwin’s Captain: F.W. Hutton and the Nineteenth-Century Darwinian Debates,” 
Journal of the History of Biology 23, 3 (1990): 411-42. 
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remains unknown.12 From the outset the Otago University desired the new appointee 

teach zoology and botany (which also included palaeontology) and ‘be of service to 

the Medical School.’13 Interestingly, the professorial board that advised the University 

Council on the terms made no reference to original research. However, we can 

surmise it was instrumental in Parker’s success, as his list of publications was printed 

in the local paper, the Otago Daily Times.14 

Making Science Visible 

My research has been guided by both metaphorical and literal interpretations of 

‘how science was made visible’. Darwin’s Origin of Species led to Parker’s own guiding 

principle that ‘evolution has taken its legitimate place as the central doctrine of 

biology.’15  He seldom missed an opportunity to proclaim his belief. This study 

examines the ways Parker made evolution visible in his work as teacher, biologist and 

museum curator. It also answers the question: how did he make his scientific 

investigations and ideas known and to which audiences? As one of Dunedin’s 

educated elite, Parker’s prestige and eminence ensured that the local papers recorded 

most of his public activities and appearances. But much of his work was visible only 

to students and peers who in their different ways formed highly specialized audiences.  

James Secord’s seminal paper urging historians to consider scientific knowledge as 

‘knowledge in transit’ has been a clarion call.16 It has spawned many studies and been 

cited widely. The central question he posed, ‘how and why does knowledge circulate?’ 

has direct bearing on this study. Without laying too much on the shoulders of Parker 

we can see in detail how he created, consumed and disseminated zoological 

knowledge in a colonial context. Such studies of situated knowledge are in Secord’s 

words ‘a standard model for historicizing science,’ but in New Zealand with its tiny 

historical community this kind of study is lacking.17   

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
12 Anonymous, “Otago University [Appointment of Parker],” Otago Daily Times, 12 May 1880, 3.  
13 [Various], Minutes Professorial Board 1875-1890, University of Otago: Records of Registry & Central 
Administration, (AG-180-015/01), 5 November 1879, Hocken Collections, The University of Otago. 
14 Anonymous, “Otago University [Appointment of Parker],” Otago Daily Times, 12 May 1880, 3.  
15 T. Jeffery Parker, “Biology as an Academical Study: 1,” Nature 24, 6 October (1881): 543-6. 
16 James A. Secord, “Knowledge in Transit,” Isis 95, 4 (2004): 654-72.  A search on Google Scholar, 7 October 
2013, lists 138 citations to this paper. 
17 ———, “Knowledge in Transit,” Isis 95, 4 (2004): 654-72. 
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A notable exception is Francis Reid’s doctoral research on the New Zealand 

Institute. Here he situated scientific knowledge within the government-funded New 

Zealand Institute.18 Reid showed that past historians accepted at face value the 

articles, papers and reports that appeared in the annual Transactions and Proceedings of the 

New Zealand Institute. Reid claimed historians therefore assumed that the Transactions 

encompassed the entire realm of colonial science, and had not previously considered 

either the social status or authority of the authors, or, the role that provincial politics 

played in the creation and control of science. Reid’s largely political focus was a 

change from the personality-driven narratives that had gone before. However, Reid’s 

thesis can also be read as a biography of the Institute and, if not exactly personality-

driven, the figure of Sir James Hector FRS (1834-1907) looms large. Whilst the 

current study returns to a personality-driven narrative it is not a straightforward 

biography. Biographies of nineteenth century New Zealand men of science can be 

found in Ross Galbreath’s work on Sir Walter Lawry Buller FRS (1838-1906) and 

George Malcolm Thomson FLS (1848-1933), who became a close colleague of 

Parker.19 

The theme—science made visible—stems from the ‘perceptual habit’ of a 

carefully trained and disciplined eye naturalists brought to their observations.20 For 

them vision—using illustrations, objects, specimens, and the associated reading about 

them—provided the most appropriate way of communicating. Their observational 

practices built on earlier traditions that brought exotica before a privileged public in 

either lavishly illustrated books or in cabinets of curiosity.21 The insight that a trained 

observer could bring to specialized studies was based firmly on material culture; 

‘collecting and classifying the twin obsessions of … natural history were predicated 

on the ability of the trained eye to assess, possess and order,’ notes historian Daniela 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
18 Francis Lucian Reid, “The Province of Science: James Hector and the New Zealand Institute, 1867-1903” 
(PhD, University of Cambridge 2007). 
19 Ross Galbreath, Walter Buller: The Reluctant Conservationist (Wellington: GP Books, 1989); ———, Scholars and 
Gentlemen Both: G.M. and Allan Thomson in New Zealand and Education (Wellington: The Royal Society of New 
Zealand, 2002). 
20 Lorraine Daston, “On Scientific Observation,” Isis 99(2008): 97-110. 
21 Gill Saunders, Picturing Plants an Analytical History of Botanical Illustration, 2nd ed. (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 2009), 85. 
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Bleichmar.22 The objects that are Parker’s legacy bear testament to this materiality and 

visual way of thinking. Visuality then, forms a significant, but not the only, mode of 

historical analysis for the current study.  

Parker also provides an example of the kind of self-effacing dutiful scientific 

worker that historians Lorraine Daston and Peter Galison described. In their treatise 

on objectivity they observed: ‘at issue was not only accuracy but morality as well: the 

all-too-human scientist must, as a matter of duty, restrain themselves from imposing 

their hopes, expectations, generalizations, aesthetics, even ordinary language on the 

image of nature.’23 I focus on the practices Parker employed in his daily struggle to 

make evolution clearly understood, and visible, and engage with the concepts of 

observation, objectivity, truth, credulity, and authority. These help us to understand 

how Parker created scientific knowledge and how such knowledge circulated. 

Focusing on what Parker actually did on a daily basis is also an approach that 

historian Jim Endersby recommends. In his work on Joseph Dalton Hooker FRS 

(1825-1874), Endersby found praxis ‘connects everything from the constraints of 

earning a living to the content of scientific theories.’24  Similarly, in a study of 

mundane activities undertaken by staff at the Manchester University Museum, 

historian Samuel Alberti reveals ‘how nature and culture were constructed’ within its 

walls.25 These two studies, more than any other, have guided my focus on scientific 

practice.    

Parker straddled several different worlds, physically, intellectually and doctrinally. 

He physically straddled London and Dunedin, but a reading of an influential centre 

and a colonial periphery, in the mode of George Basalla, has been relegated to past 

histories.26 His model in which scientific ideas diffused by some sort of watered-down 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
22 Daniela Bleichmar, “Viewing as Possessing: The Visual Culture of Natural History and the Locality of 
Colonial Science” (paper presented at the Visual Knowledges Conference, University of Edinburgh, 17-20 
September 2003). 
23 Lorraine Daston and Peter Galison, “The Image of Objectivity,” Representations 40(1992): 81-128. 
24 Jim Endersby, Imperial Nature: Joseph Hooker and the Practices of Victorian Science (Chicago: University Chicago 
Press, 2008), 6. 
25 Samuel J.M.M. Alberti, Nature and Culture: Objects, Disciplines and the Manchester Museum (Manchester: 
Manchester University Press, 2009), 143. 
26 George Basalla, “The Spread of Western Science,” Science 156, 3775 (1967): 611-22. 
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osmotic process made no allowance for agency in the colonial setting.27 Over the last 

forty years Australian-based historian Roy MacLeod has consistently explained the 

complex nature of science in the colonies and has concluded that ‘the concept 

“periphery,” once apparently obvious, is historiographically ambiguous and 

methodologically problematic,’ moreover, he perceived ‘science in colonial contexts 

not as responding to or resisting Europe, but as part of a constructed colony’s 

independent history.’28 Parker produced home-grown New Zealand knowledge and 

his expertise contributed to an antipodean world of increasing independence from 

‘Home’ in Britain.  

Parker corresponded with a variety of people in a dynamic web of contacts. A 

simple metropole-periphery-divide model does not adequately explain this complex 

network. Such tangled webs are a characteristic of the empire, as historian Tony 

Ballantyne explains.29 Ballantyne’s scholarship, however, includes a broader definition 

of scientific knowledge than is imagined in this study. Nonetheless the ethnographic 

and colonial knowledge which feature in his work are useful pointers in thinking 

about Parker’s esoteric knowledge making and the broader place it might occupy. 

Historian of science Janet Browne also reminds us that if knowledge creation is 

treated as a process then when scientific biographers pay attention to the intersections 

and boundaries in which their subjects operate ‘they open the door to robust 

historical analysis on the nature of science itself.’30  

Parker’s network included New Zealand and Australian locations that he 

considered on an equal footing with his hometown, London, and other places that he 

regarded differently. A subsidiary question therefore arises: to what degree did his 

location shape his science? Alternatively, and more broadly, a better question asks 

how did his locally produced science fit into a global scientific world? A study of a 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
27 David Wade Chambers and Richard Gillespie, “Locality in the History of Science: Colonial Science, 
Technoscience, and Indigenous Knowledge,” Osiris 15(2000): 221-40. 
28 Roy M. MacLeod, “On Visiting the “Moving Metropolis”: Reflections on the Architecture of Imperial 
Science,” in Scientific Colonialism: A Cross-Cultural Comparison, ed. Nathan Reingold and Marc Rothenberg 
(Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1987), 217-50; ———, “Introduction: Nature and Empire, 
Science and the Colonial Enterprise,” Osiris 15(2000): 1-13. 
29 Tony Ballantyne, Webs of Empire: Locating New Zealand’s Colonial Past (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books, 
2012), 15, 19. 
30 Janet Browne, “Making Darwin: Biography and the Changing Representations of Charles Darwin,” Journal of 
Interdisciplinary History 40, 3 (2010): 347-73. 
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single individual cannot hope to answer big questions on the nature of the universality 

of science but Parker’s eminence allows us at least to frame such concerns. This 

universalism does not, notes historian David Livingstone, ‘dissolve its local character 

… [and is] at least in part a consequence of … the training of observers, the 

circulation of routine practices and the standardization of methods and measures.’31 

By placing Parker both temporally and spatially a picture of the historical web in 

which he operated can be brought to light. As historian Robert Rotberg reminds us, 

individual choices are made within such frameworks.32  

Parker’s thoughts on biology also straddled two worlds. He found himself caught 

intellectually between an older descriptive morphological approach to biology and an 

apparently newer focus on physiology. The nature of his original contributions to 

zoology utilized both approaches but Parker had the misfortune to have been active 

during the period which historian Peter Bowler calls ‘that blind spot of the history of 

biology, the era between the original Darwinian debate and the emergence of the 

modern synthesis of genetics and Darwinism.’33 He also had the misfortune to have 

died young, aged 47, ‘cut off while at the height of his powers and usefulness.’34 

These two factors combine to have made Parker almost unknown in New Zealand 

histories.  

Unusually amongst colonial men of science, Parker tried to keep his zoological 

investigations based in theoretical considerations, not being content simply to list or 

describe the New Zealand fauna. Parker contributed to ‘inventory science’ when 

opportunity arose, but his more deliberate research focused on solving embryological 

and developmental morphological problems.35 These shed light on the relationships 

between classes of animals with each other and their evolutionary history, or 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
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phylogeny. Parker followed his mentor Huxley in morphology of whom he wrote: ‘As 

one listened to him one felt that comparative anatomy was indeed worthy of the 

devotion of a life.’36 

The third world that Parker straddled was doctrinal. It would seem bizarre to 

write about a nineteenth century figure without discussing his religious beliefs and 

how they related to evolutionary controversies. Expressed in a variety of forms one of 

the major questions that occupied the minds of many Victorians was: did the origins 

of life lie solely in God’s hands, or had higher forms evolved from lower in a natural 

process without His intervention? Those who devoted their life to the study of 

biology grappled with it on a personal level and whilst Parker seldom expressed a 

public, or private, opinion on religion he was outspoken on evolution. He took his 

lead from Huxley who, I argue, can be considered as Parker’s metaphorical father. 

Huxley, widely known as an agnostic and ‘merciless iconoclast,’ took a leading part in 

the transformation of British culture during the latter half of the nineteenth century.37 

The methods of empirical science bolstered Darwin’s evolutionary theories and 

provided new interpretations of humanity, nature and society. Huxley’s role in this 

paradigm shift has been thoroughly examined by historians.38 Parker’s biological 

father on the other hand was a Methodist who led an ‘intensely religious life.’39 

William Kitchen Parker had been brought up a Methodist and attended the local 

chapel in Pimlico but when he moved to a different area he attended St Mary 

Magdalene, an Anglican church; ‘it mattered little to him whether he was associated 

with this religious body or with that.’40 Huxley visited the family home often so 

Parker grew to adulthood sandwiched between agnosticism and chapel or church 

worship on the other.  
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Huxley’s influence on Parker extended well beyond matters of faith and included 

teaching methodologies, study subjects and lecturing style. This issue is examined at 

crucial points in this thesis. Their relationship is untangled as best as can be done 

given the paucity of primary resources. We see Huxley the father figure, the mentor, 

the teacher, the bully, and from a safe distance the colleague. And Parker, the young 

uncritical acolyte and self-confessed disciple, who only just emerges from the shadow 

of the venerated older man. Tellingly Parker never quite shook off the influence of 

his father, William Kitchen Parker, whose fame as an anatomist has often been 

compared to Parker’s own endeavours in that field.41  

What motivated Parker to move to New Zealand is not clear but it is easy to 

surmise that establishing his own career and persona were amongst the reasons. It 

was not the first time took steps to move from London. A year before his application 

to Otago he had applied to Owens College, Manchester, for a professorial position. 

Embryologist Arthur Milnes Marshall (1852-1893), the former student of Cambridge 

physiologist Sir Michael Foster (1836-1907) was selected from a field of seven.42 

Huxley had worldwide influence and involvement in the appointment of men to posts 

in universities. Not only was he instrumental in Parker’s appointment but also some 

of Parker’s contemporaries such as Henry Newell Martin FRS (1848-1896) inaugural 

professor of biology at Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Maryland and Alfred 

Cort Haddon FRS (1855-1940) at the Royal College of Science, Dublin.43 While 

Huxley lent his support or directly recommended their appointment there is no 

justification in the assertion that Huxley controlled ‘the little band of professors sent 

out from Home in the 80s’ in any organized way.44  
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Previous Research 

Parker has not been well served historiographically speaking. He figures as a 

minor cast member in John Stenhouse’s doctoral study and subsequent research on 

the relationship between science and religion in New Zealand.45 Stenhouse provides a 

nuanced view of evolutionary debates in Otago and categorizes the main protagonists 

according to their stance and beliefs. He suggests that Parker is a somewhat enigmatic 

figure influenced by Huxley’s agnosticism and his father’s Methodist beliefs. 

Stenhouse concludes that in a newly settled country, where people were keen to forge 

a harmonious society, the relations between scientific and religious leaders were 

‘characterized by consensus, forbearance, and irenicism.’46 This allowed Parker a free 

hand to teach his vision of evolution as he thought fit and follow his own path in 

original scientific research. Other historians have noted, rightly or wrongly, the 

reaction to the evolutionism exhibited in Parker’s inaugural professorial lecture solely 

in terms of Parker’s secularity or agnosticism.47 Stenhouse gives a more sustained 

treatment of Parker in relation to Hutton’s views on natural selection and neo-

Lamarckism as mechanisms for evolutionary change. Stenhouse credits Parker with 

neo-Lamarckism which Hutton dismissed as improbable and ascribes this as a 

fundamental difference between the two men.48  
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The longest article, at 4,500 words, on Parker remains the entry in the Dictionary of 

New Zealand Biography first written in 1993.49 It relies heavily on the obituary written 

by Parker’s friend, George Bond Howes (1853-1905), but is supplemented by an 

unpublished manuscript written by Beryl Iris Brewin (b.1910) a marine invertebrate 

zoologist.50 With so little material there are no congealed facts or myth-histories to 

unpick or deconstruct. The reasons for the neglect of Parker lie partly with the longer 

shadows cast by the triumvirate of ‘H-men’—Sir James Hector FRS (1834-1907), 

Captain Hutton, and Sir Julius von Haast FRS (1822-1887)—all of whom lived longer 

than Parker, and all of whom are remembered for their ‘inventory science’ rather than 

the largely esoteric brand Parker practiced. All the ‘H-men’ had their names 

commemorated in either place- or animal- names: Hector’s dolphin, Hutton’s 

shearwater and Haast’s Pass for example. The only ‘Parker’ epithet was attached to an 

oar-fish, Regalecus parkeri, by Parker’s successor William Blaxland Benham FRS (1860-

1950), which he erected in memoriam. The name never emerged as a vernacular and 

subsequent nomenclatural name changes record that it is now known as Argrostichthys 

parkeri.51 In any case Hector, situated at the centre of scientific power in Wellington, 

controlled three scientific institutions—the Geological Survey, the New Zealand 

Institute and the Colonial Museum—and inevitably had larger posthumous fame than 

Parker. Yet, in his own lifetime, Parker was as eminent as these men. Indeed, his 

election as fellow of the Royal Society awarded in 1888 came before that of the older 

Hutton.52 

Parker appears as a minor character in Reid’s thesis on Sir James Hector and the 

New Zealand Institute, where his support for his friend G.M. Thomson’s campaign 

for speedier publication than the annual Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand 

Institute is acknowledged. Reid briefly mentions Parker’s views on scientific education 
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in relation to those held by Hutton, and also notes a letter of friendship extended to 

newly appointed professor of biology at Auckland University, Algernon Phillips 

Withiel Thomas (1843-1928). 53  Scientist turned historian, Sir Charles Alexander 

Fleming FRS (1916-1987), also acknowledged Parker’s supporting role in the political 

aspirations of his friend G.M. Thomson for reform of the New Zealand Institute.54 

In a recent book on the tuatara, zoologist Alison Cree acknowledged Parker’s 

involvement with the animal and his support for its conservation.55  

I have selected various aspects of Parker’s life and activities and deliberately 

ignored others. This has allowed me to focus on those areas where Parker was the 

driving force, rather than the occasions where he lent his support to causes, like 

conservation, which he believed in but which were driven by the energy of others. 

The two histories of Otago University treat Parker more fully. The earlier history, 

published in 1919, merely includes an abridged version of the hagiographic obituary 

that appeared in the Appendix to the Journal of the House of Representatives, itself reprinted 

from one that appeared in both Nature and Science. The second centennial history of 

the University of Otago only briefly summarised Parker’s contributions to university 

life. Neither do justice to the man. 56  Brief mentions-in-passing occur in Roy 

Macleod’s magisterial biography of Sydney-based chemist Archibald Liversidge FRS 

(1846-1927), with whom Parker collaborated on an analysis of foetal sharks.57 A 

simple statement that Parker took over from Hutton in an honours dissertation by 

Rosemary Wells is not surprising given her study on the origin of the Otago Museum 

ended with the departure of Hutton to Christchurch.58 
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Methods and Sources 

A biographical approach allows for a fine-grained investigation of scientific 

practices. Writing of botanist Joseph Dalton Hooker, historian Jim Endersby reminds 

us that ‘ideas did not emerge from nowhere but were shaped by his practices.’59 

Making ideas visible meant for Parker a practical activity, the daily round of handling 

dead animals and the products of their dissection being both tactile and doubtless 

smelly. Animals gave up their body parts and became artefacts. He processed bones, 

skins, fur, shells, carcases, casts, or complete bodies, which provided specimens or 

illustrations that could be used for various didactic purposes. These ‘animal afterlives’ 

represent not some kind of ethereal hard-to-grasp idea of knowledge in transit but an 

objectified material knowledge in transit.60 Parker’s students, public and peer group 

benefitted from his energetic investigations and to a greater or lesser extent joined his 

practices of collecting, reading, and viewing the resultant objects.  

I have utilized a variety of historical analytic techniques including deconstruction 

and reconstruction of debates; close reading of scientific papers; visual analysis of 

illustrations; reading copious newspaper reports; handling of material artefacts; and, 

mapping disciplinary shifts and boundaries through the use of personal letters. 

The limitations of my approach are mostly due to the narrow focus on one 

individual and the narrow timescale since most of the story concerns Parker’s 

seventeen years spent in Dunedin. Additionally a biographic approach is decidedly 

one way. It is relatively easy to assess the personal influences or the biological 

discourse working on Parker but we are unable to effectively assess his role in shaping 

that tradition. Partly this is because he was a minor, although eminent figure, but 

partly it is in the nature of biographical studies.61 The history of science has recently 

encountered a revision of the genre of biography, and biographical approaches, to its 

methodologies. This study builds on such scholarship. Historian Thomas Söderqvist 

examined the differences between hagiography and contextual examples of 
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biography.62 Additional voices have examined the varying biographical interpretations 

of the ‘great men’ of science. As historian Nicholaas Rupke put it in his study of 

Alexander von Humboldt (1769-1859) each representation ‘bears the marks, not just 

of the biographers interests and values or those of the period and place of her/his 

existence, but of institutional impositions that affect groups of biographers.’63 When 

historian Janet Browne reflected on her biography of Darwin she wrote that 

biographers: ‘can suggest the meaning of science is not rooted exclusively in science 

itself. … They can acknowledge that the things that an individual considered most 

important may not be the things that a historian chooses to remember.’64 

Archival material for lesser-known scientific workers is notoriously poor. 

Notebooks with field or laboratory observations and raw data, drafts of manuscripts, 

lecture notes and so on, are rarely thought worth keeping by the originators. They 

believed their publications would stand as a sufficient record of their work.65 Until 

very recently, there had been no systematic attempt to conserve the papers of 

scientists, whereas the papers of ‘minor politicians, poets and novelists were by 

contrast eagerly sought.’66 Like most of his scientific contemporaries Parker is elusive 

in the archives. Such correspondence as has survived is scattered. Contemporaries 

knew how social groupings form, their loyalties and shared outlooks but, as D.E. 

Allen notes, this kind of information is rarely recorded and leaves the historian with 

little material to decipher tensions or manoueverings.67  

The amount of Parker’s material that has not survived is staggering. There is no 

archival material pertaining to Parker as a demonstrator or lecturer. Only one instance 

recorded his work as a researcher—a single laboratory notebook survives which 
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contains recipes for the preservation of animals for display purposes.68 Records of his 

administration as museum curator are also thin on the ground. One hundred and 

sixteen letters addressed to Parker at the museum, and a set of museum register 

books he initiated in 1893, thirteen years after he took responsibility for the 

institution, record his administrative duties. 69  Some reciprocal letters relating to 

museum specimens have been found in the Cambridge Museum of Zoology, the 

Australian Museum and amongst the archives of the Natural History Museum held at 

the Alexander Turnbull Library as part of the Joint Australasian Copying Project.70 

The general paucity of manuscript resources means that inferences and educated 

guesses have to be drawn from ‘crumbled shards and scattered clues.’71 Scattered 

references to Parker can be found within the University ledger books, and copies of 

the outwards correspondence, but these were spasmodically recorded at the time.72 

Minutes recording his activities on the University Professorial Board and at the Otago 

Institute have survived but are brief by their very nature.73 

More intimate correspondence between Parker, his father, Huxley, or his friends 

has not survived. A mere handful of letters between him and his brothers who both 

worked in the same field survive only in a letterbook held at Cardiff University which 

covered the making of A Textbook of Zoology and which forms the basis of chapter 
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seven.74 Yet we know that Parker ‘enjoyed frequent correspondence with [his] father’ 

over the anatomy and embryology of kiwi.75 

Fortunately the published primary sources are rich and freely available. Once 

material was incorporated into the library in Dunedin it stayed put and without the 

use that northern hemisphere libraries encounter is in generally good condition.76 

Additionally much primary material is now online via the Biodiversity Heritage 

Library (www.biodiversityheritagelibrary.org). I have also relied heavily on online 

newspapers through Papers Past (www.paperspast.natlib.govt.nz) but have 

supplemented these with original issues held in the Hocken Collections, which are not 

yet digitized.  

Thesis Structure 

The arc of the chapters is broadly chronological beginning with Parker’s arrival in 

Dunedin in 1880 until his death in 1897. There is also a progression towards 

permanency: from the ephemeral nature of Parker’s lectures, to his lasting legacy of a 

textbook still in print over a hundred years after first publication. Each chapter charts 

his contribution to the intellectual life of colonial New Zealand. This introductory 

chapter establishes the theme—science made visible—and subthemes of praxis, 

straddling two worlds, and the influence of Parker’s two fathers. 

Chapter two examines Parker’s evolutionary stance and his religious views, and 

the reception that greeted them in his newly adopted country. In particular, the 

debates surrounding Parker’s inaugural professorial lecture, delivered on 2 May 1881, 

are deconstructed and the controversies unpicked to offer insights into the intellectual 

life of Dunedin. The disentanglement from the influences of his father, William 

Kitchen Parker, and mentor Huxley, are also discussed.  
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Chapter three continues the investigation of Parker’s public lectures and his 

popular scientific writing. He lacked the bombast of his mentor Huxley, and his 

natural reserve made his role as a public intellectual self-limiting, but he made 

evolution understandable to a variety of lay audiences. Parker’s contributions to 

Dunedin’s rational entertainment are assessed in the context of a vibrant platform 

culture whose homegrown nature was supplemented by travelling lecturers. The study 

of Parker as a primary producer of scientific knowledge provides a different angle to 

other recent scholarship on the popularization of science, where the emphasis lies 

with those who made a living from such activities. Parker’s choice of subjects is 

examined and his support for the locally produced New Zealand Journal of Science, a 

magazine targeted to the general reader, and other local issues of science education 

are assessed. His role in organizing Otago Institute conversaziones is discussed. Their 

importance for local audiences and their experience of evolutionary themes is seen in 

the exhibition of specimens. Parker also contributed to international exhibitions and, 

with Dunedin’s own example, he was able to shape visitors’ appreciation of evolution 

in a practical fashion.77  

Parker demonstrated his lectures with a variety of stage-props but his broader 

involvement with objects and their display is examined in chapter four—Parker’s 

Museum. As the curator of the Otago University Museum he became an assiduous 

collector of skeletons and preserved animals. How he acquired, processed, and gave 

meaning to the collections is examined and his novel techniques for the preparation 

of cartilaginous fish and soft parts of animals are investigated. The significance of his 

collections in the early history of the Museum has hitherto been poorly understood. 

So, too, the extent to which he collaborated with a wide range of people in building 

the collections. Parker’s avowed evolutionary principles guided his display practice in 

the museum.78  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
77 Material from the research for this chapter formed the basis for a paper, and is appended to this thesis 
(Appendix D). ———, “‘A Dangerous Visionary’? The lectures of evolutionist TJ Parker,” Journal of New 
Zealand Studies 15(2013): 36-49. 
 
78 Research on one particular specimen, a fin whale, formed the basis of a paper presented at the inaugural 
conference of the Centre for Research on Colonial Culture University of Otago, which was later edited and 
appears as a contribution (in press) to the proceedings of that conference and is appended to this thesis 
(Appendix E). Research on the unique preservation methods used by Parker was presented as part of a paper to 



 
 

! %,!

Parker’s zoological research based on Museum collections and that which he 

published as a university zoologist are closely allied. Opportunistic studies of 

cartilaginous and bony fishes form his contribution to New Zealand’s inventory 

science. Evolutionary morphology lay at the heart of the biological questions Parker 

attempted to solve. To do this he deliberately chose to work on the embryology of 

the kiwi and the phylogeny of moa, using a detailed observational method. A close 

reading of his scientific papers forms the basis of chapter five. It reveals that his self-

styled patient work was based on, and constrained by, the specimens available to him. 

Written for his peer-group, which he saw as an international one, these technical 

papers were Parker’s contribution to making the New Zealand fauna an indispensable 

part of a wider evolutionary story. More importantly, it brought a research ethos to 

Dunedin, lacking in the other professors, and kept the University of Otago in the 

public eye back ‘Home’. His attention to new statistical approaches, based on careful 

measurements, which began to make their appearance in biology in the late-

nineteenth century, is also discussed. 

At the heart of nineteenth-century biology lay the practice of drawing. Chapter six 

examines the techniques he utilized for published illustrations. Sketching and drawing 

helped define the zoological observations that he made and the differences between 

available lithographic expertise in London and New Zealand to produce the plates are 

discussed. Parker’s diagrams and graphs provided an adjunct to his papers but were 

essential to the textbook that became his legacy. Science made visible is the obvious 

central theme for this chapter, but at a deeper level the knowledge Parker created is 

embodied, or physicalized, in drawing and writing. The two practices were 

inextricably linked. 

This textbook, written in collaboration with his counterpart at Sydney University, 

William Aitcheson Haswell FRS (1854-1925), was begun toward the end of Parker’s 

life. A detailed investigation of surviving correspondence forms the basis of chapter 

seven. Here the creation of A Textbook of Zoology, covering authorial intent, 
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Conference on Collectors & Collecting, organized by the University of Otago Centre of the Book, which 
subsequently appeared in Script & Print and is appended to this thesis (Appendix F). ———, “Whale Tales,” in 
He Taonga, He K!rero: The Lives of Colonial Objects, ed. Annabel Cooper, Lachy Paterson, and Angela Wanhalla 
(Dunedin: Otago University Press, 2015 (forthcoming)); ———, “Stomachs and Serials in Nineteenth-Century 
Dunedin,” Script & Print 38, 3 (2014): 129-38. 
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commercial realities, the influence of different curricula, and teaching practices based 

on the ‘type’ system are discussed. The anxieties of the authors over the content of 

the book show that the shifting disciplinary boundaries within zoology were 

contested and contestable.  
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Chapter One: Parker’s Reception 

Introduction 

Parker’s arrival in Dunedin was eagerly anticipated. His joint appointment, to the 

Chair of Biology and Curator of the University Museum, in 1880, had been 

announced first in a short paragraph in the local paper. The next day a longer piece 

noted that Parker was expected to arrive in early June. ‘Otago is fortunate in 

obtaining in the new Professor a pupil of the most eminent living English biologist,’ 

the reporter enthused, clearly an admirer of Thomas Henry Huxley (1825-1895).1 The 

London weekly science journal Nature also noted the appointment. From which we 

also learn that ‘the candidates were numerous and highly qualified.’2  

The Dunedin public was left in no doubt as to Parker’s expertise. The local paper 

published a letter from the London-based selection committee, which included 

Huxley. It listed Parker’s publications and a potted biography.3 This fulsome local 

newspaper coverage probably meant readers held high expectations of Parker. The 

gossip columnist ‘Civis’ astutely wondered whether the disciple of the ‘heresiarch 

Huxley’ would be ‘permitted to enter Dunedin without an asinine greeting.’4 A year 

later ‘Civis’ could assert the accuracy of his prediction. ‘Intelligent criticism of his 

[Parker’s] somewhat bellicose profession of faith on Evolution there has been none; 

of unintelligent criticism there has already been a good deal, and, will yet be more.’5  

This chapter investigates Parker’s public persona, his evolutionary and religious 

views. I criticise the claim, promulgated first in an obituary that, ‘the doctrine of 

evolution was apparently looked upon by the inhabitants of Dunedin as a bad form of 

heresy.’ The situation was far more complex than the obituarist knew. 6  An 

examination of three major instances when Parker, the evolutionist, made himself a 
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1 Anonymous, “[Editorial: Selection of Parker],” Otago Daily Times, 3 May 1880, 2. ; Anonymous, “[Editorial: 
Half-year Session Begins],” Otago Daily Times, 4 May 1880, 2.  
2 Anonymous, “University and Educational Intelligence,” Nature 21, 4 March (1880): 432. 
3 Anonymous, “Otago University [Appointment of Parker],” Otago Daily Times, 12 May 1880, 3.  
4 Civis, “Passing Notes [on Parker’s Arrival],” Otago Daily Times, 8 May 1880, 1.  
5 ———, “Passing Notes [on Reaction to Parker’s Inuagural],” Otago Witness, 28 May 1881, 17.  
6 G[eorge] B[ond] H[owes], “Obituary Notices of Fellows Deceased [Thomas Jeffery Parker],” Proceedings of the 
Royal Society of London 64(1898): i-vii. 
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controversial figure I use to support a more complex reading. I focus, firstly on a 

letter congratulating Charles Darwin on the 21st anniversary of the publication of 

Origin of Species. Secondly, I analyze a public lecture he gave to open the 1881 session 

of the University. Lastly, I explore another public lecture he gave on Charles Darwin 

to the All Saints’ Literary & Debating Society in 1882. Used to cosmopolitan London 

where Huxley and others strongly expressed a variety of opinions, Parker found 

Dunedin rather different. He set about carving a niche for himself as a public 

intellectual. After these three initial proclamations Parker ameliorated his rhetoric and 

turned his attention to other aspects of his largely pedagogical work. However, he 

never lost an opportunity to promulgate evolution, if more subtly, to a variety of 

audiences.  

The Anglophone world felt deeply the changes that science wrought and the 

consequent reordering of the Victorian worldview to accommodate them. 7  The 

former certainty of seeing nature as God’s handiwork, natural theology, no longer 

dominated, or so it has been thought. But the changing contours of the history of 

Victorian science has brought to light figures who popularized natural history. 

Religious themes formed an important part of this popular science landscape. 

Arabella Buckley (1840-1929), a friend of Parker’s father, William Kitchen Parker 

(1823-1890), wrote many best-selling evolutionary epics to use historian Bernard 

Lightman’s phrase.8 She layered Darwinian evolution with moral sympathy in titles 

like Life and Her Children and Winners in Life’s Races.9 The Reverend John George 

Wood (1827-1899) produced well-illustrated and popular books presenting evolution 

in theistic frameworks. He took pains to ensure that heavy-handed references to 

God’s wisdom, goodness, or power, did not show through in his writing.10 
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7 Bernard Lightman, “Science and Culture,” in The Cambridge Companion to Victorian Culture, ed. Francis 
O’Gorman (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 12-42. 
8 ———, Victorian Popularizers of Science: Designing Nature for New Audiences (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 2007). William Kitchen Parker, On Mammalian Descent: The Hunterian Lectures for 1884 (London: Charles 
Griffin, 1885).The dedication reads: To Miss Arabella Buckley (Mrs Fisher) this little work is inscribed as a 
slight mark of regard and esteem by her friend the author. 
9 Arabella Buckley, Life and Her Children: Glimpses of Animal Life From Amoeba to the Insects (London: Edward 
Stafford, 1885); ———, Winners in Life’s Race of the Great Backboned Family (London: Edward Stafford, 1888). 
10 Andrea Kennedy, “The Beauty of Victorian Beasts: Illustration in the Reverend J.G. Wood’s Homes Without 
Hands,” Archives of Natural History 40, 2 (2013): 193-212. 
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Parker and Dunedin’s Darwinian Debates 

The underlying reasons for controversy bore directly on one of the essential 

questions of the day, which Darwin’s book had brought into sharp relief. Simply put, 

what were the origins of life and what was man’s place in nature? Locally, ‘most 

people here will remember the bustle there was in Dunedin some years ago about 

Evolution’ a correspondent wrote to the Otago Daily Times.11 He was referring to the 

series of public debates held in the city during 1876 in what historian John Stenhouse 

has described as the ‘nearest New Zealand came to the famous Huxley-Wilberforce 

debate at Oxford in 1860.’12 This confrontation between Bishop Samuel Wilberforce 

(1805-1873) and T.H. Huxley has unfortunately become firmly entrenched in public 

memory as the pivotal point in the Darwinian debates, the landmark occasion when 

rational science supposedly triumphed over revealed religion. This myth persists 

despite the many correctives issued by historians over the past thirty years.13  

Stenhouse too, eschews the thesis that science and religion were locked in a battle 

that his use of the simile for his doctoral thesis might seem to imply.14 Rather, he 

explains, Darwin received a muted response in New Zealand. Both clergy and men of 

science were conciliatory and conducted the local debates with what one called ‘the 

most kindly feeling and courteous consideration for each other’s opinions.’ 15 There 

were pleas for tolerance on this and other issues although it was sometimes difficult 

to keep controversy at bay. ‘It is hopeless to expect colonists to forget Old World 

feuds. … They carry their prejudices to the land of their adoption,’ the Otago Witness 

complained. 16  Not everyone expressed an opinion openly. Examples of middle 

positions, co-existence and pluralisms can be found but are generally harder to 

discover. It is too easy ‘to mistake the prominent for the prevalent and the outspoken 
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11 Inquirer, “Evolution [Letter to the Editor],” Otago Daily Times, 19 October 1881, 3.  
12 John Stenhouse, “Darwin’s Captain: F.W. Hutton and the Nineteenth-Century Darwinian Debates,” Journal 
of the History of Biology 23, 3 (1990): 411-42. 
13 David N. Livingstone, “That Huxley Defeated Wilberforce in their Debate Over Evolution and Religion,” in 
Galileo Goes to Jail and Other Myths About Science and Religion, ed. Ronald L. Numbers (Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press, 2009), 151-60. 
14 John Stenhouse, “The “Battle” Between Science and Religion Over Evolution in Nineteenth Century New 
Zealand” (PhD, Massey University, 1985). 
15 Anonymous, “Annual General Meeting [Otago Institute],” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand 
Institute 9(1876): 656-64. 
16 Anonymous, “[Editorial],” Otago Witness, 3 January 1880, 15.  
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for the ordinary’ as historian Geoffrey Cantor cautions.17 Additionally, the silences 

that can be discerned amongst Parker’s fellow Dunedin men of science indicate they 

likely adopted a pragmatic desire to avoid conflict and focused instead on their daily 

grind.18 

More significantly, Stenhouse points out, ‘New Zealand never had a state church 

or a legally established religion’ in contrast to Britain, where Huxley and friends 

consistently baited the Anglican establishment. 19  According to historian Adrian 

Desmond, Huxley desired a programme of scientific education that did not come 

under the control of the aristocratic Anglican establishment. 20  Furthermore, 

Stenhouse argues, because clergy in New Zealand were simply too busy with pastoral 

and religious duties they had little time left to try to take control of scientific 

matters.21 More broadly, Bernard Lightman explains that the issues at stake included 

‘the nature of science, who had authority to speak on behalf of science, and even who 

should be considered the cultural elite of a modern, industrialised British society.’22 

With no religious establishment dominating science to kick against, Parker adopted 

some of the mannerisms and rhetoric of Huxley and ‘in a manner worthy’ of his 

mentor embarked on a crusade for evolution.23 But Parker had no need to emulate 

Huxley’s larger desire to wrest science from the Anglican establishment and it remains 

unclear whether Parker even understood Huxley’s gameplan.  

The Otago Provincial Government founded the University in 1869, with funds 

from the rent of a large tract of endowed pastoral land. Although not rich the 

University had government funding. It speaks to the founding Scottish settlers 
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17 Geoffrey Cantor, Religion and the Great Exhibition of 1851 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 16. 
18 Lynn K. Nyhart, Biology Takes Form: Animal Morphology and the German Universities, 1800-1900 (Chicago: 
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19 John Stenhouse, “Religion and Society,” in The New Oxford History of New Zealand, ed. Giselle Byrnes 
(Melbourne: Oxford University Press, 2009), 323-56. 
20 Adrian  Desmond, “Huxley, Thomas Henry (1825–1895),” in  Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, online 
ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/14320, accessed 26 
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of the History of Biology 23, 3 (1990): 411-42. 
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predilection for education that an eighth of the proceeds of initial land sales in 1848 

was to be devoted to religious and educational uses. As historian W.P. Morrell notes, 

‘this was no mere lip service to education: nowhere were religion and education more 

closely bound up together than in Scotland.’24 The University of Otago followed the 

Scottish rather than the Oxford or Cambridge model with a broad-based liberal 

approach geared to the practical requirements of a young country. One of the four 

founding professors, James Gow Black (1835-1914), was a chemist and mineralogist 

charged with teaching natural science.25 There was therefore no cause for complaint 

about the position of science in a university environment. 

Did Parker bring himself up to speed with Dunedin’s public debates about 

evolution, largely over but not forgotten by the time of his arrival?  Probably: 

evolution as a topic of deliberation lay only just beneath the surface in Dunedin. 

Articles written for the short-lived New Zealand Magazine were readily available. 

Although the magazine only ran to eight issues between 1876 and 1878 it played a 

significant role in the evolutionary debates by publishing both pro- and anti-

evolutionary articles. Conceived as an antipodean answer to British heavyweight 

monthly and quarterly magazines, it considered its readers the ‘most thoughtful and 

far-sighted colonists.’ 26  Like its northern-hemisphere counterparts, the magazine 

provided a forum for gentlemanly debate and published poetry and book reviews as 

well as articles.27  

Lauded as a ‘vehicle of elevated thought’ the magazine also received criticism for 

not pandering to ‘the popular demand of “light articles”.’28 Serious relevant articles 

written by Dunedin’s intelligentsia which Parker could have read included ‘The 

Christian Doctrine of Creation,’ ‘Darwino-Theology,’ The Doctrine of Evolution,’ 

‘The Doctrine of Evolution and Christianity,’ and a series of three entitled ‘Evolution 
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24 W.P. Morrell, The University of Otago a Centennial History (Dunedin: University of Otago Press 1969), 2, 6-8. 
25 David V. Fenby, “Black, James Gow 1835-1914,” in  Dictionary of New Zealand Biography, online ed. (Ministry 
for Culture and Heritage, 2010), http://www.teara.govt.nz/en/biographies/2b24/black-james-gow, accesssed 1 
March 2011. 
26 R.L. Stanford, “[Introduction],” New Zealand Magazine, 1 (1876): 1-8. 
27 James A. Secord, Victorian Sensation: The Extraordinary Publication, Deception, and Secret Authorship of Vestiges of the 
Natural History of Creation (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 523. 
28 Anonymous, “Review [of The New Zealand Magazine. No.3, July 1876],” Otago Daily Times, 1 July 1876, 3. ; 
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and Christianity.’29 The first of these was an anonymous contribution. James Edward 

FitzGerald (1818-1896) wrote ‘Darwino-Theology’. Thomas Morland Hocken (1836-

1910), coroner for Dunedin and president of the Otago Institute considered him to 

be  ‘one of the earliest Canterbury settlers and politicians; afterwards Auditor General 

most able, accomplished & upright.’30 Captain F.W. Hutton (1836-1905), wrote ‘The 

Doctrine of Evolution.’ In the same issue the Reverend Professor William Salmond 

(1835-1917), contributed ‘The Doctrine of Evolution and Christianity’. The 

evolutionary stances of both men are discussed below. Christchurch-based 

Presbyterian Reverend Charles Fraser and friend of geologist Julius von Haast (1822-

1887) wrote ‘Evolution and Christianity’, the final article in the series of three.  

Hutton wrote three articles for The New Zealand Magazine. The first, a review of 

Walter Lawry Buller’s (1838-1906) recently published book A History of the Birds of 

New Zealand, is not pertinent to the discussion here. His second article, a long review 

of Ernst Haeckel’s (1834-1919) book recently translated into English The History of 

Creation, is worth examining here. Hutton, Parker’s predecessor at Otago University 

and Museum, and devout Anglican and professed evolutionist, had left for 

Christchurch in 1879. As a young man he had written a review of Origin of Species from 

first principles that found favour with Darwin who congratulated him. ‘You have 

done the subject a real service by the highly original, striking and condensed manner 

with which you have put the case. … I am much pleased to see how carefully you 

have read my book and what is far more important reflected on so many points with 

an independent spirit.’31  

Hutton applied his independent thought processes to the review of Haeckel’s 

book. Ernst Haeckel, a specialist in marine invertebrates and professor of zoology 

and director of the Zoological Institute at the University of Jena, became the leading 
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29 [Unsigned], “The Christian Doctrine of Creation,” New Zealand Magazine 2, 5 (1877): 1-13; James Edward 
Fitzgerald, “Darwino-Theology,” New Zealand Magazine 1, 1 (1876): 9-21; F.W. Hutton, “The Doctrine of 
Evolution,” New Zealand Magazine, 4 (1876): 323-43; William Salmond, “The Doctrine of Evolution and 
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champion of Darwin in Germany. More people learnt about evolution from his 

works than from any other source. The arrival in Dunedin, then, of an English 

translation of Natürliche Schöpfungsgeschichte, originally published in 1868, gave cause for 

comment. Hutton acknowledged there was much to recommend in a ‘masterly 

exposition of Mr. Darwin’s theory of selection’ but noted that ‘like many disciples, 

Prof H goes beyond his master.’ Hutton objected to Haeckel’s materialist approach to 

the origin of life, complaining that Haeckel had not been content to say that all life 

descended ‘from some primitive form, which was first called into life by the Creator.’ 

This became the sticking point in Hutton’s critique of Haeckel’s text. Ultimately, 

Hutton hypothesized, when questions arose about the origin of the universe at some 

point in the history of creation ‘we must have recourse to a supernatural Creator.’ 

Haeckel’s version, he perceived, lacked this. 32  In the article ‘The Doctrine of 

Evolution’ Hutton further decried materialism. Evolution teaches the serious student 

of nature that ‘the present progress in the universe must have had a supernatural 

beginning,’ he wrote. Materialists refuse to stop there. They ‘overstep the evidence … 

because certain events are proved to have been brought about by natural causes’ 

materialists therefore assume everything can be accounted for by natural causes. But, 

exclaimed Hutton, by that means the materialist ‘places himself outside the ranks of 

science. He no longer leans on knowledge, but on faith. … Where science ends, faith 

begins, and he is the Theist who stops with science, and refuses to follow faith into 

the dreamy and dreary regions of Materialism and Panthesim.’33   

Hutton had expressed a fear held by some about evolutionary materialism. Others 

beside the Anglican Hutton worried about Haeckel’s materialism. Robert Craig Gillies 

(1835-1886), surveyor, estate agent, and evangelical Presbyterian chaired a series of 

debates on evolution in his capacity as president of the Otago Institute in 1876. 

Gillies also presented a review of Haeckel’s book. He, too, was unsympathetic toward 

materialism: ‘it is a bagging [sic], of the question altogether to put God out of the 
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world by Force and Matter eternal, as any explanation of the first beginning of 

things.’34  

In 1876 the Reverend Alfred Robertson Fitchett (1836-1929), applied for 

admission to the Young Men’s Christian Association. This action polarized the 

YMCA over the issue of evolution. Fitchett, a liberal-minded minister of the Trinity 

Wesleyan Church, well known for his evolutionary views, saw biblical accounts in 

Genesis, of the Creation and the Fall, as allegories. He argued, ‘I would make, then, 

no attempt to reconcile Genesis with science on the supposition that in Genesis we 

have a matter-of-fact history.’35 To him, evolution was progressive and the final 

result, man, had passed through several stages that separated him from his animal 

origins. These included, argued Fitchett, the birth of language, development of 

conscience and ‘knowledge of good and evil.’36 At a public hearing to consider his 

request to join the YMCA, the Reverend James Copland  (1834-1902), a Presbyterian 

minister and conservative Calvinist, accused Fitchett of heresy. Copland, a biblical 

literalist and anti-evolutionist thought Fitchett had gone too far. 37  Fitchett’s 

application was rejected by fifty-eight votes to thirty-one.38 However, as historian 

John Stenhouse notes a considerable number ‘of religious leaders who disliked 

dictatorial Calvinists more than liberal Methodists,’ later resigned from the YMCA in 

support of Fitchett.39 The organization had blown apart over evolution. 

Parker’s arrival in Dunedin prompted these fears anew. Once again the columnist 

‘Civis’ put his finger on the concern. ‘Atheism, Materialism, Evolution, and what 

other forms of pestilent heterodoxy there be, are all about to invade the soil of Otago 

in the person of this Professor Parker.’40 As Stenhouse points out Dunedin was very 

much part of international religious, philosophical and scientific debates over 
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evolution.41 Sparking controversy in Dunedin were the materialists, such as Haeckel, 

who denied human moral responsibility and excluded God from any role in nature. 

New scientific insights made both men of science and a ‘science-hungry and 

science-fearful’ public think, and re-think, the issues that evolution brought up.42 The 

views of individuals could, and did, change over time and personal religious odysseys 

of famous individuals like John Henry Newman (1801-189) were well known.43 

Locally, views on religious convictions changed and also opinions about evolution. 

For example, the views of Reverend Professor William Salmond (1835-1917) towards 

evolution ameliorated over time. Salmond, Professor of Divinity at Knox Theological 

Hall and Presbyterian Minister, stated in 1876, ‘evolution and Christianity are 

absolutely contradictory, and cannot live together’.44 During the course of the Otago 

Institute debates held later in the year, however, Salmond came to the conclusion that 

‘he was an evolutionist of the Hutton-kind.’45 He meant that Hutton had convinced 

him that holding a faith and a belief in evolution was not incompatible. Twenty-five 

years later Salmond told an audience that whilst evolution had not yet been proven, 

there existed an increasing body of evidence in its favour. Salmond concluded: 

‘viewed in its essential nature, no doctrine of science can ever be fatal to Christianity, 

although it may seriously affect some of her intellectual constructions of it.’46  Over 

the twenty-five year period his views had softened to the point where he became a 

theistic evolutionist, to use Stenhouse’s classification.47  

Captain Hutton, as we have seen, combined a devout Anglican faith and 

evolutionary science without difficulty and played a significant role in Salmond’s 

conversion to evolution. Hutton explained his viewpoint. ‘We see that both in the 
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earth itself, and in the creatures inhabiting the earth, a steady progress is going on, a 

slow march from a starting point to a goal.’48 Hutton continued this teleological 

stance, ‘this much-abused theory of evolution, therefore, supplies to religion a 

scientific proof of its first fundamental proposition—the existence of a Creator 

exterior to the universe.’49 Salmond moved from evolution as anathema towards a 

more accepting view once he realized that he could be an evolutionist and still 

maintain his faith. 50  Salmond was the only clergyman to publicly comment on 

Parker’s evolutionary stance so it is important to understand his theistic evolutionist 

views at the time of Parker’s arrival in Dunedin.  

Letter to Charles Darwin 

Already an active member of the Otago Institute, Parker had exhibited 

taxidermied specimens of rock-hopper penguins ‘from the Macquarrie [sic] Islands a 

bird new to the New Zealand Avifauna’ in August, just two months after his arrival, 

and been elected to the book subcommittee in September.51 He played a leading role 

in Institute affairs as secretary and served for a term as president.  

In October 1880 the Otago Institute sent a letter to Charles Darwin to 

congratulate ‘the coming of age of Origin of Species that work having now been 

published 21 years.’52 Council officers who signed the letter included Hocken as 

president, vice-presidents Hutton and George Henry Frederick Ulrich (1830-1900), 

mineralogist and director of the School of Mines University of Otago, secretary 

George Malcolm Thomson (1848-1933) science master at Dunedin Boys’ High 

School, treasurer Henry Skey (1836-1913) surveyor and astronomer. Council 

members who signed it included Robert Craig Gillies (1835-1908), estate agent and 

astronomer, W. Macdonald (fl.1878-1890), appointed Rector of Dunedin Boys’ High 

School in 1878, Donald Petrie (1846-1925), school inspector and botanist, and T.J. 

Parker.  
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Some people considered the short letter to be contentious and offensive despite 

its respectful tone. The Institute’s resolution to send the letter merited a short note in 

the Otago Daily Times but it was published in full in Nature and is worth recording in 

full here: 

Sir, - We, the members of the Council of the Otago Institute, beg to offer our 
congratulations on this, the twenty-first anniversary of the publication of your great 
work, the “Origin of Species.” 
However limited the field of our own labours may be, we cannot but be sensible of 
the influence which that work has had throughout the whole domain of Natural 
Science, and especially upon Biology, which, as one great comprehensive Science, 
may be said to owe its very existence to the fact that you made belief in Evolution 
possible by your theory of Natural Selection. 
We are glad to think that you have lived to see the almost universal acceptance of 
the great doctrine which it has been the work of your life to establish; it is hardly an 
exaggeration to say that every important Botanical or Zoological discovery of the 
last twenty-one years, particularly in the departments of Embryology and 
Palaeontology, has tended to fill up some gap in the evidence you had originally 
collected, and to make Evolution no longer a theory, but an established doctrine of 
Science. 
We hope that you may long live to continue your labours and to see the further 
spread of their influence upon all scientific thought and upon all higher scientific 
work.53 

The council members who signed it sought wider approbation for their actions so 

sent copies to other Institutes in the South Island hoping they too would sign. But the 

Hokitika Literary Society, the Canterbury Philosophical Institute, and the Southland 

Institute all demurred. It remains unclear whether they sent the letter further afield, to 

Wellington or Auckland for instance.  

The Southland Institute, based in Invercargill, called a special meeting to discuss 

the issue. One member spoke about the ‘inconsistencies, improbabilities and 

unproved character of the doctrine of evolution.’ Another claimed Darwin was not a 

discoverer ‘but a theorist whose doctrine did not rest upon scientific proof.’54 The 

letter remained unsigned. The editor of the Southland Times saw this as a direct 

challenge for his local Institute ‘to say whether it believed in evolution or no, to 

address [Darwin] in terms of praise while disbelieving the central theory would be a 

manifest absurdity.’55 One facetious reporter thought ‘the decision of the learned 
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savants of Invercargill will cause great consternation in Great Britain, Europe and 

America.’56 ‘Civis’ in Dunedin’s paper wrote equally scathing of ‘the small fry of 

country newspapers, which are accustomed to get their scientific and politico-

theological articles from the nearest manse, are apparently not awake’ to the fact that 

Darwin was the ‘greatest name in science since Newton.’57 

A digression here is warranted to investigate the columnist ‘Civis’ since his 

comments are consistently quoted in this study. ‘Civis’ wrote the weekly column 

‘Passing Notes’ anonymously and over time different people were involved but the tone 

of the column remained remarkably consistent. During Parker’s tenure the 

columnist’s identity has subsequently been revealed as Frederick Fitchett (1854-1903) 

lawyer and parliamentarian. 58  

Poking fun at the serious minded made good newspaper copy and ‘Civis’ took it 

upon himself to attack hubris, pomposity, and arrogance through satire and humour. 

‘The business of Civis,’ he wrote, ‘is to shoot folly as it flies. … People who wish to 

escape the good-humoured badinage of this column must simply take care not to 

make themselves ridiculous.’59 The column was a well-read part of the paper, ‘always 

erudite and delectable … generally impartial and accurate.’60  On the subject of 

evolution he declared ‘I neither attack nor defend Evolution, but am quite ready to 

put into the pillory of Passing Notes any combatant on either side who makes an 

asinine exhibition of himself.’61 Nonetheless, there is a metropolitan sneer in ‘Civis’ 

comments about the Southland Institute directed towards supposed country-

bumpkins and ‘small fry’ newspapers. On the other hand his comment could be taken 

as intended—a joke. Newspaper readers did not, however, have to rely on opinions 

filtered through the ‘nearest manse,’ because they had access to a wider literature in 

the newspapers.  
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Newspapers kept the reading public well informed. They filled column inches 

with long extracts, or complete articles, from largely British periodicals, like The 

Nineteenth Century, and The Contemporary Review, as well as from scientific sources like 

Scientific American, with such assemblages being read in a partial and extractive 

manner.62 Newspapers formed an important focus for intellectual life in small town 

New Zealand because of the extensive reportage, as historian Tony Ballantyne has 

shown. But it is also the case that people readily borrowed the latest books from each 

other and kept themselves well informed in that way.63 Passing Notes fulfilled the need 

for information, comment and, importantly, for entertaining gossip. 

But it is the congratulatory letter to Darwin that is under discussion here. The 

Hokitika Literary Society also refused to sign. The West Coast Times report noted that 

‘evolution had long been the belief of many, and what the Origin of Species did was to 

point out one method—that of natural selection—in which evolution might have 

taken place’ and that consequently the doctrine ‘however plausible and probable,’ was 

‘not yet proved.’64 This non-committal attitude did not satisfy everyone. In a long 

letter a correspondent, H. Robinson Rae, objected to how the congratulatory letter 

had been written in the ‘inflated and insincere language of flunkeydom.’65 Rae hinted 

that religion and science represented different realms of intellectual activity, which did 

not need to be in conflict.  

Dunedin men of science presented an apparently unified front on the issue of 

Darwinism. It seemed as though all the officers and councillors of the Otago Institute 

had signed the letter. 66 But not every council member signed. In a private letter to the 
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secretary, council member William Arthur (d.1884), a civil engineer by training, Chief 

Surveyor for Otago and active in the Acclimatisation Society and the Anglican 

Diocese, regretted the precipitous action the council had taken.67 He pointed out that 

when the Institute previously discussed evolution in 1876 ‘a considerable number’ 

opposed the theory. Furthermore, Arthur argued, the letter merely expressed the view 

‘of a majority of the Council, … [and was] not a deliberate expression of the mind of 

members [which] amounts to misrepresentation.’ Arthur objected because Institute 

members did not vote on whether the letter should have been sent.  

So, within the ranks of the ‘science hungry’ Institute at least one person dissented 

sufficiently to put pen to paper. But Arthur’s real bone of contention lay with ‘the 

latter part of the address.’68 This paragraph declaimed ‘we are glad … to see the 

almost universal acceptance of the great doctrine … to make Evolution no longer a 

theory, but an established doctrine of Science.’ Clearly Arthur did not accept that 

there had been a ‘universal acceptance’ or the idea of evolution being ‘an established 

doctrine.’69 Parker had no such doubts and used almost the exact words in his 

inaugural lecture the following year. Arthur’s letter of complaint was read at the next 

council meeting in December. No further action was taken and no comment noted 

although he did get elected president of the Institute in 1882.70  

So, disunity existed even within the Otago Institute. More proof was required, and 

the theory of natural selection remained unconvincing to Arthur, if not to other 

members. The congratulatory letter to Darwin reveals several important issues. 

Amongst the ranks of the ‘science-hungry’ in Hokitika and Invercargill there 

continued to be cause for doubt over evolution. Confusion reigned, and not just 

amongst those interested in scientific matters. ‘The whole question,’ wrote one 
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correspondent, ‘is at present in a somewhat uncertain state, and laymen are 

perplexed.’71  

‘Civis’ concurred. The ‘vagaries, whims, caprices of scientific opinion are very 

perplexing to the lay intelligence’ he wrote.72 Scientific practitioners knew facts could 

be contested but others did not. If the ‘science-hungry’ could not agree, what other 

course of action could the lay community take than to have ‘the hardihood to remain 

in doubt,’ as one correspondent wrote.73 Additionally, newspaper reports tended to 

present a polarized view of science rather than acknowledge a spectrum of views, 

compared with reportage of religious affairs where variable opinions were readily 

accepted. The congratulatory letter alerted the public to Parker’s trenchant 

evolutionary views. But it was the New Zealand Presbyterian which commented on the 

affair in words that were a portent of attitudes to come; the address ‘was good and 

praiseworthy in its conception, but bad and faulty in its execution.’74 

The ‘Notorious Lecture’ 

‘With the publication of the Origin of Species, in 1859, a better day dawned for 

biology,’ Parker pronounced from the podium set up in the University Library on 2 

May 1881 to inaugurate the new session of the University.75 It was a better day as far 

as Parker was concerned because Darwin had ‘by the immense array of well-arranged 

facts and sound generalisations’ brought the study of biology ‘within the all-

embracing law of evolution, thus making belief in the theory of special creation once 

[and] for all impossible to the student of nature.’ Parker drove his point home and 

continued:  

evolution has taken its legitimate place as the central doctrine of biology, [it is] the 
key to the infinite number of problems with which the study of animals and plants 
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brings us face to face … with the doctrine of descent as a standpoint, problem after 
problem yields to patient investigation.76  

 

Parker spoke from experience, being the ultimate patient investigator as his 

scientific oeuvre attests (discussed below in chapter five). But he also spoke from a 

position of belief—in evolution. He had just explained that twenty-five years before 

the Origin of Species most naturalists believed in the immutability, or fixity, of species. 

The classification schemes developed were based on ‘logical expression of likenesses 

and unlikenesses, [which] was devoid of meaning’ and more to the point, Parker 

asserted, incapable of rational explanation. He oversimplified and minimized nearly a 

hundred years of zoological investigation and theorizing in order to emphasise the 

importance of evolution, particularly in opposition to the biblical alternative. Special 

creation encompassed a diversity of opinion. Some believed that God created all 

life—past and present—in one act of creation. Others believed that God performed 

numerous acts of creation, and yet others that God had created life, which He left to 

its own devices but He also distinguished man from all other animals by granting a 

human soul. It remains unclear which variety of special creation raised Parker’s ire. 

Beside Parker on the podium were a selection of local worthies, mostly clergymen 

‘Professor Salmond on his [Parker’s] right, Bishop Nevill on his left. Dr Stuart, 

wearing a face like a Sphinx, in the chair behind him.’ In the front-row of the large 

audience sat ‘half-a-dozen orthodox parsons.’77 Salmond we have already met. Samuel 

Tarratt Nevill (1837-1921), Anglican Bishop of the Otago and Southland Diocese, a 

keen follower of science, attended the Otago Institute meetings when time permitted. 

Reverend Dr. Donald McNaughton Stuart (1819-1894), who chaired the meeting, was 

first Presbyterian minister of Knox Church and Chancellor of the University Senate. 

The parsons in the front-row remain unidentified but they might have been an 

unnerving sight to the self-confessed adoring disciple of Huxley, the episcophage and 

iconoclast.  

But ‘with plenty of courage at his disposal’ (a quality in Parker that Huxley 

observed) Parker ploughed on. ‘It would be superfluous, almost impertinent, for me 
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to make any attempt to repeat the arguments’ that evolution has occurred or that ‘the 

origin of any living thing by direct creation is, in the first place, entirely unsupported 

by evidence, and, in the second place, unthinkable.’78 Parker must surely have known 

his words would upset some in his audience, especially if he had read past issues of 

the New Zealand Magazine. Comments from ‘Civis’ appeared a few days later ‘the 

noteworthy thing in the Professor’s lecture was his unqualified, enthusiastic, almost 

defiant avowal of the doctrine of Evolution. If some kind of row does not spring out 

of this plain-spoken “inaugural” I don’t know my fellow citizens, or they have been 

strangely changed.’79 He was right. Some sort of row did erupt. 

The Otago Daily Times ran a leader commenting on a clearly important event in the 

intellectual life of the city. ‘We have never sneered … at the doctrine of Evolution, 

nor have we gone with those who regard Darwinism as scientific devilry … but some 

of Professor Parker’s statements go beyond even our capacious powers of swallowing 

whatever a duly-accredited pundit presents for our digestion.’80 Parker’s statement 

that direct creation was unthinkable stuck in the craw of the editor. Various letter 

writers took up this point. To ‘sober-minded reason “special creation” is far more 

rational than evolution, besides agreeing with all ascertained facts’ wrote Ignoramus. 

Parker’s claim that ‘the doctrine of direct creation is perfectly unthinkable’ a ‘Christian 

Student’ considered ‘an impudent falsehood, … if this man [Parker], thinks he can kill 

our faith in the Bible he is much mistaken.’ ‘Such crude and baneful dogmas  … 

should be reserved exclusively for the private use of the owner’ announced the 

Christian Record (published by the Otago Bible Tract and Book Society), a weekly that 

advertised a ‘miscellany of religious literature’ on its masthead.81 These objectors had 

heard Parker’s proclamation about evolution for themselves and responded 

accordingly. 
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The most venomous response came from the pen of James Gordon Stuart Grant 

(1838-1902), who had been absent from the lecture. Instead he had listened to the 

‘beautiful exhortations’ of the lady-evangelist, Mrs Hampson, at her well-attended 

meeting in the Garrison Hall given on the same night as Parker’s inaugural lecture in 

the University Library. Grant, an eccentric journalist and former schoolteacher who, 

by his own account, had been denied the rectorship of the Boys’ High School, now 

scratched a living writing and selling pamphlets to passers-by. Grant filled his 

pamphlets and self-published magazines with strident political criticism and trenchant 

journalism. He started a weekly newspaper The Saturday Review in 1864 and when it 

folded began another The Delphic Oracle in 1868, which according to historian R.M. 

Burdon was ‘more abusive and contained less news’ than the first.82 Grant found 

plenty of material in the newspaper reports about the inaugural lecture on which to 

vent his spleen. He attacked Parker. ‘The origin of species, as promulgated by 

Darwin, and re-echoed by Parker … gives the lie direct to the Bible, and cuts the 

throat of Christianity,’ he thundered. Grant continued with his invective:  

Huxley’s “General Biology”—on which our Professor, as an imitative follower, is to 
base his course of lectures, is the darkest and baldest phase of atheism the world has 
ever yet seen. When men grope in the sties of materialism, their Gospel of Dirt is 
not likely to be impregnated with mental culture.83  

Grant’s absence from the lecture forced him to talk in generalities about evolution 

rather than address specific points. Grant considered evolution to be ‘a hateful 

doctrine—so repugnant to reason, religion and common sense—it saps all sense of 

manliness and self respect.’84 In these tirades Grant sounds like an upright Christian. 

But he had no time for Presbyterianism. He railed against ‘the breath of Scottish 

Presbyterianism ... and its seething surface of rottenness and rank religious 

corruption.’85 The Dunedin public had by 1880 become well used to Grant’s special 

brand of invective and sadly for him few listened.86 It would be easy to follow ‘Civis’ 
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example and dismiss Grant as ‘too small game,’ or as holding views that were 

representative of none but his own. But in his more considered passages he provided 

a degree of insight that would have been shared by the public who purchased his 

pamphlets. ‘The relation of the soul to God is altogether beyond the proper sphere of 

science. Science deals with material objects and proceeds on the basis of observation 

and experience.’87 Here Grant shared common ground with anti-materialists like 

Hutton. 

Criticism of the delivery of Parker’s inaugural lecture, soon nicknamed ‘the 

notorious lecture’, came from ‘the cool manner in which some moot points were 

boldly presented as unquestionable.’ Some critics claimed that he possessed ‘that very 

undesirable characteristic that goes by the term bumptiousness.’88 The Christchurch 

Press carried a leader expressing the view that ‘Professor Parker deserves to take a 

conspicuous place … [but] the mistake that [he] has made is in claiming too much for 

the Darwinian doctrine … the Professor’s statements are a little too sweeping. They 

certainly lack the sobriety and modesty of the great man.’89  

Whilst the content of Parker’s lecture clearly offended some people its tone upset 

them too. An unsigned pastiche of Parker’s lecture appeared in The New Zealand 

Presbyterian: 

I beg you at once to understand that I am an out-an-out Evolutionist, and would be 
ashamed of myself if I were not. I have heard tell indeed that some of you do not 
like that doctrine. It is a disgrace to you, you out-of-the-world ignoramuses. I, fresh 
from the feet of Huxley the Great, tell you that all enlightened of mankind are 
Evolutionists—none but clergy and old women left outside. Now then! Let us 
proceed to the business of the evening. The intellectual atmosphere is sprinkled.90  

The probable author Reverend Salmond, the only clergyman to comment publicly, 

objected to Parker’s tone. ‘It struck us somehow that he was far more eager to declare 

himself an Evolutionist than the audience cared whether he was one or not,’ he 

wrote. Parker’s view of evolution as an all-embracing law was one step too far in 
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Salmond’s version of theistic evolution. It ‘holds in its embrace man and thought and 

conscience, as well as plants and fishes,’ Salmond wrote. He saw no room for God in 

Parker’s worldview. Salmond criticized the structure of Parker’s lecture. ‘There is 

nothing weaker in the address under review than the way in which Professor Parker 

tries to make capital for Evolution by opposing it to special creation as an 

unthinkable theory.’91 The content offended but so too did the delivery by a young 

Parker who ‘has spoken great swelling words far beyond the truth, and outraging the 

modesty of true science … the fanatical extravagance of a young convert still clings to 

his speech and garments.’92  

The ‘intellectual atmosphere is sprinkled’ is a key concept in Salmond’s pastiche. 

Salmond gained a reputation as a liberal-minded theologian ‘whose grasp of 

fundamental Christian truths was deep and strong.’ Hocken, the local coroner, 

bibliophile and president of the Otago Institute described him as an ‘excellent scholar 

and thinker of advanced religious belief.’93 Salmond took over as editor of the New 

Zealand Presbyterian in 1879 and in his first issue provided the faithful with a definition 

of Presbyterianism:  

We abhor Secularism and Popery; lawless anarchy and all despotism; the dreariness 
of negation and skepticism; the puerilities of will-worship and superstition; we have 
to advocate universal education, just and equal laws, the authority of a divine rule of 
faith and manners, the sacredness of the Sabbath rest, the sanctity of family life and 
ties, the godly up-bringing of our youth, the value of church life and ecclesiastical 
order, the claims of philanthropy and missions.94 

This definition harks back to the Westminster Confession of Faith from the 

seventeenth century. This series of Protestant founding documents controversially 

proclaimed the Pope as the Antichrist and the Roman Catholic Mass a form of 

idolatry. Salmond’s use of ‘sprinkled’, with its evocation of the ritualized sprinkling of 
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holy water by the priest over himself, clergy and congregation, speaks to his anti-

Catholic sentiments. Presbyterians organized their services simply, with an emphasis 

on prayer and preaching so that the Scriptures could be listened to attentively. 

Anything that detracted from the solemnity in worship was suspect. Salmond’s 

abhorrence of ‘secularism,’ ‘Popery,’ ‘despotism,’ and ‘will-worship’ tell us he thought 

little of those who did not follow the authority of the Bible. Religious historian Ian 

Breward claims that evangelical piety and belief in progress shaped New Zealand 

Presbyterians and that ‘a sense of divine transcendence, making all equal before God, 

reinforced Celtic egalitarianism and provided one of the sources of the New Zealand 

democratic ethos.’95  

Against this background, and given Parker’s dogmatism, it is not surprising to find 

Salmond so opposed to Parker’s proselytizing efforts. It should also be borne in mind 

that the two men had different heritages. Parker was English and Salmond Scottish. 

Salmond would not let anyone whether the Pope in Rome, or secular ‘Pope’ Huxley 

(as he had been dubbed in 1870) exercise authority over him.96 In a final remark 

Salmond wrote that Parker had ‘wantonly raised in ten minutes, a prejudice against 

himself and his theme which perhaps ten sessions will not destroy. He has failed to 

see the immense significance of the doctrine he espouses on the entire circle of 

human thought.’ 97  

Only a few anonymous letters supported Parker’s evolution. ‘It is satisfactory to 

find that Professor Parker is a stern opponent of the theory of special creation’ wrote 

XYZ who suggested in several column inches that the University commemorate in 

stained-glass an evolutionary creed in twenty-four biblical style verses.98 KG thought 

to console Parker, ‘may he find comfort and hope in the reflection that all great 
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minds have lived long in advance of their time’ —an overstatement because Parker 

was not in the same league as either Copernicus or Galileo which KG cited.99  

It is important to note that universal acclaim greeted the second and major part of 

Parker’s inaugural lecture. The Otago Daily Times noted he spoke with ‘a fine 

moderation, in strong contrast with his rough and bluff introduction.’ 100  Even 

Salmond congratulated Parker: ‘what followed this preface was good sense well 

expressed,’ he wrote.101 During the rest of the hour and half lecture Parker laid down 

his plans and uncontroversial aspirations for biology in tertiary education.  

Parker stated that the course of study would be ‘derived from Prof. Huxley’s by a 

natural process of descent with modification.’ The audience understood the intended 

pun. Study would be based on practical hands-on laboratory work in which ‘students 

will examine for themselves … [and] by actual verification … to learn the first duty of 

the student of science—to take things on trust only so long as [they are] able to bring 

them to the test of observation and experiment.’102 Whilst in London Parker had 

instigated laboratory demonstrations where he ‘will ever be remembered as the 

foremost agent in the development of the Huxleyan method,’ according to his 

hagiographic obituarist—an exaggeration based on a grain of truth.103  

Parker pleaded with the audience to consider that science should be placed on an 

equal footing with classics, language, literature or mathematics and should not replace 

those subjects. This met with approval. ‘His common sense and gentlemanly feeling 

alike restrain him from committing so serious a blunder. … Here is a clear 

recognition of the different tastes and aptitudes which are everywhere found amongst 

men.’104 Parker also advocated an Honours system wherein able candidates should 

present some piece of original work. The Otago Daily Times noted with approval that 

Parker’s emphasis on understanding biology for its own sake took ‘by the horns the 
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prevailing utilitarianism that rushes headlong and pursefull at everything that neither 

replenishes the coffers nor immediately develops the material resources of the 

country.’105 

Lecture on Charles Darwin 

Liberal-minded Wesleyan turned Anglican clergyman Reverend Alfred Robertson 

Fitchett, introduced Parker to the All Saints’ Literary and Debating Society in 1882 at 

a mid-winter lecture on Charles Darwin. ‘It seems to me a matter for great 

congratulation that Charles Darwin lived long enough to see die down and disappear 

much of the unreasonable clamour with which his opinions were first greeted,’ 

Fitchett said.106 Fitchett spoke about Darwin’s burial in Westminster Abbey. The 

Anglican establishment gave the alleged materialist and arch-enemy of religion a 

hero’s funeral right in the heart of London at the nation’s shrine. Fitchett quoted 

some of the officiating clergy. ‘Mr Darwin, possessed a sweet and gentle 

disposition…who lived in that charity which is the very essences of the true spirit of 

Christ.’107 Fitchett cited Reverend George Prothero (1818-1894), chaplain-in-ordinary 

to Queen Victoria, who took the Service for the Burial of the Dead. Fitchett also 

quoted the Canon of St Paul’s, the Anglo-Catholic Reverend Henry Parry Liddon 

(1829-1890) who said that when Darwin’s books ‘first appeared they were largely 

regarded by religious men as containing a theory necessarily hostile to fundamental 

truths of religion. A closer study has greatly modified any such impression.’108  

Fitchett reflected on the fact that ‘the whole temper of the religious world in 

England had changed.’109 Fitchett had earlier achieved a notoriety of his own when he 

published a lecture entitled The Ethics of Evolution in 1876 in which he supported 

Darwin’s views.110 On this occasion, as he introduced Parker, Fitchett proffered an 

explanation. ‘When I first read the work [Origin of Species] I saw clearly that Christianity 

had nothing to dread from the theory of Evolution; it seems to me intrinsically as 
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noble a conception of the operations of Deity as that which it displaces. Now the 

function of a preacher is not to preach Evolution, but I did conceive it part of my 

functions to endeavour to allay the irrational alarm which the doctrine excited.’111 

Perhaps Dunedin’s attitude towards evolution was changing in line with Britain’s? 

Parker began his lecture on Charles Darwin with a quotation from the second 

Book of Kings in the Old Testament, ‘thy master is taken from thy head this day.’112 

That, Parker explained, would be how every naturalist who read the announcement of 

the death of Darwin must have felt. He described how the storm which followed the 

publication of Origin of Species ‘showed that something remarkable had been done,’ and 

proceeded to outline, as he saw it, three phases of opposition to new scientific ideas. 

Parker said, ‘people first say it is against religion, then it is against reason, and finally 

that they knew it all along.’ He explained that during each stage of opposition the 

timescale shortened and claimed that ‘the evolution controversy may now be 

considered to be hovering between the second and third stages.’113 As evidence he 

pointed to recent biological academic appointments of Roman Catholic biologist St 

George Jackson Mivart (1827-1900) in London and Reverend William Henry 

Dallinger (1842-1909) a noted Wesleyan minister, in Sheffield. Parker probably hoped 

that his appointment in Otago had been made in similar non-partisan vein.  

Parker tried to explain his idea of staged acceptance. ‘I am far from saying that the 

evolution controversy has everywhere reached this desirable phase. Criticism, 

ignorantly applied, is wielded with much force and enthusiasm.’114 By desirable phase 

he meant general acceptance of evolution but acknowledged that this was not yet the 

case. He used martial language, borrowing from Huxley’s penchant for military 

metaphor.115 ‘But each skirmish is less fierce than the last and … the contest is 

becoming hardly worth the powder and shot.’116  
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What was Parker referring to here? It is tempting to suppose it was a dig at the 

comments his inaugural lecture had provoked a year earlier. But if so, he quickly 

moved back to safer territory and provided a history of Darwin’s life work, ‘the 

consummate skill’ with which ‘the immense array of facts’ were organized and 

claimed it was ‘the theory of natural selection which so completely altered the 

position of the evolution question.’117  

However, he skirmished once again with Salmond, who criticised Parker’s 

examples. The Roman Catholic Mivart, wrote Salmond in a letter to the Otago Witness, 

‘was a determined foe’ of evolution who declares Darwin’s doctrine ‘a puerile 

hypothesis.’118 It was true that Mivart, to use his own words ‘was at one time a hearty 

and thoroughgoing disciple of Mr. Darwin, and I accepted from him the view that 

Natural Selection was “the origin of species.” It was only by degrees … that an 

opposite conclusion was forced on me.’119 Salmond rightly pointed out that Mivart 

viewed man as fundamentally different to other creatures. To Mivart the evolutionary 

process explained the body of man but not his moral and intellectual capacities.120 In 

the published version of Parker’s lecture he explained in a footnote that Mivart was 

still ‘an upholder of the doctrine of descent as opposed to that of special creation.’121 

Salmond thought some of Parker’s lecture deceptive, ‘designed to show that the 

Churches are beginning to accept the doctrine of the brute origin of man, and to find 

it consistent with what they teach about sin and redemption. It is simply delusion.’122 

In the only letter to the newspaper Parker ever wrote in response to criticism, he 

reiterated at some length what he meant. ‘An “evolutionist” is … one who believes 

that species may and do originate by descent with modification from other species … 

and in the absence of evidence to the contrary, that all organic forms were produced 

in the ordinary course of the operation of natural laws, the higher, in most cases, 
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from, the lower.’123 And finally Parker categorically stated that ‘evolution leaves the 

whole question of revealed religion precisely where it was before.’124 This attitude is 

uncannily like that of Parker’s father who, as we shall see, preferred to regard science 

and religion as separate entities.  

One supporter leapt to Parker’s defence, calling his lecture ‘fair and free from 

polemic tone,’ and expressed disappointment ‘to find that Evolution (it would seem 

the very word even) serves so much as a “red rag to a bull” to Dr Salmond.’125 This 

‘Believer in Christian Religion’, which is how he signed the letter, had a point. The 

letter-writing public probably expected Salmond and Parker to take opposing sides. 

But another correspondent had the parting shot in the skirmish between Salmond 

and Parker. This person doubted that the evolution controversy had become ‘as far 

advanced as Professor Parker thinks’ and warned him that the ‘great majority of 

educated people, in Otago at least, still view the theory of evolution with intense 

repugnance.’126 The repugnance centred on what Salmond called ‘the brute origin of 

man’ and this, for Salmond and letter-writer alike, remained the sticking point.127 

Parker and Salmond agreed that evolution—defined as descent with 

modification—occurred. Salmond was closer to Parker than Parker gave him credit 

for. ‘There is nothing unthinkable in the statement that the Almighty created man by 

an act of his power, albeit we know not the modus operandi. But allowing it to be 

unthinkable, in what better position is Evolution?’ asked Salmond.128  

What is the issue here between Parker and Salmond? On the one hand, Salmond 

had no objection to Hutton’s theistic reading of evolution. But his young biology 

professor assertively presented a version of evolution that Salmond saw as 

metaphysically naturalistic. Salmond felt that Parker, ‘fresh from the feet of Huxley 

the great,’ encroached on the domain of theology and religious understanding. He 
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objected to Parker’s attempt to wrest control of man’s place in nature into the realm 

of science. Can we also detect Huxley’s influence on Parker? Historian Theodore 

Porter has recently concluded that Huxley resented the meddling of clerical dilettantes 

in the serious questions of science.129 Did Parker assume Salmond should be included 

in that category? It is a possibility. Parker had only been in Dunedin for a year, not 

long enough perhaps to fully appreciate the religious and cultural landscape. 

Parker’s Agnosticism 

Historians, including Erik Olssen, have consistently labelled Parker as agnostic for 

two reasons.130 Firstly, because of his very close association with his mentor Huxley. 

Secondly, because, with the exception of Stenhouse, of an underlying assumption that 

empirical rational science was not consistent with a religious faith.131 Parker himself 

did not use the label Agnostic. As we have seen he did not explicitly state his views, 

although they can be inferred to some extent. But first, in order to interpret Parker’s 

stance and his relationship to Huxley’s agnosticism, it is necessary to understand 

historically what agnosticism meant.   

Huxley coined the word agnostic to establish his position amongst fellow 

members of the Metaphysical Society during 1869 because, as he later recalled, ‘they 

were ists of one sort or another… [whereas I was] without a rag of a label.’132 

Agnosticism constituted a form of unbelief that Huxley distinguished from atheism, 

socialism, materialism, or ill-defined freethought. As historian Bernard Lightman 

reminds us, it included a range of opinions both theistic and atheistic.133 As the 

century wore on agnosticism eventually became a respectable option for intellectuals 
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disenchanted with Christian dogma.134 Huxley’s version owed a debt to the orthodox 

views of the Dean of St Paul’s Cathedral, London, Henry Longueville Mansel (1820-

1871) who argued that man’s capacity to understand the world is finite. Both God 

and the transcendental world are beyond these limits and are therefore 

unknowable.135 For a believer, divine revelation made good this incapacity and the 

Bible contained the requisite knowledge. 

Huxley himself insisted that agnosticism was not a creed but a method of inquiry. 

‘Follow your reason as far as it will take you, without regard to any other 

consideration … do not pretend that conclusions are certain which are not 

demonstrated or demonstrable.’136 Parker became deeply imbued with this empirical 

methodology. In the pursuit of biology he found wonder and excitement, 

‘explanations come like a revelation,’ he enthused. The man of science ‘feels that his 

most cherished beliefs, his most ingrained prejudices must be brought with the new 

light that is in him, or be cast aside as no longer tenable.’137 Such evidence suggests 

that Parker’s views, matched Huxley’s. It should also be borne in mind that members 

of Parker’s generation, like George Romanes (1848-1894) and E. Ray Lankester 

(1847-1929) regarded themselves as the scientific heirs of their mentors. They 

believed that ‘proper science should be based on naturalistic explanations and should 

have no theological overtones.’ 138  The wider Victorian preoccupation with 

understanding the limits of knowledge also interested Parker. 

Significantly, early in his inaugural lecture Parker said ‘knowledge does not, and 

never can, fill the whole region of possible thought. At the uttermost reach of 

discovery there arises, and must ever arise, the question, what lies beyond?’139 He 
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quoted this passage from Herbert Spencer’s (1820-1903) First Principles. Spencer, 

regarded as ‘one of our greatest living thinkers,’ was widely cited both in New 

Zealand and Britain.140 Contemporaries considered Spencer to be equally as famous 

as Darwin and recognized his First Principles published in 1862, as the ‘gospel of 

evolution’ or the ‘agnostic’s bible’. Spencer coined the phrase ‘survival of the fittest’ 

which defined Darwin’s principle of natural selection for non-specialist audiences.141 

Parker aligned his thought to Spencer and to agnosticism by using this passage from 

First Principles.142  

Spencer considered that the antagonism between science and religion stemmed 

from a failure to define the boundaries between the Knowable and the Unknowable. 

‘What lay beyond’, to Spencer, was an inscrutable ultimate power and in this belief he 

differed from Huxley.143 Huxley consistently rejected the notion of the supernatural 

domain.144 Parker’s audience would have been familiar with Spencer’s philosophy 

even if they could not place the exact origin of the quotation he had used. In any case, 

as historian Stephen Alter notes, men of science often used literary and indirect 

modes of discourse in their writing to connect with classically educated audiences.145 

Parker’s agnosticism probably came closer to Spencer’s version than to Huxley’s 

but in either case there is room for religious faith. Lightman reminds us that to 

perceive Victorian agnosticism as antireligious is misleading, as it was not necessarily 

atheistic and anti-Christian. 146  Of course, relying on the technique of selective 

quotations to elucidate beliefs can lead to a serious misreading, but in Parker’s case 
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the context and tenor of the rest of the speech is sufficient cause to put disquiet 

aside.147 He did not use quotations merely for decoration, nor to flaunt his erudition. 

Rather the choice helped establish his cultural authority and respectability.148  

Matthew Arnold (1822-1888) figured amongst other notable people Parker cited, 

although in this case to help explain Parker’s views on education rather than religion. 

It is worth mentioning here, however, because of the striking similarities between 

Arnold and Parker. Although ‘convinced of the cultural value of the Anglican church’ 

Arnold occupied a middle ground where, according to historian George Levine, he 

‘redefined religion to preserve the mystery’ that had apparently been taken from 

contemporaries by rational scientific explanations of life. 149  Arnold’s words—

‘however much is discovered, the object of our scrutiny must still be beyond us, must 

still transcend our adequate knowledge’—echo those of Spencer.150 Just because 

Parker knew the writings of Arnold ‘almost by heart’ we cannot assume he took on 

board Arnold’s views on religion although the possibility remains.151  

It is worth noting that Huxley carefully kept both evolutionary debate and 

religious controversy out of the classroom at the School of Mines. So we cannot be 

sure if Huxley and Parker ever talked about such matters.152 Parker recalled how his 

mentor was often so deeply immersed in current work that he had ‘a complete want 

of interest’ in the ‘difficulties and triumphs of the embryo researcher.’153 Another 

student recalled that Huxley ‘came through the laboratory not more than once a 
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week.’154 Although Huxley coined the word agnostic in 1869 he did not identify 

himself as its author at the time. But by 1889 agnosticism had become a catch-all for a 

variety of thought. With inconsistent views and no consensus amongst its adherents 

Huxley felt the need to set the record straight in an essay.155 It is possible therefore 

Parker did not know exactly what Huxley’s views were in 1880 when he arrived in 

Dunedin. Huxley recalled how the word arose: ‘it came into my head suggestively 

antithetic to the “gnostic” of Church history,’ he wrote.156 The Gnostics were an early 

quasi-Christian sect who, because they claimed privileged and personal knowledge of 

the spiritual, or divine, world were judged heretical by the orthodox.  

In the absence of direct statements from Parker about his religious views, and the 

limitations associated with his use of selective quotation in elucidating them, we 

return to incomplete, and largely hagiographic, evidence provided by obituaries as 

reported in the newspapers. ‘The influence of Huxley on Dr. Parker’s mind was very 

great,’ wrote Thomson in an extended eulogy, ‘shown not only in his teaching, its 

methods and aims but, even more strongly in his whole attitude towards the 

intellectual problems of the time.’157 Thomson the science master at Dunedin’s Boys’ 

High School, held a strong Presbyterian faith—he was precentor and, from 1886, an 

elder at Knox Church. In Parker’s obituary he wrote:  

this is not the place in which to speak of his religious convictions, a subject on 
which he preserved extreme reticence but there is no doubt that the strong, logical, 
clear mind of Huxley found its reflection in many ways in that of his young friend 
and coadjutor.’158  

Thomson maintained his Presbyterian faith with its concomitant belief in Biblical 

authority alongside evolution. He contributed significantly to zoological and botanical 

knowledge of New Zealand and had after all signed the congratulatory letter to 

Charles Darwin. Thomson left numerous diaries but refrained from making personal 

comment about friends or acquaintances and in this regard was almost as reticent as 

his friend Parker. Thomson’s wife Emma, records in her diary how one Sunday they 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
154 H.F. Osborn, “Enduring Recollections,” Nature 115, Supplement (1925): 726-28. 
155 Bernard Lightman, “Huxley and Scientific Agnosticism: The Strange History of a Failed Rhetorical 
Strategy,” British Journal for the History of Science 35, 3 (2002): 271-89  
156 Thomas Henry Huxley, “Agnosticism,” Nineteenth Century, February (1889). 
157 George Malcolm Thomson, “Thomas Jeffery Parker -- a Sketch,” Press, 6 December 1897, 5.  
158 ———, “Thomas Jeffery Parker -- a Sketch,” Press, 6 December 1897, 5.  



 
 

! )%!

‘had a great crowd of visitors in the afternoon much to George’s disgust.’ The crowd 

included Parker. Clearly visits on the Sabbath interrupted the normal routine of the 

Thomson family.159 

Huxley’s famous Lay Sermons and other essays were readily available in Dunedin. 

Amongst the thinking population it seemed obvious to seek explanations for Parker’s 

statements from what people knew of Huxley. The Christchurch Press recognized that 

‘such coincidences, both in thought and method, are simply inevitable when two 

minds have been long thrown together.’160 But Parker was not a simple Huxleyan 

simulacrum. The Press editor noted he had ‘a strong individuality of his own. The 

[inaugural] address in every part bears the mark of an independent mind, and there is 

a quiet force underlying it which is as rare as it is refreshing.’161  

Thomson however, recognized other influences at work which have been all but 

lost in the little historical scholarship on Parker. Thomson again:  

any tendency towards breaking down of religious beliefs, which the former’s 
[Huxley’s] influence may have exerted, must have been largely counterbalanced by 
the intensely religious life which he tells us his father lived for fifty years. Thus from 
the two men who most deeply impressed themselves on his life during its plastic 
years he received spiritual and intellectual lessons which remained with him to the 
end.162  

The counterbalanced influences of Huxley and William Kitchen Parker left room for 

doubt in Thomson’s mind that Parker was an agnostic, or if he was, that it was an 

expression of unbelief. Stenhouse too recognizes that Parker’s views lay somewhere 

on the spectrum between Huxley’s agnosticism and the Christian beliefs of his 

father.163  

Parker’s Anglicanism 

Parker wrote a short biography of his father, in which he observed that to William 

Kitchen ‘an abiding sense of the Divine presence ... and the spiritual life of prayer and 
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communion with the Unseen went on concurrently with the active life of the medical 

practitioner and the contemplative life of the man of science.’164 This intensely 

religious life had been formed early in life and, as William Kitchen confided to a 

friend, ‘I pray in everything; before beginning anything … all through I see His 

[God’s] glory and His handiwork.’165 Parker described how William Kitchen had been 

brought up a Methodist but that ‘the points at issue between orthodox Christianity 

and Rationalism were matters of very minor importance.’166 William Kitchen’s views 

were malleable and he did not object to members of his family attending either of the 

local Anglican churches. At one of these the Reverend George Howard Wilkinson 

(1833-1907) combined ‘evangelical preaching in the context of Catholic liturgy and 

ritual’ with a successful pastoral parish. At the other local church the incumbent 

Stopford Augustus Brooke (1832-1916) ‘identified with the Broad Church party.’167 

We do not know which of the Parker siblings went to either of these Anglican 

services but it may well have been T.J. Parker himself. William Kitchen attended the 

Methodist chapel near where he lived in Pimlico but when he moved to another part 

of London ‘the more decent and orderly ceremonial of the Church of England had 

greater attraction for him’ and he attended the church of St Mary Magdalene, ‘without 

the slightest break in his religious life.’168  

Parker claimed that William Kitchen ‘disliked and distrusted all elaborate attempts 

to “harmonise” Science and Scripture.’ There is ‘no point of contact between the 

things of Nature and the things of Faith,’ and ‘the two should be kept in … water-

tight compartments of the mind.’169 On the subject of evolution William Kitchen 

wrote at the end of his magnum opus on the Morphology of the Skull:  

we can ask the acceptance of Evolution in past time, without necessarily implying 
any particular view as to the causes of the Evolution except that they were slow and 
continuous. … the study of animal morphology leads to continually grander and 
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more reverential views of creation and of a Creator. … we live as in a twilight of 
knowledge, charged with revelations of order and beauty; we steadfastly look for a 
perfect light which shall reveal perfect order and beauty.170   

This view is remarkably similar to Captain Hutton’s theistic evolution of a ‘slow 

march from a starting point to a goal.’171  

Two crucial but fragmentary pieces of evidence relating to Parker’s religious 

practice concern his support of St Matthew’s Anglican Church in Dunedin. He was a 

seatholder when he died which meant he paid an annual sum of about £1.10.0 for the 

privilege, presumably from the time of his arrival in Dunedin.172 More significantly 

the vestry minutes record that in January 1884 Parker resigned from the duties of 

vestryman.173 Nothing more is known, there being no record of Parker’s earlier 

appointment as vestryman or of his attendance at meetings. This evidence is doubly 

frustrating as the minutes are erratic. Not all attendances, appointments or 

deliberations are recorded. Sometimes the newspapers reported proceedings, but this 

too is sporadic. Being a seatholder could have been just a fundraising effort for a 

church deeply burdened by debt. On its own it is not convincing evidence of a 

practicing faith. Like Matthew Arnold, Parker may simply have been convinced of the 

cultural values of the Anglican church.174  But the responsible administrative role of 

vestryman could not have been undertaken without a confirming faith in the Anglican 

Church. On balance, I suggest that Parker probably professed an Anglican faith.  

The Reverend Curzon-Siggers, appointed to St Matthew’s a year before Parker 

died, led the congregation at the memorial service with Parker’s favourite hymn ‘God 

moves in a mysterious way, His wonders to perform.’ Curzon-Siggers then used the 

‘mysterious way’ theme to address the ways in which God had led Darwin’s disciple, 

the recently departed George John Romanes (1848-1894), through a personal 

religious odyssey. Curzon-Siggers described how Romanes had passed in one year 
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‘from faith to doubt, in four more years had arrived at a conclusion that he was 

without God and without hope, and twenty years later died in the full faith of a 

believer in Jesus Christ.’175 However, a recent biography of Romanes by Joel Schwartz 

casts doubt on the scenario described by Curzon-Siggers. Schwartz claims that 

Romanes’ supposed deathbed confession merely resulted from being too exhausted 

to argue with either the stream of clergymen visitors brought in by his wife, or with 

fellow biologists.176  

What was the point of Curzon-Siggers’s illustration? He could not have known 

Parker long. Did he try to allay public anxieties that Parker the agnostic had had a 

deathbed conversion similar to Romanes? It remains unclear. But it is possible that 

Curzon-Siggers sought to explain to the congregation that plenty of people held 

ambiguous views on faith. For Victorians the death of an unbeliever presented an 

opportunity for ministers of religion, and laity alike, to undertake missionary work 

and the literal last chance for debate on religious matters.177 It comforted Christian 

relatives to think that unbelievers like Romanes had died in ‘the full faith’ and 

consequently were entitled to an eternal life in heaven where they would all be 

reunited.178 Stenhouse argues that Parker ‘hedged his bets’ between a supposed 

agnostic unbelief and an Anglican faith by retaining a seat at St Matthews. 179 

Although Curzon-Siggers knew Parker was a seatholder he may not have known he 

had been a vestryman some thirteen years earlier. Did the Romanes illustration he 

used mean that he thought there might have been a return to the Anglican fold on 

Parker’s part?  

Deathbed similarities existed between Romanes and Parker. Both men knew they 

were dying. Parker, like Romanes, worked hard to the end correcting page proofs just 
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a few days before he died.180 We know of Parker’s concern on his deathbed for the 

future education of his children. In a codicil to his will, made on the morning of his 

death, Parker asked that the three executors, including his sister Elizabeth, decide 

whether the children should return ‘Home’ or stay in New Zealand.181 His sister had 

come to New Zealand, after his wife died in 1893, to care for the family, and had 

‘lovingly shared his anxieties’ during the last few years of his life.182 We have no 

inkling of the influence exerted by either women. His wife Charlotte was the daughter 

of a Wesleyan Minister.  

Concluding Remarks 

So the question remains, where did Parker acquire his antipathy to special 

creation? The obvious answer lies with Parker’s commitment to Darwin’s Origin of 

Species. Within its pages a range of historians have shown how Darwin consistently 

rejected miraculous explanations in favour of universal laws of nature. Darwin 

proposed evolution by natural selection as an alternative to the theology-laden 

explanation, special creation. Historian Stephen Dilley recently argued that theology 

played a crucial role in shaping Origin’s arguments. ‘The “Creator” who “impressed 

laws on matter” was not the God of special creation, but of unbroken law.’183 These 

laws allowed only secondary causes. And this was the whole point of Parker’s 

empirical approach to biology. Special creation amounted to an irrational explanation. 

It left no room for Parker’s prescription of biological education—the plans for the 

course of study that he announced in his inaugural lecture. These acclaimed plans 

implied the application of consistent natural laws and the exclusion of special 

creation, although the audience did not necessarily notice that aspect. Dilley makes no 

claim about Darwin’s personal beliefs. He sees that as irrelevant to his investigation of 

the place of Darwin’s theological statements in the Origin. Significant, in the context 

of Parker, is Dilley’s awareness of internal tensions and inconsistencies within its 

pages. 
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A second obvious answer to Parker’s antipathy to special creation lies with Huxley 

and his instinct to ‘follow reason as far as it will take you’ and this clearly had a major 

role.184 But, just like his mentor, Parker’s views also accommodated a version of 

theism gained from the family home and also from his readings of Herbert Spencer. 

Parker’s formal Anglican faith shows that he held a stronger belief in Christian values 

than previous historians have given him credit. His ‘extreme reticence’ hides his true 

religious sentiments that were probably not strongly fixed to either a theistic version 

of agnosticism or to Anglicanism but lay within that spectrum. Alternatively, his 

‘extreme reticence’ could hide the fact that Parker did not know exactly where his 

own beliefs lay. There is no reason to suppose that an individual always possesses 

theological clarity throughout their life. 

We know a little of what Parker thought about ‘having pulled down a hornet nest 

about his ears’ as one correspondent described his part in Dunedin’s evolutionary 

debates.185 In 1886 Parker wrote to his colleague Julius von Haast (1822-1887), at the 

time suffering from newspaper critiques: ‘I have learnt too well what rejection means 

to attach any significance … [to] the attacks made on you in some of the colonial 

papers.’ Parker had clearly suffered anguish from the comments by fellow 

Dunedinites and this probably accounts for his reluctance to be so publicly dogmatic 

again.186 He utilized the rhetoric of Huxley, probably without fully understanding the 

reasons why Huxley had done so and discovered the battles he thought he had to 

fight were already substantially over before he arrived.  

The letter of congratulation to Charles Darwin reveals that science in New 

Zealand was not monolithic in nature and that ‘science hungry’ people were not as 

convinced as Parker that evolution had become universally accepted as the central 

doctrine of biology. Parker’s inaugural lecture revealed that his boldly stated views 

upset some largely because of the tone of their delivery, although the ‘science fearful’ 

expressed disquiet at Parker’s evolutionary stance. The public lecture on Charles 

Darwin drew skirmishing fire from an old foe Salmond and this forced Parker to state 
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his views on evolution and their relation to religion as separate entities. In this he 

came close to his father’s views but stopped short of any biblical interpretation for 

the origin of life by special creation. The three instances show Parker’s courage in 

bringing evolution before Dunedin audiences and how by so doing he made himself, 

and his science, visible.  
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Chapter Two: Parker’s Sociable Science 

Introduction 

Parker’s public walked with him across hills, listened to his lectures, handled his 

microscopes, read his articles, witnessed his demonstrations, looked at his drawings 

and probably smelt his dissections. ‘Science hungry’ members of the population 

gathered together on fieldtrips, at public meetings, at soirees and at conversaziones. 

Such sociable science was a far cry from Parker’s laboratory where the aims of 

encounters with nature were didactically circumscribed. This chapter is about how 

Parker, a serious-minded man made evolution visible and forged a public persona that 

enhanced his credibility and authority, but which simultaneously distanced him from 

what he described as the ‘worthlessness of popular lectures … as substitutes for real 

learning.’1 In his lectures he trod a fine line but tried to ensure that his activities as a 

biologist were widely known.  

Local audiences did not, however, have to rely solely on Parker’s version of 

evolution. They could also attend lectures by visiting men of science. Parker’s efforts 

are described in the context of other rational, and often spectacular, entertainment on 

offer in Dunedin. Parker’s use of the term ‘popular science’ is noteworthy as the term 

was not in common usage before the late-nineteenth century. Historian John Topham 

explains that its use can be linked to the increasingly specialized nature of enquiry, the 

burgeoning of specialist scientific societies and their journals, and the availability of 

commercial periodicals. Topham also notes that there was a ‘growing concern to 

address scientific findings differently to specialist and popular audiences.’2 The book 

Science in the Marketplace, which directed attention to those who produce and market 

scientific attractions and to the consumers who chose which event to attend, is an 

example of the kind of recent scholarship on which this chapter builds.3 Moreover if, 

as historian Iwan Morus has suggested, ‘we want to understand who scientific 
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practitioners and audiences were, we need to understand where they went to practice 

or encounter science.’4  

‘Science hungry’ audiences and knowledge makers exchanged information in 

stage-managed encounters, which formed part of a process commonly depicted as 

popularisation. The process was neither uniform nor universal and covered a range of 

activities that included, talking, lecturing, and writing: these are the focal points for 

this chapter.  

Attention is paid particularly to the activities of the Otago Institute, its monthly 

meetings, annual conversaziones and other ventures in the ‘promotion of art, science 

and such other branches of knowledge.’ 5  Sustained academic attention to 

popularisation and promotion of science shows, however, that it can no longer be 

considered a separate sphere of elitist activity. Rather, science is culturally situated, 

interpreted weakly as science in culture, or more strongly as science as culture. But as 

Roger Cooter and Stephen Pumfrey point out in their seminal study ‘models of 

science in popular culture must allow for cultural stratifications which do not map 

onto social stratifications.’6 The Otago Institute was less elitist than might be thought. 

In Britain historians have found scientific activities in pubs and clubs, museums and 

exhibitions, theatres and halls, as well as traditional sites like the field and the 

laboratory.7 But was it as widespread, or as easily found, in Dunedin?  

 

 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
4 Iwan Rhys Morus, “Replacing Victoria’s Scientific Culture,” 19: Interdisciplinary Studies in the Long Nineteenth 
Century, 2 (2006): Unpaginated. 
5 Anonymous, “The New Zealand Institute [Rules],” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 
27(1894): xv-xxii. 
6 Roger Cooter and Stephen Pumfrey, “Separate Spheres and Public Places: Reflections on the History of 
Science Popularization and Science in Popular Culture,” History of Science 32(1994): 237-67. 
7 Anne Secord, “Science in the Pub: Artisan Botanists in Early Nineteenth-Century Lancashire,” History of 
Science 32, 269-315 (1994); Samuel J.M.M. Alberti, Nature and Culture: Objects, Disciplines and the Manchester Museum 
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2009); Joe Kember, John Plunkett, and Jill A. Sullivan, Popular 
Exhibitions, Science and Showmanship, 1840-1910 (London: Pickering & Chatto, 2012); Iwan Rhys Morus, “Worlds 
of Wonder: Sensation and the Victorian Scientific Performance,” Isis 101, 4 (2010): 806-16; Robert E. Kohler, 
“Finders, Keepers: Collecting Sciences and Collecting Practice,” History of Science 45, 4 (2007): 428-54; Graeme 
Gooday, “Placing or Replacing the Laboratory in the History of Science?,” Isis 99(2008): 783-95; Alison Kraft 
and Samuel J.M.M. Alberti, “‘Equal though different’: Laboratories, Museums and the Institutional 
Development of Biology in Late-Victorian Northern England,” Studies in History and Philosophy of Biological and 
Biomedical Sciences 34(2003): 203-36. 



 
 

! *.!

Conversations & Meetings 

Conversations about scientific matters like evolution were discussed not only 

informally at home, but also in the public sphere. Formal debates took place in a 

variety of locations, organized by a variety of societies with differing aims. The 

Dunedin Mutual Improvement Society, and the Young Mens’ Christian Association 

both organized formal discussions on evolution.8 They both aimed to attract young 

men the first affiliated with the Presbyterianism, and the second an 

interdenominational Christian body, by organizing activities with a moral purpose. In 

Dunedin, however, opportunities for learned conversation about scientific matters 

between equally well-informed people were limited. The monthly meetings of the 

Otago Institute provided the main forum for the presentation of new scientific 

knowledge and for ensuing discussions. Notice of meetings of the Otago Institute, 

formed in 1867 as a branch of the New Zealand Institute, were sent to members on 

printed cards at the beginning of each annual season. The formula emulated learned 

societies in Britain where it had been tried and tested but there were significant 

differences in the colony.  

By this time in Britain there were many well-established specialist scientific 

societies for example the Geological Society (founded 1807), the Zoological Society 

(1826), the Chemical Society (1841), most London based.9 By 1874, when it moved to 

premises in Burlington House, Piccadily, the requirements for membership of the 

Geological Society included recommendations from two fellows who vouched for the 

candidate.10 However, the membership in the early days of these specialized societies 

was more broadly based. The Otago Institute, too, drew its members from a variety 

of educated and professional ranks and included engineers, teachers, surveyors, clergy 
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and medical men, as well as all the university professors.11 However membership of 

the Otago Institute remained broadly based. 

The Dunedin Athenaeum, which had its origins in an earlier Mechanics’ Institute, 

had similar moral and intellectual objectives of self-improvement but had a wider 

remit.12 Samuel Smiles’ Self Help was the most heavily borrowed book in the libraries 

and athenaeums of late-nineteenth century New Zealand. 13  Like others across 

Australasia, the Athenaeum was aimed towards middle and working classes. Members 

paid four shillings a quarter which allowed access to a Reading Room supplied with 

British and Colonial newspapers and periodicals. By the 1890s it had become a 

popular library with a focus on fiction and lighter reading.14 

The structure of the New Zealand Institute set up under a Parliamentary Act in 

1867, ensured it had some government funding. This made it crucially different to 

British learned societies whose members provided the sole source of income through 

subscriptions. Publication of the annual Transactions and Proceedings, however, 

swallowed up the government grant of £500. Local branches were expected to be 

self-financing and annual subscriptions of about a guinea were collected from each 

member.15  

The main ‘object was to facilitate the practical work of colonisation’ by which was 

meant ‘not merely to make provision for healthy intellectual recreation, but rather to 

provide guidance and aid for the people of New Zealand in subduing and 
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replenishing the earth—in the “heroic work” of colonization.’16 Modern sensibilities 

might recoil at the notion of the heroic work of subduing the earth. The language is 

redolent of biblical creation stories that imagined humanity set apart from the rest of 

creation to exercise dominion over the world by being made in the image of God. 

Dominion was understood in terms of developing productive farmlands.17 It is clear 

from the outset the utilitarian view was paramount: science was useful.  

Twenty-five years after its inauguration the manager, Sir James Hector (1834-

1907), reported to Parliament that the affiliated societies had contributed ‘1,765 

original communications’ to the annual volumes of the Transactions which had 

exercised great influence in giving ‘New Zealand a prominent name among scientific 

workers.’18 Aside from such international promotion, the Transactions also acted as the 

glue that held the various provincial affiliated societies together and gave people a 

reason for joining their local branch.19 Over the first twenty-five years the Institute 

had indeed made provision for ‘healthy intellectual recreation’ and as Hector asserted 

the emphasis lay in ‘cultivating a love of knowledge, and in disseminating 

information.’20  

Although occasional papers on obviously utilitarian aspects of science were read at 

the monthly meetings, science for science’s sake dominated the original work of the 

Institute. This conceptual shift was important for late-nineteenth century men of 

science as they tried to forge an identity independent of Britain and ‘Home’. For his 

part, Parker was keen to see that separation. When he acknowledged the 

congratulations of fellow Institute members, on the occasion of his election to 

Fellowship of the Royal Society in 1888, ‘he pointed out that hitherto this kind of 
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work had all been done at Home, and expressed a hope that in a few years it might be 

done in the colony.’21  

Whilst the Otago Institute was one of the strongest of the federation of institutes 

set up under Act, it nonetheless struggled to attract new members or retain those for 

whom science was not much more than a passing interest. Pleas to members to 

introduce friends came frequently and in an effort to ‘make the meetings more 

generally interesting to the public … [the council] resolved to confine the readings of 

original papers to alternate meetings.’22 The council aimed to record scientific work 

done but acknowledged ‘there was a popular side to science.’ They proffered advice 

to speakers on general topics that they hoped, would ‘not altogether depart from the 

scientific view’.23 Such advice attempted to reconcile what council members saw as 

divergent aims between appealing to general and scientific audiences.  

The implementation of this strategy brought an immediate result. The topical 

subject Nationalisation of the Land proved so successful it had to be reconvened to carry 

on the resulting discussion.24 Public debate on land ownership spilled over from 

Parliament and newspapers to the Institute.25 Issues around freehold as opposed to 

leasehold land sharpened in the 1880s. It is too easy, however, to see the issue in 

simple dichotomous terms. As historian Tom Brooking reminds us the debate was 

primarily about how the land could be settled. Land ownership held the key to both 

wealth and upward social mobility.26 A proposed amendment to the Land Act would 

allow the state to lease agricultural lands instead of being available for outright 

purchase. Concerns over inequalities in land ownership were couched in such terms 

as ‘perpetuating in a new country those evils … in the Old Country.’ 27  The 
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participants in the Otago Institute debates, held over two meetings, included 

members Joseph Aitken Connell (c.1840-1891) who as a surveyor and land agent had 

practical knowledge of the shortcomings and anomalies the amendment sought to 

address and lawyer Frederick Revans Chapman (1849-1936) who laid before the 

membership a ‘scheme by which freeholds might be acquired by the state’.28 Parker’s 

views on the issue are not recorded. But before the debates occurred he gently 

remonstrated with his fellow council members. He said ‘he hoped the discussions 

could be carried out in a tolerably scientific spirit.’29   

Parker felt moved on another occasion to re-iterate his serious-minded view of 

what was and was not science. At an ordinary meeting in 1893 the chairman Charles 

William Adams (1814-1918), chief surveyor, commented briefly ‘on the success that 

day of the passing of the Woman’s Franchise Bill.’30 An unrecorded question from 

the floor indicated that feelings in the audience ran high. Parker, Secretary and the 

longest serving member of the council at that point, rose to a point of order. He said 

‘if he might; be allowed to “sit on” the chairman for once, he would point out that 

the discussion of either politics or religion was forbidden by the rules of the 

institute.’31 The scientific business resumed quickly. Although not recorded in the 

Institute minutes, the incident was reported by the newspapers. 

The Institute Council wanted meetings of a more popular character in the hope 

that ‘people would attend and take part in the discussions.’32 They clearly did. A 

second special meeting, in May 1888, devoted to the discussion of The Economic 

Position of New Zealand, had to be continued the following week with an ‘excellent 

attendance,’ although actual numbers are not known.33 The Institute did not generally 

record attendance figures at monthly meetings but in one instance ‘largely attended’ 
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meant an audience of about forty members.34 Membership numbers fluctuated but 

during Parker’s period never exceeded more than one hundred and ninety-seven in 

any single year. 35  Sometimes members resigned for no apparent reason. Vice-

president William Newsham Blair (1841-1891), railway and civil engineer, noted in 

one annual report that ‘it is difficult to account for this falling off … it is convenient 

to attribute these things to the hard times.’36 Even in the face of downturns, however, 

the council was apt to be optimistic. ‘While the attendance at the ordinary meetings, 

and especially at lectures, has been encouraging, your council regrets that so few of 

the members have contributed original papers.’37  

When not given over to a single topic, meetings covered a mixture of items 

including: notices of research underway at both local and other New Zealand 

Institutes; longer papers on original scientific work; notices about wider 

developments in science (mostly British); and, exhibits of new acquisitions for the 

Library or Museum. Discussions and questions from the floor resulting from original 

work often went unrecorded. Parker explained in a long letter to Hector on behalf of 

the Otago Institute that they ‘have never thought it desirable to [send full reports of 

meetings], feeling that most of the discussions which occur in our own, as in other 

similar societies, are just as well forgotten.’38 Parker drew a distinction between what 

he called occasional addresses ‘useful enough for a temporary purpose, but altogether 

unworthy of permanent record.’39 Parker took pains to guard the interests of the 

members of the Otago Institute, and by implication his own too. Because the New 

Zealand Institute printed proceedings of the member branches in the annual volume 

of Transactions Parker wanted the permanent record to be worthwhile. In the 

Proceedings part of the publication ‘remarks, questions, and sometimes entire addresses 
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are met with, the only effect of the publication of which is to give the impression that 

our members are quite extraordinarily ignorant of the elements of science.’40   

Parker and his fellow Otago Institute council members wanted the Proceedings 

published separately from the Transactions in order to preserve the reputation of New 

Zealand’s small community of scientific workers. They certainly did not want ʻreports 

of discussions suitable only for a students’ debating society [printed.] … to be 

permanently recorded as the work of the N.Z. Institute and its branches.’41 Parker 

knew that some members were indeed ignorant. But he would not let their ignorance 

be paraded in public and bring down the reputation of fellow scientific workers if he 

could help it. As guardians of science Parker and his fellow councillors wanted to 

prove to the international audience for the Transactions and Proceedings that the science 

carried out in New Zealand was as good as that produced at ‘Home’.  

Parker and his friend George Malcolm Thomson (1848-1933), the Boys’ High 

School science teacher, recognized there might be a broader interest in natural history 

than the Institute meetings catered for especially since the Otago Institute was never a 

field club. To fill a gap the friends started the short-lived Dunedin Natural History & 

Microscopical Society, in 1888, with the object of pursuing ‘natural science 

particularly in the surrounding district, with especial reference to the microscopic 

flora and fauna.’42 After a few excursions to local places of interest, and indoor 

evening meetings when ‘an hour and a half was pleasantly spent in examining 

numerous forms’ of whatever was brought by Parker or Thomson, the two men 

decided that ‘the Society [should] undertake some definite line of research, and not 

allow its meetings to lapse into mere dilettantism.’43 This society lasted under a year 

and ‘died of lack of support the only active members being those who did not need 
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the stimulus of a society for the furtherance of their scientific studies.’ 44  The 

‘disconnect’ between active men of science with their interest in original work and 

their potential public mystified them. Dunedin ‘was the first place in the colony … to 

found a field club’ but this and subsequent attempts all met with little success.45 

Thomson had previously founded the Dunedin Naturalist’s Field Club, which limped 

along for ten years between 1871 and 1881. After the demise of the joint venture with 

Parker, The Dunedin Natural History and Microscopical Society, Thomson tried 

again with another society, The Dunedin Field Club. This too lasted only ten years 

between 1894 and 1904.46 Parker became involved with all the various clubs, their 

excursions and their indoor winter meetings, but the apathy he found in New Zealand 

clearly puzzled him and he complained: 

I don’t suppose there is a provincial town in England of the size of Dunedin in 
which there is not a field naturalists’ society supported by dozens of ardent amateur 
naturalists—schoolmasters, clerks, artisans, and schoolboys — who know the haunt 
of every bird, the habitat of every plant in the district, the names and seasons of all 
the butterflies, the ponds where the best microscopical specimens are to be had, and 
who have learnt all this simply and solely for the love of it, and without any outside 
encouragement or any hope of reward.47  
 

Beyond the observation that New Zealand had fewer people it is hard to 

understand why there should be this demonstrable difference between Otago and 

Britain. Parker did not exaggerate. Several studies of Yorkshire, Scottish, Irish and 

Cornish natural history societies all with long histories extending back several decades 

show all of them flourished during the late-nineteenth century.48 Dunedin, it would 

seem, missed out on the sociability of such clubs. According to social historian D.E. 

Allen, some of the north British clubs had high membership numbers who enjoyed 
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frequent ‘frivolous junketing’ on leisurely excursions.49 New Zealand’s unfamiliar 

flora and fauna coupled with a lack of a tradition of natural history in a young country 

accounts for some of the lack of interest, but can only be a partial explanation.  

In Parker’s eyes some of the lack of interest could be laid at the door of sport. 

Belonging to sporting or other clubs like the YMCA and Boys’ Brigade meant 

organized and competitive leisure time.50 Dunedin formed part of a larger interest in 

sport at the end of the century where, for instance, the passion for athletics in Oxford 

and Cambridge Universities disrupted the teaching of laboratory subjects like 

biology.51 Parker was himself a keen cyclist, and his eldest son, Philip, raced locally 

with some success. So whilst Parker did not oppose the benefits of sport, in an 

address to the Otago Boys’ High School he questioned its supremacy: ‘I am disposed 

to think that on the whole the dux of the school has undergone a truer discipline and 

is deserving of signal honour than ever the captain of the [rugby] First Fifteen … 

[because] of the persistent and well directed efforts’ that brought him academic 

notice.52  

Parker could have guessed his self-proclaimed ‘old-fashioned’ views against 

sporting prowess would arouse comment. ‘I don't know that the professor was quite 

fair to our young folk. We lead a life of activity … [and] in the colonies must, I am 

afraid, be men of action for a long time to come,’ wrote an anonymous 

commentator. 53  The outdoor exercise and benefits of attendance at field club 

meetings were no match for the public glory to be found in organized sports. 

Sociable Science: Conversaziones 

In ‘ordinary meetings’ of the Otago Institute discussions and conversations took 

place amongst a corps of like-minded individuals proud of their collective 

achievements. Council members took a broader view and saw their duty to impart 
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knowledge beyond the confines of the monthly meetings. So they held annual 

gatherings, or conversaziones. ‘The custom of holding them was an excellent one, and 

was practiced by learned societies at Home’ explained the president Dr. Thomas 

Morland Hocken (1836-1910). While mingling, visitors could touch and examine for 

themselves a variety of exhibits on show. They could also take part in conversations 

with the producers of scientific information. Often the playing of instrumental and 

solo concert pieces added to the attraction.  

Like British societies, however, entry by ticket to the event controlled admission. 

In 1880 members received two tickets but ‘outsiders tickets would be sold.’54 Ten 

years later, after some costly failures, the tickets were ‘priced at five shillings for 

gentlemen whether members of the Inst or not, but ladies [should] be admitted 

free.’55 The costs of mounting conversaziones needed to be recouped but in Otago 

the occasions were never specific fundraisers unlike the Auckland Institute 

conversazione in 1880, where the money raised employed Andreas Reischek (1845-

1902) as museum taxidermist for the year.56  

The presence of ladies in the Otago Institute is significant. This practice differed 

from that in similar learned societies in Britain. There, women were originally 

debarred from membership of most learned societies (a notable exception being the 

Botanical Society of the British Isles) although towards the end of the century 

provincial societies opened their doors. 57  In Scotland, the extent of women’s 

involvement in natural history societies varied widely. Historian Diarmid Finnegan 

reports that whilst some groups admitted women members this did not necessarily 

translate into active participation. Part of the explanation lay, he claimed, in the lack 

of formal qualifications women held which presented barriers to membership for 

some of the more august bodies. Another explanation for their exclusion lies in the 
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perception of ‘outdoor activity’ and ‘manly pursuits’ that many of the groups, 

particularly the field clubs, fostered.58 Women were admitted as members of the 

Otago Institute from time to time. Fanny Wimperis (1840-1925) and her sister Jenny 

(1844-1929), both artists and friends of Parker, gained admission in 1883 and 1884. 

Miss Browning (fl.1880s-1890s) a teacher at the Girls’ High School became a life 

member in 1895, and fellow teacher Miss Marchant MA (fl.1880s-1900s) joined in 

1896.59 On the election of Miss Josephine Gordon Rich (fl.1880s-1930s), one of 

Parker’s students, in 1892 the then chairman claimed it was not ‘generally known, that 

ladies could become members, but now that the woman question was coming 

forward he hoped there would be a large accession of lady members.’60  

The ‘woman question’ referred to emancipation and the lessening of strictures on 

the life of women. In Dunedin women were active educationally and politically. By 

1885 many former pupils of the Girls’ High School had already won prizes in 

chemistry and mathematics at University and ‘passed examinations without any 

strain.’61 Politically, local branches of the Women’s Christian Temperance Union were 

organized after the visit of American ambassador for the movement Mary Greenleaf 

Clement Leavitt (1830-1912) to Dunedin in 1885. 62  The temperance movement 

provided the first autonomous women’s organization that allowed sustained 

campaigns for better education and ultimately played a significant role in 

enfranchisement.63 By 1893 women comprised over half of the university students, so 

it is unsurprising to find these same women as members of the Otago Institute.64 

Conversaziones became an important feature of middle-class civic life, the place 

where the ‘science hungry’ could be both seen and heard. Conversaziones fitted into 

the seasonal rhythms of society. In Otago, they usually marked the beginning of the 
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autumn season being held in May.65 They were understood to be occasions for display 

both of scientific objects and of the cultural status of those attending who wore 

fashionable dress.66  In colonial societies they also conferred a sense of cultural 

maturity and engagement with the wider scientific world.  

The Otago Institute welcomed many visiting luminaries at the special 

conversazione mounted, in 1890, in honour of the visiting New Zealand University 

Senate.67 The organisers pulled out all the stops. Miss Belcher (fl.1890s), the daughter 

of the President of the Otago Institute, provided tasteful floral decorations for the 

Boys’ High School hall and surrounding rooms. Ample space for over two hundred 

and thirty visitors to move about in, helped to make it ‘one of the most successful 

and enjoyable affairs of the kind that has ever been known in Dunedin’ importantly 

the space allowed for ‘easy conversation.’68   

Parker’s organizational role for all local conversaziones consisted primarily of 

supplying museum exhibits. But the numbers and variety of scientific instruments lent 

by other senior members of the Institute for the occasion often overshadowed his 

contribution. ‘The objects of interest were so numerous that we can only mention 

some of the principal ones’ a newspaper reported. The list included working models 

of mining apparatus, electrical apparatus, microscopes (described as probably the best 

in the country), spectroscopes, sphygmographs, a microspectroscope, polarizing 

apparatus … [Parker’s] large number of zoological specimens and an aquarium with 

living animals.’69  
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Doubtless the ‘greatest interest was shown in experiments in which something 

“worked”’ as a report of a similar conversazione in Dundee noted.70 Audiences had 

an opportunity to engage with the objects and to see what technological innovations 

were about to be brought into their everyday lives even if the inventions were as yet 

untested.71 Other than being seen it is hard to know exactly what direct benefit Parker 

accrued from the conversaziones he helped organize. They were difficult forums for 

Parker to expound his evolutionary ideas but he could promote both himself and 

zoology and in this fashion make science visible. 

Exhibits gathered together for the evening’s entertainment, sometimes at 

considerable expense and effort, focused and stimulated conversation.72 For instance 

electricity lit the conversazione held in May 1887. The Institute secretary of the day 

George Thomson wrote to a local supplier ‘to undertake all the necessary 

arrangements for lighting the Museum on that occasion with electric lights. It is very 

important that the cost should be kept under ten pounds.’73 Despite the careful 

arrangements, however, according to Thomson’s wife, Emma, it was not a success. ‘I 

went in the evening to the Conversazione which unfortunately was a failure partly on 

account of the weather, the electric light did not work well.’74 The council also noted 

that inclemency of the weather caused a poor turn out. ‘Not more than 150 were 

present—a number quite insufficient to fill the building, or to recoup the great 

expense,’ of £28.75  

Emma’s diaries also provide an insight into who attended conversaziones. She 

wrote of the 1891 event: ‘… after tea went with George and Mrs Burn who was 

waiting [for] us at the Manse to the Conversazione at the Museum which we enjoyed 
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very much – it seemed much less stiff than usual … the rooms were nicely warmed.’76 

Physical warmth and refreshments supplied by Mrs Mackenzie, the wife of the janitor, 

contributed to the conviviality.77  

Like conversaziones in Cork, refreshments at Otago gatherings tended to be 

abstemious. The Institute supplied cups, saucers and tea-pots, bought specially for the 

occasion. 78  The Otago conversaziones differed from some in England, where 

according to historian Samuel Alberti the attendees consumed considerable quantities 

of port, sherry, chablis, madeira, champagne and brandy.79 Whether alcohol was 

served or not, conversaziones were noisy social gatherings that occurred in ‘a social 

space between stage show and drawing room’ and where the musical accompaniment 

often could not be heard for the hubbub.80 But on the occasion of the University of 

New Zealand Senate visit, those present paid due attention to the soloists both vocal 

and instrumental, probably because of the increased formality.81 

Peripatetic meetings organized by the Australasian Association for the 

Advancement of Science (AAAS) ensured sociability on a grander scale. Forty New 

Zealanders attended the inaugural meeting in Sydney in 1888, the largest meeting of 

men of science ever seen in Australasia.82 Set up on lines similar to the British 

Association the originators wanted meetings to be held in different locations. At the 

closing ceremony of the Christchurch meeting, 1891, the Governor General, William 

Onslow, 4th Earl of Onslow (1853-1911), announced that these occasions would 
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naturally ‘graft onto their [English] social system which the experience of nine 

centuries had enabled England to bring to their present perfection.’83  

Despite the overblown language he had a point. Forms of colonial society were 

transplanted from British models. A large garden party with local and national 

dignitaries present had opened proceedings at New Zealand’s first meeting of the 

AAAS in Christchurch.84 The week-long scientific business was organized in sections 

following British protocol. Social events came high on the list of attractions for 

attendees. ‘It must not be supposed that the members of the Association will occupy 

all their time in discussing “onomies and ologies,”’ a reporter flippantly remarked.85 

As in the British case the location chosen for the meeting brought both scientific and 

civic benefits.86 For Parker the benefits were more obvious than parochial Institute 

conversaziones as they brought ‘widely-separated workers to meet and exchange 

ideas.’87 A Dunedin newspaper expected broad participation across a wide range of 

social positions ‘as in the home society, members may be largely drawn from amongst 

those who are interested in the popular side of science. Special or technical 

acquaintance with scientific subjects is not a necessary qualification for 

membership.’88 Presidential addresses, sectional addresses, original research presented 

in sectional meetings, conversaziones and daylong excursions fitted the British pattern 

and ‘registration meant admission to both civic and scientific spaces.’89 Parker could 

not attend either the inaugural Sydney, or the second meeting of the AAAS in 

Melbourne. For the Christchurch meeting his preoccupations with the organizing 

committee meant he could not present any original research or give any addresses.  
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Sociable & Spectacular Science: Exhibitions 

Conversaziones were small scale and even the AAAS annual jamborees had 

limited appeal, but international exhibitions operated on a much larger scale. 

London’s Great Exhibition of the Works of Industry of All Nations in 1851 

stimulated the appetite for grand exhibition spectacles that raged throughout the 

nineteenth century. In 1888 Melbourne became just one of several antipodean cities 

to host its own version of an International Exhibition. These expensive 

extravaganzas, designed as showcases for both government and private bodies, 

enabled them to present their vision of the world.90 Hector, in his capacity as 

exhibition organizer for New Zealand, asked Parker for a contribution from Otago. 

Parker laboured to provide a display of stuffed food fish in time for the Melbourne 

Exhibition and took the opportunity to display these fish in a shop-window to any 

who cared to look. Even though they were on display for only a short while the 

interest they created extended Parker’s audience beyond those who regularly sought 

out science.  

During the last two days the attention of most passers-by in Princes Street has been 
attracted to Messrs Wilkie & Co’s window, where a portion of the collection of New 
Zealand edible fishes which Professor Parker is forwarding to the Melbourne 
Exhibition has been on view. The fish were admirably prepared for exhibition, and 
were all, big and little, beautiful specimens of their kind.91   

In Melbourne Parker’s fish took their place on show amongst the natural 

resources of the colony being, by implication, resources available for exploitation. 

Other items carefully selected for display differentiated and ‘sold’ New Zealand, 

including, ‘highly finished cabinetry and furniture in which New Zealand excels owing 

to the great variety of beautiful timber’; a ‘magnificent collection of live ferns’; sixty 

bins filled with ‘grains characteristic of the Colony.’92 Enthusiastic newspaper reports 

emphasised these markers of New Zealand’s growing sense of national identity. 

Dunedin mounted two exhibitions of its own during Parker’s tenure, and although 

small scale they proved locally popular. The specially convened Dunedin National 

Industrial Association organized the first, The Dunedin Industrial Exhibition 1881. 
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The association aimed to encourage a diversified industrial base for society, deeming 

an exhibition to be ‘the best way of showing what the colony was capable of doing in 

manufactures, and also in what direction new industries might be started.’93 In the 

introduction to the official catalogue, Robert Stout (1844-1930) lawyer and chairman 

of the Association, had no doubt about the place that science should take alongside 

the industrial exhibits: ‘the existence of varied manufactures … demands the best 

training in Science and Art. … [the] scientific spirit that has made such strides during 

the present century—the spirit of investigation and love for truth—for the real.’94  
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Parker joined the organizing committee for the second larger and more important 

international exhibition that Dunedin hosted, The New Zealand and South Seas 

Exhibition, 1889-1890. He also served on three subcommittees:  Education & 

Science; Fisheries; and, Early History & Maori.  His based his own exhibits on an 

evolutionary theme.  Parker contributed a series of ‘twelve comparative vertebrate 

skulls’, which won an award in ‘Class 1:Works of Art, Books etc.’96 The bones 

forming the skull were painted, each part colour coded between the different animals. 

In this way relative sizes of component bones could be easily compared. The series 

had a long shelf-life, exhibited at different exhibitions and used in teaching they were 

retired recently in 2005. 97  Purely scientific exhibits like Parker’s were hard to 

categorise (see Figure 2.). Should they be placed among items like, furniture, 

silverwork, ironwork, pottery—all manufactured goods—or among, agricultural and 

horticultural produce? The material progress of the city was demonstrably on display, 

and Parker’s skulls took their place amongst the commodities.  

This exhibition space provided Parker with an opportunity to promulgate his 

evolutionary message. He placed skeleton and taxidermic specimens, or diagrams 

where these were impractical, on a genealogical tree painted in black lines on the floor 

so visitors could follow a tour through the animal kingdom. Parker took pains to 

point out that this physical expression of evolution was based on the best available 

knowledge but only showed ‘probable lines of descent.’98 This point was lost on one 

reporter. For him the line was the right path to enlightenment for by 

following this line from case to case, and noting carefully where nearly parallel 
branch lines leave the main line, a tolerably clear idea of the lines upon which the 
natural system of classification is based may be gained … and the process by which 
animals have ascended to higher and still higher types.99  
 

The anonymous reporter’s enthusiasm waned by the end of the third of his very 

fulsome articles and he merely listed the specimens on show. Parker had written 

labels for his specimens (some of which still survive in the Otago Museum) but left 
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the audience largely to their own devices to make connections. What meanings they 

brought to Parker’s illustration of evolution remain unknowable. But unlike the 

private act of reading, participation at the exhibition provided public, popular, mass 

entertainment and a collective experience.100 Emma Thomson’s diary records multiple 

visits with either her husband George, or with friends to hear evening concerts, or to 

take the children. She does not record her impressions of any of the exhibits although 

she notes she ‘had a ride on the “switch back” and did not like it.’101 Attendance 

figures of 45,000 and a population of about 46,000 show that the exhibition proved 

popular, even if people made multiple visits as Emma attests.102 

Parker’s Lectures—Spectacular Science? 

If conversaziones presented difficult forums for Parker to display his evolutionary 

ideas his lectures could provide the means to better promulgate his views. He 

presented evolutionary themes more subtly in his public lectures after the ‘notorious’ 

inaugural lecture of 1881. This section of this chapter focuses attention not on the 

sociable side of science, but on the spectacular science shows and lectures and the 

part that Parker played in Dunedin’s cultured society.  

Parker split his time equally between teaching duties at the University and 

curatorial duties at the Otago University Museum. He took both responsibilities 

seriously, which left him little time to prepare and deliver many lectures. The 

following table lists Parker’s main popular lectures. Like his mentor Huxley, he made 

each one count. Some were clearly concerned with evolution, in particular the 

inaugural professorial lecture and the lecture on Charles Darwin discussed above in 

chapter 2 and the first On the Ancestry of Birds & Reptiles to the University Debating 

Society. The connections to evolution are not so obvious in other titles but the last 

pair on colour in animals allowed him to consider Darwin’s thesis, from The Descent of 
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Man (1871), about the roles that differing male and female forms played in the choice 

of mate and the pressure of sexual selection as a force for evolution.103 

Title Date Parker’s Audience 

Inaugural Lecture 1881 The University 

On the Ancestry of Birds & Reptiles 1881 University Debating Society 

Charles Darwin 1882 University Debating Society 

Fermentation & Putrefaction (x 3) 1882 Otago Institute 

Bacteria 1884 Oamaru Athenaeum & 
Mechanics’ Institute Library 
Fund 

Octopus 1885 Wesleyan Literary &  
Debating Society 

Octopus 1885 Congregational Mutual  
Improvement Society 

Colour in Animals: A Study in 
Evolution 

1891 Building Fund of the Technical  
Classes Association  

Peculiarities in Form and Colour in 
Animals 

1895 Dunedin Field Naturalists’ 
Club 104 

 

During the period Parker had been a demonstrator for Huxley he witnessed 

Huxley’s command of the platform. According to Parker, Huxley’s lectures ‘were 

luminously clear, … eloquent, … and lightened by occasional epigrams or flashes of 

caustic humour.’ Significantly, the young acolyte saw how carefully Huxley prepared 

material for each lecture: ‘he would prune and re-cast until somehow it came right, 
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and word and phrase truly represented his meaning and tallied with fact.’ During 

Parker’s apprenticeship he watched the master give ‘as much thought and research to 

an audience of clerks and mechanics as he would have given to one composed of the 

most distinguished men of science.’105  

Huxley had a platform technique second to none and in a lecture he gave to an 

audience of working men entitled A Piece of Chalk he was on good form. In this object 

lesson he spoke about the nature of the foraminiferan creatures whose remains 

formed the stick of chalk he used to draw upon the blackboard. Huxley let ‘the chalk 

tell its own story.’ Stylistically, the lecture comprised an introduction, a series of facts, 

a suggested explanation, and finally an invitation to the men to reach their own 

verdict: ‘choose your own hypothesis: I have chosen mine,’ Huxley said.106 It was, as 

historian David Knight assesses, a masterpiece of edification without mystification.107 

The evidence presented by Huxley has survived in published volumes that he 

edited—a significant after-life for his lectures.  

Some of Parker’s lectures also survive as edited essays in journals or as specially 

printed pamphlets. Mostly, however, more-or-less verbatim reports appeared in the 

colonial press and these formed part of the infrastructure of intellectual life, as Tony 

Ballantyne has suggested. 108  Whilst newspaper coverage may have been more 

extensive than in Britain it would be a mistake to believe reports were always 

comprehensive. Parker warned, ‘as a rule the reports are extremely meager.’109 The 

effort involved in the preparation of lectures, which may have taken up to ‘a 

fortnight’s labour’, showed that Parker and his confrères wanted to preserve them in 

printed form.110 None of the printed sources, however, can tell us much about the 
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impact that the performance had upon the audience. The sights and sensations are 

obviously not captured on the static page.  

Parker chose subjects closely allied to Huxley’s. In his lecture On the Ancestry of 

Birds & Reptiles [1881] he made frequent references to Huxley’s work with the two 

groups, declaring that ‘birds were the more highly developed of the two, and were 

descended from the inferior family of reptiles’ a conclusion very similar to 

Huxley’s.111 Huxley had delivered a course of six lectures to working-men in March 

1876 on The Origin of Vertebrates, the fifth of which dealt with the relationship between 

reptiles and birds. These were published in Nature the weekly magazine of science, 

available to Parker in Dunedin. As evidence for the relationship between birds and 

reptiles both men cited the fossil Archaeopteryx that possessed both reptilian skeletal 

features and bird-like feathers in the one specimen.112 To conclude his lecture Parker 

maintained ‘people were not bound to accept the doctrine of Evolution. … [But they] 

should make some study of the evidence before deciding.’113 This rhetorical flourish 

was similar to Huxley’s exhortation in his A Piece of Chalk lecture for the audience to 

‘choose their own hypothesis,’ if not quite so direct an appeal.  The listeners could 

not, however, have studied the evidence provided by Archaeopteryx for themselves as 

Parker did not acquire a cast of the fossil for the Museum until 1885, a few years after 

his lecture.114 In the words of one eyewitness Parker’s conclusion amounted to ‘an 

emphatic declaration that unless science is wrong then the doctrine of evolution must 

be true.’ But the technicalities of the ‘jaw-breaking name’ left this same member of 

the audience perplexed. He saw clearly enough, though, that Parker’s teaching of 

evolution had ‘to be guarded against’ as he feared ‘people will not send their sons to a 

place where will be instilled into them notions calculated to subvert their views of 
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Christianity.’115 As with Parker’s inaugural lecture the subject of evolution remained a 

tricky one in Dunedin. 

Parker emulated Huxley but his command of the lectern was no match. One of 

Parker’s obituarists wrote that ‘his delivery militated against the effectiveness of his 

speaking.’116 Similarly, an eyewitness noted that Parker  ‘has a pleasant voice, if rather 

low, but he has a peculiar habit now and again, in reading, of appearing to come to 

the end of a sentence too soon, thus finishing up with a jerk.’117 Parker was not alone 

in struggling with performance. Few of the vast numbers of ephemeral speakers were 

natural performers and even famous men like Thomas Carlyle, Matthew Arnold, and 

William Morris all overcame nerves, leading historian Martin Hewitt to conclude that 

audiences often found substance to be more important than style.118 The lucidity of 

thought and sense of humour which Parker so admired in the lectures of his mentor 

shone through in his own, driving at least one observer to comment that ‘Professor 

Parker is no unworthy disciple of his great master, Huxley.’119 Huxley enjoyed his role 

of ‘scientific celebrity’ and at a lecture in suburban Manchester it was said of him that 

‘tricks of oratory were carefully avoided … there was no sensational aid to success.’120 

We can assume that Parker emulated Huxley in this respect too and tried to let the 

subject tell its own story.  

Although not a natural performer, this did not deter Parker. Whilst he ‘was not a 

man who came prominently forward in colonial life’ his popular informative lectures 

formed an essential part of his identity as a teacher and producer of scientific 

knowledge.121 With the evolutionary cause to promulgate he overcame a natural 

shyness, even diffidence, and performed on the platform. Parker satisfied local 

audiences on the merits of ‘this delightful method of acquiring knowledge.’122 This 
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comment speaks to Parker’s skilled packaging of information in an entertaining 

fashion. Shortly after Parker’s inaugural lecture, for instance, a local butcher Albert 

Dornwell (fl.1860-1889) produced an advertisement in the Otago Daily Times, which 

read: 

Professor Parker as an ‘evolutionist’ must also be a ‘progressive’ man, and as such he 
should depart from the old idea of allowing only a limited number of students to 
participate in his learning, but put the results of his investigations in popular form, 
and allow the citizens of Dunedin to “imbibe” at lectures delivered monthly during 
the long winter evenings. This would make “shop-keeping” much more pleasant 
than it is at present. Nowhere do you get such value for money as at A. 
Dornwell’s.123 
 

Quite how attendance at a popular scientific lecture would make shop keeping a 

pleasanter experience remains a mystery, though Dornwell’s ‘funny advertisements’ 

were a well-known feature of the Otago Daily Times. 124  Nevertheless, the links 

Dornwell made between Parker and evolution, and his plea for an egalitarian 

approach to learning and self-improvement, are a mixture worthy of Dornwell’s 

sausages for which he was famous in Dunedin.  

Locally, Professor James Gow Black (1835-1914), a chemist at the University of 

Otago, lectured frequently and contributed to Dunedin’s vibrant community of 

lecturers. A consummate ‘prodigious’ performer his demonstrations sometimes 

‘appeared magical’ and his talents were in high demand. 125  Black made several 

lecturing tours to the goldfields, including townships like Lawrence and Alexandra, 

where he established educational classes geared to the needs of miners.126 Black’s 

goldfield lectures had a specific and utilitarian purpose, to help exploit colonial 

resources. The ‘practical nature’ of Black’s demonstrations, tests, assays, and analyses 

of likely gold bearing rocks ensured success.127 But also his theoretical explanations 

on the formation of reef-gold and gold-bearing quartz veins provided information to 

practical miners. They listened attentively as that kind of knowledge seemed like the 
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gold nuggets they sought.128 Back in Dunedin Black’s series of lectures continued 

their immense popularity leading the columnist Civis to pen this verse: 

I have carted to the diggings tons of useful information, 
I have set the miner all agog for higher educations. 
In my popular science lectures I analyse his foods and drinks; 
And I titillate his nostrils with the most suggestive fumes and stinks.129 

 

Black had the advantage over Parker, not just in the delivery, but also from 

entertainment value. Parker took stuffed or bottled specimens with him as stage 

props, and used static diagrams or wallcharts, but demonstrating chemistry with its 

stinks and bangs was inherently more spectacular. Black received wide recognition for 

his role in technical education. He taught university students during term-time, miners 

on the goldfields over summer, and on Saturday mornings in winter months, teachers 

who ‘crowded attendance from all parts of the country, several having to stand in the 

laboratory and lobby for want of room.’130 

Parker responded to requests to lecture despite the effort involved. When the 

Honorary Secretary of the Oamaru Athenaeum and Mechanic’s Institute wrote in 

January 1884 to the five Otago professors asking ‘if they would kindly oblige by 

delivering a lecture during this coming month,’ only Parker replied quickly.131 He 

chose Bacteria for his subject, which was duly advertised. A local correspondent 

drummed up support for what he clearly thought an obscure topic. As ‘the subject is 

probably new to some of our inhabitants,’ he wrote, ‘we ought to know more about 

their origin, the conditions under which they exist, the effects of their elaborations, 

and how to avoid them.’132 Evidently this drum beating helped, as ‘the audience was a 

fairly numerous one, considering the prevalence of the absurd assumption that 
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lectures on scientific subjects are necessarily dry and uninteresting.’133 But why did 

Parker choose Bacteria? The simple answer is that he had prepared it earlier. Parker 

had delivered a series of three on Fermentation and Putrefaction [1882] as part of the 

Otago Institute’s campaign to present popular lectures and it was a simple matter to 

shorten the material to one presentation.134 Reading the published transcript of the 

Oamaru version, it becomes obvious why he chose bacteria; it allowed him to talk 

about spontaneous generation. Parker posed the essential question:  

How do bacteria find their way into fluids [formed by putrefaction or fermentation]? 
... Did they exist already, were they carried there, or were they created anew? The 
study of these like every other biological enquiry brings us face to face with the 
question—what was the origin of these things? Creation or Evolution?135 
 

Of course to Parker the answer was obvious—there was no spontaneous 

generation. ‘The accurate methods [of the last third of the century] proved 

conclusively that…lowly organisms which occur in putrefying substances do not arise 

de novo’ he wrote.136 Parker’s interest in bacteria had been stimulated by his original 

research on some bacteria he found growing on a fifteen-day old infusion of hay 

which he carried out in London in the months before he left for Dunedin.137 In the 

immediate aftermath of Origin of Species, and within the ranks of Darwin supporters a 

debate took place over the implications of the theory about how the original living 

organism formed. Despite Darwin’s ambivalence on the topic, according to historian 

James Strick many evolutionists also supported the possibility that life had formed 

from nonliving matter not just once but many times, hence spontaneous 

generation.138  

But in the presidential address to the British Association for the Advancement of 

Science meeting in 1870 Huxley publicly criticised the notion. He asserted that there 
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had been only one spontaneous generation, long ago and under conditions very 

different from those today.139 Parker’s lecture summarized his own original research 

on bacteria, the current state of knowledge and the experimental steps taken by, a 

physicist and friend of Huxley, John Tyndall (1820-1893), to prove there was no such 

thing as spontaneous generation. Parker’s exposition included a variety of stage props 

which replicated Tyndall’s experiments, including a number of sealed tubes and flasks 

which contained infusions of hay, turnip, mutton and fish and which had remained 

unspoilt from bacterial putrefaction for two years or more. Parker had set up these 

replica experiments using a specialized piece of apparatus—the Tyndall Chamber. By 

May 1882 he had material to demonstrate the research to his university students and 

the audience for the Otago Institute series on Fermentation & Putrefaction. Parker must 

therefore have initiated the replica experiments almost upon arrival in Dunedin.  

In 1884 at Oamaru he used them again to demonstrate to an altogether different 

audience. The lead-in time and foresight showed the depth of Parker’s preparedness. 

It matched Huxley’s own preparations for his lectures that Parker had seen at first 

hand. The material evidence Parker presented step by step to the lay audience 

supported the evolutionary concepts he imparted. Iconic instruments and apparatus 

used to demonstrate concepts in lectures formed, according to historian Peter 

Heering, part of the claim for the precision of science and technology. Further, he 

suggests that the process of simplification focused attention on the performance with 

the instrument, or in Parker’s case stage props, rather than solely on the 

instrument.140 To conclude his lecture Parker put his subject into perspective with a 

further exposition on the practical benefits of the study of bacteria. The utilitarian 

aspects of the subject, he explained, ‘apparently so remote from all direct human 

interest, have begun what promises to be a complete revolution in the Science of 

Medicine.’141 
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The pressing problems of technical education for those who were not 

scholastically minded occupied the full attention of the councillors of the Otago 

Institute and unusually they devoted a whole monthly meeting to the topic.142 The 

Institute produced several series of popular lectures to ‘induce people to study 

science, for themselves,’ amongst them Parker’s series on Fermentation and Putrefaction 

but the effort could not be sustained.143 Although advertised as popular, it is clear 

from the minutes that they were regarded as short academic courses ‘of not less than 

two and no more than six lectures,’ with each lecturer ‘requested to prepare … a 

syllabus … after the form adopted by the Cambridge University Extension.’144 The 

council took their self-imposed educational role seriously but indifference amongst 

the targeted adolescents coupled with the inability of lecturers to find time to prepare 

and fulfill their promises meant the courses only lasted for a few years.145 It is worth 

noting that the lecture series on Botanical Evolution given by George Thomson, the 

high school science teacher did not elicit any comments in the local papers. The series 

of three covered ‘the doctrine of evolution as applied to plants’ in the first lecture, 

‘structural modifications of leaves and stems: parasitism’ in the second, and, 

‘evolution of flowers’ in the third. Of course, the evolution of plants was not a 

contentious issue as no links could be made to their origins and the ancestry of 

humans.  

Parker focused primarily on teaching university students and he viewed much of 

popular science lecturing as worthless substitutes for real learning. 146  But he 

embarked on lecturing not only to emulate his mentor, but also from a strong sense 

of self-belief. ‘I am vain enough to think I have the gift of exposition,’ he wrote to his 

friend and fellow demonstrator George Howes (1853-1905) in London. 147 

Furthermore it is possible that he did not view his lectures as popular science. At the 
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conclusion of a lecture he gave on The Octopus [1885] he said ‘he must impress upon 

his hearers that they had not, in listening to his lecture, learnt anything about the 

octopus, but only about a few more or less badly-drawn diagrams,’ and a glass 

model.148 His caustic humour showed through here. Although poking fun at himself 

he pressed his more serious point home, that ‘there was something positively 

distressing in the cant talked sometimes about popular lectures. ... [Their] important 

function … was not to teach. They served to remove prejudice, and to create an 

interest in different subjects.’149  

Warming to his theme on ‘cant’, Parker stated that popular lectures had as much 

to do with teaching as ‘torch-lights, tambourines, and red jackets with the work of the 

Salvation Army; or, if he might be allowed to say so, as tea meetings had to do with 

the work of the Church.’ Surprisingly, these comments went unremarked. It was, 

however, common for late-nineteenth century scientific practitioners to denigrate 

popular science. H.G. Wells (1866-1946), the famous novelist and another of 

Huxley’s students, had no doubt that the worst examples came from practitioners 

themselves. They talked down to their audiences, he complained, using vague 

terminology that they found difficult to follow. Wells had little time for ‘inaccurate 

facts’ written in the ‘dialect of their science’ instead of the language of readers, or 

audience.150  

Parker gave his octopus lecture on more than one occasion and he tried hard to 

remove the prejudice accorded to octopuses. He thought his time ‘had not been 

wasted if he had shown [the audience] that even in the ugly octopus there was 

something beautiful and something of interest to every human being.’151 With these 

educational and informational aims he was in tune with other members of the 

Institute.  

As the outgoing president of the Otago Institute Parker took the platform for the 

last major occasion, for which we have a detailed written report. For this event, he 
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tempered his evolutionary views with more political purposes. He drew attention to 

‘the urgent need for adequate protection of native birds, … to the advisability of 

establishing a Fisheries Board for the Colony’ and an associated marine laboratory.152 

The Otago Daily Times presented a by-and-large favourable critique. ‘Professor Parker’s 

address is pleasant reading, if only because it is that of a man who is evidently 

devoted to the pursuit of science for itself, and entirely free from the cant of the 

popular lecturer.’153 This would surely have pleased Parker as it neatly summarized his 

philosophy and brought him full circle back to his mentor, Huxley. Local pride in a 

professor who more than held his own on the world’s stage was obvious, but the 

critic ‘resented the note of scientific isolation which Professor Parker struck so 

frequently.’154 This last comment reflected the gulf of misunderstanding on the part 

of the newspaper, and lay audiences, of the needs of specialist scientific men to talk 

with like-minded peers. Only a tiny handful of men were able to pursue a scientific 

career in the colony and hence come into easy social contact where their ideas could 

be pushed or tested. Parker would surely have missed the congenial and stimulating 

shoptalk at the laboratory bench available to him in London.155 

Spectacular Science: Lectures by Visitors 

There is no direct evidence to indicate how the audiences for Parker’s lectures 

were usually constituted. But ‘there are few things harder, at least in Dunedin, than to 

get up a large or enthusiastic public meeting’ noted one reporter, although it could be 

done.156 The spectacle of lecturing offered a specific form of rational entertainment 

and the Dunedin public enjoyed other performers who spoke on the topic of 

evolution. Parker was not alone in making evolution visible. Two eminent men of 

science, Richard Anthony Proctor (1837-1888) and William Denton (1823-1883), 

visited Dunedin in the 1880s. They were part of the band of men (and occasional 
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women) who toured and are traditionally labelled as popularisers of science.157 But 

lectures on scientific matters were infrequent occasions. Only two others, William 

Lant Carpenter (1841-1890) spoke on electricity in 1880 and Dr Anna Longshore 

Potts spoke physiology health and disease in both 1883 and 1893 contributed directly 

to science popluarisation.158  

In the case of travelling star performers like R.A. Proctor, a British astronomer, 

lectures could be sizeable events. ‘The 2,000 strong audiences that flocked to 

Garrison Hall,’ were ‘drawn from all classes of society’ and in a dose of local pride the 

reporter noted Proctor’s audiences were ‘thoroughly representative of the culture and 

intelligence of the city.’159 Few lecturers could command such numbers. ‘Only a small 

fraction of the population will go forth to meetings … they will not attend a lecture 

simply because the subject is important, and the lecturer a worthy man’ wrote one 

reviewer.160 And yet, clearly Dunedin audiences had an appetite for rational scientific 

entertainment especially if they had ‘some special motive presented to them [and] 

their feelings roused.’161  

In the second half of the nineteenth century it was possible for lecturers to make a 

good living from lecturing although there is now mounting evidence that, in Britain at 

least, interest in science shows waned as the century wore on particularly if showy 

experiments were not forthcoming.162 In Dunedin interest in visiting lecturers could 

be stimulated by advertising and not all of the rational entertainment on offer had a 

didactic function.  
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The ‘much travelled’ impresario Richard S. Smythe (d.1917) took ‘under his 

protecting wing’ a range of touring entertainers.163 Thus Dunedin played host to 

several famous people who included the city on their Australasian tours, amongst 

them Mark Twain (1835-1910), Annie Besant (1847-1933) the social reformer and 

theosophist, and renowned journalist George Sala (1828-1895). So long as Smythe 

had top-ranking performers, clearly spoken and experienced orators, the business 

remained profitable. As historian Martin Hewitt notes, a combination of performance 

and text, and ideas and events had the greatest impact on audiences.164  

One of these top-ranked scientific performers, the super-star Richard Proctor, 

visited Dunedin in October 1880, his arrival delayed because of his success in 

Sydney.165 The tour organized by Smythe was Proctor’s swansong. After sixteen years 

on the road he announced his retirement from public lecturing at the end of his New 

Zealand tour. In Dunedin Proctor’s promotion included careful editorial pieces, 

culled from contemporary biographical dictionaries of eminent people like Men of the 

Time, that extolled his career. This ensured that Proctor commanded large audiences 

and filled the largest hall in the colony, Garrison Hall in Dowling Street, to 

capacity.166 Audience numbers swelled because ‘some annual religious and social 

gatherings, and some private parties’ had been postponed in the city, including the 

monthly meeting of the Otago Institute.167 Parker therefore probably attended. 

Proctor held substantial scientific credentials, contributing some eighty-three 

technical papers to the monthly notices of the Royal Astronomical Society on his 

original scientific work related to Venus and Mars. But he was best known as an 

author of articles for scientific periodicals aimed at a wide audience, which included 

the Popular Science Review and Scientific American amongst others.168 On his return to 
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London he founded, edited, and wrote many of the articles for the science journal 

Knowledge which he set up in competition to the weekly Nature in an attempt, explains 

historian Bernard Lightman, to ‘question the role and dominance’ of a scientific 

elite.169 A prolific author, most of Proctor’s better-known works like, Half-hours with 

the Telescope (1866) and Other Worlds than Ours (1870), were available at booksellers 

throughout New Zealand.170  

In Dunedin Proctor reduced his standard series of eight lectures to four for 

unstated reasons. They comprised a factual exposition of the origin of the earth, 

moon, sun and stars. But as the local columnist Civis pointed out, ‘you may read 

everywhere between the lines the pestilent word Evolution. Mr Proctor carefully 

avoids uttering that word—forewarned, possibly, by the astute and politic Smythe, 

whose trade is to know the little weaknesses of his public.’171 Proctor denied the 

charge. ‘Mr Smythe has never in any way suggested either what I should say or what I 

should refrain from in matters scientific.’ But he did admit he had been careful to talk 

about the ‘growth of worlds’ though he made no secret of the fact that he believed in 

evolution.172  

Proctor had clear aims for his series of lectures and clear notions of how to 

approach his audience writing that ‘the general public do not want science presented 

to them as if they were of intelligence inferior to their teacher’s,’ nor could they be 

expected to ‘take an interest in statements conceived in abstruse or technical terms.’173 

Men like Proctor, honed the skills of lecturing by writing and on the platform by 

repetition and practice. Parker, by contrast was not so experienced. 

In the second example of the visiting lecturers who supplemented the homegrown 

platform culture, provided by Parker and his colleagues, we can see how tricky self-

promotion of lecture tours could be and how easily an audience could be mis-judged. 

William Denton, a British-born American geologist, arrived in Dunedin in 1882 to 
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deliver a series of six lectures entitled The Story of the Earth. The son of working-class 

Methodists from Durham, England, Denton’s oratorical career began at age sixteen 

on temperance issues. 174  His peculiar blend of views married psychometry and 

spiritualism with geology where, according to his hagiographic biographer, ‘the 

unseen is more real than the seen, and consequently more enduring.’175 A prolific 

author, he wrote several popular works of which the most famous were Our Planet: Its 

Past and Future (1868), The Irreconcilable Records: or, Genesis and Geology (1872), and three 

volumes entitled The Soul of Things (1863). In this last he related how his wife, 

Elizabeth, visited foreign planets whilst he mentally connected with rocks and fossils 

to investigate life in the Carboniferous era some three hundred million years ago.176 

The discovery of fossilized animals in the La Brea tar pits in Los Angeles constituted 

his main scientific claim to fame.177  

The Dunedin public, it seemed, were unaware of either the spiritualist or the 

temperance elements in his background. They ‘looked forward with confidence to an 

intellectual treat …[from one] whose name has been long associated with the study of 

this most popular science [of geology].’178 Significantly the Otago Institute did not 

postpone its monthly meetings for Denton. The series of six lectures began well but 

as it progressed so too did his rhetoric and ‘Neo Geology’, a correspondent to the 

local paper, complained that he wanted hard facts not unsupported ‘wild assertions’. 

He wanted, ‘the names of eminent men of science, the reference to their works.’179 In 

his last lecture Denton wandered off topic and denounced the evils of tea, coffee, 

tobacco and grog—which did not go down well with his critics. Denton’s rant cost 
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him his status as an authoritative speaker on geology, despite his popularity as an 

author on the subject. 

Denton’s performance did not rely solely on ‘the many graphically painted word-

sketches’ which he delivered after an ‘unassuming abruptness’ at the beginning 

followed by an ‘impassioned style’ as he warmed up, but also on illustrations.180 The 

text-heavy advertisements described how the event would be ‘illustrated by Hundreds 

of Magnificent Paintings and Photographs, illuminated by the Oxy-hydrogen Light, 

forming a Grand Panorama of Creation.’181 According to his son, Sherman, who later 

wrote an account of the trip, the visual aids proved more than adequate: 

We had a stereopticon, and after the lecture was delivered, illustrations were shown 
and explained. We used Middleton’s lanterns [which] threw upon the screen a 
fifteen-foot picture of startling clearness and brilliance … we made friends, and 
enemies too, … Father’s lectures were only popular with the liberal classes, the 
bigoted know-it-alls doing their best to keep people from turning out.182 
 

Denton had, during the course of his life behind the podium, encountered many 

critics who seemed not to bother him. ‘Let orthodox zealots defame—their bitter 

breath cannot hurt Denton’ claimed his biographer.183 Nevertheless without a tour 

manager to promote Denton’s credentials, or to inform him about the characteristics 

of local audiences, he ran into trouble.   

Credibility and authority are fragile attributes which historian Graeme Gooday 

observes are performative qualities where the audience is judge and jury of both 

occasion and speaker. 184  The contrast between the reception of Proctor’s and 

Denton’s lecture series provides evidence for historian Iwan Morus’s claim that what 

constituted science for nineteenth century audiences depended largely on who they 

trusted to deliver the intellectual goods.185 Lecture tours by Denton and Proctor, and 

others like them, provide evidence for the claim by sociologist Andrea Brighenti that 
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those who make a spectacle of themselves on the platform give the audience 

permission to gaze at the performer.186 This spectacular visibility added to the social 

environment of science understanding in late-nineteenth century in Dunedin. Their 

ephemeral nature added to the sense of occasion. 

Parker’s Popular Writing 

A significant afterlife for lectures existed on the printed page, either in an article 

or as more-or-less verbatim accounts of the lecture. Accounts written by newspaper 

reporters well versed in shorthand techniques, or, articles prepared by the lecturer, 

found space in newspapers and in magazines too. For example, at least one article in 

each quarterly issue of the short-lived New Zealand Magazine had originally been 

delivered as a lecture.187 These lengthy articles provide evidence of the weightier end 

of the spectrum at the other end a variety of home-grown lecturers covered more 

popular topics: Dr Simms presented a series of ten at Dunedin’s Lyceum including 

‘The Nervous System and the Mind’ and ‘Love, Courtship and Marriage’ in 1884 

which were reported in the Otago Daily Times.188 As far as can be judged from printed 

newspaper reports the Dunedin public could attend at least one lecture every month, 

sometimes two or three during the winter lecturing season. The combination of 

ephemeral event and its textual record can provide a robust window on the past. 

Parker adjusted his content to the different the demands of the spoken and written 

word. But even in those cases where the lecture appears on the printed page there are 

still vestiges of its original transmission and it does not take much to imagine Parker’s 

article Bacteria for instance, being delivered from the podium.189  

Worth noting too, is historian Barbara Gates’ observation that much of what we 

know of Victorian natural history is through writing which bridged gaps ‘between 
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cognoscenti and the newly educated.’ 190 It is not surprising therefore that the bulk of 

popularisation studies have focused on the written word. Historian Bernard 

Lightman’s book Victorian Popularisers of Science concentrated on those who made their 

living from writing about the natural world. 

However, Parker’s self-acknowledged ‘semi-popular abstract of my paper 

“Observations on the Anatomy and Development of Apteryx” shortly to be published in the 

Philosophical Transactions [of the Royal Society]’ on the history of the kiwi was 

altogether different.191 In the pair of articles for the New Zealand Journal of Science he 

transformed over a hundred pages of solid description into an informative, relatively 

easy-going text. The original made hard going even for specialist anatomists and was 

impenetrable to a lay audience. Parker’s kiwi articles did not shy away from the use of 

technical terminology, but each new introduction was carefully defined in easy-to-

understand words. He followed Huxley’s own writing practice which according to 

Parker contained ‘none of those airy speculations - a liberal pound of theory to bare 

ounce of fact. … [but] without the faintest disposition to descend to the level of his 

audience.’192   

H.G. Wells had no doubt that writing popular science comprised a particular 

discipline. The best should have ‘an orderly progression and development’ as readers 

come to such articles ‘for problems to exercise their minds upon.’193 The worst 

examples of popular science came from the pens of practitioners who talked down to 

their audiences, using vague terminology which said nothing and was difficult to 

follow. Wells had little time for ‘inaccurate compilation’ of facts written in the ‘dialect 

of science.’194 It should be borne in mind the term ‘popular science’, like other 

multilayered complex terms such as ‘expert’, cannot map from nineteenth century 

usage unproblematically onto our own understandings.195 Parker and his associates 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
190 Barbara T. Gates, “Why Victorian Natural History?,” Victorian Literature and Culture 35(2007): 539-49. 
191 T. Jeffery Parker, “On the History of the Kiwi: Part I,” New Zealand Journal of Science 1 (new series), 1 (1891): 
4-9; ———, “On the History of the Kiwi: Part II,” New Zealand Journal of Science 1 (new series), 2 (1891): 66-68. 
192 ———, Professor Huxley: From the Point of View of a Disciple, Natural Science vol VIII, no 49, March. (London: 
Rait, Henderson & co, 1896), 162. 
193 H.G. Wells, “Popularising Science,” Nature 50, 26 July (1894): 300-01. 
194 ———, “Popularising Science,” Nature 50, 26 July (1894): 300-01. 
195 Graeme Gooday, “Liars, Experts and Authorities,” History of Science 46(2008): 431-56. 



 
 

! -+!

clearly felt the need to educate and inform their select audiences, to steer them away 

from ‘science fearful’ to ‘science hungry’.  

Parker’s one serious effort to write from scratch for a popular audience is 

shrouded in a collaborative venture with his father William Kitchen Parker in 1878 

although it is impossible to discern where responsibilities lay. They jointly wrote the 

chapter on carnivores for the popular Cassell’s Natural History a large enterprise, which 

issued in monthly parts eventually filled six volumes. Parker wrote scathingly about 

his father’s approach, commenting that ‘from the strictly scientific point of view my 

father’s style was a bad one, and as a result his works are to a great extent a sealed 

book to all but specialists.’196   

William Kitchen Parker’s works, a series of monographs on the anatomy of 

vertebrate skulls were published, after severe editorial work by Huxley, in the 

Transactions of both the Royal Society and Zoological Society of London, and were 

later brought together in a textbook The Morphology of the Skull under the aegis of his 

young friend George Thomas Bettany (1850-1891). Bettany’s condensed versions 

‘translated … Parkerese into everyday English.’197 But he felt compelled to offer an 

apology in the preface, warning that ‘it is not expected that the book will be 

thoroughly intelligible after mere reading. … the complexity of the structures 

described is such that a brief description may easily lack clearness.’198  

T.J. Parker nonetheless undertook to write two hundred pages on Carnivora for the 

popular multi-volume encyclopaedia Natural History published by Cassell. 199  It 

contained a logical sequence in more-or-less plain language, but retained some his 

father’s ‘passages of great beauty, of true and sincere eloquence, and of quaint 

whimsical humour.’200 Little wonder it formed ‘the only attempt at anything like 

bookmaking.’201 The effort to keep literary allusions under control must have been 
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196 T. Jeffery Parker, William Kitchen Parker: A Biographical Sketch by his Son (London: Macmillan, 1893), 69. 
197 ———, William Kitchen Parker: A Biographical Sketch by his Son (London: Macmillan, 1893), 80. 
198 William Kitchen Parker and George Thomas Bettany, The Morphology of the Skull (London: Macmillan, 1877), 
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hard. Parker could not exorcise all of the literary or biblical allusions that his father 

probably introduced and he kept his own lucid writing style for his commercially 

successful textbooks. 

Concluding Remarks 

Whether Parker lectured on contentious evolutionary issues, or on straightforward 

biological matters, the substance he imparted attracted comment. As a primary 

producer of scientific information he brought a depth and knowledge to his lectures 

which his audience appreciated. Parker’s performances enriched Dunedin’s vibrant 

platform culture and he produced educational information in an entertaining fashion. 

On the podium he encompassed rhetorical strategies learnt from close observation of 

Huxley, and was not above borrowing his mentor’s content. In common with other 

nineteenth century lecturers, he demonstrated his science using stage props adapted 

from either his own research or from iconic experiments, but his lucidity of thought 

and expression was entirely his own. He contributed to the cultural fabric of 

Dunedin’s intellectually curious through lectures, conversaziones and exhibitions. 

With Parker, Dunedin audiences could be assured, once he got over initial delivery 

problems, of an authoritative and entertaining treatment of what could have been dry 

and uninspiring subjects—something that could not be guaranteed with visiting 

lecturers. Without star quality to attract audiences, he nonetheless adjusted his 

expositions to fit the audience. Fortunately his sense of humour shone through the 

worthy nature of his discourse. His conversation pieces exhibited at conversaziones 

or at larger gatherings might have been overshadowed by working models and showy 

pieces of equipment but his forte was as a museum exhibitor—the subject of the next 

chapter. Parker’s prime motivation was to keep evolutionary themes before the public 

whether they attended sociable gatherings or lectures.  
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Chapter Three: Parker’s Museum 

Introduction 

From the mid-nineteenth-century onwards museum workers dealing with natural 

history materials held a deep historical interest in their subject, not only in the 

biographies of their predecessors in the post, but also in the institutions that 

employed them. The historical nature of zoology, botany, and palaeontology 

stimulated this interest, the rules of priority dictating that a new species name must be 

unique and original. Nomenclatural procedures therefore possessed a deep memory, 

which encouraged active engagement with both specimens and the literature. 

Sometimes it was (and still is) necessary to consult monographs and other 

publications, which date back to the foundations of taxonomy and nomenclature with 

Carl Linnaeus (1707-1778), the founder of the Latinised binomial system. The vast 

historically informed literature thus generated dealt with individual collectors, their 

collections, and the documentation of specimens, which elucidated the history of a 

name and helped to provide scientific stability to taxonomic practices.  

But not until the mid-1980s did historians begin to take an interest in natural 

history museums in the broader contexts of knowledge-making and colonial 

enterprise. Both Susan Sheets-Pyenson’s book Cathedrals of Science and Sally 

Kohlstedt’s series of articles on Australian and American natural history museums 

began to show the way.1 They regarded natural history museums as complex sites 

where scientific knowledge was created whilst Sophie Forgan extended this notion 

and maintained that new museum buildings enshrined political and civic contests.2 

Architecture also formed the central theme of Carla Yanni’s book Nature’s Museums: 

Victorian Science and the Architecture of Display. In this Yanni described the plethora of 
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nineteenth-century buildings, which ‘piled high with bones and stuffed animals, 

natural history museum[s] were the primary places of interaction between natural 

science and its diverse publics.’3 More recently the historiographical emphasis has 

turned towards an examination of practices associated with collecting specimens and 

subsequent cultural meanings they acquire in the process of putting nature behind 

glass.4  

This chapter follows the lead set by historians Samuel Alberti, Jim Endersby and 

Bruno Strasser in this respect, although they have dealt mostly with British examples. 

In America the situation was different. There the US Government provided grants to 

large museums, which resulted in hundreds of expeditions whose purpose was to 

catalogue the nation’s flora, fauna and mineral wealth. This led historian Robert E. 

Kohler to examine collecting and taxonomic field practices in depth. He bridged the 

gap between fieldwork and encounters with museums (and herbaria) and the plethora 

of specimens that needed sorting, storing, and organising systematically.5 From this 

work Kohler looked more broadly at the history of evolutionary systematics and his 

basic question ‘how have systematists dealt with tens of millions of fragile objects and 

a million-plus natural kinds?’ resonates exactly with the problems that Parker and his 

contemporaries faced.6  

The international trade in natural history specimens is a well-known story amongst 

museum practitioners and increasingly so amongst historians. New Zealand’s part is 

usually represented with examples from Christchurch, Wellington and sometimes 

Auckland but Otago’s part remains largely untold.7 Susan Sheets-Pyenson’s seminal 

Cathedrals of Science focuses on the development of colonial museums in Montreal, 
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3 Carla Yanni, Nature’s Museums: Victorian Science and the Architecture of Display (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 
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University Press, 2006). 
6  ———, “Reflections on the History of Systematics,” in The Evolution of Phylogenetic Systematics, ed. Andrew 
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7 Susan Sheets-Pyenson, “Cathedrals of Science: The Development of Colonial Natural History Museums 
During the Late Nineteenth Century,” History of Science 25(1986): 279-300. 



 
 

! %.%!

Melbourne, Buenos Aires, La Plata and Christchurch, during what she calls ‘the 

museum movement’ of the late-nineteenth century. She saw this as part of a move 

towards ‘big science’ coupled with an increasing independence from European 

colonialism. Historian John MacKenzie’s comparative study of colonial museums 

places them within the context of imperial history. Museums were not just connected 

to the major metropolitan institutions but formed an imperial network of their own 

where knowledge, in the form of objects, was exchanged. MacKenzie also compared 

Canterbury Museum in Christchurch and the War Memorial Museum in Auckland, 

with museums in Sydney and Melbourne, Toronto and Vancouver, and Cape Town 

and Grahamstown in South Africa. He concluded that museums did not cater to a 

single notion of empire or colony, but allowed civic, provincial, imperial and 

international identities to be expressed simultaneously.8 

In contrast to such large arcs this chapter examines Parker’s particular reasons for 

engaging in museum building and acknowledges his contributions to the Otago 

University Museum where he too bought, swapped, and collected specimens. Within 

the institution Parker made the materiality of natural objects visible to his target 

audiences—students and public. In common with other museum practitioners Parker 

engaged in taxidermic practices that changed once living creatures into museum 

objects. Importantly he invented and initiated novel techniques for preserving 

cartilaginous fish, which made them better suited to handling by students and to 

exhibition. Parker displayed objects in the museum according to his avowed 

evolutionary principles but an uncompromising building hampered these aims.  

Just before Parker arrived in Dunedin, the Museum became administratively part 

of the University. Initially the Otago Provincial Government, under pressure from 

small coterie of concerned citizens, took over administration of objects left behind by 

the first International Dunedin Exhibition held in 1865.9 These had languished in 

unsatisfactory storage until in 1873 a public petition ensured the University took 
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responsibility.10 By 1880 half of Parker’s annual salary came from the University’s 

Museum Maintenance fund, the other half paid directly by the University 

administration.11 From the outset he served the requirements of both the public, 

whose interest in the institution remained high, and of undergraduate teaching. The 

original plans provided a class-room and lecture-room.12 However, by 1883 Parker 

planned to convert the lecture-room into gallery space.13 The implication being that 

teaching comparative anatomy was best carried out with bones in-hand in the 

galleries. 

More broadly the chapter provides part of an intellectual framework for 

connections between collecting and classifying, and larger historical themes in 

biology. Such themes include the supposed progression from a descriptive 

morphology to an experimental based approach that occurred at the end of the 

century. The agenda for chapter five—Parker’s research science—is set by the themes 

that emerge from this chapter. 

‘The main thing which distinguishes a museum from a collection of curiosities is 

arrangement’, Parker stated in a paper he wrote for the Transactions & Proceedings of the 

New Zealand Institute. He felt quite certain about the paramount importance of the 

scientific aim writing: ‘what we want is a collection in which each of the main groups 

of animals is represented by one or more examples, … arranged in such a way as to 

bring forcibly before the observer the mutual relations of the groups which they 

typify.’14 He could have added that teaching, serious study and rational entertainment 

constituted his main reasons for building the collections in the Otago University 

Museum. These rationales can be inferred from this statement but more directly from 

Parker’s actions. 
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10 George Edward Thompson, A History of Otago University (1869-1919) (Dunedin: J. Wilkie & Co, 1919), 262. 
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Gifts & Donations 

A period of great growth during which he acquired a large number of specimens 

marked Parker’s tenure as curator of the museum. Exact numbers are hard to 

estimate as Parker only began recording accessions in a series of museum registers in 

1893. This followed a trip ‘Home’ where he witnessed the latest inventory methods. 

The Otago University annual report to Parliament for 1883 provides an insight into 

his energetic acquisitiveness. ‘The Curator has effected considerable improvements in 

the arrangement, and through his zeal new and valuable specimens in every 

department of natural history have been added to the collections.ʼ15 Parker and his 

two assistants, principal taxidermist Edwin Jennings (c.1834-1910) and general 

museum assistant F.J. Bourne (fl.1880s), acquired over 500 specimens for the museum 

between 1880 and 1893 (see Appendix G). Bourne was dismissed in 1886, a victim of 

economic depression and University retrenchment, despite Parker’s ‘frequent and 

repeated protestations.’16 So for most of the period under consideration acquisitions 

were left to a full-time taxidermist and half-time curator. The estimate of five hundred 

specimens, compiled from newspaper reports and the minutes of the Otago Institute, 

is both incomplete and underestimates the true numbers of objects as many items 

were recorded as ‘collection of…’, or ‘group of…’.  

In common with other nineteenth-century museum curators, Parker acquired 

specimens through one of four principal avenues, gifts, purchase, exchange or 

collecting either on his own account or by commissioning others. Unsolicited gifts or 

donations could be problematical. For instance, what could Parker do with the piece 

of lead pipe, eaten through by rats, which the Otago Daily Times presented to the 

museum? 17 Gifts could not be rejected easily and once donated no mechanism for 

disposal existed.18 As well, the newspapers regularly listed gifts from local prestigious 

donors, like Judge Frederick Revans Chapman (1849-1936). These covered the gamut 
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15 D.M. Stuart, “Education. Annual Report of the Otago University,” Appendix to the Journal of the House of 
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from highly desirable to those of more dubious value. Fortunately, from Parker’s 

perspective, the overwhelming majority of donations were zoological specimens—an 

indication of the dominance of that science in the late-nineteenth century. 

He welcomed most gifts, especially if specimens came from friends, former 

colleagues, or family members in the UK. For example, George Bond Howes (1853-

1905), Parker’s fellow-demonstrator and friend at the Royal School of Mines in 

London sent a skull of a wolf-fish which arrived in February 1882. His father, William 

Kitchen Parker (1823-1890) sent a series of bird and amphibian skulls, and eighty-one 

microscope slides of Foraminifera.19 

Purchases 

The largest specimen Parker acquired, a skeleton of a fin whale, came his way 

under unusual circumstances. Captain William Jackson Barry (1819-1907), a colonial 

character, former whaler, adventurer and teller of tall tales brought a fin whale 

skeleton to Dunedin in 1883. The whale stranded on a sandbar in Nelson in May 

1883, and, seeing an opportunity, Barry had it de-fleshed and the bones cleaned. He 

carted it with him as the ultimate stage-prop on a lecture tour through the South 

Island, ending up in Dunedin where, it was reported, he held a dinner party for ‘a 

number of ladies and gentlemen …in the jaws of the monster.’20 Barry exhibited the 

whale during June and July 1883 jointing its bones together, it was noted, ‘as only an 

old whaler knows how.’21  

But by the middle of August a one-sentence newspaper report recorded ‘Captain 

Barry has disposed of his whale skeleton to the Otago Museum.’22 Parker’s assistant 

Bourne ‘very successfully’ designed the ironwork to articulate the skeleton using 

modified railway girders that bridged the hall, their weight supported by each column 

of the upper gallery.23 It has remained in situ. The supporting iron bands round the 

lower jawbone were obvious and can be clearly seen in the contemporary photograph 
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(see Figure 3.) but other places where the bones were drilled to accommodate struts, 

or staples to keep the baleen attached were not visible.  

The skeleton impressed Parker who wrote to his friend and counterpart in 

Christchurch Julius von Haast (1822-1887) that ‘it is in very good condition except 

that a portion of the caudal [tail] vertebrae were thrown away with the flukes and 

many of the phalanges [flipper bones] are lost. …The baleen is in beautiful condition, 

& the skeleton altogether will be a very fine one. … What size is your specimen? 

Mine is 54ft 6ins.’24  

The fin whale was not only the largest specimen Parker acquired but also the 

single most costly item at £42 10s. 0d. (approximately US$200 at 1883 exchange 

rates) though the price compares favourably with US$300 Manchester University  

!

!
Figure 3 : Fin Whale in Otago Museum. 
Photo: William Williams about 1895.   1/1-025834-G   Alexander Turnbull Library 

!
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Museum paid for their young sperm whale in 1896.25 Manchester purchased its sperm 

whale from Henry Ward’s Natural History Establishment in Rochester, New York, 

the most famous nineteenth-century specimen dealer.26 Parker had limited funds. In 

1883, the same year he bought the whale skeleton, he also purchased specimens to the 

value of £8 14s. 0d. from Vaclav Fri!, another well-known natural history dealer in 

Prague.27 When Parker returned to England for a sojourn ten years later, in 1893, the 

University Council granted him £150 to spend on specimens and models (see 

below).28  This enabled him to fill much on his desiderata list from the dealer, 

including series of ants, wasps, bees, flies, cockroaches, toads, and salamanders all 

showing various stages of metamorphosis. Total purchases from the single dealer 

amounted to £57 5s. 3d. 29  

Additionally he bought skeletons of larval and adult spadefoot toads and 

salamanders, both fresh-water and marine lampreys, as well as a variety of fish and 

mammal skeletons. Fri! apologised that he could not supply an alligator skeleton and 

warned that the species of octopus differed from the one Parker had requested.30 

Fri!’s business, begun in 1862, had been from the outset geared towards providing a 

service for teaching aids; hence Parker’s purchase of series illustrating insect and 

amphibian metamorphoses.31  The role of dealers in museum collection building 

became a ‘significant component’ of the commercial landscape. This, as historian 
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Sally Kohlstedt points out, signalled a changing attitude towards science.32 The era of 

gentlemen collectors had largely passed by the time Parker began acquiring specimens 

for the Otago Museum. 

Members of the Otago Institute sometimes supplemented museum purchases. 

The relationship between the Institute and the Museum was close. The Institute gave 

an annual sum for upkeep and at each month’s meeting, held in the Museum, Parker 

showed members the latest acquisitions. 33  Occasionally, however, the Museum 

acquired specific items by asking the membership for funds. Council minutes record a  

‘subscription list having been started for the purchase of a collection of rare bird skins 

and moriori implements from the Chatham Islands, it was proposed that the society 

vote the sum of £5 (five pounds) towards that object.”34 The Council’s action 

consolidated the fund and two Chatham Island Rails, a Chatham Island Snipe, a Pitt 

Island Shag, and two Southern Diving Petrels were added to the Museum’s collection. 

One of the petrels was used as an exchange item with Museum University 

Manchester.35  

What Parker and the Otago Institute Council did not know was that William 

Hawkins (fl. 1890s), the owner of the collection, had shown the rail to Frederick 

Wollaston Hutton (1836-1905) in Canterbury Museum, Christchurch. But Hutton had 

been told ‘that he [Hawkins] did not mean to sell it in New Zealand, so he [Hutton] 

did not make him an offer.’ Hutton also knew the bird was close to extinction. ‘I have 

no idea of the value but the more Hawkins gets the greater the chance of the bird 

being exterminated.’36 Whether the knowledge that Hutton was not in the running for 

such a rare specimen would have influenced the Otago people is hard to say: 
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interprovincial rivalry played its part in some purchases. 37  Parker, and other 

ornithologists in Otago, would also have known the rail was close to extinction.38 

The trade in natural history specimens could be lucrative if either luck, or hard 

work coupled with passion, energy and time prevailed. But during Parker’s tenure no 

hint occurred of the unsavoury commercialisation that had plagued an older 

generation of men of science. 39  Parker’s aims to instil scientific order on the 

collections, to acquire representative specimens across the zoological range, and 

importantly, to spend money in pursuit of those aims, echo Henry Augustus Ward 

(1834-1906) who equated his commercial dealings with lofty aims. ‘As an auxiliary to 

the purest, highest research, it [Ward’s Natural History Establishment] is one of the 

signs of the times that wealth is not absorbed in material interests; that commerce 

counts it an honour to contribute to original investigation.’40 Dealing was a fickle 

trade but supplying the growing number of universities and museums with material 

could be profitable if that supply could be regulated. One way to achieve this was to 

build and sell models. 

Purchase of Models 

In 1893, while in London, Parker purchased a series of ninety-two embryological 

wax models for £39 2s. 0d. from Adolf Ziegler (1820-1889) based in Freiburg, 

Germany, using funds from the £150 University allowance. 41 These supplemented an 
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earlier purchase in 1882, costing £12 15s. 0d., made on behalf of Parker’s friend and 

head of the Otago University Medical School, Professor John Halliday Scott (1851-

1914).42 Ziegler’s wax models were fragile however, and despite careful packaging 

some models arrived in Dunedin damaged, much to Zeigler’s surprise.43 Ziegler’s wax 

models, which famously depicted the embryology and development of various 

creatures, were renowned for their scientific accuracy.44   

William Henry Flower (1831-1899), director of the British Museum (Natural 

History) [BM(NH)], in London, noted that models usually offered poor substitutes 

for perishable, fragile or scarce objects. ‘With reference to such models, the 

importance of accuracy of execution cannot be too strongly insisted upon,’ but 

conceded that most museums had little option but to use them.45 Parker’s interest in 

these embryological models stemmed not only from his need for teaching materials 

for both his zoology and medical students but also from a personal research interest 

in embryology. Historian Nick Hopwood explains that universities used Ziegler’s 

models extensively in their teaching. ‘Embryology joined a general move to teaching 

not just by listening and reading but above all by seeing and doing, activities that 

needed visual aids.’46 Placing the embryological models in the museum satisfied the 

requirements Parker set for teaching his students. Three-dimensional model embryos 

helped students to come to terms with a poorly understood yet dynamic process. 

Models that could be handled suited this didactic purpose better than the two-

dimensional alternative—drawing.47 What members of the public made of them 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
the development of Amphioxus two of which are broken, and others show wear and tear (these do not appear in 
the Otago Museum Registers). Thus only 33 of the registered 92 items are extant. A further 50 models survive 
which were never registered. 
42 Anonymous, “Otago Museum [Donations in February],” Otago Witness, 11 February 1882, 9. ; [Various], 
Ledger 1870-1892, University of Otago: Records of Registry & Central Administration, (AG-180-045/001), 186 
Hocken Collections, The University of Otago.Entry dated 11 July 1882. 
43 Adolf Ziegler, to T.J. Parker, 15 February 1893, Otago Museum Records, (MS-2785/001), Hocken 
Collections, The University of Otago. 
44 Nick Hopwood, Embryos in Wax (Cambridge: Whipple Museum of the History of Science, University of 
Cambridge, 2002), 33. 
45 W.H. Flower, “Museum Specimens for Teaching Purposes III,” Nature, 4 January (1877): 204-06. 
46 Nick Hopwood, Embryos in Wax (Cambridge: Whipple Museum of the History of Science, University of 
Cambridge, 2002), 33. 
47 ———, “‘Giving Body’ to Embryos: Modeling, Mechanism, and the Microtome in Late Nineteenth-Century 
Anatomy,” Isis 90, 3 (1999): 462-96. 



 
 

! %%.!

remains unknown although when he showed them to members of the Otago Institute 

they found them ‘most interesting’.48  

The problem of teaching botany to students during winter months without the 

availability of flowers also had to be overcome. So for an unknown amount Parker 

purchased a series of twenty-six papier maché oversized flower models from father-and-

son model-makers Robert & Reinhold Brendel in Berlin. 49  The parts could be 

dismantled to demonstrate flower morphology and students learnt by touch as much 

as by sight. Most of the models survive as teaching aids in the Botany Department of 

the University of Otago. Although much used in the past they are little used 

nowadays.  

A similar set of papier maché large-scale beetle and bee models, also purchased in 

1893 while Parker was in London, made by Paul Osterloh of Leipzig, has not 

survived.50 Other significant purchases of models by Parker made included glass 

invertebrates made by Leopold Blaschka (1822-1895) and his son Rudolf (1857-

1939). 51  Blashcka glass models became famous and were sold worldwide. The 

business promoted the models at trade fairs, and had them distributed by, amongst 

others, Henry Ward’s Natural History Establishment in New York. 52  Parker, 

however, ordered them directly from Germany to supplement a collection already on 

display when the Museum opened in 1878.53 Handling fragile glass models was 

probably not on the agenda, even for students under careful supervision. 

Sales 

Buying models in order to exhibit what otherwise could not be observed made 

sense, as did buying specimens of creatures not found in New Zealand like lions, 
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elephants, hippopotamuses and so on. Although Parker had limited funds he 

supplemented them by selling specimens to other curators. Parker made direct sales 

of what he called ‘duplicates’ to the BM(NH) in London and to Cambridge University 

Museum of Zoology.  

Julius von Haast, one of the New Zealand commissioners for the Indian & 

Colonial Exhibition in 1886, organised Parker’s most lucrative sale, from a large 

consignment sent to London for display at the exhibition. Parker sold a substantial 

part of his collection, including a stuffed shark, a skeleton of a giant ribbon fish 

(Regalecus) and some 40 other fish specimens to Flower at the BM(NH) for a total of 

£203 0s 0d.54 From the same exhibition Dublin Natural History Museum bought an 

octopus, the skeleton of a lamb, and some stuffed birds for £35 0s 0d.55 Parker 

expected higher prices. ‘I think Flower has got a bargain with Carcharodon [great white 

shark] etc. but I would far rather let him have them at a smaller price than I expected 

than have them returned.’56  

Nevertheless he was grateful to Haast. ‘I am very glad to hear that so many of my 

exhibits have gone off.’57 Parker put a different spin, however, on his thank-you letter 

to Flower: ‘I am very glad to hear that you have decided to take some of my 

specimens, both my assistants & I feel quite proud at being represented in the 

National collection.’ 58  Parker’s emotional investment in the sale could not be 

disguised. 

By the late-nineteenth century penguins, seals, and large whale specimens could 

still be guaranteed sales whereas other New Zealand specialties could not. Because 

kiwi skins and moa bones had flooded the market earlier in the century they did not 
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fetch reasonable sums. Furthermore they were difficult to come by and not worth the 

investment in time or energy to collect.59  

Parker specifically set out to acquire some specimens precisely for their potential 

as sales. For example elephant seals were much sought after for their large and 

impressive size, the first being exhibited in Europe was comparatively late in 1875. 

They still had novelty value elsewhere too: ‘if you ever hear of an available sea 

elephant skin or skeleton or both, think of us and give us a show,’ wrote fellow 

curator of Adelaide Museum, Edward Charles Stirling (1848-1919) in 1890.60  

Parker never sent one to Adelaide though he did try to collect some elephant seals 

four years later from Macquarie Island. In 1894 Parker paid £50 to J. Hatch & Co, 

Invercargill for the passage of his taxidermist Edwin Jennings and Augustus Hamilton 

(1853-1913), registrar of Otago University, on-board the merchant vessel Gratitude in 

search of penguin oil. It proved to be a disastrous trip for both Parker and proprietor 

Joseph Hatch, who lost three crewmen overboard in heavy seas on the return voyage. 

Hatch was ‘sorry that your specimens did not come up. The peculiarities of the place 

are such as to create an uncertainty at any time in getting cargo off.’61  

Later that year Parker recouped some of his loss by selling a skull to his friend 

Sidney Frederick Harmer (1862-1950), curator of the Cambridge University Museum 

of Zoology, who he had met whilst on leave in England. Harmer wrote: ‘with regard 

to the sea-elephant we are extremely anxious to get a specimen.  It is one of our 

principal desiderata… like you, I am in the command of very limited funds; but after 

due consideration I feel justified in offering you twenty-five pounds (£25) for a 

skull’.62 The skull duly arrived in Cambridge and after a delay due to summer holidays 

the money reached Dunedin. But the rest of the elephant seal skeleton never arrived 

in Cambridge and in 1895 Parker explained:  
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I quite expected to be able to send you the rest of the skeleton but have once more 
been disappointed. In February, I went for a trip to the outlying islands with our 
Governor, Lord Glasgow, who intended to include Macquarie Island. I should then 
have been able to secure my three skeletons lying there and pick up others. But the 
weather was so bad that after three unsuccessful attempts to reach Macquarie from 
the Aucklands we had to turn tail and flee to the Campbells before a howling sou’-
wester.63 

Harmer’s price offer was at the top of his range. ‘£50 is supposed to be almost our 

annual total expenditure on specimens!’64 But it is not surprising that Harmer was 

prepared to spend such a large sum on the skull of an elephant-seal as they were rarer 

than skeletons. ‘The difficulty is that they [sealers] must always smash the skull in 

capturing them’ as James Hector (1834-1907), director of the Colonial Museum 

Wellington explained in a letter to Albert Günther (1830-1914), the Keeper of 

Zoology BM(NH) in 1886.65  

Collecting specimens from the field was time-consuming, costly and sometimes a 

risky business. A further risk lay in finding the right market. Flower wrote to Parker, 

‘you mention duplicate specimens in exchange, but as you might not care to have 

what we could offer just now, I thought you would prefer a sum of money, which you 

could lay out in what you really want — these transactions are always very difficult – 

especially at a distance.’66 Only large institutions like the BM(NH) had spare cash to 

spend. In 1890 Parker offered Flower, an expert in cetaceans, a whale skeleton. 

Parker already had his own fin whale hanging in the museum, and an inherited right 

whale skeleton on the floor from the time the museum opened in 1877. So when he 

wrote to Flower, ‘I rescued a Ziphius skeleton the other day which is 25ft long. I have 

it buried in sand in a rather inaccessible place. Would you care to make an offer for 

it?’, Parker knew this Ziphius [goose-beaked whale] would be surplus to his own 

requirements. 67  Before the deal could be concluded, however, Parker received a 

letter from James William Johnson (1837-1916), the lighthouse keeper at Cape 
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Saunders on the Otago Peninsula. Johnson had got the whale bones ready to ship out 

on the supply steamer Hinemoa.  He wrote: 

on attempting to lower them with our crane the pale slipped and the content of sling 
went down with a run, striking the rock and rebounding into the sea. I cannot tell 
you how sorry I was to see the sacks gradually sinking and we powerless to prevent 
it.68 

Flower never got his whale and Parker had to wear the cost of the failed collection 

and loss of the Ziphius whale as a specimen. 

Exchanges 

Exchanges were an effective method of specimen acquisition, particularly if the 

two institutions involved were of similar size and status. In 1893, skins of albatross 

and petrel, and some fish in jars, went to William Evans Hoyle (1855-1926) director 

of the Manchester University Museum, and in return Parker acquired a hippo skull, 

some African butterflies and spiders, pacific corals, and British sea-cucumbers.69 

Parker’s participation in such ‘small-scale’ swapping depended on having spare 

material.70 Definitions of ‘duplicate’ or ‘spare’ specimens were fluid and differed 

according to the potential market. In 1897 Hoyle wrote, ‘I should certainly be very 

glad to have Regalecus [giant ribbon-fish] for our Museum and if you will let me know 

more precisely what you are in want of, I daresay we can effect an exchange.: I should 

very much prefer that way to paying cash which is “rare.”’71  

Parker may not really have had the infrequently found giant ribbon-fish ‘spare’. 

But he did have one already, and he had sold a different one to Flower in 1886 

amongst the collection from the Indian & Colonial Exhibition, which doubtless 

influenced his decision to make his offer to Hoyle. From Hoyle’s perspective he 
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acquired a southern species otherwise impossible or at best exceedingly difficult to 

obtain.72  

Opportunities for swapping material in New Zealand, or amalgamating 

collections, were limited, unlike in Britain. Manchester University Museum, for 

instance, benefited from larger transfers of material as nearby museums, or private 

collectors, rationalised their holdings.73 Parker’s exchanges with British museums 

served two purposes. Firstly, this kept his own name and that of the Otago University 

Museum visible amongst the zoological fraternity. Secondly, he used his widespread 

contacts to obtain good specimens in order to ‘catch up’ with Canterbury Museum, 

Christchurch and the Colonial Museum in Wellington. Both of these larger 

institutions, had had more stable origins than the Otago Museum, and were under the 

control of older men of science who had more established international reputations, 

Haast in Christchurch being nearly thirty years senior to Parker, and Hector in 

Wellington fifteen years.   

Parker assiduously courted those who he believed had access to local specialties by 

offering, or sending, his own. D’Arcy Wentworth Thompson (1860-1948) at 

University College, Dundee, expressed his appreciation: 

I got home yesterday from Norway, and found your letter awaiting me, and the box 
arrived the same day. I am much delighted with the contents, especially the birds & 
above all the Penguins. I have now a very nice series of Spheniscidae [penguin 
family].   … If a narwhal comes here this autumn you shall certainly have it. If not 
you will have to wait another year.74   

Parker never got a narwhal, for reasons unknown but easily imagined, given the 

difficulties he faced with the Ziphius whale and elephant seals. 

In line with his stated policy of collecting representative animals from each of the 

various groups, Parker sought large animals. Parker kept all the specimens of moa, 

New Zealand’s unique group of large extinct and flightless birds, that came his way, 
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including casts of leg bones from material under Hutton’s care. 75 But in 1894 one 

H.L. Squire (fl. 1870s) a collector of some ‘leg bones with skin and feathers still 

attached which equalled in magnificence a specimen of an entire head found in 1878,’ 

insisted they were sent to the BM(NH) in London.76  

By the mid-1880s Canterbury Museum, in Christchurch had a room full of moa 

skeletons (Figure 4.), collected over twenty years by Haast.77 The Christchurch moa 

collection resulted from several expeditions to recover naturally preserved moa bones 

from Glenmark swamp in Canterbury that, by the time Parker arrived in 1880, was 

nearly exhausted.78   

!
Figure 4 :  Moa Room Canterbury Museum, Christchurch 1880s. 
Alexander Turnbull Library. PAColl-9484. 
!
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Needing a draw-card of his own, Parker thought that one large iconic animal, the 

giant Irish deer, another recently extinct creature that sported antlers extending to 

over 3.65m, would fit the bill. The response from the keeper of the museum at 

Trinity College Dublin to Parker’s request, in 1893 was not helpful. ‘I am sorry to say 

there is not the least chance of my being able to send you a Megacerus [Megaloceros] 

Skull with the antlers. They are getting so scarce. When they do turn up dealers 

generally secure them & putting together [illegible] of all kinds, touch them up so as 

to make them look complete & then put fancy prices on them.’79 Like the moa, Irish 

deer had become extinct in relatively recent times, but dealers controlled the supply 

of their fossil bones, and in particular skulls with massive antlers. By the time Parker 

made enquiries all the best specimens had found their way into collections, their 

heyday being the 1840s and 1860s.80 The correspondence is one-sided so what Parker 

offered, if anything remains unknown. 

Curators like Parker, Harmer, and Stirling, all of whom had formal zoological 

training, especially sought whole specimens, whether skeletons of large moa, whales, 

elephant seals or Irish deer, reflecting the desirability of making a complete collection. 

This also formed part of a wider debate about the purpose of provincial, and by 

implication colonial, museums. Provincial museums should not emulate the ‘vast and 

boundless metropolitan institution,’ wrote George Gulliver FRS (1804-1882) in his 

role as vice president of the East Kent Natural History Society. He thought they 

should be restricted to collecting specimens of local interest.81 On the other hand, 

residents should have the opportunity to see a collection of typical specimens ‘which 

will teach them something of the elements of their science,’ wrote Louis Compton 

Miall (1842-1921), professor of biology at Yorkshire College and former curator of 

Bradford Philosophical Institute Museum.82 Parker made his own stance on the issue 
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clear. He wanted an ‘index collection in which each group is represented by one or 

more specimens.’83  

This debate, manifest by articles and correspondence in the pages of Nature 

magazine, can be considered as part of ‘the new museum idea.’ Museum historian and 

sociologist, Tony Bennett, places ‘the new museum idea’ in the context of what he 

describes as a ‘distinctive phase in the professionalisation of museum practice and 

administration.’84 The ‘new’ in Bennett’s analysis refers to the increasing importance 

placed on adult and scholastic education towards the second half of the nineteenth 

century. Bennett’s examples however, relate largely to ethnographic and 

anthropological collections, a feature of much museological literature in which natural 

history material is often ignored.  

At Otago the University administered the museum, and Parker’s first duty, in 

common with the other professors, was to teach: adults and schoolchildren were of 

secondary importance. However, it should be remembered that Parker saw nothing 

‘new’ in his desire to collect a range of typical creatures. He had created his first 

collection when a demonstrator for Huxley in London, specifically to assist with 

teaching undergraduates.85  

Parker’s Collecting  

However zealous, Parker could only devote half his time to the museum or risk 

neglecting his university duties. He regretted he had ‘not had more opportunities for 

and direction towards studying living animal and vegetable forms.’86 Parker’s own 

collecting trips were limited but productive. A journey to Sydney to consult with 

fellow-author William Aitcheson Haswell (1854-1925) in 1895 included a boat-trip on 

the harbour that resulted in a collection of thirty-three invertebrates from dredge and 

tow-net.87 Occasionally he sent Jennings out too. One ‘of my men went out collecting 
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in the Harbour the other day, and did some dredging with the hope of getting some 

ophiuroids [brittle stars] but without success,’ he wrote to fellow zoologist Edward 

Pearson Ramsay (1842-1916), curator Australian Museum, Sydney.88  

As Henry Suter (1841-1918), malacologist and assistant manager at the Hermitage, 

Mount Cook, pointed out, dredging ‘is hard work and rather expensive, but the only 

way to get good and new things.ʼ89 Parker’s reliable collector Richard Henry (1845-

1929), based in Fiordland, re-iterated the remark:  

we have spent several half days dredging & I tried hard for one of those brown 
shells but did not get one. … We always got the dredge full of old leaves and 
rubbish as if it did not go deep enough. … It is hard work both pulling the boat & 
hauling up the dredge. Frequently it gets stuck and we have to go away astern then 
we may haul up a bundle of weeds or nothing at all and for variety a heavy load of 
sand or gravel.90  

Parker’s own efforts at dredging and towing a plankton-net occurred on-board the 

government steamship Hinemoa on a trip with the Governor General to the sub-

Antarctic islands. An on-board winch aided the physical effort and he and Jennings 

collected over a hundred and twenty specimens in one excursion.91 For Parker and 

fellow men of science the act of collecting was an observational practice.92 They 

examined specimens closely, rejecting common or damaged specimens and only kept 

good examples. 

Occasionally Parker asked for help from the public to collect specimens. For 

example in 1884, he expressed his keenness to ‘procure specimens, both for stuffing 

and for skeletons, of the chief fancy breeds of pigeons and fowls.’93 This interest in 

fancy breeds emulates that taken by Charles Darwin in his Origin of Species. Parker 

probably thought he could mount a display to demonstrate domestic breeding as a 

visible aid to the concept of hybridity, although it remains unclear whether he was 

successful. In response to one appeal for specimens William Walter Smith (1852-
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1942), a noted gardener, one year sent Parker giant earthworms from the Albury 

Estate, Canterbury, where he was employed and continued to send worms and other 

invertebrates whilst in charge of the Ashburton Domain.94   

Parker slowly built up a network of reliable collectors and often provided them 

with spirit to preserve their specimens. Supplies could not, however, always be 

delivered regularly. Andreas Fremming Stewart Sandager (fl.1880-1890s), a lighthouse 

keeper at Moeraki, wrote in 1889 that ‘I find the preservation of the fishes has taken 

altogether 4 or 5 gallons of spirits.’ On another occasion, when the supply had clearly 

run out, Sandager sent a newly caught fish by train to Dunedin’s Left Luggage Office: 

‘it is still alive though it has been out of the water several hours. I trust I am not 

sending a common fish.’95 It probably was an uncommon species. Sandager, an 

experienced fisherman and naturalist, wrote a paper on the various fish species he had 

caught whilst a lighthouse keeper in the Hauraki Gulf on Mokohinau Island.96  

Occasionally Parker had funds to pay Sandager for specimens. Parker knew that 

he had to compete with Auckland Museum, the Colonial Museum in Wellington and 

one of the few private collectors in New Zealand, Walter Lawry Buller (1838-1906). 

In 1891 Sandager wrote to Parker: ‘Buller initially offered me £1 for the penguin 

deposited in your University Museum, now he offers £3, but I want £5, or supposing 

that Buller really means to stick to his last offer (and I was inclined to sell for that 

sum) I would prefer you or any of the Public Museums to have it at the same price.’97  

The most significant of Parker’s artisan collectors was Richard Henry, based at Te 

Anau Downs Station as manager of a remote large sheep-run in Fiordland owned by 

Edward Melland (fl.1880s-1890s). Henry spent lengthy periods in the bush and wrote 

long letters to both Melland and Parker from isolated locations. His particular skill at 

keeping kiwi, weka and kakapo in captivity for parts of the year meant he could 
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supply Parker with skins and more importantly with eggs. Parker used the eggs in his 

original research on kiwi embryos. Again supplying the necessary amount of 

preservative alcohol was problematic: ‘Sir, if you still want kiwi eggs please send me 

some spirits of wine in as light a vessel as possible because it has to come 60 miles on 

horseback. … If the spirits does not come I will understand that you do not want the 

eggs now,’ Henry wrote on one occasion. Clearly the arduous journey proved too 

much as a couple of months later he wrote ‘one of the tins you sent me leaked and 

there was very little in it.’98   

Nevertheless Henry supplied a steady flow of bird skins as well as shells, starfish, 

and other marine invertebrates, the result of dredging in the fiords. Henry’s supply of 

bird skins fitted with his increasingly conservationist ethics. As he explained to 

Parker: ‘I have not killed a kakapo wilfully since I came here but sometimes the dog 

pulls its muzzle off getting in and out of holes & then we get a dead one.’99 

Specimen Processing 

When the Royal Society honoured Parker with a fellowship in 1888, amongst the 

reasons recorded on his election certificate was this statement: ‘has introduced an 

important new method of preserving the skeletons of cartilaginous fishes for museum 

purposes’.100 This marked a significant contribution to zoology and many of the 

specimens Parker preserved in this way are still on display in the Animal Attic, Otago 

Museum’s homage to Victorian natural history galleries. 

Parker and his two assistants used the ‘extremely messy,’ ‘long-winded and 

expensive’ method extensively, and not just on cartilaginous fish but also on 

stomachs, intestines and other soft body parts.101 They first cleaned the carcase by 

dissection and then placed the skeleton and soft parts in methylated spirits for two to 
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three weeks, which hardened them. Sometimes, if they had a large specimen they cut 

it carefully into parts then transferred to earthenware vessels containing glycerine 

fluid, to which they had added corrosive sublimate and alum, for a week before being 

placed in melted glycerine jelly, kept at about 40ºC, for two to four days. Finally, they 

drained the specimen and stretched it across a made-to-measure trellis to dry for 

several weeks. When the surface was no longer sticky they applied two or three coats 

of varnish.  

I have outlined this process in some detail to demonstrate the effort involved in 

dealing with zoological specimens that Parker, and his assistants Edwin Jennings and 

F.J. Bourne undertook. Parker named his assistants in the published paper, bucking a 

common tendency to ignore ‘invisible technicians.’102 Consider the experimentation 

that went on. Parker began recording records of bibliographic references and recipes 

for various preservation techniques in a laboratory notebook whilst a student at the 

Royal School of Mines, it is the sole surviving remnant of his laboratory practice.103  

Consider, also, the space required for numerous animals in various stages of 

processing, the patience necessary for weeks of effort for what was an uncertain 

outcome, and the constant maintenance of the processes by the curator and his staff. 

Why did Parker go to such lengths? It was, by his own admission, a ‘slow, 

troublesome and expensive’ process. Additionally it went against his ‘aesthetic nature’ 

being, as his friend George Howes observed, ‘messy and distasteful’. 104  Parker 

claimed it was ‘well worth the trouble’ because it gave the museum specimens that 

could ‘be handled like ordinary skeletons, and at the same time have their form 

almost unaltered, instead of being either in the form of spirit specimens or in that of 

the shapeless and brittle abominations which usually do duty for the skeletons of 

cartilaginous fishes.’105 
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The substantial effort to stabilise the specimen in order to prevent decay or 

disintegration through fungal or insect damage are aspects of collecting natural 

history material often overlooked, a point that both Endersby and Alberti make in 

discussing what happens to specimens once they arrive at the museum and before 

they are displayed.106 Parker thought highly of his own glycerine method as did 

Flower when he initially encountered the cartilaginous fish at the Indian & Colonial 

Exhibition in 1886. Haast wrote to Parker, whilst in London managing the New 

Zealand Court that ‘your work is very much admired & Prof Flower told me the 

other day, that it was funny that they had to come to an Antipodean court to learn 

something.’ 107   

But on the long voyage to England the specimens had suffered. Parker wrote that 

‘I am much annoyed at the shark’s skeleton having been damaged. I looked carefully 

at every box as it was packed & can’t think how a torn piece of wood can have got 

[in]. Nails … [were] only put where screws would not hold well.’108 Haast overcame 

the problems and sold the fish to Flower who, by the time the exhibition closed in 

November, had lost confidence in Parker’s process. Haast wrote to Parker: 

‘considering that the skeletons were constantly losing the Glycerine, I think I did very 

well. I saw Prof Flower this very afternoon as he explained his doubts of the 

skeletons keeping for any length of time.’109  

Parker promptly reassured Flower. ‘I don’t think you need be under any 

apprehensions as to the permanency of the glycerine jelly process. The things ought 

to be kept in a dry atmosphere & looked after occasionally. … my skeletons … 

remain for months without any sign of “sweating”. … If a really impervious coat of 
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varnish could be given to the whole specimen I [am] certain there would be no more 

trouble at all.ʼ110  

Four months later, in March 1887, Flower, by now happy with his purchase, wrote 

to Parker: ‘you will be glad to know that your shark is safely lodged in a case in the 

Great Hall of the Museum. When I removed it from the Exhibition it was in a sad 

state from the damp having got to it and it was all flabby and dripping. But after a 

month or two in the dry air of this place it quite recovered.’111 It would be nice to 

think that Flower had these cartilaginous fish in mind when he gave the presidential 

address to the annual meeting of the Museums Association in 1893 when he said:  

Not only do [natural objects] require special methods of preservation, but very often 
their value as museum specimens depends entirely on the skill, labour, and 
knowledge expended on them. A properly mounted animal or a carefully displayed 
anatomical preparation is in itself a work of art, based upon a natural substratum. In 
few branches of museum work has there been greater progress in late years than 
this.112 

Other creatures presented different problems. Cleaning mammal bones by 

dissection or maceration in frequent changes of water was time-consuming and with 

whales, for instance, size exacerbated the problem.113 Letting nature take its course 

offered one effective method and this is what Parker did with the Ziphius whale 

skeleton. ‘I have it buried in sand in a rather inaccessible place’ he wrote to Flower.114 

Burying large carcasses ensured the flesh rotted from them over time. Eventually the 

bones could be disarticulated and brought into the collection with relative ease. Whale 

skin could not be preserved like other mammalian skins. Parker phrased it, as usual, in 

biological terms. ‘The blubber passed insensibly into the cuticle’ making it ‘so delicate 

as to be torn with the slightest traction.’ As one American taxidermist wrote, the 
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‘remarkably thin and fragile’ skin tends ‘to discolour and decay quickly upon its 

owner’s death.’115 

Parker considered dealing with museum paperwork a necessary but time-

consuming chore. Labelling and registering specimens are now regarded as essential 

core museum practice. Without its metadata a specimen becomes a mere curio of 

little or no scientific value. Yet it had not always been so. Parker began the Otago 

Museum registers in 1893 and from the outset organised them as follows: A for New 

Zealand specimens; B for foreign specimens; C for botanical, palaeontlogical and 

mineralogical specimens and E for an Exchange register. Historian Bruno Strasser has 

viewed such practices as part of an attempt to standardise the museum career but 

Parker resented the time they took to maintain.116   

During a period of financial difficulties the University Council called for an 

inventory of equipment that rankled Parker as he clearly felt it an unnecessary 

additional chore:  

The whole of the clerical work of the Museum, such as endless writing of labels, 
keeping records etc. which is elsewhere performed by an assistant falls upon me ... 
The Council will, I feel sure, see that it is hardly reasonable to ask me to undertake a 
work of some weeks duration which could equally well be done by any junior 
clerk.117  

It is unclear whether the labels Parker referred to were specimen labels or those that 

appeared in the cases. His case-labels used for display followed Flower’s advice given 

at the presidential address to the British Association for the Advancement of Science, 

Newcastle Meeting 1889. ‘Large labels will next be prepared for the principal 

headings, as the chapters of a book, and smaller ones for the various subdivisions.’118 

Relict specimen-labels with Parker’s handwriting could still be seen in the Animal 

Attic gallery until a re-vamp in 2010 but are now preserved in the Museum’s stores. 
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Display Practices  

When the newly built Otago University Museum opened on its present site in 

Great King Street in 1878, it had a few skeletons of moa and related flightless birds. 

But a skeleton of a giraffe and an extinct cave bear took a central place in the large 

hall, with New Zealand mammalian skeletons—mostly seals—displayed at the north 

end. According to Hutton, however, who oversaw the move into the new premises, 

pride of place went to the ‘fine skeleton’ of a young right whale twenty-nine feet long 

(Figure 5).119 Despite Hutton’s efforts, the stark contrast between the Canterbury and 

Otago museums can be judged by the photographs taken about two or three years 

apart (Figure 4 and Figure 5). The local paper noted improvements almost as soon as 

Hutton left for Christchurch. ‘The vacant appearance … is now done away with,’ 

hinting that Hutton’s efforts were somehow insufficient.120 It only took two years for 

Parker’s efforts at filling the museum to be appreciated. ‘The Professor seems to have 

a mania for skeletons’ a reporter noted in the Tuapeka Times, and advised the country-

based readers they ‘should not miss the opportunity of attending the Museum.’121  

A skeleton par excellence, the very visible hanging fin whale, acquired ten years 

after this ‘mania’ comment, fulfilled Parker’s desire for a complete, iconic specimen. 

It became a focus for serious scientific study because of its location in the museum 

compared with its role as an entertainment outside the institution. More than one 

correspondent felt moved to write to the local papers when the whale was Captain 

Barry’s whale, but the same creature did not elicit comment once hung in the 

museum.122  
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Figure 5 : Otago Museum shortly after opening in 1878. 
Photo: Otago Museum 
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Doubtless some people who had visited Captain Barry’s entertainment also 

constituted part of the audience attracted to the museum but how many remains 

unknown. In general, British municipal museums attracted people from all walks of 

life. The rational entertainment on offer attracted those with a penchant for Smilesian 

self-help, presenting the visitor with ‘places for enlightenment and for quiet hands-off 
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contemplation.’123 On the other hand they carefully managed the experience, with 

regular opening times posted on the door.124  

Although never updated, Hutton’s guidebook published to coincide with the 

opening of the Museum in Great King Street in 1877 provided a route to follow 

through the museum and information on the exhibits which encouraged suitably 

decorous behaviour from museum visitors.125 Overall the museum was a popular 

place, to the extent that by 1890 the Inspector of Police had to schedule extra 

afternoon duty by a constable on Sundays and Public Holidays.126  

During the 1870s and 1880s British debates surrounding the purpose of museums 

involved not just practitioners like Parker, Miall and Gulliver mentioned earlier, but 

also included highly visible figures like Thomas Henry Huxley (1825-1895) and 

William Flower. Huxley suggested the primary objective of a museum should be ‘the 

public exhibition of a collection of specimens large enough to illustrate all the most 

important truths of natural history.’ Additionally, the serious student should have 

access to separate study collections.127 Subsidiary objectives included conservation, 

the exclusion of dust and dirt, provision of workrooms, and significantly, ‘the 

accessibility of all objects contained in the museum to the curator and to scientific 

students, without interference with the public or by the public.’128  

In Huxley’s ideal museum curators and students could move about behind the 

glass, sharing space with the specimens, whilst the public remained separated. 

Historian Samuel Alberti points out that this formed part of the Huxley’s desire to 

construct a scientific profession which set aside scientific collections as ‘privileged 
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space for the expert.’129 Flower advocated that local collections should illustrate the 

flora and fauna of the district but conceded that some provincial museums were 

capable of holding material ‘beyond directly educational or elementary nature.’130 

Flower also noted the inherent tensions between public displays and study collections. 

Specialists required a number of specimens to compare directly one with another. 

Display material could not be handled with impunity, so common specimens should 

be on hand so they could easily replaced if injured ‘the zealous investigator and the 

conscientious curator are often the direst antagonists.’131   

Flower also issued some instructions on how best to display specimens ‘every 

specimen must be good of its kind ... none must be placed too high or too low for 

ready examination. There must be no crowding of specimens one behind the other, 

every one being perfectly and distinctly seen, with a clear space around it.’132 Parker 

had limited ability to separate study collections from those on display, and little 

physical room to follow Flower’s advice on overcrowding (Figure 6). The whale could 

only be hung from girders, the floor space still being taken up with the original whale, 

moa and giraffe skeletons. And many jars of invertebrates occupied precarious 

positions on balcony rails. 
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Parker’s avowed evolutionary principles informed his approach to the display of 

the collections. As historian Stephen Asma explains, ‘organising and displaying is a 

way of visualising the invisible, of making ideas palpable.’133 Surprisingly, Darwin’s On 

the Origin of Species (1859) took several decades to permeate the museum world. 

Parker’s scheme, by his own admission tentative, provided a snapshot of current 

thinking that he knew to be contested and contestable, there being no fixed 

methodology by which to group specimens, or the order that they should fit.  

The audience relied on supporting textual information, the labels that Parker 

resented writing, to make sense of the displays. Even so he had provided no overt 

evolutionary signposts, in contrast to the Dublin’s History of Animals exhibit, begun in 

1890. There, cases along one side of the Natural History Museum contained displays 

of ‘Animal Groups’, ‘Variation’, ‘The Struggle for Existence’ and ‘Natural Selection’, 
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which closely followed Darwin’s theories. Historian Julian Adelman explains that the 

curators were aware of ‘potential flashpoints’ concerning evolution for the Irish 

audience and by ‘failing to mention Darwin by name’ were able to educate, inform 

and entertain audiences.134 

Parker had to battle against an inconveniently arranged building as well as a lack 

of space. He had no love for the neo-classical building saying it ‘would be difficult to 

find a worse place than this building for such skeletons as the walls are of porous 

concrete and the roof so badly constructed that every heavy rain brings a good deal of 

water inside.ʼ135 But his principle objection lay with its interior design. ‘It is practically 

impossible,’ he wrote, ‘to arrange the doors, passages, galleries, etc., [so] that the 

visitor is obliged to traverse them in a certain direction, and so to have forced upon 

him the natural sequence.’136   

That natural sequence would, in an ideal world, show a narrative of progression 

through the animal kingdom. Parker did the best he could but bemoaned the fact that 

the birds had to be accommodated in wall-cases on the upper gallery, mammals in the 

lower gallery, with smaller invertebrates ‘exhibited in flat cases or desks, which could 

only be conveniently placed round two galleries and between the windows in the 

lower gallery, in places where wall-cases were inadmissible.’137 This, he claimed, made 

the natural sequence unclear to an ordinary observer. How justified his comments 

might have been can be gauged from the contemporary photograph (Figure 6).  

Museum Science 

Parker wrote a scientific account of the fin whale for The Transactions and Proceedings 

of the New Zealand Institute, which contained numerous tables of meticulous 

measurements. Parker regarded detailed description as ‘quite superfluous,’ although 

he still managed to fill four pages of comparisons with other scientific descriptions 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
134 Juliana Adelman, “Evolution on Display: Promoting Irish Natural History and Darwinism at the Dublin 
Science and Art Museum,” British Journal for the History of Science 38, 4 (2005): 411-36. 
135 T. Jeffery Parker, to W.H. Flower, 4 November 1886, William Flower Semi-Official Papers, Joint 
Australasian Copying Project, (Micro-MS-Coll-20-2843), Alexander Turnbull Library, Wellington. 
136 ———, “On an ‘Index-Collection’ for Small Zoological Museums, in the Form of a Genealogical Tree of 
the Animal Kingdom,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 18(1885): 73-78. 
137 ———, “On an ‘Index-Collection’ for Small Zoological Museums, in the Form of a Genealogical Tree of 
the Animal Kingdom,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 18(1885): 73-78. 



 
 

! %'&!

written in what H.G. Wells (1846-1946), the famous fiction writer and another of 

Huxley’s students, called the ‘dialect of science.’138 Quick to distance himself and the 

museum’s whale from its previous history, Parker’s paper enhanced his scientific 

persona of disinterested, objective observer. Parker carefully avoided overstating the 

importance of objects under his care, at the same time being aware that by working 

on them and writing about them he added to their value and status. This tied in well 

with Parker’s stated didactic aims for the museum. For the naturalist the relationships 

between curators and other scientific workers has always been of critical importance, 

in contrast to other objects stored in museums where those relationships are only 

now being investigated.139 Parker made the whale visible by hanging it in the museum 

as a displayed object, and he made it visible within the scientific community. 

Parker complained, however, that before the Museum took possession of the 

bones they had been ‘roughly set up … Captain Barry was unfortunately not 

sufficiently aware of the value of a complete whale’s skeleton to give the proper 

amount of care to the smaller bones.’ He listed the missing vertebrae and phalanges 

and added that ‘no trace of either pelvic bone reached Dunedin.’140 Parker published 

the account to ‘place on record how far the specimen as mounted, is “restored”,’ the 

missing bones being replaced by wooden models and the intervertebral ligaments 

(discs) by pads of felt.  

The account, however, hid Parker’s anxieties about the display. He wrote to 

Flower in London: ‘I send with this a photograph of the Museum showing a skeleton 

of Balaenoptera I had put up some time ago. I feel a little uncomfortable about the 

(artificial) pelvic bones, which are modelled from a figure of Haast’s. Ought they to 

be reversed!’141 He could have written directly to Haast, but Haast was in London at 
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the time and in any case he probably thought it worthwhile to remind Flower that 

Otago had serious and growing zoological collections. 

The whale had a significant ‘afterlife’ and, even if it has not moved from its cradle 

of ironwork, the meaning attributed to it by visitors changed. And as historian Samuel 

Alberti notes, responses by visitors to particular objects were varied and furthermore 

did not necessarily coincide with the curator’s intent.142 Other specimens visible in the 

photo (Figures 3 and 6) have, in the intervening years, moved from display to storage 

or beyond.  

Concluding Remarks 

The considerable experimentation that Parker carried out to bring nature indoors 

lays to rest the old-fashioned idea of museums being sites for the storage of 

specimens alone, or of the kind of knowledge-making that went on being purely 

descriptive.  

If Parker’s aims are restated we can see that he managed with limited resources to 

fulfil them. ‘What we want is a collection in which each of the main groups of animals 

if represented by one or more examples, … arranged in such a way as to bring 

forcibly before the observer the mutual relations of the group which they typify.’143 

But he had a narrow conception dominated by his responsibilities for teaching 

undergraduates and informing members of the public. Different sections of the 

public continued to be deeply interested in Museum affairs, some belonged to the 

Otago Institute and some were University undergraduates and Parker easily managed 

their different expectations of rational entertainment and serious pedagogy. More 

broadly Parker’s curatorial role formed part of the professionalisation of the museum 

curator. Parker did not list preservation techniques amongst his aims for the success 

of the museum. This he saw in terms of comprehensiveness of the collection and in 

its arrangement in suitable evolutionary order, convinced that evolution provided the 

guiding principle that shaped his daily investigations of the objects he handled. 
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Historian Steven Conn explained that museum objects, and their display, were the 

embodiment of this set of aspirations and ideas.144   

Parker directed his energies to collecting objects, as we have seen, by gifts, 

donations, purchases and exchange and latterly directly collecting in the field himself. 

He turned the once-living creatures into objects of inquiry. The network of people he 

carefully maintained provided most of the specimens. He courted significant men of 

science across the nineteenth-century natural history world, managing relationships 

with directors of large institutions in London, smaller provincial institutions in 

Cambridge, Dundee and Manchester, and equivalent institutions in New Zealand. He 

also carefully cultivated a network of reliable field collectors, including lighthouse 

keepers, gardeners, and station managers like Sandager and Henry who contributed to 

knowledge production in their own right, but remained relatively invisible in their role 

as museum suppliers. Parker’s activities were part of the larger museum building 

movement of the late nineteenth century, but his place in building Otago’s collections 

is now better understood. 

The story of Parker’s involvement with the Otago University Museum is not 

simply about the practices surrounding the acquisition of specimens and the growing 

of the collections. It is not simply about making objects visible and their evolutionary 

display. Rather, it is a complex story of museum research, of teaching, of scientific 

knowledge production and its dissemination, within the building. In the late-

nineteenth century the vibrant Otago Museum represented a crucial amalgam of all of 

these elements, where intellect met materiality. 
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Chapter Four: Parker’s Science 

Introduction 

This chapter examines Parker’s specialized original research that he wrote for a 

similar group of knowledgeable peers, exact contemporaries, an older generation and 

his students. His research interests straddled two disciplinary worlds, a supposed 

older tradition of descriptive zoology and a newer emphasis on physiology and an 

experimental approach. By the late-nineteenth century his particular strength, 

morphology, was steadily losing out to these newer methodologies.1 Historians like 

Lynn Nyhart, Jane Maienschein, and Peter Bowler all talk about these changes but 

find it hard to pinpoint specifically what happened or when.2 There is little doubt that 

zoology carried out between the years 1880 and 1890 differed from that carried out 

between 1900 and 1910. Parker had the misfortune to be active in what historian 

Peter Bowler has called the ‘blind spot of the history of biology, the era between the 

original Darwinian debate and the emergence of the modern synthesis of genetics and 

Darwinism.’3  

Since Parker’s time dichotomous ways of thinking have become deeply embedded 

in the history of biology. Recent scholarship has deconstructed the differences 

between morphology and physiology, or between descriptive taxonomy, classification 

and nomenclature.4 Historian Jane Maienschein warns against dichotomous thinking. 

She sees a continuum of methodological practice which ‘ranges from the most passive 
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observation at one extreme, through systematic observation and description, 

comparative description, and use of manipulative experimental techniques or 

methods to a fully experimental approach at the other extreme.’5 Parker’s practice 

varied and his publications lie astride these divides. 

One of the enduring questions in the history of science lies in the nature of 

scientific knowledge itself. If scientific knowledge is created locally in specific places 

how can it also be universal?6 Although Parker’s migration from London to Dunedin 

in a small way embodied the mobility of scientific ideas it did not satisfy his career 

ambitions. Almost as soon as he settled Parker applied for positions beyond New 

Zealand, he wrote to Haast (at the time in London) asking for a reference:  

I have decided to try for the new chair of Biology at 
Melbourne, the pay being so much more than I get here that 
I oughtn’t to miss the chance. … What I expect is that they 
will put in some younger man who has produced more 
brilliant original work than I, but I think the fact that I have 
got on well in the Colonies & continued to do a fair amount 
of work, ought to be in my favour, as so many men coming 
out from Home don’t take to Colonial life, or get lazy, or are 
otherwise a failure.7 

The migration of scholars from their British home to the colonial world is part of 

a familiar story often told in an imperial context although the toll on their careers has 

not been examined. 8  This study of Parker’s scientific career reveals aspects of 

‘knowledge in transit’ and aspects of the prevailing scientific culture in New Zealand.9 

He studied local objects but used methods universally applied in the late-nineteenth 

century. These categories of analysis have guided the structure of this chapter, which 

focuses on Parker’s theoretical understandings and the constraints he faced. His case 
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is particular, however, and we cannot rely solely on the perspective of one individual 

to provide the ‘lens’ onto broader historical processes. 

Local Utilitarian Science 

Most New Zealand colonists took a utilitarian view of science, regarding the 

activities of scientific workers with approval insofar as such work had obviously 

practical benefits. For example in 1881, William Arthur (fl.1860s-1885), civil engineer 

and former assistant surveyor to the Otago Provincial Government, delivered a paper 

to fellow members of the Otago Institute on the ‘History of Fish Culture in New 

Zealand.’ After a lengthy treatise on fish farming techniques then in operation in 

America, and other countries, he posed the question: ‘What, then, could be 

accomplished in New Zealand, and especially in the South Island, with its clear cool 

streams?’10  

As ‘one of the most active members’ of the Otago Institute he was elected 

president two years later and during his presidential address revealed his view on the 

purpose of scientific endeavour: ‘The results [of the year’s activities] to mankind are 

recognised as eminently beneficial, not merely in the actual accumulation of 

knowledge, but also in adding comforts and facilities to life.’11 Arthur’s utilitarian view 

of science adds weight to the nineteenth century presumption that science viewed 

either as knowledge gained, or as an activity, was a mark of progressive cultural 

achievement.  

At the same Otago Institute meeting, Parker also delivered a paper on fish with 

the title ‘On the Venous System of the Skate (Raja nasuta).’12 In contrast to Arthur’s 

pragmatism curiosity sparked Parker’s esoteric approach to fish-science. ‘I was 

struck,’ he explained in his published account, ‘with one or two instances in which the 

facts, as I made them out were either directly contradictory … or showed very 
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interesting deviations from the normal state of things.’13 Parker’s dissection skills 

contributed to the slow empirical accumulation of facts but the Otago Acclimatisation 

Society sometimes asked Parker, as resident zoologist with a special devotion to fish, 

to provide identifications of young fish for the Otago Acclimatisation Society as they 

attempted to introduce salmon.14 He never commented, however, on the idea of 

introducing European fauna. 

Other Dunedin men of science engaged more readily with utilitarian applications 

for their expertise. Professor of chemistry James Gow Black (1835-1914) and 

professor of mineralogy and metallurgy George Henry Frederick Ulrich (1830-1900), 

both offered assay services to members of the public.15 As historians we also need to 

be aware of silences in the archive. We know nothing of Parker’s opinions on the 

number of biological issues that faced colonial New Zealand. On the importation of 

humble bees to fertilize of red clover in the absence of its native European pollinators 

and other agricultural issues, Parker remained quiet.16 He was not an entomologist, of 

course, but the point here is that he simply had no interest in utilitarian science.   

Local Opportunistic Science 

Soon after arriving in Dunedin, Parker found a new species of small burrowing 

sea cucumber ‘entangled in red seaweed’ on a beach in Otago Harbour. He identified 

it in his first New Zealand paper as ‘a representative of a genus and family hitherto 

unknown in New Zealand.’ In this deliberately short paper he confined himself to 

‘recording its discovery and giving the systematic characters of the genus and 

species.’17 He gave the sea cucumber the name ‘Chirodota dunedinensis n.sp.’ presumably 

in honour of his new home.18 New Zealand readers used to papers that described 

new species might have been misled as to Parker’s overall zoological interests as ‘the 
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work of the systematist and maker of species was not to his taste, while synonomy—

that burden of the specialist today—was a subject he shunned.’19 And yet, Parker did 

identify new species and engaged with systematics thereby making a personal 

contribution to New Zealand’s inventory. 

Expertise with different animal groups was spread thinly in New Zealand. In 1882 

the first issue of The New Zealand Journal of Science listed only seven scientific workers 

covering some molluscs, beetles, and crustaceans, whilst listing annelid worms and 

some moths in the next issue.20 No other lists appeared. Zoological science in New 

Zealand operated on a small-scale, investigations often being based on chance 

opportunities. Fishermen brought items of interest to Parker, which provided material 

for accounts he published in the Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute. 

Sometimes the fish were none too fresh when they arrived at his laboratory bench. 

He identified one rare spinous shark from the teeth and tail, all that remained after 

the fishermen had cut it up for bait.21  

On another occasion a large ribbon-fish was cut into sections for transport from 

Moeraki, about forty miles north of Dunedin, which meant Parker could not stuff the 

skin so he mounted the twelve-foot skeleton instead.22 This fish, Regalecus argenteus, 

which Parker named for its stunning silvery colour, proved a fruitful avenue of 

research. He made careful comparisons with five other ribbon-fish specimens caught 

previously in New Zealand waters over a period of twenty-three years. He published 

his observations both in New Zealand and with grand illustrations in The Transactions 

of the Zoological Society of London (discussed in chapter six).23   

Local Inventory Science 

To nineteenth century minds the progress of science from ‘primitive superstition 

to complete understanding’ linked inextricably to the notion of societal progress and 
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nationhood.24 This belief expressed itself in zoology in the desire to list the nation’s 

fauna. From Christchurch Captain F.W. Hutton (1836-1905) did just that in order to 

fulfil a ‘much-felt want.’25 As his obituarist noted he carried out his self-appointed 

task with ‘determination and enthusiasm … [and] from his pen in rapid succession 

catalogues of fishes, molluscs, crustaceans, worms, echinoderms, sea-anemones, and 

insects of all kinds’ appeared. This culminated in 1904 with the publication of his 

Index Faunae Novae Zealandiae.26 Others in the colony also produced catalogues, the 

most notable being Captain Thomas Broun’s (1838-1919) volumes on beetles 

published in seven parts between 1880-1893.27 For his part Parker contributed to 

such inventory science infrequently and only a handful of original papers can be 

considered to fall into this category (see Appendix A: ‘T.J. Parker’s Published Works’, 

the relevant titles speak for themselves.) In New Zealand, resources were spread 

thinly and most zoologists carried out cataloguing tasks motivated by personal 

interest. 

Species inventory, a form of taxonomic and systematic classification, flourished in 

the late-nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Reflecting on the history of 

systematics Robert Kohler claims that by about 1900 around ninety per cent of bird 

species had been catalogued, other vertebrate groups being ‘completed’ later. In the 

USA large well-funded government surveys led by institutions like the Smithsonian in 

Washington, the American Museum of Natural History in New York, the Field 

Museum in Chicago, and both the US Biological and Coastal Services, deliberately set 

out to collect specimens for their respective institutions.28  

Big money produced big results. Between 1887 and 1940 approximately two 

hundred and six large-scale survey-science global expeditions inventoried flora and 
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fauna wherever they camped.29 Nothing like it occurred in New Zealand. Instead the 

opportunistic collection of a single interesting creature washed up on a beach was 

cause for scientific celebration and detailed examination. In Canada, Suzanne Zeller 

claimed cataloguing or ‘inventory science contributed substantially to the modern 

intellectual framework in which Canada was invented.’30 She maintained that the new 

information produced from acts of surveying the natural resources helped form the 

idea of a transcontinental nation. She examined four inventory sciences, geology, 

terrestrial magnetism, meteorology and botany, and found they crossed political party 

and provincial boundary lines, evidenced by the work of both government 

departments and scientific societies.  

In Australasia notions of nationhood were based to some extent on collections of 

natural history. Historian Libby Robin for instance, pointed out that Australia 

established two ‘national’ museums, Sydney in 1827 and Melbourne in 1854, long 

before federation in 1901.31 In New Zealand, historian Ron Palenski has identified 

key pointers, which contributed to a significant sense of national identity evident 

from mid-century. New Zealand’s physical location and environment, the important 

roles played by telegraph, newspapers, rugby, and Maori being among them. Palenski 

noted the evolution of national symbols founded on indigenous flora and fauna, but 

did not acknowledge the desire to collect and catalogue the nation’s fauna and flora as 

a particular contributory factor. 32 This is not to say that inventory science is a 

prerequisite for a definition of national identity. Rather, it is simply that ‘general 

histories of New Zealand overlook science and scientists and their contribution to 

shaping the country,’ as historian Rebecca Priestley has pointed out.33   

Intellectual curiosity drove Parker, and men like him, to investigate New Zealand’s 

particular collection of creatures so obviously different to those in Europe or in 
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neighbouring Australia. Parker puzzled over the oddity of New Zealand’s creatures. 

The kiwi, he wrote, ‘is the most anomalous and aberrant of existing birds and … may 

be considered as one of the proudest possessions of our colony.’34 In his seminal 

paper ‘The Spread of Western Science’ historian George Basalla understood the 

notion of societal progress to be part of a political and cultural nationalism exhibited 

by colonial science.35 And Roy MacLeod described science as part of the ‘march to 

nationhood’, itself part of the subtext of commonwealth history.36 In contrast to 

Basalla’s whiggish history, Zeller never claimed a causal relationship between 

inventory science and triumphal nationhood.  

Nomenclatural and Taxonomic Science 

Correctly giving newly discovered creatures a name ensured stability and as 

historian Lorraine Daston puts it ‘fixity of reference across generations and around 

the world.’37 The name was, and still is, associated indelibly with the specimen first 

formally described—the type specimen—which served as the last court of appeal in 

all questions and disputes about definition, membership, and names. The species may 

later be assigned to different genera or different families but by and large the species 

name is sacrosanct. The principle of priority ruling applied only to generic and 

specific names, not to those of families or higher taxa which were recognized to be 

more arbitrary and open to discussion.38  

Parker was quick to defend the genus of crayfish, Jasus, he created in 1883, 

claiming priority for it over a new name Palinostus created by Charles Spence Bate 

(1819-1889), who had apparently been unaware of Parker’s work.39 ‘My paper on this 

subject is [published in] … that little-known publication The Transactions of the New 
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Zealand Institute and is referred to in the Zoological Record for 1884.’40 Parker could have 

expected Bate, a contributing editor to the Zoological Record the annual bibliography of 

zoology, since its establishment in 1864, to be better informed.41 Perhaps Bate could 

not afford ten guineas for the annual subscription fee. Certainly, the Otago University 

Council cavilled at the cost.42 

Nineteenth-century scientific workers carefully left the category species undefined. 

As historian Gordon McOuat pointed out in his history of nomenclatural practice: 

‘names marked something unsaid, yet something “agreed” upon on trust: species are 

nodes in the communication of a network of “competent” naturalists.’43 This allowed 

room for ‘fractious debates over classification’, which as historian Jim Endersby 

noted, occurred frequently and ensured physical science specialists continued to hold 

taxonomy in disdain throughout the century.44  

It would be wrong to dismiss naming and taxonomic practice science too quickly, 

although people still hold disdainful views. For example a pair of biologists in 

discussing the career of ornithologist Alfred Newton (1829-1907), a friend of Parker’s 

father, dismissed much of his scientific work as ‘little more than taxonomy and 

nomenclature.’45 This disservice and misunderstanding arises from a present-centred 

perspective of what constitutes the ‘science’ in biology. Far more was at stake than 

distinguishing between and naming species, as historian Frederick Churchill pointed 

out. Systematics ‘requires that the biologist invoke principles concerning origin, 

function, development, reproduction, and composition. Each principle reflects from a 
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different angle a perception of life, and all perforce add different dimensions to the 

taxonomic affinities being sought.’ 46 

Crustaceans, particularly crayfish, provided a recurrent interest for Parker. They 

formed the subject of his first scientific publication and he had even worked on them 

on the voyage to New Zealand.47 Then in 1886 he was driven to write a paper, which 

revealed the kind of problem he encountered with systematic work. He wrote: ‘I 

constantly found myself unable to distinguish between the supposed two species … 

by the diagnostic characters given.’48 Lack of descriptive precision led Parker to 

borrow a range of specimens from South Africa of Palinurus lalandii to compare with 

those of P. edwardsi from New Zealand that he had in the museum. After careful 

comparison Parker stated there was only one ‘constant and reliable’ diagnostic feature 

of difference between the two species: the ‘greater complication of the sculpturing or 

tuberculation of the abdominal segments’ in the South African form. 

In other words, if the two species lived in the same waters they would be regarded 

as variants of the same species because their anatomical differences were so slight. 

Parker recognised the distribution of this crayfish across the southern hemisphere as 

confirmation of  ‘[Captain] Hutton’s theory of an Antarctic continent, from which the 

great Southern land-masses were stocked.’ 49  The detailed study of anatomical 

characteristics of crayfish thereby allowed him to speculate on the origins of species. 

Hutton speculated freely on the geographic distribution of animals, on earthquakes 

and on the origin of New Zealand’s flora and fauna in the pages of The New Zealand 

Journal of Science, but Parker remained cautious preferring, instead to agree with 

Hutton’s statements when appropriate.50 Parker’s tentative forays into geographic 
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distribution and more confident examinations of evolutionary relationships within 

families of living and extinct birds reveal the complexity that underlay taxonomy and 

nomenclature. Parker found the process intellectually satisfying and emulated Huxley, 

of whom he wrote, ‘as one listened to him one felt that comparative anatomy was 

indeed worthy of the devotion of a life.’ 51  

Planned Science: Parker’s Iconic Birds 

There is little doubt that Parker’s work on iconic species contributed to his hard-

won respected position in zoological circles. Did the chance to work on them provide 

an inspiration for Parker’s move to New Zealand? He wanted to make his name. 

Possibly his unsuccessful application a year earlier to the chair at Owen’s College, 

Manchester also helped sway him towards New Zealand. The advantage of location, 

and access to iconic species was not without precedent. Historian Ruth Barton made 

a similar point in her study of Julius von Haast (1822-1887) and his ability to make 

capital gain from moa bones.52  

Parker worked on several iconic New Zealand birds, notably on members of two 

families of birds, the flightless Ratitae which included kiwi and moa, and the Rallidae 

which included takahe, pukeko, and woodhens. Takahe possessed a curiosity and 

rarity value both for zoologists and members of the public because they were on the 

verge of extinction in the late-nineteenth century. When rabbiters sent the remains of 

a live bird caught on the shore of Lake Te Anau, Fiordland, to Dunedin in 1880, 

Parker made what he called a thorough study of the skin and ‘roughly-cleaned 

skeleton of the trunk,’ although his study had to be supplemented by measurements 

taken by the curator of Dresden museum.53 The bird belonged to Mr J. Connor the 

manager of Lynwood Station, and the Otago Institute was unable to raise a 

subscription of £40 for its purchase which Parker felt would have been enough to 
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secure it.54 The Dresden museum subsequently bought both skin and skeleton for 

£110.55  

Despite his interest in this New Zealand rarity, Parker declined to help fund an 

expedition to find live birds. Mr Smythies  (fl. 1880s), the leader of a company formed 

in 1881 to prospect for gold and precious minerals on the West Coast, approached 

Parker for information and funds to search for Notornis, as takahe were then called.56 

Parker wrote to Julius von Haast (1822-1887) in Christchurch for advice: ‘it seems 

curious that I should assist the expedition with men or money in the hope of finding 

Notornis.’57 Later he asked Haast more directly: ‘do you think it would be worth while 

for us to make up this sum between us on the chance of getting Notornis or something 

equally desirable?’ 58 Neither man contributed to the expedition and it remains unclear 

if it went ahead.  

Parker’s reticence and patience were rewarded when, in 1885, naturalist Richard 

Henry (1845-1929) found a pile of bones in Fiordland, which he recognised as 

Notornis and sent them to Parker. Parker made detailed measurements of leg, wing, 

sternum, and pelvic bones, and compared them with published accounts of the 

Dresden specimen, as well as with fossil bones from the North Island. He supported 

the view that the North and South Island contained distinct species postulated earlier 

by the Dresden curator, Adolf Bernhard Meyer (1840-1911). In the tables of 

measurement Parker took pains to point out that discrepancies resulted from the way 

in which the bones had been measured. He had provided ‘the length of a median 

longitudinal axis’, rather than the greatest length of the bone, which Meyer had 

measured, an example of Parker’s scientific judgement based on experience and 

thought at work. 59 
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Studying the moa, it has been claimed, marked a rite of passage for a serious 

nineteenth century biologist based in New Zealand.60 Hector, Haast and Hutton 

contributed to moa science; they debated the causes for the recent demise of the birds 

and each produced classification schemes. Hutton lent Parker a considerable number 

of moa specimens, apparently unperturbed that Parker was about to revise his 

classification scheme.61 Hector summarised the fascination with moa in an address to 

the Otago Institute: ‘we have in New Zealand these wingless birds developed in 

immense profusion, and not only in profusion of form, but in profusion of numbers, 

… not to be found in any other part of the globe.’ The causes of such variation he 

attributed to populations of moa developing in isolation one from another. He 

postulated that ‘moas that were imprisoned in any particular part of New Zealand, in 

a narrow valley … must in time, by inbreeding and other causes, have assumed a 

certain distinctive form or variety’ but recognised that because of lack of evidence the 

distribution of moa variants across the country would have to wait. 62 

Planned Science: Parker’s Grants 

If resources available to him constrained Parker’s original research he nonetheless 

addressed the same issues and problems that counterparts in Europe faced. The 

underlying doctrine of evolution formed the theoretical basis to morphology after 

1859 and the Origin of Species, but morphologists seldom debated the mechanism 

amongst themselves. 63  Parker’s particular contribution to the science lay in an 

investigation of the phylogeny of the moa family (Dinorthidae) and the 

developmental embryology of kiwi (Apteryx).64 These substantial pieces of research 

required deliberation and planning on Parker’s part to obtain both adequate funding 

and enough specimens to make meaningful comparisons.  
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In 1883 Parker applied for, and received, a grant of £75 from the British 

Government Grants Committee administered by the Royal Society of London. 

Grants awarded to men of science frequently helped with the substantial cost of 

publishing illustrations and occasionally the award of personal grants enabled 

research. The committee minutes record that the sum was awarded for the ‘purpose 

of obtaining specimens of Hatteria [tuatara], Apteryx [kiwi] etc as recommended by 

Prof. W.K. Parker and Prof. Moseley, and that he [T.J. Parker] be informed that a 

further £25 will be forthcoming if necessary.’65  

That Parker received a grant from London reveals three things. Firstly he had 

powerful allies there; secondly, there were some costs to be defrayed; and thirdly, 

colonial resources were insufficient. The powerful allies were his father and Huxley. 

Parker’s father, William Kitchen Parker (1823-1890) had previously received personal 

grants totalling £2,500 from the Royal Society over a period of nearly thirty years.66 It 

comprised the lion’s share of such grants made between 1859 and 1888.67 Thus 

knowledge about the availability of grants fell within Parker’s frame of reference even 

before his move to New Zealand. From the minutes we can see Parker’s father and 

Henry Nottidge Moseley (1844-1891) made the recommendation together with 

Huxley, who in his capacity as secretary of the committee, minuted the application.  

Nepotism flourished perhaps? Despite persistent complaints from Scottish and 

Irish quarters, it was widely assumed that the Government Grants Committee 

favoured ‘known’ men with established reputations or with personal connections and 

who lived in or near London.68 Parker broke this mould only in the last respect, but 

only just. He had moved from London only two years before he applied for grant aid. 

Parker’s scientific career was guided, if not mapped, from London. He acknowledged 

his father’s influence. ‘I have enjoyed the privilege of frequent correspondence with 

my Father on the subject-matter of my work’ he wrote in the introduction to his 
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paper.69 None of this correspondence has survived so the extent and nature of the 

guidance is unknown. 

The Royal Society grant money also covered research on tuatara, but Parker did 

not manage to work on the primitive reptile. In 1883 Parker extended a welcome to 

his newly appointed counterpart in Auckland, Professor Algernon Phillips Withiel 

Thomas (1857-1937). ‘I hope you like N.Z. – at least as much as a new arrival ever 

does ... my opinion is that it would be a very decent place if it was only within a 

reasonable distance of London’.70 Two years later during February, Thomas and 

Parker camped together on Karewa Island in the Bay of Plenty to find tuatara eggs. 

The attempt was unsuccessful, so they took some tuatara home in the hope the 

animals would lay eggs.71 That too proved unsuccessful as Thomas reported all his 

captives were male. 

Parker made no further trips north but Thomas continued with expeditions to the 

island. In 1889 he obtained some eggs though these turned out to be infertile. By the 

time Thomas wrote the only account of his efforts with tuatara, published in the 

Proceedings of the Royal Society 1890, he had still not succeeded in acquiring 

embryological material.72 But by then Parker’s efforts on the kiwi were well on the 

way to being printed, so doubtless the Royal Society Grants Committee thought they 

had had their money’s worth. Arthur Dendy (1824-1925), professor of zoology at 

Canterbury College, and Parker’s friend George Bond Howes (1853-1905) in London, 

finally worked out the development of tuatara, which they described in a series of 

papers published in English between 1898 and 1910.73 Parker sent two female tuatara 
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to the Anatomical Institute in Freiburg, Germany where Japanese researcher, 

Gukutaro Osawa (fl.1890s) published several articles in German on their reproductive 

organs. However, his papers remained poorly remained poorly known in New 

Zealand.74 

Getting hold of enough material—kiwi eggs in different stages of development—

to ‘work-up’ remained a problem. Parker acknowledged the help, encouragement and 

loan of specimens of kiwi from a number of other New Zealand naturalists, including 

Walter Lawry Buller (1838-1906) and Thomas Frederick Cheeseman (1845-1923) in 

Auckland, Hutton and Henry Forbes (1851-1932) in Christchurch, and Hector and 

Thomas William Kirk (1828-1898) in Wellington. Locally he thanked his friend the 

professor of anatomy and physiology in the Medical School, Dr John Halliday Scott 

(1851-1914). Parker formally acknowledged his main supplier, Richard Henry (1845-

1929) in Fiordland. ‘It is only right to state that my obligations to my collector, Mr 

Henry, are out of all proportion to the sums paid to him for specimens.’75  

Because of the Royal Society grant Parker published his one hundred and thirty-

four page treatise in the prestigious Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society. Parker 

felt sure that his study was instrumental in his election as Fellow of the Royal Society 

in 1888.76 Sending the paper ‘Home’ also led to his award of the degree of Doctor of 

Science from the University of London, conferred in absentia in 1892.77  

Universal Science: Parker’s Morphology 

Parker read a paper to the Otago Institute in which he presented a new simplified 

classification of the moa family. The Royal Society in London published the research. 

‘A first glance at the magnificently illustrated series of memoirs by Sir Richard Owen 
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on the osteology of the Dinornithidae [moa family] gives the impression that the 

whole subject has been exhausted.’78 These opening words of his paper made it clear 

Parker did not hesitate to tackle eminent figures. He had, as Huxley observed, ‘plenty 

of courage at his disposal, when that quality is wanted.’79 Parker assessed moa 

evolutionary origins but complained that whether they had a ‘distinct or common 

origin is a very complex question. The main difficulty lies in deciding what characters 

should be considered as of phylogenetic importance and what merely adaptive.’80  

Parker wanted to sort out the confusion arising from the fragmentary nature of 

moa remains. ‘It is extremely seldom’ he wrote ‘that the bones of a single individual 

skeleton, or even the parts of a single individual skull, are found associated together 

and apart from other individuals.’81 He picked on what he saw as Richard Owen’s 

(1802-1894) errors and inconsistencies but recognised that the material Owen had to 

hand was far from complete. Parker produced a phylogeny based on careful measured 

observations of anatomical evidence. 

During the first half of the nineteenth century anatomical debates centred on what 

became known as the form versus function debates. Men of science asked if the 

observable body parts assumed the shape they did because of the function they 

served, or, did the forms reflect underlying laws independent of function? Whilst 

these concerns, articulated in London by Owen, seemed old-fashioned by the late-

nineteenth century the traditions on which they were based—empirical measured 

objective observations—formed the basis of newer embryological debates. 82 

Dissecting embryos, it was hoped, would reveal clues in the anatomical development 

of the individual that would elucidate the development of the group as a whole. 

‘Anatomy’ said Parker, ‘is an exact and most valuable guide to affinity, especially 
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between closely allied forms but ... [the] results obtained by this method must be 

tested and corrected at every point by the study of development.’83 Development in 

this context is a near-synonym for evolution as Parker explained: 

As an organism develops from the simple egg-cell to the complete adult, it passes 
rapidly through stages corresponding in a general way to those which its ancestors 
passed through in the course of their evolution, during long ages, from some simple 
unicellular form, and it is the recognition of this principle—that the individual is a 
recapitulation of ancestral development—that has given to embryology so important 
a place in modern biological work. 84 

Descriptive embryology received a boost from Darwin who had no doubt that 

embryological relationships helped document his notion of common descent. In the 

Origin of Species he stated: ‘embryology rises greatly in interest when we thus look at the 

embryo as a picture, more or less obscured, of the common parent-form of each great 

class of animals.’85 Darwin’s German champion, Ernst Haeckel (1834-1919), based in 

Jena, boosted the interest in embryology further with his theory of biogenetic law. His 

handy catch-phrase “ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny” became influential within the 

scientific community. In the quoted passage above Parker unequivocally supports 

Haeckel’s theory. Haeckel’s biogenetic law amounted to a series of generalisations 

which historian Frederick Churchill asserts had been arrived at more ‘by fiat than 

observation.’ 86  

Haeckel based it on a willing acceptance of evolution and a conviction that 

there existed a physical basis to phylogenetic history that could be traced using 

embryological evidence alone. In the 1870 second edition of Natürliche 

Schöpfungsgeschichte (The History of Creation) Haeckel responded to critics who argued his 

approach had been utterly materialistic. He thought that whatever might be called 

‘matter’ could just as easily be considered ‘spirit’, and that therefore a fundamental 

unity existed between the inorganic and the organic.87 Twenty years later the charges 

of materialism did not seem to perturb Parker. It is worth noting that Haeckel’s 
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popular books outsold Darwin’s and more people learnt about evolution from his 

publications than from Darwin’s.88 

In Britain biologists customarily looked to Germany for theoretical understanding 

and it was natural for Parker to follow suit. In Germany aside from Haeckel he could 

refer to Karl Ernst von Baer (1792-1876), who discovered the mammalian egg, and 

Carl Gegenbaur (1826-1903) who had taught Haeckel. In addition to these, Parker 

knew well the work of English biologists including Huxley, E. Ray Lankester (1847-

1929), professor of zoology at University College London renowned evolutionist and 

science reformer, and Francis Maitland Balfour (1851-1882), comparative 

embryologist, morphologist and student of Sir Michael Foster (1836-1907), the 

Cambridge physiologist.  

Like others of his generation, Parker took the theory of Haeckel’s biogenetic law 

at face-value, stating that: ‘it is an established principle in biology that the history of 

the individual is a recapitulation of the history of the race.’89 The insight the theory 

seemed to offer into the problems of organic evolution reached its zenith during the 

decades 1870-1900. By accepting it Parker found himself in good company, amongst 

the many recapitulationists who found recapitulation because they expected to see 

it.90 

Parker explained in his treatise that the nostrils of the kiwi are at the tip of a long 

beak instead of near the base and that it ‘is also remarkable for its small eyes and its 

wonderfully perfect olfactory organs, all other existing birds having large eyes and a 

comparatively poorly developed organ of smell.’ 91  He described how, in early 

embryos, the ‘position of the nostrils is normal, but soon after an undoubted bird 
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form is assumed the nostrils are found to have their final position at the end of the 

beak.’92  

The embryological evidence based on his observations of the formation of the 

wing or fore-limb led him to clarify earlier conclusions reached by Owen’s evidence 

from the adult skeleton. He argued that the group ‘are the descendants of birds which 

possessed the power of flight, a view which, I believe, Owen was the first to 

advance.’93 Owen had written a series of papers on kiwi and its relatives culminating 

in a major monograph ‘Memoirs on the Extinct Wingless Birds of New Zealand’ in 1879.94  

Universal Science: Parker’s Measurements 

To men of science measurement provided a rather problematic route to 

knowledge making. Yet as we have seen with Notornis, Parker based his speciation on 

measurements rather than relying on what he considered imprecise written 

descriptions. As part of his daily struggle to be objective and observe accurately 

Parker discovered tensions inherent with measurement, which the example of the 

moa bones shows. The scientific ideals of rationality, restraint and rigour that 

emerged in the mid-nineteenth century encouraged Parker’s generation to be exact.95 

Parker had a sophisticated understanding of objectivity. Although concerned to 

produce accurate results he did not belong to the fanatical breed of heroic self-

disciplined men whose ‘self-restraint required to foreswear judgement, interpretation, 

and even the testimony of one’s own senses.’96 He exercised discernment. 

Parker encountered more difficulty with three moa skulls found in 1893 near 

Oamaru. ‘As I am unable to refer to them with certainty to any hitherto described 

species, I append a brief description of each, with measurements.’97 He felt compelled 

to give them provisional names Pachyornis elephantopus, Pachyornis species ", and Pachyornis 
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species #. Parker based his cautious approach on considerable expertise as he referred 

to a paper in press on the evolutionary relationships of the moa family.98  

Solving problems by measurement was a typical response by men of his 

generation. A late-nineteenth century ethos borrowed from the physical sciences 

permeated even the world of comparative anatomy. ‘When you cannot measure it, 

when you cannot express it in numbers, your knowledge is of a meagre and 

unsatisfactory kind,’ exclaimed William Thomson (1824-1907), later Lord Kelvin, the 

noted British physicist.99  

The move towards standardisation that prompted Kelvin’s remarks proved harder 

to achieve for the natural sciences than for the mathematically-based sciences. 

Nonetheless precision and accuracy were valued. Parker himself reiterated the 

thought when he spoke to the Otago Education Institute in 1883. ‘Next to reasoning,’ 

he said, ‘the most important thing for a man to be able to do is to observe 

accurately.’100 Parker produced good quality observations and his reputation extended 

into Europe. German biologist Robert Wiedersheim (1848-1923) commented: ‘all of 

his works give an impression of great conscientiousness; results are arrived at through 

care and accuracy. Everyone who deals with modern scientific literature will 

appreciate his precision.’101 And yet, as historian Gordon McOuat, has pointed out 

precision and definition can counter-intuitively bring disruption and argument.102  

Parker’s lengthy paper was read before the Royal Society on 17 April 1890 though 

it is difficult to imagine it being read verbatim. The synoptic report in Nature provided 

details over two columns but noted that there was not enough room ‘to give anything 
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approaching a satisfactory abstract of the whole.’ The reporter was particularly 

impressed with the tables of measurements ‘showing the relative proportions of the 

various regions of the body in different stages of development, illustrating the “law of 

growth,” [which] add greatly to our knowledge of this remarkable genus.’103  

Parker took measurements covering as many embryonic bones as possible, which 

he presented in tables. The extent of the numerical information added veracity to his 

truth-claims and helped establish Parker’s authority on the kiwi. After all, as historian 

Robert Kohler posits, ‘issues of credibility, trust, and authority are the universal 

elements of any science anywhere.’104 Not content with listing raw figures, Parker 

made graphs of the variations and rates of growth. In these he took the vertebral 

column as a standard unit of one hundred with the remaining measurements 

expressed as percentages. In this way he explained ‘that the changes in proportion of 

various parts of the body during the course of development can be clearly shown’ 

(reproduced here as Figure 7).105  

The graphic interpretation shows how the head grows first, then the beak 

increases and attains its maximum length about the middle of the incubation period. 

The fore-limbs sternum, shoulder- and pelvic-girdles attain their maximum size just 

before the whole skeleton ossifies, but the legs continue to grow until the time of 

hatching. Neither Parker nor the Nature reporter explained the significance of this 

numerical approach. Parker’s peer group knew, however, that he sought to throw 

light on variation, in this case within and between the species of kiwi, the ‘laws of 

growth’ being one of many contemporary explanations of evolution, variation and 

inheritance. 

In the Origin of Species Darwin postulated natural selection as the mechanism that 

underlay evolutionary theory, but he also attributed evolution to factors independent 

of the environment that he repeatedly referred to as ‘laws of growth’. He wrote:  

We are far too ignorant, in almost every case, to be enabled to assert that any part or 
organ is so important for the welfare of a species, that modifications in its structure 
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could not have been slowly accumulated by means of natural selection. But we may 
confidently believe that many modifications, wholly due to the laws of growth, and 
at first in no way advantageous to a species, have been subsequently taken advantage 
of by the still further modified descendants of this species.106 

!

 
Figure 7: Parker’s Graphic Representation of the Rate of Growth in Kiwi used to illustrate 

the ‘Laws of Growth’. 
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In other words, Darwin acknowledged that many different kinds of variation 

existed and the selection mechanism was essential to pick out the features that led to 

adaptive characters. But he also recognised that non-adaptive variations, or trends, 

also occurred in the origin of anatomical structures that did not have an immediate 

usefulness or possess an adaptive advantage to the creature. These trends made life 

difficult for Darwin’s followers. The evolution of non-adaptive trends ran close to 

invoking supernatural powers. In particular, the main theorist Gustav Heinrich 

Theodor Eimer (1843-1898), professor of anatomy at Tübingen University, called this 

evolution ‘directed,’ which seemed to require a teleological explanation. It was widely 

recognised that natural selection could not easily account for incipient features or the 

evolution of underdeveloped features. However, Eimer presented the theory as 

completely mechanistic, as historian Peter Bowler explained: ‘although there was a 

directing force from within the species this was provided by the physiological laws of 

growth.’107 This explains why Parker spent effort in calculating the rates of growth of 

his kiwi embryos, but also why he glossed over the explanations.  

Amongst the multitude of theories over the twenty-year period 1890-1910, the 

one promulgated by August Weismann (1834-1914) is probably best known today. 

His theory of Germ Plasm stated inheritance only took place by means of specialised 

cells, the germ cells, while other cells in the body, somatic cells, do not function as 

agents of heredity. Parker knew the range of English biologists who supported 

Weismann. These included E. Ray Lankester, Patrick Geddes (1854-1932) a student 

of Huxley, and William Newton Parker (1857-1925) professor of biology at Cardiff 

University College, younger brother of Parker, son-in-law of Weismann and translator 

of his book Das Keimplasma.108  

Weismann’s main opponents were Eimer and Herbert Spencer (1820-1903), the 

philosopher, social theorist and friend of Huxley. It is important to remember that in 

the late-nineteenth century the process of heredity played a different role in the 
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understanding of life than it does today. As historian Frederick Churchill explains, 

heredity was a ‘conservative process that guaranteed like produced like, that son 

copied father … countervailing this conservative force of heredity were the processes 

of change: the laws of variation and adaptation.’109  

In the paper Parker briefly dealt with his explanation of the laws of growth as they 

applied to kiwi. They occupied a total of two pages, including two tables of raw 

measurements, three interpretive graphs and a single paragraph in the summary of 

results from the total of one hundred and thirty-four pages. Mathematical and 

statistical analyses made more frequent appearances in the scientific literature towards 

the end of the nineteenth century and Parker followed the fashion of changing the 

primary account of empirical evidence into graphs, which made analyses more readily 

understood than raw data tables.  

Parker’s analysis is an example of a growing specialisation in biology where 

towards the end of the century ‘nature’ could be found more easily in laboratories. 

Observations were tempered with analysis and the scientific article itself gained an 

argumentative function not previously obvious. Scientific language was not a simple 

transparent transmitter of factual knowledge. Knowledge had to be created through 

maths and graphs. 110 Additionally Parker would have wanted to show he was at the 

forefront of introducing new statistical methods to zoology particularly as he 

submitted the thesis for consideration of a DSc degree. 

Assessing Parker’s Science  

Nineteenth century obituarists tended to write hagiographic eulogies and Parker’s 

ran true to form. George Malcolm Thomson wrote of Parker as a ‘man of intellectual 

capacity far above the average, … Professor Parker’s work was of the highest 

character ... he professed one subject, and he made himself master of it.’111 In 

anyone’s estimation Parker achieved the ultimate accolade, election to Fellowship of 
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the Royal Society, in 1888. His election, successful at the second attempt, was 

organized by E. Ray Lankester was signed by thirteen former London contemporaries 

or friends of his father.112 The only New Zealand FRS to sign, Julius von Haast (FRS 

in 1867), was in London during 1886 during the period of Parker’s first nomination. 

Hector (FRS in 1866), in Wellington, did not sign—the length of time it took for an 

exchange correspondence eliminated his contribution.113 The citation noted Parker’s 

contribution to ‘the cause of science in the colonies by the creation of the Otago 

Museum and by his popular lectures and addresses’ but more significantly from his 

scientific aspirational point of view he was ‘distinguished as a comparative anatomist 

and as a teacher’ who had ‘introduced a new method of preserving the skeletons of 

cartilaginous fishes.’114 By the time of his election in June 1888, his preliminary note 

of the development of Apteryx had been published in the Proccedings of the Royal Society 

so his work on the kiwi may well have been instrumental in his success. 

However, specific assessments of Parker’s research efforts came from the referees’ 

reports for his kiwi papers. These private views were more critical. Adam Sedgwick 

(1854-1913) at Cambridge wrote: 

Altogether the Memoir does great credit to the author. It is not a work which has 
any general interest.  It will not even appeal specially to the morphologist, unless 
indeed it be to an ornithological morphologist. There can be no doubt that the 
memoir should be published: it will always have a value. But it is equally without 
doubt that the subject is a dry one, and appeals to a very small class.115   

The other referee, Arthur Milnes Marshall (1852-1893) thought it should be published 

because ‘Apteryx [the kiwi] is almost certainly doomed to speedy destruction & ... 

while the opportunity still offers, as complete a series as possible of accurate 

measurements & figures should be obtained & permanently recorded.’ Parker 

dutifully recorded a fulsome set of observations and accurate measurements. Marshall 
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was not as prepared as Sedgwick to consign Parker’s hard work to dry dusty library 

shelves, enthusing that, ‘the paper is of great importance ... it is highly desirable that 

all the plates should be published.’116  

A further contemporary assessment of this ‘admirable paper of Professor 

Parker’s’, published as a review in the American weekly science journal Science, held it 

up as ‘one of the classical publications of the Royal Society … and will receive a 

hearty welcome from anatomists … as a most thorough and capable contribution to 

the subject.’117 Parker’s study of the kiwi, and the moa, brought New Zealand’s fauna 

before an audience of zoological peers and made the distinctive creatures part of a 

wider evolutionary story. It is possible, however, that his intended readers may not 

have seen Parker’s paper in the Philosophical Transactions. Recently historian Alex 

Csiszar has claimed nineteenth century zoologists found the lavish journal too 

expensive and the contents too specialised for them to regularly keep up to date.118 

Moreover, Parker received a limited number of separate offprints, so he could not 

circulate them to all and sundry. This makes the report in Nature all the more 

important for even though fellow-zoologists missed out on studying the plates they 

could still study the gist of Parker’s researches. 

‘Parker is a most deserving man – he has done some very good work, and is to be 

especially commended for having made good use of the opportunity afforded him by 

his position in Otago among a strange fauna,’ wrote Sir Michael Foster (1836-1907), 

Professor of Physiology at Cambridge University in 1894, when Parker applied for a 

position at Owens College in Manchester. 119  Foster knew Parker well and had 

acceded to Huxley’s request that the young man should be engaged to mark exam 

scripts in London.120 After fourteen years of published papers in Nature and The 

Transactions of the Zoological Society of London, his scientific peers in Britain knew his work 
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well. On a previous occasion, in 1890, a letter of support signed by nineteen former 

pupils and some contemporaries showed the success of Parker’s publicity. ‘From 

New Zealand your reputation has now for many years been coming back to us … as a 

fruitful and thoughtful investigator … in that province so peculiarly full of lessons for 

the naturalists.’121 Part of Parker’s decision to emigrate lay in New Zealand’s ‘strange 

fauna,’ which had been under-investigated when he departed in 1880. He probably 

thought he could make his mark more easily in a less crowded colonial world. From 

the point of view of his career, however, he soon regretted the decision and applied 

for positions in Melbourne 1886, London in 1890 and Manchester in 1894. 

‘Both in this country and in New Zealand he has achieved conspicuous success … 

and high reputation which he has gained as an original investigator in various 

branches of zoology,’ wrote Philip Herbert Carpenter (1852-1891), the biology master 

at Eton College, Windsor. Carpenter, Parker’s contemporary, was, like him no longer 

at the centre of what many thought of as ‘an important sphere of action at home.’122 

Others appreciated Parker’s investigations on indigenous fauna and recognized, too, 

the economic constraints which faced him ‘leaving the refinements of histology and 

the like for those at home.’123 Yet, when Parker sought a reference from Huxley in 

1894 he received only measure of faint praise from his elderly mentor. ‘As to capacity 

and knowledge—he is not by way of being a man of genius. … [but] his fundamental 

scientific work is all exact and careful.’124   

He received fulsome admiration in New Zealand. ‘The science of morphology has 

been so long and honourably identified with the name of Parker … we congratulate 

him as a man who manages to unite great powers of industry and observation’ a 

reporter noted.125 Whilst local pride knows few boundaries and has no standards for 
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comparison, the hagiographic comment that ‘[Parker is] one of the most prominent 

biologists in the British Empire’ from a newspaper correspondent based in Wanganui 

reveals a widespread interest in Parker’s activities.126 A Dunedin review of one of 

Parker’s papers on the ribbon-fish, published in London-based Transactions of the 

Zoological Society, admitted the ‘technical and scientific character [are] quite beyond our 

powers of criticism’ but that did not stop him admiring the effort. ‘It is very pleasing 

to us, and, we feel sure, to the public of Otago, to see that the scientific labours of 

one of our professors is appreciated at Home, … Professor Parker has been working 

hard at original research.’127  

Economic factors like access to research materials, books, periodicals, and even 

basic equipment constrained Parker’s original scientific research on New Zealand’s 

distinctive fauna. For example, he wrote to his collaborator in Sydney, ‘I and my 

colony are years behind you and yours and it’s no use blinking the matter!’128 Despite 

these limitations the scientific community at large, both in New Zealand and 

elsewhere, valued his findings. 

Contemporaries viewed Parker’s original scientific research papers differently 

depending on their location, knowledge and status. Men of science swapped specially 

printed separate versions of their papers amongst their peers. For instance, amongst 

the archives that Thomas Morland Hocken (1836-1910), the Dunedin coroner, 

bequeathed to the University of Otago there are several Parker offprints. Newspaper 

clippings became important sources of information and objects of exchange, also 

circulated widely.129 It is important to remember relationships between metropole 

were socially constructed and Parker had already built a significant network of 

students and colleagues in London before he left for Dunedin.130   
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In 1890 he thanked George Macmillan (1855-1936), the publisher, for his ‘kind 

help in connection with the Univ[ersity] Coll[ege] chair. I should very much like to get 

it, but fear that 10 years in a remote colony will be considered an insuperable bar to 

my appointment.’131 As he feared, he was unsuccessful. He complained to his friend 

Sidney Harmer (1862-1950) in Cambridge: ‘there is no doubt that a man who is 

foolish enough or enterprising enough to accept a colonial appointment in his youth 

is shut out from all promotion for the rest of his life in 99 cases out of 100.’132 A 

couple of years later, in 1896, in a letter to his publisher George Macmillan, Parker 

again makes it clear he felt isolated. ‘I am often disposed to wish that I were not the 

one condemned to sojurn in this “land of d—d realities”.’133  

It is easy to overplay the effects of intellectual isolation on colonial men of 

science. Historian Roderick Home noted in his study on the Australian career of 

physicist William Henry Bragg (1862-1942) that the problem of isolation was not as 

great as Bragg himself made out. Moreover it affected him in different ways and at 

different times in his Adelaide career.134 Parker wrote the comments quoted above at 

despairing moments when he had failed to secure promotion in England. Like 

Adelaide, the scientific community in Dunedin formed part of a broader intellectual 

environment. Parker spoke on an equal footing with others in Dunedin, and 

elsewhere in New Zealand, on scientific matters. In any case, as a professor, Parker 

enjoyed a status in Dunedin that he might not have achieved had he stayed as 

Huxley’s demonstrator in London. Indeed, had he stayed in the metropole he may 

have found it equally difficult to get a post. This problem of career advancement is 

tied to one of the problems of a large cohort of trained biologists in the nineteenth 
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century.135 Parker had conflicting emotions about living in Dunedin. ‘However I may 

have “blown” about N.Z. scenery I still in my heart of hearts prefer Trafalgar Square 

or a sunny meadow to all our vaunted glories,’ he wrote to a friend. But at the same 

time he wrote with affection about his new house in Anderson’s Bay. ‘It overlooks 

the Harbour with Dunedin on the other side, crawling up a range of hills in the most 

picturesque way.’ 136  

Making Results Visible 

Parker was economical with his research and often made one piece of work 

appear in several guises. His published record is as opportunistic as the science it 

recorded. Parker rewrote his kiwi magnum opus as a self-styled ‘semi popular 

account’ in the New Zealand Journal of Science, established by George Malcolm 

Thomson (1848-1933), the science master at the Boys’ High School, who aimed to 

ensure that scientific workers: 

in all parts of the Colony will be enabled to know what others are doing, ... and also 
to help one another by interchange of ideas and by suggestions. Anyone reading an 
original contribution for publication ... in the ‘Transactions of the New Zealand 
Institute,’ will also secure priority of publication for names, descriptions, &c., by 
sending an abstract to our columns.137  

The Journal was funded by subscriptions of two shillings per issue, or ten shillings 

per annum, and appeared six times a year. Despite its mixture of scientific news and 

original articles, subscriptions flagged and it lasted only four years between 1882 and 

1885, being resurrected for a further year in 1890 before folding completely. The 

Journal failed because of the lack of support from Hector and the New Zealand 

Institute who, according to historian Francis Reid, saw it as direct competition for the 

Transactions.138 Thomson himself expressed this view in the last issue writing: ‘most of 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
135 Roy M. MacLeod, Archibald Liversidge, FRS: Imperial Science Under the Southern Cross (Sydney: Royal Society of 
New South Wales, Sydney University Press, 2009), 480. 
136 T. Jeffery Parker, to S.F. Harmer, 17 September 1894, (3.215.1), University Museum of Zoology, 
Cambridge. 
137 Anonymous, “Introduction [to the New Zealand Journal of Science],” New Zealand Journal of Science 1, 1 
(1882): 1-2. 
138 Francis Lucian Reid, “The Province of Science: James Hector and the New Zealand Institute, 1867-1903” 
(PhD, University of Cambridge 2007), 123-5. 



 
 

! %**!

the societies [in Australia and New Zealand] receive just so much Government aid as 

enables them to publish their papers, and in this way kill private effort.’139  

Parker wrote about a dozen of the two hundred and fifty or so articles that 

appeared in the Journal. His contributions included book reviews, versions of his 

lectures and opinion pieces, which were not published elsewhere. Thomson took 

pains to ‘exclude all purely technical matter such as descriptions of species ... brief 

details may be introduced ... [but] the attempt will be made to obtain simple and 

concise abstracts.’140 Parker obliged his friend and contributed the two semi-popular 

accounts of his kiwi research and kept technical papers for the Transactions and 

Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute or for London-based journals. 

Publishing in the New Zealand Transactions meant supporting local science and so 

long as the editor, Hector, approved of the paper there was government funding 

available to publish results and thereby disseminate information. Parker did not have 

a paper rejected, but Hector expressed disappointment that Parker chose to publish 

his full-length paper on the classification and phylogeny of moa in Britain. ‘The New 

Zealand Institute had been working now for 26 years, had brought out 26 volumes of 

transactions,’ said Hector, ‘and now that there was a really great opportunity, the first 

sound effort towards elucidating this great mystery of the past life of New Zealand, 

the paper would have to go forth to another country to be published. For this he was 

very sorry indeed.’141 A short abstract was published in the Transactions so Hector’s 

moan was not entirely justified.142 In any case Parker had an awkward choice, support 

local science or keep his name in front of a metropolitan audience. Hector had 

received complaints about the quality and number of illustrations in the Transactions 

and knew the journal could not satisfy Parker’s expectations. It certainly could not 
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support the hand-coloured lithographic plates, a notable feature of the London based 

Transactions of the Zoological Society.143  

Often the information in the New Zealand Transactions only marginally interested 

northern hemisphere biologists. Small-scale and parochial research monopolized the 

articles published in the local Transactions. For instance, a paper in which Parker 

described pits on the skulls of some moa that he attributed to the presence of crest 

feathers, eminently suited local publication.144 It added ‘to the knowledge of observed 

facts relative to New Zealand,’ being neither too technical, controversial nor too 

general.145 An anonymous reviewer in Nature described the bulky 1883 annual as 

‘extremely creditable to the colony. The amount of accurate research recorded will, if 

continued, soon make NZ one of the most completely investigated regions of the 

world’ he optimistically opined.146  

Biological subjects dominated the annual Transactions. William Arthur in his 1883 

presidential address to the Otago Institute noted: ‘each year [that] passes … adds 

fresh evidence of our operations getting more and more into one groove viz., the 

study of biology.’ 147  The New Zealand Institute sent over forty copies of the 

Transactions to a variety of overseas honorary members, societies and libraries in 

London, Edinburgh, Philadelphia, San Francisco, India, Dresden, and the main 

Australian cities. Despite this dissemination an annual volume provided a difficult 

platform from which to ensure that new species and new findings received wide 

recognition beyond the New Zealand scientific community. Delays in the publication 

by learned societies were, however, common in the late nineteenth century. One 

author complained that the Zoological Society of London ‘for some unknown reason 

should allow in some cases as long as two-and-a-half years to elapse before 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
143 [G.M.] [Thomson], “Review: Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 1884, Vol XVII, Issued 
May 1885,” New Zealand Journal of Science 2, 11 (1885): 516-19; T. Jeffery Parker, “On the Cranial Osteology, 
Classification, and Phylogeny of the Dinornithidae,” Transactions of the Zoological Society 13, 6 October (1895): 373-
428. 
144 ———, “On the Presence of a Crest of Feather in Certain Species of Moa,” Transactions and Proceedings of the 
New Zealand Institute 25(1892): 3-6. 
145 James Hector, “Preface,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 4(1871): iii; Francis Lucian 
Reid, “The Province of Science: James Hector and the New Zealand Institute, 1867-1903” (PhD, University of 
Cambridge 2007), 81.  
146 Anonymous, “[Review of] Transactions of the New Zealand Institute [Volume 16],” Nature 31, 6 November 
(1884): 22-24. 
147 Anonymous, “Otago Institute,” Otago Witness, 3 February 1883, 22.  
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publication of material received.’148 By these standards the Transactions did well, but 

the obscurity of the journal remained problematic. 

Parker tried hard to ensure the metropolitan audience of scientific peers did not 

forget him and regularly supplied a column for Nature under the heading ‘Notes from 

Otago University Museum,’ mostly re-writes of articles he had already published in 

the Transactions. Like others of his generation he did not see an article in Nature as a 

substitute for having a paper read in full at a learned society. Historian Melinda 

Baldwin’s study on the weekly magazine reveals that men of Parker’s generation used 

the pages of Nature as a first-stop in the communication of scientific news and ideas, 

being particularly suited to this purpose because of its speed of publication.149  

Speed of publication benefited Parker very little, however, as correspondence took 

several weeks to travel from one side of the world to the other. This did not stop 

Parker from using the ‘Letters to the Editor’ column. Outraged on one occasion over 

an overt case of plagiarism, he accused a former South Kensington student of making 

‘marvellously inaccurate copies of diagrams [wall-charts], published not only without 

permission, but without the slightest reference to their source.’150 The plagiarised 

diagrams appeared in book form as McAlpine’s Biological Atlas. The brief letter to 

Nature elicited an even briefer reply from the culprit protesting his innocence.151 But 

Nature’s real value to Parker was that he could keep his name visible to British men of 

science. Furthermore Nature’s readers were knowledgeable.152  

At a broader level the journals that Parker published in, whether London- or New 

Zealand-based, provide evidence for the ascendency of the scientific periodical. 

Because of innovations like peer review the specialized press became the place where 

science not only became visible but also where its authority and value was 

safeguarded.153 Journals were properly only understandable to those initiated through 
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148 Swale Vincent, “On the Publication of Original Work [Letter to the Editor],” Nature 55, 1413 (1896): 79. 
149 Melinda Clare Baldwin, “Nature and the Making of a Scientific Community, 1869-1939” (PhD, Princeton 
University, 2010), 91-92, 97. 
150 T. Jeffery Parker, “Messrs. McAlpine’s Atlases [Letter to the Editor],” Nature 26, 27 July (1882): 292-93. 
151 Daniel McAlpine, “Messrs. McAlpine’s Atlases [Letter to the Editor],” Nature 26, 24 August (1882): 386. 
152 Peter C. Kjærgaard, “‘Within the Bounds of Science’: Redirecting Controversies to Nature,” in Culture and 
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a similar training or a lifetime of dedicated study. In this respect Parker was a member 

of a fully professionalised zoological elite.154 

Concluding Remarks 

Parker’s brand of esoteric science held value in the colonial context because it 

made New Zealand’s distinctive fauna part of a wider evolutionary story. He worked 

hard, and knew it. ‘I think that I have got on well in the Colonies and continued to do 

a fair amount of work … so many men coming out from Home don’t take to 

Colonial life, or get lazy, or are otherwise a failure.’155 By anyone’s measure, he was no 

failure, as the ultimate accolade Fellowship of the Royal Society attests. Nonetheless 

he battled with an acute sense of intellectual isolation.  

Old diffusionist ideas about the spread of western science from either a fixed or 

‘moving’ metropolis are now superseded by a more dynamic flexible interpretation of 

interconnected networks and webs.156 Parker’s networks spread across the globe but 

for him the influence of place, whether London or Dunedin, was personal. Both his 

father and mentor guided his research from a distance when they approved his grant 

application for funds from the UK Government Grants Scheme. Parker straddled the 

British world so for him the differences were physical not cultural. Parker brought to 

Otago University a research ethos underpinned by a theoretical belief in evolutionary 

morphology. He contributed to inventory science, largely to satisfy his own curiosity 

or to clear up ambiguities but was not content to let that be his only contribution to 

New Zealand zoology. He managed to complete a substantial body of work in the 

face of other onerous tasks. The ‘whole of the clerical work of the Museum, such as 

endless writing of labels, keeping records etc. which is elsewhere performed by an 

assistant falls upon me,’ as he complained to the University Registrar.157 Nevertheless, 

a wide variety of scholars, including Hector in Wellington, appreciated what Huxley 
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described as his ‘fundamental scientific work.’158 It is, he wrote, ‘a matter of great 

congratulation that Professor Parker had taken up for minute examination the 

anatomy and embryology of genera allied to the moa.’159 

!
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Chapter Five: Parker’s Illustrations 

Introduction 

Lavish natural history illustrations of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries 

covered a wide range of genres. Painted, drawn, engraved and lithographed animals 

appeared between the covers of handsome leather-bound volumes. Wealthy 

individuals bought such books. Through their purchase they supported scientific 

endeavour, exploration and travel. Conventional viewpoints hold that sometime 

during the nineteenth century such traditional natural history illustrations gave way to 

schematic diagrams. This move away from a realistic artistic practice has been 

assumed to coincide with a move towards a more theoretically based biology.1 As 

discussed in the previous chapter, this simple dichotomy hid more than it revealed. So 

how, then, do illustrations fit into the picture? What is the nature of the relationship 

between illustration and the science it depicts? Geologically-trained historian Martin 

Rudwick’s seminal study on the development of a distinctly geologic visual language 

spawned, as he hoped, a deep interest in the field of scientific illustration.2  Since then 

there have been many studies. Broadly speaking this scholarship has fallen into two 

camps, on the one hand the rhetoric of visual communication, and on the other 

pictorial practices in the early modern period.3  

This chapter analyses the practical, material, and historical specificities of Parker’s 

visual source-materials. The broad aim is to understand how visual communication 

was a fundamental part of knowledge-making. The pictorial evidence produced by 

Parker and his contemporaries provides an additional layer to descriptive zoology. 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 S. Peter Dance, The Art of Natural History: Animal Illustrators and their Work (London: Country Life Books, 
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Parker, for example, used a range of techniques and artistic conventions and 

sometimes incorporated both realistic drawings and diagrammatic cross-sections of 

anatomical parts on the same plate. This chapter investigates Parker’s illustrative 

practices: the black and white illustrations for New Zealand journals, the coloured 

plates that illustrated his London-based scientific papers, and the original diagrams he 

made to make evolution visible. Parker’s illustrations are worth studying closely 

because the choices he made, the subtleties of line and use of colour for instance, 

provide a deeper understanding of how he tried to impart his scientific findings. They 

represent a picture of how Parker made his observations and turned his visual skills 

into scientific knowledge. Images functioned not simply as an end product but as part 

of the process of investigation.  

Parker’s artistic practice straddled distinct worlds. He straddled the world between 

naturalistic representation and schematic diagrams alluded to above. Less obviously, 

perhaps, he also straddled the worlds of visuality and non-visuality. Non-visual 

aspects include Parker’s graphical and statistical analyses of the ‘laws of growth,’ 

described in the previous chapter, and the diagrams of phylogeny, which are 

discussed here. Art historian Martin Kemp has noted that most sciences cycle 

between an emphasis on drawing and an emphasis on statistics and measurement.4 

Parker’s precisely measured published drawings added to his claims for scientific 

truth-telling. As one contemporary put it, ‘art cannot be divorced from science, for it 

is science which teaches us to see truly, and by art we render the truth we see.’5 

Images took an active role in the interpretation of zoology. The art of science 

‘showed us better than any written description what to look for,’ wrote the president 

of the British Medical Association in 1895.6    

Popular Pictures 

By the end of the nineteenth century the days had passed when the point of 

illustrated publications was to place little-known flora and fauna from distant lands 

before European-eyes. Books, produced in much greater numbers, were cheaper and 
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4 Martin Kemp, “Seeing the Smaller Picture,” Nature 453, 29 May (2008). 
5 W.H. Fisk, “Nature Drawing,” Nature, 18 December (1884): 160-62. 
6 William Anderson, “A Discussion on Art In Its Relation to Anatomy,” British Medical Journal 2, 10 August 
(1895): 349-58. 
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audiences larger. Social historian D.E. Allen noted that popular natural history works 

were aimed at the ‘less sophisticated layer of the market.’7 The vast number of 

popular illustrated books included Cassell’s Natural History. This series, published in 

monthly parts, gave its audience a general treatment of the animal kingdom. It was 

widely praised especially for ‘the excellence of both text and very numerous 

illustrations.’8 Parker contributed some of the anatomical drawings to the section on 

carnivores, reproduced as woodcut engravings within the body of the text (see Figure 

8).9  
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This image is similar to many of Parker’s more specialised efforts, but the 

explanatory written text surrounding this particular illustration is populist. Technical 

terms are not avoided but are fully explained and, like the anatomical images, kept to 

a minimum. Pictures of animals set in their surroundings (see Figure 9), like this 

example ‘Lion of the Cape’, were more common. Portrayed as ‘King of the Beasts’ it 

appealed equally to the intended audience and to the commercial instincts of the 

publishers. Narrative conventions between artist and naturalist became established in 

books written for popular audiences. Historian Bernard Lightman has studied both 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
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8 Anonymous, “[Review of  Cassell’s Natural History edited by P. Martin Duncan],” Spectator, 3 March 1883, 24.  
9 William Kitchen Parker and T. Jeffery Parker, “The Land Carnivora,” in Cassell’s Natural History, ed. P. Martin 
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the epic evolutionary tales produced by Arabella Buckley (1827-1899), and the 

moralistic tales of the Rev John George Wood (1827-1899). 10  In them Wood 

presented a happy world of beautiful insects toiling purposefully and trained the eye 

of the reader to see wonder in even unpleasant beetles.  
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The work of German-born British artist Joseph Wolf (1820-1899), possibly the 

most famous animal illustrator and painter in the nineteenth century, straddled the 

Victorian fondness for sentimental depictions and clinical anatomical illustrations. 

One of the most prolific animal illustrators for the Zoological Society of London, he 

produced over three hundred and forty plates for their Proceedings. In 1849 the Royal 

Academy in London selected Wolf’s Woodcocks Seeking Shelter for display, the first of 

many of his paintings that told a story. Wolf placed the animals in an action scene, 

conjuring atmosphere, emotion and tension. Scathing of those ‘who know only the 

map of an animal, … who don’t recognize nature—don’t recognize a bird when 
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flying,’ 11  he combined knowledge of the underlying anatomy with a narrative 

approach in a kind of ‘visual schizophrenia’.12  

Specialist science however, produced specialist images beyond the comprehension 

of the lay-reader. Parker’s scientific audience comprised informed zoologists who 

through experience, or training, understood the conventions of scientific images. Men 

of science brought an educated gaze to bear on Parker’s illustrations. Late-nineteenth 

century biologists recognized the obvious bond between observation and drawing. 

‘Drawing is a record of thought as well as of observation, and [of] the measure of 

thought,’ wrote one contemporary commentator.13 Thought in this evidential context 

meant accurate and precise drawings. Producing technically perfect illustrations spoke 

to the credibility and objectivity of the scientific witness.14 

Parker’s New Zealand Illustrations 

By the late-nineteenth century, illustrations of the type-specimen accompanied 

most descriptions of new species published in Europe or America. Type-specimens 

became the referents for the species name with illustrations included to support and 

clarify the technical text. They could also in cases of destruction, or other loss, 

become substitutes for the specimen.15 In this sense images had an importance 

beyond the immediate context of the scientific paper: they carried surrogacy and were 

a ‘virtual witness’ to the specimen. Within the context of the scientific paper images 

had heuristic value.16 Illustrators tried to eliminate ambiguous language by showing 

diagnostic characteristics of the species described.17 Inventory science, however, did 

not always warrant illustrations. Broun’s volumes on New Zealand beetles, for 
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11 Wolf cited in Martin Kemp, “Science in culture: Scope for Sentiment,” Nature 414, 13 December (2001): 692; 
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12 ———, “Science in culture: Scope for Sentiment,” Nature 414, 13 December (2001): 692. 
13 W.H. Fisk, “Nature Drawing,” Nature, 18 December (1884): 160-62. 
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15 Paul Lawrence Farber, “The Development of Taxidermy and the History of Ornithology,” Isis 68, 4, 
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instance, had not a single illustration in 1504 pages. Relatively resource-poor New 

Zealand was not alone in producing un-illustrated catalogues. The large numbers that 

appeared during the nineteenth century precluded such expense. For instance the 

influential A Catalogue of the Fishes in the British Museum by Albert Günther (1830-1914) 

published by the British Museum (Natural History) over a ten-year period in eight 

volumes had no illustrations.18 

In 1883 Parker wrote two papers on a specimen of the giant ribbon-fish Regalecus 

argenteus, found washed up on a beach at Moeraki, forty miles north of Dunedin. He 

had one published the same year in New Zealand and the second, after some delay, in 

London.19 Parker explained that the few species in the genus ‘are highly specialized 

deep-sea’ fishes and consequently ‘rare and fragile.’ When he read the first paper to 

the Otago Institute he pronounced that previously published figures of the fish had 

been ‘very incorrectly drawn, or taken from damaged specimens.’20 This prompted 

him to publish his own description and illustrations. Parker’s giant ribbon-fish 

illustrations serve to show how he thought with pen or pencil in hand. Parker had 

artistic skill and like other biologists annotated his notebooks and correspondence 

with drawings to make his meaning clear. For instance, in a letter to fellow curator 

Edward Pearson Ramsay (1842-1916) of the Australian Museum in Sydney, Parker 

took issue with his assignment of a ribbon-fish to the genus Regalecus. With a sketch 

(see Figure 10) and some brief description of the salient points of difference he made 

his point. Demonstrably the very act of drawing formed a crucial part of the nature of 

descriptive zoology. Drawing therefore assisted in the analysis of empirical 

interpretation.21 

!
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Most nineteenth-century naturalists drew. Some drew well. Parker had watched 

his father spend hours ‘producing sheet after sheet of faithful and accurate drawings 

of skeleton [and] viscera’ which he kept in a portfolio.23 William Kitchen Parker 

achieved fame for his equal skill with dissecting needle and pencil. His drawings 

spurred him to write a series of monographs on the vertebrate skull, the first was 
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22 T. Jeffery Parker, to Edward Pearson Ramsay,  26 January 1884, E.P. Ramsay Papers 1860-1912, (MLMSS 
563/1-2 : CY 2320), State Library of New South Wales, Australia. 
23 ———, William Kitchen Parker: A Biographical Sketch by his Son (London: Macmillan, 1893), 23. 
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published in 1862.24 Although many nineteenth-century men of science had lessons in 

drawing there is no evidence to suggest that formal training enhanced Parker’s 

informal apprenticeship at his father’s side. But it is reasonable to suppose he did 

undergo some training. By the time Parker became a demonstrator, in London, 

potential students had to submit a portfolio with their applications to prove their 

‘power of drawing’ was up to scratch.25   

Parker published twenty-two scientific papers in the Transactions and Proceedings of 

the New Zealand Institute. Only seven lacked illustrations. Most contained one plate, 

sometimes two. One paper, however, on the skeleton of Notornis (takahe)  
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!
published in 1881 carried three plates. 27  The rarity of the bird merited such 

extravagance. Takahe had been thought extinct thirty years before the discovery of 

this fresh skeleton.  
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24 William Kitchen Parker, “On the Osteology of Balaeniceps Rex (Gould),” Transactions of the Zoological Society 4, 7 
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The lithographer of the takahe plates, John Buchanan (1819-1898), was not only 

the foremost lithographer for the Transactions but also a botanist and artist in his own 

right. Employed in Wellington, he produced a range of Government lithographic 

work between 1867 and 1885, when he retired to Dunedin. Buchanan’s trained artistic 

eye gave solidity to the form of the takahe skeleton (see Figure 11) by use of shading, 

but the individual bones are difficult to discern. Parker makes only a single brief 

reference to the plate in his paper. 

As a piece of anatomical exposition it does not inform the viewer. It is a record of 

the find and proof of the recent existence of takahe. Significantly, Buchanan prepared 

the lithograph from photographs, not from a sketch by Parker. The Burton Brothers, 

who took the photograph, owned one of the most important photographic businesses 

in nineteenth-century New Zealand and operated from premises in Princes Street, 

Dunedin. While Parker could afford the photography fee he regretted that ‘the funds 

of the Museum did not allow purchase’ of the specimen.28  

Parker’s fig 2 of the finished lithograph (on the left) is problematic (see Figure 11). 

Buchanan depicted the takahe without any sign of the damage to ‘ribs and femur of 

the left side, which are shattered, probably by shot’ that Parker reported. In his fig 1 

(on the right) the damage to the rib-cage is clear, but not that to the femur. Did 

Buchanan’s artistry obstruct the scientific exposition? One of Parker’s recurring 

concerns was how much ‘restoration’ other men of science allowed in their images. 

He even questioned zoology’s founding father, Baron Georges von Cuvier (1769-

1832). ‘One would like to know … whether Cuvier’s figure is an exact representation 

… or whether it is in any way “restored”.’29 Parker expressed equal concern about his 

own ‘restorative’ practice, in particular, the artificial bones of the fin whale that he 

modelled on a published figure (discussed in chapter four). 

Parker drew outline sketches of the takahe specimen as well as three other 

specimens from the rail family. He drew these figures with the purpose in mind of 
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27 T. Jeffery Parker, “On the Skeleton of Notornis mantelli,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 
14(1881): 245-58. 
28 ———, “On the Skeleton of Notornis mantelli,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 14(1881): 
245-58. 
29 ———, “On a Specimen of the Great Ribbon Fish (Regalecus argenteus, n.sp.) Lately Obtained at Moeraki, 
Otago,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 16(1883): 284-96. 
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demonstrating the structural and morphological effects of flightlessness, or near 

flightlessness in the rail family. On a fold-out page Parker directly compared the 

proportional lengths of the trunk skeleton (see Figure 12) and pointed out key 

differences in the sternum, shoulder and pelvic girdles between the genera.30 Parker 

took care over these diagrams and ensured they made a visual argument. He left out 

extraneous detail to present the viewer with what he considered to be the essential 

visual information—the proportional relationships of the bones. In these 

abstractions, so defined in the sense that they are not perspectival, not narrative and 

in this case not painterly interpretations of form. Parker presented idealised facts on 

the page. The extraneous detail he left out include for instance the messiness of 

dissection, each line is simple, entire complete and drawn with the express purpose of 

comparison.31 Each of the four diagrams is specific in its detail and yet shows an 

idealized version of the visible. 
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With the advent and rise of lithography in the nineteenth century the man of 

science could be his own lithographer. He no longer had to rely on the intermediacy 

of an engraver to interpret the drawings.32 Parker had no opportunity to prepare his 

own stone as all government lithography was carried out in Wellington.33 

Going back to the giant ribbon-fish, Parker sent sketches of it to Wellington for 

printing to illustrate his paper. He probably expected the lithographer to exercise 

some artistic skill rather than simply trace his original onto the stone. The unknown 

lithographer could not, however, match Buchanan’s expertise. The finished plates 

remain as tracings of Parker’s sketched intentions (compare Figure 10 and Figure 13).  
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33 James Hector, “Preface,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 4(1871): iii. 
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Parker did not rate his own artistic skill highly. ‘My lines are often shaky and my 

shading is generally very basic,’ he wrote in a letter to his younger brother, Michael 

Prendergast Parker (1859-1934) who made a living as a scientific illustrator. 34 

However, Parker’s drawing clearly showed the anatomical features he wanted to 

demonstrate.  

The second of the two plates Parker published to illustrate his ribbon-fish paper 

took comparative anatomy directly to the eye of the reader. Here he took as many 

previously published illustrations as he could find to make a composite plate of the 

heads of the various ribbon-fish species (see Figure 14). 
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Ribbon Fish from the New Zealand Seas,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 10(1877): 246-
50; Albany Hancock and Dennis Embleton, “Account of a Ribbon Fish (Gymnetrus) taken off the coast of 
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This unusual artistic practice enabled the direct visual comparison of different 

species. Parker was concerned to clarify ‘one or two points left more or less uncertain 

by other observers’ and to correct the previously ‘badly drawn images.’36 To do so he 

stylized the originals in several ways. He suppressed patterns on the body of the fish, 

abstracted visual information to an outline, used only the heads of the fish and made 

them face the same way on the page and, finally, reduced the images to more or less 

the same scale. Parker justified this approach with the comment that they ‘will I hope, 

furnish any local naturalist, who may be fortunate enough to see an example of the 

great ribbon-fish, with some notion of the chief differences between the species.’37 

He made sure the differences and resemblances were authoritatively recognizable on 

the plate.  

Although the information supplied by the text was also crucial to correctly identify 

ribbon-fish, it is quite clear Parker viewed the images as a mechanism to educate local 

naturalists. The visual aids mapped to textual information elsewhere in the paper. It is 

overstating the case to say that Parker anticipated the now common practice of using 

stylized drawings of the kind found in popular modern ornithological field-guides. 

But his aims were very similar to those of American ornithologist Roger Tory 

Peterson (1908-1996) who wrote his first field guide to birds in 1934. In this 

publication Peterson drew stylized birds in parallel orientation to other similar species 

on the same page. Of their stylized outline Petersen wrote,  ‘they are not intended to 

be pictures or portraits, modeling of form and feathering is often subordinated to 

simple contour and pattern.’38 Later editions placed the explanatory text near the 

illustrations.   

The quality of the illustrations found in the Transactions elicited repeated adverse 

comments from London and from within the small scientific community in New 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
Northumberland,” Annals and Magazine of Natural History 4(1849): 1-18, pl.1,2; J.E. Gray, “On the British 
Specimens of Regalecus,” Proceedings of the Zoological Society 17(1849): 78-84; Georges Baron Cuvier, Le Règne 
Animal Distribué d’après son Organisation, pour servir de base à l’Histoire Naturelle des Animaux et d’Introduction à 
l’Anatomie Comparée: 11 vols. (Paris: Fortin, Masson et Cie, 1836-1849); William Yarrell, A History of British Fishes 
(London: Van Voorst, 1836). 
36 T. Jeffery Parker, “On a Specimen of the Great Ribbon Fish (Regalecus argenteus, n.sp.) Lately Obtained at 
Moeraki, Otago,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 16(1883): 284-96. 
37 ———, “On a Specimen of the Great Ribbon Fish (Regalecus argenteus, n.sp.) Lately Obtained at Moeraki, 
Otago,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 16(1883): 284-96. 
38 Roger Tory Petersen, A Field Guide to the Birds of the Eastern United States (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1934). 
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Zealand. ‘The illustrations still leave something to be desired as to their general style 

and execution,’ wrote an anonymous reviewer of volume sixteen of the Transactions.39 

This volume included three of Parker’s contributions to science. The ribbon-fish 

paper (see Figure 13) discussed above is little more than a sketch. A paper on a new  
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!
species of ray Torpedo fusca ?n.sp. which Parker drew from nature (ad.nat.del ) also 

featured in the volume. Again the lithographer is unknown but there is an attempt at 

three-dimensionality. Without Buchanan’s artistry, however, all three figures remain 

flat (see Figure 15).  

Based on these two plates the unfavourable comment seems justified, but not for 

the illustrations of the third of Parker’s paper in the criticized volume. Buchanan 

lithographed that paper, which dealt with the crayfish Palinurus. In this plate (see 
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39 Anonymous, “[Review of] Transactions of the New Zealand Institute [Volume 16],” Nature 31, 6 November (1884): 
22-24. 
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Figure 16) eight figures are arranged in tabular form showing diagnostic features of 

the crayfish genus and are displayed for comparison. Parker explained in the text that 

all the figures were diagrammatic, ‘unessential details (spines, tubercules, etc) being 

omitted.’40 Buchanan’s contribution of experienced pencil brought an artistic grace to 

the figures, which was lacking in the Torpedo and ribbon-fish papers of the same 

volume. 
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Buchanan has placed Parker’s drawings on the page in an aesthetic fit that harks 

back to his apprenticeship as a pattern designer for calico printers Henry Monteith & 

Co, in Glasgow. There, limited space to execute his designs on a woodblock fostered 

a disciplined eye and honed his graphic sensibilities. According to art historian Linda 

Tyler, Buchanan’s compositional skills distinguish his plates from others produced for 
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40 T. Jeffery Parker, “On the Structure of the Head in Palinurus, with Especial Reference to the Classification of 
the Genus,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 16(1883): 297-307. 
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the Transactions.41  Buchanan’s artistic skill has given life to Parker’s sketches of 

crayfish parts, but without hiding the nature of the transparent crustaceans.  

Buchanan’s skill received public acknowledgement. In the early years of the New 

Zealand Institute, the Board thanked him ‘for the great care and skill which he has 

exercised as draughtsman. It will be observed that this year [1871] the illustrations 

have, in most cases, been drawn direct on the stone, which gives to them a more 

artistic effect.’42  
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University of Otago, 2012), 11. 
42 James Hector, “Preface,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 4(1871): iii. 
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The fiercest criticism over the quality of illustrations in the Transactions came from 

within the small community of New Zealand men of science. In the 1879 volume 

George Malcolm Thomson (1848-1933) discovered that his drawings had been 

crammed onto one page, making them virtually redundant, as details could not be 

discerned (see Figure 17).43  Moreover, two plates (D & E) had been mounted 

sideways in landscape format, which meant that viewers had to turn either their head, 

or the volume. Thomson thought his paper warranted five plates but since the study 

of the group was, by his own-admission, ‘confined to a few specialists’ his 

expectations were not realistic.44 The editor of the Transactions, James Hector (1834-

1907), apologised in the next volume and blamed a lack of funds as the ‘annual vote 

[from the Government] was insufficient for that purpose.’45  Thomson remained 

annoyed and published future papers in a variety of overseas journals before a return 

to the New Zealand Transactions in 1890.46  

The illustrations in the Transactions drew ongoing criticism. In 1885 Thomson 

lashed out in a review. ‘The plate illustrating Prof. Parker’s “Notes on Balaenoptera 

musculus” has been very roughly reproduced; it is extremely discouraging to good 

artists to have their work treated in this manner,’ he wrote.47 Thomson did not mince 

his words, but his statement seems justified (see Figure 18).48 
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43 Ross Galbreath, Scholars and Gentlemen Both: G.M. and Allan Thomson in New Zealand and Education (Wellington: 
The Royal Society of New Zealand, 2002), 68. 
44 George Malcolm Thomson, “On the New Zealand Entomostraca,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New 
Zealand Institute 11(1878): 251-63, pl.IX. 
45 James Hector, “Eleventh Annual Report,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 12(1879). 
46 Ross Galbreath, Scholars and Gentlemen Both: G.M. and Allan Thomson in New Zealand and Education (Wellington: 
The Royal Society of New Zealand, 2002), 69; George Malcolm Thomson, “New Species of Crustacea from 
New Zealand,” Annals of Natural History 5, 6 (1880): 1-6; ———, “The Flowering Plants of New Zealand, and 
their relation to the Insect Fauna,” Transactions Botanical Society of Edinburgh 14(1881): 91-105; ———, “On the 
Occurrence of Two Species of Cumacea in New Zealand,” Journal of the Linnean Society 24(1892): 263; ———, 
“Notes on, and recent additions to, the New Zealand Crustacean Fauna,” Transactions of the New Zealand Institute 
21(1890): 259-68. 
47 [G.M.] [Thomson], “Review: Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 1884, Vol XVII, Issued May 
1885,” New Zealand Journal of Science 2, 11 (1885): 516-19. 
48 T. Jeffery Parker, “Notes on the Skeleton and Baleen of a Fin-whale Recently Acquired by the Otago 
University Museum,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 17(1884): 3-13. 
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In this case the artist was John Halliday Scott (1851-1914) the professor of 

anatomy and physiology at the nascent University medical school and secretary of the 

Otago Art Society from 1884 until his death. Scott, a competent water-colourist, is 

best known for his work Moeraki Boulders, 1889, shown in several exhibitions. 

In 1892, criticism spilled over into the pages of the local paper. ‘While on the 

whole the present volume contains many valuable papers, it would have been vastly 

improved by the rejection of several, and the expenditure of more care on the 

illustrations.’ 49  Once John Buchanan retired in 1885 there was no one in the 

Government Printing Office to match his calibre as lithographer. 

Financial as well as artistic constraints operated on scientific publication in New 

Zealand. In the mid-1880s the Government maintained its own lithographic printer. 

Some blamed the establishment of this position for a depression in the lithographic 
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49 Anonymous, “Book Notice,” Otago Daily Times, 15 July 1893, 5.  
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business of the colony.50 Government printing work required accuracy, confidentiality 

and speed. Setting tables also required specialist skills not available in the commercial 

world. Printing books and ‘Dr Hector’s catalogues … and semi-official publications’ 

did not require specialised work and could have been carried out in private offices. 

The Government printer, however, did book-work during slack periods to keep the 

‘skilled staff together.’51 

In 1879 Hector acknowledged the effort expended on his Institute and Museum 

work. It was due, he wrote, ‘to the officers of the lithographic and photo-lithographic 

departments, who, by the kind permission of the Colonial Secretary, have assisted in 

the completion of the plates.’52  In evidence to a committee of inquiry on the 

Government Printing Office, George Fenwick (1847-1929) managing director of the 

Otago Daily Times and Otago Witness, doubted that catalogues were profitable. They 

were ‘printed for dissemination of useful knowledge amongst the people of the 

colony,’ he stated, and ‘unless printed by the State they would not be printed at all.’53 

The government granted the New Zealand Institute a subsidy of £500, which was 

spent on production of the annual volume. The amount did not vary during Parker’s 

time.  

In 1893, for instance, the Institute produced 1,200 copies of the Transactions for 

which it paid £269 for printing costs, £34 for lithography, £48 for paper, £37 for 

binding and £58 for a draughtsman.54 The authors of the papers wrote from a labour 

of love, but the editing and all else was paid work ‘not a penny of the £500 was spent 

in salaries.’55 Hector noticed the costs did not add up. An explanatory note reveals he 

had approximated the costs of paper and printing and had made no allowance for 

preparation. The year before (1892) the total costs amounted to £578.10s.8d, so he 
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50 Anonymous, “Industrial Association,” Star, 17 November 1882, 3.  
51 George Fisher, “Government Printing Committee (Report of), Together with Minutes of Proceedings and 
Evidence,” Appendix to the Journal of the House of Representatives I--5(1885). 
52 James Hector, “Eleventh Annual Report,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 12(1879). 
53 George Fenwick evidence cited in George Fisher, “Government Printing Committee (Report of), Together 
with Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence,” Appendix to the Journal of the House of Representatives I--5(1885). 
54 Anonymous, “New Zealand Institute (Cost of Printing and Binding Volume of Transactions 1893),” 
Appendix to the Journal of the House of Representatives 1, H-27 (1894). 
55 Anonymous, “The New Zealand Institute,” Nature, 16 September (1880): 461-62. 
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possibly presented a lesser amount to avoid criticism.56 The best lithographic stone 

had to be imported from Bavaria, an additional financial constraint. Slabs of three- to 

five-inches thick cost in the region of twelve shillings and seven pence each and 

although they could be re-used stone was a scarce and valuable resource.57 

Parker’s London Illustrations 

Parker sent the same sketch of the giant ribbon-fish that had been published in 

the New Zealand Transactions to his brother, Michael Prendergast Parker in London. 

Michael Parker prepared lithographic plates for publication in the Transactions of the 

Zoological Society of London.58 These were later printed and hand-coloured by West, 

Newman & Co the third largest specialist natural history printers (see Figure 19).59 

Michael Parker’s illustrative career for the Zoological Society of London flourished 

between 1880 and 1895, initially preparing lithographs for hand-colouring and later 

chromolithographs. His work appeared in both the Transactions and the separately 

published Proceedings of the Zoological Society of London. Michael Parker worked for his 

father William Kitchen in London, and both older brothers, Thomas Jeffery in 

Dunedin and William Newton (1857-1925), professor of biology in Cardiff. He also 

formed working partnerships with two other lithographic firms—Parker & Coward, 

and Parker & Percy—before proceeding on his own account.60 His specialist expertise 

was honed against artistic competitors employed by the several large printing and 

lithographic companies in London. In his mid-forties, he married a widow and moved 
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56 Anonymous, “New Zealand Institute (Cost of Printing and Binding Volume of Transactions 1893,” Appendix 
to the Journal of the House of Representatives, I, H-1A (1893). 
57 Christine E. Jackson, “M. & N. Hanhart: Printers of Natural History Plates,” Archives of Natural History 26, 2 
(1999): 287-92. 
58 T. Jeffery Parker, “Studies in New Zealand Ichthyology: 1: On the Skeleton of Regalecus argenteus,” Transactions 
of the Zoological Society 12, 1 (1886): 5-33. 
59 Christine E. Jackson, “M. & N. Hanhart: Printers of Natural History Plates,” Archives of Natural History 26, 2 
(1999): 287-92. 
60 Some examples of Michael Prendergast Parker’s lithographs include:  William Kitchen Parker, “On the 
Structure and Development of the Skull in the Crocodilia,” Transactions of the Zoological Society 11(1883): 263-310; 
William Newton Parker, “On Some Points in the Structure of the Young of Echidna aculeata,” Proceedings of the 
Zoological Society (1894): 3-14; Working as Parker & Percy, Brady G. Stewardson, “On New or Imperfectly-
known Species of Ostracoda, Chiefly from New Zealand,” Transactions of the Zoological Society 14(1898): 429-52; 
Working as Parker & Coward, J.H. Scott and T. Jeffery Parker, “On a Specimen of Ziphius Recently Obtained 
Near Dunedin,” Transactions of the Zoological Society 12, 1 (1890): 241-48. 
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with her to Wiltshire, so his easy association with the London Zoological Society and 

London printers ceased.61  
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Michael Parker has taken Parker’s sketches, rearranged them on the plate and 

utilised his artistic skill to give the fish body. The Otago Daily Times reviewed Parker’s 

London ribbon-fish paper (see Figure 19) and recognized the skills involved. 

Even the most unscientific would be struck by the very handsome and splendid way 
in which the paper is illustrated … there are in all five plates about a foot square, 
coloured in a style altogether unique and beautiful. The amount of labour bestowed 
on these plates by the learned professor is seen in the countless letters of reference 
scattered over them connected with the letterpress description.’62 

It is possible that the writer had seen a copy of Parker’s paper as a bound part of the 

Transactions of the Zoological Society but it is more likely he had been sent a copy. 
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61 Anonymous, [Marriage Certificate Parker/Coy] 1905, (1905.S.03a.333), [United Kingdom] General Register 
Office. 
62 Anonymous, “Books,” Otago Daily Times, 3 July 1886, 1.  
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Scientific papers circulated widely as separate off-prints. The reporter inadvertently 

picked up on the close relationship between image and text—‘the countless letters of 

reference.’ This described the long-established convention in anatomical drawings for 

proxy labelling.63 The adequate naming of anatomical parts on illustrations had always 

been problematic. Proxy labelling offered a practical solution to make lettering legible. 

Individual letters also reduced the chances of transcription errors by the  

!

'
!"#$%&'=8')''3?.C&'IIIA'';)4+7)19/%+.4)$')9/<%*%.B/.EC",B/',1'C+&'Y,,?,#"E.?'@,E"&C2',1'O,BD,BA'M,?'(=A'(66HG'
\968623?!34!=%>(,%$*:&(+>%@)%*:G&31"A"?08!@107?!%j%.!2<!!?02:108!5"I6!23!4"2!3?!>0A6!
!
lithographers. According to historian Ruth Richardson, Gray’s Anatomy (1858) was the  

first book to have the names of the anatomical structures inscribed on the structures 

themselves, making the relationship between text and image particularly intimate.64  

Despite the commercial success of Gray’s Anatomy others did not take up this practice. 
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63 Sachiko Kusukawa, Picturing the Book of Nature: Image, Text, and Argument in Sixteenth-Century Human Anatomy 
and Medical Botany (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2012), 230. 
64 Ruth Richardson, The Making of Mr Gray’s Anatomy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), 221.  
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Parker’s studies of the skeleton of the ribbon-fish extended over five plates. The 

first plate carried four figures, one more than appeared in the New Zealand 

Transactions, and included a hand-coloured representational depiction of the head, a 

transverse section through the body, a ray from the crest, and a close-up of that ray 

(see Figure 19). The second plate (see Figure 20) showed the entire skeleton, at one-

tenth scale, and the remaining two plates (plates, V & VI) various views of the skull, 

jaws, shoulder girdle, hip girdle, and dorsal fin (see Figure 21). A ‘Complete List of 

Reference Letters’, which occupied two pages at the end of the body of the paper, 

explained the proxy labels abbreviations.  
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A studied, close reading of Parker’s scientific illustrations is hard work. The eye is 

constantly pulled from drawing, to explanatory key, to the body of the text. 

Understanding comes slowly to the modern reader. Parker and his contemporaries, 

steeped in an age-old anatomical tradition with its proxy labels, acquired 

comprehension more easily. 65  Our modern difficulty however, is not just that 

interpretive skills have been lost over time but also research in biology has moved on 

from Parkerian anatomy. One other barrier to understanding lay in the physical 

distance between text and illustration. Plates were usually printed on different paper 

to the text and placed at the convenience of the printer not of the reader. This meant 

the reader had to constantly turn pages. Sometimes plates were bound as separate 

volumes, in which case the reader could have the plates before him while reading the 

text.   

Illustrations formed an integral part of communicating ideas and concepts, 

whether realistic or schematic. William Anderson (1842-1900), a London surgeon, in 

an address to the annual meeting of the British Medical Association in 1895 said,  ‘the 

diagram, [and] the more highly finished drawing or engraving … serve as a new 

language that speaks with strength and clearness where written or spoken words 

would convey their meaning slowly and imperfectly.’ 66  Anderson a scholar of 

Japanese drawing had specialist knowledge and authority to draw upon which gave his 

comments value.  

Images and their associated text were bound together. Labels performed the visual 

evidence for this conjunction. The audience required, however, a degree of visual 

literacy to decipher, decode and interpret.67 The audience needed to observe the 

illustrations as closely as Parker had examined the specimens in order to draw them in 

the first place. Utilitarian functions of illustrations include demonstration, 

understanding and explanation which all support the text. Rather than being mere 

embellishments or decorations Parker’s illustrations served a clear purpose. ‘For the 
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sake of clearness I give diagrams,’ he wrote, and instructed his artist brother to make 

the illustrations ‘just diagrammatic enough to be plain but artistic as well.’68  

Parker’s images of fish skulls are, as art historian W.L.T. Mitchell observed, 

‘weaker than we think.’69 They needed the text, as much as the text needed the 

illustrations. As pieces of individual artwork Parker’s plates are inexpressive and 

unable to stand-alone. Art historian James Elkins noted non-art images, like Parker’s, 

were therefore frail.70 ‘Weakness’ and ‘frailty’ are not qualities applied to zoological 

illustration often, but in the late-nineteenth century text and image were symbiotic.  

Parker’s anatomical drawings lie half-way between naturalistic representations and 

fully schematic diagrams. His most obvious schema lay with his use of superimposed 

colour on ribbon-fish anatomy. He differentiated between cartilage (coloured mauve, 

which he also called purple), cartilage-bone (yellow), and the soft tissues of 

periosteum and ligament (blue) (see Figure 21). Colour-coding as a practice was 

unusual but not unprecedented. Parker followed his father’s example. Throughout the 

1870s and 1880s William Kitchen Parker used a variety of colours.71  

Patrick Geddes (1854-1932), the Scottish polymath, and student of Parker’s at the 

School of Mines in South Kensington, also used colour coding. In Geddes’s first 

paper on the mechanism of the molluscan radula (tongue) he used blue for cartilage, 

yellow for the radula, and red for the ‘infra-radular sheet, with its dorsal and ventral 

muscles’.72 Other men of science coloured blood vessels red for arteries and blue for 

veins.   

Although Parker did not explicitly state his reasons for doing so, it is clear from 

his text that the function of the colour is to promote understanding of the 

developmental processes. ‘The cranium consists of a compact mass of mingled bone 
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and cartilage formed from … elements of the primitive skull. … A considerable 

amount of original cartilage (coloured purple) is retained. … The bones [yellow] are 

very thin and spongy.’73 The overlaid colour carried extra layers of meaning. While 

colour clarified the individual anatomical parts, it also forced the viewer to observe 

the illustrations more carefully. ‘Seeing’ the fish skull as a whole was made more 

difficult but Parker’s schematics aimed to help the viewer rationalize what they saw. 

The unfamiliar colours made Parker’s deliberate selection, and emphasis, on cartilage 

and cartilage-bone a clear exposition of what he saw as significant. 
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As historian Carlo Ginzburg has noted the process of defamiliarization can 

deepen understanding.74 Parker used his colour-coding technique frequently but not 

consistently. In his paper on the skeleton of kiwi published in the prestigious 

Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London ‘cartilaginous parts are coloured 

green and cartilage-bones brown’ (See Figure 22) whereas in the ribbon-fish paper he 

coloured the cartilage purple and the bones were yellow.75 It remains unclear whether 

aesthetic sense or practical reasons governed the choice of colours. Did green print 

better than mauve? It certainly seems to have lasted better although this could be an 

artefact of the printing process, the kiwi plates being made by the chromolithography 

technique, not hand-coloured lithography.  

Ingrained habits of artistic conventions played their part in committing a three-

dimensional object committed to the flat page. Art historian James Elkins has stated 

that ‘artistic conventions are nearly universal in scientific illustration,’ a claim which 

makes sense when each illustration is independently assessed as a visual object.76 A 

light source from the top left provided shading and gave each figure a naturalistic 

perspective in Euclidean space. Shadows did not persist beyond the individual figure, 

so any sense that the figure formed part of a whole animal—its context—was lost. 

Each of Parker’s figures floated in white space on the page, each separate from its 

neighbour. Yet each figure connected with others on the page through subject matter, 

colour coding and proxy labelling.  

The animal, thus disembodied, could be read as a reflection of the end result of 

dissection. In contrast to the dissected remains on the page, the act of drawing itself 

embodied repeated observations so that the finished drawing represented perceptions 

of processed data.77 The Parker brothers (biologist and artist) relied on variations in 

density of shading to indicate three-dimensional relationships of anatomical parts. 
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Other artists occasionally used stippling to achieve similar effects but found it harder 

to achieve on lithographic stone. The well known versatility of lithography could take 

pure line, cross-hatching, a wide range of half tones, pure blacks as well as shading 

and, with appropriate expertise, stippling.78 This, coupled with its relative cheapness 

(compared to copper or steel engraving) ensured its widespread use in the journals of 

scientific societies.79 

In order to produce precise images Parker used the latest model of Abbés camera 

lucida, purchased in June 1888.80 The camera lucida gave the observer a means to depict 

‘all the parts of the object in their true proportions and relations… [within] …an 

exact outline of the image of the object,’ as one of the manuals on its use in 

microscopy explained.81 It required considerable skill to view down both microscope 

and camera lucida simultaneously in order to avoid distortion. Above all, illustrations 

needed to be accurate and precise renditions of observations. Yet, it was not an easy 

task to decide where the line should be drawn.  

The ribbon-fish presented Parker with problems. Due to ‘very irregular edges of 

the bones, the determination of their boundaries was a matter of considerable 

difficulty.’82 Parker’s trained eye was clearly under strain. In the early-nineteenth 

century the skill of the ‘artist outstripped, but did not surpass, the scientists 

understanding,’ historian Frederick Churchill noted.83 Throughout the nineteenth 

century the capacity to understand was severely tested, particularly in dealing with 

microscopical examinations, and a kind of ‘visual desperation’ set in.84 Joseph Wolf 
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the animal painter reasoned, ‘we see distinctly only what we know thoroughly.’85 

Parker certainly knew his fish anatomy but still had problems of interpretation.  

It is historian Ann Shelby Blum’s conviction that the use of the camera lucida led to 

the widespread practice of drawing a clear, continuous outline. Outline schematic 

interpretations began to produce artistic conventions of their own. They heightened 

the effect of exactitude and diagnostic measurement, she claimed.86 Parker was at 

pains to give the scale for his drawings, sometimes on the plate (see Figure 22). More 

often he included scale explanatory text, expressed as either a fraction of natural size, 

or in degrees of magnification. Reducing the size of the figure to fit on the page 

helped to establish a visual grammar that, according to historian Cindy 

Stelmackowich, gave the illusion of governable space. Parker’s anatomical illustrations 

functioned as ‘exacting proof’ of the specialized skills of the trained eye. 87 

Additionally the measurements he provided proved to his contemporaries that he was 

both impartial judge and objective observer. According to historians Loraine Daston 

and Peter Galison the scientific image became the ‘standard bearer of objectivity.’88  

Parker’s peers regarded his illustrations highly. ‘Mr. Parker is possessed of 

remarkable skill as a dissector, and as a describer and delineator of animal structures’ 

wrote one. 89  Often critiques were couched in vague terms ‘the illustrations are 

beautifully executed and very clear.’90 Evidential veracity was important for fellow 

zoologists and one reason why Parker explicitly stated ad.nat.del. on his plates (literally 

towards nature delineated, or in other words, drawn from nature.) The small 

worldwide zoological community bestowed a knowing and disciplined gaze on the 

illustrations of contemporaries.91  
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An ‘iconographic dialogue’ that included large numbers of figures on each plate 

signified a degree of rigour and thoroughness. This enhanced the credibility of the 

scientific author. For example in his paper on the kiwi Parker published sixteen plates 

with a total of three hundred and eleven separate figures which exhaustively covered 

the development of the three species of kiwi. The Royal Society referee, Arthur 

Milnes Marshall (1852-893) did not think the number excessive. ‘My opinion,’ he 

wrote, ‘is that it is highly desirable that all the plates should be published … as 

complete a series as possible of accurate measurements & figures should be obtained 

& permanently recorded.’92 The permanence of the record was important, especially 

for the kiwi, widely considered to be on the verge of extinction.  In this sense, the 

illustrations became the science, or ‘visual avatars,’ rather than representations of 

science.93  

Evolutionary Diagrams 

It is impossible to detect Parker’s evolutionary principles from a study of his 

anatomical illustrations alone. Scientific theory had little, if any, impact on illustrative 

conventions, as historian Shelby Ann Blum has demonstrated.94 This applied across 

the board. For example, the illustrative practices of Louis Agassiz (1807-1873), the 

Swiss-born American zoologist, resembled more than they differed from illustrations 

of the period, despite the fact that Agassiz’s theories were at odds with Darwin’s.95 

Parker considered Agassiz to be ‘the last great biologist to maintain fixity of species,’ a 

very different opinion to Parker’s own views on evolution.96 Parker used realistic 

representational drawing for two reasons, firstly as part of the observational process 

and secondly as a matter of record keeping, neither process being directly concerned 

with the exposition of evolutionary theory. Evolution was invisible in Parker’s 

anatomical illustrations.   
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For evolutionists the point of studying anatomy was to discover the relationships 

between taxa as they changed through time. Such relationships could be shown by a 

variety of graphical means. By the 1880s and 1890s genealogical trees dominated the 

visual language. Ever since Darwin drew his famous diagram in Origin of Species tree 

shapes became commonplace. Descent from a common ancestor lent itself to such 

genealogical thinking. But Darwin did not invent the concept of tree diagrams. They 

have a long history within the western intellectual tradition and at different periods  

‘illustrated just about everything but evolution’, as historian Nathalie Gontier has 

claimed.97  

Many non-tree schemes had been developed pre-Darwin and remained in 

common use throughout the nineteenth century. Chief amongst these were “maps” 

of affinities first developed by Hugh Edwin Strickland (1811-1853), palaeontologist 

and ornithologist, in the 1840s and subsequently modified by a variety of scientific 

workers.98 For example Alfred Russel Wallace (1811-1913), naturalist, explorer and 

geographer, included nodes that he did not tie to particular named taxa.99 All schemes 

tried to represent the concept of the natural system, the principle that there was order 

in the diversity of life. Each scheme used different visual approaches. According to 

zoologist-historian Robert O’Hara, spatial language dominated the “map” approach 

and with relationships between taxa couched in terms ‘like “close” to one another, or 

“far-apart,” or “approaching” other taxa.’ 100 O’Hara also noted that most zoologists 

represented the results of their deliberations diagrammatically drawing phylogenetic 

“maps”, or trees, based on what they called mutual relationships or affinities. They 

brought the whole gamut of zoological specialisms, including comparative anatomy, 

morphology and embryology, to bear on the problem of defining the common 

ancestor.  
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Parker explained tree-thinking thus: ‘it is useless to seek ancestors of any living 

animal among existing forms … most living species are culminations—terminal 

branches of the great tree, … connected only at the fork in a branch.’101 As an out-

and-out evolutionist Parker maintained that being able to construct a phylogeny ‘tells 

strongly in favour of a theory of descent.’ But in a circular argument he also 

maintained it was only by ‘assuming evolution that such diagrams are constructed’ in 

the first place.102 Parker took a deliberately neutral stance in this passage. It occurred 

towards the end of his textbook where he explained that evolution, natural selection 

and heredity were ‘not to be looked upon in the same light as the statements 

regarding the known phenomena of animal life.  … they are all subjects which will 

bear discussion from various sides.’103  

In his research papers, however, Parker expressed his evolutionary viewpoint 

more confidently. Because he wrote for his zoological peers he had no need to worry 

about giving offense. Convinced of the benefits of applying anatomy to phylogeny, 

Parker wrote that ‘anatomy is an exact and most valuable guide to affinity, especially 

between closely allied forms.ʼ104 
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Parker also used straight-line diagrams and maps. In his takahe paper published in 

the New Zealand Transactions he used straight-line diagrams. He showed that the 

genus ‘Tribonyx is intermediate between Porphyrio and Notornis, but Ocydromus can no 

longer be placed in a direct series with the others’ (see Figure 23). The New Zealand 

government printers could set straight lines relatively easily. In this diagram Parker 

tried to show that Notornis had degenerate characteristics, as did Ocydromus but that 

their immediate ancestors were different, so he placed them on different lines.  

Parker featured linear tree diagrams often. He used a diagonal line later in his 

Transactions paper and could therefore explain the degenerate nature of the Ratite 

family (see Figure 24). Parker concluded that ‘a far juster view of the affinities of the 

Ratitae … is to be had by considering them as greatly specialized but degenerate … 

descendants of the Carinate birds.’ Parker postulated a new taxon—the Proto-

Carinatae—to cater for this speculation.  
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Parker followed in the footsteps of Ernst Haeckel (1834-1919), a renowned 

drawer of elaborate phylogenetic trees and evolutionary theorist. Haeckel’s trees 

exerted great intellectual impact on contemporary biologists.105  Parker described 

Haeckel as the ‘first to employ the method of introducing hypothetical ancestral 
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forms, wherever they might be wanted to complete the connections between known 

groups.’106 Haeckel’s trees on paper resembled trees found in nature (see Figure 25).  
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His most famous tree appeared in his book Anthropogenie with a thick oak-like 

trunk running from ancestral single-celled organisms to humans in the canopy.107 

Haeckel explained how the branches formed a true stem-tree in which ‘we see the 
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natural system of each organic stem, or phylum, and can investigate the 

palaeontological development of all branches of the stem.’108 This was not a simple 

genealogical concept in which ancestors could be traced backwards in linear fashion. 

Rather, it depicted all of the mutual relations between in phyla.109 Nonetheless it is 

grounded in the idea that ‘all higher phyla have passed through some kind of 

intermediate stage, and before that, some kind of protozoan stage.’110   

Parker’s straight-line diagrams did not imply the passage of time. He drew them 

partly for the convenience of the limited printers in the Government Printing Office. 

But his naturally cautious instincts are also evident. ‘What I wish to insist upon is that 

this hypothetical group,’ he wrote, ‘gave rise to two races of descendants: one 

continuing the line of the direct line of descent—the Carinatae—the other arising by a 

gradual modification of structure correlated with disuse of the wings—the Ratitae.’111  

In 1881 Parker’s conclusions were tentative. He was more certain of his science 

and his tree-thinking had developed when, thirteen years later, he published a paper 

on the mutual relations of the moa family, the Dinorthidae, in the Transactions of the 

Zoological Society of London. The paper was larger and covered more ground. He 

examined more moa material than the single takahe skeleton had provided. Moreover 

he had the benefit of recently published work from other zoologists on the phylogeny 

of the group. ‘The most definite opinion I have met with as to the phylogeny of the 

Ratitae,’ he wrote, ‘is that expressed in the elaborate genealogical tree which illustrates 

Fürbringer’s great work.’112  
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Maximilian Fürbringer (1846-1920), a German ornithologist and professor of 

anatomy at Jena, had sent Parker a copy of his two-volume book on the systematics 

and phylogeny of birds.113 Fürbringer’s trees are willowy in contrast to Haeckel’s oak 

trees (see Figure 26). Fürbringer attempted to portray them in more than one 

dimension and published two views of the same tree from opposite sides so that the 
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branches of the ‘back’ of the tree could be seen more clearly. Fürbringer also 

presented several cross-sections through the tree at various levels and produced a 

map. Parker adapted the ideas. ‘The first figure has the tree-shape adopted by 

Fürbringer, which, after several trials, I find more suitable to the present purpose than 

the usual straight-line diagram. The second figure shows the same thing in horizontal 

projection,’ he wrote.114 Parker’s tree appears as a woodcut within the body of the 

text (see Figure 27). Artist-engravers that the Zoological Society employed were more 

able than New Zealand government printers. But even so there is a tentative look to 

Parker’s tree—the large space between the ancestral Proto-Carinatae and the higher 

level terminal branches conveys a sense of uncertainty.  

!
!

'
!"#$%&'=;')'3+2?,#&B&C"E'D".#%.-'/+,W"B#'C+&'-$C$.?'%&?.C",B/',1'C+&'T.C"C.&G'!%,-)'3.%4&%A'*G0G''JB'C+&'
P%.B".?'J/C&,?,#2A'P?.//"1"E.C",BA'.BD'3+2?,#&B2',1'C+&'N"$#.$"'("2+)G'0.+$/+1'"#$/%#&%'()%6##7#4"1+7%
?#1")'@%#&%%!#$2#$A'M,?'(RA'FGV=7A'(6:7'

 

‘Whether the cassowaries and emus on the one hand and the moas and kiwis on 

the other had a distinct or a common origin is a very complex question,’ Parker 

complained. He admitted that the ‘main difficulty lies in deciding what characters 

should be considered as of phylogenetic importance and what merely adaptive.’115  
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It is difficult for modern readers to interpret the cross-sections. For late-

nineteenth zoologists the visual understanding of trees, maps and cross-sections was 

obvious. But as zoologist-historian O’Hara has asked, did a particular element of a 

diagram carry meaning? Or was it an arbitrary element of the drawing.116 Parker, at 

least gave an explanation of his cross-section (see Figure 28):   
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The various genera of Dinornithidae are included in a tinted area indicating the 
limits of the family: the Dinornithidae and Apteryx on the one hand, and the Emu 
and cassowary on the other, are enclosed by an even line indicating the limits of the 
two groups, probably of subordinal value, including respectively the New Zealand 
and Australian forms: finally these are enclosed within a dotted line to show that all 
the Australasian forms may be inclined in a natural group, perhaps of ordinal value, 
clearly separated from Asio-African and South-American genera.117 

Finally Parker proffered a hierarchic scheme (see Figure 29), which resonates with 

those first used by Carl Linnaeus in his Systema Naturae first published in 1735. For 

modern readers the meaning is clear. It is an unambiguous statement. 
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Parker’s Textbook Illustrations 

This section forms a coda to the chapter. The creation of Parker’s legacy, A 

Textbook of Zoology is considered in chapter seven but how Parker used illustrations is 

discussed here.118 One of Parker’s first forays into educational textbook writing 

included a manual on the practice of dissection—A Course of Instruction in Zootomy.119 

Parker drew sixty-six of its seventy-two woodcut illustrations, a significant workload. 

The remainder he borrowed from his father, his brother William Newton, and his 

friend George Howes (1853-1905). Parker re-used many of the drawings in his 

subsequent textbooks. For instance Parker’s original illustrations of rabbit anatomy 

re-appeared in his two-volume textbook, A Textbook of Zoology. Macmillan published 

both books so the mechanics of copying were easily arranged. Parker wrote to his 

collaborator William Aitcheson Haswell (1854-1925) in Sydney, about borrowing 

illustrations: ‘have you seen Cooke’s Mollusca in the “Cambridge Nat. Hist.”? From a 

casual glance it seems to me very good and as it is published by Macmillan we ought 

to be able to borrow some of the cuts which will save trouble and expense.’120 The 

book on Mollusca that Parker referred to was published third in the series of ten 
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volumes called Cambridge Natural Histories, which appeared between 1895 and 1909.121 

Parker asked permission from Macmillans: ‘it is a capital book; I hope there will be no 

objections to me borrowing a few of the plates.’122 In due course, he sourced eleven 

from this Mollusca volume.123  

Sometimes a poor choice of borrowing led to criticism. For example, Parker used 

an illustration that showed the kidney of one genus of earthworm when another 

would have been better according to a reviewer. ‘It would have been quite as easy to 

borrow the block of Gegenbaur’s figure of the earthworm nephridium, as that of 

Lang’s.’124 Macmillans published both Gegenbaur’s Elements of Comparative Anatomy 

and Lang’s Text-book of Comparative Anatomy.  Either Parker, or his brother, re-drew 

many of the borrowed illustrations to fit them into the available space. ‘The three big 

figures (skull of lamprey from W.K.P. & skull & gills of Myxine) will of course be 

reduced. …  I could take the figs from the Zootomy but my father’s is better,’ Parker 

explained.125  

Copying illustrations from other publishers, however, was an issue. ‘I can’t 

remember whether I told you that Macmillan objects to copying figures without 

alteration from Quain,’ Parker wrote to Haswell.126 The tenth edition of Quain’s 

Elementary Anatomy had just been published by Longmans Green & Co, a major 

competitor to Macmillan.127 ‘It is a terrible nuisance,’ Parker continued, ‘as it means 

your getting others for cartilage etc. I suppose if they were cooked or disguised in any 

way M[acmillan] wouldn’t mind.’128 Occasionally the source of a figure remained 

unacknowledged, leading to criticism. ‘Thus fig. 269 is by Van Bemmelen, and fig. 
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259 by Allmann, fig. 165 by Julin—these names are not mentioned’, a zealous review 

noted.129 Whether this amounted to deliberate ‘cooking’ or simple oversight on the 

part of the authors is unknown.  

Generally, A Textbook of Zoology received praise for its illustrations. For example 

E.B.W. wrote:  

it is admirably illustrated with a profusion of figure—there are nearly twelve 
hundred in all—of the highest excellence. A large proportion of these are original; 
they are often of artistic merit rarely attained in text-books; they are almost without 
exception clear, yet are rarely schematized.130 

Parker strived hard to make his illustrations clear. He issued instructions to his 

artist brother: ‘I am very glad you have mentioned about the inclusion of scale[?] on 

the drawings. Please make them bigger than my sketches wherever they are not large 

enough to show details properly.’131 And on another occasion, ‘please try to make 

them really solid looking my drawings are always too flat.’132 The author of an 

extensive review referred to the ‘abundance and general excellence of the illustrations’ 

which were ‘mostly good, many original and some excellent.’133  

Parker and Haswell shared anxieties about the abundance of illustrations. ‘There is 

such an awful lot of them that I feel bound to keep them as small as possible but it 

will never do to spoil the ship for a hap’worth of tar.’134 At the end of the book, 

relatively short chapters dealt with geographic distribution, the ‘philosophy of 

zoology’ and the history of zoology. These more speculative and discursive aspects of 

the zoology carried no illustrations. Parker commented on Haswell’s draft of the 

‘philosophy’ section: ‘the only criticism that occurs to me is that my concrete mind 

desireth[?] more illustrations.’135 
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Concluding Remarks 

Creating scientific knowledge in the late-nineteenth century depended on 

resources to hand. With a sheet of paper in front of him and pencil in hand Parker 

literally shaped the knowledge he acquired through dissection. The precise measured 

drawings he produced, with their exclusion of extraneous detail, parallel historian 

James Secord’s notion of ‘knowledge in transit’ where ‘every act of communication 

excludes as well as includes.’136 The boundaries between knowledge creation and its 

circulation were not, however, as precise as his drawings might suggest. Art historian 

Sachiko Kusukawa has pointed out that the connection between observation, 

descriptive and pictorial practices is far from simple or transparent. 137  Parker’s 

expository skills, combined with his brother’s (or Buchanan’s) artistic craft, fixed 

zoology to the page as firmly as his dissecting pins fixed the fish to the slab. Parker’s 

pictorial practice reveals a cautious ‘concrete’ mind at work.  

Scientific knowledge was not produced in isolation the context of production was 

also being characterized by circulation. Stylistically, Parker produced similar 

illustrations whether he wrote for lay or specialized audiences. This is obvious from 

his use of the deeply ingrained artistic conventions of the day. The differences, 

however, between resource-rich London and resource-poor New Zealand were stark. 

While economics affected Parker’s illustrations, the use of colour, for instance, being 

restricted to London, it is also the case that the lack of local artistic talent constrained 

Parker’s New Zealand based publications.  

Parker’s illustrative practice bore witness to differences in print culture, journals, 

popular books and textbooks. At a deeper level his illustrations also bore witness to 

how he thought. Tentative speculation manifested as Parker’s self-described ‘shaky 

lines.’ In this sense uncertainty masqueraded as certainty because the published 

illustrations contain no trace of deliberation. Anatomical drawings did not in 

themselves demonstrate how evolution could be made visible. That he left to 

schematic diagrams of phylogeny. 
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Chapter Six: Parker’s Legacy 

Introduction 

To claim a textbook as Parker’s lasting legacy to biology sounds like faint praise. 

To modern readers textbooks have a low status, hold little cultural worth, are of 

suspect pedagogical value and have been accused of perpetuating misunderstandings 

about key concepts in biology.1 They were not always so disparaged. During the 

second-half of the nineteenth century publishers produced textbooks in vast 

quantities. Parker’s textbook, jointly authored with William Aitcheson Haswell (1854-

1925), simply called A Textbook of Zoology (hereinafter P&H), was exceptional, with the 

seventh edition still in print over one hundred years after its first appearance. 

Macmillan, in London, published it in 1897 just weeks after Parker died from 

diabetes. Although much altered, P&H has had an exceptionally long-life because it 

was well written and comprehensively covered the subject.  

This chapter explores the creation of this textbook. It treats the text as an 

historically and contextually situated creative act that contributes to the production of 

knowledge. Furthermore it helped define zoology as understood at the end of the 

nineteenth-century. Distance hampered the process of creation. A week’s steamer 

separated the antipodean authors, whilst the publishers, printers, artist and engravers 

were on the other side of the world. As stated in the preface,  ‘all persons concerned 

have had every opportunity, during the progress of the work, of exercising the 

supreme virtue of patience.’2 

This chapter relies for evidence on an examination of an extant letterbook. This 

contains copies of Parker’s outgoing correspondence with Haswell in Sydney, his 

publisher George Augustin Macmillan (1855-1936) in London, and occasional letters 

to his brothers William Newton Parker (1857-1925) in Cardiff, and Michael 
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Prendergast Parker (1859-1934) the illustrator, also based in London. Most studies of 

textbooks have, of necessity, been conducted on the finished product and encompass 

more than one title. But this correspondence has presented an opportunity to 

examine authorial intentions, disciplinary definitions, and commercial imperatives 

encountered in the creation of a single text.   

The correspondence is, however, one-sided and incomplete. Obviously it does not 

record the periods when Parker and Haswell met for textbook consultations. They 

had access to information that we do not. During its life the letterbook has survived 

some water damage, in places the ink has run and some pages wrinkled and folded 

during drying. This has made the deciphering of Parker’s handwriting doubly difficult. 

The correspondence began in 1895 after initial discussions had taken place and 

collaborative responsibilities decided. Unlike other book histories, identifiable traces 

of the passing of P&H have been hard to find and, unlike historian James Secord’s 

seminal study of the publication of Vestiges of a Natural History of Creation, this is not a 

reading history.3 

Parker came to write P&H after some considerable publishing experience entirely 

with Macmillans under his belt. He had seen Huxley’s popular account of the crayfish 

through the press and helped with Huxley & Martin’s Elementary Lessons in Practical 

Biology. He had also written a companion guide that volume on dissection called 

Zootomy, and followed that with a larger text Lesson in Elementary Biology. In addition the 

memoir of his father had been published in 1893. Haswell’s experience was more 

limited but neither author were complete tyros.4 P&H however, was a very much 

larger project both in scope and ambition and they frequently expressed their 

concerns for its size. For example Parker wrote to Macmillan: 

We are both a little concerned about the putative size of the book. Mr F. Macmillan 
says the printers estimated that the copy already sent would make about 440 pages, 
but I am afraid this does not include illustrations. Having begun on a certain scale it 
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would never do to condense the later part and I am afraid it will be a terribly thick 
volume.5 

 

Analyses of textbooks as a source for understanding the history of science have 

recently begun to make an appearance. Studies of textbooks on genetics, physics, 

embryology and psychology show that they have a number of roles to play in science, 

from priority disputes to pedagogical practices.6 Educationalists have long held an 

interest in the importance of textbooks as carriers of coded messages, as cultural 

commodities and pedagogic visions.7 During the 1990s educational historians became 

interested in the complex cultural implications of imperial ideologies in geography 

and history textbooks and upon gendered stereotypes.8 This chapter builds on some 

aspects of this scholarship although it is primarily concerned with the creation of 

P&H. 

In Britain textbook studies encompassed a wider spectrum of interests. During 

the late-1980s the Text Book Colloquium emerged as a relatively short-lived 

interdisciplinary group, the last issue of their journal Paradigm appeared in 2007. 

Studies by the small corpus of active scholars covered disparate disciplines, their 

interest in scientific textbooks being only peripheral. Historian John Hedley Brooke 

asked an important question about disciplinary boundaries: how do textbook writers 
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cope with stabilising knowledge when the discipline is in a state of change?9 This 

question, as we shall see, was as pertinent a hundred years ago, exercising the minds 

of Parker and Haswell as they wrote, discussed, and argued their way through the 

animal kingdom.  

Textbooks have reflected differing pedagogical styles since they were first 

established in the classroom in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. A 

vogue for conversation style textbooks in the early-nineteenth century had more or 

less run its course. For instance, Jane Marcet’s Conversations on Chemistry (1817) sold 

thousands of copies and was instrumental in stimulating Michael Faraday’s (1791-

1867) interest in science.10 Sociologists Peter Lynch and Peter Strube used Huxley & 

Martin’s Elementary Lessons in Practical Biology (1875) as an example of an experimental 

textbook. Their study noted a strong commitment to ‘observation and experiment’ 

where the teacher’s task was to maintain a spirit of enquiry associated with ‘evidence 

gathering’ that students should undertake themselves. 11  That the authors chose 

Huxley & Martin’s Elementary Lessons in Practical Biology is unsurprising. Its influence is 

hard to overestimate and it became something of a bible for laboratory practice.12  

Syllabus requirements dictated the content of textbooks and their intended 

readership, namely students and their teachers. But what remains unclear is how 

textbooks were used in the classroom.13 It is hard to keep the study of textbooks 

separate from either a history of teaching methods, or more broadly, a history of 

education. Nonetheless a discussion of the creation of P&H would be incomplete 

without considering the context of antipodean education.  
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Biology in the New Zealand Curriculum 

Parker adamantly viewed biology as a subject worthy of study in its own right. He 

saw it as ‘a true mental discipline’ and ‘an educational instrument of very high 

order.’14 He spoke these words during his inaugural lecture that he delivered in May 

1881. Parker outlined his plans for teaching undergraduate classes in biology and the 

place the subject ‘should occupy in the curriculum of our schools and of our 

University.’15 It was a virtual lesson plan. The course of study, he acknowledged, 

‘derived from Prof. Huxley’s by a natural process of descent with modification.’16  

His modification lay in the re-arrangement of the order of presentation of 

organism types for students to examine. Parker wanted to begin with a flowering 

plant and a well-known animal so the student began with the known before venturing 

into unknown microscopic realms. While in London, Parker had persuaded Huxley to 

abandon his progressive method of working from simpler to more complex 

organisms. Parker recounted how, in the first sessions the beginner is ‘so fully 

occupied in mastering difficult and unfamiliar terminology and in acquiring the art of 

using his eyes and fingers’ that grappling with the ‘new and strange region of 

microscopic life’ was counter-productive.17 ‘I well recall the determination’ wrote 

fellow demonstrator George Bond Howes (1853-1905) ‘in Parker’s mind that the 

change was desirable, and in Huxley’s that it was not.’18 It took a few years from the 

instigation of the courses in 1872 until Parker’s preference prevailed in 1878.  

Central to his plans, Parker insisted on practical hands-on laboratory instruction, 

an approach directly inherited from Huxley. He explained in his programmatic 

inaugural lecture that students could examine for themselves in three hours of 

laboratory work what had been covered in one hour’s lecture.19 The pattern of classes 

that Parker took did not alter much during his tenure. He held daily afternoon 

lectures in biology for the first part of the academic year. Later he split them into 
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either zoology (June to September) or botany (September to December). He held 

practical laboratory classes in the mornings.20 Practical hands-on experience gave the 

student a ‘strict training in observation and experiment,’ which Parker argued gave 

real value to a degree and provided ‘evidence that a man had done real work.’21 

As to school teaching, Parker conceded that ‘the consequences of setting a large 

class of young boys to … cut up a rabbit each for himself, might prove subversive of 

order.’22 So he advocated botany as the preferred subject for instruction. George 

Malcolm Thomson (1848-1933), the Otago Boys’ High School science master, 

maintained that zoology could not be taught without students making a mess. 

Thomson explained that whilst mess could be cleared up dissections were an 

unnecessary expense for colonial schools and concluded that without either a ready 

supply of specimens, or suitable equipment like microscopes for the use of each 

pupil, such idealistic teaching practices would be impractical.23 

He directed his comments at the syllabus of the University of New Zealand’s 

Junior Scholarship examination, an entry qualification. This included as he called it 

the ‘Huxleyan plan’ of elementary biology, which examined the school pupil in the 

structure and life-histories of typical unicellular organisms, simple multicellular 

organisms, a flowering plant and a crayfish. Eminently suitable for mature university 

students, the ‘Huxleyan plan’ overlooked the fact that ‘boys and girls are not blessed 

with an unlimited stock of patience,’ Thomson wrote, with a real risk of putting 

school pupils off science for life.24  

The ‘Huxleyan plan’, entirely contained within the pages of a new edition (1883) 

of Elementary Lessons in Practical Biology received the blessing of the Senate of the 
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University of New Zealand, which accepted the book’s worth at face value. The 

Senate believed in the power of the metropolitan written word rather than 

experienced local teachers of science. Parker, while not against the book itself, just 

thought it did not have to be taught rigidly from page one. 

Both Parker and Thomson wanted a more systematic treatment of science 

education in schools rather than the haphazard acquaintance that children 

encountered.25 Lessons at school too easily degenerated into the mere committal of 

information to memory that engendered a ‘distrust of the so-called science they have 

been crammed with,’ said Thomson.26 Parker vehemently condemned of cramming 

for examinations, which he asserted amounted to only a rough-test of a student’s 

ability.27  

Parker preferred that teaching provided practical, personal observational 

experience. In 1883 he pressed the argument for better teaching of science in schools 

in an address to the Otago Educational Institute, saying: 

To reason correctly it is necessary to have very clear notions as to the relations of 
cause and effect, and to have acquired the habit of distinguishing facts from one's 
own inferences concerning these facts. Again, next to reasoning, the most important 
thing for a man to be able to do well is to observe accurately; and next to that, that 
he should know how to use his hands, and not go through life with his fingers all 
thumbs, and very clumsy thumbs too. For securing all these ends the teaching of 
natural science is eminently fitted.28 

 

Genesis of A Textbook: Authorial Intent 

Given his emphasis on practical tuition it is surprising that Parker devoted so 

much of his energies to planning, writing, and illustrating what he described as ‘an 

awfully fat book.’29 Parker faced a dilemma between authoritative pedagogical writing 

and practical tuition. He made this dilemma obvious in a disclosure he made to his 

brother. ‘I often find that my students do their work best when they have no lab book 
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at all but merely brief verbal directions from me.’30 Parker grounded his writing, 

however, in two practical guides to dissection that he had previously published. 

The correspondence between Parker and his collaborators revealed him as the 

driving force behind its production. The exact reasons for embarking on what turned 

out to be an exhausting schedule of work remained unclear. We are also in the dark as 

to how the work was conceived. It can be assumed that Haswell, as president of 

section D (Biology) met Parker, as local secretary, at Christchurch in 1889 at the third 

annual meeting of the Australasian Association for the Advancement of Science.31 

Whether the two men met before is doubtful, Haswell educated at Edinburgh 

University arrived in Australia in 1878 after a short spell in Germany.32 For his part, 

Parker did not travel to Sydney until November 1895. The surviving correspondence, 

from 1895, began as the work was already well underway.33 The authors completed a 

staggering volume of work. The final book of two volumes contained 779 and 683 

pages respectively. Barely a week went by without Parker sending a long letter to 

Haswell, Macmillan, or both. These covered line-by-line corrections, discussion on 

grammatical niceties, terminological exactitudes and inconsistencies, choice of 

typographical conventions and hierarchical page layouts, or major questions on the 

organisation of topics.  

Whatever the motivations for writing they did not include personal profit. ‘It’s a 

good thing there is a clear £50 bargained for – we shall get nothing else this century!’ 

Parker wrote to Haswell.34 Historian Aileen Fyfe contends that by the 1850s there 

were two types of scientific authorship, one that paid little but enhanced reputations, 
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and the other that paid the bills.35 Writing this textbook undoubtedly enhanced the 

reputations of Parker and Haswell. 

Parker had plenty of experience teaching undergraduates. It is reasonable to 

surmise that he found available textbooks unsatisfactory. When Parker arrived in 

Dunedin in 1880, the University Calendar recommended only Huxley & Martin’s 

textbook, Elementary Lessons in Practical Biology. It remained on the list until 1893 but 

each year the list grew to include other zoological textbooks.36 In 1885 a translation of 

Claus’s Elementary Text-book of Zoology made an appearance as a recommended 

textbook.37 ‘At last,’ wrote Parker, ‘the English teacher of Zoology is provided with a 

text-book which he can safely recommend to his students as being at once 

elementary, well-arranged, and thoroughly scientific.’38   

An optional course of study organized for medical students, entitled ‘The 

Rudiments of Botany and Zoology’, recommended the fifth edition of Nicholson’s 

Introductory Text-book of Zoology for 1883.39 Parker scorned its worth as the original 

edition ‘was published when I was a student if not earlier.’40 Parker did not teach this 

course but the book’s appearance on the recommended list, even if for only a single 

year, provides a measure of the dearth of good textbooks available. Parker savaged 

Nicholson’s book. ‘No one who values accuracy in detail or scientific treatment 

would willingly recommend it,’ he wrote.41 It appeared on the recommended list for 

only a single year. Doubtless Parker thought he could do better. 
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German textbooks and their translations dominated the market for advanced 

students. Most English biologists could, like Parker, read the language and many of 

them had spent time in Germany. For instance, Haswell had studied for some months 

in Leipzig.42 Parker’s younger brother, William Newton, had spent a year working 

with comparative anatomist Professor Robert Wiedersheim (1848-1923) in Freiburg. 

There he met, and married Hedwig Weismann, the second daughter of August 

Weismann (1834-1914) the evolutionary biologist. Not only did William Newton 

become part of the immediate Weismann family but also part of the extended 

family—Weismann and Wiedersheim being brothers-in-law. Such close familial 

networks of biologists were atypical.  

William Newton found his German language skills, and knowledge of English 

publishing, in demand by both of the older men. He translated Weismann’s Das 

Keimplasma: Eine Theorie der Vererbung and Wiedersheim’s Lehrbuch der Vergleichende 

Anatomie der Wirbelthiere.43 Neither Weismann’s or Wiedersheim’s tomes had been 

textbooks written with pedagogic intent. Weismann’s Keimplasma set out an exposition 

of his theories on heredity. Wiedersheim’s Vergleichende Anatomie misleadingly titled in 

English, Elements of the Comparative Anatomy of Vertebrates, intended for students who 

possessed some zoological knowledge, embodied some of the more recent views on 

the subject.44 Parker used them both as reference works. ‘I am going to send the 

Reviser of Craniata [illegible] I have just corrected to W.N.P. to look on before they 

are put into pages,’ he wrote to Haswell, ‘he is now preparing a new edn of the 

English Wiedersheim and is doubtless full of the latest tips.’45 

While in Germany William Newton acquired good connections with Gustav 

Fischer, the Jena publisher who, through William Newton’s auspices, planned a 
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German edition of P&H. Parker wrote to Haswell for his views on the prospect in 

September 1895: 

My brother’s notion of a German translation is very fetching: I like the idea of 
carrying the war into the enemy’s country. I have told him that I have no possible 
objection & that I don’t anticipate you will: if you do let me know at once. I shall 
probably write to Macmillan about it. Of course W[illiam] N[ewton] P[arker] may be 
greatly prejudiced, but he is a very level-headed chap and I would take his opinion 
before that of many a more distinguished man.46 

When Parker wrote excitedly to his brother that ‘the idea is enough to take one’s 

breath away.’ To Macmillan, he was only a little more circumspect: ‘It seems rather 

like carrying coals to Newcastle to translate an English text-book into German.’47  

P&H never did get published in a German edition, but a German edition of 

Parker’s textbook Lessons in Elementary Biology had been translated a few months 

before the discussions quoted above took place. Parker wrote to Macmillan in July 

1895: ‘I was greatly surprised to learn yesterday that the Elem Biology had been 

translated into German: this is distinctly a compliment, … I feel very curious to see 

the book in a German dress.’48   

Parker was always concerned with beginner students writing in the preface, ‘in 

spite of its bulk, the present work is strictly adapted to the needs of the beginner … 

no previous knowledge of zoology is assumed.’ 49  When he reviewed Haswell’s 

manuscript chapter on mammals, Parker gently admonished him: ‘all these details 

about the articulation of carpals and tarsals etc are very useful to the advanced 

student but quite beyond the beginner.’50  

Parker also strongly advocated post-graduate studies and the honours system, 

which enabled students to carry out an original piece of work. He supported the 

endeavours of his able students, publishing a paper on the muscles of crayfish with 
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one of them, Josephine Gordon Rich, who later married Haswell.51 He sent a copy of 

this to Huxley in 1893 for old times’ sake to show that ‘your old friend the crayfish 

isn’t yet played out.’52 Nevertheless he bemoaned the fact that few opportunities 

existed for utilizing the abilities of promising students beyond ‘the giddy heights of 

the M.A. degree.’ In a provocative speech to the University Debating Club he laid the 

blame on the university system: 

It must become the recognized thing for a student who has shown special aptitude 
to go on working at the subject of his choice until he has acquired a critical 
knowledge of it—until, in fact, a textbook becomes a mere guide-post, and not, as it 
is to the novice, a final court of appeal.53 

There was much else in the speech that was commented on in the pages of the 

newspapers, but this is the closest evidence of Parker’s definition of a good textbook. 

Parker’s dissatisfaction with the overly complex available material partly motivated 

him to write what he hoped would be a suitable guide through zoological territory.  

Genesis of A Textbook: Authorial Experience 

To produce a textbook good intentions of the author are not enough. He needed 

appropriate experience. In terms of book publishing Parker had previous experience 

even if Haswell did not. Parker and his fellow demonstrators had all helped with the 

creation of Huxley and Martin’s Elementary Lessons in Practical Biology, according to 

historian Adrian Desmond.54 Parker’s role did not receive official acknowledgment 

and Martin’s name appeared on the title page. Later editions bore the names of 

zoologist George Bond Howes and botanist Dukinfield Henry Scott (1854-1934), 

who had been demonstrators with Parker. But Parker was in Dunedin by the time the 

newer editions appeared.  

Parker’s acquired most of his publishing experience during 1878 and 1879. He 

worked on Huxley’s popular account of crayfish for the International Scientific Series. 

In the preface Huxley wrote ‘I am indebted to Mr. T.J. Parker, … in seeing the work 
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through the press.’55 During 1879 Parker also took a book proposal of his own, for a 

practical guide to vertebrate dissection, to Alexander Macmillan (1818-1896).56 The 

result, Zootomy, begun in England was finished in New Zealand.57 It contained an 

introduction to the methods of dissection, injection and preservation of specimens. 

Detailed instructions on how to dissect several typical vertebrates followed this 

introductory matter. Zootomy filled a gap, said Arthur Milnes Marshall (1852-1893), 

Professor of Biology at Owens College, Manchester, for ‘despite the advance of 

biology in recent years there is still a want of really good text-books in several of its 

branches.’58  

But Marshall criticised the organisation in the book. Although it included a ‘good 

selection of animals’ arranged in ‘a progressive series, there is practically no attempt 

made to compare them with one another.’59 An American reviewer noted Zootomy was 

planned to complement Huxley & Martin’s Elementary Lessons in Practical Biology. He, 

too, lamented the lack of comparisons between the vertebrate types ‘as if they were so 

many separate creations.’ 60  Another anonymous reviewer, writing in Science, 

commented on the clear directions given to the student and that the introduction of 

clear woodcuts provided ‘an important and legitimate aid to the student, and a great 

improvement thereby over Huxley & Martin.’61 In mid-July 1895 Parker wrote to 

Macmillan that he was: 

very glad to find … that my Zootomy still sells … Apart from its many imperfections 
the reason for the comparative [illegible] of the Zootomy course [is] it doesn’t cover 
the syllabus of the London or Victoria University, taking only vertebrate types … 
and it was soon followed by Marshall & Hurst’s Practical Zoology which takes all the 
usually required types besides being in most respects a much better book.62  
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He was being polite. Later in the year he wrote to his brother, William Newton, on 

the subject of preparing a smaller textbook and sequel to P&H tentatively called 

Biology for Beginners. ‘We will want to avoid the excessive detail and many faults of 

Marshall & Hurst.’63 Tantalisingly Parker did not elucidate what he considered the 

‘many faults’ to have been.64  

Parker’s next major encounter with publishing was Lessons in Elementary Biology, 

published in 1891.65 In this volume he aimed to provide a ‘connected narrative’ for 

students who have ‘overcome preliminary difficulties’ and are ready for a more 

systematic treatment. The concept of this textbook was clearly more ambitious than 

his previous Zootomy. The book’s logical lesson plan ‘of working upwards from 

protists to the higher plants and animals’ was similar, his overt aim again being 

connected to Huxley’s vision of evolution. He wanted to supply a book that matched 

‘in the study the place occupied in the laboratory by Huxley & Martin.’66 

In February 1896, Parker wrote to Macmillan: ‘I have begun to prepare the third 

edition of E.B.’ Later that month he sent the revisions. By mid-March he sent an 

expanded chapter on Polygordius [a marine worm], which contained ‘almost entirely 

new matter.’67 This was an answer to criticisms of the previous two editions ‘that the 

usefulness of the book would be increased by expanding these sketches into 

something more comprehensible for the beginner.’68  

Here he was being sensitive. E. Ray Lankester (1847-1929), at the time the Linacre 

Professor of Comparative Anatomy at Oxford wrote a long and favourable review.69 

In it he explained that any imbalance between the first three hundred pages of the 

book in which Parker ‘scaled the long ladder leading to Polygordius’ and the seventeen 
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pages devoted to vertebrates had been intentional. ‘By this clever scheme’ Lankester 

continued, the reader gained ‘a vivid impression of the unity of organisation’ of the 

higher animals.70 When Parker sent a parcel of revisions to Macmillan he wrote,  ‘I am 

disposed to think that the little book will be much improved by the additions.’71 By 

the mid-1890s, when he embarked upon a much bigger enterprise, Parker had already 

become a successful scientific writer and author of textbooks. 

Genesis of A Textbook and the ‘Type’ System 

Part of the nature of textbooks is the assumption that all the knowledge required 

for understanding the subject is contained within their covers. 72 With P&H both 

authors included everything they thought to be central to the study of zoology as an 

academic subject. P&H provided a systematic treatment of each of the animal groups, 

chapter by chapter, with additional chapters on distribution, history of zoology and 

what they described as philosophy of biology. They designed it as a guide for the 

novice to the intricacies of the subject. ‘No previous knowledge of zoology is 

assumed,’ Parker wrote in the preface, ‘students of the first and second years should 

have no difficulty in following … the study of a complex and unfamiliar subject.’ 

Parker designed P&H as a guide to the critical understanding of the subject but kept 

in mind that book-learning was only one aspect of zoology. ‘The best zoologist is he 

who knows the most animals,’ which could be achieved by a study of the complete 

living animal in the field, zoo or aquarium Parker maintained. The academic study of 

zoology could provide deeper insights by ‘insisting on accurate observation, 

comparison and induction’ and this could be accomplished ‘within the limited field of 

Laboratory and Museum work,’ he wrote.73 

The authors organized P&H by the type system method of teaching. This system 

relied on studying, usually by dissection, a select number of animals ‘in such a manner 

as to exemplify the leading modifications of structure which are met with.’74The type 
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system stressed ‘physiological and morphological considerations as opposed to the 

minutiae of botanical and zoological classification.’75 Although the type system became 

closely associated with Huxley it had been initiated George Rolleston (1829-1881), 

professor of anatomy and physiology at Oxford University, who expected his 

students to observe, describe and verify for themselves ‘particular facts, without 

which it is impossible to obtain any real knowledge or permanent hold of general 

principles.’76  

Rolleston wrote the textbook Forms of Animal Life (1870) to support his system of 

types and with the intention of meeting the specific needs of university students in 

comparative anatomy.77 Rolleston acknowledged Huxley’s biological teachings. In 

return, Huxley acknowledged Rolleston’s book when he and Martin wrote their 

laboratory manual ‘for the use of learners less happily situated’ than those able to avail 

themselves of the resources at Oxford.78   

The type system, though widely copied, had its detractors. One reviewer 

considered it overly materialistic in its treatment of each type as isolated and separate. 

When for instance, Huxley & Martin’s Elementary Lessons in Practical Biology ‘fell into 

less expert hands, and its spirit filtered through less potent minds, the results were 

naturally less satisfactory.’ 79  Even Parker criticized the system that had made 

‘elementary teaching in England so essentially mechanical and commonplace’ during 

the twenty years since its inception.80  

On the other hand he defended his hero and claimed that Huxley could not be 

held responsible for the ‘somewhat arid and mechanical aspect it has assumed in 

certain quarters.’ 81  Parker urged Haswell to expunge the word ‘type’ from the 
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manuscript and wrote to him in April 1896 after a visit by physiologist Alexander Hill 

(1856-1929) the Master of Downing College, Cambridge: 

He is very strong on the harm the type system has done in giving students the 
notion that [illegible] no Crustacean is “typical” which doesn’t agree with the 
Crayfish etc etc, and so almost pathetically asks that we should speak of Examples 
and not of Types. I know from my own experience both as a student and as a 
teacher that there is a great deal in the criticism. Let me know your opinion.82 

The substitution of ‘type’ with ‘example’ did not fool the reviewers.83  

Parker and Haswell acknowledged that P&H tried to break new ground. They 

hoped they had ‘shown good judgement’ in not wallowing in anatomical detail and 

included, ‘accounts of embryological development and larval metamorphoses, with 

something also of habits, life-history and distribution.’84 In P&H, they introduced 

each class of animals by an examination of a single type. Then followed an account of 

the distinctive characters and classification of the class. A section dealing with general 

organization, development and affinities of the group finished the chapter. They 

organized the book logically, and progressively, from lower to higher animals. 85 It 

matched Zootomy and Elementary Biology before it, but Parker did not expect the 

teaching to proceed according to this prescription. ‘It is also a question whether the 

types should be taken in systematic order, leaving the teacher to vary the order as he 

likes. For example, I began this year with the Crayfish,’ he wrote to his brother.86 

Choosing the type to represent each class could be problematic. After much 

consideration and ‘many searchings of the heart’ Parker wrote to Haswell: ‘I have 

reluctantly decided to take the frog instead of the Axolotl as type for Amphibia.’87 

Ultimately he made the choice for practical reasons—frogs were more easily obtained 

than axolotls. It would have been ‘impossible to do justice to a new type with a small 
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supply of spirit specimens. … Still I am disappointed as I looked forward to making 

the Urodele a feature.’88  The Urodele group includes, salamanders, newts and axolotl. 

Axolotl would have been a strange choice as a representative type. Alone of 

amphibians they present a ‘very interesting case … the animal frequently undergoes 

no metamorphosis, but breeds in the gilled or larval state.’89  

Parker admitted that there were practical reasons for choosing the frog. These 

pertained to the difficulty with which dissected features could be demonstrated using 

the axolotl as the type. ‘One would have managed with the external characters and 

digestive system fine [but] the nervous system and particularly the vascular system 

couldn’t possibly have been well done.’90 More to the point, though, if he had chosen 

axolotl he would have to square it with his support of recapitulation theory. A 

sexually immature creature that can produce offspring made for an awkward 

exception to normal amphibian life history progression through metamorphosis from 

egg, tadpole, froglet to adult. The axolotl represented a persistent juvenile form.91 

This propensity in the axolotl as biologist Stephen J. Gould explains, is an example of 

paedomorphosis, and ‘paedomorphic forms are degenerate exceptions to life’s history 

of pervasive, progressive development.’92 In other words, the degenerate evolutionary 

position of axolotl on a branch-line away from the main progression from 

amphibians to reptiles could have caused Parker some explanatory grief. 

So, Parker based his choice of types for the higher animals on mundane 

practicalities. For invertebrates the choices, although problematic, offered Parker 

more creative scope. The choices for invertebrates reflected a branch of zoology in a 

greater state of flux. One reviewer of P&H noted that the inclusion of many new 

animals ‘will be found very useful, some because of their novelty as types, some as 
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being local forms. … Thus Triton nodiferous [a South Pacific marine conch] represents 

Gastropoda, instead of the snail.’93 

The foregoing discussion demonstrates just how difficult it is to separate the 

investigation of textbooks as sites of disciplinary knowledge from the teaching of that 

knowledge. But just what kind of knowledge was being described? How had it been 

constructed and manipulated? Were there any coded meanings, or, in other words 

how was evolution made visible?  

Disciplinary Definition: Boundaries and Shifts 

The correspondence is riddled with questions and answers about the phylogeny 

and affinities of various groups. The following descriptive passage is typical: 

As to phylogeny of Trochelminthes & Craniata do you consider Rotifera to be 
degenerate and Gastrotricha not? Ought not the line to Oligochaeta to start higher 
up? As it stands at present they appear to be nearer to Gephyrea than to Polychaeta 
a consequence which knocks the proper Chaetopoda on the head.94 

The details do not matter for the present discussion. It revealed that, like all late 

nineteenth century zoologists, Parker and Haswell were deeply concerned with 

interpreting the morphological data they had to hand. The reviewer of the 1941 sixth 

edition of the book appreciated this. ‘Although both the volumes emphasised the 

factual side of development and morphology, the first volume, on invertebrates, 

contained far more and better treatment of major phylogenetic problems than the 

second,’ he wrote. 95 

During the late-nineteenth century morphology was understood to be the best 

way to reconstruct evolutionary relationships. Parker and Haswell spread evolutionary 

phylogenetic diagrams judiciously through the book. It was too difficult to draw a 

single diagram to cover the whole of the animal kingdom. They avoided introducing 

extensive textual versions of these as new classification systems because they 

considered them to be ‘stumbling blocks to a beginner.’ Students had insufficient 

knowledge to assess and compare one with another and were ‘unaware of the 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
93 Anonymous, “Parker And Haswell,” Natural Science 12, 3, March (1898): 200-04. 
94 TJP to Haswell, 29 April 1895, T. Jeffery Parker, Letterbook 1895-1897, Special Collections & Archives, Arts 
and Social Studies Library, (416/4), 12, Cardiff University. 
95 William K. Gregory, “[Book review] A Text Book of Zoology, [6th ed], by T. Jeffery Parker & William A. 
Haswell,” Science 94, 2435, 29 August (1941): 213-14. 



 
 

! &'&!

instability of “systems,” and naturally think that the facts of science’ had been firmly 

established.96  

Parker, well aware of the difficulties the student faced and in particular the 

temptation to take the printed word at face value kept the P&H classification, to an 

‘on the whole extremely judicious’ five pages.97 Nonetheless it contained contentious 

decisions, and each of the four major reviews took exception to different aspects. 

This is an example of the effect of the book’s ‘static page’. As soon as knowledge is 

printed in a textbook it becomes rigid and inflexible.98 In the following discussion I 

provide a detailed examination of one instance of a phylogenetic problem—the 

ancestry of the vertebrates—to illustrate the kinds of issues which Parker and Haswell 

faced in stablising knowledge and in making it accessible. 

‘The classification of the vertebrata strikes us as particularly good’ wrote one 

reviewer.99 A second disagreed: ‘we think that many morphologists will be disposed 

to question the desirability of retaining Amphioxus among the Vertebrata.’100 Whilst 

convalescing from ‘a decidedly sharp attack of influenza’ Parker read some of Arthur 

Willey’s (1867-1942) Amphioxus and the Ancestry of Vertebrates which Haswell had 

sent.101  The book clearly influenced him, leading Parker to write, in bed, the ‘greater 

part of a chapter on Amphioxus.’102  

Amphioxus are ‘small transparent animals occurring near the sea-shore’ which 

burrow in sand.103 They have a notochord, a defining characteristic of vertebrate 

animals, but with no skull they are placed in the Acrania division, compared to the 

vast majority of vertebrates, which have skulls and are placed in the Craniata division. 
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‘I certainly think (at present) that Amphioxus should be frankly placed under 

Vertebrata’ Parker decided.104 ‘In my first draft I mentioned the brutes [vertebrates] as 

Chordata of undue rise and complexity allied to Amphioxus: it was meant as a pitch 

against E.R.L. but there is some truth in it.’105   

Arthur Willey had been a student of E. Ray Lankester (1847-1929), Linacre 

Professor of Comparative Anatomy at Merton College, Oxford. Lankester warned 

against the dangers of treating evolution as a linear process. In cases where species 

were adapting to less rigorous conditions Lankester theorised that evolution could 

lead to degeneration. He defined degeneration as a ‘gradual change of the structure in 

which the organism becomes adapted to less varied and less complex conditions of 

life.’106  

Rival theories also emerged to explain the ancestry of vertebrates and according to 

historian Peter Bowler each used the concept of degeneration to some extent. 107 

Henry Fairfield Osborn (1857-1935) the American biologist who, another of 

Lankester’s students along with Arthur Willey, wrote in the preface to Willey’s book 

that ‘probably no single group illustrates more beautifully the principles of 

transformism; for the Protochordates in their embryonic development exhibit 

remarkable reminiscences of past adaptations, and, in their adult development, the 

most varied present adaptations.’108 

We can begin to appreciate the novelty and sophistication of the classification 

scheme presented in P&H. Parker’s comment that ‘Chordata [are] of undue rise and 

complexity allied to Amphioxus’ point to his own level of anxiety. ‘I have come to the 

conclusion that the classification of Chordata we agreed upon is unsatisfactory,’ he 

wrote in April 1895. ‘I feel quite convinced after worrying at the matter for a bit that 
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Amphioxus ought to be brought into closer relation with the Vertebrates proper.’109 

This, as we have seen, pleased some, but not all reviewers. In the published version of 

P&H, Parker wrote:  

Amphioxus has had a somewhat chequered zoological history its first discoverer 
placed it among the Gastropoda, considering it to be a Slug. When its vertebrate 
character was made out, it was for a long time placed definitely among Fishes as the 
type of a distinct order of that class, but it became obvious, from a full consideration 
of the case, that an animal with neither skull, brain, …[and] no kidneys in the 
ordinary sense of the word … was more widely separated from the lowest Fish than 
the lowest Fish from a Bird or Mammal. There was still, however, no real suspicion 
of “invertebrate” affinities until the development both of Amphioxus … was 
worked out. … It was suggested that the peculiarities of the adult Amphioxus might 
also be due to a retrogressive metamorphosis. Of this, however, there is no 
evidence, and all recent investigation and especially the discovery of nephridia, have 
tended to bring the Acrania nearer to the Craniate Vetebrata, and to remove them 
further from the lower Chordata.110 

I have quoted this extensive extract, because armed with the foregoing discussion 

it is now possible to understand how Parker and Haswell stabilised the shifting 

discipline of systematic zoology. They created and fixed to the page current ideologies 

on the ancestry of vertebrates, and a lot else besides, and brought into play their own 

specialized expertise. It answers one aspect of John Hedley Brooke’s question about 

textbooks—how do authors stabilise knowledge? The second aspect he raised, that of 

keeping up to date was more problematic, especially for antipodean authors. 111 

The two men shared opinions and swapped ideas on the current literature. In a 

discussion about the inter-relationships of the fish-like Ichthyopsida it is clear that 

both had access to the same technical papers. Parker wrote in April 1895 ‘in his paper 

… Beard says the forebrain of Cyclostoma has a non-merous roof. Wiedersheim says 

the same: but Ahlborn figures show … [something else], can you throw any light of 

this?’112 Later in the week, it is clear that Parker has made a dissection to investigate 

the problem for himself  ‘Ahlborn is quite right as was to be expected, and the lateral 

ventricle have a [illegible] roof. What on earth do Beard & Wiedersheim mean? I can’t 

help being afraid that I misunderstand them and would be very glad of your 
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opinions.’113 Obtaining recent literature was only one aspect of isolation. Interpreting 

the ideas was another and Parker relied heavily on Haswell’s better access to the 

current literature. 

Parker complained to Haswell about feeling isolated in New Zealand. But in 

September 1895 his mood was optimistic: ‘hooray for the up-to-date Echinoderms I 

need hardly say that I hear of all these new and lovely ideas for the first time,’ he 

wrote, ‘I quite envy you your libraries. … I have been looking up all I can get hold of 

recent literature of Crustacea and Hirundea [leeches], but have found nothing of 

importance.’ 114  Finding nothing of importance was significant. Despite Parker’s 

insecurities his grasp of, and access to, new zoological ideas were not as out of date as 

he feared. His insecurities stemmed from an insider’s viewpoint. It has been possible 

to reconstruct most of the reference works that Parker and Haswell mentioned in 

their correspondence. From this bibliography (see Appendix C) it is apparent they 

were using recently published papers. Nevertheless they covered themselves by 

writing in the preface ‘it is a mere truism that a text-book can never really reflect the 

existing state of the science of which it treats, but must necessarily be to some extent 

out of date at the time of publication.’115 

Unlike literary authors, the voice of the textbook author becomes ‘subsumed 

within a monotone of expositionary clarity.’116 This monotone, sociologist John Issitt 

claimed, underlies the authority and objectivity of textbooks. I would extend this 

argument. It is not the voice, or clarity of Parker’s writing, which provides authority 

but it is the culmination of the myriad interpretations, understandings, and 

evolutionary ideologies that gave him an authoritative authorial voice. In the case of 

P&H the voice was a duotone, of course, but it can be plausibly thought of as a 

monotone, it being impossible to ascribe authorial responsibilities for chapters.  
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Commercial Imperatives  

Parker provided the driving force behind P&H, on occasion urging Haswell to 

hurry up. At the end of the nineteenth century they faced a competitive zoological 

textbook market. The several texts that Parker used as reference works, already noted, 

formed the competitive landscape. Of course, once P&H appeared reviewers 

compared it to those competitors, one commenting that ‘it is distinctly inferior to the 

Allgemeine Zoologie of Claus, Hertwig, or Hatschek.’117  

In December 1896, Parker wrote to Haswell that he had recently received a letter 

from Lankester who had said ‘I look forward with great interest to the book by you & 

Haswell. Mine is slowly progressing with the help of various Oxford zoologists. I 

hope to see a volume of it out in the spring.’118 This spurred the team to greater 

endeavours and shows that they were all keenly aware of competition. It is not clear 

what book Lankester referred to because he was a prolific author. It is possible he 

meant the Treatise of Zoology. He edited nine volumes, published between 1900 and 

1909, but the project was probably planned well before that.119 

We do not know the basis upon which P&H came into being. Did Macmillan 

commission Parker, or did Parker take the idea to Macmillan? But we can follow the 

trajectory of two spin-off textbooks. 120 Macmillan commissioned them and Parker 

drafted an outline during the course of writing P&H but died before he could write 

much copy.  

Macmillan was one of the first publishers to recognize the importance of science 

to Victorians. They introduced the weekly magazine Nature in 1869. In particular, 

George Macmillan was responsible for several large-scale enterprises including the 
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Cambridge Natural History.121 While the first of ten volumes were published in 1895, it 

took some thirty-five years before the series broke even financially.122 By the late 

nineteenth-century, Macmillan had become a major publisher whose catalogue 

contained a substantial number of textbooks. By 1886 science and science textbooks 

accounted for just over seventeen percent of their new titles, twice as many as other 

publishers. 123 

Concern that it would be unmanageably large and expensive continued 

throughout the gestation of P&H. ‘I am afraid,’ Parker wrote to George Macmillan, 

‘you had no idea what you were being let in for when you undertook the publication.’ 

124 Macmillan had a ‘personal passion for good scholarship,’ treating scholarly authors 

with ‘rare patience and skill.’125 Macmillan clearly wanted to maximize his profits even 

if, as in the case of The Cambridge Natural History, he was prepared for the long haul. 

Perhaps because his own expertise lay with Greek and the classics he was a little 

uncertain about P&H repaying the effort and so proposed a shorter book.126  

Parker had doubts about the impact the size of P&H might have. ‘The sale of the 

Textbook must necessarily be limited and … [I hope] you will have no cause to regret 

your large expenditure on the textbook.’ 127 In April 1895 Parker passed on to 

Haswell comments that he had received from Macmillan. ‘We should like you also to 

keep in mind the possibility of following it [P&H] up with a shorter book, say about 

the size of your Elementary Biology. For this there is a very good opening, especially in 

America.’128This proposal became known between the correspondents as the ‘Little 

Zoology.’ The suggestion lay fallow for a while but in 1897 Parker wrote to Haswell: 
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‘it seems at first sight rather like hack-work but as M[acmillan] says it would really be 

a pity not to make the [illegible] use of the material furnished by the big book.’ 129 

Haswell agreed and started work on an outline that Parker had prepared. The ‘Little 

Zoology’ was published in 1899 under joint names two years after Parker died. 

Haswell honoured Parker as senior author because they had worked out the plan 

together. In any case, wrote Haswell,  ‘the earlier parts had the advantage of his 

revision.’130 

The state of systematic zoology, the desire to encompass everything important, 

and syllabus requirements defined the contents of P&H. It is noteworthy, however, 

that in all the discussions between Parker, Haswell and Macmillan there was no 

mention of either the New Zealand or Australian syllabus but only of London based 

syllabuses. Parker had a love-hate relationship with the syllabus at South Kensington 

and wrote to Macmillan about the matter. He thought a small book based loosely 

around the syllabus would be feasible but he did not want ‘to follow it completely as 

it seems to be singularly ill-drawn up in some aspects. … I can’t help thinking that a 

well thought out textbook ought rather to lead syllabuses than follow them.’  

Parker returned to his practical hands-on ethos and suggested to his brother that 

they collaborate on a smaller and differently focused book that they nicknamed 

‘Biology for Beginners.’ William Newton sent a copy of the syllabus he used at 

Cardiff to which Parker’s responded: ‘it will be a good basis’ for the “Biology for 

Beginners”.’131 It became clear, however, that Macmillan wanted the book aligned to 

the South Kensington syllabus. Parker felt equally sure it should target senior school 

pupils. ‘What we want to do is a book suited to the London & Victoria [Universities] 

Intermediate [syllabus] adapted for beginners, and containing no more work than an 

intelligent student can be expected to make out for himself.’132  
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Nine months later Parker had convinced Macmillan about the book and wrote, 

‘last night I made a start on Biology for Beginners.’ He clearly worked assiduously on the 

project because three months later he wrote: ‘I have written the final draft of what I 

reckon to be about one fourth of the Biology for Beginners. It appears to me to be 

working out fairly well so far.’133 The final book, published in 1899, was adapted for 

students ‘pursuing courses in the subject laid down by various examination bodies.’134 

These did not include South Kensington or the London & Victorian Intermediate, 

but did include the University of Wales and the Royal Colleges of Physicians and 

Surgeons. The reference to medical examination boards reflects the fact that their 

needs dominated turn of the century biological teaching. This was also the case at the 

University of Otago where Parker’s successor, William Blaxland Benham (1860-1950), 

spent much of his time teaching medical students basic comparative anatomy.135 

How much input Macmillan had into the production of either the ‘Little Zoology’ 

or on ‘Biology for Beginners’ is hard to assess. The economics of the marketplace 

played their part in further editions. The ‘Little Zoology’ went through only three 

editions, the second of which was ‘revised and adapted for the use of American 

schools and Colleges,’ and this was reprinted up until 1937.136 The ‘Biology for 

Beginners’ went through five editions, the last in 1920 reprinted in 1922. An Indian 

edition appeared in 1921, it too reprinted in 1928. Whereas the larger and more 

expensive A Textbook of Zoology survived, although much altered, until 1975 when a 

student’s edition, based on the 1972, 7th edition, was published. A Spanish translation 

appeared in 1980 and this was reprinted in South America as recently as 1991. 

The longevity of a textbook depends not just on its sales but also on the ability of 

the authors to update knowledge. Without Parker’s drive the maintenance of three 

similar titles possibly proved too much for the surviving authors to handle. After the 

death of Haswell in 1925 the publication history of P&H became complex (see 
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appendix B). Various editors revised the invertebrate and vertebrate volumes 

separately, although the general nature of the work remained unaltered as it still 

presented ‘an inductive treatment of the subject matter based on type descriptions 

and comparative accounts.’ 137  As Issitt reminds us, once a textbook becomes 

established it develops a status in the book trade and in the education culture in 

which it is used.138 This was true of P&H. Reviews of later editions describe P&H as 

‘the standard text,’ a ‘zoological classic,’ 139  and ‘famous text-book,’ 140 until the 

seventh edition when it was described as ‘an old friend.’ 141 

A Textbook a Personal Legacy 

After Parker died his sister, Elizabeth (b. about 1852), returned to England with 

the younger sons ‘in order that they should study medicine.’142 On the strength of his 

book publications she applied to the Royal Literary Fund in 1904 for a grant-in-aid to 

assist with sanatorium expenses on behalf of the elder, William Hugh Prendergast 

Parker. She explained to secretary of the Fund that the ‘legacy would have been 

sufficient to carry them both through their medical course had it not been for the fact 

that the elder of the two developed tuberculosis in a very serious form.’143 The Royal 

Literary Fund operated as a benevolent organization since its establishment in 1790, 

inviting confidential applications from writers, or in this case dependents, in financial 

difficulty. Elizabeth received a grant of £100 in April 1904, but William Hugh 

Prendergast died in North Molton, Devon in July 1905.144  

Because the surviving correspondence is one-sided Haswell’s part in the creation 

of P&H may have been underplayed in the above account. Obviously, he undertook 
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revisions after its publication as Parker died before seeing the final volumes in print. 

The textbook generated sufficient income to support Haswell’s surviving daughter for 

many years. In 1948, however, she wrote a long pleading letter to Macmillans, as she 

too faced financial difficulties. ‘It is with a great sense of shock and distress that I 

hear from the Perpetual Trustee & Co of Sydney there will be no income in the future 

from my father’s textbook.’ She reminisced that her father had devoted his life to the 

book and had ‘worked long hours into the night, going through the book alone and 

unaided, correcting his own proofs when a new edition was due.’ Her case for 

consideration stemmed from the fact that she had expected royalties for fifty years 

from her father’s death and ‘not Professor Parker’s, whom after the first, had become 

only a name on the book.’ The outcome is not recorded but it is easy to sympathise 

with her plight she wrote, ‘I am quite untrained in any way to earn my own living’ and 

the final point she made speaks its own volumes ‘failing this I must drastically alter 

my life and am not quite sure as yet how to do it.’145 The legacy of P&H can be 

assessed in both commercial and emotional terms. 

Concluding Remarks 

P&H was constructed with the theory of evolution as the guiding principle. 

Towards the end of the book this coded message, to use Stray’s term, is overtly 

expressed. For evidence ‘in favour of a doctrine of evolution the reader is referred to 

the substance of previous sections, where it will be found on almost every page.’146 

The key here is the phrase ‘the substance’ as the word evolution is hardly mentioned. 

The subliminal evolutionary message is plain from the organisation of the book. 

Parker reiterated his belief, first expressed publicly in 1881, that ‘since the publication 

of the Origin of Species evolution has taken its legitimate place as the central doctrine of 

biology.’147 Charles Darwin, he proclaimed, ‘succeeded by the immense array of well-

arranged facts and sound generalisations contained in his epoch-making book, in 
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bringing …[all] living things within the all-embracing law of evolution.’148 Parker’s 

implicit advocacy of Darwinian evolution on every page was not just a case of 

avoiding controversy. Parker hoped his textbook would be a fitting guide to the 

beginner biologist. The book is testament to Parker’s vision.  

But none of the insecurities of defining zoology that underlay part of the 

construction of P&H are obvious from the printed page. Similarly, none of the 

contrasts between the sequence of intellectual organization or what is perceived to be 

the ideal sequence of learning are obvious. Yet P&H is to some extent the voice of 

late nineteenth century zoology, a discipline was in a state of flux, but one which 

nonetheless provided a view of morphology as finite and stable. The textbook 

synthesizes knowledge but also places it in a straightjacket. 
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Conclusion 

The working life of Thomas Jeffery Parker (1850-1897) provided a lens through 

which to view late-nineteenth century colonial science. In revitalizing this neglected 

historical figure, this thesis has contributed to our knowledge of New Zealand’s 

sparsely investigated history of science. While the biographical approach allowed 

some details of his life trajectory to emerge it could not be considered a full-blown 

biography. There are elisions, some forced through lack of sources, but some 

deliberate. I concentrated on where he took control rather than on where he took a 

supporting role.  

Parker took his teaching responsibilities seriously; it is ‘upon the character of his 

teaching that his reputation as a man of science must stand or fall,’ he wrote.1 He set 

in motion a method of teaching that emphasised practical accomplishment in order 

‘to train the minds of our students—to teach them to think and learn for 

themselves.’ 2  He established university courses, modified and ‘adapted to local 

requirements’ which ‘derived from Prof. Huxley’s by a natural process of descent and 

modification.’3 Parker and his successors trained countless generations of students. A 

select few remember using his textbook in their undergraduate careers.4 The method, 

using types, dominated zoological teaching until the early 1970s.  

Parker worked quietly in the laboratory basement of the Museum, dissecting and 

preparing specimens, typical activities for late-nineteenth century biologists. He and 

his contemporaries filled journals, and library shelves, with detailed anatomical 

studies. He operated in a world of increasing specialization where devotion to a single 

subject formed the norm. Ultimately Parker is interesting precisely because of his 

typicality. As historian Jim Endersby found in his biographical study of Joseph Dalton 

Hooker (1817-1911), botanist and friend of Darwin, ‘what was true of Hooker was 
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true of many other Victorian men of science.’ Much the same could be said of 

Parker.5  

I asked questions about how Parker created scientific knowledge and how he 

made that visible, focusing on Parker’s role as museum curator, original scientific 

worker, lecturer, and writer of scholarly, popular and pedagogic texts. Parker created 

scientific knowledge based on his practical handling of the material world. His 

conviction that evolutionary theories ordered biology grounded his approach to 

scientific investigations. Such knowledge he knew to be contested and contestable, 

and far from fixed or stable.   

I used visibility as a category of analysis since it promised to account for 

simultaneous exploration of material and immaterial phenomena. The analysis worked 

best, however, when evaluating Parker’s material, object-oriented world. Visible 

display strategies in international exhibitions and in the Otago Museum embodied his 

evolutionary perspectives. As defined by sociologist Andrea Brighenti, visibility is 

both a metaphor of knowledge and a social process.6 In light of this Parker’s public 

persona made sense as he made himself visible. The social nature of Parker’s efforts 

in organizing exhibits for monthly Otago Institute meetings, and their annual 

conversaziones, can also be understood in these terms. 

The concept ‘visibility’ also encompasses both the object under scrutiny and those 

who scrutinize it. But I have deliberately avoided discussions of either the act of 

looking or the phenomena of the gaze. There are simply not enough first-hand 

accounts from participants to sustain an adequate discussion. 

Beyond his official professorial and curatorial duties Parker took part in 

Dunedin’s community in a variety of ways. He held office in the Otago Institute and 

other, short-lived naturalists’ clubs. He became visible to these smaller groups. Each 

community of the ‘science hungry’, from casual devotees to serious researchers, 

contributed collectively to what science was and what it could achieve. Parker 

occupied an important place within these communities. 
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In the late-nineteenth century Anglophone world people continued to seek 

answers to fundamental questions about the origins of life on earth. Perceptions 

about who had the authority to answer such questions changed. In previous centuries, 

and during the first half of the nineteenth, naturalists often worked within broader 

theological frameworks. In Dunedin, newly arrived Parker took part in public 

discussions as he tried to establish his scientific credentials.  He proclaimed that ‘with 

the publication of the Origin of Species, in 1859, a better day dawned for biology.’7 To 

him the progress of empirical science would provide useful answers to some 

questions about the origin of life. But, as historian John Hedley Brooke has pointed 

out, there are no simple or general answers to questions about the relationship 

between scientific progress and the supposed secularization of society.8  

The reactions to Parker’s inaugural lecture form one of the most intriguing aspects 

of this biographical history. At heart the arguments concerned a territorial dispute. 

Parker’s naturalistic explanation left no room for God, it seemed to his principal critic 

the Reverend William Salmond (1835-1917), a Presbyterian. Yet Parker’s own 

religious faith remains difficult to pinpoint. His agnostic mentor Huxley and his 

Wesleyan father both exercised influence. I argue that while his ‘extreme reticence’ 

hid his true religious sentiments they included a stronger Anglican component than 

previous historians have acknowledged. 

Both Huxley and William Kitchen Parker influenced more than just Parker’s faith. 

His scientific work overlapped that of both older men, sometimes overtly, sometimes 

latently and sometimes in ambiguous ways. However, in my judgment, as historians 

we must exercise caution with the notion of influence. It is not necessarily a blanket 

power that operates in equal measure on all aspects of an individual’s life. To say 

simply that Huxley influenced Parker blurs the differences in types of influence at 

work.9 Their working relationship established over a period of eight years ran deeper 

than mentor and pupil. After all, Huxley had watched the young Parker grow up. 
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In 1876 Haeckel’s book A History of Creation had sparked fears about materialism 

from Robert Gillies (1835-1886) and Captain Hutton (1836-1905). Twenty years later, 

when Parker published his results on kiwi embryology, his allegiance to Haeckel’s 

recapitulation theory provoked no further comment from the local community. Yet 

Parker’s developmental morphological research necessitated animal body parts for 

dissection, in itself a materialistic approach. Parker fitted into the changing 

epistemological traditions evident during the 1880s-1900s. He noted the changes in 

techniques apparent between his father and his own generation. ‘Before the art of 

mechanical section-cutting was invented, the embryologist had to rely upon … 

manual dexterity’ he recollected how his father sliced specimens with a cut-throat 

razor.10 In American universities, historian Jane Maienschein noted new techniques, 

new questions and new institutions combined to transform traditional morphology.11 

Comparing New Zealand to America is perhaps unfair but the obvious lack of 

resources did not prevent Parker from following an embryological research program. 

Parker became aware of disciplinary shifts towards an increasing emphasis on 

mechanisms of hereditary saying, ‘I can do straightforward research so long as it does 

not involve anything about the inheritance of acquired characters,’ a reference no 

doubt, to his brother’s work translating August Weismann’s books.12 Parker formed 

part of that cohort of morphologists who according to a more-or-less contemporary 

description held ‘the ignominious title of the “section-cutters” … [or] “worm-

slicers”!’13 

Parker’s critical attention turned towards exactitude and measurement and he 

played a small part in the move towards statistical analysis in biology. As a member of 

a younger generation of late-nineteenth century biologists, Parker worked 

methodically and believed with them that empirical science should be based on 

naturalistic explanations. Historian Melinda Baldwin has argued these men, like E. 

Ray Lankester (1847-1929) and George Romanes (1848-1894), ‘were devotees of 
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Darwin, and their theories relied solely on naturalistic explanations for scientific 

phenomena.’14 Parker spent hours at the laboratory bench producing technically 

sound and detailed scientific knowledge. He epitomized the notion of the 

disinterested objective scientific worker that became de rigueur for late-nineteenth 

century men of science.15  

Parker’s artistic talents were shaped at his father’s side where he watched the 

creation of an expert portfolio of drawings of skulls and bones. Parker’s illustrative 

practice reveals how scientific knowledge was created – with paper before him, pencil 

in hand and eye at the microscope. Parker’s trained and experienced eye cast 

extraneous matter aside selecting only that worth demonstrating. He produced part 

schematized and part naturalistic drawings. Parker’s illustrations represented the most 

visual aspect of his working life but paradoxically do not reveal how he made 

evolution visible. Artistic conventions of the day forced an unvarying style 

independent of the ultimate purpose of the publication.  

Museums in the history of science have become simultaneously an object of 

research and a resource for it. The history of the Otago Museum has been previously 

neglected and my study of Parker’s role in its creation adds substantially to the 

available information. Parker exchanged, bought, sold and swapped once-living 

animals as he filled the museum with artefacts. Parker made the Museum an 

important site in the dissemination of hard-won scientific knowledge. As historian 

Samuel Alberti reminds us, embedding scientific practice in material culture 

contributes to contextual histories of science.16  

Extant information on the holdings in the Museum is scant. This drove me to 

compile the attached appendix from newspaper reports and the minutes of the Otago 

Institue. There is much work yet to be undertaken. Each object has a provenance and 

is integrated with the lives of the people involved. The Museum represents an 

institutional setting for an object-based epistemology. Meanings can be disentangled.  
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Honoured with fellowship of the Royal Society in 1888, Parker’s contribution to 

zoology was appreciated. But ‘many minds were influenced by the feeling that they 

were shewing their appreciation of colonial work done under considerable 

difficulties.’17 The considerable difficulties included sourcing adequate supplies of 

material to work on, as well as keeping up to date with a rapidly developing scientific 

literature. These contributed to his keen sense of intellectual isolation, his self styled 

‘colonial exile.’18 Parker found the isolation of Dunedin a burden and chafed for more 

and better resources to conduct his original research. The theme of intellectual 

isolation figured largely in his correspondence but I suggest that it did not amount to 

such a significant factor in his scientific life as he made out. 

Subjecting Parker to historical analysis led to questions about the nature of science 

itself. The big question about locally produced science being made universal could not 

of course be answered within the confines of this study. However, at one level Parker 

embodied this facet of scientific knowledge. The materiality of his specimens, models, 

microscopes and microscope slides, paper, ink used in drawing, lithographic stone, 

journals notebooks, and diagrams, are all part of the Parker legacy. Not all have 

survived of course, but they passed between the hands. While evolution passed 

between the ears. His Textbook of Zoology, far from being a mere class text, shows that 

‘transmission, innovation and skill are bound together in pedagogy.’19 The disciplinary 

boundaries set within its pages can be read as a book-end to Parker’s working life, 

while the boundary marker of his inaugural lecture forms the other book-end. 
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Appendix A: T.J. Parker’s Published Works 
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Parker, T. Jeffery. “On the Stomach of the Fresh-Water Crayfish.” Journal of Anatomy and 
Physiology 11, October (1876): 54-60. 
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Parker, T. Jeffery. “A Review of Reichenbach’s Researches on the Early Development of 
the Fresh-Water Crayfish.” Quarterly Journal of Microscopical Science 18, January (1878): 
84-94.  

Parker, T. Jeffery. “The Evolution of Aerial Respiration.” Royal School of Mines Magazine 
February (1878): unpaginated. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “Notes on the Stridulating Organ of Palinurus vulgaris.” Proceedings of the 
Zoological Society, 3, May 7 (1878): 442-44. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “Remarks Upon the Stridulating Organ of the Common Rock 
Lobster” Proceedings of the Zoological Society, 2, March 5 (1878): 292. 

1879 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “On Some Applications of Osmic Acid to Microscopic Purposes.” 
Journal of the Royal Microscopical Society 2 (1879): 381-83. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “The Scottish Zoological Station.” Nature 21, 18 December (1879): 
159-61. 

1880 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “Bacillus subtilis on the Surface of Hay Infusion.” Journal of the Royal 
Microscopical Society 3 (1880): 175.  

Parker, T. Jeffery. “Histology of Hydra.” Journal of the Royal Microscopical Society 3 (1880): 
99-100. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “On a New Holothurian (Chirodota dunedinensis, n.sp.).” Transactions and 
Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 13 (1880): 418. 
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Parker, T. Jeffery. “On the Histology of Hydra fusca.” Proceedings of the Royal Society of 
London 30 (1880): 61-66. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “On the Intestinal Spiral Valve in the Genus Raia.” Transactions of the 
Zoological Society 11, 2 (1880): 49-61. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “On the Venous System of the Skate (Raja nasuta).” Transactions and 
Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 13 (1880): 413-18. 
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Parker, T. Jeffery. The Bean Plant (Vicia faba) (Dominion Museum (N.Z.). Studies in 
Biology for N.Z. Students, no 2) 1881 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “Biology as an Academical Study: 1.” Nature 24, 6 October (1881): 
543-6. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “Biology as an Academical Study: 2.” Nature 24, 13 October (1881): 
573-5. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. Inaugural Lecture: Delivered in the University Library, May 2nd, 1881. 
Dunedin: Daily Times Office, 1881. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “On a New Method of Preparing Cartilaginous Skeletons and Other 
Soft Animal Structures.” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 14 
(1881): 258-64. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “On the Skeleton of Notornis mantelli.” Transactions and Proceedings of the 
New Zealand Institute 14 (1881): 245-58. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “Professor Huxley and Evolution [Letter to the Editor].” Otago Daily 
Times, 18 October 1881, 4. 

1882 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “The Late Professor F.M. Balfour.” New Zealand Journal of Science 1, 6 
(1882): 265-66.  

Parker, T. Jeffery. “Messrs. McAlpine’s Atlases [Letter to the Editor].” Nature 26, 27 July 
(1882): 292-93. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “Notes from the Otago University Museum: 1: On a New Method of 
Preserving Cartilaginous Skeletons and Other Soft Animal Structures.” Nature 25, 9 
February (1882): 352-3. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “Notes from the Otago Museum: 2: On the Skeleton of Notornis 
mantelli.” Nature 25, 13 April (1882): 568-70.  



 !"#$
 
 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “Notes on the Anatomy and Embryology of Scymnus lichia.” Transactions 
and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 15 (1882): 222-34. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “On the Connection of the Air-bladder and the Auditory Organ in the 
Red Cod (Lotella bacchus).” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 15 
(1882): 234-36. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “On the Gravid Uterus of Mustelus antarcticus.” Transactions and 
Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 15 (1882): 219-22. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “On the Preservation of Invertebrata.” New Zealand Journal of Science 1, 
1 (1882): 21-24. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “On the Skeleton of Notornis [Letter to Editor].” New Zealand Journal of 
Science 1, 4 (1882): 181-82. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “Professor Parker in Reply [Letter to the Editor].” Otago Witness, 8 July 
1882, 19. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “Recent Researches on the Cilio-Flagellata.” New Zealand Journal of 
Science 1, 3 (1882): 111-15. 
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Parker, T. Jeffery. “Notes from the Otago University Museum: 3: On Some Embryos of 
Callorhynchus antarcticus.” Nature 29, 8 November (1883): 46. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “Notes from the Otago University Museum: 4: On the Head in 
Palinurus with Special Reference to the Classification of the Genus.” Nature 25, 20 
December (1883): 189-90. 

Parker, T. Jeffery. “On a Specimen of the Great Ribbon Fish (Regalceus argenteus, n.sp.) 
Lately Obtained at Moeraki, Otago.” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand 
Institute 16 (1883): 284-96. 
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Parker, T. Jeffery. “Bacteria: Part II.” New Zealand Journal of Science 2, 3 (1884): 102-08. 
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Parker, T. Jeffery. “Notes from the Otago University Museum: 5: On an ‘Index-
Collection’ for Small Zoological Museums in the Form of a Genealogical Tree for 
the Animal Kingdom.” Nature 32, 15 October (1885): 586. 
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Appendix B: The editions of A Textbook of 

Zoology and its spin-off textbooks 

Parker and Haswell’s A Textbook of Zoology has an enviable track record. It was first 

published in 1897 and although much altered it remains in print. Macmillans engaged 

different editors to revise the textbook after the death of William Haswell in 1925. Clive 

Forster Cooper (1880-1947), director of the Cambridge Museum of Zoology, 

substantially reworked the vertebrate volume for the fourth edition in 1928. This version 

was not revised again until the seventh edition in 1967. The invertebrate volume was 

more frequently revised. William Dickson Lang (1878-1966) revised volume one for the 

fourth edition published in 1928. Otto Lowenstein (1889-1965) revised the invertebrates 

again for the sixth edition, which appeared in 1940.   

From that time onward Macmillans reprinted and issued the two volumes sometimes 

independently and sometimes together. Alan John Marshall (1911-1967), an Australian 

zoologist, brought the contents and style up to date in a major overhaul of the 

invertebrate volume for the seventh edition published in 1961. A year later William 

David Williams (1936-2002), another Australian did the same for the vertebrate volume. 

During the 1960s student and other cheaper editions appeared. However, older editions 

were also reissued concurrently with the new seventh. The seventh edition also had a 

name change becoming simply Textbook of Zoology. American and British editions 

established different publishing trajectories from early on. In 1987, ninety years after 

P&H’s first publication a Spanish translation appeared, first in Spain and then in Latin 

America. The latest reprint is Spanish and is dated 2005. With the availability of print-on-

demand at least one Canadian-based publisher as taken advantage of the Internet and 

offers copies, of presumably the original text, for sale via Amazon. The original text has 

been digitized and is freely available on the Biodiversity Heritage Library website 

(http://biodiversitylibrary.org/). 



 
 

 !"#$

 

1897 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Textbook of Zoology. 2 vols. London: 
Macmillan, 1897. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Textbook of Zoology. 2 vols. New York: 
Macmillan, 1897 

1899 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. (Macmillan’s Manuals for 
Students) London: Macmillan, 1899. [Known as ‘The Little Zoology’] 

1900 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. 2nd ed. London: 
Macmillan, 1900. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William Newton Parker. An Elementary Course of Practical Zoology. 
London: Macmillan, 1900.  [Known as ‘Biology for Beginners’] 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. (Revised and adapted for 
use in American schools and colleges.) New York: Macmillan, 1900. 

1903 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. (Revised and adapted for 
use in American schools and colleges.) New York: Macmillan, 1900 reprinted 
1903. 

1905 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. (Revised and adapted for 
use in American schools and colleges.) New York: Macmillan, 1900 reprinted 
1905. 

1906 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. (Revised and adapted for 
use in American schools and colleges.) New York: Macmillan, 1900 reprinted 
1906. 



 
 

 !"#$

1907 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. (Revised and adapted for 
use in American schools and colleges.) New York: Macmillan, 1900. 

1908 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William Newton Parker. An Elementary Course of Practical Zoology. 
2nd ed. (Macmillan’s Manual for Students) London: Macmillan, 1908.  

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. London: Macmillan, 1900 
reprinted 1908. 

1909 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. (Revised and adapted for 
use in American schools and colleges.) New York: Macmillan, 1900 reprinted 
1909. 

1910 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Textbook of Zoology. 2nd ed. 2 vols. London: 
Macmillan, 1910. 

1911 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William Newton Parker. An Elementary Course of Practical Zoology. 
3rd ed. London: Macmillan, 1911.   

1912 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. (Revised and adapted for 
use in American schools and colleges.) New York: Macmillan, 1900 reprinted 
1912. 

1913 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. London: Macmillan, 1900 
reprinted 1913. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. (Revised and adapted for 
use in American schools and colleges.) New York: Macmillan, 1900 reprinted 
1913. 



 
 

 !"#$

1916 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William Newton Parker. An Elementary Course of Practical Zoology. 
4th ed. London: Macmillan, 1916.   

1918 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. London: Macmillan, 1900 
reprinted 1918 

1920 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William Newton Parker. An Elementary Course of Practical Zoology. 
5th ed. London: Macmillan, 1920. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. 2nd ed. London: 
Macmillan, 1900 reprinted 1920. 

1921 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Textbook of Zoology. 3rd ed. 2 vols. London: 
Macmillan, 1921. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William Newton Parker. An Elementary Textbook of Zoology for Indian 
Students: Adapted from “An Elementary Course of Practical Zoology” by Professors T. J. 
Parker and W. N. Parker, etc. London: Macmillan, 1921. [adapted by Bihari Lal 
Bhatia] 

1922 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William Newton Parker. An Elementary Course of Practical Zoology. 
5th ed. (Macmillan’s Manual for Students) London: Macmillan, 1920 reprinted 
1922.  

1923 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Textbook of Zoology. 3rd ed. 2 vols. London: 
Macmillan, 1923. 

 

 
 
 



 
 

 !"#$

1924 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. (Revised and adapted for 
use in American schools and colleges.) New York: Macmillan, 1900 reprinted 
1924. 

1928 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Textbook of Zoology. 4th ed. 2 vols. London: 
Macmillan, 1928. Vol.1 revised by William Dickson Lang, Vol.2 revised by Clive 
Forster Cooper.  

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William Newton Parker. An Elementary Textbook of Zoology for Indian 
Students: Adapted from “An Elementary Course of Practical Zoology” by Professors T. J. 
Parker and W. N. Parker, etc. 2nd ed. London: Macmillan, 1921. [adapted by Bihari 
Lal Bhatia] 

1930 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Textbook of Zoology. 5th ed. 2 vols. London: 
Macmillan, 1928 reprinted 1930. Vol.1 revised by William Dickson Lang, Vol.2 
revised by Clive Forster Cooper.  

1935 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. (Revised and adapted for 
use in American schools and colleges.) New York: Macmillan, 1900 reprinted 
1935. 

1936 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Textbook of Zoology. Vol.1. 5th ed. London: 
Macmillan, 1928 reprinted 1936.  Revised by William Dickson Lang. 

1937 

Parker, T. Jeffery, and William A Haswell. A Manual of Zoology. (Revised and adapted for 
use in American schools and colleges.) New York: Macmillan, 1900 reprinted 
1937. 

 
 



 
 

 !"!#

1940 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, Clive Forster Cooper and Otto Lowenstein. A 
Textbook of Zoology. 6th ed. 2 vols. London: Macmillan, 1940. Vol.1 revised by Otto 
Lowenstein, Vol.2 revised by Clive Forster Cooper. 

1943 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, Clive Forster Cooper and Otto Lowenstein. A 
Textbook of Zoology. 6th ed. 2 vols. London: Macmillan, 1940 reprinted 1943. Vol.1 
revised by Otto Lowenstein, Vol.2 revised by Clive Forster Cooper. 

1947 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Otto Lowenstein. A Textbook of Zoology. 6th ed. 
2 vols. London: Macmillan, 1940 reprinted 1947. Vol.1 revised by Otto 
Lowenstein, Vol.2 revised by Clive Forster Cooper.  

1949 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Otto Lowenstein. A Textbook of Zoology: 
Volume 1 6th ed. London: Macmillan, 1940, reprinted 1949. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Otto Lowenstein. A Textbook of Zoology. 6th ed. 
2 vols. London: Macmillan, 1940, reprinted 1949. Vol.1 revised by Otto 
Lowenstein, Vol.2 revised by Clive Forster Cooper. 

1951 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Otto Lowenstein. A Textbook of Zoology. 6th ed. 
2 vols. London: Macmillan, 1940, reprinted 1951. Vol.1 revised by Otto 
Lowenstein, Vol.2 revised by Clive Forster Cooper. 

1954 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Otto Lowenstein. A Textbook of Zoology. 6th ed. 
2 vols. New York: St Martin’s Press, 1940, reprinted 1954. Vol.1 revised by Otto 
Lowenstein, Vol.2 revised by Clive Forster Cooper. 

 
 
 



 
 

 !"#$

1956 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Otto Lowenstein. A Textbook of Zoology. 6th ed. 
2 vols. New York: St Martin’s Press, 1940, reprinted 1956. Vol.1 revised by Otto 
Lowenstein, Vol. 2 revised by Clive Forster Cooper. 

1957 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Otto Lowenstein. A Textbook of Zoology: 
Volume 1 6th ed. London: Macmillan, 1940, reprinted 1957. 

1960 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Otto Lowenstein. A Textbook of Zoology: 
Volume 1 6th ed. London: Macmillan, 1940 reprinted 1960.  

1961 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Otto Lowenstein. A Textbook of Zoology: 
Volume 1 [Student International edition] 6th ed. London: Macmillan, 1961.  

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and N. Vishwa. A Textbook of Zoology. Volume 1. 
Delhi: S. Chand, 1962 [unknown edition] 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. A Textbook of Zoology. 2 
vols.  Vol.1 6th ed. & Vol.2 7th ed London: Macmillan, 1961 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. A Textbook of Zoology. 2 
vols.  Vol.1 6th ed. & Vol.2 7th ed New York: St Martin’s Press, 1961 

1962 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. A Textbook of Zoology. 2 
vols. 7th ed. London: Macmillan, 1962 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. A Textbook of Zoology. 7th 
ed. Vol.2 (Vertebrates) New York: St Martin’s Press, 1962 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Otto Lowenstein. A Textbook of Zoology. 7th ed. 
Vol.1 (Invertbrates) New York: St Martin’s Press, 1962 

1963 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. A Textbook of Zoology. 7th 
ed. 2 vols. London: Macmillan, 1962 reprinted 1963 



 
 

 !"#$

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Otto Lowenstein. A Textbook of Zoology. 6th ed. 
2 vols. New York: St Martin’s Press, 1940 reprinted 1963. Vol.1 revised by Otto 
Lowenstein, Vol.2 revised by Clive Forster Cooper. 

1964 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. A Textbook of Zoology. 
Vol.2 (Vertebrates) [Student International edition] 6th ed. London: Macmillan, 
1962 reprinted 1964. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. A Textbook of Zoology. 7th 
ed. Vol.2 (Vertebrates) London: Macmillan, 1962 reprinted 1964. 

1965 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Otto Lowenstein. A Textbook of Zoology, Vol. 1 
[Student International edition] 6th ed. London: Macmillan, 1961 reprinted 1965. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Otto Lowenstein. A Textbook of Zoology. 6th ed. 
2 vols. New York: St Martin’s Press, 1940 reprinted 1965. Vol.1 revised by Otto 
Lowenstein, Vol.2 revised by Clive Forster Cooper. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, Clive Forster Cooper and Otto Lowenstein. A 
Textbook of Zoology. 6th ed. 2 vols. London: Macmillan, 1940 reprinted 1965 Vol.1 
revised by Otto Lowenstein, Vol.2 revised by Clive Forster Cooper. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, Otto Lowenstein and R.D. Vidyarthi. A Textbook of 
Zoology. 6th ed. Allahabad: Allahabad University, 1940 reprinted 1965.  

1966 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. A Textbook of Zoology. 7th 
ed. 2 vols. London: Macmillan, 1962 reprinted 1966. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. A Textbook of Zoology. 7th 
ed. 2 vols. La Habana Ed, Revolucionara, 1962 reprinted 1966. 

1967 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. A Textbook of Zoology. 7th 
ed. 2 vols. [Student edition] London: Macmillan, 1967. [printed in Hong Kong] 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Otto Lowenstein. A Textbook of Zoology, Vol.1 
[Invertebrates] 6th ed. London: Macmillan, 1961 reprinted 1967. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. A Textbook of Zoology. 
Vol.2 (Vertebrates) 7th ed. London: Macmillan, 1962 reprinted 1967. 



 
 

 !"#$

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. A Textbook of Zoology. 7th 
ed. 2 vols. London: Macmillan, 1962 reprinted 1966. 

Parker, T. Jeffery and William A Haswell. A Textbook of Zoology. 6th ed. 2 vols. London: 
Macmillan, 1961 reprinted 1967. 

1968 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and R.D. Viyarthi. A Textbook of Zoology. 6th ed. 
Volume 1. Allahabad, Agrasia Publishers, 1962 reprinted 1966. 

1972 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, Alan John Marshall, and Willliam David Williams. 
Textbook of Zoology. 7th ed. 2 vols. London: Macmillan, 1972. Vol.1 Invertebrates 
edited by A.J. Marshall and W.D. Williams, Vol.2 revised and largely re-written by 
A.J. Marshall. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, Alan John Marshall, and Willliam David Williams. 
Textbook of Zoology. 7th ed. 2 vols. London: Macmillan, 1972. [Imprint: English 
Language Book Society] 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, Alan John Marshall, and Willliam David Williams. 
Textbook of Zoology. Vol.1 (Invertebrates) 7th ed. New York: American Elsevier, 
1972. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. A Textbook of Zoology. 6th 
ed. 2 vols. [Student edition] New York: St Martin’s Press, 1967 reprinted 1972 

1974 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, Alan John Marshall, and Willliam David Williams. 
Textbook of Zoology. (English Language Book Society low-priced textbooks) 7th ed. 
2 vols. London: Macmillan, 1972 reprinted 1974. Vol.1 with corrections.  

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, Alan John Marshall, and Willliam David Williams. 
Textbook of Zoology. 7th ed. 2 vols. London: Macmillan, 1972 reprinted 1974.  

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, Alan John Marshall, and Willliam David Williams. 
Textbook of Zoology. 7th ed. 2 vols. London: Macmillan, 1972 reprinted 1974. 
[Imprint: English Language Book Society] 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. A Textbook of Zoology. 
Vol.2 (Vertebrates) 7th ed., New York: St Martin’s Press, 1962 reprinted 1974. 

 
 



 
 

 !""#

 
1975 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, Alan John Marshall, and Willliam David Williams. 
Textbook of Zoology. Vol.1 7th ed. London: Macmillan, 1972 reprinted 1975. 

1978 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. A Textbook of Zoology. 7th 
ed. Vol.2 (Vertebrates) London: Macmillan, 1962 reprinted 1978. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. Textbook of Zoology 
Vertebrates. 7th ed. Vol.2 (Vertebrates) London: Macmillan, 1962 reprinted 1978. 

1980 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. Zoología. Translated, 
revised and updated by Jacinto Nadal. Barcelona: Reverté, 1980. 

1982 

Parker, T. Jeffery and William A Haswell. Textbook of Zoology Invertebrates. English 
Language Book Society edition. 7th ed. London: Macmillan, 1962 reprinted 1982. 

1985 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. Zoología Invertebrados 
Translated, revised and updated by Fernando Pablos Casanovas. Barcelona: 
Reverté, 1985 

1987 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. Zoología: II: Cordados 
Translated, revised and updated by Jacinto Nadal Puigdefábregas. Barcelona: 
Reverté, 1980 reprinted 1987. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. Zoología: II: Cordados 
Translated, revised and updated by Jacinto Nadal. Bogota: Editorial Reverté, 1980 
reprinted 1987. 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. Zoología: II: Cordados 
Translated, revised and updated by Jacinto Nadal. Bueona Aires: Editorial 
Reverté, 1980 reprinted 1987. 



 
 

 !"#$

1991 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. Zoología. Translated, 
revised and updated by Jacinto Nadal Puigdefábregas. Barcelona: Reverté, 1991. 

1992 

Parker, T. Jeffery. Textbook of Zoology. 2 vols. London: Macmillan Press. [unknown edition 
and no other author noted] 

2005 

Parker, T. Jeffery, William A Haswell, and Alan John Marshall. Zoología. Translated, 
revised and updated by Jacinto Nadal Puigdefábregas. Barcelona: Reverté, 1991 
reprinted 2005. 

2013 

Parker, T. Jeffery. Textbook of Zoology. 2 vols. Hard Press Ltd. [unknown edition and no 
other author noted, available via Canadian Amazon website] 

Parker, T. Jeffery. Manual of Zoology. Hard Press Ltd. [unknown edition and no other 
author noted, available via Canadian Amazon website] 

 



 
 

 !"#$

APPENDIX C 

List of works consulted during the production of Parker 

and Haswell’s A Textbook of Zoology. 

This bibliography has been compiled from known works that Parker and Haswell 

consulted and discussed during the course of their correspondence. In most instances the 

papers listed here were obviously those which were consulted, in some cases I have 

inferred that these were the papers referred to; inferences were based on the literature to 

which Parker had access. He drew heavily on the Quarterly Journal of Microscopical Science, 

and The Proceedings of the Zoological Society of London, complete runs of which are held in the 

University of Otago Library, most have been marked with the ‘Otago Institute’ stamp. I 

have not included, except where I came across them by chance, the works from which 

illustrations were borrowed. The editions of the monographs are specifically referred to 

in an appendix of P&H (A Textbook of Zoology by T.J. Parker and W.A. Haswell, 

Macmillan, 1897). 
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‘A dangerous visionary’? The lectures of the evolutionist TJ Parker. 

 

Education, information and entertainment: three qualities that marked a good exposition but 

which were difficult to keep balanced in equal measure, especially before the experienced 

listeners of late-nineteenth century audiences. The balance was particularly difficult for those 

lecturers who tackled evolution, a slippery concept open to misunderstanding, 

incomprehension and plain disbelief. Thomas Jeffery Parker (1850-1897) was one of the first 

generation of fully trained biologists for whom evolution was the fundamental guiding 

principle that gave meaning to their scientific studies. This paper investigates the efforts of 

Parker as he lectured on the subject to a variety of audiences. It explains his motivation and 

formative influences, in the context of other rational entertainment on offer in Dunedin but 

concentrates on his performance. Parker adjusted his performance according to the audience 

before him as he maintained a balance not only between education, information and 

entertainment, but also between the poor reputation of many ‘popular’ lectures and the serious 

nature of his didactic zoology.  

 

Parker, the first Professor of Biology at the University of Otago, stated his views on 

evolution in his inaugural professorial lecture: ‘with the publication of the Origin of Species, 

in 1859, a better day dawned for biology,’ he said. He delivered this lecture to a large 

audience assembled in the library at the opening session of the University in May 1881. He 

continued, ‘evolution has taken its legitimate place as the central doctrine of biology, … [and] 

with the doctrine of descent as a standpoint, problem after problem yields to patient 

investigation.’ 1  Parker spoke from personal experience: he patiently investigated ‘the 

anatomical and morphological problems … that zoology posed,’ as he phrased it.2 This 

inaugural lecture established Parker as an out-and-out evolutionist and he was absolutely 
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convinced of the truth of Darwin’s claims. He asserted ‘that there is now not a single 

naturalist of any repute, under the age of sixty, who is not also an evolutionist,’ and continued 

that ‘even among the non-scientific public, opinion has undergone a wonderful and rapid 

change. An evolutionist is no longer looked upon as a dangerous visionary.’ Fighting words. 

Some years earlier during 1876-1877, the Dunedin community had become deeply divided 

over the issues surrounding evolution and religious beliefs. Historian John Stenhouse has 

described how the local Young Men’s Christian Association ‘blew apart over evolution,’ but 

explains that the contributory factors of sectarianism, politics, personality, and ethnicity were 

as important in informing the debates as the supposed battle between science and religion. 

Well before Parker’s arrival in New Zealand the public debates culminated in a series, 

organized by the Otago Institute, which were well reported and discussed in the local 

newspapers.3  During the main part of his inaugural lecture Parker gave details of his 

approach to teaching the study of biology, his philosophy, and the methods that he was going 

to adopt—it was a virtual lesson plan. The whole lecture lasted for almost an hour and a half 

but the contentious short introduction took only about seven or eight minutes to deliver. In 

addition to those statements already quoted it contained more emphatic declarations: 

It would be superfluous, for me to make any attempt to repeat the arguments which go to 

show that the animals and plants living on the earth at any period of its history are the 

lineal descendants of those which existed during the preceding period, and that the origin 

of any living thing by direct creation is, in the first place, entirely unsupported by 

evidence, and, in the second place, unthinkable.4 

These bold statements from a newcomer to the colony produced a flurry of comment in the 

papers, both supportive and critical, but it is not my intention to analyze this here. Suffice to 

say, objections were concerned with the ‘cool manner in which some moot points were boldly 

presented’ suggesting it was the tone that Parker adopted which was upsetting rather than the 
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factual content. I aim to follow Parker’s lead when he said ‘something more than a bare 

statement of belief in evolution’ is required and will look at some examples of the way in 

which he used the podium to inform various lay audiences on the subject, placing it in the 

context of other rational scientific lectures being presented in Dunedin.5 

 

But first, who was this newly appointed professor of biology?  TJ Parker arrived in 

Dunedin in 1880 having spent eight years working in London as demonstrator for Thomas 

Henry Huxley (1825-1895) who is best known as ‘Darwin’s Bulldog’ and as a canvasser for 

scientific education. During this period Parker witnessed Huxley’s command of the platform. 

According to Parker, Huxley’s lectures ‘were luminously clear, … eloquent, … and lightened 

by occasional epigrams or flashes of caustic humour.’ Significantly, the young acolyte saw 

how carefully Huxley prepared material for each lecture: ‘he would prune and re-cast until 

somehow it came right, and word and phrase truly represented his meaning and tallied with 

fact.’ During Parker’s apprenticeship he learnt to give ‘as much thought and research to an 

audience of clerks and mechanics as he would have given to one composed of the most 

distinguished men of science.’6 Thoroughly imbued with Huxley’s methods of teaching and 

lecturing Parker set out to carve a niche for himself at the bottom of the world and to 

promulgate his evolutionary based biology.  

 

Huxley’s platform technique was second to none and in a lecture given to an audience of 

working men entitled A Piece of Chalk he was on good form. In this object lesson he spoke 

about the nature of the foraminiferan creatures whose remains formed the stick of chalk he 

used to draw upon the blackboard. He let ‘the chalk tell its own story;’ how the sediment was 

laid down under the sea; how the physical changes ‘from sea to land and from land to sea,’ 

were mirrored by similar changes in biological forms. And importantly how the Chalk 
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deposits of Europe were formed long before the evidence of man’s activities in strata above, 

long before the biblical evidence of the origin of Adam and Eve found in present-day riverine 

deposits of the Tigris and Euphrates. Stylistically the lecture comprised an introduction, a 

series of facts, a suggested explanation, and finally an invitation to the men to reach their own 

verdict: ‘Choose your own hypothesis: I have chosen mine,’ Huxley said.7 It was, as historian 

David Knight assesses, a masterpiece of edification without mystification.8 The evidence 

presented by Huxley has survived in published volumes that he edited—a significant after-life 

for his lectures. Some of Parker’s lectures also survive as edited essays in journals or as 

specially printed pamphlets. Mostly, however, more-or-less verbatim reports appeared in the 

colonial press and these formed part of the infrastructure of intellectual life, as Tony 

Ballantyne has suggested.9  Whilst newspaper coverage may have been more extensive than in 

Britain it would be a mistake to believe reports were always comprehensive. Parker warned, 

‘as a rule the reports are extremely meager … [and] … most of the discussions which occur 

… are just as well forgotten’—a typically self-effacing comment from Parker.10  The effort 

involved in the preparation of lectures, which may have taken up to ‘a fortnight’s labour’, 

showed that Parker and his confrères wanted to preserve them in printed form.11 None of the 

printed sources, however, can tell us much about the impact that the performance had upon 

the audience. The sights and sensations are obviously not captured on the static page.  

 

Parker’s time was split equally between teaching duties at the University and curatorial 

duties at the Otago University Museum. He took both responsibilities seriously, which left 

him little time to prepare and deliver many lectures. However, like his mentor, he made each 

one count. Some were clearly concerned with evolution: the inaugural professorial lecture 

discussed above stated his evolutionary views; one entitled On the Ancestry of Birds & 

Reptiles, [1881] given to the University Debating Society; and one on Charles Darwin which 
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he gave to commemorate Darwin’s life in 1882 overtly dealt with evolution. 12  Others that 

Parker gave are not so obviously connected to evolution; Fermentation & Putrefaction [1882] 

for the Otago Institute, Bacteria [1884] for the Oamaru Athenaeum & Mechanic’s Institute 

Library Fund, Octopus [1885] for both the Wesleyan Literary & Debating Society, and the 

Congregational Mutual Improvement Society, and Peculiarities in Form and Colour in 

Animals [1895] for the Dunedin Field Naturalists’ Club, itself a modified version of Colour in 

Animals: A Study in Evolution [1891] that he gave in aid of the building fund of the Technical 

Classes Association.13  The last allowed him to consider Darwin’s thesis, from The Descent of 

Man (1871), of the roles that differing male and female forms played in the choice of mate 

and the pressure of sexual selection as a force for evolution.14  

 

Dunedin audiences were assured that Parker knew his subject because he was appointed 

professor with appropriate and tested credentials. Moreover he claimed as much himself: 

‘great changes have taken place, … in biology, of which science alone I am competent to 

speak.’15 But the authority with which Parker spoke on evolutionary matters also came from 

an established track record of scientific papers, published both in New Zealand- and London-

based scientific journals, which was the result of patient first-hand practical investigations. In 

1888, overseas acknowledgement of his achievements came with his election as Fellow to the 

Royal Society, for work carried out ‘amongst a strange fauna.’16 Local pride knows few 

boundaries and Parker’s knowledge was appreciated in the colony. One teacher observed at 

the time of his death that ‘Parker was one of the most prominent biologists in the Empire,’ 

whilst another local reviewer noted on an earlier occasion: ‘it is very pleasing to us, and, we 

feel sure, to the public of Otago, to see that the scientific labours of one of our professors is 

appreciated at Home.’17 His serious approach to his chosen specialized field of study and to 

the platform was obvious to all. 
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The influence of Huxley on Parker’s choice of subjects should not be underestimated and 

in his lecture On the Ancestry of Birds & Reptiles [1881] he made frequent references to 

Huxley’s work with the two groups, declaring that ‘birds were the more highly developed of 

the two, and were descended from the inferior family of reptiles.’18  Huxley had delivered a 

course of six lectures to working men in March 1876 on The Origin of Vertebrates, the fifth 

of which dealt with the relationship between reptiles and birds; these were published in 

Nature the weekly magazine of science and were available to Parker. As evidence for the 

relationship between birds and reptiles both men cited the fossil Archaeopteryx that possessed 

both reptilian skeletal features and bird-like feathers in the one specimen.19 To conclude his 

lecture Parker maintained ‘people were not bound to accept the doctrine of Evolution. … they 

were perfectly justified in not making up their minds … [but they] should make some study of 

the evidence before deciding.’20 This rhetorical flourish was similar to Huxley’s exhortation in 

his A Piece of Chalk lecture for the audience to ‘choose their own hypothesis,’ if not quite so 

direct an appeal.  However, they could not have studied the evidence provided by 

Archaeopteryx for themselves as Parker did not acquire a cast of the fossil for the Museum 

until 1885, a few years after his lecture.21  In the words of one eyewitness Parker’s conclusion 

was ‘an emphatic declaration that unless science is wrong then the doctrine of evolution must 

be true.’ However, this same member of the audience was left perplexed by the technicalities 

of the ‘jaw-breaking name’, but saw clearly enough that Parker’s teaching of evolution was 

‘to be guarded against’ as he feared ‘people will not send their sons to a place where will be 

instilled into them notions calculated to subvert their views of Christianity.’22 As with 

Parker’s inaugural lecture the subject of evolution was a tricky one to lecture on in Dunedin. 
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It is worthwhile at this point to consider the notion of popular science. Old diffusionist 

models, in which a watered down version of science was handed down to audiences in a sort 

of pre-digested easily assimilated manner, have been thrown out of the window. Historian 

Bernard Lightman’s pioneering studies have examined the plethora of nineteenth century 

figures that made a living from public lectures or from popular writing.23 Lightman has given 

a voice to people from outside the intellectual elite and shown that the tangled meanings of 

spectacle, showmanship, improvement, amusement and authorship were all integral to the 

complexities of popular science. The second half of the century witnessed an extraordinary 

blossoming of popular publications about the natural world and their authors covered a wide 

range of people including suffragettes, spiritualists, vicars, secularists, and celebrated 

discoverers.  Moving away from print culture, studies by historian Iwan Morus on the 

performance and theatre of physics and electricity shows, and their demonstrations at the 

Royal Polytechnic Institution, has put the culture of scientific display in a central position. 

But the study of performance and platform culture is, for the historian of science, a relatively 

new sub-field. Furthermore, Morus suggests that if we want to thoroughly understand the role 

of nineteenth century science, we need to pay close attention to the boundaries between 

producers and consumers of science.24 Parker’s performance as a lecturer sat exactly at such a 

boundary: he was both a producer of zoological knowledge and consumer of scientific 

subjects less familiar to him like astronomy.  

 

Parker emulated Huxley but his command of the lectern was no match. One of Parker’s 

obituarists wrote ‘his delivery militated against the effectiveness of his speaking.’25 Similarly, 

a reporter noted that Parker  ‘has a pleasant voice, if rather low, but he has a peculiar habit 

now and again, in reading, of appearing to come to the end of a sentence too soon, thus 

finishing up with a jerk.’26  Parker was not alone in struggling with performance. Few of the 
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vast numbers of ephemeral speakers were natural performers and even famous men like 

Thomas Carlyle, Matthew Arnold, and William Morris all overcame nerves leading historian 

Martin Hewitt to conclude that audiences found substance to be more important than style.27 

The lucidity of thought and sense of humour which Parker so admired in the lectures of his 

mentor shone through in his own, driving at least one observer to comment ‘Professor Parker 

is no unworthy disciple of his great master, Huxley.’28 We can also suppose that like Huxley 

‘tricks of oratory were carefully avoided.’29 Although not a natural performer, Parker was 

undeterred and whilst he ‘was not a man who came prominently forward in colonial life’ his 

popular informative lectures were an essential part of his identity as a teacher and producer of 

scientific knowledge.30 With the evolutionary cause to promulgate he overcame a natural 

shyness, even diffidence, and performed on the platform. Parker’s performances satisfied 

local audiences on the merits of ‘this delightful method of acquiring knowledge.’31  This 

comment speaks to Parker’s skilled use of packaging information in an entertaining fashion. 

 

There is no direct evidence to indicate how the audiences for Parker’s lectures were 

usually constituted. But ‘there are few things harder, at least in Dunedin, than to get up a large 

or enthusiastic public meeting’ noted one reporter, although it could be done.32  In the case of 

traveling star performers like Richard Proctor, discussed below, lectures could be sizeable 

events. ‘The 2,000 strong audiences that flocked to Garrison Hall,’ were ‘drawn from all 

classes of society’ and in a dose of local pride the reporter noted Proctor’s audiences were 

‘thoroughly representative of the culture and intelligence of the city.’33 Few lecturers could 

command such numbers, ‘only a small fraction of the population will go forth to meetings … 

they will not attend a lecture simply because the subject is important, and the lecturer a 

worthy man’ wrote one reviewer.34 And yet, clearly there was an appetite for scientific 

rational entertainment in Dunedin especially if audiences ‘have some special motive 
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presented to them [and] their feelings roused.’35 Shortly after Parker’s inaugural lecture, for 

instance, a local butcher Albert Dornwell produced an advertisement in the Otago Daily 

Times, which read: 

Professor Parker as an ‘evolutionist’ must also be ‘a progressive man, and as such he 

should depart from the old idea of allowing only a limited number of students to 

participate in his learning, but put the results of his investigations in popular form, and 

allow the citizens of Dunedin to “imbibe” at lectures delivered monthly during the 

long winter evenings. This would make “shop-keeping” much more pleasant than it is 

at present. Nowhere do you get such value for money as at A. Dornwell’s.36  

Quite how attendance at a popular scientific lecture would make shop keeping a pleasanter 

experience remains a mystery, though Dornwell’s ‘funny advertisements’ were a well-known 

feature of the Otago Daily Times.37 However, the links Dornwell made between Parker and 

evolution, and his plea for an egalitarian approach to learning and self-improvement, are a 

mixture worthy of Dornwell’s sausages for which he was famous in Dunedin.   

 

In the second half of the nineteenth century it was possible to make a good living from 

lecturing although there is now mounting evidence that, in Britain at least, interest in science 

shows waned as the century wore on particularly if showy experiments were not 

forthcoming.38 In Dunedin interest in visiting lecturers could be stimulated by advertising and 

not all of the rational entertainment on offer had a didactic function. The ‘much travelled’ 

impresario Richard S. Smythe (d.1917) took ‘under his protecting wing’ a range of touring 

entertainers.39 Thus Dunedin played host to several famous people who included the city on 

their Australasian tours, amongst them Mark Twain, Annie Besant the social reformer and 

theosophist, and renowned journalist George Sala.  Sala, ‘the disagreeably overpuffed’ 

journalist, provided two-hours of ‘gossipy talk about Russia’ at the Lyceum, which was 
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sufficiently entertaining that the Otago Witness columnist Civis was able to ‘forget that, 

physically, you are cabinned, cribbed, confined, and to say this is to give the lecturer very 

high praise.’40  The audiences for Mark Twain’s two performances at the Dunedin City Hall in 

1895 included many people ‘whom one seldom sees at any entertainment, and only at 

lectures’ implying that the two realms held different appeal for different audiences.41 But to 

Smythe the boundaries between various forms of spoken entertainment were porous so long 

as his performers were top-ranking, clearly spoken and experienced orators—it was a 

profitable business. On stage for two hours Twain recounted ‘story after story … in his own 

peculiar and original manner … which was very mirth-provoking’. This performance, as 

English scholar Randall Knoper argues, entailed a great deal of rehearsal and preparation on 

Twain’s part so that ‘acting naturally’ became a ‘confusion of masks and faces, posturings 

and unveilings.’42 So, like Huxley, Twain’s time spent in the preparation of performance was 

all-important.  Contemporary reports of Twain’s entertainment merely record that he told ‘his 

stories in a matter-of-fact way as if utterly unconscious of their drollery,’ and noted that he 

was a raconteur rather than a lecturer. 43 As historian Martin Hewitt notes, it was the 

combinations of performance and text, and ideas and event which had the greatest impact on 

audiences. 44  In other words, substance mattered more than style, and this held local 

performers in good stead.  

 

Amongst the top-ranked scientific performers was the super-star Richard A. Proctor 

(1837-1888), a British astronomer, who visited Dunedin in October 1880, his arrival delayed 

because of his success in Sydney.45  The tour, also organized by Smythe, was Proctor’s 

swansong; after sixteen years on the road he announced his retirement from public lecturing at 

the end of his New Zealand tour.  In Dunedin Proctor’s promotion included careful editorial 

pieces that extolled his career which were culled from contemporary biographical dictionaries 
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of eminent people like Men of the Time. This ensured that Proctor commanded large 

audiences and filled the largest hall in the colony, Garrison Hall in Dowling Street, to 

capacity.46 Audience numbers swelled because ‘some annual religious and social gatherings, 

and some private parties’ were postponed in the city including the monthly meeting of the 

Otago Institute whose members were amongst the ‘science hungry’ part of the population.47 

Proctor held substantial scientific credentials contributing some 83 technical papers to the 

monthly notices of the Royal Astronomical Society on his original scientific work related to 

Venus and Mars. But he was best known as an author of articles for scientific periodicals 

aimed at a wide audience, which included the Popular Science Review and Scientific 

American amongst others.48 On his return to London he founded, edited, and wrote many of 

the articles for the science journal Knowledge which he set up in competition to the weekly 

Nature in an attempt, explains Lightman, to ‘question the role and dominance’ of a scientific 

elite.49  In the introduction to the first issue he eschewed the technical and formal tones of 

Nature and stated his views on popular writing:  

Discoveries and inventions communicated to scientific societies at home and abroad 

will not be presented until they have been translated from technical language which to 

the general reader is mere jargon. 50 

He had learnt from bitter experience how to engage with an audience whether on the platform 

or with the written word. He was a prolific author and most of his better-known works like, 

Half-hours with the Telescope (1866) and Other Worlds than Ours (1870), were available at 

booksellers throughout New Zealand.51 In Dunedin Proctor’s standard series of eight lectures 

was reduced to four; they comprised a factual exposition of the origin of the earth, moon, sun 

and stars. But as the local columnist Civis pointed out ‘you may read everywhere between the 

lines the pestilent word Evolution. Mr Proctor carefully avoids uttering that word—

forewarned, possibly, by the astute and politic Smythe, whose trade is to know the little 
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weaknesses of his public.’52  Proctor denied the charge: ‘Mr Smythe has never in any way 

suggested either what I should say or what I should refrain from in matters scientific.’ But he 

did admit he had been careful to talk about the ‘growth of worlds’ though made no secret of 

the fact that he was a believer in evolution.53   Proctor had clear aims for his series of lectures 

and clear notions of how to approach his audience: ‘the general public do not want science 

presented to them as if they were of intelligence inferior to their teacher’s,’ he wrote, nor 

could they be expected to ‘take an interest in statements conceived in abstruse or technical 

terms.’54  For men like Proctor, the skills of lecturing were honed by writing and on the 

platform by repetition and practice.  

  

Self-promotion of lecture tours was an altogether trickier affair and it was easy to 

misjudge an audience. William Denton (1823-1883), a British-born American geologist, 

arrived in Dunedin in 1882 to deliver a series of six lectures entitled The Story of the Earth. 

The son of working-class methodists from Durham, England, Denton’s oratorical career 

began at age sixteen on temperance issues. Whilst apprenticed to a machinist, he attended the 

local mechanic’s institute and read widely on geology. He moved to America and held a 

series of jobs, including spells as editor of radical newspapers in Cincinnati, and Dayton, 

Ohio, and later as a teacher of geology at Wellesley College, Massachusetts. 55  His 

idiosyncratic views bore little resemblance to his upbringing; they were a peculiar blend that 

married psychometry and spiritualism with geology where, according to his hagiographic 

biographer, ‘the unseen is more real than the seen, and consequently more enduring.’56 A 

prolific author, he wrote several popular works of which the most famous were Our Planet: 

Its Past and Future (1868), The Irreconcilable Records: or, Genesis and Geology (1872), and 

three volumes entitled The Soul of Things (1863). In this last he related how his wife, 

Elizabeth, visited foreign planets whilst he mentally connected with rocks and fossils to 
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investigate life in the Carboniferous era some three hundred million years ago.57 His main 

scientific claim to fame was the discovery of fossilized animals in the La Brea tar pits in Los 

Angeles.58 The Dunedin public, it seemed, were unaware of either the spiritualist or the 

temperance elements in his background. They ‘looked forward with confidence to an 

intellectual treat …[from one] whose name has been long associated with the study of this 

most popular science [of geology].’59  The series of six lectures began well but as it 

progressed so too did his rhetoric and correspondents to the local paper complained that they 

wanted hard facts not unsupported wild assertions.60 In his last lecture he wandered off topic 

and denounced the evils of tea, coffee, tobacco and grog—which did not go down well with 

his critics. Denton’s rant cost him his status as an authoritative speaker on geology, despite 

his popularity as an author on the subject. 

 

Credibility and authority are fragile attributes which historian Graeme Gooday observes 

are performative qualities where the audience is judge and jury of both occasion and 

speaker.61  The contrast between the reception of Proctor’s and Denton’s lecture series 

provides evidence for historian Iwan Morus’s claim that what constituted science for 

nineteenth century audiences depended largely on who they trusted to deliver the intellectual 

goods.62  Denton’s experienced performance did not rely solely on ‘the many graphically 

painted word-sketches’ which he delivered after an ‘unassuming abruptness’ at the beginning 

followed by an ‘impassioned style’ as he warmed up, but also on illustrations.63  The text-

heavy advertisements described how the event would be ‘illustrated by Hundreds of 

Magnificent Paintings and Photographs, illuminated by the Oxy-hydrogen Light, forming a 

Grand Panorama of Creation.’64 According his son, Sherman, who later wrote an account of 

the trip, the visual aids were more than adequate: 
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We had a stereopticon, and after the lecture was delivered, illustrations were shown 

and explained. We used Middleton’s lanterns [which] threw upon the screen a fifteen-

foot picture of startling clearness and brilliance … we made friends, and enemies too, 

… Father’s lectures were only popular with the liberal classes, the bigoted know-it-alls 

doing their best to keep people from turning out.65   

Denton had, during the course of his life behind the podium, encountered many critics who 

seemed not to bother him: ‘let orthodox zealots defame — their bitter breath cannot hurt 

Denton’ claimed his biographer. Nevertheless without a tour manager to promote Denton’s 

credentials, or to inform him about the characteristics of local audiences, he ran into trouble.   

 

With or without adequate promotion, visits by touring lecturers were a noteworthy event 

in Dunedin. For most of the time local audiences perforce relied on local talent for their 

rational entertainment. The University was an obvious source of expertise and some 

professors were more willing, or more able, to provide popular lectures outside their 

proscribed teaching duties. When the Honorary Secretary of the Oamaru Athenaeum and 

Mechanic’s Institute wrote in January 1884 to the five professors asking ‘if they would kindly 

oblige by delivering a lecture during this coming month,’ only Parker replied quickly. He 

chose Bacteria for his subject, which was duly advertised. A local correspondent drummed up 

support for what he clearly thought an obscure topic and wrote ‘as the subject is probably new 

to some of our inhabitants, … we ought to know more about their origin, the conditions under 

which they exist, the effects of their elaborations, and how to avoid them.’66 Evidently this 

drum beating helped, as ‘the audience was a fairly numerous one, considering the prevalence 

of the absurd assumption that lectures on scientific subjects are necessarily dry and 

uninteresting.’67  But why did Parker choose Bacteria? The simple answer was, it was one he 

had prepared earlier. Parker had delivered a series of three on Fermentation and Putrefaction 
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[1882] as part of the Otago Institute’s campaign to present popular lectures and it was a 

simple matter to shorten the material to one presentation.68  Reading the published transcript 

of the Oamaru version, it becomes obvious why he chose bacteria; it allowed him to talk 

about spontaneous generation. The essential question Parker posed was:  

How do bacteria find their way into fluids [formed by putrefaction or fermentation]? ... 

Did they exist already, were they carried there, or were they created anew? The study of 

these like every other biological enquiry brings us face to face with the question—what 

was the origin of these things? Creation or Evolution?69   

 

Of course to Parker the answer was obvious—there was no spontaneous generation. As 

we have seen from the statements in his inaugural lecture he advised that direct creation was 

unthinkable. For evidence he cited findings made by Louis Pasteur and John Tyndall (1820-

1893). Tyndall, the physicist and friend of Huxley, had made a series of experiments during 

1871-2 in which he showed that liquids kept in what he called optically pure air (i.e., cleansed 

of ‘germs’ or floating particulate matter) were incapable of developing bacterial life, but that 

those same liquids exposed to ordinary air soon swarmed with bacteria.70 Parker’s lecture 

summarized the current state of knowledge about bacteria and the experimental steps taken by 

Tyndall to prove there was no such thing as spontaneous generation. Parker’s exposition 

included a variety of stage props which replicated Tyndall’s experiments, including a number 

of sealed tubes and flasks which contained infusions of hay, turnip, mutton and fish and 

which had remained unspoilt from bacterial putrefaction for two years or more.  Parker had 

set up these replica experiments using a specialized piece of apparatus—the Tyndall 

Chamber—in May 1882 to demonstrate the research to his university students. But in Oamaru 

he used them to demonstrate to an altogether different audience.  This foresight showed the 

depth of Parker’s preparedness before delivery of a lecture was equally a match for either 
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Huxley, or Twain. Parker simplified and downscaled Tyndall’s research-based experiments 

and produced a lecture in which the methodological proofs and underlying principles of the 

science of generation were clearly explained step-by-step to a lay audience. It is unclear 

whether Parker took the Tyndall Chamber to Oamaru; certainly its products were and the 

material evidence Parker presented supported the evolutionary concepts he imparted. Iconic 

instruments and apparatus used to demonstrate concepts in lectures were, according to 

historian Peter Heering, part of the claim for the precision of science and technology. Further, 

he suggests that the process of simplification focused attention on the performance with the 

instrument, or in Parker’s case stage props, rather than solely on the instrument.71 Aware 

probably, that he had pushed the tolerance of his lay audience far enough into the realms of a 

‘dry and uninteresting’ topic, Parker took pity and put his subject into perspective with a 

further exposition on the practical benefits of the study of bacteria.  The utilitarian aspects of 

the subject, he explained, ‘apparently so remote from all direct human interest, have begun 

what promises to be a complete revolution in the Science of Medicine.’72   

 

Locally Professor James Gow Black (1835-1914), a chemist at the University of Otago, 

was a consummate ‘prodigious’ performer whose demonstrations sometimes ‘appeared 

magical.’73  His talents were in high demand and he made several lecturing tours to the 

goldfields, including townships like Lawrence and Alexandra, where he established 

educational classes geared to the needs of miners.74 Black’s goldfield lectures had a specific 

and utilitarian purpose, to help exploit colonial resources. Black’s success was due in part to 

the ‘practical nature’ of his demonstrations, tests, assays, and analyses of likely gold bearing 

rocks.75 But in part, Black’s theoretical explanations on the formation of reef-gold and gold-

bearing quartz veins provided information to practical miners that was like the very gold 
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nuggets they sought and they listened attentively.76  Black’s series of lectures were immensely 

popular and back in Dunedin the columnist Civis wrote this verse: 

I have carted to the diggings tons of useful information, 

I have set the miner all agog for higher educations. 

In my popular science lectures I analyse his foods and drinks; 

And I titillate his nostrils with the most suggestive fumes and stinks.77 

Black had the advantage over Parker, not just in the delivery, but also because demonstrating 

chemistry with its inherent stinks and bangs was a more entertaining spectacle than using 

either static diagrams or wallcharts, or the inert stuffed or bottled specimens that Parker took 

with him to his lectures. Black received wide recognition for his role in technical education; 

he taught university students during term-time, miners on the goldfields over summer, and on 

Saturday mornings in winter months, teachers who ‘crowded attendance from all parts of the 

country, several having to stand in the laboratory and lobby for want of room.’78  

 

Like Professor Black, Parker’s primary focus was on teaching university students but in 

contrast to the chemist Parker viewed much of popular science lecturing as worthless 

substitutes for real learning.79 At the conclusion of a lecture he gave on The Octopus [1885] 

he said ‘he must impress upon his hearers that they had not, in listening to his lecture, learnt 

anything about the octopus, but only about a few more or less badly-drawn diagrams,’ and a 

glass model.80  His caustic humour showed through here; he was poking fun at himself but 

pressed his more serious point home, ‘there was something positively distressing in the cant 

talked sometimes about popular lectures. ... [Their] important function … was not to teach. 

They served to remove prejudice, and to create an interest in different subjects.’81  Warming 

to his contemptuous theme on ‘cant’ and current pet phrases, Parker stated that popular 

lectures had as much to do with teaching as ‘torch-lights, tambourines, and red jackets with 



 

 292 

the work of the Salvation Army; or, if he might be allowed to say so, as tea meetings had to 

do with the work of the Church.’ Surprisingly, these comments went unremarked. It was, 

however, common for late-nineteenth century scientific practitioners to denigrate popular 

science. HG Wells, another of Huxley’s students, had no doubt that the worst examples came 

from practitioners themselves. They talked down to their audiences, he complained, using 

vague terminology that was difficult to follow. Wells had little time for ‘inaccurate facts’ 

written in the ‘dialect of their science’ instead of the language of readers, or audience.82 

Parker gave his octopus lecture on more than one occasion. It was based on his own 

researches into the dimorphic forms of male and female octopuses, an opportunity that 

presented itself when the nine-foot creature was caught in Otago Harbour.83  Parker tried hard 

to remove the prejudice accorded to octopuses and thought that his time ‘had not been wasted 

if he had shown [the audience] that even in the ugly octopus there was something beautiful 

and something of interest to every human being.’84 With these educational and informational 

aims he was in tune with other members of Dunedin’s educated elite—the men of the Otago 

Institute.  

 

Council members of the Otago Institute which included Parker, however, worried about 

the lack of support ‘from the educated section of the community which its objects merit’ and 

sought to ‘stir up a more general interest in its work.’85  Although they were naturally 

concerned to attract and retain membership, the pressing problems of technical education for 

those who were not scholastically minded occupied the full attention of the councilors and 

unusually they devoted a whole monthly meeting to the topic.86 The Otago Institute produced 

several series of popular lectures to ‘induce people to study science, for themselves,’ amongst 

them Parker’s series on Fermentation and Putrefaction [1882] but the effort could not be 

sustained.87  Although they were advertised as popular, it is clear from the minutes that they 
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were regarded as short academic courses ‘of not less than two and no more than six lectures,’ 

and each lecturer was ‘requested to prepare … a syllabus … after the form adopted by the 

Cambridge University Extension.’88  The council took their self-imposed educational role 

seriously but indifference amongst the targeted adolescents coupled with the inability of 

lecturers to find time to prepare and fulfill their promises meant the courses only lasted for a 

few years.89  It is worth noting that the lecture series on Botanical Evolution which was given 

by George Malcolm Thomson FLS (1848-1933), the local high school science teacher, and 

which covered ‘the doctrine of evolution as applied to plants’ in the first lecture, ‘structural 

modifications of leaves and stems: parasitism’ in the second, and, ‘evolution of flowers’ in 

the third, elicited no comment in the local papers.  Of course, the evolution of plants was not a 

contentious issue as no links could be made to their origins and the ancestry of humans. The 

council members of the Otago Institute wanted the study of science to be as much of an 

egalitarian process as possible and their practice of papers ‘taken as read’ or ‘laid on the table’ 

during their meetings was one method of achieving this beyond the popular lecture. This 

practice saved non-specialists the tedium of listening to papers where their interest was only 

general. Even amongst Parker’s peer group of educated men the tolerance of, and audience 

for, specialized science (or other erudite discourse) was limited. ‘Let the Otago Institute 

summon the public to its subterranean audience-chamber to hear a course of lectures, and 

happy is he who can command thirty persons’ wrote a critic in the New Zealand 

Presbyterian.90  In any case, it must be remembered that members of the Institute held a wide 

variety of expertise, from ‘those who only taking a casual interest in scientific discussions, 

look chiefly to the results; while, at the same time, there are present professional specialists in 

almost every branch of knowledge.’91 The variety of papers laid on the table in this way were 

‘of a technical nature,’ that included descriptions of new species, or new-found occurrences of 
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existing species, and were the kind of ‘inventory science’ which had its origins in the desire to 

produce catalogues of the world’s animal and plants.92  

 

The last major occasion on which Parker took the platform, and for which we have a 

detailed written report, was as the outgoing president of the Otago Institute. On this occasion 

his evolutionary views were tempered with more political purposes. He raised awareness over 

‘the urgent need for adequate protection of native birds, … to the advisability of establishing 

a Fisheries Board for the Colony’ and associated marine laboratory. He also publicly 

bemoaned the fact of scientific isolation, which he hoped would be partly solved by the 

establishment of the Australasian Association for the Advancement of Science. Parker 

finished with a round-up of the current state of biology; he explained recent advances in 

knowledge of the tuatara’s ‘third,’ or ‘pineal eye’ and made reference to ‘the minute structure 

of cells and nuclei’ which he labeled ‘a new department of molecular biology’. His final 

words ‘biology is daily becoming at once more exact and more philosophical’ revealed a deep 

awareness of disciplinary shifts and boundaries.93 From this it is easy to surmise that he was 

aware that his own approach to the ‘anatomical and morphological problems … that zoology 

[and evolution] posed’ was giving way to a modern approach focused on the mechanisms of 

inheritance.94 The Otago Daily Times wrote a by-and-large favourable critique of the lecture 

‘Professor Parker’s address is pleasant reading, if only because it is that of a man who is 

evidently devoted to the pursuit of science for itself, and entirely free from the cant of the 

popular lecturer.’ This would surely have pleased Parker as it neatly summarized his 

philosophy and brought him full circle back to his mentor, Huxley. Local pride in a professor 

who more than held his own on the world’s stage was obvious, but the critic ‘resented the 

note of scientific isolation which Professor Parker struck so frequently.’95 This last comment 

reflected the gulf of misunderstanding on the part of the newspaper (and lay audiences) of the 
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needs of specialist scientific men to talk with like-minded peers. The cultural inclusion of 

scientific matters did not compensate for the rigour of informed intellectual discourse. Only a 

tiny handful of men were able to pursue a scientific career in the colony and hence come into 

easy social contact where their ideas could be pushed or tested. Even amongst the 

scientifically trained (mostly medical) men, the taste for and interest in detailed anatomical 

findings was limited. Culturally speaking however, like elsewhere in the Anglophone world, 

Parker and university men like him were an important part of the intellectual life of their town 

or city.96 

 

Whenever Parker lectured on contentious evolutionary issues, or on straightforward 

biological matters, the substance he imparted was worthy of comment. Parker’s performances 

enriched Dunedin’s vibrant platform culture and he produced educational information in an 

entertaining fashion. On the podium he encompassed rhetorical strategies learnt from close 

observation of Huxley, and was not above borrowing his mentor’s content. In common with 

other nineteenth century lecturers, he demonstrated his science using stage props adapted 

from either his own research or from iconic experiments, but his lucidity of thought and 

expression was entirely his own. With Parker, Dunedin audiences were assured of an 

authoritative and entertaining treatment of what could have been dry and uninspiring 

subject—something that could not be guaranteed with visiting lecturers. With a delivery that 

left a lot to be desired, a sometimes perverse choice of arcane subject matter and without star 

quality to attract audiences, he nonetheless adjusted his expositions to fit the audience. 

Fortunately his sense of humour shone through the otherwise worthy nature of his discourse. 
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Whale Tales 

 

A skeleton of a whale has been hanging from specially designed and built iron girders 

in the Otago Museum for nearly 130 years. It has not moved from its original 

position, all dusting cleaning and other maintenance has been carried out in situ since 

1884, whilst other zoological specimens have moved between displays to laboratories 

and storage-rooms. During a major refurbishment in 1973 the original three floors of 

the museum were floor-boarded in and the whale became the centrepiece of a 

permanent maritime-themed gallery. The implied connections between the whale (and 

whaling), and, the fifty model ships, flags, and ship’s bells, which now surround it are 

left to the visitor to interpret. Contextual meanings of the skeleton may have changed 

since its installation but the bones themselves have remained static.  

 

When zoology was the dominant science in the late-nineteenth century each 

museum wanted its own draw-card. Large specimens fitted the bill and in New 

Zealand whales were an obvious choice. In 1877 the Otago Museum opened in a 

newly built neo-classical building. The Otago Witness reported that the first sight 

greeting visitors was a ‘skeleton of a huge whale, and in close proximity the skeletons 

of moas and other large struthious birds, and the skeleton of a giraffe.’1  Five years 

later, in 1882, the Dunedin correspondent of the Tuapeka Times noted that there had 

been many improvements but that the curator, Professor Parker, had a ‘mania for 

skeletons, … [and] has procured some splendid and interesting specimens of birds and 

fish.’2  It was a natural instinct for Parker, a renowned zoologist, to indulge his 

apparent mania and when the opportunity arose to acquire a second whale he did not 

hesitate—it was the ultimate icon.  

  

Captain William Jackson Barry, a noted ‘colonial character’, brought the whale to 

Dunedin on a cart. Barry arrived in Sydney as a child convict aged 10 about 1829. 

The first two hundred pages of his autobiography are taken up with an account of his 

adventures. He was bailed up by Australian bushrangers, speared by Malays, attacked 

by cholera in Calcutta and afterward by delirium tremens, and, was shipwrecked 

about twice a year on average.3  Then he went whaling. The tales continued, with 

more embellishment on each telling. On one occasion he was sent heavenward by a 



 2 

blow from the tail of a whale and on another was taken underwater after becoming 

entangled with a harpoon rope.4 He supposedly rode on the back of a whale for 

several hours, or days, and/or round the whole of New Zealand. During the early 

1880s, he established himself as a lecturer travelling throughout New Zealand.5  His 

lectures were highly entertaining and people flocked to hear his Munchausen tales. 

His exaggerations were matched by newspaper reports and those from Oamaru and 

Timaru detailed the numbers of eggs thrown, where they landed on the speaker and 

how long the mess took to reach the floor with a satisfying splat.6 His reception in 

Dunedin, however, was more reserved as there were not so many larrikins in the 

audience.7 

 

Whilst in Nelson he bought the remains of a whale that had beached itself on the 

Sands in May 1883. He had it de-fleshed and the bones cleaned. Although we are not 

told how this was achieved it would have taken some time, probably at least a couple 

of weeks. Once cleaned Captain Barry exhibited the skeleton at a store in Nelson 

before carting it off, on show, to various towns ending up in Dunedin. By June 1883, 

he had set up the whale at a warehouse in St Andrew Street jointing its bones 

together, it was noted, ‘as only an old whaler knows how.’8  It was widely reported 

that he held a dinner party for ‘a number of ladies and gentlemen … in the jaws of the 

monster whale.’9 It remained on display during June and July where it attracted ‘a 

considerable number of people, who all expressed astonishment at the dimensions.’ 10 

But by the middle of August a one sentence newspaper report records ‘Captain Barry 

has disposed of his whale skeleton to the Otago Museum.’11 And so, Captain Barry’s 

whale became Professor Parker’s whale.  

 

In October 1883 the Otago Witness noted that Professor Parker read a paper to the 

Otago Institute on the skeleton of a whale now being mounted in the Museum. By 

association with the educated members of the Institute the whale became a sober 

means of edification rather than a prop for entertainment value alone.  But who was 

this man that bestowed the whale with such gravitas? Thomas Jeffery Parker born in 

1850 was the first professor of biology in the University of Otago, a position he held 

concurrently with that of Curator of the Otago University Museum. He arrived in 

Dunedin in 1880 from London where he had spent eight years teaching in Thomas 
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Henry Huxley’s (1825-1895) biological laboratory. Huxley is best known as 

‘Darwin’s Bulldog’, as a scientific educator and as canvasser for a growing corps of 

younger men, like Parker, who made their living from scientific work.   

 

Parker was clearly impressed with the whale skeleton and wrote to his friend and 

counterpart, Julius von Haast (1822-1887), in Christchurch:  

It is in very good condition except that a portion of caudal vertebrae were 

thrown away with the flukes and many of the phalanges are lost. … The 

baleen is in beautiful condition, & the skeleton altogether will be a very fine 

one. It is to be slung from iron girders supported by the columns. 

What size is your specimen? Mine is 54ft 6ins.12  

Measurement was an important observational and empirical approach that 

characterized zoology at the time. As historian Lorraine Daston has explained this 

was part of the process of the collective nature of scientific endeavour.13  In common 

with other scientific workers Parker established a persona of disinterested objective 

observer with the paper he wrote for the Transactions and Proceedings of the New 

Zealand Institute. Here his account is at variance from the reports of Barry’s jointing 

of the bones ‘as only a whaler knows how.’ Parker recorded that the bones were only 

‘roughly set up’: 

Captain Barry … unfortunately was not sufficiently aware of the value of a 

complete whale’s skeleton to give the proper amount of care to the smaller 

bones. The eight posterior caudal vertebrae were thrown away with the 

“flukes;” the anterior epiphysis of the fifth cervical vertebra is missing; many 

of the phalanges and some of the carpals are lost and no trace of either pelvic 

bone reached Dunedin.14   

The paper is full of close and careful observations written in what HG Wells, one of 

Huxley’s biology students, called the ‘dialect of science.’15 Thus, the hanging whale 

in the museum became a site of knowledge production, which was a world away from 

hosting a dinner party in its jaws.  And yet, Parker’s published account hides his 

anxieties and angst. In a letter to William Henry Flower (1831-199), the director of 

the Natural History Museum in London, he wrote:  

I send with this a photograph of the Museum showing a skeleton of 

Balaenoptera I had put up some time ago. I feel a little uncomfortable about 
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the (artificial) pelvic bones, which are modelled from a figure of Haast’s. 

Ought they to be reversed!16   

Flower had a specialist interest in cetaceans and about a quarter of his published work 

was on the group.  Parker compared his whale carefully with Flower’s accounts and 

despite differences in the sternum, which Parker thought could be due to individual 

variation, came to the conclusion it was a young specimen of a blue whale. But he 

agreed with Flower that more research on whales, particularly on living creatures was 

needed to establish the links between northern and southern hemisphere species.  

 

The members of the public who came to see Professor Parker’s whale almost 

certainly included some of those who had gone to see Captain Barry’s whale. But to 

Parker the public was a secondary concern. His main target were his students, both 

those studying zoology and those studying medicine for whom a course in 

comparative animal anatomy was compulsory. So access to the bones served the 

purpose better than stuffed specimens. Even if the whole whale carcass had been 

available to make a taxidermic specimen, it would have proved particularly difficult. 

Whale skin could not be preserved like other mammalian skins. Parker phrased it, as 

usual in biological terms, ‘the blubber passed insensibly into the cuticle’ this made it 

‘so delicate as to be torn with the slightest traction’ and as one American taxidermist 

wrote the ‘remarkably thin and fragile’ skin tends ‘to discolour and decay quickly 

upon its owner’s death.’17  

 

During the 1870s and 1880s debates surrounding the purpose of museums included 

both Huxley and Flower. Huxley suggested the primary objective was ‘the public 

exhibition of a collection of specimens large enough to illustrate all the most 

important truths of natural history’ additionally the serious student should have access 

to separate study collections. 18  In Huxley’s ideal museum curators and students 

could move about behind the public displays, sharing space with drawers and cabinets 

full of specimens, whilst visitors were separated. The secondary benefits of such 

arrangements included conservation, the exclusion of dust and dirt, and provision of 

workrooms. Historian Samuel Alberti points out that this was part of the Huxley’s 

desire to construct a ‘privileged space for the expert.’19  In the presidential address to 

the Newcastle meeting of the British Association for the Advancement of Science in 
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1889, Flower issued some instructions on how best to display specimens ‘every 

specimen must be good of its kind ... none must be placed too high or too low for 

ready examination. There must be no crowding of specimens one behind the other, 

every one being perfectly and distinctly seen, with a clear space around it.’20  Parker 

had limited ability to separate study collections, from those on display, and little 

physical room to follow Flower’s advice on overcrowding.  The whale could only be 

hung from girders as floor space was still taken up with the original whale, moa and 

giraffe skeletons.      

 

Parker’s avowed evolutionary principles guided his work. Evolution clarified 

which specimens he should acquire and how he should display of the collections. As 

historian Stephen Asma explains ‘organizing and displaying is a way of visualizing 

the invisible, of making ideas palpable.’21 Surprisingly the impact of Darwin’s On the 

Origin of Species published in 1859 on the organization of displays took several 

decades to permeate the museum world.22 Parker’s scheme was by his own admission 

tentative, it was a snapshot of current thinking which he knew was contested and 

contestable. There was no fixed methodology by which to group specimens, or the 

order that they should fit. The audience relied on supporting textual information to 

make sense of the displays. Parker had to battle against an inconveniently arranged 

building as well as a lack of space. ‘It is practically impossible’ he wrote ‘to arrange 

the doors, passages, galleries, etc., [so] that the visitor is obliged to traverse them in a 

certain direction, and so to have forced upon him the natural sequence.’ That natural 

sequence would, in an ideal world, show a narrative evolutionary progression through 

the animal kingdom.  Parker did the best he could, but bemoaned the fact that the 

birds had to be accommodated in wall-cases on the upper gallery, mammals in the 

lower gallery, with smaller invertebrates ‘exhibited in flat cases or desks, which could 

only be conveniently placed round two galleries and between the windows in the 

lower gallery, in places where wall-cases were inadmissible.’23 This he claimed made 

the natural sequence unclear to an ordinary observer.  

 

In its life-after-death the whale proved by turns a source of entertainment, 

edification and education. Thus the exhibition of one skeleton has charted the 

changing shifts in focus and fashion, it has remained in place and while its current 
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interpretation remains somewhat enigmatic it is certainly not the explanation that 

Parker, the evolutionist, had intended.   
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Stomachs and Serials in Nineteenth-Century Dunedin

Rosi Crane

Stored in the bowels of the Otago Museum are some 130-year-old bowels. 
Stomachs and intestines are organs of the body not commonly found on their 
own in museum collections: more often they are an integral part of a complete 
animal preserved in spirit. Dunedin’s vertebrate stomachs were preserved in 
the mid-1880s using a long-winded and very messy method of “thoroughly 
impregnating … the more solid and less complicated structures … with glycerine 
jelly and allowing them to dry.”1 The process produced some strangely beautiful 
but now fragile museum objects made out of long-dead animals that included 
fish, penguins, a porpoise and even a whale. Numbers of specimens in series 
were preserved in this fashion because they showed the anatomy of the creature 
better than other methods. This time-consuming technique demonstrates the 
effort involved in dealing with zoological specimens. It is an aspect of collecting 
natural history material often overlooked, a point that historian Samuel Alberti 
makes in discussing what happens to specimens once they arrive at the museum 
and before they are displayed.2 Consider the experimentation that went on, the 
space required for numerous animals in various stages of processing, the patience 
necessary for weeks of effort for what was an uncertain outcome, and the constant 
maintenance of the processes by the curator and his staff.

The curator in question was Thomas Jeffery Parker (1850–1897), who arrived 
in Dunedin in 1880 to a joint appointment as museum curator and professor 
of biology at the University of Otago. He experimented with both stomachs 
and complete skeletons of cartilaginous fish; the latter are still on display in the 
Animal Attic of the Otago Museum. But why did he go to such lengths? It was, 
by his own admission, a “slow, troublesome and expensive” process but was “well 
worth the trouble,” as it gave the museum specimens that could “be handled like 
ordinary skeletons, and at the same time have their form almost unaltered, instead 
of being either in the form of spirit specimens or in that of the shapeless and brittle 
abominations which usually do duty for the skeletons of cartilaginous fishes.”3

Parker’s interest was not focussed solely on preservation techniques. In 
common with many men of science in the late-nineteenth century, Parker sought 
answers to evolutionary problems through techniques of comparative anatomy of 
the adult creatures and through the embryological development of whatever he 

1 T. Jeffery Parker, “On a New Method of Preparing Cartilaginous Skeletons and Other Soft Animal 
Structures,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 14 (1881): 258–64.
2 Samuel J. M. M. Alberti, Nature and Culture: Objects, Disciplines and the Manchester Museum (Man-
chester: Manchester University Press, 2009), 123.
3 Parker, “New Method of Preparing Cartilaginous Skeletons,” 264.
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could lay his hands on—which was not always easy. Parker was unusual among 
colonial men of science with his academic approach to zoological investigation; 
others were mostly content to catalogue, describe and list the fauna of what was 
still a fairly newly settled European country. Cataloguing, Suzanne Zeller argues, 
helped contribute to national identity in settler societies: such inventory science 
mapped sources of material wealth and reinforced its utilitarian usefulness.4 
Parker contributed to such inventory science, but to him the most satisfying area 
of research lay in developmental morphology.

The Otago University Museum, as it was then known, opened its newly built 
neo-classical doors in 1877 with an array of material left over from the Dunedin 
Industrial Exhibition held in 1865.5 Parker set about imposing order on the 
collections and acquiring as much as possible, as quickly as possible. Almost as 
soon as Parker arrived, his father, William Kitchen Parker (1823–1890), supplied 
him with eighty-one microscope slides of Foraminifera—one of his father’s 
specialties—while his friend and colleague, George Bond Howes (1853–1905), 
at the Royal School of Mines, in London, supplied him with the skull of a wolf-
fish.6 By 1882 a local reporter noted that Parker “had a mania for skeletons.”7 
This apparent mania was driven as much by Parker’s teaching responsibilities as 
by his research preferences. He held classes in the museum for those studying 
zoology as well as for those who were compelled to study a course of comparative 
anatomy for their medical degrees. He was determined that his students should 
have access to “a collection in which each of the main groups of animals is 
represented by one or more examples.”8

For the first ten years of Parker’s tenure the museum acquisitions were 
incompletely noted in the local newspapers or in the minutes of the Otago 
Institute, which held its monthly meetings in the museum. Parker began registering 
specimens in the Otago Museum in 1893, probably as a result of a trip ‘Home,’ 
where the latest inventory methods were being practised. The registers provide 
evidence of a system of barter. The E register covers Exchange but displays a loose 
definition of exchange, as it also includes purchases from well-known natural 
history dealers like Václav Fri! (1839–1916) in Prague and model-makers Adolf 
Zeigler (1820–1889) in Freiburg and Reinhold Brendel (1861–1927) in Berlin.

4 Suzanne Zeller, Inventing Canada: Early Victorian Science and the Idea of a Transcontinental Nation 
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1987), 6.
5 Anonymous, “The New Museum,” Otago Witness, 18 August 1877, 7.; Megan Rosemary Wells, “The 
Otago Museum, 1868–1879: Origins and Early Development” (BA(Hons) diss., Otago, 2008), 3.
6 Anonymous, “Otago Museum [Donations in February],” Otago Witness, 11 February 1882, 9.
7 Anonymous, “Our Dunedin Letter,” Tuapeka Times, 15 February 1882, 5.
8 T. Jeffery Parker, “On an ‘Index—Collection’ for Small Zoological Museums, in the Form of a 
Genealogical Tree of the Animal Kingdom,” Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute 
18 (1885): 74.
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Parker made direct sales of ‘duplicates’ to the British Museum (Natural 
History) in London and exchanges with museums in Cambridge, Manchester, 
Dundee, Sydney and Calcutta.9 Exchanges were, however, difficult to organise in 
such a way that both sides felt they had equal value in the deal. Sales, and therefore 
money in the pocket, were generally more worthwhile. The director of the British 
Museum (Natural History), William Henry Flower (1831–1899), wrote to Parker:

you mention duplicate specimens in exchange, but as you might not care to have 
what we could offer just now, I thought you would prefer a sum of money, which 
you could lay out in what you really want—these transactions are always very 
difficult—especially at a distance.10

Some iconic animals were always in demand, though at the end of the 
nineteenth century they were increasingly difficult to obtain. “With regard to the 
sea-elephant we are extremely anxious to get a specimen. It is one of our principal 
desiderata,” wrote Sidney Harmer at Cambridge University Museum, “like you 
[Parker], I am in the command of very limited funds; but after due consideration 
I feel justified in offering you twenty-five pounds (£25) for a skull.”11 By the 
late-nineteenth century penguins, seals and large whale specimens were still 
guaranteed sales, whereas the New Zealand specialties of kiwi skins and moa 
bones were not: the limited market remained satiated from sales earlier in the 
century. If ‘duplicates’ made their way offshore, then in return a steady flow of 
exotic skeletons, skulls and skins from vertebrates and a host of invertebrate shells, 
casts, models and whole creatures preserved in spirit entered Otago’s ‘cathedral of 
science’ as a result of such exchanges and purchases.

Deciding whether something was a new species, or alternatively a new 
geographic occurrence of a familiar species, depended on good research. Similarly, 
good research underlay Parker’s experiments with the techniques of preservation. 
Personal knowledge played a part in both inventory and experimental science, but 
more importantly a good working library was essential. Apart from occasional 
presentation copies, come across by chance in the holdings of the University 
Library, it is now impossible to discover which books, monographs and periodicals 
Parker brought with him from England, or, indeed, what the library already 
held on its shelves.12 I mention the library but there were in fact three separate 
collections: the University Library, the Otago Institute Library and the library 

9 [Various], Registers of Specimens 1893-, Otago Museum Registers, (A–E, L), Otago Museum.
10  W. H. Flower, to T. J. Parker, 16 February 1886, Otago Museum Correspondence Inwards, 
(MS2785/001), Hocken Collections.
11  S. F. Harmer, to T. J. Parker, 31 October 1894, (MS-2785/001), Hocken Collections.
12  For example Ferdinand von Mueller’s (1825–1896) Fragmenta Phytographiae Australiae (published 
in parts between 1858 and 1882) was presented by the Victorian Government to the University of 
Dunedin [sic].
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attached to the museum. Who paid for what and where it ended up was not 
clear-cut. In reply to a question at the annual meeting of the Institute in 1881 the 
secretary said that “no separate catalogue of books in the Library, belonging to 
the Institute as distinct from the Museum existed [although] the desirability of 
having such a catalogue was affirmed.”13 To complicate matters further, the Otago 
Institute regularly contributed a sum of money for museum upkeep.14 In this fiscal 
triangle the ledgers of the University record that payments were made to the 
Otago Institute over several years in the 1880s.15 The boundaries between these 
three entities were porous. The minutes of the Institute recorded titles ordered and 
received, though not consistently or comprehensively.16 These records are often at 
variance with those in a printed catalogue dating from 1893. A title ordered by the 
Institute may just as easily have ended up on the shelves of the main University 
Library. Indeed, the printed catalogue was commissioned by the Institute but 
jointly paid for by the Institute and the University, and furthermore it lists items 
held in the Museum Library.17 Perhaps it was clear to the participants where the 
responsibilities for each library lay, but it is not clear to us now.

However, what is abundantly clear is that the bulk of Institute funds were spent 
on acquiring a working library. Membership conferred the significant benefit of 
access to a larger library than an individual was likely to possess. Parker was elected 
to the book subcommittee soon after he joined the Institute in 1880, and it is easy 
to imagine he was behind a large order placed with the London specialist natural-
history bookseller Bernard Quaritch (1819–1899), “accompanied by a draft for 
£50. Further orders for any works to be sent as wanted until the above sum is 
exhausted.”18 Quaritch’s premises in Piccadilly would probably have been familiar 
to Parker from his youth: it was just across the road from the Linnean Society, one 
of the foremost learned societies, where his father was a Fellow. Book ordering 
conducted at such a distance did not always proceed smoothly, and at an Institute 
council meeting the secretary announced that:

owing to an error on the part of Mr Quaritch, complete sets of the Quarterly Journal 
of Microscopic Science and of the Monthly Microscopical Journal had been sent instead 

13  [Various], Otago Institute Minute Book 1869–1883, (MS0128A), Minute 1 February 1881, 
Hocken Collections, The University of Otago.
14  [Various], Otago Institute Minute Book 1883–1898, (MS0128B), Minutes 30 March 1885 and 
12 June 1888, Hocken Collections, The University of Otago.
15  [Various], Ledger 1870–1892, University of Otago: Records of Registry and Central Administra-
tion (AG-180–045/001), Hocken Collections. Payments were made at least in 1882, 1884 and 1885.
16  Otago Institute Minute Book (MS0128B), Minute 14 November 1893.
17  Anonymous, Catalogue of Books in the Libraries of the University of Otago the University Museum 
and the Otago Institute (University of Otago, 1893).
18  Otago Institute Minute Book (MS0128A), Minute 22 October 1880.
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of the Journal of the Royal Microscopical Society, and that the Institute was now in 
the possession of duplicate sets of the two former journals. 19

Fortunately a councillor of the Institute, businessman George Joachim (1842–1915), 
offered to buy the duplicate sets if Quaritch would not agree to take them back.

Finance was often a problem for society libraries. For example, spending on 
the Linnean Society Library dropped to an average of £12.12s between 1848 
and 1858, and despite debate and resolutions to found a Library Fund, nothing 
eventuated until 1884 when the fund was established at the bequest of George 
Bentham (1800–1884), a wealthy past-president.20 The Horticultural Society (it 
acquired the ‘Royal’ in 1861) staved off financial disaster by selling off duplicate 
volumes in 1830, and twenty years later the whole library was offered for sale by 
Sotheby’s. This action was censured in the pages of the gardening press:

Why, the first thing every Society aims at is to obtain a library. Their libraries are 
the pride of our Mechanics’ Institutes.… Will it, then, have to be said, in this age of 
progress and diffusion of knowledge, that the Horticultural Society sold its library 
because it could not afford to keep it?21

The Otago Institute was fortunate in not having to rely solely on membership 
fees: in addition to the University subsidy, it received some government funding 
through being an affiliated branch of the New Zealand Institute.

Members held the Otago Institute in high esteem. They voted significant 
sums for the purchase of books and supported its development by donations and 
by buying duplicate copies. In 1892, for instance, spending on books amounted 
to £72.18.6—nor was this exceptional. The following year £77.5.0 was spent on 
books, with a further £18.13.0 on binding; together these sums accounted for just 
over half of the annual expenditure for the Institute. The resulting extra costs for 
the construction of new bookshelves (£5.11.7 in 1895) also had to be absorbed. 
Unbound issues were sent to local binders, but not before quotes had been 
obtained. In 1890 Mr. Livingstone was paid £29.13.6, which, at an agreed rate 
of seven shillings per volume, means some eighty-four titles were bound.22 Such 
expenditure reveals that books were valued and were a valuable asset; insurance 
is noted in 1893 for the first time. Checking that issues had duly arrived was an 
onerous task. From time to time the working library needed to be re-organised, 

19  Ibid., Minute 19 July 1881.
20  Andrew Thomas Gage and William Thomas Stearn, A Bicentenary History of the Linnean Society 
of London (London: Academic Press, 1988), 183.
21  Cottage Gardener 18 January 1859 cited in Brent Elliott, The Royal Horticultural Society: A History 
1804–2004 (Chichester: Phillimore, 2004), 167.
22  Otago Institute Minute Book (MS0128B), Minute 11 September 1890.
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and Parker lent the services of his ‘laboratory boy’ for the task over the summer 
recess, when meetings were not held.23

Significant donations from members of the Institute could prove double-
edged swords. Dr. William Brown (1845–1916), lecturer in surgery at the Otago 
Medical School, gave his collection of the International Science Series in May 
1888. This forced the Institute to order volumes to complete the series a year 
later.24 It raises the question whether without the donation the Institute would 
have bothered acquiring the Series, particularly as the books were written for a 
broad audience. The Series was a sustained publishing venture, with nearly one 
hundred titles published by the time of its demise in 1911. An editorial committee 
of important men of science included Thomas Henry Huxley (1825–1895), whom 
Parker idolised as both teacher and mentor and who was also Parker’s London 
employer. Huxley wrote one of the more popular texts, The Crayfish, that Parker 
saw through the press. As Leslie Howsam pointed out in her study of the Series, 
the books testified to “the faith that the scientific writers and serious publishers 
… placed in the book as a medium of scientific communication.”25 Yet filling in 
the gaps diverted funds from more narrowly focussed scientific monographs and 
journals that comprised most of the Institute’s purchases.

Undertaking zoological research in the far-flung corners of the world among 
a relatively strange fauna meant that opportunities had to be seized as soon 
as they presented themselves. A giant oar-fish (Regalecus) stranded in Otago 
Harbour presented Parker with some excellent research material; he described 
the occurrence of this fish first in the Transactions and Proceedings of the New 
Zealand Institute, and then with a series of magnificent illustrations in the pages of 
Transactions of the Zoological Society of London. A Dunedin reviewer of the London 
paper, published as a separate, was suitably impressed:

Necessarily, it is entirely of a technical and scientific character quite beyond our 
powers of criticism. But, even the most unscientific would be struck by the very 
handsome and splendid way in which the paper is illustrated. There are in all five 
plates about a foot square, coloured in a style altogether unique and beautiful.26

The stranded fish also provided Parker with an unusual and desirable specimen, 
which he sold to William Henry Flower in London.

Keeping up to date with the literature presented problems at the bottom of 
the world, and papers could be published in New Zealand without reference to 

23  Ibid., Minute 11 August 1892.
24  Ibid., Minutes 2 May 1888 and 9 July 89; Michael Shortland and Richard R. Yeo, Telling Lives in 
Science: Essays on Scientific Biography (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996).
25  Leslie Howsam, “An Experiment with Science for the Nineteenth-Century Book Trade: The 
International Scientific Series,” British Journal for the History of Science 33, no. 2 (2000): 206.
26  Anonymous, “Books,” Otago Daily Times, 3 July 1886, 1.



Script & Print140

major articles from journals not available there. Isolation took its toll. Parker, like 
most of his contemporaries, could read articles in French or German, and his 
technical papers refer to articles and books in those languages. For less-common 
languages Parker relied on abstracts in English in periodicals like the Annals and 
Magazine of Natural History. Nevertheless, he bemoaned the obscure origins of 
some important information: “I was under the impression that no description of 
the skeleton of Regalecus had been published; I now find that there is an account 
… written in Danish about ten years ago.” Based on the available English abstract 
Parker was uncertain whether his find was a new species but thought it “better 
for me to publish an independent account of another species, rather than wait 
many months for his paper, of which only the plates would be of any use to me, 
owing to my ignorance of Danish.”27 At the beginning of another research paper 
Parker offered what he described as “a fairly complete account of the blood-vessels 
of a typical Selachian [sharks and rays]” that “as far as I am aware … has not yet 
been done.” This was not just natural scientific caution, but a consequence of lack 
of access to current literature. Later in the same article Parker admitted that a 
“paragraph was written fully a year ago before I had seen Dohrn’s paper.”28

The Institute’s book committee endeavoured to collect comprehensively, 
and acquired monographs that to modern eyes seem of only peripheral interest. 
Saville Kent’s Manual of Infusoria is a case in point, one of many similar 
European-based titles ordered from Quaritch in the first batch in 1880.29 
Infusoria is an obsolete taxonomic term for a group that included protozoans, 
invertebrate larvae and other micro-organisms. When a second copy turned 
up in July 1881 the Institute secretary asked James Wilkie (1848/9–1891), 
Dunedin bookseller, to take back the copy he had supplied, or else to sell it 
on the Institute’s behalf. Wilkie, himself a member of the Institute, was often 
proactive in his dealings with the book committee and sent books on approval 
for their consideration. These were only occasionally purchased, and in this case 
it seems he was reluctant to take the book back: the minutes of the following 
month’s meeting record that the secretary was asked to offer the duplicate to the 
Southland Institute.30 It is interesting to speculate whether Wilkie’s nose had 
been put out of joint over ordering Saville Kent’s three volumes from Quaritch in 
London when he had copies for sale in Dunedin. However, in due course Wilkie 

27  T. Jeffery Parker, “Studies in New Zealand Ichthyology: 1: On the Skeleton of Regalecus argenteus,” 
Transactions of the Zoological Society 12, no. 1 (1886): 6.
28  T. Jeffery Parker, “On the Blood-Vessels of Mustelus antarcticus: A Contribution to the Morphol-
ogy of the Vascular System in the Vertebrata,” Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London 
177 (1886): 689.
29  William Saville Kent, A Manual of the Infusoria: Including a Description of all Known Flagellate, 
Ciliate, and Tentaculiferous Protozoa, British and Foreign, and an Account of the Organization and 
Affinities of the Sponges. 3 vols. (London: Bogue, 1880–1882).
30  Otago Institute Minute Book (MS0128A), Minutes 19 July 1881, 30 August 81.
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was awarded a standing order for the scientific reports of HMS Challenger, and 
£20 was duly placed on account at his shop for that purpose. Was this standing 
order placed to pacify a valued member of the Institute?31

Despite the central place that books held in the life of the Institute, there were 
only limited resources available. The secretary was sometimes asked to assess the 
likely purchase cost of multi-volume works. Such was the case for Bentham and 
Hooker’s Genera Plantarum, a synoptic account of seed-bearing plants listing 
genera and major species in taxonomic order, a work of vital importance for 
nomenclature well before international rules came into force at the end of the 
century. Nine parts were published in three volumes between 1862 and 1883. 
Nineteenth-century standards of bibliographic control were not rigorous, and 
the 1893 catalogue lists seven volumes; the cataloguer clearly confused parts and 
volumes. Publishing works in parts made titles more affordable, as the cost was 
spread over a period. The Institute apparently found the secretary’s information 
on price acceptable, as the parts were bought as they were published. Serial 
publication of this kind indicates the slow rise and ascendancy of the journal 
as a vehicle for the claims of scientific knowledge-making. And it was a slow 
process. As historian Alex Csiszar notes, for Darwin in the 1860s durable claims 
to knowledge were best published in books.32

The HMS Challenger expedition was a scientific circumnavigation of the world 
that set sail in 1873 and lasted three years. Its purpose was to explore the ocean and 
ocean-floor, the last great geographical unknown. The government-funded voyage 
was a mammoth enterprise measured either by cost (almost £200,000) or by size. At 
each of 362 stations the expedition dragged hundreds of dredges and trawler nets 
across the sea-bed and towed hundreds of plankton nets behind the ship. Each time, 
of course, the catch had to be carefully sorted, preserved, bottled, labelled, stored 
and meticulously documented. In his introduction to the scientific reports Charles 
Wyville Thomson (1830–1882), director of the civilian staff on board, wrote:

after the contents of the ship had been finally cleared out at Sheerness, we found, 
on mustering our stores, that they consisted of 563 cases, containing 2,270 large 
glass jars with specimens in spirit of wine, 1,749 smaller stoppered bottles, 1,860 
glass tubes, and 176 tin cases, all with specimens in spirit; 180 tin cases with dried 
specimens; and 22 casks with specimens in brine.33

Thomson estimated the results would run to about fifteen volumes, to be 
published by the Government Stationery Office within about five years. He was 

31  Ibid., Minute 19 July 1881.
32  Alex Csiszar, “Seriality and the Search for Order: Scientific Print and its Problems during the Late 
Nineteenth Century,” History of Science 48 (2010): 399–434.
33  Charles Wyville Thomson, Report of the Scientific Results of the Voyage of HMS Challenger During 
the Years 1873–76: Zoology vol 1 (London: HMSO, 1880), 23.
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wrong. By 1887, twenty-seven volumes had been issued, at an estimated cost of 
about £53,000, though only about £12,000 was recouped through sales.34 The 
official reports eventually ran to fifty large volumes, or a total of 29,552 pages. 
The final two volumes appeared in 1895, nineteen years after the end of the 
expedition. Not all of the science was contained within its pages either: when the 
Challenger visited Wellington some specimens were off-loaded and new species 
duly described by New Zealand naturalists.35 Even today Challenger specimens 
regularly provide the basis for new research.

Keeping up with the Challenger reports was something of a trial. By 1893 it 
was clear that James Wilkie was not up to the task, and once again the Institute 
called on the services of Mr. Quaritch in London, where “he was instructed to 
procure for the Institute the numbers of the Challenger reports that are required 
to complete the set,… [But] the sum placed at his disposal was not to exceed £15 
a year.”36 When the last was published in 1895 the council wrote to the publisher 
to congratulate them on what they reckoned to be “an event of the first scientific 
importance.”37 The cost of purchasing the seemingly unending stream of reports 
had been high. Imagine the chagrin of the council when, a year later, in 1896, “the 
Imperial Government presented to the University of Otago a complete set of the 
Challenger Reports,”38 leaving the Institute with an incomplete and unbound 
set of reports and the full fifty volumes. Despite the optimistic intention in the 
minutes “to dispose of the incomplete set … to the best advantage,” this proved 
impossible.39 Immediately Parker, in his role as secretary, wrote to Quaritch 
“countermanding the standing order for the [missing] volumes” and seeking to 
determine whether they would take any back as second-hand copies.40 Letters also 
went to another London bookseller, Wheldon and Wesley, with a similar request.41 
Quaritch quickly replied that “the volumes of the Challenger Expedition which 

34  David McKitterick, “Organising Knowledge in Print,” in The Cambridge History of the Book 
in Britain. Volume VI. 1830–1914, ed. David McKitterick (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2009), 556.
35  P. F. Lingwood, “The Dispersal of the Collections of H. M. S. Challenger: An Example of the 
Importance of Historical Research in Tracing a Systematically Important Collection,” in History in 
the Service of Systematics. Papers from the Conference to Celebrate the Centenary of the British Museum 
(Natural History) 13–16 April 1981 (London: Society for the Bibliography of Natural History and 
the Systematics Association, 1981).
36  Otago Institute Minute Book (MS0128B), Minute 13 June 1893.
37  Ibid., Minute 12 November 1895.
38  Ibid., Minute 9 June 1896.
39  Ibid.
40  T. Jeffery Parker, to Bernard Quaritch, 6 July 1896, Otago Institute Records: Outward Letterbook 
1886–1909 (MS-0902 Box 7), Hocken Collections.
41  T. Jeffery Parker, to Wheldon and Wesley, 1 September 1896, Otago Institute Records: Outward 
Letterbook 1886–1909 (MS-0902 Box 7), Hocken Collections.
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you offer, are of little use to me; I have them all in stock myself.”42 Wheldon and 
Wesley also declined. Their reaction was hardly surprising, as the market was 
saturated with gifts of complete sets from the UK Government. Imperial largesse 
came at a cost! The bound volumes remain in the Special Collections of the 
University of Otago Library. The unbound volumes were sold to Institute member 
and former student of Parker’s, Dr. Charles Chilton (1860–1929).43

Serial publications, monographs and treatises were a foundational part of the 
knowledge-making process and generated almost as much work as collecting 
specimens, yet the knowledge contained within their pages was equal to but 
different from that to be extracted from the collection of museum specimens. 
As Lorraine Daston observes, “in the sciences of the archive, the library stands 
alongside the laboratory, the observatory, and the field as an important site of 
research.”44 For Parker and men like him the printed word was more than a useful 
adjunct: acquiring a working library was essential for tasks like researching the 
collections or experimenting with preservation techniques.

University of Otago

42  Bernard Quaritch, to Secretary Otago Institute, 13 August 1896, Otago Institute Records: Inward 
Letterbook 1886–1909 (MS-0902 Box 5), Hocken Collections.
43  Otago Institute Minute Book (MS0128B), 10 October 1893.
44  Lorraine Daston, “The Sciences of the Archive,” Osiris 27, no. 1 (2012): 156.
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Appendix G  

List of Specimens  

 

This list has been compiled from notifications in the Otago Witness and from minutes 

of the Otago Institute for the period 1880 to 1897. These dates mark the period of 

Thomas Jeffery Parker’s (1850-1897) tenure as curator. It is appended here because 

acquisitions for the Otago Museum only began to be recorded in 1893 when he returned 

to Dunedin after a trip ‘home’ to London. I compiled it in order to assess Parker’s 

contribution to the museum in lieu of other documentation. The list is an imperfect 

record. I have not collated the entries so duplicated information is likely to be included. 

Similarly the list provides no guarantee that the specimen was ever part of the Museum’s 

collection. Specimens could have been loaned for an occasion like a conversazione rather 

than incorporated into the holdings. 

The personal names associated with the specimen have been identified as far as 

possible. Many remain unknown, or could be one of several individuals, so are listed as 

they appear in the original source.  

The spelling of Latin names has been checked against contemporary nineteenth-

century sources but no attempt has been made to correlate them with their modern 

equivalents. 
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Date Specimen Venue where shown Donor or Exhibitor Source Information

1880/08/17 Penguin, rockhopper Macquarie Island Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1880/08/17 Skeleton, pea-hen articulated refers to William 
Henry Flower (1831-1899)

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1880/08/21 Penguin, rockhopper Macquarie Island Otago Institute Otago Witness
1881/01/21 Crayfish, sea Melbourne Exhibition Otago Witness
1881/02/01 Skeleton New Zealand ling Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 

Institute, professor biology
Minutes Otago Institute

1881/02/01 Skeleton, calf  Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1881/04/06 Skeleton & skin, Notornis mantelli Otago Institute Connor, J.  Manager, Lynwood Station, Te Anau &  
Captain T. Francis Hankinson

Minutes Otago Institute

1881/06/21 Infusoria - glass model
Stylonichia mytilus

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1881/06/21 Skeleton, cartilaginous (various) glycerine 
preservation

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1881/07/19 Curcubita stem section & sieve-tubes Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1881/07/19 Macrocystis stem section & sieve-tubes Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1881/07/19 Sacchromyces Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1881/09/21 Oil painting - Notornis Otago Institute MacLaren, Miss M. Minutes Otago Institute
1881/09/21 Oil painting - Notornis Otago Institute Wimperis, Frances Mary 1840-1925, Member Otago 

Institute, artist
Minutes Otago Institute

1881/09/21 Skeleton, Barramunda Ceratodus fustii - 
glycerine preservation

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1881/09/21 Skeleton, common trout - glycerine 
perservation

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute
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Date Specimen Venue where shown Donor or Exhibitor Source Information

1882/01/31 Skeleton, barracouta Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/01/31 Skeleton, orang-utan Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/01/31 Skeleton, rabbit Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/01/31 Skull, gorilla male & female Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/01/31 Skull, Maori Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/01/31 Skeleton, crocodile Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/01/31 Skeleton, iguana Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/01/31 Skeleton, python Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/02/11 Stone axes, x2 Otago Institute Gillies, Robert Craig 1835-1886, Member Otago 
Institute, land agent and surveyor

Otago Witness

1882/02/11 Freestone Otago Institute McCaffrey Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Commissariat form, Peninsular War Otago Institute Heskell Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Timber, New Zealand specimens Otago Institute Russell, Ewing & co Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Engraving, London 1548 Otago Institute Hodgkins, William Mathew 1833-1898, Member 

Otago Institute, lawyer and artist
Otago Witness

1882/02/11 Painting, oil of  Notornis Otago Institute McLaren, Miss M. Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Painting, oil of  Notornis Otago Institute Wimperis, Frances Mary 1840-1925, Member Otago 

Institute, artist
Otago Witness

1882/02/11 Wax models of  embryological specimens Otago Institute Ziegler, Dr Adolf  1820-1899, modeller, Freiburg 
Germany

Otago Witness

1882/02/11 Kea, skins, x2 Otago Institute Cargill, Edward Bowes 1823-1903, Member Otago 
Institute, merchant and Mayor of  Dunedin

Otago Witness
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1882/02/11 Plovers, x2 Otago Institute Cuthbertson, R.V. Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Bird & amphibian skulls Otago Institute Parker, William Kitchen 1823-1890 zoologist, 

London
Otago Witness

1882/02/11 Rail, Tasmanian, 1 preserved in spirit, 1 
skeleton

Otago Institute Robbins, T. Otago Witness

1882/02/11 Skull Wolf-fish Otago Institute Howes, George Bond 1853-1905, professor zoology 
Royal School Mines, London

Otago Witness

1882/02/11 Skeleton, blackfish x2 Otago Institute Traill, Arthur William 1852-1936 Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Skeleton, barracouta; prepared on premises Otago Institute Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Skeleton, ceratodus; prepared on premises Otago Institute Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Skeleton, shark Otago Institute Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Skeleton, trout; prepared on premises Otago Institute Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Marine invertebrate collection Otago Institute Naples Zoological Station Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Foraminifera, 81 slides mounted Otago Institute Parker, William Kitchen 1823-1890 zoologist, 

London
Otago Witness

1882/02/11 Cuttlefish Otago Institute Stentiford, E. Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Foal, foetal Otago Institute Farquharson Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Skeleton collection Otago Institute Garrard, E. Jun Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Skeleton, Maori from Waikouaiti Otago Institute Orbell, Herbert Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Pigs, foetal,  x2 Otago Institute Orbell, McLeod fl1880s Member Otago Institute Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Skeleton, dugong Otago Institute Smith, C. Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Skeleton, Moriori Otago Institute Travers, H.P. Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Casts, skeletons, spirit collection Otago Institute Ward, Henry Augustus 1834-1906, natural history 

dealer, New York
Otago Witness

1882/02/11 Skeleton, orang-outang; prepared on premises Otago Institute Otago Witness

1882/02/11 Skeleton, rabbit; prepared on premises Otago Institute Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Auriferous quartz Otago Institute Hoffmann, F. Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Tuatara, jaw Otago Institute Reid, Andrew Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Skeleton, crocodile; prepared on premises Otago Institute Otago Witness
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1882/02/11 Skeleton, iguana; prepared on premises Otago Institute Otago Witness
1882/02/11 Skeleton, python; prepared on premises Otago Institute Otago Witness
1882/03/25 Casts human anatomy Otago Institute Scott, John Halliday 1851-1914, Member Otago 

Institute, professor medicine
Minutes Otago Institute

1882/03/25 Penguin, stuffed - tongue, palate & feet 
glycerine method preservation

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/03/25 Elephant fish - glycerine method preservation Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/03/25 Graptolites, Australia Otago Institute Chapman, Frederick Reavans 1849-1936, Member 
Otago Institute, lawyer, judge

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/03/25 Plant collection Otago Institute Montgomery, Alexander fl1870s-1880s  Member 
Otago Institute

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/03/25 Casts - series Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/03/25 New Zealand Lepidoptera Otago Institute Fulton, Percy fl1880s Member Otago Institute Minutes Otago Institute
1882/03/25 New Zealand Coleoptera Otago Institute Fulton, Sidney fl1880s Member Otago Institute Minutes Otago Institute
1882/03/25 Collection in alcohol Otago Institute Naples Zoological Station Minutes Otago Institute
1882/03/25 Human brain - glycerine method preservation 

(Giacomimi's)
Otago Institute Scott, John Halliday 1851-1914, Member Otago 

Institute, professor medicine
Minutes Otago Institute

1882/03/25 Human heart, injected & dried Otago Institute Scott, John Halliday 1851-1914, Member Otago 
Institute, professor medicine

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/03/25 Heart, horse injected & dried Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/03/25 Heart, seal - glycerine method preservation Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/08/15 Flat-head - glycerine method preservation Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/08/15 Scymnus lichia - glycerine method preservation, 
and alcohol of  organs

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute
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1882/08/15 Skate - glycerine method preservation Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/08/15 Skeleton, cow Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1882/08/19 Skeleton, shark Scymnus lichia Otago Institute Otago Witness
1882/10/14 Rats, albino x2 Otago Institute Peterson Otago Witness
1882/10/31 Skate - heart & gills - injected Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 

Institute, professor biology
Minutes Otago Institute

1882/10/31 Skeleton, turtle - disarticulated Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/01/30 Skeleton, sting ray  Trygon - glycerine method 
preservation

Otago Institute Minutes Otago Institute

1883/01/30 Skeleton, dugong Halicore australis Otago Institute Minutes Otago Institute
1883/01/30 Turtle, Chelonia viridis, stuffed Otago Institute Minutes Otago Institute
1883/04/14 Coin, ancient Scottish Otago Institute Allen, James 1855-1942, Member Otago Institute, 

politician and diplomat 
Otago Witness

1883/04/14 Coin, twopenny copper
George III

Otago Institute Downham, C. Otago Witness

1883/04/14 Medal, temperance, Fr Mathew's Otago Institute Heskell Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Photos moa, Tiger Hill Otago Institute Keeping, Walter, York Museum, UK Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Bantams, game x4 Otago Institute Brownlie, J Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Crow & thrush, 

Doubtful Sound, Fiordland
Otago Institute Chapman, Frederick Reavans 1849-1936, Member 

Otago Institute, lawyer, judge
Otago Witness

1883/04/14 Eggs, duck Otago Institute Downham, C. Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Duck, shoveller, male Otago Institute Fraser, Cpt Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Bird skins, Solomon Isles Otago Institute McGillivray, Cpt (per Mills, D.) Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Huia, x3 Otago Institute Mills, David Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Penguins, young Otago Institute Pearson, Walter Henry 1832-1911, Member Otago 

Institute, Commisioner for Crown Lands
Otago Witness
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1883/04/14 Chicken, monstrous Otago Institute Reynolds, William Hunter 1822-1899, Member 
Otago Institute, policitian

Otago Witness

1883/04/14 Fishes etc collection Otago Institute Fairchild, Captain John fl1880s-1890s, Captain of  
NZGSS Hinemoa

Otago Witness

1883/04/14 Gurnard, large Otago Institute Melville Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Fish collection Otago Institute Pearson, Walter Henry 1832-1911, Member Otago 

Institute, Commisioner for Crown Lands
Otago Witness

1883/04/14 Huhu beetle, larvae & pupae Otago Institute Bell, William c.1833-1916, gardener and 
cryptogamist

Otago Witness

1883/04/14 Insects x3 Otago Institute Ulrich, George Henry 1838-1900 Member Otago 
Institute, professor mineralogy School of  Mines 
University of  Otago

Otago Witness

1883/04/14 Starfishes, Dusky Bay, Fiordland Otago Institute Docherty Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Earthworms Otago Institute Fulton, Sidney fl1880s Member Otago Institute Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Octopus, large Otago Institute Gillies, Dr Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Human bones, Maori Otago Institute Hackworth, Mrs Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Bat, New Zealand Otago Institute Holman, Miss Emily Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Monkey Otago Institute Money Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Rats, albino ad & young Otago Institute Spragg, S Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Mineral, fossils etc collection Otago Institute Beuchler, A. (Timaru) Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Tin ore, Tasmania Otago Institute Lowe, J.E. Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Coal containing fossil gum Otago Institute Heskell Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Garnet sand Otago Institute Neave, C Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Clinker, fibrous Otago Institute Rutherford, jun Otago Witness
1883/04/14 Turtle, edible, large Otago Institute McLean, George 1834-1917, Member Otago 

Institute, politician and Manager Bank New Zealand
Otago Witness

1883/04/14 Tuatara Otago Institute Pearson, Walter Henry 1832-1911, Member Otago 
Institute, Commisioner for Crown Lands

Otago Witness

1883/04/14 Idotea Otago Institute Adams, J.N. Otago Witness
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1883/05/08 Elephant fish - embryos - Callorhyncus 
antarticus

Otago Institute Minutes Otago Institute

1883/05/08 Skeleton, horse Otago Institute Minutes Otago Institute
1883/05/12 Elephant fish, embryology Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 

Institute, professor biology
Otago Witness

1883/05/12 Torpedo fish [aka electric ray] Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1883/05/12 Skeleton, horse Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1883/06/12 Drawing proposed works Otago Head Otago Institute Barr, George M. fl1870s-1890, Member Otago 
Institute, Civil Engineer

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Water colour paintings Otago Institute Hodgkins, William Mathew 1833-1898, Member 
Otago Institute, lawyer and artist

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Autotypes Otago Institute Joachim, George 1842-1920, Member Otago 
Institute, Managing Director Westport Coal Co

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Water colour paintings Otago Institute Joachim, George 1842-1920, Member Otago 
Institute, Managing Director Westport Coal Co

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Early Books etc Otago Institute Chapman, Frederick Reavans 1849-1936, Member 
Otago Institute, lawyer, judge, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Microscopic objects Otago Institute Gillies, Robert Craig 1835-1886, Member Otago 
Institute, land agent and surveyor

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Microscopes Otago Institute Goyen, Peter 1845-1927 Member Otago Institute, 
Inspector of  Schools Southland and Otago, botanist

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Copy Bayeaux Tapestry Otago Institute Hocken, Thomas Morland 1836-1910, Member 
Otago Institute, coroner

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Early Books etc Otago Institute Joachim, George 1842-1920, Member Otago 
Institute, Managing Director Westport Coal Co

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Microscopes Otago Institute Joachim, George 1842-1920, Member Otago 
Institute, Managing Director Westport Coal Co

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Electrical machine Otago Institute Mason, J.B. fl1883 Member Otago Institute Minutes Otago Institute
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1883/06/12 Dynamo machine, electric lamp Otago Institute NZ Electric Light Co Minutes Otago Institute
1883/06/12 Microscopes Otago Institute Petrie, Donald 1846-1925, Member Otago Institute, 

Inspector of  Schools, botanist
Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Microscopes Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Microscopic objects Otago Institute Ulrich, George Henry 1838-1900 Member Otago 
Institute, professor mineralogy School of  Mines 
University of  Otago

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Sting-ray stuffed Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Human preparations - injected Otago Institute Scott, John Halliday 1851-1914, Member Otago 
Institute, professor medicine

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Skull, human child - dentition Otago Institute Scott, John Halliday 1851-1914, Member Otago 
Institute, professor medicine

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Skull, model of  langur Otago Institute Scott, John Halliday 1851-1914, Member Otago 
Institute, professor medicine

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Anteater, stuffed Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/12 Skeleton, human Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/06/27 Skeleton, cow Otago Institute Otago Witness
1883/06/27 Skeleton, dugong Otago Institute Otago Witness
1883/07/10 Skull - disarticulated - calf, cartilaginous parts 

preserved
Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 

Institute, professor biology
Minutes Otago Institute

1883/07/11 Great ribbon fish Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1883/07/11 Shark, spinous Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1883/09/11 Cocks - Spangled Hamburgh & White Cochin 
- stuffed

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute
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1883/09/11 Skeleton, shark, porbeagle - glycerine Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1883/09/11 Baleen of  Balanoptera Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Oil & water colour paintings Otago Institute Hodgkins, William Mathew 1833-1898, Member 
Otago Institute, lawyer and artist

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Oil & water colour paintings Otago Institute Joachim, Mary Eleanor 1874-1957, artist Minutes Otago Institute
1884/05/13 Oil & water colour paintings Otago Institute Wimperis, Anne Jane 1844-1929 (aka Jenny), 

Member Otago Institute, artist
Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Autographs, ancient bronzes Otago Institute Brown, Mainwaring, 1851-1888, Member Otago 
Institute, Professor of  English, Economics and 
History

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Weapons & carved work, Maori Otago Institute Chapman, Frederick Reavans 1849-1936, Member 
Otago Institute, lawyer, judge, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Surveying instruments Otago Institute Connell, Joseph Aitken c1840-1891, Member Otago 
Institute, land agent and surveyor

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Microscopes & microscopic objects Otago Institute Gillies, Robert Craig 1835-1886, Member Otago 
Institute, land agent and surveyor

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Copy Bayeaux Tapestry Otago Institute Hocken, Thomas Morland 1836-1910, Member 
Otago Institute, coroner

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Early Newspapers Otago Institute Hocken, Thomas Morland 1836-1910, Member 
Otago Institute, coroner

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Weapons & carved work, Maori Otago Institute Hocken, Thomas Morland 1836-1910, Member 
Otago Institute, coroner

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Autographs Otago Institute Maitland, J.P. fl1880s, Member Otago Institute, 
Commissioner Crown Lands

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Microscopes & microscopic objects Otago Institute Petrie, Donald 1846-1925, Member Otago Institute, 
Inspector of  Schools, botanist

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Microscopes & microscopic objects Otago Institute Scott, John Halliday 1851-1914, Member Otago 
Institute, professor medicine

Minutes Otago Institute
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1884/05/13 Physiological apparatus Otago Institute Scott, John Halliday 1851-1914, Member Otago 
Institute, professor medicine

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Electrical apparatus Otago Institute Shand, John 1834-1914, Member Otago Institute, 
professor mathematics and natural philosophy

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Microscopes & microscopic objects Otago Institute Thomson, J.C. fl1880s-1900s, Member Otago 
Institute

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Microscopes & microscopic objects Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Microscopes & microscopic objects Otago Institute Ulrich, George Henry 1838-1900 Member Otago 
Institute, professor mineralogy School of  Mines 
University of  Otago

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 New Zealand Harrier in flight Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Trout, early stages Otago Institute Arthur, William fl 1860s-1885, Member Otago 
Institute, surveyor

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 New Zealand Fishes Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Skeleton - Regalecus Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 New Zealand invertebrates Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/13 Octopus Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/05/17 Octopus, large Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1884/08/12 Laughing Owl Sceloglaux albifacies - living Otago Institute Fulton, Sidney fl1880s Member Otago Institute Minutes Otago Institute
1884/08/12 Embryos Sepiola Otago Institute Bourne, F.J. fl1880s, assistant in Otago Museum Minutes Otago Institute
1884/08/16 Laughing Owl, living Otago Institute Fulton, Sidney fl1880s Member Otago Institute Otago Witness
1884/08/16 Blue cod Otago Institute / Indian & 

Colonial Exhibition, London
Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness
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1884/08/16 Elephant fish Otago Institute / Indian & 
Colonial Exhibition, London

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1884/08/16 Skull shark, grey Otago Institute / Indian & 
Colonial Exhibition, London

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1884/08/16 Skate Otago Institute / Indian & 
Colonial Exhibition, London

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1884/08/16 Slime eel Otago Institute / Indian & 
Colonial Exhibition, London

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1884/08/16 Tarakiki [frostfish] Otago Institute / Indian & 
Colonial Exhibition, London

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1884/08/16 Torpedo fish [aka electric ray] Otago Institute / Indian & 
Colonial Exhibition, London

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1884/08/16 Cuttlefish, embryo Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1884/08/16 Grasses Otago Institute Petrie, Donald 1846-1925, Member Otago Institute, 
Inspector of  Schools, botanist

Otago Witness

1884/10/14 Kathetestoma giganteum - monkfish - stuffed Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/10/18 Whale, fin Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1884/11/11 Sea lions - stuffed - male & female & young Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1884/11/11 Skeleton, fin whale Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/04/04 Note, 50 dollar Otago Institute Downham, C. Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Lead pipe eaten through by rats, Otago Daily 

Times
Otago Institute Fenwick, George 1847-1929, Member Otago 

Institute, newspaper proprietor
Otago Witness

1885/04/04 Axe, greenstone Otago Institute McKenzie, D Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Coins, x2 Otago Institute Roseby, Dr fl1880s-1890s, Member Otago Institute Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Axes, stone x2 Otago Institute Simmons, John Otago Witness
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1885/04/04 Cockatoo, white, egg Otago Institute Beard Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Birds x2 Otago Institute Bills, Charles 1852-1904, Member Otago 

Acclimatisation Society, aviarist and shopkeeper
Otago Witness

1885/04/04 Moa bones, incl jaw Otago Institute Graham, John 1817-1904, Otago Mailman Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Cock, buff  Cochin Otago Institute Matthews Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Hen, Houdan Otago Institute Robinson, J.E. Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Wekas, young & eggs Otago Institute Smith, William Walter, 1852-1942, gardener  

Ashburton
Otago Witness

1885/04/04 Bower bird pair Otago Institute Smith, William Walter, 1852-1942, gardener  
Ashburton

Otago Witness

1885/04/04 Flying fish Otago Institute Burns, T Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Skate & elephant fish, eggs Otago Institute Cpt Sherlock / Arthur, W Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Snipefish Otago Institute Crump, W Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Fish, rare Otago Institute Graham, C.DeL Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Trout with two heads Otago Institute Mechin Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Fish, rare Otago Institute Melville Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Catfish, x2 Otago Institute Otago Fishing Company Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Insect, stick Otago Institute Dymock, William  fl1880s-1890s, Member Otago 

Institute, Manager National Bank
Otago Witness

1885/04/04 Dredged specimen collection ex Dauntless Otago Institute Arthur, William fl 1860s-1885, Member Otago 
Institute, surveyor

Otago Witness

1885/04/04 Doris x2 Otago Institute Laing, W. Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Spider Otago Institute Lamer, H Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Octopus, large Otago Institute Moore, George H. fl1880s Member Otago Institute Otago Witness

1885/04/04 Anemone, sea, large Otago Institute Wackeldine, Albert Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Opossum, australian Otago Institute Bransgrove Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Leopard, large Otago Institute Chiarini, Signor Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Kitten Otago Institute Cross, Mrs Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Rat, skin, bay-coloured Otago Institute Duckmanton, Mrs Otago Witness
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1885/04/04 Guinea pig Otago Institute Kellan, A Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Rabbit head with deformed incisors Otago Institute Moggath Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Baleen Otago Institute Simmons, John Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Tin ore Otago Institute Bransgrove Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Bituminous shale & fossils Otago Institute Burns, Dr Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Volcanic dust, Krakatoa Otago Institute Haast, Johann Franz Julius von 1822-1887 Member 

Canterbury Philosophical Institute, Curator 
Canterbury Museum, geologist

Otago Witness

1885/04/04 Fossil, Woodhaugh Otago Institute Mathews Otago Witness
1885/04/04 Lizard, large Otago Institute Hardie Otago Witness
1885/05/12 Oil & water colour pntgs Otago Institute Arthur, William fl 1860s-1885, Member Otago 

Institute, surveyor
Minutes Otago Institute

1885/05/12 Oil & water colour pntgs Otago Institute Joachim, George 1842-1920, Member Otago 
Institute, Managing Director Westport Coal Co

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/05/12 Facsimiles illuminated MSS Otago Institute Brown, Mainwaring, 1851-1888, Member Otago 
Institute, Professor of  English, Economics and 
History

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/05/12 Microscopes & microscopic objects Otago Institute Copland Minutes Otago Institute
1885/05/12 Microscopes & microscopic objects Otago Institute Ferguson, Dr Henry Lindo 1858-1948, Member 

Otago Institute, ophthalmologist
Minutes Otago Institute

1885/05/12 Ethonological specimens Otago Institute Hocken, Thomas Morland 1836-1910, Member 
Otago Institute, coroner

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/05/12 Microscopes & microscopic objects Otago Institute Hocken, Thomas Morland 1836-1910, Member 
Otago Institute, coroner

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/05/12 Microscopes & microscopic objects Otago Institute Joachim, George 1842-1920, Member Otago 
Institute, Managing Director Westport Coal Co

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/05/12 Models anatomical, physiological apparatus Otago Institute Scott, John Halliday 1851-1914, Member Otago 
Institute, professor medicine

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/05/12 Apparatus illustrating water motion Otago Institute Shand, John 1834-1914, Member Otago Institute, 
professor mathematics and natural philosophy

Minutes Otago Institute
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1885/05/12 Microscopes & microscopic objects Otago Institute Thomson, J.C. fl1880s-1900s, Member Otago 
Institute

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/05/12 Microscopes & microscopic objects Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/05/12 Steel cable samples Otago Institute Ulrich, George Henry 1838-1900 Member Otago 
Institute, professor mineralogy School of  Mines 
University of  Otago

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/05/12 Illustrated books Otago Institute White & Marshall Minutes Otago Institute
1885/05/12 Skeleton - Carchardon 12ft6ins - glycerine Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 

Institute, professor biology
Minutes Otago Institute

1885/05/12 Torpedo - glycerine Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/05/12 Butterflies collection Otago Institute Fulton, Percy fl1880s Member Otago Institute Minutes Otago Institute
1885/05/16 Microscope Otago Institute Ferguson, Dr Henry Lindo 1858-1948, Member 

Otago Institute, ophthalmologist
Otago Witness

1885/05/16 Microscope Otago Institute Hocken, Thomas Morland 1836-1910, Member 
Otago Institute, coroner

Otago Witness

1885/05/16 Miner's safety lamp Otago Institute Ulrich, George Henry 1838-1900 Member Otago 
Institute, professor mineralogy School of  Mines 
University of  Otago

Otago Witness

1885/05/16 Skeleton, blue shark Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1885/05/16 Torpedo fish [aka electric ray] Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1885/05/16 Butterflies, Indian Otago Institute Fulton, Percy fl1880s Member Otago Institute Otago Witness
1885/05/16 Models human brain, eye, facial muscles Otago Institute Scott, John Halliday 1851-1914, Member Otago 

Institute, professor medicine
Otago Witness

1885/05/16 Skeleton, human  + removable bones Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1885/05/16 Tuatara x2, Karewa Island, Tauranga Otago Institute Otago Witness
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1885/06/09 Model phylogenetic tree Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/06/09 Sections bones & teeth Otago Institute Ferguson, Dr Henry Lindo 1858-1948, Member 
Otago Institute, ophthalmologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/06/09 Sections rocks - petrographical microscope Otago Institute Ulrich, George Henry 1838-1900 Member Otago 
Institute, professor mineralogy School of  Mines 
University of  Otago

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/09/08 Trout pair Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/09/12 Trout, x2 ex Lake Wakatipu Otago Institute / Indian & 
Colonial Exhibition, London

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1885/10/13 Cast Archaeopteryx (BM(NH) specimen) Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/10/13 Photograph Archaeopteryx (Berlin specimen) Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/11/10 Model - demonstrates phyllotaxis Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1885/11/10 Collection going to Indian & Colonial 
Exhibtion, London

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1886/05/08 Food fishes Indian & Colonial Exhibition, 
London

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1886/05/21 Tiger Otago Institute Otago Witness
1886/06/08 Great Blue shark - stuffed Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 

Institute, professor biology
Minutes Otago Institute

1886/06/08 Skulls, painted to display homologous bones Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1886/06/11 Shark, blue Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1886/06/11 Skulls, mammalian Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness
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1886/08/10 Various - stuffed birds Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1886/08/10 Skeleton great anteater Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1886/08/10 Skeleton tapir Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1886/08/10 Various soft parts in glycerine Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1886/08/13 Albatross, sooty Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1886/08/13 Shag Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1886/08/13 Shark, blue, heart of Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1886/08/13 Skate, sting-ray, alimnetary canals Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1886/08/13 Crayfish, sea Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1886/08/13 Foal, foetal, heart of Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1886/08/13 Skeleton, anteater Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1886/08/13 Skeleton, tapir Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1886/10/15 Kiwi eggs & embryos Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1886/11/17 Collection (Austrian) Otago Institute Baron Constantin von Ettinghausen 1826-1897, 
Austrian geologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1886/11/17 New Zealand collection sent to Baron von 
Ettinghausen for naming

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute
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1886/11/17 Lion - stuffed Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1886/11/17 Seal - stuffed Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1886/11/17 Tapir - stuffed Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1887/05/10 Patent safety cage Otago Institute Haworth Minutes Otago Institute
1887/05/10 Living - New Zealand gudgeon - Galaxias sp. Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 

Institute, professor biology
Minutes Otago Institute

1887/05/15 Ribbon fish Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1887/06/24 Microscopes Green Island Conversazione Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1887/07/12 Photograph - snow crystals Otago Institute Chapman, Frederick Reavans 1849-1936, Member 
Otago Institute, lawyer, judge, ethnologist on for his 
?brother E.A. Chapman, Grampian Station

Minutes Otago Institute

1887/07/12 Patent safety cage Otago Institute Binns, George J. fl1880s-1890s, Member Otago 
Institute, geologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1887/07/12 Regalecus Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1887/07/12 Embryos lizard - pineal gland Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1887/11/08 Eggs - new method mounting Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1887/11/08 Series of  giant petrel - plumage variations Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1887/11/08 3 new species Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1887/11/08 New Zealand sole Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute
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1887/11/08 Tuatara & mutton bird - habitat Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1887/11/11 Eggs Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1887/11/11 Giant petrel Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1887/11/11 Giant petrel x4 Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1887/11/11 Mutton bird & lizard [?photograph or 
?habitat case - unclear]

Otago Institute / Indian & 
Colonial Exhibition, London

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1887/11/11 Ribbon fish Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1887/11/11 Sharks x3 Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1887/11/11 New Zealand sole Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1888/06/12 Penguins (2), immature & adult plumage Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1888/06/12 Collection going to Melbourne Exhibition Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1888/06/12 Cast Comsognathus Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1888/06/12 Bladder worm parasite - rabbit Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1888/07/13 Trout, various Melbourne Exhibition Otago Witness
1888/09/11 Diagram series - distribution of  animals 

through Geological Time
Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 

Institute, professor biology
Minutes Otago Institute

1888/09/11 Photo - Birds mounted in habitats - Burton 
Brothers

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute
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1888/09/11 Australian Centennial Model Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1888/09/14 Diagrams section earth's crust Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1888/09/14 Hydatids in rabbits Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1888/11/20 Book - A History of  the Birds of  New Zealand 
by Walter Lawry Buller

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1888/11/20 Passerines (number of) adult, immature, nest 
all on same twig

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1888/11/20 Dinornis casuarinus Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1888/11/20 Spider - Gasteracantha ocellata Otago Institute Goyen, Peter 1845-1927 Member Otago Institute, 
Inspector of  Schools Southland and Otago, botanist

Minutes Otago Institute

1889/02/14 Grasses Otago Institute H.W., Mataura Otago Witness
1889/03/20 Rana catesbiana (Bull frog, US) New Zealand & South Seas 

Exhibition 
Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Arion rufus - model (gastro) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Delphinula niger - drawing New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Perpiatus capensis, drawing (class Protracheata) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Archaeopteryx - drawing (Solenhofen, Upper 
Jurassic)

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Boltenia clavata - model (Tunicate) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Cleodora acicula - drawing (Pteropod) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness
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1889/03/20 Cyprea tigris - drawing (gastropod, Fiji) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Microcosmia pyriformis  - model (Tunicate) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Archaeopteryx - cast - drawing (Solenhofen, 
Upper Jurassic)

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Cacatua galerita (sulphur crested cockatoo, 
Australia)

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Amphioxus lanceolatus (Cephalochordata) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Ceratodus forsteri (Queensland) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Crossorhinus barbatus (Port Jackson shark) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Diodon hystrix (porcupine fish) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Geotria chilensis (lamprey, Shag river) preserved 
in spirit

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Acridium olfersii Brazilian locust New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Anoplognathus viridissneus (New South Wales 
beetle)

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Chrysochroa chrysara (Philippine beetle) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 cicada larva New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Estatomma villosa (ant, Brazil) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Fidicina angularis (adult cicada from Sydney) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness
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1889/03/20 Halima inachis (leaf  butterfly, India) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Papilia arguna (swallowtail butterfly, India) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Sphinx drupiferarimi (US sphinx moth) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Volucella zonaria (German humble bee) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Xylocopa latipes (bee-like, India) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Aniculus typicus (hermit crab, Samoa) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Avicula tarentina (bivalve, Mediterranean) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Balanus decorus (cirripede, South Australia) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Cardita incrassata (bivalve Queensland) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Cassis rufa (gastropod Paumotu Isl) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Cormocephalus westwoodii (class Myriapoda) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Cylinder auratus (gastropod, Diego Island) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Cynodonta cornigera (gastropod, Diego Island) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Cyprea tigris (gastropod, Fiji) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Delphinula laciniata (gastropod) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness
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1889/03/20 Dione umbonella (bivalve, Aden) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Grapsus pictus (crab, Mauritius) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Haliotis rubicunda (gastropod, Western 
Australia)

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Helix melanotragus (Ceylon) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Lepas anatifera (cirripede, Mediterranean) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Limuls longispina (China) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Palinurus hugelli (crayfish, Tasmania) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Pellina abinella (bivalve South Australia) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Sacculina portuni (crab + parasite) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Scorpio spinifer (India) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Spondylus aurantius (bivalve Diego Island) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Unio alata (bivalve, New York) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Chiton glaucus (class Polyplacophora) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Clio borealis (pteropod) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Dentalium cornicum (Scaphopoda, Awamoa) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness
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1889/03/20 Hyalea tridentata (pteropod) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Nautilus pompillus (Moluccas) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Octopus vulgaris New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Sepia officinalis New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Skeleton, human New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Neanderthal skull (Rhine Valley) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Troglodytes gorilla - skull New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Chelodyna longicollis (tortoise, New South 
Wales)

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Compsognathus longipes - cast (Solenhofen, 
Upper Jurassic)

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/03/20 Hydrosaurus varius (lace lizard, New South 
Wales)

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition 

Otago Witness

1889/06/11 Skeleton - prepared for teaching Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1889/06/11 Drew's perch - Pyneleptoros drewii Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1889/06/11 Specimens of  flora Otago Institute Petrie, Donald 1846-1925, Member Otago Institute, 
Inspector of  Schools, botanist

Minutes Otago Institute

1889/07/09 Diagram extinct animals Otago Institute Josephine Gordon Rich fl1880s-1930s Member 
Otago Institute, zoology student  

Minutes Otago Institute

1889/07/09 Swan's wing - mounted in new manner Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute
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1889/07/09 Red cod sections Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1889/07/09 Celmisia x2 sp. nov. Otago Institute Chapman, Frederick Reavans 1849-1936, Member 
Otago Institute, lawyer, judge, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1889/11/28 Moa painting New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Cousins, T.S. Otago Witness

1889/11/28 Diagrams x5 restoration extinct animals New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Josephine Gordon Rich fl1880s-1930s Member 
Otago Institute, zoology student  

Otago Witness

1889/11/28 Bird, case of  x2 New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Barton Otago Witness

1889/11/28 Bird, case of New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Jennings, Edward c1834-1910 taxidermist for Otago 
Museum

Otago Witness

1889/11/28 Kea attacking lamb New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/11/28 Moa, skeleons x2 New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1889/11/28 Fern collection New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Cheeseman, Thomas Frederick 1845-1923, Member 
Auckland Institute, Curator Auckland Museum, 
botanist

Otago Witness

1889/11/28 Grasses collection New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Petrie, Donald 1846-1925, Member Otago Institute, 
Inspector of  Schools, botanist

Otago Witness

1889/11/28 Fern collection New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Thomson, George Malcolm 1848-1933, Member 
Otago Institute, science master Otago Boys' High 
School, botanist, zoologist and politician

Otago Witness

1889/11/28 Tuatara case New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Witness

1890/02/20 Stuffed fishes New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Otago Acclimatisation Society Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Beroe pilleus - model - (Ctenophora) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness
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1890/03/06 Brachionis pala - drawing  (Rotifera) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Brittle star larva - model New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Cells - drawings New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Coral drawings New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Cucumaria crocea - model (Holothuroidea) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Foraminifera - model x2 New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Gregarinida - (intestinal parasite) - drawing New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Hook headed worm - drawing New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Infusoria - drawings Ouglenia viridia, Vorticella, 
Acineta

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Infusoria - model - Stylonichia mytilus New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Lucernaria amicula - model - (Hydrozoa) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Plumatella repeus - drawing New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Polygordius - drawings New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Priapatus caudatus - star worm - model 
(Gephyrea)

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Radiolarian - model & drawing New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness
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1890/03/06 Rhisostoma cuvieri - model - (Hydrozoa) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Sabella pavorina - model - (Chaetopoda) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Sagitta - drawing - arrow worm 
(Chaetognatha)

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Sea urchin larval stage - model New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Sertularia abietina France - drawing (Hydrozoa) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Sporadipus peruvianus - model (Holothuroidea) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Aphrodite aculeata - spirit New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Asteriscus caicar, New South Wales 
(Asteroidea)

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Beroe ovata (Ctenophora) - spirit collection New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Centsostephanus rodgerii, Mauritius (Echinoidea) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Comatula mediterranea - Mediterranean 
(Crinoidea)

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Euplectella aspergillum - Venus flower basket 
(Japan)

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Flustra foliacea (Polyso) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Fungia patella - Mauritius (Actinozoa) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Hirudo medicinalis -Medicinal Leech - spirit 
collection

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness
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1890/03/06 Lingula anatina, Australia (Brachiopoda) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Maretia planulata, Northern Australia 
(Echinoidea)

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Ophioplocus esmarkii, California, brittle star 
(Asteroidea)

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Prostheraceus roseus - marine flatworm New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Sagustia parasitica (anemone) - spirit collection New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Sponges x 2 - Port Chalmers New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Stellaster incea, Torres Strait (Asteroidea) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Stylaster sanguineus, Tauranga (Hydrozoa) New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Tania solium - tape worm New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Tanria echinococcus - Bladder worm 
(Platyhelminthes) -spirit collection

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Trichina spiralis - round worm New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/06 Waldheimia flavesceus, Port Jackson, Australia 
(Brachipod)

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Heart - frog - glycerine jelly New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skull - disarticulated - frog New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Frog metamorphoses - models x22 New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness
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1890/03/27 Heart - glycerine jelly - penguin New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Pigeons x10 mounted in var stages flight, 
based photos M. Marey, France

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skeleton - hawk Circus gouldi - feather 
attachment

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skeleton - rail New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skeleton, vertical section - swan New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skull, longitudinal section - albatross New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Swan gizzard - spirit New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Heart - glycerine jelly - great blue shark New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Heart - glycerine jelly - skate New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skeleton - perch New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skeleton - porbeagle shark, Dunedin New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skeleton, vertical section - red cod New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skull - disarticulated - sturgeon New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skull, longitudinal section - ling New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Torpedo fish [aka electric ray] - brain & nerve 
system

New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness
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1890/03/27 Brain - baboon New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Brain - dog New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Brain - leopard New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Brain - monkey New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Brain - porpoise New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Brain - sheep x3 - shows dissection method New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Heart - glycerine jelly - leopard New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Heart - glycerine jelly - sea leopard New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skeleton - monkey New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skeleton, vertical section - dog New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skull - disarticulated - calf New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skull - disarticulated - child New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skull, longitudinal section - bulldog New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skull, longitudinal section - gorilla New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skull, longitudinal section - man New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness



350

Date Specimen Venue where shown Donor or Exhibitor Source Information

1890/03/27 Skull, longitudinal section - monkey New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skeleton, vertical section - tortoise New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skull - disarticulated - python New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Skull, longitudinal section - crocodile New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/03/27 Dissections - various New Zealand & South Seas 
Exhibition

Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1890/06/10 Whale skull, cast Otago Institute Stirling, Edward Charles 1848-1914, Adelaide 
Museum

Minutes Otago Institute

1890/06/10 Celmisia, sp. nov. Campbell Island Otago Institute Chapman, Frederick Reavans 1849-1936, Member 
Otago Institute, lawyer, judge, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1890/06/10 Olearia, sp. nov. Otago Institute Petrie, Donald 1846-1925, Member Otago Institute, 
Inspector of  Schools, botanist

Minutes Otago Institute

1890/07/03 Set exhibits to Otago Boys' High School Otago Witness
1891/05/12 Indian butterflies, several cases Otago Institute Fulton, Geo Minutes Otago Institute
1891/06/09 Maori implements, fish-hooks, shawl pins, 

pendants
Otago Institute Chapman, Frederick Reavans 1849-1936, Member 

Otago Institute, lawyer, judge, ethnologist
Minutes Otago Institute

1891/06/09 Trout, cancerous growth Otago Institute Scott, John Halliday 1851-1914, Member Otago 
Institute, professor medicine

Minutes Otago Institute

1891/06/09 Sponges - cup shaped from Tasmania Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1891/06/09 Dactylanthus taylori Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1891/06/09 Fungus - Ileodrctyn[?] Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1891/06/11 Ornaments, Maori Otago Institute Chapman, F Chapman, Frederick Reavans 1849-
1936, Member Otago Institute, lawyer, judge

Otago Witness
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1891/06/11 Sponges, Tasmanian Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Otago Witness

1891/06/11 Dactylanthus taylori Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Otago Witness

1891/08/11 Rare spp x2 Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1891/08/11 Swordfish portions Limestone Otago Institute Sutherland, nr Milburn Lime Co Minutes Otago Institute
1891/11/12 Greenstone Otago Institute White, J Otago Witness
1891/11/12 Branchellion (leech) Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 

Institute, professor biology
Otago Witness

1892/05/10 Maori bone combs Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist /John White, Anderson's Bay

Minutes Otago Institute

1892/05/10 Fulcia prisca - bones Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1892/05/10 Harpagornis bones Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1892/05/10 Moa bones Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1892/05/10 Notornis Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1892/05/10 Boraginaceous gen. nov. Otago Institute Petrie, Donald 1846-1925, Member Otago Institute, 
Inspector of  Schools, botanist

Minutes Otago Institute

1892/08/11 Photo - greenstone Otago Institute Chapman, Frederick Reavans 1849-1936, Member 
Otago Institute, lawyer, judge, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1892/08/11 Models anatomical Otago Institute Scott, John Halliday 1851-1914, Member Otago 
Institute, professor medicine

Minutes Otago Institute

1892/10/11 Bauxite ore samples Otago Institute Wilkinson Minutes Otago Institute
1893/05/09 Rare spp ex Chathams - subscription fund Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 

Institute, professor biology
Minutes Otago Institute
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1893/06/13 Lophotes apidamus[?] Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1893/06/13 Serpulids, barnacles - dredged off  Bounty Is Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1893/06/13 Human skulls - Maori & Moriori Otago Institute Scott, John Halliday 1851-1914, Member Otago 
Institute, professor medicine

Minutes Otago Institute

1893/07/11 Models - extinct animals Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1893/08/08 Models - Bee & beetle Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1893/08/08 Models - Botanical - Brendel Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1893/08/08 Collection in spirit Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1893/09/19 Models - development of  chicken Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1893/11/14 Harpagornis bones Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1893/11/14 Terrestrial orchids x 6, from Dunedin Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1894/05/24 Egyptian mummy Otago Institute Hallenstein, Bendix 1835-1905 clothier and 
philanthropist

Otago Witness

1894/05/24 Egyptian mummy's head Otago Institute Kitchener, Arthur fl1880s, Member Otago Institute Otago Witness
1894/08/14 Collection ethnological specimens Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 

Institute, professor biology
Minutes Otago Institute

1894/08/16 Ethnological collection, including weapons, 
Papua New Guinea

Otago Institute Chalmers, Reverend James 1841-1901, London 
Missionary Society missionary

Otago Witness

1894/10/09 Moa bones with skin & feathers Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute
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1894/10/09 Skeleton, eland, moose, elephant (ex British 
Museum (Natural History))

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1894/10/09 Skeleton, rhino (ex Canterbury Museum) Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1894/10/18 Bone & skin, moa Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Otago Witness

1894/10/18 Skeleton eland Otago Institute British Museum (Natural History), London Otago Witness
1894/10/18 Skeleton elephant Otago Institute British Museum (Natural History), London Otago Witness
1894/10/18 Skeleton moose Otago Institute British Museum (Natural History), London Otago Witness
1894/10/18 Skeleton, rhino (ex Canterbury Museum) Otago Institute Canterbury Museum Otago Witness
1894/10/18 Kauri tree section Otago Institute Douglas, (Public Works) Otago Witness
1894/11/13 King penguin by Miss Hamilton from photo Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 

University, ethnologist
Minutes Otago Institute

1894/11/13 Penguins, stuffed Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1894/11/13 Collection, mounted New Zealand species 
Mokohinau Island

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1894/11/13 Skull, Leopard seal, elephant seal, ex 
Macquarie Island

Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1895/05/14 Passion flower in fruit Otago Institute Chapman, Frederick Reavans 1849-1936, Member 
Otago Institute, lawyer, judge, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1895/06/13 Megapodius pritchardi, egg, Tonga Otago Institute Wilson, Alexander 1849-1929 Memer Otago 
Institute, rector Otago Girls' High School

Otago Witness

1895/06/13 Nest, sparrow/fantail/humblebee Otago Institute Otago Witness
1895/07/09 Large collection fauna & flora SubAntartic ex 

SS Hinemoa expedition
Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 

Institute, professor biology
Minutes Otago Institute

1895/07/11 Subantarctic collection ex SS Hinemoa Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1895/10/31 Arrow worm, drawing Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness
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1895/10/31 Bones, Harpagornis Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Otago Witness

1896/06/09 Sunfish Orthagonicas mola Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1896/06/25 Sunfish Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1896/08/20 Cast of  aztec statuary Otago Institute Hocken, Thomas Morland 1836-1910, Member 
Otago Institute, coroner

Otago Witness

1896/09/08 Skeleton Harpagornis Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1896/09/10 Harpagornis moorei, skeleton Otago Institute Donaldson Otago Witness
1896/10/13 Apteryx - Stewart Island kiwi, mounted Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 

Institute, professor biology
Minutes Otago Institute

1896/10/13 Hoki - Macrurorus zealandica Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1896/10/13 Skeleton, brown trout, disrticulated - impreg 
parafin

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1896/10/13 Skeleton, Callorhynchus, Heterdonatus, 
Necturus[?], Hyla - in alchohol, disarticulated

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1896/10/13 Waihola Limestone slab, shark's teeth, TYPE 
Onehunga vonHaasti

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1896/10/13 Collection of  Abyssal fauna, Indian Marine 
Survey

Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1896/10/13 Mindosoma lineatus Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1896/11/10 Heredontus, egg shells Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1896/11/10 Dromia excavats in assoc with Ascidian Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute
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1896/11/10 Nautilus pompilus Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1896/11/10 Octopus granulatus Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1896/11/10 Sepicula[?] Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1896/11/19 Egg shells, Port Jackson Shark Otago Institute Otago Witness
1896/11/19 Telesto smithii, Port Jackson Otago Institute Otago Witness
1896/11/19 Crab & commensal ascidian, New South 

Wales
Otago Institute Otago Witness

1896/11/19 Echinocardium australe, Port Jackson Otago Institute Otago Witness
1896/11/19 Nautilus pompillus, Santa Cruz Otago Institute Otago Witness
1896/11/19 Octopus granulatus, Port Jackson Otago Institute Otago Witness
1896/11/19 Taelis crassicornis (sea anemone), Channel 

Islands
Otago Institute Otago Witness

1896/11/19 Agalophenia phoenica, New South Wales Otago Institute
1897/05/11 Book - Augustus Hamilton's Maori Art Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 

Institute, professor biology
Minutes Otago Institute

1897/05/11 Harpagornis bones, skeleton, Castle Rock Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1897/06/08 Belt made from fish skin, Kingsmill Isalnd Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1897/06/08 Ceremonial mask, New Britain Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1897/06/08 Regalecus - in alcohol Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1897/06/08 Lepidothymus huttoni Scaly tunny Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute

1897/06/08 Trout, Haplodactylus meandratus Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Minutes Otago Institute
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1897/06/17 Casts Roman & Greek medals Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Otago Witness

1897/06/17 Lepidothynnus huttoni, scaled tunny Otago Institute Parker, Thomas Jeffery 1850-1897, Member Otago 
Institute, professor biology

Otago Witness

1897/10/12 Recent & Fossil Polyzoa Otago Institute Hamilton, Augustus 1853-1913, Registrar Otago 
University, ethnologist

Minutes Otago Institute

1897/10/12 Seaweeds Otago Institute Crosby-Smith, Joseph 1853-1950, Member Otago 
Institute, book-keeper and botanist

Minutes Otago Institute

1897/10/12 Fresh Water algae Otago Institute Tennant, J.S. fl1890s, zoologist Minutes Otago Institute
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